United States
of America

Congressional Record

th
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 1 12 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

Vol. 157

WASHINGTON, FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 18, 2011

No. 27—Book 11

House of Representatives

FULL-YEAR CONTINUING APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2011—Continuing

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BROUN) and a Member opposed each
will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, in the United Nations over and
over again we see enemies of America,
enemies of our freedom, voting against
us over and over again. We see an orga-
nization there that’s just rife with
fraud, corruption, with a tremendous
amount of problems. We see the U.N.
bring people over here who have diplo-
matic immunity who have been caught
in the business of spying against Amer-
ica, want to harm us. We see in the
U.N. an organization that in their
Human Rights Commission is popu-
lated by countries that are basically
run by terrorist organizations.

Mr. Chairman, it’s time to take a
solid stand against our supporting this
kind of organization by giving our tax-
payers’ hard earned money and tax-
payers’ dollars to an organization that
I believe is not in the best interests of
America.

Mr. Chairman, I personally would
like to see us get out of the U.N. and
get the U.N. out of the U.S., but we
cannot do that today. But what we can
do is in this continuing resolution we
can deny taxpayer dollars being wasted
on this organization.

And so I have the amendment to stop
the United States from paying dues to
the United Nations. I think it’s in our
best interests to do so. I think it’s in
our best interests to the taxpayers of
America to prevent wasting their hard-
earned taxpayer dollars on funding the
U.N. through our dues to the U.N. So I
encourage my colleagues to support
this amendment to defund the U.N.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mrs. LOWEY. I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, the
Broun amendment would withhold
U.S.-assessed contributions to the
U.N., directly contravening U.S. treaty
obligations and national security inter-
ests. It would isolate the U.S., cripple
U.S. diplomatic efforts globally, weak-
en our leadership within the U.N. to
advance crucial foreign policy prior-
ities.

The U.N. is critical to advancing U.S.
national security interests, and the
Broun amendment would impede our
ability to influence crucial counterter-
rorism actions at the U.N. Security
Council, including concrete steps tar-
geting al Qaeda and the Taliban, global
action addressing the conduct of re-
gimes such as North Korea and Iran, on
which the Security Council has acted
forcefully in recent years, imposing the
most comprehensive sanctions ever on
these regimes, U.N. missions in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq, which play crucial
and growing roles in both countries,
supplementing U.S. efforts and reduc-
ing our burden.
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U.N. peacekeeping operations, which
are an indispensable tool, have saved
untold lives, averted dozens of wars,
and helped restore or establish demo-
cratic rule in more than a dozen coun-
tries.

The Broun amendment would put the
U.S. on a dangerous path to isola-
tionism. We learned on September 11,
2001, that we are not immune from
events that take place halfway around
the world. There are enormous chal-
lenges that we all must face together,
and the United States cannot close its
borders and think that we can protect
our own security.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no’” on
this amendment to effectively with-
draw from the U.N. because it would
endanger our national security.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. I continue to
reserve the balance of my time.

Mrs. LOWEY. I yield 1 minute to the
gentlelady from Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE).

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I rise to
oppose the amendment.

I want to thank the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. LOWEY) for her
outstanding stewardship of American
dollars as it relates to our standing in
the world.

I understand the gentleman’s con-
cern, but the United Nations is where
you draw consensus. It is where we are
able to sit at the table and ask indi-
vidual countries to join with us for
what democracy means.

As you watch the rising crisis in the
Mideast, it is the United Nations that
we can draw upon to be able to empha-
size democracy. As you watched the
conflict in Egypt, where we celebrated
what happened, many of you are aware
of the tragedy that happened to one of
our American reporters, Ms. Logan.
The United Nations is where we can
call upon the Egyptian Government to
explain themselves and to apologize
and call upon the U.N. Ambassador
from Egypt to apologize to Ms. Logan
and apologize to the American people
for the tragedy that happened to this
woman who was doing her job, the vi-
cious sexual assault that occurred to
her. It is the United Nations that we
can come and ask others to accept that
kind of responsibility.

We need to be part of the world fam-
ily. The world family is a place where
we can get solutions.

I oppose the gentleman’s amendment.

Mrs. LOWEY. I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN. I thank the gentlelady.

This is the 21st century. We have to
live with our neighbors. If the United
Nations didn’t exist, we would have to
create it. The fact is that even the
Government Accountability Office esti-
mates that a U.N. peacekeeping force is
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eight times less expensive than funding
a military force. We’re going to have to
move to more smart power in the 2l1st
century. We can’t do it all alone,
whether it be establishing democracy,
securing peace or promoting human
rights.

We can’t keep putting our own troops
at risk, trying to put out the flames
that erupt all over the world. The U.N.
does that. They don’t do it perfectly,
but they are largely an international
reflection of our American values.

We’ve got to find a way to secure
peace in the world. And ever since
Woodrow Wilson came up with the
League of Nations, the United Nations
continues to evolve, continues to re-
flect our values and promote our most
fundamental foreign policy. This is not
the time to be pulling the rug out from
under such an important ally.

The U.N. represents every nation in
the world. We don’t agree with all of
them, but we have more influence in
the United Nations than does any other
nation in the world.

This amendment is not in our na-
tional interest. It should be strongly
rejected.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. KINGSTON).

Mr. KINGSTON. I'm sitting here
hearing what a wonderful organization
the U.N. is, and I can’t help but won-
der: Where in the heck were they dur-
ing Rwanda? Where were they? I would
love to yield the floor to anybody out
there.

You know, that was the most miser-
able failure and genocide that the
world has seen in modern times. Where
was the U.N.? And we all know they
were absolutely nowhere. There were
800,000 people Kkilled, slaughtered, an
absolute genocide; and it went from, I
think, April until July 6, 800,000 people
killed with machetes on the street, and
the U.N. spent the whole 3, 4 months
debating the definition of genocide.

The U.N. is not there when you need
them. The U.N. spends lots of time con-
demning Israel, lots of time on anti-
United States jabs. They aren’t being
helpful so far that I can see on Egypt,
Tunisia, Yemen, or anywhere else in
the Middle East where the pot seems to
be boiling over. But I just remember so
vividly genocide in Rwanda and the
U.N. not being there.

I would suggest to people, you know,
we all want to read books. Read the
book ‘‘Hotel Rwanda.”” Read the book,
“We Regret to Inform You, But To-
night They Are Coming for Our Chil-
dren,” about the genocide in Rwanda.
There are lots of books, and it’s well
documented on how absolutely worth-
less the U.N. was.

Mrs. LOWEY. May I ask the Chair
how much time we have remaining.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from New York has 1 minute remain-
ing, and the gentleman from Georgia
has 1% minutes.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to make it very clear that none of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

us are making a statement that the
U.N. can solve all the problems in the
world. But I want to reiterate again a
comment that my good friend Mr.
MORAN made: If we are going to put a
cocoon around our country and operate
in isolation, we will be less successful
in dealing with the extraordinary chal-
lenges that we are facing today.

And I would like to say to my good
friend Mr. KINGSTON, I'm not quite sure
that we would be more successful in
dealing with slaughters and genocide
without the U.N. We are working very
hard with our colleagues and our
friends around the world to try and
find solutions.

And I yield such time as he may con-
sume to my good friend from Virginia
(Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN. I would ask my friend
from Georgia: What’s the alternative?
Should we have gone into Rwanda? The
U.N. was an abysmal failure, but where
was the United States? And if we didn’t
have the United Nations, the United
States would be asked to carry that
themselves. We can’t be the world’s po-
liceman.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I am not an isolationist, but the
U.N. has been an abysmal failure. We
need to stop throwing our money down
a rat hole. It’s not dependent on us to
keep the world safe. In fact, we, with
our allies all across this globe, can do
what’s necessary far more efficiently
without the wasting of American tax-
payer dollars in trying to foster democ-
racy, to foster human rights, to foster
women’s rights all across the world
stage.

Continuing to pour money into the
U.N. is not going to do anything except
for keep a group of people who are in
power there, who go against us as we
try to stand firm for Israel, as we try
to stand firm for world peace and de-
mocracy. Our efforts are thwarted
through the U.N. And, in fact, they
want to take the U.N. governance and
apply it to every American citizen.

This is not in our best interest. It’s a
waste of taxpayers’ dollars. It was to-
tally ineffective, as my good friend
from Georgia has said, in Rwanda and
many other cases. It’s time for us to
stop funding this inefficient organiza-
tion that is not in our best interest.

I encourage my colleagues to support
this amendment.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chair, | rise in opposition to
this amendment. It would prevent the U.S.
from paying its annual dues to the UN and UN
agencies, and put our nation once again into
arrears. Passage of it would also end ongoing
peacekeeping operations in nations critical to
America’s national security interests, including
Haiti and Sudan.

Today the United States is in good standing
at the United Nations after years of failing to
meet our treaty obligations, and as a result,
the U.S. is better able to advance our inter-
ests. Great nations keep their word, and by
working with other countries in the UN, we can
be sure that our nation does not go it alone.
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In making his argument for fiscal responsi-
bility, Congressman BROUN has picked the
wrong target. In 2006, a Government Account-
ability Office (GAO) study concluded that UN
peacekeeping is eight times less expensive
than funding a U.S. force. This point was
backed up by former Secretary of State
Condoleezza Rice who said that “[UN Peace-
keeping] is much more cost effective than
using American forces. And of course, Amer-
ica doesn’'t have the forces to do all of these
peacekeeping missions, but somebody has to
do them.”

In the last ten years, the number of UN
peacekeeping missions has grown—with each
and every one of them enjoying the active
support of both Democratic and Republican
administrations. There are now over 100,000
peacekeepers—the second largest deployed
military in the world—serving in 14 missions in
some of the most dangerous corners of the
world.

UN peacekeeping missions help end brutal
conflicts, support stability, the transition to de-
mocratization, and bring relief for hundreds of
millions of people. In 2005, The Human Secu-
rity Report, a major international study on
peace and war, judged that the global security
climate improved dramatically since the
1980’s, with genocides plummeting by 80 per-
cent. The study attributed that decline to the
explosion in conflict prevention, peacemaking,
and increases in the number and complexity
of UN peacekeeping missions.

The UN force in Haiti has provided security
and access for humanitarian aid since the
devastating earthquake and before that, the
UN kept the peace. In the 1990’s, Florida
faced wave after wave of illegal Haitians trying
to escape from the failed state. Why would we
abandon this mission?

The UN force in Sudan was critical in sup-
porting last month’s referendum calling for
independence and it continues to play a vital
role in supporting South Sudan transition to a
functional democracy. It's in our benefit to help
South Sudan grant freedom to its people, and
the UN is doing that. Right now the total cost
to the international community for our peace-
keeping and humanitarian efforts in Sudan is
about $4 billion a year. An article in Foreign
Policy just last month noted that a return to
war in Sudan could cost the wider inter-
national community $30 billion. The UN is our
main hope in preventing that from happening,
so with passage of the amendment, we’d
abandon the mission, possibly threatening sta-
bility in Sudan and potentially increasing our
future costs.

In both the above cases, it is very likely that
if the UN were not there, U.S. troops would
have to be and they would be the ones in
harm’s way. Instead, by supporting UN peace-
keeping, we lessen the burden on our own
forces and reduce our own expenditures. U.S.
Ambassador to the UN, Susan Rice said last
week, “Those of us—Democrat and Repub-
lican alike—who support the UN owe it to
American taxpayers to ensure that their dollars
are well and cleanly spent. But, equally, those
who push to curtail U.S. support to the UN
owe it to U.S. soldiers to explain why they
should perform missions now handled by UN
peacekeepers.”

| urge my colleagues to vote NO against the
Broun amendment. It is not fiscally respon-
sible—considering we are here today to vote
on a bill to reduce costs, it makes little sense
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to vote for an amendment that would likely en-
tail greater U.S. military expenditures.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair, |
rise in opposition to the Amendment (Amend-
ment No. 263) to H.R. 1 “Full-Year Continuing
Appropriations Act, 2011”, offered by Mr.
BROUN of Georgia providing that none of the
funds made available by this Act be used to
pay any dues to the United Nations.

| strongly oppose this amendment, because
it is imperative that the United States pay its
dues to the United Nations. The United States
not only serves as the host country of the
United Nations, it is also a Permanent Mem-
ber of the United Nations and a Member of
the U.N. Security Council. The United Nations
serves the critical function of providing a forum
where countries from the global community
can meet and form a consensus for resolving
the most important international issues of our
time.

We must remain steadfast in our support for
the United Nations especially during these
times of rapid political, environmental and eco-
nomic change throughout the world. We have
recently witnessed large scale global events
that require a multinational response. The cri-
sis in the Sudan, the Earthquake in Haiti, and
the protests for political change in Egypt and
countries of the Middle East are just a few re-
cent examples. The magnitude of these
events requires a unified international re-
sponse. The United Nations is the appropriate
vehicle for that coordinated response.

Our presence as one of the few Permanent
Members and our position and voice on the
U.N. Security Council provide the United
States with a powerful platform to exercise the
kind of leadership necessary to promote
peace, security of nations, international trade
stability, international monetary stability, inter-
national aid to struggling countries and peo-
ples worldwide, responsible monitoring of nu-
clear weapons proliferation, international
human rights observance and adherence to
the fair administration of justice.

So, in closing Mr. Chair, during this time
when we are debating the funding of our Fed-
eral Government, an act of paying dues, it is
hypocrisy to even suggest that the United
States not pay its dues to the United Nations.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. I yield back
the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN).

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

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Georgia will be
postponed.
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AMENDMENT NO. 526 OFFERED BY MR. WU

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to implement, ad-
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minister, or enforce section 3(e) of the Nat-
ural Gas Act (15 U.S.C. 717b(e)).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. WU)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon.

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, my amend-
ment prevents funds under the con-
tinuing resolution from being used to
provide the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, or FERC, with exclusive
authority to site, construct, expand, or
operate an LNG terminal. Simply put,
it ends overbearing federal regulation
and gives local government and private
property owners a say in LNG siting.

This is a States’ rights issue. FERC’s
overbearing, overbroad Federal regu-
latory structure is preventing States
and local communities from having
any input, let alone decisionmaking
authority, over use of local property.

In Oregon, where there are proposals
for construction of LNG terminals, I
have heard time and time again from
my constituents that they are confused
and frustrated by FERC’s intrusive
projects and unclear timelines. More
importantly, their voices are not being
heard on decisions that affect their
livelihoods and property rights.

FERC has demonstrated in Oregon
that it is unwilling to responsibly regu-
late LNG and is deaf to the needs and
concerns of our citizens and commu-
nities. Defunding FERC’s exclusive ap-
proval authority over LNG projects is a
crucial first step towards reestab-
lishing a local role in the LNG siting
process and ensuring that future en-
ergy decisions better reflect local citi-
zens’ interests.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from New Jersey is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman’s amendment at-
tempts, using the appropriations bill
before us, to enact significant legisla-
tive changes to a prior law. The law in
question, enacted by Congress in the
Energy Policy Act of 2005, establishes
the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission as the issuer of licenses for liq-
uefied natural gas terminals.

Notwithstanding the merits of the
gentleman’s concerns, and we can see
the gentleman cares deeply about the
issue and knows of the issue, this is not
the appropriate place to modify such a
law, as this amendment would attempt
to do. Frankly, such a broad author-
izing issue warrants a suitably more
broad discussion.

We would be happy to work with the
gentleman to facilitate that wider dis-
cussion at the appropriate time, on the
appropriate bill, and through the ap-
propriate committees of jurisdiction.

In this regard, I yield to my ranking
member, Mr. PASTOR of Arizona, for
the time that he may wish to consume.
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(Mr. PASTOR of Arizona asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. I want to
thank the chairman for recognizing
and providing time.

This amendment would prevent
FERC from carrying out its statutory
authority. The term ‘‘enforce’” would
impact oversight of existing and oper-
ating liquefied natural gas facilities.
This amendment appears to prohibit
FERC from approving environmental
or safety-related amendments to exist-
ing liquefied natural gas facilities.
This amendment will impact both im-
port and export proposals in addition
to almost any new facilities at pre-
existing plants.

While I understand the gentleman
has concerns in his district, the lan-
guage would impact a much broader
constituency, and for that reason I op-
pose this amendment and urge my col-
leagues to join me.

Mr. WU. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts such time as he
may consume.

Mr. MARKEY.
tleman.

On September 11, 2001, when Richard
Clarke, George Bush’s terrorism czar,
was asked to sit in the control room to
take over the response on 9/11, the first
call he made was to the port of the city
of Boston to shut down the port be-
cause of the LNG facility in Everett,
Massachusetts, in my district. That
was the first thought in his mind. And
why was that so? Because the al Qaeda
had actually come in from Algeria,
jumping off those ships in Boston Har-
bor in Everett, Massachusetts, in my
district.

Now we’ve had a tremendous amount
of development of natural gas in the
Marcellus shale formation and all
across the country, an addition of 30
percent to the natural gas reserves of
our country over the last 4 years.

Now if a city, if a State determines
that the terrorism threat is so great
that they do not want an LNG facility
in the middle of their most densely
populated area, it should not be the
right of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission to override the public
safety decision made by the State and
local police that it is too great of a
danger. That is why the Wu amend-
ment is correct.

We have a bonanza of natural gas do-
mestically. If a State decides they can
get it from our own people rather than
overseas, it is not up to the FERC to
make that decision if they are going to
override the national security, the
safety consideration of that commu-
nity, in making that decision.

I urge an ‘‘aye” vote on the Wu
amendment.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Chair, | wish to ex-
press my strong support for allowing states to
have a say in the siting of liquefied natural gas
(LNG) facilites and Representative WuU’s
amendment #526 to H.R. 1.

Mr. Chair, for years, there’s been an ill-con-
ceived proposal to permit an LNG facility in

I thank the gen-
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Fall River, Massachusetts. This is a densely
populated urban area with more than 9,000
residents of southeastern Massachusetts and
Rhode Island living within a one mile radius of
the proposed site.

Siting an LNG facility here comes with enor-
mous security risks as 900 foot long tankers
would need to be brought up the Taunton
River and pass under four bridges.

From day one, local residents have ex-
pressed their vehement opposition to this mis-
guided and dangerous proposal.

Current and previous Massachusetts and
Rhode Island governors, local leaders and
public safety officials have also fought against
this irresponsible project.

Unfortunately, the Republican energy bill of
2005 gave the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) the exclusive authority to
site LNG terminals, overriding the role of
states and local communities in these critical
public health and safety decisions.

In Fall River, FERC has ignored legitimate
local concerns, despite Federal laws and regu-
lations directing a preference for remote siting
of LNG facilities away from heavily populated
areas and directing the agency to consider
local input.

Mr. Chair, my constituents in Somerset,
Swansea and Fall River have made their op-
position to this project loud and clear. Fall
River is not the right place for an LNG facility.

Let me be clear—| am not opposed to LNG
as an energy source but it should not be sited
in an urban area. Off-shore siting is pref-
erable. The Northeast is already in a good po-
sition for currently permitted LNG off-shore ter-
minals.

And, | firmly believe that states and local
residents should have a say in the decision to
locate a dangerous energy facility in their
backyards.

Furthermore, Mr. WU’s amendment is impor-
tant because the City of Fall River deserves
the right to plan its future and not have its
economic development held hostage to a
FERC permitting process that does not take
local concerns into account.

At a time when so many of my Republican
colleagues are fond of saying that Washington
has overreached its authority, Mr. WU’s com-
monsense amendment would restore the
public’s role in the siting of LNG projects and
ensure that future energy decisions reflect
community interests.

| want to thank my colleagues Mr. Wu, Mr.
FRANK and Mr. MARKEY for their leadership on
this issue.

| urge a “yes” vote on Mr. WU’s amend-
ment.

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I urge an
‘‘aye’” vote on this amendment, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I urge a ‘“‘no”’
vote. This is a proposition that ought
to be discussed by the authorizers. It
should not be considered within the
limits of this continuing resolution.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. WU).

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

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 27 OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to issue any new
lease that authorizes production of oil or
natural gas under the Outer Continental
Shelf Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1331 et. seq.) to
any lessee under an existing lease issued by
the Department of the Interior pursuant to
the Outer Continental Shelf Deep Water
Royalty Relief Act (43 U.S.C. 1337 note),
where such existing lease is not subject to
limitations on royalty relief based on mar-
ket price.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY) and a Member opposed
each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the Chair.

Mr. Chairman, we all agree that we
have to do some serious work to reduce
the deficit. But we need to start by
first eliminating unnecessary taxpayer
subsidies to big o0il companies. I'm
going to finish the rest of this opening
statement in the well.

As a result of a poorly drafted law
passed by the Republican Congress in
1995, oil companies are now drilling for
free on public lands offshore in the Gulf
of Mexico. The Government Account-
ability Office projects that the Amer-
ican people currently stand to lose as
much as $53 billion in royalty pay-
ments over the life of these leases. And
according to a brand new study, that’s
as much as $1.5 billion just this year.
And with oil prices at $90 a barrel, we
do not have to be allowing them to
drill on public lands for free and take
all of the profit for themselves and giv-
ing nothing back to the American tax-
payer.
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This amendment is very simple. It
says to these companies we will allow
you to continue to drill and not even
pay any royalties, but we’re not going
to give you an opportunity to bid on
any new leases on public lands in our
country.

So if you renegotiate so that you are
paying your fair share back to the
American taxpayer, then fine, you can
drill in the future. But we need that $53
billion that they owe in royalties, in
taxes to be put towards reducing the
Federal deficit.

That’s what this debate should be all
about: Where do we go to find where
the waste is in our Federal Govern-
ment? The oil companies drilling for
free, paying nothing to the taxpayers
while reaping windfall profits is abso-
lutely something that we should not
tolerate.
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This amendment passed in 2006 on
the House floor. This amendment
passed as part of the BP response bill
last year. This amendment passes over
and over again with significant Repub-
lican support, 60 votes just 5 years ago.
In order to reclaim this money, I urge
an ‘‘aye’’ vote.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Idaho is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, con-
trary to what the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts just said, while this hap-
pened in 1995, it was not the Repub-
lican Congress. It was the Clinton ad-
ministration and a result of the oil
leases that were made under the De-
partment of the Interior at the time
and the Clinton administration.

If this amendment passed, companies
with existing Deepwater Royalty Relief
Act leases would be required to renego-
tiate lease terms with DOI to include
price thresholds before getting new
leases. Companies with Deepwater Roy-
alty Relief Act leases have been suc-
cessful multiple times in court chal-
lenging Interior’s authority to include
price thresholds in the lease agree-
ments. DOI has lost at the district
court, the appellate court, and the Su-
preme Court. The Secretary does not
have the authority to include price
thresholds on these leases.

The problem stems from language in-
cluded in the Deepwater Royalty Relief
Act itself and the regulations promul-
gated to implement the act that did
not address or require Interior to in-
clude price thresholds in the Deepwater
Royalty Relief Act leases.

In addition, forcing companies to re-
negotiate the leases would be a viola-
tion of contract law and would be chal-
lenged in court. This would only cost
us millions of dollars more. This would
hinder our leasing ability, reducing
revenues to the Federal Government,
not increasing revenues to the govern-
ment, as it limits the pool of potential
leases.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MARKEY. I yield 12 minutes to
the ranking member of the Interior Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, well, we
voted to subsidize the cotton industry,
NASCAR, agribusiness. You name it,
we vote to subsidize it. But now we
have an opportunity to correct the
most egregious abuse of the Federal
taxpayer. $563 billion of oil that belongs
to all American taxpayers is basically
being given away. It’s their oil. It’s
being drilled offshore. We own it, but
we’re not charging royalties to the
largest American corporations, and
that’s the real rub of it.

These are the most profitable cor-
porations in America. BP is the biggest
beneficiary. Exxon, Shell, Conoco, you
name it. Chevron. They’re all at the
trough. Exxon, for example, last year
$383 billion in revenue, and yet we’re
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told they didn’t pay any American cor-
porate taxes. They paid it to other
countries, but not to the United States.

You know, at a time when we cut $1
billion out of Head Start and then
we’'re going to give $53 billion to the
wealthiest corporations of America,
take American taxpayer-owned 0il?
This is insane.

Now, it may have made some sense
when oil was at $20 a barrel, But when
oil is over $80 a barrel and the Amer-
ican consumer is having to pay $3.50 a
gallon for gas, is this really the time
that we should be giving away $53 bil-
lion in 0il? No.

Let’s stop this egregious abuse. We
say we’re in favor of eliminating waste,
fraud, and abuse? This is the worst
abuse. Let’s stop it. Support the gen-
tleman’s amendment.

Mr. SIMPSON. I am tempted to ask
the gentleman: What part of the con-
tract that was signed by the Clinton
administration don’t you understand?
But I would like to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
LANDRY).

Mr. LANDRY. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
strongly oppose the gentleman from
Massachusetts’ amendment. I wish he
would understand that we are not drill-
ing right now. That is the problem.

Many on the other side of the aisle
have been thrilled with the administra-
tion’s moratorium and praises the De-
partment of the Interior and
BOEMRE’s work or, in true reality, the
lack thereof in the deepwater drilling
permit process since the BP oil spill.

This amendment is insane, Mr. Chair-
man. The gentleman from Massachu-
setts must be confiding with the likes
of George Soros, who happily watched
and encouraged the most advanced
deepwater drilling rigs leave the Gulf
of Mexico and travel to Brazil and Afri-
ca. If they are not picking up and leav-
ing the Gulf of Mexico for good, they
are filing for Dbankruptcy, like
Seahawk Drilling in my district. This
week, Seahawk Drilling blamed its de-
mise on an unprecedented decline in
the issuance of offshore drilling per-
mits following the Macondo blowout.

The chief executive, Randy Stilley,
said in a statement, ‘“The decision by
regulators to arbitrarily construct un-
necessary barriers to obtaining permits
they had traditionally authorized has
had an adverse impact not only on
Seahawk, but on the sector as a
whole.”

Seahawk’s clients were waiting on 11
projects that were in various stages of
the permitting process, none of which
had been approved. This just proves
this administration and Interior are
not serious when they say they have
lifted the deepwater drilling morato-
rium.

The minority is claiming this spend-
ing bill is a job-killing piece of legisla-
tion, but they are just fine with in-
creasing taxes on an industry that is in
limbo and employs hundreds of thou-
sands in my district.

Louisianans are very hardworking,
tough folks. They rarely ask for much.
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Mr. Chairman, they have been yelling
loudly and beating down my door to
tell me they are fed up and ready to go
back to work.

I guarantee you, Americans across
the Nation will begin to yell as well
when they are paying more at the gas
pump when prices should be falling.

Mr. MARKEY. I yield 1*2 minutes to
the gentleman from New York, the au-
thor of this amendment in 2006, Mr.
HINCHEY.

Mr. HINCHEY. At a time when our
country is facing record deficits and
the o0il industry can’t count their
money fast enough, oil drillers in the
Gulf of Mexico are getting away with
highway robbery because of mistakes
that were made many years ago.

0Oil and gas companies are extracting
resources from public property without
paying royalties, regardless of the
price of oil and gas. It’s time to fix the
problem. The GAO has estimated that
not doing so will continue to cost
American taxpayers up to $563 billion.

These hugely profitable companies
are tapping oil and gas reserves that
belong to the American people, selling
it back to us, and then reaping a mas-
sive profit on the backs of the middle
class. But they are not paying one red
cent to the public for the oil and gas
they have extracted. They get it for
free, and we pay the price.

I don’t know a single person who
would allow an oil or gas company to
drill on their private property and not
expect to be compensated for the oil
extracted from that land. So why
should the Federal Government con-
tinue to be taken advantage of by the
most profitable industry in United
States history?

Congress has a chance to correct this
injustice.

Last year, oil companies earned over
$70 billion in profits when oil prices
were significantly lower than they are
today. With the cost of oil once again
approaching $100 a barrel and prices at
the pump also rising, the idea that this
industry is still getting royalty relief
is downright criminal.

If we’re serious about reining in our
deficits, then we should adopt this
amendment. It’s an important amend-
ment; it makes perfect sense, and it is
in the best interests of all of the people
of this country.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. SCALISE).

Mr. SCALISE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I rise in strong opposition to this
amendment. And what is not being
pointed out here is, while the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts is talking
about companies and royalties, he fails
to mention, first of all, that the second
largest source of Federal revenue next
to income taxes is royalties that are
paid by oil companies. They are paying
billions of dollars in royalties. They
are hiring tens of thousands and, in
some cases, probably in the millions of
Americans to work in the energy in-
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dustry. But that, right now, is at jeop-
ardy by this administration’s policies.
In fact, as my other colleague from
Louisiana just pointed out, just last
week another company filed for bank-
ruptcy because of this administration’s
policies shutting off the ability to issue
permits and allow people to go back to
work.

And so what does this amendment
do? Well, my colleague talks about
royalties. Let’s actually read what his
amendment does as opposed to what he
says about his amendment.

The amendment by Mr. MARKEY says:
None of the funds made available by
this act may be used to issue any new
lease that authorizes production of oil
or natural gas under the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf Lands Act.

This is about closing off more domes-
tic sources of energy production at a
time when the Middle East has never
been more volatile. You might as well
just call this the OPEC protection
amendment, because it ensures that
more of these companies, as they are
already doing, will be going out of the
country.

And by the way, oh, is this hypo-
thetical? Of course it’s not. I have got
a list here of some of the rigs by some
of the very companies my colleague
talks about that are already leaving.
And one of the countries that they
have already left to bring their assets
to to drill because they can’t do busi-
ness in America is Egypt. Two of these
billion-dollar assets have actually said
it’s better to do business in Egypt and
drill for energy there than to drill in
America because of these radical poli-
cies.

So I guess my colleague is okay with
shutting off more domestic energy, al-
lowing more American companies to go
bankrupt. The White House has ac-
knowledged 12,000 Americans have al-
ready lost their jobs because of these
policies, and then my colleague wants
to bring this amendment to shut even
more areas of the Outer Continental
Shelf off.

OPEC might love this amendment,
but I think Americans who are going to
be paying $4 and $5 a gallon for gas at
the pump this summer don’t agree.

I oppose this amendment.
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Mr. MARKEY. I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
HoLT).

Mr. HOLT. I thank the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

This is really important. The country
needs this money. The country owns
this land. The country deserves these
royalties. And whether we have not
collected these royalties because of a
mistake or because of a cozy relation-
ship with the oil companies and the
other party, for whatever reason these
weren’t collected, they should be col-
lected.

Royalty relief? No, it’s not relief.
This is what is supposed to be paid.
And I think about all of the things that
it should be going for.
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Portions of the royalties are owed to
the Land and Water Conservation
Fund. This is what we spoke about yes-
terday, our Nation’s most successful
open space preservation program that
is supposed to take money from the de-
pletion of resources—these o0il re-
sources—and apply it to preservation
of parks, recreation, and open space.
That’s just one of the things that
should be done with this money that is
owed to the American taxpayers.

Mr. SIMPSON. I would just remind
the gentleman from New Jersey that it
was the Clinton administration that
let these leases.

I would like to now yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
GOHMERT).

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you,
Chairman.

We hear about a cozy relationship,
and that’s interesting because when
you go back and look at the worst oil
spill in American history from British
Petroleum, BP, and why it took this
administration so long to come down
on them, we find out that BP was the
one o0il company that was willing to
support and endorse the administra-
tion’s crap and trade bill. They were
ready to come out and make a big deal
out of it.

And that’s why—you talk about cozy
relationships. Oh, yeah. That’s not
enough. This administration hired to
help oversee these leases the person
who was responsible under the Clinton
administration for costing this country
billions by taking out language that
would have gotten us the royalties we
should have had.

But one of the problems we should
never lose sight of, no matter how cozy
the relationship was with the Clinton
administration and BP and this admin-
istration and BP and the 800 hazardous
safety violations they overlooked, was
that this country’s history has been
one of integrity.

You go back to the War of 1812.
Banks in England had loaned this
country’s businesses money. And we
had the War of 1812. It went on for a
couple of years. After that war, we
were struggling, but people that owed
banks in England paid them anyway.
The world took notice and said this is
a country that can be trusted. When
they give you their word, it means
something.

Now this administration and this
provision would say, Hey, if we make a
contract with you and maybe because
of this administration’s cozy relation-
ship is too good for you, we’ll just
come back, cancel the deal, punish you
because we were able to lure you into a
deal.

There’s been more damage done to
the gulf States by this President’s mor-
atorium. You want to help with jobs.
Give them their jobs back. Open up the
provisions. Get alternative energy by
using the proceeds from the drilling
that this group has cut off.

Mr. MARKEY. I yield 1 minute to the
gentlelady from  California  (Mrs.
CAPPS).

Mr.
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Mrs. CAPPS. I thank my colleague
for yielding.

I rise in strong support of this
straightforward amendment to reduce
the deficit and protect taxpayers. It
says the Nation’s biggest 0il companies
won’t be able to buy new leases from
the Federal Government if they want
to keep drilling on the public’s land for
free. That’s all.

Now, there’s a consensus in this Con-
gress that we need to address the Fed-
eral deficit. With this amendment, we
can.

GAO says we’re giving $563 billion to
the o0il companies over the next 25
years if we do not fix the royalty relief
law.

So let’s fix it. Let’s make the oil
companies simply pay their fair share.
Let’s stop pouring billions of dollars
into their already stuffed oil industry
coffers. Isn’t it time we give our con-
stituents a break instead of the oil
companies?

This is about the people we rep-
resent. They’re taking their savings
and they’re putting it into their gas
tanks and into heating their homes.
Big Oil doesn’t need this profit.

Let’s end the handouts, reduce the
deficit, protect the taxpayer. Support
the Markey amendment.

Mr. SIMPSON. Could the Chair in-
form me as to how much time is re-
maining on each side.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Idaho has 2% minutes and the
gentleman from Massachusetts has 2%
minutes.

Mr. SIMPSON. I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MARKEY. I yield myself the re-
mainder of the time.

This amendment encapsulates this
entire week. This week’s debate is all
about priorities: Will we stand with Big
0il or with Big Bird? With the big cor-
porations or with the little guy?

Shell Oil isn’t curing our addiction to
oil, but the millions of Americans af-
flicted with Alzheimer’s and Parkin-
son’s need a cure for those diseases;
and they need these revenues from the
oil companies.

Executives from BP won’t be shiv-
ering in the cold any time soon, but
our Nation’s poorest families and sen-
ior citizens will be.

ConocoPhillips doesn’t need help
feeding their profits; but millions of
America’s poorest women, infants, and
children who don’t have enough to eat
need help staying fed.

Chevron doesn’t need special treat-
ment, but special education programs
for our neediest students are on the
chopping block.

ExxonMobil doesn’t need a head start
on success, but our kids do need the
Head Start program to send them on
the right educational path.

My amendment focuses on just the
kind of special interest loophole that
should be closed before we open attacks
on programs for the poorest Americans
most in need of help.

One of the several dozen companies
receiving this windfall is BP. Imagine
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that. BP spilled oil freely into the Gulf
of Mexico for nearly 90 days, and yet
they are now drilling for free in some
of those same waters at the expense of
the American taxpayers.

Just last week the former president
of Shell 0il, John Hofmeister, was
quoted in the National Journal as say-
ing, “In the face of sustained high oil
prices, it was not an issue for large
companies of needing the subsidies to
entice them to looking for and pro-
ducing more o0il.”

Well, I agree with Mr. Hofmeister. At
nearly $90 a barrel, subsidizing oil com-
panies to drill is like subsidizing a bird
to fly or a fish to swim. You do not
have to do it.

Unless this amendment is adopted,
ExxonMobil, BP, Shell, ConocoPhillips,
and Chevron will continue to hold
leases that let them drill on public
land without paying taxpayers a single
dime. These companies are already get-
ting 100-year-old tax breaks to sell
$100-a-barrel oil to make $100 billion a
year in profits. They don’t need a $53
billion windfall courtesy of the Amer-
ican taxpayer and our national debt.

Vote ‘‘aye” on the Markey amend-
ment. Cease paying big oil companies’
windfall profits for the American peo-
ple.

Mr. SIMPSON. I would yield the re-
maining time to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BRADY).

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

You remember Paul Harvey’s ‘‘The
Rest of the Story’’? You want to hear
what’s really behind this debate?

In the mid-1990s, worried about how
much oil we’re importing from the
Middle East, the government encour-
aged companies to go out deeper into
the gulf to create American-made en-
ergy here in the United States. So for
4 years they signed lease agreements.
And companies here in America, they
paid millions of dollars for these leases
with no knowledge of whether there
was oil there or not, or gas.
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They spent billions of dollars to drill
in depths they hadn’t before—again,
not knowing if they would hit anything
or not. They used American companies
to do it on American platforms with
American workers. And guess what? It
worked. They created American-made
oil and natural gas, and they kept it
here for us. This outraged the Demo-
crats: How could this happen? And by
the way, these companies paid billions
of dollars of royalty not on the price,
but on how much they bring out of the
ground. It was a win-win situation—
taxpayers win, our jobs win, we get
American-made energy.

Outraged, they took it to court. Four
times the court said—they wanted the
American Government to break its own
contract—the court, four times, includ-
ing the Supreme Court, said no. Now
they’ve tried to extort U.S. companies
in saying, you must break your con-
tract, or we will deny you any chance
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to do business in the Gulf of Mexico.
That’s what this amendment is about.
It’s extortion. They want businesses to
break the contract with America that
America can’t break itself.

If the government has power to force
you to break the agreement they made
with you, how much power will they
have over you, over your family, over
your business? And by the way, what’s
wrong with creating good old-fashioned
American energy here in this country
with our workers, with our companies,
with the revenues coming to us and to
the local communities, giving us af-
fordable energy? Isn’t that what Amer-
ica is also about?

Our energy jobs aren’t expendable.
Stop sending our oil and gas workers to
the unemployment line. Let them ex-
plore right here in America. Does Hugo
Chavez really need a bigger incentive
to sell more oil in the United States of
America?

This amendment needs to go down on
this House floor.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chair, |
rise today in opposition to Amendment No. 27
by Rep. MARKEY to H.R. 1, the Fiscal Year
Continuing Appropriations Act for FY2011.
This amendment attempts to retroactively re-
verse the express intent of Congress in pass-
ing the Royalty Relief Act. In the case of Kerr-
McGee Oil & Gas v. Allred, the Fifth Circuit
Court specifically held that the Department of
the Interior does not have authority to impose
royalty relief price thresholds on deep water
leases issued from 1996-2000. In reaching
this decision, the Fifth Circuit held that Con-
gress was unambiguous in guaranteeing roy-
alty relief, without price thresholds, to holders
of these leases up to the volumes specified in
the statute. The Outer Continental Shelf Lands
Act and other regulations allow our govern-
ment to preclude a lessee from obtaining new
leases if it has failed to act with due diligence
with respect to its existing leases. This
amendment would add a new requirement that
imposes that same penalty but for an entirely
different and unrelated reason. For these rea-
sons, | strongly oppose this amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY).

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

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 409 OFFERED BY MR. PRICE OF
GEORGIA

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by division B may be used by the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services to im-
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plement or enforce section 2718 of the Public
Health Service Act, as added by section
1001(5) and replaced by section 10101(f) of the
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act
(Public Law 111-148).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
PRICE) and a Member opposed each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I think that we’ve made some signifi-
cant progress in the area of improving
health care in this country, the laws
related to health care in this country
today in this Chamber. This is another
portion of an amendment that would
address the issue of health care.

As a physician and dad, I care greatly
about the issue of health care and came
to Congress, frankly, as one of the
major reasons was to try to fix the
health care system and to make it
more patient-centered.

Over the last 2 years, we’ve seen a
significant affront to our health care
system with costs increasing, destroy-
ing jobs, violating principles to a sig-
nificant degree as it relates to health
care.

Last year, this Congress made a lot
of decisions that gave Washington con-
trol over our health care system. And a
perfect example of that control is that
ObamaCare mandates to the companies
that provide the health coverage for in-
dividuals, helping individuals, how to
run their business. Essentially, the
Federal Government is in the business
of dictating to private companies what
they should do to run their business,
what kind of coverage they can pro-
vide, what kind of prices they can
charge, what kind of definition of qual-
ity care, and what meets the definition
of essential services for individuals. It
really is central planning at its finest,
and it is certainly not the govern-
ment’s role in a free market system.

The government has already proven
that it’s not well qualified for man-
dating and defining what will be count-
ed as quality improvement activity for
the purposes of calculating, in this in-
stance, the medical loss ratio. For in-
stance, many of the fraud provisions
that are required are excluded from
being included in the medical loss
ratio. The coding system that is re-
quired for health insurers to utilize is
not able to be included in the medical
loss ratio.

So what it does is compromise the
opportunity for brokers to provide the
best advice to citizens. It makes it so
that these folks who are actually—
they’re actually the exchanges, Mr.
Chairman, if you think about it, but
these folks are going to be pinched and
pushed out of their jobs, the ones that
are actually helping our citizens to
weave their way through the morass of
health coverage in this country.

The President said famously during
this whole debate, “If you like what
you have, you can keep it.”” The fact of
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the matter is, as you know, Mr. Chair-
man, and so many others know, that
that simply is not true. These medical
loss ratio requirements will in fact
break that promise to a further degree.

So the amendment is very simple. It
makes it so that no moneys in this bill
can be utilized for the provision of en-
forcing the medical loss ratio, destruc-
tive provisions in the area of health
care. I urge my colleagues to back the
amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Connecticut is recognized for 5
minutes.

Ms. DELAURO. I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. TIERNEY).

Mr. TIERNEY. I thank the gentle-
lady.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amend-
ment for some very good reasons on
that.

Let me explain what the medical loss
ratio is. That is what the people in
these private insurance companies call
providing health care for the premium
dollar you provide. For every time they
give you a health service for your pre-
mium dollar, they think of it as a med-
ical loss. The medical loss ratio is the
amount of your dollar that they actu-
ally spend on health care versus CEO
salaries, bonuses, stock dividends that
are out of control, lobbyist costs that
they might incur, advertisements, and
so on down the line. The purpose of the
medical loss ratio provision is in fact
to make sure that they spend a higher
percentage of your premium dollar on
actual health care.

In 1993, the average used to be about
95 cents of every dollar would be spent
by private health insurance companies
on health services. Now, however, re-
cent studies indicate that some of
these private insurance companies are
spending as little as 60 cents of every
health care dollar on actual health
services and the rest on lobbyists—
probably some of whom are down here
arguing to Kkill this provision—on high
CEO salaries and bonuses and adver-
tisements, and so on down the line.

The MLR, the medical loss ratio pro-
vision in this bill, says an insurance
company for individuals or small com-
pany plans has to spend at least 80
cents of every premium dollar on
health care. And if you’re in a large
company plan, it’s 85 cents. What a
novel idea; you get some bang for your
buck and the government would actu-
ally do something for you for a change,
protecting consumer rights and mak-
ing sure that companies do what they
should be doing.

This isn’t about profits. The compa-
nies are extremely profitable, and this
is not going to cramp their style. In
fact, this is about greed. The profits for
the 10 largest for-profit insurance com-
panies in this country show a whopping
$9.3 billion in profits for the first three
quarters of 2010. That’s $2.1 billion
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more than the first 9 months of 2009. So
it’s gone up 41 percent from 2009. What
this is about is them avoiding having
to pay premium dollars for health care.

Another provision that I like in this
is they’re going to have to tell the
American public, they’re going to have
to be transparent in identifying what it
is they term as ‘‘health services,” so
people would know if they’re trying to
put lobbyists fees under health services
or excessive bonuses or CEO salaries or
advertisements, things of that nature.
And I don’t think they have any will at
all to make sure that people under-
stand where their health care premium
dollars are going.

If you don’t have a provision like
this, we’re going to return to what we
were; you take the power away from
the consumer and you put it with the
insurance company. So how do they do
it? They raise the premiums or they
cut your health care. They take away
health care for people that want to get
on their parents’ plan up to the age of
26 if they’re working at a company
that doesn’t have coverage, or they
don’t have coverage otherwise. They
put on caps annually or lifetime caps
so you can’t get coverage. They rescind
your policy exactly when you’re in the
middle of your cancer or diabetes care.
Or they make sure some other way
that you don’t get the coverage you
ought to have.

Wendell Potter, who was a whistle-
blower, used to be with CIGNA, one of
the larger insurance companies, made
it real clear when he was testifying be-
fore committees that in fact this is
what companies want to do, they want
to keep that medical loss ratio in place
where they benefit and the consumer
loses.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
may I inquire as to how much time re-
mains on each side?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Georgia has 2% minutes and the
gentlewoman from Connecticut has 2
minutes remaining.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I am pleased to yield 2 minutes to an
excellent member of our conference, a
new Member, a member of the healing
profession, a nurse from North Caro-
lina, RENEE ELLMERS.

Mrs. ELLMERS. Mr. Chairman, let’s
be reminded why we are here today. We
are here because the leadership of the
111th Congress couldn’t even pass a
budget. However, my colleagues across
the aisle did manage to pass this mon-
strosity with a closed rule and no de-
bate.
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This, my friends, is ObamaCare.

No one had time to read it, much less
understand how it would actually af-
fect small businesses. As a nurse and
small business owner, I can tell you
that this bill is devastating to health
care and the economy. Calling a gov-
ernment takeover of one-sixth of the
economy ‘‘reform” over and over and
over again does not make it so.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Not only should we pass this amend-
ment; we should pass this CR so we can
save the American taxpayers from
funding this outrageously bad bill.
Then we can get to work providing real
health care reforms that give the deci-
sion-making back to the doctors,
nurses and patients, not to Washington
bureaucrats.

Ms. DELAURO. I would just like to
remind the gentlelady that I under-
stand she was not here, but we did de-
bate health care in this body for ap-
proximately 18 months, so there was a
very healthy and robust discussion
about health care.

This amendment is a further dem-
onstration of the majority’s special in-
terest priorities as they have to do
with insurance companies. It really
demonstrates the hypocrisy on job cre-
ation and deficit reduction as well.

Mr. Chair, may I inquire as to the
time remaining.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlelady
from Connecticut has 12 minutes re-
maining.

Ms. DELAURQO. I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE).

Mr. PALLONE. I want to follow up
on what the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut said.

This is about Whose side are you on?

If you’re with the gentleman from
Georgia, you are on the side of the big
insurance companies, and you’ll want
to make sure that they make bigger
profits, that they get bigger bonuses,
that they pass out bigger dividends and
more money to their CEOs; or if you’re
against this amendment and you want
to go with the health care reform bill
that we have, you’re with the little
guy—with the consumer, with the aver-
age American.

Right now, the law says that con-
sumers have to receive more value for
their premium dollars. Insurance com-
panies are required to spend 80 to 85
percent of premium dollars on medical
care and health care quality improve-
ments rather than on the bonuses and
the salaries and the dividends for the
CEOs and the stockholders.

That’s what this is all about. You’'re
going to hand back to the insurance
companies control over what happens
with the money that you paid in your
premium so they can do whatever they
want with it and make whatever profit
they want. I think it’s wrong.

One of the major issues that we face
this year is affordability and what con-
sumers are getting for their buck, so to
speak. With health care reform, we
made health insurance more afford-
able, and it will become more so as this
kicks in further. At the same time, we
wanted to make sure that when you
spend your premium you get something
back: you get good value, and you get
good benefits. That’s what we’re doing
with health care reform. We’re not
worried about the insurance companies
and whether they get enough profit.
They make enough profit. I'm going to
give you some examples.
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Let’s use Aetna. Between 2009 and
2010, their profits went up 40 percent. I
can use that for every one of the insur-
ance companies.

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

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. How much
time remains, Mr. Chairman?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
has 30 seconds remaining.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I yield myself
the remaining time.

We’ve heard this is about ‘‘whose side
are you on?”’ and that it’s about greed.
It really is about who decides, Mr.
Chairman. In health care, who decides?

The folks on the other side of the
aisle want the government to decide.
They want the government to decide
what qualifies as health care and what
kind of health care you can get for
yourself and for your family and for ev-
erybody across this land. On this side
of the aisle, we want patients to decide,
patients and families and doctors.

That’s what this amendment is all
about. Support the amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. PRICE).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 296 OFFERED BY MR.
MCCLINTOCK

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to implement the
Klamath Dam Removal and Sedimentation
Study.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
McCLINTOCK) and a Member opposed
each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. I yield myself 1%
minutes.

Mr. Chairman, on Tuesday, the ap-
propriations committee leadership sup-
ported my amendment No. 297 to can-
cel $2 million that would be used to
consider destroying four perfectly good
hydroelectric dams on the Klamath
River that are generating 155
megawatts of the cleanest, cheapest,
and most reliable electricity on the
planet—enough to power over 150,000
homes.

Amendment No. 296 is the companion
measure. It forbids the Bureau to redi-
rect its remaining funds for this pur-
pose.
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Let me emphasize: Congress never
authorized this study. Congress never
authorized the Klamath settlement.
The Bureau of Reclamation is moving
forward with it anyway. At a time
when skyrocketing electricity prices
threaten our economy and when acute
capacity shortages threaten the reli-
ability of our grid, destroying 155
megawatts of clean, cheap, and reliable
hydroelectricity is simply insane.

We’re told this is to save the salmon,
but the proposal also includes destroy-
ing the Iron Gate Fish Hatchery, which
is producing 5 million salmon smolt
each year, 17,000 of which return to the
Klamath as fully grown adults in order
to spawn.

The Bureau is conducting this study
without congressional authorization,
and the language in this amendment is
essential in order to implement the re-
duction that the House approved on
Tuesday.

I thank the appropriations leadership
for their support on Tuesday and ask
that the House adopt the implementing
language.

I now yield 1% minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HERGER).

(Mr. HERGER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Chairman, as a
staunch supporter of dams, I under-
stand my colleague’s position on this
issue, and I support this amendment.

The constituents I represent over-
whelmingly oppose removing func-
tioning hydropower and its associated
benefits. I fully share that concern and
the disturbing precedent it sets. 1
think it represents a monumental fail-
ure that current Federal laws and regu-
lations provide no alternative that will
allow these dams to be operated as cost
effectively as they were during the pre-
vious licensed term or that will allow
the Federal Government to fully meet
the obligations it made to the Klamath
Basin agriculture with the develop-
ment of the Klamath Reclamation
Project.

As such, this amendment by itself
will, unfortunately, not address the un-
derlying issue, which is the environ-
mental extortion that impacts prop-
erty owners across the West and that
impacts the hardworking people who
depend on the land for their liveli-
hoods.

Our laws are grossly out of balance,
so I look forward to working with
Chairman HASTINGS and Chairman
MCcCLINTOCK on the necessary reforms
to prevent this continued abuse and to
bring greater certainty to the Klamath
Basin’s agricultural community.

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. I just want
to make a point.

The gentleman from California is
correct. We did accept his amendment
several days ago, an amendment which
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dealt with the reduction of funds—I
think it was $1.9 million—but it was
not specific to this dam; it was specific
to the account. So this is a very dif-
ferent amendment, and that’s why we
rise in opposition.

Mr. Chairman, I now yield 2% min-
utes to the gentleman from California
(Mr. THOMPSON).

Mr. THOMPSON of California. I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

What we’re hearing on this amend-
ment and as to the amendment itself is
certainly a switch from what we’ve
been hearing over the past couple of
days. I say that because this amend-
ment is a Washington, D.C., solution to
a very, very local issue.
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This amendment would stop a com-
prehensive local solution to a major
and very costly problem in the Klam-
ath River Basin.

This effort at the local level, sup-
ported by farmers and ranchers, fisher-
men, conservation groups, the pri-
vately owned power company in ques-
tion, tribes, as well as the States of
California and Oregon, it has a very bi-
partisan root. It was negotiated under
both the Bush administration and the
Obama administration.

It’s a study. It does not, nor is it an
agreement to, remove any dams.

All the local communities in the
Klamath Basin, even those who were
opposed to dam removal, support the
completion of the study and they are
at the table working on this specific
issue.

Even the California Farm Bureau is
in support of completing this study. It
needs to be noted that only Congress
can authorize dam removal.

This amendment is not wanted by
any of the stakeholders: agriculture,
conservation, local government, the
dam owners, sportsmen and -women,
nor the tribes. It will exacerbate the
already serious problems we face in the
Klamath Basin watershed.

I ask my colleagues to please join me
in voting against this bad amendment.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 90 seconds to the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. WALDEN).

(Mr. WALDEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Chairman, nearly
a decade ago the farmers and families
in the Klamath Basin suffered irrep-
arable harm when two government
agencies with conflicting demands and
questionable data shut off water for ir-
rigated agriculture, threatening a way
of life and the economy of the region.
Fertile farmlands turned to dust under
the summer sun. A wildlife refuge near-
ly dried up. Some farmers whose fami-
lies had tilled the soil and grown crops
for generations lost everything and
filed for bankruptcy. The stress was
too much for some. One died of a heart
attack and another took his own life.

Out of that aftermath, the House Re-
sources Committee, then chaired by
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Jim Hansen of Utah and Richard
Pombo of California, went to work
with me trying to find short-term solu-
tions and work on the long term. Prin-
cipals in the basin, as you have heard,
found common ground where they had
been apart, and they reached agree-
ment that they have brought forth to
KBRA and the KHSA.

However, it’s clear to me that the
agreements as written do not have
those in charge of the Resources Com-
mittee today. The gentleman from
California (Mr. MCCLINTOCK) and the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS) have made that clear. There
is little point, then, in spending more
of the taxpayers’ money, especially
during these dire fiscal times, on an ef-
fort that is unlikely to move forward
in its present form.

Given that reality, I will support the

gentleman from California (Mr.
McCLINTOCK). The House’s decision
today, however, will not lessen the

threat to irrigated agriculture in the
Klamath Basin. It does not add to
water storage. It does not provide pro-
tection to the ratepayers. It does not
resolve the water rights disputes.

It does mean, however, the burden of
finding a timely and effective solution
to conflicts in the Klamath Basin now
resides in the Resources Committee
and those who rejected these plans, be-
cause there is no escaping the fact that
the problems remain, the conflicts
grow and the courts call all the shots
absent legislative action.

Nearly a decade ago, the farmers and fami-
lies in the Klamath Basin suffered irreparable
harm when two government agencies, with
conflicting demands and questionable data
shut off the water for irrigated agriculture,
threatening a way of life and the economy of
the region. Fertile farmlands turned to dust
under the summer sun. A wildlife refuge nearly
dried up. Some farmers whose families had
tilled the soil and grown crops for generations
lost everything and filed for bankruptcy. The
stress was too much for some . . . one farm-
er died of a heart attack and another took his
own life.

Meanwhile, the nation’s attention turned to
the plight of the Klamath Basin farm families
and more than 15,000 members of the com-
munity turned out in a symbolic bucket brigade
that stretched from one end of town to the
other.

| was a member of the House Resources
Committee then, and our chairmen, first Jim
Hansen of Utah and later Richard Pombo of
California, responded to my calls for help with
hearings and legislation. And the Bush Admin-
istration weighed in, too. We were committed
to finding lasting solutions to prevent another
water cut off. We put in place historic con-
servation efforts to improve water manage-
ment. We got funds to screen the A canal and
to remove Chiloquin dam. We created water
banks and added to storage—although not by
enough.

And then the principals in the Basin who
often were on opposing sides, spent years try-
ing to find common ground. They worked in
good faith, tirelessly in search of a long-term
plan to prevent another water cutoff. They
should be commended for their work. And it is
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the culmination of that effort—with all of the
controversy that surrounds it—that brings us
here today.

It is clear to me, that the agreements as
written do not have the support of those in
charge at the Resources Committee. The gen-
tleman from California Mr. MCCLINTOCK and
the gentleman from Washington, Mr.
HASTINGS, have made it abundantly clear that
they will not move forward on the KBRA or the
KHSA.

There is little point in spending more of the
taxpayers’ money—especially during these
dire fiscal times—on an effort that is unlikely
to move forward in its present form. Given that
reality, | will join them today in voting for this
limiting amendment.

The House’s decision today will not lessen
the threat to irrigated agriculture in the Klam-
ath Basin. It does not add to water storage. It
does not provide protection to ratepayers. It
does not resolve water rights disputes.

It does mean, however, that the burden of
finding a timely and effective solution to the
conflicts in the Klamath Basin now resides
with the Resources Committee and those who
rejected this plan, because there is no escap-
ing the fact that the problems remain. The
conflicts grow. And the courts call the shots,
absent legislative action.

| pray that we never have to see a repeat
of the disaster of 2001. | look forward to work-
ing with the Chairman Mr. HASTINGS and the
Subcommittee Chairman Mr. MCCLINTOCK on
whatever plan they have in mind to bring
about a comprehensive, Basin-wide solution.
And | know they must understand, especially
in this water year, how critical prompt action
is.

Doing nothing is not an option.

[From Klamath Falls Herald and News, May
27, 2010]
COMMENTARY: HUKILL, SWITZER: AGAINST
DAM REMOVAL, BUT FOR KBRA
(By Al Switzer and Cheryl Hukill)

There seems to be some confusion on where
we, Commissioners Al Switzer and Cheryl
Hukill, stand on dam removal and the Klam-
ath Basin Restoration Agreement.

From the very beginning of this process we
have publicly stated that we are against dam
removal and lobbied for fish ladders or
trucking of fish instead. We are for jobs,
jobs, jobs, and a strong economy. That mes-
sage has never changed and will not change.

State Rep. Bill Garrard has stated publicly
that his position is against dam removal but
for the KBRA, and this is the same position
that we have taken and continue to take.

We are not willing that outside entities
make the decisions for this Basin when it
comes to the water and agricultural issues
that face us.

We know that whether we signed the
agreement or not, the dams are destined to
come out. That was a private company mak-
ing a private business decision. Government
has no business interfering with private in-
dustry.

But the destiny of our farmers and ranch-
ers is our priority, and we must be partici-
pants of the committees that will be formed
as a result of the KBRA.

The agricultural community brings in over
$600 million, using a multiplier of 2. It has
also created over 4,000 jobs.

Businesses with livable wage jobs will quit
looking at Klamath County as a viable place
to relocate if we do not have a stable econ-
omy, of which agricultural is a huge part.

Status quo is no longer an option. We must
never forget what happened in 2001. Every
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business was affected by the government
shutting our water off. At least with the
KBRA, a committee of stakeholders will help
set the course for our water issues.

If the KBRA had been in effect in 2008, we
would have had enough carryover to have
330,000 acre-feet of water instead of the
150,000 acre feet. Why? Because the biological
opinion would have allowed the flow of water
going down the Klamath River between Oc-
tober and February to be far less than it was
this year.

Again, we stand against dam removal, but
stand for jobs and a strong economy.

The authors

Al Switzer and Cheryl Hukill are Klamath
County commissioners.

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. SCHRADER).

Mr. SCHRADER. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to associate myself with the
remarks of the gentlemen from Cali-
fornia and Arizona.

This has been a hard-fought battle in
my State. In a prior lifetime, I was a
legislator in charge of the appropria-
tions process for my home State of Or-
egon; and for the 10, 12 years I was in
the State legislature, this area, this in-
ternecine warfare in the Klamath
Basin over the use of the water re-
sources was a really hot topic.

As a result, our State and the Fed-
eral Government were spending mil-
lions of dollars in lawsuits. This agree-
ment, this agreement to have a study
to bury that hatchet and come to an
agreement is absolutely critical. We
have tribes, ranchers, farmers, local of-
ficials who have all come together to
say let’s solve this problem at the re-
gional level.

We in Washington, D.C., should not
be getting involved. This is a long-
fought battle that finally has come to
some accord. We should let it happen
and stay out of Oregon and California’s
business.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, in
closing, the gentleman from Arizona is
disingenuous when he says that we
didn’t know this was about the Klam-
ath when we adopted the funding re-
duction on Tuesday. That was the en-
tire context of the debate. I mentioned
it over and over again. It’s not true
that this is somehow a surprise if the
gentleman was listening.

As to the claim that this is an agree-
ment that has been agreed to by all of
the political insiders in the area, let
me assure the gentleman from Cali-
fornia that it is opposed by the over-
whelming majority of voters as tested
in several local elections, including the
formal opposition to the dam removal
by the Siskiyou border supervisors
elected by the people of the region.

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I was listening; I did understand.
Because even though I heard the words,
the understanding I had with the chair-
man of the subcommittee and the rea-
son we supported it was that the reduc-
tion of funds was to the account, not
these specific projects. So I did listen;
I did understand.

But today we are talking about pro-
hibiting money for the study. And I
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have to tell you that this agreement is
to study the potential removal of four
privately owned dams, not the agree-
ment to remove dams. It is designed to
bring about significant improvements
to both environmental conditions and
water supplies, certainly, which need
to be confirmed through the study.

The studies are scientific. They deal
with engineering and economic and en-
vironmental-based analysis to deter-
mine whether the promise of the agree-
ment will occur. And for that reason,
we oppose this amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Washington is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. DICKS. I just want to say to the
gentleman, the Oregon Public Utility
Commission has ruled that, from the
standpoint of the rate-paying public,
the settlement agreement is preferable
to relicensing under the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission, known
as FERC, as the agreement caps rate-
payer cost at $200 million; whereas, fish
passage costs, because these dams are
old, could exceed $500 million, plus an
additional $200 million for O&M. The
amendment would force these costs on
the rate-paying public without the ben-
efit of accurate benefits and costs.

Being from the Northwest, I want
you to know that sometimes, and they
are just studying this dam removal,
but sometimes by taking out dams you
can restore the original habitat and
help the salmon recovery, as we are
doing on the Elwha Dam project up in
Washington State.

The reason we did it: Because it was
going to cost so much to fix up the
dam, that it was actually cheaper to
take them out and restore, and this be-
came a major restoration project. So I
wouldn’t just assume that this is not a
positive thing.

I yield to the gentleman from Or-
egon.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the
gentleman’s courtesy. He is absolutely
correct.

What is being dealt with in the Klam-
ath Basin is an unraveling of a serious
problem all because the Federal Gov-
ernment has promised more than
Mother Nature can deliver. And part of
what is being considered—is being sup-
ported broadly by Native Americans
and business interests. We have been
working with utilities——

Mr. DICKS. By the local community.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. A broad range of
people in the community. This is some-
thing that needs to be seriously studied
and done right.

There is a very strong likelihood that
if it isn’t done properly, there may well
be something that happens in the
Klamath River Basin where cir-
cumstances move ahead and it’s not
done in the way that I think most peo-
ple would like.

So I appreciate——

Mr. DICKS. And being from Oregon,
you realize that it would do a lot po-
tentially for salmon restoration.
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. It is a tremen-
dous opportunity for the Klamath
River Basin. It’s a tremendous oppor-
tunity for the Native Americans, for
agriculture, for sportspeople and to
avoid the litigation and the political
squirrel cage that we are in.

If you go down there and visit the
Klamath Basin, you would find, as I
know my good friend from California
has, it’s a tremendous opportunity.
This amendment really would be a mis-
take.
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Mr. DICKS. I thank my friend.

Reclaiming my time, I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. THOMPSON of California. I
thank the gentleman, and I want to
agree with you, Mr. DICKS, on the salm-
on implications of this, and also Mr.
WALDEN, who talked about the agricul-
tural implications of not having a solu-
tion. This has been an absolute mess
for decades, and we’ve seen the fruits of
that disaster bear out in the salmon in-
dustry crashing and agricultural prob-
lems that we have.

And for the first time in decades,
first time ever, we have had all the
stakeholders come together. These are
people who you couldn’t get in the
same town with before who are sitting
around the same table. They are work-
ing out solutions. They have come to
some agreements. And this study has
to be made, and, Mr. DICKS, you are ab-
solutely right.

Mr. DICKS. And you would think
that the gentleman from California
would be interested in letting the local
community come to a decision on this
rather than imposing it from Wash-
ington, D.C., and overturning what this
local group of people have been work-
ing on for years. I mean, this is really
a bit much.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I move to
strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from New Jersey is recognized for 5
minutes.

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

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
don’t need anywhere close to 5 min-
utes. I simply want to emphasize that
the gentleman is correct, that the local
people should decide that issue, and
they have.

In one local election after another,
when this has been the deciding ques-
tion, the voters themselves have said it
is insanity, at a time when we can’t
guarantee enough electricity to keep
their air conditioners running or the
refrigerators running, to tear down the
generating capacity equivalent to
enough for 150,000 residents and 155
megawatts of electricity.

The Siskiyou Board of Supervisors,
elected by the people of the region, has
taken a very strong stand in opposition
to the removal of the dams.

And to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, I too am concerned about the
salmon. That’s why the Iron Gate Fish
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Hatchery, which is producing 5 million
salmon smolt a year, 17,000 of which re-
turn as fully grown salmon to spawn, is
so critical. And why they would want
to tear that out, along with the dams,
is absolutely beyond me and beyond
the people of the region who have voted
repeatedly on this issue.

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I think the
idea is we wanted to wrap this up with-
out too much debate. I just felt in fair-
ness that the gentleman deserved some
extra time. I don’t think we need to
prolong this.

Mr. THOMPSON of California. I
would just like to clarify one fact.

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

Mr. THOMPSON of California. I just
want to clarify one issue, and that’s
the cost of energy as a result of this. If
this isn’t solved, the dam owners, the
private owners that are supporting this
study will have to make repairs to the
dam that far exceed other costs and
will drive the ratepayers’ utility rates
up through the roof. That’s why the
statement was made about those costs
of utilities and the costs to the rate-
payers.

Mr.
yield?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yield to the
gentleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. That’s the point. It
would cost more to fix these dams up.
That’s the problem we faced on the
Elwha. Even though the dams were
there, the cost was so high to fix them
up that it was better to take them out.

Now, this study will just look at this
and the local people will wind up get-
ting hurt if you force them to have to
do this. So let the local people decide
this and let this study go forward. It is
a very inexpensive thing, and this com-
munity has worked hard and deserves a
chance to look at this.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. I thank the gen-
tleman.

And I would simply say in response
that the gentleman in opposition for-
gets two important points. Number
one, the additional costs are being
forced on those private dam operators
by the government. It is about time
that we recognize that it is the govern-
ment imposing these regulations that’s
driving up these costs.

And I would remind him he also for-
gets the enormous replacement costs.
The power coming off those dams is the
cheapest and cleanest on the planet. To
replace that power is going to cost
many, many times the costs currently
borne by the ratepayers for the cheap
hydroelectricity those dams produce.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MCCLIN-
TOCK).

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

DICKS. Will the gentleman
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Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 99 OFFERED BY MR.
MCDERMOTT

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to plan for, begin,
continue, finish, process, or approve the relo-
cation of the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration’s Marine Operations
Center-Pacific from Seattle, Washington, to
Newport, Oregon.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
McDERMOTT) and a Member opposed
each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
am a big fan of NOAA. The scientists
and analysts at NOAA do extraordinary
work for this country. Unfortunately,
NOAA'’s process for choosing a location
for the Marine Operations Center jeop-
ardizes the operation of the Pacific
Center and is wasting tens of millions
of dollars of taxpayer money.

My amendment would save at least $5
million immediately, and beyond that,
probably $10 to $20 million in long-term
costs. It would defund the move of the
Marine Operations Center from Seattle
to Newport, Oregon, for the rest of the
year so that there is time for the bro-
ken process to be looked into.

Now, this is not a case of sour grapes.
If it was what was best for the country,
I wouldn’t fight tooth and nail against
some jobs moving from one place to an-
other. But the Commerce Department’s
inspector general and the Government
Accountability Office have written
scathing reports about this move and
the decision process. They found it is
among the worst run, least trans-
parent, and least competitive bidding
processes they have ever investigated.
If you want to compare it to the Bridge
to Nowhere, this is exactly what it is.

I came from Chicago, and when we
looked at something like this, we
would always say the fix was in. Spend-
ing tens of millions of taxpayer dollars
to dislocate hundreds of families to a
site that’s frequently unavailable for
navigation because of dangerous condi-
tions, is not near shipyards or mari-
time suppliers, is more than 120 miles
from the nearest airport, and will be
hugely expensive to run every year
makes no common sense. And the re-
ports of the inspector general report
that very clearly.

Now, Newport is an environmentally
sensitive area, and NOAA’s own, their
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own private consultants say the site is
the least qualified destination for the
move. Despite all these issues, NOAA
has charged ahead and been completely
unaccountable. NOAA officials are not
willing to admit their huge mistake
and fix it. And this is just plain wrong.
Taking a breather for the next 7
months while we get a truly trans-
parent process is the right thing to do.

NOAA and Newport are saying that
any delay, any examination, any look-
ing at this will have catastrophic con-
sequences. That simply is not true. We
have studies from the CRS and others
it won’t put contracts at risk, it will
not increase costs.

So I rise today to stop the process for
the remainder of the year, to give
NOAA and the Commerce Department
time to get their ducks in a row, hit
the restart button, and stop wasting
taxpayer money.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
THE INSPECTOR GENERAL,
Washington, DC, May 26, 2010.
Memorandum for: Jane Lubchenco, Ph.D.,
Under Secretary of Commerce for Oceans
and Atmosphere
From: Todd J. Zinser
Subject: NOAA’s Acquisition of Facilities to
House the Marine Operations Center—
Pacific

By letter dated March 5, 2010, Chairwoman
Maria Cantwell and Ranking Member Olym-
pia Snowe of the Senate Subcommittee on
Oceans, Atmosphere, Fisheries, and Coast
Guard, Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation, requested that the Of-
fice of Inspector General review NOAA’s de-
cision to award a lease to the Port of New-
port, Oregon, to house NOAA’s Marine Oper-
ations Center-Pacific (MOC-P). Their letter
raised several specific questions regarding
the decision-making process that resulted in
this lease.

NOAA began the lease acquisition process
as early as September 2007, when it initiated
a market analysis. It published a Solicita-
tion for Offers for a new lease on November
24, 2008. Four bidders submitted offers, and
NOAA awarded a lease to the Port of New-
port on August 4, 2009. One of the unsuccess-
ful bidders, the Port of Bellingham, Wash-
ington, filed a protest with the Government
Accountability Office (GAO) on August 27,
2009—10 days after it received a post-award
debriefing from NOAA. On December 2, 2009,
GAO sustained Bellingham’s protest against
NOAA’s lease award and recommended that
NOAA conduct an analysis of practicable al-
ternatives to the Newport offer. In its Janu-
ary 29, 2010, response to GAO, NOAA stated
that it expected to complete all corrective
actions relating to the successful bid protest
by May 28, 2010.

Although the lease acquisition process
began in 2007, the decision-making process
related to the acquisition can be traced back
approximately 10 years. Together, these
processes involved several separate offices
within NOAA, the Department, and other
federal agencies. In addition, they involved
many statutory provisions, regulations,
NOAA and Department policies, other ad-
ministrative directives, and changes in per-
sonnel. Given the scope and complexity of
these processes, we continue to gather and
evaluate information, and in order to gain
the best understanding of the facts and cir-
cumstances surrounding NOAA’s process, we
will need to continue our work beyond the
time by which NOAA intends to finalize its
assessment of practicable alternatives.
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Although our review is ongoing, we have
identified one issue that warrants higher-
level review by NOAA before it finalizes its
examination of practicable alternatives. Spe-
cifically, based on our review, we believe
that NOAA should examine whether it suffi-
ciently complied with the requirement to
consider existing federal facilities before
pursuing a new lease acquisition. Such an ex-
amination will help to ensure that the ulti-
mate decision—whether it be to affirm the
original choice or select an alternative ap-
proach—is grounded in a more thorough,
well-substantiated, and well-documented
analysis.

According to 41 C.F.R. 102-73.10, before ac-
quiring real estate by lease, purchase, or
construction, federal agencies should first
use space in government-owned and govern-
ment-leased facilities. Similarly, Depart-
ment of Commerce policy generally dis-
approves of long-term lease solutions (De-
partment of Commerce, Real Property Man-
agement Manual, 5.4.1(d) (2003)). These issues
are separate, but both relate to how NOAA
assessed its options for MOC-P. We address
each issue separately here, detailing factors
that may potentially impact NOAA’s own as-
sessment of how well it followed these direc-
tives.

While there is a lack of detailed criteria
against which to measure NOAA’s efforts to
consider other federal facilities, the Depart-
ment’s Real Property Management Manual
does require the Department to make ‘‘every
reasonable effort to utilize Government-con-
trolled space’ before leasing space. Our re-
view uncovered some evidence that NOAA
considered other federal facilities; however,
NOAA was not able to provide evidence that
other federal facilities were systematically
inventoried, analyzed, and rejected before
initiating efforts to acquire a follow-on lease
from other sources for MOC-P, nor was the
decision to reject other federal facilities
well-documented.

For example, we were told by NOAA offi-
cials that NOAA had considered collocating
with select Coast Guard and Navy facilities,
but its consideration was not documented. In
preparation for the lease acquisition, NOAA
received proposals in mid-2007 for an alter-
native site analysis to (1) investigate the
most functional, efficient, and cost-effective
options for reconsolidating MOC-P and (2)
provide an indication of how each site might
perform during the subsequent lease solicita-
tion process. That study, conducted under
contract, was completed in September 2008.
Of the 32 ports, cities, and economic develop-
ment councils contacted, 11 responded, offer-
ing a total of 22 potential site options for
further analysis. The 22 were further nar-
rowed to a total of 15, only 3 of which were
federally-owned: GSA’s Federal Center
South, the Department of Labor’s Tongue
Point, and NOAA’s Western Regional Center.
In November 2008, in an apparent rejection of
those federal sites, NOAA issued the Solici-
tation for Offers.

NOAA also considered and declined GSA’s
May 2008 offer to fulfill the MOC-P require-
ments at the GSA-owned Federal Center
South (FCS) facility. NOAA’s Western Re-
gional Center (WRC) was also rejected as a
long-term solution because of what NOAA
characterizes as litigation risks in that area.
Having ultimately rejected the use of other
federal facilities, it is also unclear whether
NOAA adequately considered other required
alternatives. Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) Circular A-94, which requires
cost-benefit analyses of decisions on whether
to lease or purchase, is an example of other
potentially applicable requirements that
may apply to NOAA’s decision-making.

Our review has thus far uncovered three
key issues regarding NOAA’s consideration
of other federal facilities.
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First, at some time between 2000 and 2007,
as detailed below, NOAA may have changed
from considering a dispersed model for ful-
filling the MOC-P requirement, which could
have affected the analysis of available fed-
eral facilities.

Although NOAA’s 2008 Solicitation for Of-
fers was limited to the lease of a consoli-
dated facility (which would collocate all
ships and staff), it commissioned a June 2000
Homeport Alternatives Analysis, conducted
by SRI International, in which it con-
templated operating from dispersed facilities
as a cost-saving measure. This study was
commissioned to explore alternative
homeports, given the possibility of the Lake
Union lease not being extended beyond 2003.

The 2000 study indicated that NOAA was
seeking to reduce costs by moving MOC-P
staff to the WRC. Noting that NOAA. was
evaluating split homeporting, the study also
explored homeporting two of four MOC-P
vessels in Alaska to reduce ship travel time.

To date, NOAA has not provided an expla-
nation of what factors led to the apparent
shift from the 2000 study to the current pref-
erence for a consolidated, leased solution.
This apparent change in the vision for meet-
ing the MOC-P requirement may have had a
significant impact on how NOAA approached
its available alternatives.

Notably, since the July 2006 fire that de-
stroyed the MOC-P piers at Lake Union,
MOC-P has operated under a dispersed
model, using piers at NOAA’s WRC and
GSA’s FCS. Also, NOAA’s Marine Operations
Center-Atlantic operates in dispersed facili-
ties. This suggests that a dispersed model
may be feasible and should have been as-
sessed as part of NOAA’s requirements-plan-
ning process.

Second, NOAA’s analysis of how well it
considered other federal facilities should in-
clude an examination of how thoroughly it
analyzed and weighed its potential long-term
options at the WRC and FCS, where it cur-
rently operates.

NOAA should consider whether it would
have been feasible to maintain its current
dispersed configuration while relocating
staff to the WRC or other leased offices.

Specifically, we found that the WRC was
dredged in the 1970s in anticipation of devel-
oping four long piers to accommodate many
more vessels, and utilities may already be in
place for two additional planned buildings
that were not developed.

Although NOAA has cited neighborhood
opposition to expanded use of the WRC and
litigation against NOAA in that area in the
1970s, MOC-P has been homeported there
since 2006. We have reviewed recent letters
from some surrounding neighborhood groups
that support locating MOC-P at the WRC.
The potential cost savings of using these ex-
isting facilities may outweigh the litigation
risks.

Third, GSA’s pre-solicitation offer to serve
the MOC-P requirements at FCS may have
presented a viable federal facility for
NOAA’s consideration. This is particularly
relevant because of the changed cir-
cumstances at this site.

GSA’s May 2008 offer arrived well before
NOAA issued its Solicitation for Offers in
November 2008. NOAA declined this offer one
month later, citing the narrowness of the
waterway adjacent to the existing FCS pier,
the fact that the waterway was a Superfund
site, and NOAA’s established goal of being
operational in a new lease by July 1, 2011.

Since then, GSA has obtained American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act funds to re-
develop three FCS buildings and plans to re-
locate a large tenant, leaving an existing
building potentially available for NOAA,
with some modification.

We have been advised that NOAA currently
has access to a pier that is sufficiently
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equipped and sizable to accommodate three
of its vessels.

Although NOAA has cited concerns regard-
ing underwater property lines, it has not
provided an indication that this situation
has been a problem during its use of the pier
since 2006.

Regarding FCS being a Superfund site, ac-
cording to a senior official at GSA with
whom we spoke, this would be an issue for
GSA, not NOAA. While the potential issue
exists and an environmental impact state-
ment would be required, Superfund liability
would lie with GSA or another FCS tenant.

NOAA cited its June 30, 2011, deadline for
vacating the Lake Union site in its June 2008
letter declining GSA’s offer. However, this
deadline was driven by the expiration of the
Lake Union lease, and suitable
workarounds—such as short-term office
leases through GSA—may potentially have
been available.

Pursuing such workarounds may have en-
abled NOAA to garner the necessary time
and funding to develop the WRC and FCS in-
dividually or together for the MOC-P re-
quirement.

In our view, NOAA’s examination of these
issues related to its consideration of other
federal facilities will ensure that the final
decision regarding practicable alternatives
to Newport is thorough and well-docu-
mented.

We noted above that Department policy
generally disapproves of long-term lease so-
lutions, and it states that leased facilities
should not be considered a permanent solu-
tion. Yet although the Newport lease award
will commit NOAA to a leased solution for
another 20 years, our review of how NOAA
approached government-owned solutions
found little documented analysis. NOAA has
told us that leasing was preferred because
acquiring funding for such an acquisition
would have required considerable lead time
and because funding of facilities has histori-
cally received lower priority than other
funding requirements.

NOAA officials also cited the fact that
MOC-P has historically used leased sites.

The relevant documents show that on at
least two occasions, NOAA briefly considered
acquiring the Lake Union site, which housed
all MOC-P operations prior to the fire, but
documentation of those efforts was limited
to what can be characterized as passing com-
ments. We have not been provided with evi-
dence of systematic efforts to assess the fea-
sibility of purchasing or constructing facili-
ties elsewhere.

We understand that NOAA’s consideration
of the practicable alternatives to the New-
port site is in progress and scheduled to be
completed by May 28, 2010. Although NOAA
had the authority to define the scope of the
practicable alternatives as it saw fit, it lim-
ited its assessment to the four offers that it
received under the solicitation. However,
considering the range of options that were
available to NOAA in government-owned and
government-leased space, a broader examina-
tion may be warranted as part of this anal-
ysis.

According to NOAA, it is standard GSA
practice for lease-to-build leases not to in-
clude a termination clause in the lease, and
such a clause was not included in the Port of
Newport award. We understand that NOAA
obtained a preliminary estimate of potential
lease termination costs from the Department
of Commerce Office of General Counsel. How-
ever, as part of its decision-making process,
NOAA should conduct a rigorous analysis of
the potential termination costs and docu-
ment the specific components of this esti-
mate. As it continues to evaluate its prac-
ticable alternatives, it would be prudent for
NOAA to minimize these potential costs to
the extent possible.
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Whatever conclusion NOAA reaches, it
should carefully examine and document all
pertinent factors, including those that we
have highlighted. In order for both of our of-
fices to be responsive to the Subcommittee,
it is important to examine these issues re-
garding NOAA’s consideration of other fed-
eral facilities. As we finalize our response to
the Chairwoman and Ranking Member, we
will follow up with your office to determine
what additional information NOAA may
have identified.

If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact me.
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Mr. SCHRADER. I rise in opposition
to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SCHRADER. Frankly, I am not
sure exactly where my friend from
Washington has gotten his facts. Let’s
be clear up front, if this amendment
was enacted, NOAA would face termi-
nation liabilities well in excess of the
$56 million or $10 million that my good
colleague refers to that would be in ex-
cess of $50 million, and their ability to
conduct the mission critical activities
in the Pacific would be in serious jeop-
ardy.

NOAA would have neither the au-
thority nor resources to contract for
alternate arrangements, putting in
jeopardy the support of this fleet of
ships which gather critical data to
produce navigational charts of U.S. wa-
ters, survey fishery stocks, and main-
tain instruments which support tsu-
nami warnings, weather forecasts, and
climate research. Let me say again for
the record very clearly here, after
NOAA’s current lease is up in June, if
this amendment were to pass, NOAA
would have no authority—zero, legal or
otherwise—to mobilize its Pacific fleet.
It would be dead in the water.

There has been a lot of talk about
process; but, frankly, this process has
been comprehensive, transparent, and
legitimate. My friends in Washington
State have made sure that’s the case.
After a rigorous competitive lease ac-
quisition process that followed GAO
guidelines, NOAA was awarded a 20-
yvear lease to Newport for the reloca-
tion of its Pacific fleet in August of
2009, and it subsequently complied with
the IG report that was referred to and
met the guidelines.

The facts are clear. NOAA made this
decision based on merits, not politics.
Let’s not have politics undo a good de-
cision. Newport was a superior choice
for the taxpayers and the agency’s mis-
sion in the Pacific. It was the number
one choice in cost, and it was the num-
ber one choice in technical merit. In
fact, the annual lease of the Newport
facilities will cost the Federal Govern-
ment 50 percent less than the three
competing sites located in Washington
State.

In fact, in 2006, the pier at NOAA’s
Lake Union, Seattle, facility was de-
stroyed by fire and was never even re-
constructed by the host city. On the
other hand, the State of Oregon and
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the local community have spent mil-
lions of dollars of their own dollars
with no Federal support to construct
new facilities in Newport. Newport is
actually ahead of schedule and will be
ready to hand over the keys to NOAA
on May 1 when NOAA’s 20-year lease is
set to commence. NOAA is contrac-
tually obligated, Mr. Chair, to com-
mence the 20-year lease in May of this
year.

The new facility in Newport brings
costs, offsets, and advantages that my
good friend and colleague from Wash-
ington conveniently omits. The closer
proximity and transit time from the
port to the ocean is dramatic. Instead
of 8 hours from Lake Union, they get
to the ocean in 20 minutes. The new fa-
cility is right next to the Hatfield Cen-
ter, Oregon State University, for great
research compatibility. And impor-
tantly, the relocation of NOAA’s Pa-
cific fleet represents a huge boost to a
small rural Oregon coastal community
with a great fishing legend and tradi-
tion that will bring much-needed jobs
and translate into significant economic
benefits. This is a David versus Goliath
opportunity.

Over the last 4 days, we’ve engaged in
rigorous debate about the fiscal health
of our country. For my colleagues that
are serious about saving taxpayer dol-
lars and reducing our deficit, you
should join me in opposing the
McDermott amendment.

I yield the balance of my time to the
good Representative from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER).

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Oregon is recognized for 12 min-
utes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the
gentleman’s courtesy, as I appreciate
his leadership. Because this is a process
that he has been stewarding, being a
key congressional partner. I appreciate
his referencing what has happened
here, dating back to August 2009.

This has been scrutinized. We are
friendly rivals in the Pacific North-
west. And it’s a rare, rare, rare, rare
occasion that any Federal activity ever
leaves the Evergreen State and ends up
in Oregon, as my good friend, the rank-
ing member of the Appropriations
Committee, can attest because working
with Senator Magnuson, he helped vac-
uum functions into the State of Or-
egon.

So you can bet that this was
flyspecked to the extreme, but the ad-
vantages are overwhelming. The prox-
imity, the technical effort, the local
investment has been amazing. So we’ve
been pilloried on this. It’s been under a
microscope, and we’ve reached the
point now that it’s really past the
point of no return. If this ill-advised—
but I'm sure well-intended—amend-
ment would be adopted by my friend
from Washington, the Federal Govern-
ment would be on the hook for more
money; it would be disruptive for
NOAA; and, frankly, it would be a dis-
service to the people who played fair,
who went all along the way playing by
the rules, making the case.
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I strongly urge rejection of this
amendment.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chair, I have
good friends, and I know they have to
defend their hometown as adequately
as they want.

But let me read from the IG’s report:
“In our view, the more fundamental
problems pertaining to NOAA’s process
prior to the competitive lease process,
a primary cause of these problems is
grounded in the fact that NOAA did not
subject the MOC-P project to a rig-
orous capital investment planning and
oversight process. While the Depart-
ment has clear property policy, NOAA
did not follow it. NOAA thus proceeded
with requirements for its desired op-
tion of consolidated facility based on
justification and consideration of al-
ternatives that, on the face and with-
out additional documentation, are sig-
nificantly lacking. NOAA’s financial
analysis of the four offers submitted in
response to the solicitation did not as-
sess the total cost to the government,
and NOAA provided no evidence that it
had thoroughly considered the oper-
ational and logistical implications of
the relocation.”

Now that’s not two rivals from one
State and another. This is the Inspec-
tor General of the Commerce Depart-
ment going down and looking at the
process. And the fact is that the CRS
report, dated 30 September 2010, which
I will submit for the RECORD, says that
the Federal Government is able to ter-
minate its contracts for convenience.
The governmental interest is always
higher than the commercial interest.
So the Federal Government can get out
of this. They save $50 million. It’s not
going to be $50 million because they
still have the pier. They can do what-
ever they want with it, but they do not
have a contract with the Federal Gov-
ernment for the next 20 years in a place
that is very far away.

NOAA has been in Seattle for 40
years. That’s true. Whence it was cre-
ated, it was put there for a very good
reason. I don’t care if it goes to Bel-
lingham or it goes to Oregon or where
it goes, but there ought to be a trans-
parent process.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT).

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

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 177 OFFERED BY MR. HERGER

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:
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SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used by the Secretary of
Agriculture to implement or enforce Subpart
B of the Travel Management Rule (subpart B
of part 212 of title 36, Code of Federal Regu-
lations), relating to the designation of roads,
trails, and areas for motor vehicle use, in
any administrative unit of the National For-
est System.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
HERGER) and a Member opposed each
will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.
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Mr. HERGER. Mr. Chairman, I'm of-
fering this amendment after much frus-
tration and a lack of responsiveness
from the Forest Service to locally
elected officials and the recreation
community in northern California and
across the Nation. For a couple of
years now, I and northern California
constituents I represent have tried
many times to work with the Forest
Service on the 2005 Travel Management
Rule. Yet we have been completely ig-
nored as the Forest Service presses
ahead with route designations that in
some cases will eliminate more than 90
percent of the previous access.

Locally elected officials are now at
the point of considering litigation
against the Forest Service to keep
these federal lands open to recreation.
It is disgraceful that local counties
would have to spend valuable public
funding to preserve access to our own
national forests. Not only are our
counties forced to defend themselves
against well funded environmental ac-
tivists trying to turn every acre of fed-
eral land into some kind of sanctuary,
but now also against the very agency
that is supposed to serve the public.

For these reasons, I believe it is nec-
essary to impose a 7-month timeout on
designating these routes.

Chairman SIMPSON, ultimately, we
want a workable solution, and I hope
to work with you and Chairman
HASTINGS to ensure a more balanced
implementation of the Travel Manage-
ment Rule.

I hope that my colleagues can sup-
port this amendment.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would stop a very careful
planning process that determines what
routes off-road vehicles can use
through our national forests. Now over
the past few decades, we know that the
availability and capability of off-road
vehicles has increased tremendously.
That means more Americans are enjoy-
ing access to, and recreational opportu-
nities in, their national forests, but the
resulting proliferation of random
routes results in severe impacts, par-
ticularly on the quality of our water
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supply and the physical safety of na-
tional forest visitors.

The national forests are spectacular
lands. There are 193 million national
forest acres all over this Nation. Often-
times, we take them for granted and
fail to realize that the national forests
are the headwaters for much of our Na-
tion’s surface waters. The clean, pure
water produced on a national forest is
a national treasure and the economic
resource that supports industry and ag-
riculture nationwide. In fact, half of
the American West gets their drinking
water from national forests, while in
many rural communities, it is 100 per-
cent.

The proliferation, though, of random
trails created by off road vehicles, in-
creases erosion and pollution into
water sources with no possibility for
mitigation by culverts or other meas-
ures that would be available to land
managers on designated routes.

This amendment is poorly consid-
ered. The amendment would stop a rea-
sonable, locally oriented planning
process that has been going on for 6
years to allow recreational access to
our forests, but to do so in a way that
also protects the sustainable produc-
tion of water, timber, wildlife, and
other natural resources.

The Forest Service has been called
upon to designate which motorized
routes are appropriate in the eyes of
inclusive groups of local community
leaders, with particular consideration
to visitor safety and the ability of the
Forest Service to comply with its other
mandates. It is practically impossible
to maintain trail conditions without
designated routes or to avoid accidents
to hikers, damaged equipment, or even
visitors getting lost in the back coun-
try.

Route designation enables land man-
agers to guide motorized users away
from sensitive wildlife habitats at ap-
propriate times of the year, helping to
maintain quality herds.

In summary, the planning process
that this amendment would repeal is
local, driven by longstanding produc-
tive partnerships among local, State,
and federal agencies; Indian tribes; and
a diverse array of commercial and non-
commercial interests. Halting this
planning process would squander those
investments and rebuke the sincere
commitment it reflects on the part of
S0 many citizens to protect their public
lands. All who love and use our na-
tional forests should oppose this
amendment.

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

Mr. HERGER. I have to comment
that really all we’re doing is asking for
a T-month timeout so that we—our
local officials, our local communities
have not been counseled with, they
have not been brought into the process,
and to have 90 percent in many areas
declared off-bounds is not reasonable.

I would like to yield 90 seconds to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
McCLINTOCK).
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Mr. McCLINTOCK. I thank the gen-
tleman.

The gentleman from California is ab-
solutely right. These Travel Manage-
ment Rules are highly exclusionary.
They severely limit the public’s access
to the public’s own land with dev-
astating consequences for the local
economies of every mountain town
that’s affected.

As Butte County Supervisor Bill
Connelly writes, ‘“‘the roads within the
National Forests are used by thousands
of residents and visitors for transpor-
tation and recreation. These activities
generate revenue for our rural commu-
nities which are critical for their sur-
vival.”

This is not a small matter. The For-
est Service now controls 193 million
acres within our Nation, a land area
the size of Texas. In recent years, the
Forest Service has utterly reversed the
vision of its founder, Gifford Pinchot,
““to provide the greatest amount of
good for the greatest amount of people
in the long run.” Instead, we confront
an increasingly elitist and exclu-
sionary attitude that is vividly illus-
trated by the draconian restrictions in
the forest travel management plan. It
bears far more resemblance to the
public’s exclusion from the royal for-
ests under King John than to an agen-
cy that is supposed to encourage, wel-
come, facilitate, and maximize the peo-
ple’s use of our national forests.

These amendments restore the
inclusionary vision of Gifford Pinchot
by restoring the public’s access to the
public’s land.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, could I
inquire how much time remains?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. MORAN. I would yield those 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY).

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gen-
tleman. And I rise in opposition to the
Herger amendment.

In 2001, the Forest Service finally ad-
mitted the obvious—the road system
through our national forests is far larg-
er than it should be. Though the Forest
Service can’t tell us for sure, the best
estimate is that the national forests
are crisscrossed by more than 308,000
miles of roads. That is eight times the
length of the entire United States
interstate system. Forest roads could
wrap around the Earth 15 times.

From 1975 to 1985, the Forest road
system doubled. And that is just the
authorized roads. It is estimated that
there are an additional 60,000 miles of
user-created, illegal roads through the
forests, cut through sensitive areas
just because it looked like fun.

The massive tangle of roads frag-
ments the forest, destroying habitat,
increasing erosion, and decreasing
water quality. And the problems get
worse each year as the Forest Service
road maintenance budget falls further
and further behind. Real maintenance
needs for this massive road system just
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don’t happen. The current backlog is
estimated to be $10 billion.

And do you want to know how we
know it’s really so bad? Because it was
the Bush administration that finally
announced in 2001 that a planning proc-
ess for inventory of the road system to
figure out how many miles of roads it
really needed, closing illegal roads, and
starting to work on a more efficient
system, were needed.

The Herger amendment stops the
Bush administration planning in its
tracks just as it is about to be com-
pleted. And I just believe that the
Members really should not take it upon
themselves to end this 7-year process
that is going to finally bring some
order to the Forest Service. I urge a
“no’” vote on the Herger amendment.

Mr. HERGER. Again, we’re not say-
ing we shouldn’t look at this, we
shouldn’t examine it, we shouldn’t
have regulations. We should. Those of
us who live in these areas, we care
about the environment more than any-
one does. That’s not the question.

The question that is being presented
and what we’re asking for is, since the
Forest Service has not been consulting
with local government, they have not
been consulting with the local commu-
nities, we are asking for a 7-month
timeout so that they can consult with
us and then we can continue to come
up with a plan where we work together
and not have, again, an all-powerful
government in Washington dictating
and preventing those that are local
from being able to enjoy our own recre-
ation in our national forest.
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I urge an ‘“‘aye’ vote on this amend-
ment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HERGER).

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

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Chair, I demand a
recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 323 OFFERED BY MR.
BLUMENAUER

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. BAsSs of New
Hampshire). The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act may
be used to pay the salaries and expenses of
personnel of the Department of Agriculture
to provide benefits described in section
1001D(b)(1)(C) of the Food Security Act of
1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308-3a(b)(1)(C)) to a person or
legal entity in excess of $250,000.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
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the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER) and a Member opposed
each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman,
no serious effort to reduce the Federal
Government is complete without ad-
dressing agricultural subsidies. Even in
time of record high farm prices and
profits, we still gave $16 billion in sub-
sidies last year.

There are no meaningful limits. They
are easily evaded, doubled if you are
married. They don’t cover loan defi-
ciency payments or marketing loans.
This amendment would establish a
hard limit of $250,000 per entity.

In 2009, almost 1,500 entities got
$250,000 or more. Something called Fi-
delity National Insurance Titles, prob-
ably not a family farm, raked in more
than $4 million in 2009. For the past 15
years, Riceland Foods in Arkansas has
collected a half-billion dollars from the
taxpayers.

I strongly urge that you join with
me, Taxpayers for Common Sense, the
Environmental Working Group, Hu-
mane USA, a wide variety of groups
and organizations, to establish this
limit, save $100 million this year and
more in the future, and start us on a
path of reform that we can realize in
the upcoming farm bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chair, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Georgia is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. KINGSTON. I yield myself 1
minute.

Mr. Chairman, what I wanted to say
about this and to my friend from Or-
egon is, I believe we should put farm
subsidies on the table. And that’s why
in this bill we have included cuts to
very popular agriculture red state, if
you will, programs, rural development,
the Farm Service Agencies, and the
NRCS. All kinds of conservation pro-
grams are cut in this. However, there
are a number of traditional farm pro-
grams that we are going to let the ag
authorizing committee deal with, be-
cause that’s where they need to be
dealt with.

So I want to say this. While I oppose
the gentleman’s amendment, I don’t
oppose you seeking a reduction to the
subsidies. But we believe that this has
to be dealt with in the farm bill. And I
look forward to working with you and
the chairman of the Agriculture Com-
mittee on that when it comes.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the ranking agri-
culture appropriations member, a
champion of agriculture reform and of
agriculture, Congressman FARR.

Mr. FARR. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

I rise reluctantly because Mr. KING-
STON and myself, I think, have a great
deal of respect for how we ought to be
managing the future of payments, and
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I concur with his remarks. But I am
rising in favor of the amendment be-
cause I think we have to push the at-
tention to how vital it is that we re-
form this program, and I don’t think
you get that attention without bring-
ing this amendment to the floor and
passing it.

It’s going to be hard to implement in
the next remaining months, as so many
of the amendments that we’ve adopted
here in the last 3 days, but I do think
that it is worth the debate of how we
focus on the rest of the year. Because,
frankly, we ought not to be just paying
entities in this country hundreds and
hundreds of thousands of dollars be-
cause they didn’t get the price they
wanted at the market.

I represent the biggest growing area,
and we don’t get any of these pay-
ments. Not a single farmer. These are
just a few entities, and it’s wrong. So
we ought to adopt the amendment.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 12 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. CONAWAY).

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment. It is
wrongheaded at this point in time, as
my colleague from Georgia has said.

The farm safety net is an integral se-
ries of compromises and changes from
2002 to 2008 that the folks went through
in order to come to that agreement. To
pull out one segment of that safety
net, and in an ad hoc manner without
any testimony, without any references
to what it might do to the overall pro-
gram, in my view, is wrongheaded.
Next year is the time to do this.

We will go through a rigorous debate
across the section. The conservation
folks will be able to weigh in. All seg-
ments of the farm safety net will be
represented at the table during the
farm bill debate next year under the
leadership of Chairman LUCAS. That is
the time in order to do this.

We will have opportunities to do this
work thoughtfully. There will be trades
and compromises that will have to be
made because, in all likelihood, we will
have less money under the farm bill
next year than we had in 2008.

As an aside, if we could go back to
2008 levels, I'm sure most of our agri-
culture guys would love to do that,
since that is the mantra of the Repub-
lican House this week, to go back to
2008 levels. We’ll take that. Throw us
into the briar patch. But to do this
today on an ad hoc, pulling this ele-
ment out and changing it in this man-
ner, is wrongheaded and I oppose it.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1%2 minutes to my friend and col-
league, Congressman KIND, who has
been a tireless champion of agricul-
tural reform, coming as he does from
farm country in the upper Midwest.

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, and to my
good friend from Texas, I hear what
you are saying. But I have been around
here long enough to realize that next
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yvear never comes. The next farm bill
that addresses comprehensive reform
never happens.

I commend the gentleman from Or-
egon for offering this amendment and
trying to begin the process now, be-
cause I know how difficult it is.

In fact, earlier today I offered an
amendment, a very straightforward
amendment, that would end a new
American taxpayer subsidy program to
the tune of $150 million a year that is
now going to Brazilian cotton agri-
businesses, and it was defeated on the
floor. That just shows you what we
have gotten into with these outdated
farm programs and the institutional
interests and the special interests that
maintain the status quo.

These large taxpayer subsidies going
to a few very large agribusinesses have
got to end. They are not fiscally re-
sponsible, they are not responsible to
the American taxpayer, they are not
helping family farmers throughout the
country, they are driving up land
prices, leading to greater consolidation
of production in agriculture making it
very difficult for new beginning farm-
ers to enter the occupation. From the
State of Wisconsin, where the average
farmer’s age today is 58 years old,
that’s a pretty serious topic for the
new generation of farmers taking over
these farm operations.

This is difficult, I understand. There
are built-in special interests fighting
reform and maintaining the status quo.
But this also has to be on the table
when it comes to serious budget deficit
reduction. It is distorting the market-
place, and it’s distorting trade policy.
And there will be more successful WTO
challenges against our farm programs
unless we have the institutional will to
change them.

I encourage support for my friend’s
amendment.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 30 seconds. I want to make
three points real quickly.

Number one, we have shown in this
bill that we understand our mandate is
to reduce spending. We are going to
take on ag subsidies.

Number two, we have already shown
that in this bill with cuts to rural de-
velopment, Farm Service Agency, the
Natural Resources Conservation Serv-
ice.

And, finally, we talk about next
year? This is last year we are debating.
We are debating the year in which
planting decisions have already made.
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This is last year’s budget we’re still
working on. That’s why we can’t do
this in the midseason.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman,
who has the right to close on this
amendment?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Georgia has the right to close.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
will yield, I have one more speaker,
and we will close with him.
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Georgia has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Well, I have lis-
tened to the language about damaging
the farm safety net. There is a massive
farm safety net in place. We’re just re-
ducing the safety net to a mere quarter
million dollars a year.

My friend, Mr. KIND, is absolutely
right. Tomorrow never comes here. I've
been on the floor of the House when the
House instructed the conferees to ac-
cept this exact limit. We were rolled by
the Ag Committee and ignored.

This is an opportunity for us to not
deal with the savings that you’re tak-
ing away from nutrition and from the
environmental titles. Talk about the
safety net. What about your cuts to
WIC?

For heaven’s sakes. A hundred mil-
lion dollars savings to the taxpayer.
Get started on reform now and join in
a bipartisan effort. I've been pleased to
work with Congressman FLAKE, Con-
gressman KIND, Congressman RYAN.
Year after year we have brought these
issues to the floor and been rolled. Now
is the time to start by adopting it and
changing the system.

Mr. KINGSTON. I just want to say
that the ag section of this bill cuts $5.2
billion. Three to four of those billions
comes straight from production agri-
culture, not from school nutrition and
other socially sensitive programs.

I yield the balance of my time to the
chairman of the Agriculture Com-
mittee, the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. LLUCAS).

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this amendment.

Why are we making policy decisions
in an appropriations bill? This amend-
ment changes current law. This is a de-
cision that needs to be made in the
context of the next new farm bill. We’ll
consider the farm bill next year in an
open and transparent manner. We have
a committee process that can review
the merits of any proposal and all pro-
posals. And they’ll be debated and
they’ll be considered and allowed for
the Members to offer their opinions
and cast their votes.

In fact, if you look at the 2008 farm
bill under Chairman PETERSON’s lead-
ership, we made significant reforms.
Yes, cuts in the areas, lowering the
overall payment caps significantly. But
I guess the opponents of farm programs
will not be satisfied with that until
every last marketing tool has been
eliminated.

I know it is a popular parlor game in
some circles to see how far you can
jerk farmers around, but making these
changes midstream in a 5-year farm
bill is disruptive to market decisions
that producers have made in some
cases years ago. All farmers and ranch-
ers want certainty. They plan to work
under current law.

Plain and simple, the author of this
amendment wants to change agricul-
tural policy, and this debate does not
belong in this bill.

And I would remind my friends, we
today, this week, are a part of a bold,
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new, open legislative process. Maybe
that’s not how you did it in the past,
but when we do this farm bill, it will be
done in committee and on the floor in
the same open way we’re doing this.

Let the process run its course. Let us
work our way through this open proc-
ess when it should be done in the next
farm bill next year. Is that so much to
ask?

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER).

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 408 OFFERED BY MR. CLYBURN

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . (a) Of the funds made available
by this Act for each of the following ac-
counts or activities, 10 percent shall be allo-
cated for assistance in persistent poverty
counties:

(1) “Department of Agriculture, Rural De-
velopment Programs’.

(2) “Department of Commerce, Economic
Development Administration, Economic De-
velopment Assistance Programs’.

(3) “Department of Commerce, National
Institute of Standards and Technology, Con-
struction”.

(4) “‘Department of Education, Fund for
the Improvement of Education’.

(5) “Department of Education, Fund for
the Improvement of Postsecondary Edu-
cation’.

(6) ‘“‘Department of Labor, Employment
and Training Administration, Training and
Employment Services’’.

(7) “Department of Health and Human
Services, Health Resources and Services Ad-
ministration”.

(8) “Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, Economic Development Initia-
tive”.

(9) “Department of Justice, Office of Jus-
tice Programs’’.

(10) ‘“‘Environmental Protection Agency,
State and Tribal Assistance Grants, Water
and Wastewater”.

(11) “‘Department of Transportation, Fed-
eral Highway Administration, Transpor-
tation Community and System Preserva-
tion”.

(12) “Department of the Treasury, Commu-
nity Development Financial Institutions’.

(b) For purposes of this section, the term
‘“‘persistent poverty counties’”” means any
county that has had 20 percent or more of its
population living in poverty over the past 30
years, as measured by the 1990, 2000, and 2010
decennial censuses.

(c) Not later than six months after the
date of the enactment of this Act, each de-
partment or agency listed in subsection (a)
shall submit to Congress a progress report on
the implementation of this section.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
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the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. CLYBURN) and a Member opposed
each will control 5 minutes.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the
gentleman’s amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from New Jersey reserves a point of
order.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Chairman, this is
a very important amendment, and I
have called it the 10-20-30 amendment.
It deals with what we call ‘‘persistent
poverty counties’—those places in
America that have experienced a pov-
erty rate of at least 20 percent for the
last 30 years.

My amendment requires that at least
10 percent of the funds in certain ac-
counts be directed to counties where 20
percent or more of their citizens have
languished below the Federal poverty
level for the last 30 years; hence, the
10-20-30 approach.

Mr. Chairman, approximately 15 per-
cent of all counties in America qualify
as persistent poverty counties. These
counties are diverse and spread across
the country, including Appalachian
communities in Kentucky and West
Virginia, Native American commu-
nities in South Dakota and Alaska,
Latino communities in Arizona and
New Mexico, African American com-
munities in North and South Carolina.
They are urban communities in Phila-
delphia, New York, Baltimore, and St.
Louis.

Democrats represent 149 of these
counties, with a total population of 8.7
million. Republicans represent 311 of
these counties, with a total population
of 8.3 million. Fourteen of these coun-
ties, with a total population of 5.3 mil-
lion, are split between Democrats and
Republicans. A total of 43 Democrats
and 84 Republicans represent all or a
part of these counties, and 35 of our 50
States have at least one persistent pov-
erty county. Fifteen of South Caro-
lina’s 46 counties qualify for this igno-
ble recognition, and I happen to rep-
resent seven of those counties.

This is not a red State or a blue
State issue. That’s why on this map be-
side me the persistent poverty counties
are colored in purple. There is no polit-
ical affiliation for poverty. Poverty has
never been limited to race, region, or
creed.

These counties do not have the re-
sources to hire sophisticated, high-
powered grant writers and lobbyists to
help compete for the finite amount of
dollars that should be available to
them.

In today’s New York Times, there is
a front-page story which I would ask
everybody to read. It is entitled, ‘“‘For
Much of Rural America, Broadband is a
Dividing Line.”

Mr. Chairman, I was particularly
struck by the words of Mrs. Sharon
Jones, a small logging company owner
in Coffeeville, Alabama. Listen to her
words. ‘“We are trying to pull ourselves
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into the 21st century.” Mrs. Jones says,
“I don’t think the rest of the world un-
derstands there is a piece of the world
here that is really challenged.”

Her business, her customers, and her
neighbors are the reasons we included
the 10-20-30 amendment in the Recov-
ery Act in the Rural Development sec-
tion of the Agriculture title, and it is
working well.

The formula allowed many persistent
poverty counties to benefit from the
Recovery Act, and they do not other-
wise receive funds. Projects like these
are crucial to meeting the basic needs
of the community and laying the
groundwork for future success.
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This amendment builds on that suc-
cess, and I hope to work with my Re-
publican colleagues to have it included
in the final version of H.R. 1.

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

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

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

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
wanted to make one comment. I want-
ed to thank Mr. CLYBURN for raising
this issue, and I wanted to thank Mr.
REHBERG for agreeing to work with
him.

Out of the 28 counties that I rep-
resent in southern Missouri, 14 of those
28 are persistent poverty counties. And
the gentleman is absolutely correct
when he says that for a lot of those
communities it is very, very difficult
to find the means by which you can get
people to help write grants for you, for
example, and other things. So I think
this is an important issue on which we
can all work together. I am so pleased
Mr. CLYBURN raised it, and I really just
wanted to thank Mr. REHBERG for his
generosity in working with us.

I yield back the balance of my time.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I insist on my point of order
against the amendment because it pro-
poses to change existing law and con-
stitutes legislation on an appropria-
tions bill, and therefore it violates
clause 2 of rule XXI.

The rules states, in pertinent part:
“An amendment to a general appro-
priation bill shall not be in order if
changing existing law.” The amend-
ment imposes additional duties.

I ask for a ruling from the Chair.

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair finds
that this amendment includes language
imparting direction. The amendment
therefore constitutes legislation in vio-
lation of clause 2 of rule XXI.

The point of order is sustained and
the amendment is not in order.

AMENDMENT NO. 566 OFFERED BY MR. BOREN

Mr. BOREN. Mr. Chairman, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:
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At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to require a person
licensed under section 923 of title 18, United
States Code, to report information to the De-
partment of Justice regarding the sale of
multiple rifles or shotguns to the same per-
son.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from OKklahoma (Mr.
BOREN) and a Member opposed each
will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to offer this bipartisan amend-
ment with Congressman REHBERG of
Montana, my colleague and a fellow
member of the House Second Amend-
ment Task Force.

I am proud to report that two impor-
tant groups have endorsed this amend-
ment, the National Rifle Association
and the National Shooting Sports
Foundation. Our amendment would
prohibit the ATF from using any funds
in this act to collect information from
federally licensed firearms retailers
about multiple rifle sales.

Last December, ATF published an
emergency request in the Federal Reg-
ister. It asked the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget for the power to col-
lect information from firearms retail-
ers on all sales of two or more semi-
automatic rifles within five consecu-
tive business days. This would include
many of today’s most popular rifles
used by millions of Americans for self-
defense, hunting, and other lawful pur-
poses.

ATF officials have said this informa-
tion collection would apply only to li-
censed firearms retailers in certain
States—Texas, New Mexico, Arizona
and California. However, ATF’s request
published in the Federal Register does
not mention a geographic limitation.
This means we have to take the ATF at
its word. I have heard numerous con-
cerns about this ATF request from fel-
low Oklahomans, including sportsmen,
gun owners, and responsible firearms
retailers alike.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly oppose
granting ATF this information-col-
lecting authority for three reasons:
first, it would subject responsible fire-
arms sellers who are often small busi-
ness owners to burdensome reporting
requirements. Second, ATF would cata-
log records on Americans who purchase
rifles, thereby compromising their pri-
vacy. And, finally, ATF lacks legal au-
thority to collect this information. The
Gun Control Act of 1968 requires Fed-
eral firearms dealers to report multiple
sales of handguns.

What I'd like to do at this time is
yield to my colleague and friend from
Montana (Mr. REHBERG) for any com-
ments he might have.

Mr. REHBERG. Thank you, Mr.
BOREN. And I thank the chairman for
allowing this opportunity.

It’s one of those situations where
you’d like to believe the administra-
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tion is not trying to creep into an area
that is not necessarily something they
would try and slip by anyone. But when
you talk about gun control, we get
very serious about the Constitution
and the creeping of various rules and
regulations in areas that Congress has
specifically stayed out of, didn’t want
us to be involved in. And so there is al-
ways that lingering thought in the
back of your mind like, what’s going
on here?

Now I don’t tend to believe that I
would be a scary individual, but if I
were living in one of those four States,
I would be in this category of having
purchased two long rifles because I
happened to buy a hunting rifle for my-
self and my son, who was of age. For
Christmas I went out and bought two,
and it throws me into that category. I
would like to think I'm not considered
a gun runner for a Mexican cartel or
something like that, but that’s the ef-
fect of a regulation like this. And so I
hope that we will seriously consider
this not necessary.

We took the action that created reg-
ulation on handguns, we understand
that. But when it comes to a long
rifle—we’re talking hunting rifles,
we’re talking about other types of ri-
fles that are out there—this doesn’t
really make sense. So I really thank
Mr. BOREN for taking the lead on this
amendment. It’s really important to
those of us who are active firearm
users.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire as to how much time is remain-
ing.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Oklahoma has 1% minutes.

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

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. FATTAH. I thank the gentleman
from Oklahoma and his colleague and
my colleague from Montana.

Let me say first and foremost that
this was a request having to do with
the four States on the southwest bor-
der. It would not have involved our
great friend from Montana in his pur-
chase of rifles. This was limited to long
guns that would have detachable clips.
Multiple purchases would have been re-
quired to be notified. So if someone
went to buy 1,000 AK-47 assault weap-
ons and semi-automatic clips that were
detachable, they would have to be re-
ported.

Now, this reporting requirement al-
ready exists for pistols or for hand-
guns. There was a request made, OMB
denied it, wanted to get a series of pub-
lic comments. So there was no rush on
the administration’s behalf to rush this
through under the cover of some emer-
gency order. It’s been out for public
comment. And I think that is a reason-
able thing to think about whether or
not we would want to have a notifica-
tion to our government if someone was
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buying large quantities of assault
weapons, especially along the border,
which many, many of our colleagues
have told us about being a place of sig-
nificant danger related to organized
crime to the south of our sovereign Na-
tion.

So this is a request that’s been made.
It’s been met, however, with this
amendment. And I think we all know
the result of what might happen here
in the House regarding this. I hope that
we’re prepared to live with the con-
sequences of whatever votes we might
cast in this matter.

This has nothing whatsoever to do
with hunting rifles or guns used in
sporting activity. This has to do with
long guns with detachable clips used
for only one purpose, and that is,
shooting large numbers of rounds and
killing large numbers of people. So we
should be clear about it; it’s a request
that’s been made. It’s been noticed on
the public record for comment by the
administration. It relates only to these
four States. It is modeled after a regu-
lation that already exists now for
handguns. So I know that some may
get paranoid about these issues, but I
think we should have at least some
paranoia about what this could portend
if we don’t take reasonable action in
the protection of the citizens that
we’ve been elected to protect.

I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. CHU).
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The Acting CHAIR. The Chair would
remind Members that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania has the right to
close.

Ms. CHU. Thirty thousand.

That’s how many people were vio-
lently slaughtered by the Mexican drug
cartels in just 4 short years. One of
them was Bobby Salcedo, an American
citizen and rising star from my dis-
trict. He was kidnapped and murdered
last year with a semiautomatic rifle.

I oppose this amendment because it
makes it harder to stop these types of
violent acts. This amendment will pre-
vent the tracing of bulk sales of the
military-style rifles, popular with car-
tels, that have resulted in tragic mur-
ders like Bobby’s. Last year, the U.S.
military announced that, if the drug
war continues, it could cause the Mexi-
can Government to collapse, and the
cartel war could spread over the border
into the U.S. This amendment makes
the drug war worse.

Every day, people are dying from this
war, even American citizens. We must
stop it, and we can by opposing this
amendment.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire as to how much time remains.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania has 1%2 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from
Oklahoma has 1% minutes remaining.

Mr. FATTAH. I yield 30 seconds to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GARAMENDI).

Mr. GARAMENDI. I don’t know if
anybody has noticed what has gone on
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in Mexico recently. The previous
speaker just spoke of the drug wars
that are going on. It’s a known fact
that much of the equipment that’s used
to carry on those wars comes from the
United States and is smuggled into
Mexico.

This is a very sane and necessary at-
tempt to slow down the availability of
high-caliber, high-capacity automatic
weapons that are smuggled into Mex-
ico. It makes no sense not to know
what’s going on, because this is dra-
matically affecting the border States
and American citizens who happen to
be in Mexico.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. Chairman, in con-
clusion, this amendment is very sim-
ple. It prevents the ATF from imposing
burdensome reporting requirements on
responsible firearms retailers; it pro-
tects the privacy and Second Amend-
ment rights of law-abiding citizens;
and it ensures that the ATF will not
circumvent the will of Congress.

Again, I remind my colleagues that
this amendment carries the full sup-
port of the National Rifle Association
and the National Shooting Sports
Foundation.

I urge adoption.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, 48 hours
ago, two officials of the United States
Government, ICE agents, were at-
tacked. They were in an armed vehicle
which was traveling south of the bor-
der. One of those agents died. The as-
sault weapons used in this incident,
like tens of thousands of them that
have found their way into Mexico, have
crossed the border through these legal
purchases.

This is about notification to the De-
partment of Justice. It doesn’t stop the
sale. It notifies the DOJ that large
amounts of these guns have been pur-
chased. I think it’s a reasonable thing.
I leave it to my colleagues to make a
reasonable judgment about this amend-
ment.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, | rise in opposition
to this amendment.

This amendment serves no legitimate pur-
pose and would only compromise our national
security and put more Americans in harm’s
way.

By barring the use of Federal funds to man-
date Federal firearms dealers to report the
sale of multiple long guns such as semiauto-
matic assault rifles, this amendment would un-
dermine the Obama Administration’s efforts to
combat cross-border illegal gun trafficking.

We must do everything we can to secure
the border, strengthen our anti-gun-trafficking
efforts, and help the Mexican Government
fight the drug cartels.

The Mexican drug cartels are killing people
at a staggering rate—more than 30,000 since
2006. And long guns are widely known as the
cartels’ weapon of choice.

Some may shrug their shoulders and con-
clude this is just another problem beyond our
reach. That would be a mistake.

The drug cartels are getting their guns from
the United States.

Since 2006, the ATF has seized more than
10,000 firearms and nearly one million rounds
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of ammunition destined for Mexico, where the
public is not allowed to purchase or possess
guns.

Authorities in Mexico say most of the guns
used in police assassinations and cartel blood-
shed originate in the United States and have
pressed the U.S. to reduce the flow of weap-
ons south.

And this isn’t just a border state problem.
The impact of this trafficking is felt in my
hometown of Chicago.

According to the National Drug Intelligence
Center, Mexican drug trafficking organizations
have infiltrated small and large cities in 48
U.S. States, affecting our national security.

For example, Mexican drug cartels have a
significant presence in Chicago, which Federal
officials say is a key transfer point for drugs
heading to Minnesota and points north and
east.

Last year, eleven alleged drug traffickers
with connections to the Sinaloa Cartel were in-
dicted by U.S. Attorney Patrick Fitzgerald in
Chicago as part of “Project Deliverance,”—a
multi-state and agency effort to disrupt the
flow of drugs and guns across the border.

The drug cartel's violent war for control,
which is fueled by illegal trafficking from the
U.S. to Mexico, seriously impacts our public
safety.

The ATF’s proposal to compel federal fire-
arms dealers to report the sale of multiple long
guns is not about gun control or compiling a
registry of long gun owners.

This is a law enforcement response to the
evidence from successful tracings of weapons
recovered in Mexico.

Recent tracings show that a large number of
these weapons were first sold by a licensed
gun dealer in California, Arizona, New Mexico,
or Texas.

This amendment would undermine law en-
forcement’s capacity to combat illegal gun traf-
ficking and put Americans at even greater risk
of gun violence.

| strongly urge my colleagues to oppose it.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. BOREN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 145 OFFERED BY MR. FORBES

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to take any action
to effect or implement the disestablishment,
closure, or realignment of the United States
Joint Forces Command.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
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FORBES) and a Member opposed each
will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. FORBES. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me start off by
saying that this is an amendment that
the Congressional Budget Office has
said is cost neutral, so we are not talk-
ing about revenue coming in or going
out. The second thing about this
amendment is that it is not disposi-
tive—it doesn’t ultimately make a de-
cision. The third thing is that this is
an amendment that is supported, not
only by the chairman of the House
Armed Services Committee, but by
every single subcommittee chairman of
the House Armed Services Committee.

So what does it do?

It simply states that, before we turn
out the lights on the men and women
who, without question, have the most
expertise and experience and who have
had the legal authority to assemble the
teams to fight our wars and to respond
to our national emergencies, we are
going to know who will replace them.

Any time this Nation faces a crisis,
there are two observations that always
emerge. First, we realize how ineffec-
tive our government agencies are in as-
sembling cross-agency teams to re-
spond to that crisis. Second, we realize
how good our military is at putting
those teams together.

One of the reasons for our military’s
success is that, for over a decade,
whether we go to war or defend our
homeland, the military does it as a
team. They can bring together a Coast
Guard cutter, Army Special Ops units,
a marine expeditionary unit, an Air
Force squadron, a Navy carrier group,
Reserve units, and when needed, even
allied partners in a combined response
that we call ‘‘jointness.”

It is a competitive advantage for
which no nation in the world can rival
us; yet, as hard as it is to believe, it is
an advantage we did not have just 20
years ago.

One of the reasons we have that ad-
vantage is that, for over a decade, a
single group has had the legal author-
ity to bring those teams together, and
that was the Joint Forces Command.
They have assembled the majority of
our forces in Iraq, a majority in Af-
ghanistan; they’ve had control of over
80 percent of our continental U.S.-
based combat-ready conventional
forces; and they’ve assembled our mili-
tary teams for our national disasters.

On August 9, 2010, the Secretary of
Defense announced he was closing that
command allegedly to save money; but
the next day, when the Pentagon
briefers came, they were asked by the
House Armed Services staff one ques-
tion: How much money will you save?

Their answer was, ‘“‘Not a clue.” We
don’t have a clue.

For days, weeks, months, Members
have been asking how much this is
going to save and who is going to be
able to put teams together when this



H1274

command is gone. The Pentagon’s re-
sponse has been deafeningly silent. It is
not because they are bad people; it’s
just because they don’t know the an-
swer.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment sim-
ply says the answers to those questions
are too important for us not to wait
until September 30, which is all this
amendment does, to give our commit-
tees and this body the chance to get
the answers and to make sure we do
not go back 20 years.

If there is any Member in this room
who can answer even the most basic
core question presented by this closure,
which is who will ultimately have the
legal authority and expertise to put to-
gether the teams we need to fight our
wars and respond to our crises, then
you can vote with good conscience
against this amendment; but you can-
not, because nobody at the Pentagon
can answer that question either.

Mr. Chairman, this Nation deserves a
better answer than ‘“‘we don’t have a
clue,” and this amendment gives them
a chance to find that answer.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Washington is recognized for 5
minutes.

(Mr. DICKS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DICKS. The amendment would
prohibit the use of funds to take any
action to dis-establish the Joint Forces
Command. In FY 2010, Secretary of De-
fense Gates recommended dis-estab-
lishing the Joint Forces Command, and
included this as part of his efficiencies
initiatives in the fiscal year 2012 budg-
et request.

On January 6, 2011, President Obama
issued an official memorandum accept-
ing the recommendations of Secretary
Gates and of chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff Mike Mullen, and ap-
proved dis-establishment of Joint
Forces Command.

The Department of Defense expects
to save at least $240 million annually
by dis-establishing the command. The
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
retains responsibility for promoting
joint operations and essential func-
tions. The resources needed to perform
these functions will be assigned to
other organizations in Hampton Roads
and the Navy support activity in Nor-
folk, Virginia. All told, DOD estimates
that about 50 percent of the current
level of effort will remain in the Nor-
folk, Virginia area.

We’ve been through so many rounds
of BRAC. I can sympathize with the
gentleman from Virginia, and I under-
stand his concerns about this.
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But, you know, your side is taking
the position that we have to reduce
spending on some of the most sensitive
programs that we have in our govern-
ment.
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I happen to have chaired the Defense
Appropriations Subcommittee just for
a brief time but was a member of the
committee for 32 years, and I am now
the ranking Democratic member. We
went through this budget very, very
carefully this year, Mr. YOUNG and I
did, and we came up with $15 billion of
cuts.

We have to give some respect to the
Secretary of Defense, who, in fact, was
a Republican and serving in this ad-
ministration. Some of these things I
know are painful and it affects your
community. I have had that problem
over the years myself. But just like the
alternate engine, sometimes we have to
make these hard decisions.

The Secretary of Defense, I think in
this case, deserves the benefit of the
doubt. I think the Virginia delegation
is totally correct in asking for substan-
tiation for what they are doing and
why they are doing it.

But, you know, Joint Forces Com-
mand is—I have been there and visited
there. The responsibility is to assign
forces to various contingencies.

You know, we only have so many
forces, so we do look at all the plans
there are. There is going to be this
fleet or this division or this going here,
there and everywhere, depending on
what the scenario is. So I think the
Chairman, Mike Mullen, and the Joint
Chiefs can do that just as well as hav-
ing a separate command.

And, again, I say we have to make
some hard decisions. We are cutting
the heart out of the domestic programs
of this country and defense has to give
something up here. If you look at the
various commands, this one makes as
much sense. And the Secretary of De-
fense has made the decision. It is sup-
ported by the top members of the joint
staff and, for that reason, I regretfully
have to object and oppose the amend-
ment.

Mr.
yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. FORBES. I would ask the gen-
tleman if all this amendment does is
give us until September 30 to answer
those questions. All the leases are in
effect. They can’t be changed until
that period of time, so we are not talk-
ing about cost. But this is the question
I would ask the gentleman:

You mentioned that the Joint Chiefs
of Staff had the authority to be that
joint provider and to allocate those
troops. But I would ask the gentlemen
if, in fact, they do have that authority,
because Goldwater-Nichols and the re-
authorization act expressly prohibited
them from being able to do that. And
so I would ask the gentleman if it
doesn’t make sense, at least before we
cut out the lights, regardless of the ul-
timate decision you make, to make ab-
solutely sure we know who is going to
be able to have that authority before
we make that final decision.

Mr. DICKS. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s point.

FORBES. Will the gentleman
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As I have been told, there has been
an effort to try and keep 50 percent of
the people and the activities in your
area in Virginia, and that’s one of the
most important defense areas the coun-
try has.

So I think you guys are working
hard, and I think that the Department
is responding as best they can, but,
again, I think we should reject the
amendment and let this thing work out
as the Department has recommended.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. FORBES. May I inquire how
much time I have left, Mr. Chairman?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia has 12 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. FORBES. I yield 45 seconds to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
WITTMAN).

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment offered by
my colleague from Virginia.

This amendment would give Congress
time to conduct oversight over the de-
cision to close Joint Forces Command
pure and simple, and specifically it
would allow us to determine how the
closure could impact national security.

In August, it was announced by the
Pentagon that JFCOM would be dis-
established, but there was no trans-
parency in that decision. Congress was
not informed, and Congress asked mul-
tiple times for the analysis that was
done that led to the decision to close
JFCOM without getting that informa-
tion.

This leads me to believe that a thor-
ough and detailed analysis into the
JFCOM decision was never conducted.
It leads me also to believe that in 5
years the Pentagon will be asking Con-
gress to set up a mechanism to ensure
jointness among our services.

Capabilities exist under JFCOM that
are vital to our national security and
paramount to our success in the cur-
rent wars the military is fighting.
Without that analysis, we cannot know
whether we are casting away years of
joint experience that will be crucial to
the future defense of this Nation.

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to the Con-
gressman from the Second District of
Virginia (Mr. RIGELL).

Mr. RIGELL. I thank my good friend
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Forbes Joint Forces Com-
mand Amendment. The establishment
of a combatant command requires a
literal act of Congress. It follows, then,
that the closure of a combatant com-
mand should involve thoughtful anal-
ysis that is shared with this body for
comment. The closure of Joint Forces
Command fails on that important
count. Either no such analysis has been
conducted or it is being withheld.

Mr. Chairman, the absence of data
that supports the closure of a combat-
ant command is simply unacceptable.
Accordingly, this cost neutral amend-
ment delays its closure.

Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues to
join me in voting in favor of the Forbes
Joint Forces Command amendment.
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The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. FORBES).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 146 OFFERED BY MR. FORBES

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by division A of this Act for Department of
Defense, Operation and Maintenance, De-
fense-wide may be used for official represen-
tation purposes, as defined by Department of
Defense Instruction 7250.13, dated June 30,
2009.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
FORBES) and a Member opposed each
will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, since
2006 the taxpayers have entrusted the
Department of Defense with over $2.5
trillion, and the law has required that
the Department of Defense make sure
that they allow the taxpayers to know
where that money is being spent by
providing audited financial statements.
Yet in testimony before the House
Armed Services Committee, it was es-
tablished recently that no such audited
financial statements were filed in 2007,
2008, 2009 or 2010, and that none would
be filed this year.

Mr. Chairman, the Secretary of De-
fense testified that compliance with
the law was, in fact, a priority and that
they had had a plan at the Department
of Defense. But when you put up the
Web site just 2 days ago from the De-
partment of Defense, it showed very
clearly that the plan that they had
2007, 2008, 2009, and 2010 said that they
would have completely filed clean au-
dited statements by 2010.

They were only 100 percent off, be-
cause according to the testimony right
now, the records at the Department of
Defense are so bad that less than 5 per-
cent of all of the monies given to the
Department of Defense are in an audit-
ready position.

So, Mr. Chairman, we have heard
some draconian efforts to try to get
them into compliance. This is no such
effort.

What this simply does is to recognize
that we give $2 million in the funds set
forth in this amendment that are basi-
cally party funds. They are funds for
dinners. They are funds for entertain-
ment. They are funds that have no im-
pact directly on our warfighter. And
what this amendment simply does is to
take away those funds, Mr. Chairman.

And our thought is that if we take
away those funds until we have compli-
ance with those audited financial
statements that the taxpayers deserve,
we will give a strong incentive to make
sure that we get that compliance and
we are not 100 percent off.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. DICKS. I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Washington is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. DICKS. This amendment would
prohibit the Department of Defense
from spending any funds—any—for offi-
cial representation due to a lack of
auditable financial statements.

Now, I completely agree with the
gentleman on the point that we need to
get them to do this. I just think this
approach is not the way to do it.

If authorizers could set a timeframe
in statute—and that’s the way to do
it—without cutting out these funds
when they are entertaining people from
other countries around the world. I
just think it’s one of those things that
sounds good, but it’s going to have un-
intended consequences.
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Auditable financial statements have
long been a goal of the Department of
Defense. The committee has long
pressed DOD to improve the quality of
its financial management, and will
continue that effort in the coming
year. However, eliminating official rep-
resentation funds is not connected to
that goal. And limiting these funds
would have damaging consequences.

The amendment would preclude ac-
tivities associated with hosting mili-
tary to military contacts, both domes-
tically and overseas. The activity ex-
tends official courtesies to guests of
the United States and the Department
of Defense, and upholds the prestige
and standing of the United States. The
amendment would also harm the mili-
tary services’ ability to conduct com-
munity relations activities.

The amendment hurts DOD’s ability
to represent itself to foreign Nations
and to the communities in which DOD
activities are located. And it does so
with very little payback. The bill be-
fore the House cuts over $15 billion on
a bipartisan basis from the Defense De-
partment budget on careful analysis of
DOD programs. The approach in this
bill yields both a higher payback and
does not have the drawback of unin-
tended consequences.

Therefore, I urge rejection of the
amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Texas (Mr. CONAWAY).

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment. I rise in
support of efforts to highlight the need
for the Department of Defense to be-
come audit ready.

Mr. Chairman, the Department of De-
fense was instructed by Congress to
provide taxpayers with audited finan-
cial statements for the first time in the
1990s. Now it’s 2011, more than 20 years
later, and we are still talking about
the same issue while our country faces
a grave economic downturn.
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As a CPA, I understand the painfully
difficult process that will go into au-
diting the largest enterprise on the
face of the Earth. But as General
Petraeus told us last year, hard is not
impossible. The American people made
a very clear statement last November
that they’re ready for their govern-
ment to get its fiscal house in order.
The Department of Defense cannot con-
tinue to get a pass on this issue. We
cannot allow the status quo practices
to hinder our ability to provide for the
finest military the world has ever
known.

This challenging goal will require
buy-in from the top down, and it begins
with the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense. We call on him for sound leader-
ship to exercise fiscal responsibility. I
will continue to press Defense officials
across the river to get their fiscal
house in order. We must not be having
this conversation two decades from
now. Support this amendment.

Mr. DICKS. I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, my
good friend mentioned that we need to
put something in regulations or stat-
utes to make the Department of De-
fense comply. We have done that. They
have had it in statute. The law requires
that they do it, and we have had it in
there, and they have just failed to do it
2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, and they won’t do
it this year. And they admit that they
are not a bit closer.

The second thing is, we mentioned
unintended consequences. There are no

unintended consequences with this
amendment. We intend the con-
sequences. You got to stop the

partying until you do what the tax-
payers are entitled to have required by
the law, and that is just account for
where the money is going. We can’t de-
termine how much we’re going to spend
on defense if we don’t know where
those dollars are going.

I hope we will adopt this amendment.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. FORBES).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chair, I demand a re-
corded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 333 OFFERED BY MS. KAPTUR

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . The amount otherwise made
available by this Act for the Payment in
Lieu of Taxes program is hereby reduced by
75 percent.
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAP-
TUR) and a Member opposed each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Ohio.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chair, I just want
to begin with a map of Arizona, show-
ing all of the colored areas of Arizona
that are actually Federal property,
over half of the State. My amendment
deals with PILT and Federal payments
to places like Arizona, which is on a
continuing welfare system of govern-
ment spending and has been for many,
many decades.

Let me now show you the State of
Ohio, where there are proposals that
the Community Development Block
Grant funds in the base bill are being
cut. This is Ohio. We don’t have much
Federal property. We hardly have any-
thing at all related to federal govern-
ment. Ohioans have to make it in the
free market. And yet what’s happening
in the bill is that more money is going
to pay out for PILT than for places
like I represent in the Midwest, where
unemployment is so high. The bill ac-
tually cuts Community Development
Block Grant dollars for cities and
towns across this country to the tune
of $2.95 billion. And yet, the base bill
continues these PILT payments, which
are really welfare payments to the
West.

If this Congress is serious about cut-
ting spending, we need to address some
of the fundamental challenges con-
tained in what I call megamarks. These
aren’t earmarks; these are Dbig
megamarks that benefit certain re-
gions of the country at the expense of
others.

Just to give you a sense of this, these
subsidies have existed for generations.
It’s time that the West stood on its
own two feet. These subsidies cannot
be afforded by the other parts of the
country that don’t have that kind of
Federal largesse. If we’re going to have
sacrifice in this legislation, then it
needs to be shared. We need to reduce
the payments in lieu of taxes called
PILT by 75 percent. That’s just the ad-
ministrative costs that we’re reducing.
What’s good for the cities of Toledo
and Detroit, Boise, Dallas, Charlotte,
Salt Lake City, and Reno is really good
for the Western subsidized commu-
nities as well.

PILT is mandatory spending just like
farm subsidies, and outside our annual
appropriation bill’s spending rec-
ommendations. My amendment targets
the administration of those funds. Let
me just put a couple figures on the
record, and then I would like to yield
12 minutes to my dear friend, the
ranking member, Mr. MORAN.

For the PILT subsidy, the West has
received over the last 10 years. Let’s
look at Arizona. Arizona has gotten an
increase from $10.3 million in 1999 to
$31.6 million in fiscal year 2009. Idaho
has gone up three times, from $8.3 mil-
lion to $26.4 million. Montana from $9.8
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million to over $28 million. Nevada
from $7.1 million to in excess of $23
million. New Mexico more than tripled
from $11 million to over $37 million.
And Texas has leapt from $1.3 million
to $4.3 million. Utah from $9.7 million
to over $33 million. And Wyoming,
which has fewer people than the Dis-
trict of Columbia, which is going to
lose funds under the Community Devel-
opment Block Grant program, 10 years
ago received $8 million annually, and
now Wyoming will receive over $25 mil-
lion. Come now. For empty property
where the Federal resource is already
located there and can serve as an eco-
nomic engine?

To begin with, you can pivot so much
development off of that federal pres-
ence. You can do economic develop-
ment off of tourism. You can use those
lands to attract investors who like to
drill on those lands, and improve those
lands. You can attract economic devel-
opment around what I would call Fed-
eral encampments. My goodness, it’s
really amazing what can be accom-
plished with some creativity and vi-
sion.

You know how much my district gets
for our thousands of acres of Federal
wildlife refuges? Are you ready? $180.
Yes. One hundred and eighty dollars
compared to billions and billions and
billions going out in these permanent
PILT subsidies.

And you know what? PILT doesn’t
even begin to account for what the
West gets for oil and gas leasing sub-
sidies, livestock grazing, timber har-
vesting. I think one of the reasons our
Midwestern taxpayers are feeling the
tax load so heavily is some other parts
of the country are really being lifted
up by the federal government, and they
don’t even appreciate what they have.

For my colleagues, if you want to
send the American people a message
that you are serious about cutting
spending, the place to begin is by cut-
ting the administrative fees of PILT.

TOTAL STATE PAYMENT RESULTS

Missouri .
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada ..
New Ham
New Jersey ..
New Mexico ......

2,760,923
28,060,662
1,106,017
23,269,350
1,686,757
94,439
37,013,334

2,695,274
23,513,338
980,520
22,753,204
1,726,820
96,597
32,205,935

State FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011

payment payment payment

Alabama $685,234 $605,410 $0
Alaska 25,674,111 24,905,298 0
Arizona ... 31,662,123 27,823,593 0
Arkansas 3,917,683 4,463,032 0
California 34,397,858 36,766,468 0
Colorado 28,660,622 24,267,593 0
Connectic 28,131 28,773 0
Delaware 17,354 17,750 0
District of 24,631 25,087 0
Florida ... 4,600,719 4,525,156 0
Georgia .. 2,397,205 1,938,517 0
Guam 2,185 2,235 0
Hawaii 323,801 326,064 0
Idaho 26,434,457 25,281,177 0
lllinois 1,058,185 1,099,777 0
Indian 641,040 412,560 0
lowa .. 434,023 450,820 0
Kansas ... 1,074,017 1,099,185 0
Kentucky 2,245,050 1,480,359 0
Louisiana 528,877 546,772 0
Maine ..... 326,618 295,510 0
Maryland 99,913 103,643 0
Massachu 99,809 100,986 0
Michigan 4,336,151 3,830,742 0
Minnesota 2,736,684 2,538,098 0
Mississippi . 1,469,166 1,488,198 8
0

0

0

0

0

0
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TOTAL STATE PAYMENT RESULTS—Continued

FY 2009
payment

FY 2010
payment

FY 2011

State payment

New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio ..........
Oklahoma .
Oregon ......
Pennsylvania .
Puerto Rico ...
Rhode Island .
South Carolina
South Dakota .
Tennessee .
Texas ...

139,400
4,047,121
1,392,092

730,179
2,539,173

14,963,789
514,117
20,893

0

382,647
4,263,660
2,409,845
4,348,915

33,063,034
879,257
37,575
3,809,111
10,771,272
2,551,988
1,355,170
25,561,575

381,647,942

122,706
3,858,283
1,367,945

485,605
2,582,013

12,651,531
527,493
9,983

0

388,740
4,778,507
1,615,385
4,501,553

34,265,151
896,432
33,171
2,532,009
12,821,358
2,799,356
741,498
22,705,431

358,078,641

Virginia
Washington
West Virginia .
Wisconsin .
Wyoming ...

ol coocoocoocoocoococococococoocooco

Total ...

I yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN).

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 30 seconds.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, this is a
message amendment. We love our col-
leagues who represent the Western
States, but many of them, particularly
on the other side, don’t seem to show
much love for the Federal Government
they represent. The payment in lieu of
taxes program was created to com-
pensate counties for lost taxes, since
Federal lands don’t pay taxes. That’s
fair. Western States with lots of Fed-
eral lands get most of the payments.
That’s fair.
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But while the counties don’t get any
taxes from Federal lands, they don’t
have to provide services on those lands
either. In fact the opposite occurs. The
national parks, wildlife refuges, na-
tional forests and BLM lands and the
staffs of all these provide very valuable
services and substantial revenue and
jobs to the western counties, and the
public lands provide ecosystems that
are worth billions.

Without clean water and open space,
imagine. You wouldn’t have the com-
munities, the agriculture, that we
seem to take for granted. In fact, the
States get fully half the mineral re-
ceipts that come from the coal, oil and
gas that is owned by the Federal tax-
payer. The gentlelady makes a very
important point that is worthy of con-
sideration.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Idaho is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, this is
such a bad amendment. It’s one of the
few amendments I've ever seen that ac-
tually leaves me speechless, so I'm
going to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. BISHOP).

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Chairman,
the map you see in front of you is not
the coverage area for Verizon. Every-
thing that is red on this map is land
that is owned by the Federal Govern-
ment. One in every 3 acres in America
is owned by the Federal Government
and as you can clearly see it is dis-
proportionate here in the West.
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This of course is the gentlewoman
from Ohio’s region. This is my district.
And until such time as my district re-
sembles her district, in the ability of
us to control our future and our re-
sources, payment in lieu of taxes is not
welfare to the West, it is simply rent
on the land that you control; until
such time as the Secretary of the Inte-
rior’s decision—which the Inspector
General said was capricious and arbi-
trary—does not destroy 3,000 jobs in a
county with only 31,000 inhabitants;
until such time as $1.9 billion in invest-
ment leaves the West to go to the East
where there are fewer regulations;
until such time as somebody from the
East who comes to frolic in the public
lands of the West and consumes the en-
tire county’s search and rescue budget
in 1 day, until that is changed, PILT is
not welfare, it is rent on the land you
control.

I want you to look carefully at this
map. See where the red is. Then I also
want you to look at this particular
map. States in red are the States that
have the hardest time funding their
education system. That is the slowest
growth in education. I hope you realize
there is a similarity between the two
particular maps. Because the bottom
line is, individuals in the West pay
more in State and Federal taxes than
in the East. There are more kids in the
West. We have larger class sizes in the
West. Our education system has a hard-
er time to fund itself in the West be-
cause this map prohibits us from devel-
oping our property taxes, developing
our energy royalties, developing high-
paying jobs with income taxes, so kids
are hurt in the West. This map and this
situation means that kids are under-
funded.

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

Mr. SIMPSON. I yield the gentleman
an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Kids in the
West, their education is underfunded,
their teacher salaries are depressed,
and my retirement is threatened be-
cause of this particular situation.
When this changes, there will be no
more need for PILT. But until that
time comes, this is not welfare; this is
rent on the land you control. To be
honest, we’d rather have the land back,
but until that time, pay for what you
control.

Mr. SIMPSON. Is the gentlewoman’s
time expired?

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentlewoman from Ohio has expired.

Mr. SIMPSON. I would be happy to
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT).

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman,
the gentlelady from Ohio may actually
have stumbled upon something, and if
she’s ready to actually help us, so a
State like Arizona, we can actually
own our land, great. But until that
time, you’ve got to understand, only 18
percent of our State is privately
owned. Tribal lands, Federal lands,
BLM lands, other government lands.
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Are we ready to start paying the full
property tax load? I was the county
treasurer in Maricopa County and huge
portions of our county, we can’t even
touch. If you want a sense of fairness,
then we step up and we give the land
back to the State. Until that time, this
borders on silly.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. POLIS).

Mr. POLIS. I thank the gentleman.

I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. There are over 20 million acres
of Federal land in Colorado. I want to
be clear with, of course, great respect
to my colleague from Ohio. This is not
in any way, shape or form a giveaway
to our counties. This is land we cannot
tax, we cannot develop, we cannot ben-
efit from. In fact, PILT payments are
insufficient. They’re too low to com-
pensate for the burden of having all
this land that’s not part of our local
tax base. It is a burden. In fact many of
our counties have to actually spend
money maintaining this land because
some of the Federal infrastructure
isn’t sufficient as well. There is nobody
who’s making out like a bandit from
this and it’s all we can do to justify the
fact that the Federal Government owns
a lot of land.

Mr. SIMPSON. I would be happy to
yield—I think I just have 30 seconds
left; is that correct?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Idaho has 1 minute left.

Mr. SIMPSON. I would be happy to
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
Arizona.

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. I want to
thank the chairman for yielding.

I have to remind my good friend from
Ohio that as the West was settled, it
was people from Ohio and Virginia and
the Midwest that were making these
laws that created most of the western
States to be 80 percent, 70 percent, 90
percent Federal lands.

In order for us to be able to have
somewhat of a tax base because of the
limited private property we have, we
need to ask the Federal Government to
pay its share. You cannot in many
cases develop economically these lands
because people from the East prohibit
us from developing these public lands. I
just want to throw that out as a re-
minder.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Idaho has 30 seconds remaining.

Mr. DICKS. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. SIMPSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. I just want to rise in very
strong opposition. Being a westerner, 1
have counties in my district that re-
ceive these payments. I think it’s justi-
fied. I appreciate the fact that the new
majority has tried to protect these
payments. It’s very important in the
West.

Mr. SIMPSON. Let me just conclude
by saying I have one county that’s 96
percent Federally owned. Ninety-six
percent. That means 4 percent of the
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property is taxable in order to provide
the services for all of you that come
out and enjoy the beauty in the coun-
ty.

Do you think PILT payments are ap-
propriate? I think they are and I would
hope that we overwhelmingly reject
this amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR).

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

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Ohio will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 46 OFFERED BY MR. POLIS

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to maintain an end
strength level of members of the Armed
Forces of the United States assigned to per-
manent duty in Europe in excess of 35,000
members and end strength levels for active
duty members of the Army, Navy, and Air
Force of 565,275, 328,250, and 329,275, respec-
tively, and the amounts otherwise provided
by this Act for ‘“Military Personnel, Army”’,
‘“Military Personnel, Navy” and ‘‘Military
Personnel, Air Force” in title I of division A
are hereby reduced by $155,914,688, $18,047,700,
and $118,488,825, respectively.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
PoLis) and a Member opposed each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, we all
share the goal of reducing the deficit.
If we are serious about deficit reduc-
tion, we need to look at defense as one
of the line items. My amendment
would save hundreds of millions of dol-
lars by reducing our troop count in Eu-
rope. Instead of having over 80,000
troops in Europe where they are no
longer needed, we would reduce the
amount of troops in Europe to 35,000.
This would allow the Department of
Defense to save money by closing bases
in Europe that don’t have any strategic
rationale. Deploying our troops out of
Europe and closing these bases is an
excellent way to help reduce expendi-
tures and save money.

My amendment would only cut 7,500
troops which would save $278 million.
An additional 35,000 troops would be
available for deployment to actual the-
aters where we have a strategic inter-
est. So it would enhance our prepared-
ness at the same time as saving money.
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This step would save $278 million and
improve our national security.
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Reducing our troop levels would save
money, personnel costs, housing ex-
penses and the cost of stationing
troops abroad. On top of these savings,
my amendment will allow us to close
bases across Europe that, quite frank-
ly, Mr. Chairman, are relics of a by-
gone era. Rather than fighting the de-
mons of the past, we need to focus on
the very real threats of the present and
the future. We are no longer in a battle
with the Nazis. We are no longer in a
battle with the Soviets. The need for
these bases was understandable in a
different geopolitical context.

But what is their justification now?
The U.S. taxpayer did not sign up to
defend wealthy European democracies
from imaginary threats forever. These
bases cost U.S. taxpayers millions and
millions of dollars. I fail to understand
why we’re wasting money to maintain
bases where they aren’t needed. Our
European Allies are some of the richest
countries in the world. Why are we sub-
sidizing their defense spending? Our
European allies have enjoyed a free
ride on the American dime for years
now. Today, they spend on average
only 2 percent of GDP on defense, while
we spend between 4 and 5 percent.

There’s no reason for us to subsidize
European defense while every other as-
pect of our government we are looking
at for cuts.

I understand that many of the troops
stationed in Europe have in the past
been deployed to Iraq and Afghanistan.
My amendment is consistent with that.
Currently 13,000 troops stationed in
Germany and Iraq are deployed in our
theaters of operation. My amendment
would allow for that to continue. It al-
lows for 35,000 troops, well within the
number that are currently deployed in
actual theaters where we have a stra-
tegic interest.

Nor does my amendment signal any
kind of weakening of our commitment
to NATO. With modern technology, we
can move troops and weapons quickly
across the globe when needed. My
amendment would still allow for 35,000
troops to remain in Europe so they can
do joint exercises with NATO. It is
time for us to rethink our defense
spending. We are not under threat in
Europe. Maintaining a network of
bases in Europe is not a rational or ef-
fective response to the terrorist threat,
nor is it fiscally responsible.

These cuts are not my idea. They are
based on recommendations from the
Sustainable Defense Task Force, a bi-
partisan project organized by Congress-
man FRANK, Congressman PAUL, Con-
gressman JONES, and Senator WYDEN
and backed by a number of credible or-
ganizations, CATO Institute, Tax-
payers for Common Sense, Center for
American Progress, Center for Defense
Information, National Security Net-
work and others.

Even Donald Rumsfeld believes it is
time to change our policy. This is his
quote from his recent book: ““Of the
quarter million troops deployed abroad
in 2011, more than 100,000 were in Eu-
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rope, the vast majority stationed in
Germany to fend off an invasion by a
Soviet Union that no longer existed. I
believed our troops had to do more
than serve as security blankets for
wealthy allied nations.”

When even Donald Rumsfeld admits
that this policy doesn’t make sense and
isn’t cost justified, we must seriously
reconsider our policy maintaining
bases in regions that are clearly peace-
ful and pose no threat.

Let’s get serious about balancing the
budget and find savings in every agen-
cy, including DOD. Reducing our mili-
tary presence in Europe is low-hanging
fruit. This will save money. The time is
now. The time was last year. The time
was 3 years ago. After the fall of the
Soviet Union, there fails to be a stra-
tegic rationale to maintain our current
troop levels or expenditure levels in
the European theater.

My amendment will save taxpayer
money and improve military prepared-
ness for conflicts in zones where Amer-
ica has a strategic imperative to fight
the global war on terrorism. I urge a
‘“‘yes” vote on the amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TURNER. The gentleman from
Colorado says that there is no strategic
rationale for these troops; but, in fact,
there is no strategic rationale for this
amendment. This amendment is com-
pletely arbitrary in the cuts that are
proposed, and there is no basis for
these levels of cuts that are proposed.

In fact, the strategic rationale is for
the support of our troops that are cur-
rently serving in Europe. Secretary
Gates just Wednesday appeared before
the Armed Services Committee; and
while he was there, he testified that it
is the presence of our military on the
ground in Europe and other places that
assures our allies and provides a deter-
rent effect to would-be aggressors.

These troops are not just staring
down a past Soviet Union. They are, in
fact, providing wartime support cur-
rently. They are also providing an ef-
fective deterrent both for our allies and
for the United States.

This amendment would reduce the
Army by more than 5,000, the Navy by
more than 500 and the Air Force by
more than 5,000 from programmed end-
strength levels for fiscal year 2011.
These are planned troop deployments
and presence. This is not something
that was done 10 years ago.

The limits on this end strength
would damage wartime operational ca-
pability. To reduce manpower halfway
through the fiscal year would likely re-
quire the abrupt involuntary separa-
tion of many servicemembers, sending
the message, thank you for your serv-
ice, but now please leave. These troops
are actively providing protection both
to our allies and to the United States
and play a vital role in what is war-
time operational capability.
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Mr. DICKS. Will the
yield?

Mr. TURNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding.

I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment. Secretary Gates has worked out
a reduction in the troop force that will
occur later in the FYDP. I think under
the circumstances with the troops in
Afghanistan, we are bringing in troops
out of Iraq. And one of the things that
is very important about our European
bases is we train with the Europeans.
We work with the Europeans. When the
flights come out of Iraq or Afghanistan
with wounded troops, they come back
to Landstuhl in Germany where the
troops are taken care of in the hos-
pital. There is a long-term relationship
with NATO that is very critically im-
portant.

And just to do this off the back of the
hand, I understand the gentleman has
some other advisers on this amend-
ment; I wouldn’t exactly be touting
Donald Rumsfeld myself. But anyway,
I hope that we can defeat this amend-
ment and let the Secretary of Defense
and the joint chiefs make the decision
in bringing down our troop forces. And
I really do believe Europe is still im-
portant to the United States.

I appreciate the gentleman yielding.

Mr. TURNER. Thank you. Although
the gentleman from Colorado ref-
erenced I think what is an accurate
quote to Donald Rumsfeld, I think that
he, too, would have serious concerns
about this amendment and its imme-
diate effects.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. The gentleman from Ohio
mentioned that the troops are an effec-
tive deterrent. I would simply ask, who
are we deterring from attacking Ger-
many and Italy?

Might I inquire as to how much time
remains on either side.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Colorado has 30 seconds remain-
ing. The gentleman from Ohio has 2
minutes remaining.

Mr. POLIS. Since he didn’t want to
answer on my time, I will be happy to
yield my 20 seconds to the gentleman
from Ohio, and again, who are we de-
terring from attacking Italy and Ger-
many?

Mr. TURNER. I think it’s important
for us to understand who might attack
us. And this is not an issue of these
troops being a relic.

Mr. POLIS. Reclaiming my time,
again, the gentleman cited that they
would be a deterrent, so I was just try-
ing to clarify who we were attempting
to deter.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. TURNER. I think it’s important
for us to continue to honor our obliga-
tions to our allies and also to protect
our country. Secretary Gates just as
recently as this week on Wednesday re-
affirmed the need for these troops so
that we can continue to support our al-
lies and the United States.

gentleman
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I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS).

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 498 OFFERED BY MR. JOHNSON
OF OHIO

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Chair-
man, I have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by division B of this Act may be used to de-
velop, carry out, implement, or otherwise en-
force proposed regulations published June 18,
2010 (75 Fed. Reg. 34,667) by the Office of Sur-
face Mining Reclamation and Enforcement
of the Department of the Interior.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. JOHN-
SON) and a Member opposed each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Chair-
man, my amendment would stop the
Department of the Interior’s Office of
Surface Mining and Reclamation and
Enforcement from going forward with a
proposed revision to the stream buffer
rule that could, according to the
Obama administration’s own analysis,
eliminate up to 29,000 coal industry and
industry-related jobs, cut coal mining
production by 50 percent, and increase
the cost of electricity for families and
businesses.

In December 2008, OSM issued a clari-
fication of the stream buffer zone rules
after a b-year process that included
40,000 public comments, two proposed
rules, and 5,000 pages of environmental
analysis from five different agencies.

The final rule clarified and codified
coal surface mining practices that had
been in effect for over 30 years, but an
entry in the Federal Registry from
June 2009 shows that early in the first
days of the Obama administration, the
decision was made to reopen the care-
fully crafted and properly vetted
stream buffer zone rule. The proposed
sweeping regulatory action would radi-
cally alter the definition of a stream as
well as how the agency measures mate-
rial damage outside of the permit area.
To date, the agency has provided no
studies, no data or support to justify
these radical changes.
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Given the complete lack of justifica-
tion, analysis, or rationale for these

proposed changes, it can be said that
this is a political decision and not one
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based on science or fact, and this flies
in the face of the administration’s
pledge to base rulemaking decisions on
science and not on political factors.

Furthermore, several States have ex-
pressed serious concerns about the
need and justification for the proposal.
Mr. Chairman, the unemployment rate
in my home State of Ohio is 9.6 per-
cent. In parts of eastern and south-
eastern Ohio that I represent, we have
double-digit unemployment. The aver-
age unemployment in the 12 counties I
represent is 10.9 percent. There are en-
tire communities that depend largely
on the coal industry, both for direct
and indirect jobs, and these jobs would
be threatened by this proposed rules
change.

To be clear, my amendment does not
stop the issuance of permits nor does it
prevent OSM, the Army Corps of Engi-
neers, and the EPA from their regu-
latory responsibilities. My amendment
would simply prohibit any funding to
be spent on developing, carrying out,
or implementing this ill-conceived pro-
posed job-killing rule.

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port my amendment to stop the Obama
administration from going forward
with a regulation that will result in
thousands of hardworking Americans
losing their jobs.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment stops the Interior Depart-
ment from protecting nearby streams
and rivers from the toxic disposal of
coal mine waste. So let me give you
the top seven reasons why this amend-
ment should be defeated.

One, it will allow for the continued
destruction of America’s forests and
native vegetation contrary to the stat-
utory requirement to protect that
vegetation.

Two, it will interfere with the new
requirement for the Clean Water Act
and Surface Mining Act, preventing the
updating of regulations based upon the
best science available.

Three, it will perpetuate the uncer-
tainties that citizens and industry and
State regulators are currently experi-
encing under outdated regulations.

Four, it will continue to allow the
worst of the coal mine operators to de-
stroy and pollute America’s streams
and, by doing so, gain a competitive
advantage over the responsible opera-
tors.

Five, it will deny the State regu-
latory officials the ability to issue per-
mits that would withstand legal chal-
lenge.

Six, it will prevent the gathering of
information needed to predict adverse
impacts to land and water resources.

And seven, it will prevent the com-
pletion of the National Environmental
Policy Act process which provides val-
uable information to enable an in-
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formed decision to be made as to the
best alternatives to protect society and
the environment while helping to meet
America’s energy needs.

So that’s why I would oppose the
Johnson amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to my colleague, the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS).

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Thank
you for yielding, and I appreciate the
gentleman offering this much-needed
amendment.

Almost immediately after taking of-
fice, Mr. Chairman, the administration
put a bull’s-eye on Appalachian coal
from every angle, including from the
OSM. As a representative of Appa-
lachian Kentucky, like Ohio where the
gentleman is from, we’re losing thou-
sands of jobs because of these policies.
And now, by its own admission, the
OSM and the U.S. Department of the
Interior are placing 7,000 mining jobs
across the country on the chopping
block, representing 9 percent of the in-
dustry, by reopening the long-settled
stream protection rule.

And so I congratulate the gentleman
for bringing this to our attention with
this amendment. A report that was
leaked by OSM indicates amending this
rule will cause coal production to drop
drastically or remain stagnant in 22
States. So it comes as no surprise to
me that officials from Kentucky, West
Virginia, Utah, Wisconsin, Texas, and
others have blasted this proposal as
nonsensical and difficult to follow.

Mr. JOHNSON has the right idea with
this amendment, which would prohibit
OSM from moving forward with this
rule during this fiscal year. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

I just want to take this opportunity
to remind, the rule was reclarified in a
5-year process that ended back in 2008,
and now the current administration
wants to reopen that rule and redo it
completely in just a matter of months,
with no science, no data to support it
and no justification. And I would re-
mind my colleague that the only rea-
son, the number one reason for passing
this amendment is for the up to 29,000
jobs that it is potentially going to
save.

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

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire how much time I have remain-
ing.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia has 3 minutes remaining.

Mr. MORAN. I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
GARAMENDI) who worked in the Interior
Department on this very issue and is
quite expert on it.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chairman, I'm
from California so forgive me, but I
also was the Deputy Secretary at the
Department of the Interior in the mid-
nineties, and we set up a program
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called the Appalachia Clean Streams
Program to deal precisely with the
issues that have risen over the years
from the pollution and contamination
from the various coal mines, including
mountaintop removal. This effort un-
derway by the Department is to deal
with the ongoing problem. The con-
tinuing problem, mountaintop removal
in mining, does contaminate and does
destroy streams.

I could not believe the clarity of the
water in the streams when I visited
West Virginia. They would make the
swimming pools in Los Angeles envi-
ous. Nothing was alive, nothing at all,
because of the contamination from the
mines. I just ask for the opportunity to
go ahead.

Mr. MORAN. I very much appreciate
the insight from the gentleman from
California.

At this point, I yield the remaining 2
minutes to Mr. YARMUTH of Kentucky.

Mr. YARMUTH. I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment
would essentially destroy efforts to put
an end to the damage that is wrought
by mountaintop removal.

Now, many of my colleagues who are
not familiar with mountaintop re-
moval, what happens is you take
mountains that look like this, and
then you turn them into this. This is
what happens. And the consequence of
doing that, you blow off the top of
these beautiful mountains. You push
all of the stuff that you’ve blown up
into the valleys that surround it, poi-
soning streams, poisoning the people
who live nearby, poisoning the water
supply that feeds much of Appalachia.
This is damage that is irreversible. It
will never be like this again because
nothing grows here.

Now, I know a lot of people try to
justify mountaintop removal by saying
this is an economic boon for the region.
In fact, since mountaintop removal be-
came a prevalent practice, mining jobs
have actually declined by more than 50
percent. This is not good for the people
of Kentucky and Appalachia. It’s not
good for the economy, and it’s cer-
tainly not good for the environment.

Ladies and gentlemen, we have nu-
merous efforts now in Federal Govern-
ment finally trying to put an end to
this destructive, immoral practice.
Many in my State gathered in Frank-
fort just last week to protest what’s
happening here, to our State, to our
children, and to our economy. We can
do much better. The last thing we need
to do right now is to say to our country
and to the people of Appalachia, we’re
not going to try to preserve these beau-
tiful mountains that God gave us. This
is a tipping point in our history.
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Generations from now our grand-
children will ask if we don’t stop this
practice now, if we don’t give the gov-
ernment the resources, they will say:
How could you let this become this?

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. JOHNSON).
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The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Ohio will be post-
poned.

AMENDMENT NO. 583 OFFERED BY MR. REED

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to change any rate
of salary or basic pay pursuant to section
1113 of Public Law 111-32.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
REED) and a Member opposed each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I have an
amendment at the desk that addresses
pay for foreign service officers. It will
ensure that the expected 24 percent pay
raise does not go into effect in fiscal
year 2011.

It is my understanding that we have
an agreement between the majority
and minority on this issue.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. REED).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 38 OFFERED BY MR. MATHESON

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated
by this Act may be used for the Community
Connect broadband grant program adminis-
tered by the Rural Utilities Service of the
Department of Agriculture.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. MATHE-
SON) and a Member opposed each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah.

Mr. MATHESON. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.
My amendment would eliminate

funding for the community connect
broadband grant program which is ad-
ministered by the Department of Agri-
culture’s Rural Utilities Service.

Now, eliminating this program would
save over $13.4 million. This is endorsed
by Citizens Against Government
Waste.

Look. We’re all for broadband devel-
opment, and we’re all for rural
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broadband development. It turns out
there are a lot of different Federal pro-
grams that try to do this. This is one
in particular that does not have a good
history. In fact, in 2005 and in 2009, In-
spector General reports have raised
questions about this specific grant pro-
gram. And that is why I have raised
this issue today.

As I said, I think as a supporter of
rural broadband development, I want
to see programs that work and are ef-
fective. This one has some serious
questions about it. And that is the sub-
stance of my amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. MATHESON).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 496 OFFERED BY MR. MATHESON

Mr. MATHESON. I have an amend-
ment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . The total amount of appropria-
tions made available by this Act (other than
for the Departments of Defense and Home-
land Security) is hereby reduced by
$600,000,000.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. MATHE-
SON) and a Member opposed each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah.

Mr. MATHESON. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

My amendment addresses issues of
nonessential travel by Federal employ-
ees that are not involved in the Depart-
ment of Defense or Homeland Security.

Simply stated, the amendment says
that appropriations made available by
this act are hereby reduced by $600 mil-
lion for all departments except for the
Department of Homeland Security and
Department of Defense.

I originally was going to do an
amendment that specifically talked
about reducing nonessential travel. I
was concerned about a point of order.
So this amendment does not specifi-
cally mention nonessential travel.
However, based on advice of the fiscal
commission, the travel cuts could be
proposed. And both Democrats and Re-
publicans on the fiscal commission
thought that this was a productive
area to look for savings.

I decided to structure this amend-
ment in a way that would not be sub-
ject to a point of order. But its intent
is to reduce nonessential travel by Fed-
eral employees in departments outside
of the Department of Defense and the
Department of Homeland Security.

That is a description of my amend-
ment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, we in this bill made it a point of
being very careful about the cuts to
the DOD and Homeland Security. We
think it’s the reasonable approach
that’s in the base bill. We do not need
this type of a heavy, deep cut in the de-
fense of the country here and abroad.

So I oppose the amendment.

Mr. MATHESON. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield to
the gentleman from Utah.

Mr. MATHESON. My amendment af-
fects departments other than Defense
and Homeland Security. It’s only for
nonessential employees in other Fed-
eral departments outside of those two.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Is this an
across-the-board cut of the other agen-
cies?

Mr. MATHESON. It’s a goal across
all of the other departments, all of the
other appropriations areas, except De-
fense and Homeland Security are ex-
cluded.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. But it’s
across the board?

Mr. MATHESON. That is correct.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I'm in
strong opposition to across-the-board
cuts. We were elected to make choices.
And on this bill we’ve made our
choices, and we think we’ve done a
fairly decent job of spreading the pain
across the board.

But to have an across-the-board cut
would mean putting our decision-
making on automatic pilot, refusing to
make decisions. And that’s what we
were elected to do.

So I oppose the gentleman’s amend-
ment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MATHESON. I don’t want to pro-
long this debate. I just want to point
out, absent concerns of a point of order
I would have prescriptively said this is
specific to do with nonessential travel
of Federal employees.

Due to concerns about a point of
order, we structured this amendment
where it says this is a cut of $600 mil-
lion. However, the intent and hopefully
the report language when folks in these
agencies look at the debate that’s tak-
ing place right here on the House floor
is that it’s addressing nonessential
travel.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield
back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. MATHESON).

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT NO. 274 OFFERED BY MRS.
MCMORRIS RODGERS

Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Mr.
Chairman, I have an amendment at the
desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:
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SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to pay any em-
ployee, contractor, or grantee of the Internal
Revenue Service to implement or enforce the
provisions of, or amendments made by, Pub-
lic Laws 111-148 and 111-152.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentlewoman from Washington
(Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from New York reserves a point of
order.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Washington.
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Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Mr.
Chairman, my amendment is simple
and complements the amendments of-
fered earlier by my friends, Congress-
man REHBERG and Congresswoman
EMERSON. This amendment prevents
the IRS from using any funds in fiscal
year 2011 to pay any employee, con-
tractor, or grantee to enforce the indi-
vidual mandate, employer mandate, or
any other part of the Health Care Re-
form Act, including tax increases.

It didn’t take long for the IRS to
move in after passage of the Health
Care Reform Act to enforce all of these
new tax provisions. Indoor tanning
services saw taxes rise by 10 percent
within 5 months of the bill’s enact-
ment. This year, brand name drug
manufacturers will see their taxes go
up. Next year, it’s medical devices. And
the list goes on. Yet, 2 weeks ago there
was a glimmer of hope. Federal Dis-
trict Judge Roger Vinson became the
second Federal judge to declare the
health care law unconstitutional. But
we know these rulings are not enough
to keep the administration from mov-
ing forward with its takeover of our
health care system. In fact, the head-
lines the day after Judge Vinson’s deci-
sion read: ‘“White House: We won’t
compromise on the individual man-
dates.”

Just this week, the administration
proposed to increase the IRS budget by
9 percent and expects to hire more than
5,100 employees to get the job done. In
making its request, the IRS explained
that the ‘‘tax changes associated with
the health care reform are huge. Imple-
mentation of the Affordable Care Act
of 2010 presents a major challenge to
the IRS. ACA (The Health Care Reform
Act) represents the largest set of tax
law changes in more than 20 years,
with more than 40 provisions that
amend the tax laws.”

Mr. Chairman, we’ve been forced to
enter into a new era in our health care
system, and it’s one that is driven by
the IRS. The Congressional Budget Of-
fice predicted last year that the IRS
will need to hire 15,000 new employees
and will need at least $10 billion in
order to meet its responsibilities under
the act. This is not what Americans ex-
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pect or deserve. The only way to keep
the IRS from intruding into our health
care system is to take away its fund-
ing. This amendment is a step by pro-
hibiting any funds from being used to
hire anyone to enact this bill as we
move forward.

I urge my colleagues to support indi-
viduals and families and our Nation’s
small businesses by supporting this
amendment.

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

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment proposes a net increase in
the budget authority in the bill. The
amendment is not in order under sec-
tion 3(j)(3) of House Resolution 5 of the
112th Congress which states, ‘It shall
not be in order to consider an amend-
ment to a general appropriations bill
proposing a net increase in budget au-
thority in the bill unless considered en
bloc with another amendment or
amendments proposing an equal or
greater decrease in such budget author-
ity pursuant to clause 2(f) of rule XXI.
The amendment proposes a net in-
crease in budget authority in the bill
in violation of such section.

I ask for a ruling from the Chair.

The Acting CHAIR. Does any Member
wish to be heard on the point of order?

Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Mr.
Chairman, I wish to be heard.

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlewoman from Wash-
ington.

Mrs. McMORRIS RODGERS. Mr.
Chairman, my colleague alleges that
my amendment would create a net in-
crease in budget authority in the bill,
thus giving rise to the point of order. I
respectfully disagree for the following
reasons:

Number one, the challenged provision
in this point of order relates to the
IRS’s ability to ensure small business
owners do not take advantage of the
limited tax credit that currently ex-
ists. This tax credit is already in place.
The IRS is already supposedly enforc-
ing this provision. So I do not agree
with the conclusion that this amend-
ment, which simply limits the IRS
from hiring more employees, would
allow abuse of the tax credit.

Number two, I would remind my col-
leagues that last session, during our
consideration of YouCut, CBO indi-
cated that over the next 10 years the
IRS will require between——

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I object. I
don’t think the gentlelady is address-
ing the point of order. She is reit-
erating the argument.

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair would
like to hear further remarks from the
gentlewoman from Washington on this
point of order.

Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman.

Number two, CBO has indicated that
over the next 10 years the IRS will re-
quire between $5 and $10 billion in
funding to implement this law.

Number three, just last week the IRS
said it will need at least 1,054 new em-
ployees and new facilities at a cost of
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more than $359 million in fiscal year
2012. Eighty-one workers will be re-
sponsible for ensuring that tanning sa-
lons pay a new 10 percent excise tax
that went into effect in 2010 and is en-
forceable in 2011; total cost, $11.5 mil-
lion.

Mr. Chairman, with the points raised
above and the established savings, it is
clear that the offsets are not needed
and my amendment is in order.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from New York makes a point of order
that the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Washington vio-
lates section 3(j) (3) of House Resolu-
tion 5. Section 3(j)(3) establishes a
point of order against an amendment
proposing a net increase in budget au-
thority in the pending bill.

The Chair has been persuasively
guided by an estimate from the Chair
of the Committee on Budget that the
amendment proposes a net increase in
budget authority in the bill. Therefore,
the point of order is sustained and the
amendment is not in order.

AMENDMENT NO. 467 OFFERED BY MR.
GOODLATTE

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to develop, promul-
gate, evaluate, implement, provide oversight
to, or backstop total maximum daily loads
or watershed implementation plans for the
Chesapeake Bay Watershed.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
GOODLATTE) and a Member opposed
each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

For the past 2 years, we’ve seen the
administration and the Environmental
Protection Agency take overzealous
action in the Chesapeake Bay Water-
shed, with the potential to dramati-
cally affect jobs, the economy, and
local government budgets throughout
the six-State region.

The EPA has proposed arbitrary lim-
its on the amounts of nutrients that
can enter the Chesapeake Bay and how
these nutrients enter the bay. At the
same time, the EPA is seeking to ex-
pand their regulatory authority by
seizing authority granted to the States
and converting the bay’s cleanup effort
into a process that is a top-down ap-
proach with mandatory regulations.

These overzealous regulations will af-
fect everyone who lives, works, and
farms in the Chesapeake Bay Water-
shed, and the cost of complying with
these requirements will be devastating
during our current economic downturn,
resulting in many billions of dollars in
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economic losses to States, cities,
towns, farms and other businesses,
large and small.

The EPA’s approach is far from the
best approach to restore the Chesa-
peake Bay. I believe that each indi-
vidual State and the localities in each
State know better how to manage the
State’s water quality goals than the
bureaucrats at the EPA.

I’'m sure that there are some who
wonder why what is happening in the
Chesapeake Bay Watershed is impor-
tant to their district. While EPA’s un-
precedented actions are starting in the
Chesapeake Bay, they are coming to a
watershed in your region of the coun-
try in your State. The EPA has stated
in the document ‘“A Coming Together
for Clean Water: EPA’s Strategy for
Achieving Clean Water’” that ‘‘The
EPA will use the Chesapeake Bay as a
demonstration for strengthening total
maximum daily load pollution-reduc-
tion plans. The Chesapeake Bay Water-
shed will be a model for watershed pro-
tection in other parts of the country.”

It is important that we in Congress
tell the EPA to slow down. The EPA
does not have the authority to micro-
manage States’ water quality goals,
and we must stop their power gap.

I want to be clear, we all agree more
must be done to restore the bay, and
this is not meant to cut off the good
work that is happening in the bay wa-
tershed. We have made substantial in-
vestments to clean up the bay. This
amendment will not stop work that is
going on in the States or the voluntary
programs managed by Federal agencies
that work with those on the ground to
restore water quality. What this
amendment will do is stop the EPA’s
regulatory power grab. It will stop the
EPA from taking over responsibilities
that have traditionally been left to the
States.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Will the
gentleman yield?

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

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I want to
thank the gentleman for bringing this
amendment forward. I think it’s very
worthwhile and I support him, and I
appreciate him bringing the amend-
ment forward.

Mr. GOODLATTE. I thank the gen-
tleman.

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

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, 6 weeks
ago, the Environmental Protection
Agency, six States, including Mr.
GOODLATTE’S own State of Virginia and
the District of Columbia, ended years
of stalling and released detailed plans
to reduce Chesapeake Bay pollution to
meet minimal water quality standards
over the next 15 years. Meeting those
science-based and legally required
goals is going to require a significant
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and sometimes costly effort from all
the citizens, towns, cities and States
that are part of the Chesapeake Bay
Watershed.

This year’s Chesapeake Bay Founda-
tion State of the Bay Report suggests
that recent pollution-cutting measures
are in fact beginning to show results.
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We’ve seen increased crab and oyster
populations and an increase in under-
water grasses. The bay is coming back
to life. The agreed-upon, negotiated,
detailed, multistate plans have the po-
tential to finally restore the Chesa-
peake Bay if everyone does his part.

The amendment, though, would block
any Federal agency’s ability to work
with the States in meeting pollution
reduction targets for the entire Chesa-
peake Bay watershed. If we don’t meet
this obligation, the farmers, munici-
palities, and businesses in all the
States will be economically harmed.

If this amendment were to pass, it
would not relieve the farms, busi-
nesses, and municipalities from their
requirements in the court ordered set-
tlement, but it would turn the pollu-
tion limits into an unfunded mandate
since it would also block any Federal
agency from providing technical and
Federal assistance to bring farms, busi-
nesses, and municipalities into compli-
ance with pollution reduction goals.

Clearly, this amendment is designed
to and will unravel the current effort
to finally put a limit on nutrient and
sediment pollution in the Chesapeake
Bay. Agriculture accounts for 42 per-
cent of today’s nitrogen, 46 percent of
today’s phosphorus, and 72 percent of
the sediment entering the Chesapeake
Bay.

This amendment would break up the
existing Federal, State, local, and pri-
vate partnership by prohibiting any
Federal financial assistance to farm-
ers, municipalities, and businesses that
are working to improve the Chesapeake
Bay watershed. It would set aside the
tremendous progress this Congress has
made in restoring the bay.

The pollution of the Chesapeake Bay
is also a jobs Killer for the citizens in
its watershed. If this amendment
passes, it will ultimately result in a
loss of thousands of fishing, crabbing
and tourism jobs.

The fact is, Mr. Chairman, now is not
the time to retreat on our commitment
to restore this great estuary nor to kill
the thousands of jobs that their sur-
vival depends upon. So I urge my col-
leagues to reject this amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, it
is my pleasure to yield 1 minute to the
chairman of the Conservation Sub-
committee, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. THOMPSON).

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. I
thank the gentleman from Virginia for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the gentleman from Virginia’s
amendment.
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The Total Maximum Daily Load is a
mandatory diet to restrict nutrient
and sediment runoff from point and
nonpoint sources in the Chesapeake
Bay watershed. EPA’s proposed regula-
tions will have a devastating economic
impact on my constituents and
throughout Pennsylvania. Unquestion-
ably, the bay is in need and is truly
worthy of our support, but this is just
one more example of how EPA is trying
to Dbypass congressional authority
through backdoor regulations and un-
funded mandates.

EPA has based the Chesapeake Bay
TMDLs on its own model even though
it is inconsistent with the models pre-
pared by the Department of Agri-
culture. The head of USDA’s Natural
Resources Conservation Service has re-
cently gone so far as to say EPA’s data
on conservation practice is erroneous.
Agriculture is not receiving the credit
it deserves towards reducing nutrient
and sediment runoff; yet EPA is forc-
ing the bay States to move forward on
unreasonable mandates, using the
agency’s flawed bay model. EPA will
not even perform an economic analysis
of the TMDL when the proposed
unquestionability will have severe eco-
nomic impacts on our Nation’s farmers
and rural communities.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment and to vote in its favor.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire as to how much time remains
on both sides?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) has 2% min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE) has 112
minutes remaining.

Mr. MORAN. At this time, Mr. Chair-
man, I yield to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. ScoTT) for a unanimous
consent request.

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

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chair, | rise in opposition to the amend-
ment offered by my colleague that would pro-
hibit the use of funds made available by this
bill to “develop, promulgate, evaluate, imple-
ment, provide oversight to, or backstop total
maximum daily loads or watershed implemen-
tation plans for the Chesapeake Bay Water-
shed.” In essence, the amendment would pro-
hibit the EPA from spending any funds on the
Chesapeake Bay total maximum daily load ini-
tiative in order to monitor and oversee pollu-
tion reduction into the Bay. It would result in
rolling back the progress we have made on
pollution reduction and restoring the Chesa-
peake over the decade. It would negatively im-
pact not only the physical landscape of the
Bay, but also the economic import and suc-
cess of the Bay. And it would unfairly place
the financial burden of reducing pollution
squarely on the Chesapeake Bay states.

The Chesapeake Bay is North America’s
largest and most productive estuary, with
thousands of tributaries and 64,000 square
miles of watershed that includes six states and
the District of Columbia. The Bay supports
more than 3,600 species of plants, fish and
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animals, is home to 29 species of waterfowl,
and is a major resting ground along the Atlan-
tic Migratory Bird Flyway. In addition, the
Chesapeake is a commercial and recreational
resource for the more than 15 million people
who live in its basin, as well as visitors and
tourists. Taking care of the Chesapeake Bay
is vital to the environment and the economy,
for recreation and natural resources, and for
wildlife and the way of life in the Bay area. We
use the Bay for recreation, agriculture, indus-
try and navigation.

Just to give you a sense of the economic
importance of the Bay, the 2008 Fisheries Ec-
onomics of the U.S. report by the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration indi-
cated that commercial seafood industry in
Maryland and Virginia contributed $2 billion in
sales, $1 billion in income, and more than
41,000 jobs to the local economy. The eco-
nomic benefits of saltwater recreational fishing
contributed $1.6 billion in sales which in turn
contributed to more than $800 million of addi-
tional economic activity and roughly 13,000
jobs. The majority of this is from the Chesa-
peake Bay.

When we don’t expend efforts to care for
the Bay, that also has an economic impact.
For example, in the area of commercial and
recreational fisheries, the blue crab population
continues to be threatened by poor water
quality. When the broader impact on res-
taurants, crab processors, wholesalers, gro-
cers, and watermen is added up, the decline
of crabs in the Bay meant a cumulative loss
to Maryland and Virginia of about $640 million
between 1998 and 2006. Similarly, Oyster
populations are threatened due to a combina-
tion of overharvesting, disease, and poor
water quality. The decline of the Bay oyster
over the last 30 years has meant a loss of
more than $4 billion for Maryland and Virginia.
In the area of public health, one study esti-
mated the cost associated with exposure to
polluted recreational marine waters to be $37
per gastrointestinal illness, $38 per ear ail-
ment, and $27 per eye ailment due to lost
wages and medical care. And with regard to
clean water specifically, an EPA study indi-
cated that clean water can increase the value
of single family homes up to 4,000 feet from
the water’'s edge by up to 25%. Perhaps most
important, an EPA study of drinking water
source protection efforts concluded that for
every $1 spent on source water protection, an
average of $27 is saved in water treatment
costs.

Unfortunately, deterioration of the Bay and
how to best address the problem has been a
concern for more than two decades. When |
served in the Virginia House of Delegates, |
was part of a joint Virginia-Maryland legislative
task force that first recommended the creation
of a multi-state commission to address Bay
issues. We filed a report in 1980 which rec-
ommended “the need for improved coordina-
tion of Bay-wide management to meet the
long-term needs of the people of both Mary-
land and Virginia.”

We have made great strides since then with
the combined efforts of the federal govern-
ment, state and local governments in the wa-
tershed, the Chesapeake Bay Commission,
the Chesapeake Bay Foundation, EPA, and all
of their private partners over the last two dec-
ades. But we are far from done.

One of the most significant challenges fac-
ing the Bay today is pollution from wastewater
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treatment plants, development, transportation,
stormwater runoff and runoff from agricultural
lands. Prohibiting this funding would have a
major impact on the water quality throughout
the Chesapeake Bay watershed states. It
would significantly restrict efforts to reduce nu-
trient and sediment runoff as well as moni-
toring and oversight of these efforts, all nec-
essary to help protect and restore the Chesa-
peake Bay.

The amendment is opposed by the Nature
Conservancy, League of Conservation Voters,
National Wildlife Federation, Chesapeake Bay
Foundation, Environmental Defense Fund,
Greenpeace, National Audubon Society, Na-
tional Marine Sanctuary Foundation, National
Wildlife Refuge Association, Natural Re-
sources Defense Council, Ocean Conser-
vancy, Sierra Club, Southern Environmental
Law Center, Alaska Wilderness League,
American Bird Conservancy, American Rivers,
Center for Biological Diversity, Center for Na-
tive Ecosystems, Center for Plant Conserva-
tion, Clean Water Action, Conservation Lands
Foundation, Conservation Northwest, Defend-
ers of Wildlife, Earthjustice, Earthworks, En-
dangered Species Coalition, Environment
America, Environmental Working Group, Geos
Institute, Marine Conservation Biology Insti-
tute, Marine Fish Conservation Network,
Oceana, Oregon Wild, Population Action Inter-
national, Southwest Public Employees for En-
vironmental Responsibility, The Wilderness
Society, Trust for Public Land, Union of Con-
cerned Scientists, World Wildlife Fund, and
Xerces Society for Invertebrate Conservation.

For the foregoing reasons, | oppose the
amendment and | urge my colleagues to do
the same.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the very distinguished gen-

tleman from Maryland (Mr. VAN
HOLLEN).
Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman,

the Chesapeake Bay is a natural and
national treasure. It is the largest es-
tuary in the United States of America.

The health of the Chesapeake Bay is
under constant assault from all sources
of pollution: urban runoff, farm runoff,
storm water runoff. We have been
working for years and years, in fact
decades, to try and clean up the bay,
and it has been like running in place
because, every time we take action,
more pollution flows into the bay.

That’s why, under the Obama admin-
istration, they’ve taken important ac-
tion to try and finally get ahead of the
curve and restore the health of the bay.
Will Baker, who is the President of the
Chesapeake Bay Foundation, described
the approach of the Obama administra-
tion as something that may well rep-
resent the bay’s best and last chance
for restoration. As Mr. MORAN pointed
out, if we don’t do that, the watermen,
the sports fishermen, and the tourist
industry will be badly hurt.

I'm not sure that the gentleman from
Virginia, who introduced this amend-
ment, recognizes the impact it might
have on farmers, because none of the
funds in this act, including from EPA
and the Department of Agriculture,
may be used for a number of purposes,
including watershed implementation
plans for the Chesapeake Bay water-
shed.
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Now, we spoke to USDA’s general
counsel. Their office told us that this
could well deprive farmers of some of
their valuable agricultural conserva-
tion funds. The last I checked, Mary-
land received in fiscal year 2009 $28 mil-
lion. In the State of Virginia, the farm-
ers received about $16 million to help
them with their conservation efforts
because, as good stewards of the land,
they have been part of the team effort
to protect the Chesapeake Bay.

As Mr. MORAN said, if you take these
funds away, you are denying them
some of the tools they have effectively
used. So this won’t only hurt the
watermen and the sports fishermen; it
is also going to hurt the farmers; and
collectively it is going to hurt the larg-
est estuary in the United States.

Let’s work to save the bay, not un-
dermine its health.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time to
make two points.

First of all, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia is quite correct. The Chesapeake
Bay is getting healthier, and that’s a
very, very good thing, all of which is
happening as a result of the voluntary,
incentivized, State-controlled regula-
tion of this process. None of it has oc-
curred under this TMDL provision that
the gentleman from Maryland referred
to, because of the fact that it is only
now being imposed on farmers. They
are very concerned about it, as are
small cities and towns, as are home-
builders and others. This will have a
devastating economic impact on the
entire bay region, small cities and
large included.

The second point is that we checked
with the Department of Agriculture,
and we checked with counsel on the
Agriculture Committee. They agree
that this restricts only those purposes
described in the legislation related to
the implementation of this language
related to what the EPA is trying to do
with their TMDL.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MORAN. I yield myself the bal-
ance of my time.

This is very important. We talked to
the general counsel at the Department
of Agriculture. Mr. GOODLATTE is
wrong on this.

He says—his amendment says none of
the funds may be intended to fund
EPA. But his amendment actually
doesn’t mention EPA. It says no Fed-
eral funds period. That means that the
farmers, the agribusiness throughout
the Chesapeake Bay watershed, would
lose about $100 million in conservation
efforts if this amendment were to be
approved.

The fact is, Mr. Chairman, that miles
of the Chesapeake Bay have died,
largely because of the fertilizer that
washes into the bay. The vegetation at
the bottom feeds on that nitrogen, and
it grows like it’s on steroids. When it
decomposes, it sucks up all the oxygen
in the water, and as a result, nothing
can live in large areas of the Chesa-
peake Bay—no crabs, no oysters, no
fish.
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Nothing. It’s dead, even the plant life
can’t survive when the oxygen has been
so depleted in the process of decompo-
sition.

This amendment needs to be de-
feated.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

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

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

[ 1930

AMENDMENT NO. 497 OFFERED BY MR. MATHESON

Mr. MATHESON. I have an amend-
ment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

Sec. . The total amount of appropria-
tions made available by this Act (other than
for Department of Defense and the U.S. Post-
al Service) is hereby reduced by $280,000,000.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. MATHE-
SON) and a Member opposed each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah.

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would cut funding in the
CR, other than the Department of De-
fense and the U.S. Postal Service,
other than those two, by $280 million.
Now, $280 million is the amount of
money that would be saved if Federal
civilian agencies, except DOD and the
Postal Service, were to reduce their ve-
hicle fleet budgets by 20 percent.

If adopted, it is my intention that
these Federal agencies determine
where to cut their portion of the $280
million in cuts specifically towards
finding savings in their vehicle fleet
budgets.

This is a bipartisan idea supported by
the chairs of the National Commission
on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform. I
encourage my colleagues to support
this amendment.

I yield to my colleague from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. ROYCE. I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding.

The bipartisan deficit reduction com-
mission has looked at the work of the
GAO on this issue. The GAO has tried
to get Federal agencies to look at re-
ducing their vehicle fleet. They have
put out studies, and one of the inter-
esting examples was where the GAO
found automobiles in a parking lot
that had not even been used for 3 years
that had been purchased.

Their point is this: With 650,000 vehi-
cles that the government uses now,
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there is a way to put in place, if you
followed the recommendations of the
GAO, a way to reduce that fleet and
save money. And the Government Ac-
countability Office has said that the
government agencies are badly man-
aging their vehicles.

Now, we know that with one govern-
ment agency, the Department of En-
ergy, that decided to put in place these
recommendations, they reduced their
fleet. In their budget going forward,
they can reduce their fleet by 35 per-
cent.

What we are saying with this amend-
ment is we are following the rec-
ommendation of the GAO. The Herit-
age Foundation endorses this. It cer-
tainly was supported by the bipartisan
deficit reduction commission.

We have got a deficit of $1.5 trillion
and growing. This is a way to shut it
down and a way that has been rec-
ommended to us by the GAO to move
forward. We support this bipartisan
amendment.

Mr. MATHESON. I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, here the gentleman goes again.
He is attempting to cut without speci-
fying where the cuts come from.

There’s no tough choices identified in
the amendment. All it says is just to
reduce the appropriations by $280 mil-
lion, exempting DOD and Postal Serv-
ice. But across-the-board cuts is a way
for us to escape responsibility for mak-
ing choices that people elected us to
do, and this amendment does not speci-
fy where the cuts come from or who is
to make the cuts.

I guess he would leave it up to the
bureaucrats to decide where to cut, but
that’s what we were elected to do, Mr.
Chairman, and so I oppose the amend-
ment. I sympathize with the desire to
cut more spending, but I want it done
in a judicious and specific way.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MATHESON. I appreciate the
comments of my colleague from Ken-
tucky about the challenges of across-
the-board cuts. I feel like I was elected
to come up with suggestions. If I could
draft an amendment that would be
ruled in order, I would specifically say
it should be about the spending cuts,
but I can’t legislate on an appropria-
tions bill.

So I would hope that as we look at
this amendment, we understand that
people read the record of this conversa-
tion, it was the intent of Congress
when I looked at this amendment that
agencies are supposed to reduce their
vehicle purchases by 20 percent as the
best that Mr. ROYCE and I can do under
the rules of the House. We are trying to
offer a specific opportunity to cut
spending. We think we have identified
it well during this discussion. I urge
my colleagues to support it.
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I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. MATHESON).

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT NO. 79 OFFERED BY MR. GARDNER

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to pay the sal-
ary of any officer or employee of the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services who de-
velops or promulgates regulations or guid-
ance with regard to Exchanges under sub-
title D of title I of the Patient Protection
and Affordable Care Act (42 U.S.C. 18021 et
seq.).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
GARDNER) and a Member opposed each
will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment simply prevents the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices from implementing the exchange
as created under ObamaCare.

The exchange does not allow the
American people to choose the benefits
in their health plans. Instead, it will
force the American people into a one-
size-fits-all program where government
bureaucrats limit their health insur-
ance options. The government will con-
trol which plans are allowed to be of-
fered in each State. It will control
which companies will be allowed to sell
health insurance plans in each State
and will control the benefits contained
in those health insurance plans.

Exchanges, as they are being de-
signed, will only serve to further strain
cash-strapped States by forcing them
to use their employees or hire new em-
ployees to create and run them.

Recently, several Republican Gov-
ernors sent a letter to Secretary
Sebelius criticizing the exchange and
asking her to provide States with com-
plete flexibility in operating the ex-
change—most importantly, the free-
dom to decide which licensed insurers
are permitted to offer their products.

I urge adoption of amendment No. 79.

FEBRUARY 7, 2011.
Hon. KATHLEEN SEBELIUS,
Secretary, U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY SEBELIUS: Many of us be-
lieve the Patient Protection and Affordable
Care Act (PPACA) should be repealed by
Congress if the courts do not strike it down
first. But, with no assurance of either out-
come, we face the decision of whether to par-
ticipate in the bill by operating state ex-
changes, or to let the federal government
take on that task, if the bill remains in ef-
fect in 2014.

In addition to its constitutional infringe-
ments, we believe the system proposed by
the PPACA is seriously flawed, favors de-
pendency over personal responsibility, and
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will ultimately destroy the private insurance
market. Because of this, we do not wish to be
the federal government’s agents in this pol-
icy in its present form.

We wish states had been given more oppor-
tunity to provide input when the PPACA was
being drafted. We believe in its current form
the law will force our health care system
down a path sure to lead to higher costs and
the disruption or discontinuation of millions
of Americans’ insurance plans. Though we
still have grave concerns with other provi-
sions of the PPACA, we suggest the fol-
lowing improvements: provide states with
complete flexibility on operating the ex-
change, most importantly the freedom to de-
cide which licensed insurers are permitted to
offer their products; waive the bill’s costly
mandates and grant states the authority to
choose benefit rules that meet the specific
needs of their citizens; waive the provisions
that discriminate against consumer-driven
health plans, such as health savings ac-
counts (HSA’s); provide blanket discretion to
individual states if they chose to move non-
disabled Medicaid beneficiaries into the ex-
changes for their insurance coverage without
the need of further HHS approval; deliver a
comprehensive plan for verifying incomes
and subsidy amounts for exchange partici-
pants that is not an unfunded mandate but
rather fully funded by the federal govern-
ment and is certified as workable by an inde-
pendent auditor; commission a new and ob-
jective assessment of how many people will
end up in the exchanges and on Medicaid in
every state as a result of the legislation (in-
cluding those ‘‘offloaded’ by employers), and
at what potential cost to state governments.
The study must be conducted by a neutral
third-party research organization agreed to
by the states represented in this letter.

We hope the Administration will accom-
modate our states’ individual circumstances
and needs, as we believe the PPACA in its
current form threatens to destroy our budg-
ets and perpetuate and magnify the most
costly aspects of our health care system.
While we hope for your endorsement, if you
do not agree, we will move forward with our
own efforts regardless and HHS should begin
making plans to run exchanges under its own
auspices.

Sincerely,

Governor Robert J. Bentley; Governor
C.L. “Butch” Otter; Governor Nathan
Deal; Governor Mitch Daniels; Gov-
ernor Terry E. Branstad; Governor
Bobby Jindal; Governor Haley Barbour;
Governor Brian Sandoval; Governor
John R. Kasich; Governor Tom Corbett;
Governor Dennis Daugaard; Governor
Sam Brownback; Governor Paul R.
LePage; Governor David Heineman;
Governor Susana Martinez; Governor
Mary Fallin; Governor Nikki Haley;
Governor Bill Haslam; Governor Rick
Perry; Governor Scott Walker; Gov-
ernor Gary R. Herbert.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. DELAURO. I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. GINGREY of
Georgia). The gentlewoman from Con-
necticut is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. DELAURO. I yield myself 1%
minutes.

Defunding the health insurance ex-
changes that we created in the Afford-
able Care Act will hurt small busi-
nesses, which are the driving force of
our economy. It destroys jobs, takes
away consumer choice and increases
the deficit.

By gaining access to the exchanges,
small businesses will prosper from
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what large employers have enjoyed for
years: large group rates, lower admin-
istrative costs and greater trans-
parency. The exchanges also give small
businesses and their employees access
to a fuller range of plans. They give
families across America access to the
information that they need in order to
be able to buy the best plan at a com-
petitive price that suits their needs.

The exchange has created a competi-
tive marketplace for health insurance
so that small businesses and middle
class families across America can ben-
efit from lower ©prices and more
choices.

This is basic free market principles
at work. One would think the majority
would support any attempt to bring
competition to health care but, in-
stead, they are carrying the water for
big insurance companies who do not
want competition. They want to pre-
serve their monopoly. They want a cap-
tive market, forced to pay whatever ex-
orbitant rates they feel like charging.
That will not bring down health care
costs or cut the deficit. The health in-
surance exchanges help slow the surg-
ing cost of health care by introducing
competition into the marketplace.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment which will threaten our
economy, harm our small businesses
and will destroy jobs.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. PRICE).

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I appreciate
the gentleman from Colorado’s leader-
ship on this. If you notice the common
theme, Mr. Chairman, it’s that these
folks want the government to be in
charge of our health care, these folks
over here want patients to be in charge
of our health care, and it kind of runs
throughout all of the issues as they re-
late to health care.

Now, the exchanges may seem like a
great idea, but there’s a big problem
with the way that they are set up.
They don’t work. You don’t have to be-
lieve us. Goodness gracious. Twenty-
one Governors have sent a letter to
Secretary Sebelius, and what did they
say? They need complete flexibility on
operating so that they have the free-
dom to decide which insurers offer the
products in their State. If that weren’t
true, it would mean that the govern-
ment, the Federal Government is offer-
ing it.

What they are asking for: waiving
the costly mandates, which means, Mr.
Chairman, that the mandates are
crushing the States across this great
land. They have asked for waiving the
provisions that discriminate against
all sorts of plans.

Remember, Mr. Chairman, that you
won’t be able to keep what you like.
You won’t be able to keep what you
like.

So this is pretty simple. These folks
want the government to be in charge of
our health care. These folks want pa-
tients to be in charge of our health
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care. We come down on the side of pa-
tients.

Support the amendment.

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, again,
I would simply urge adoption of the
amendment to defund the exchanges.

As a former State legislator, the leg-
islators I have talked to in Colorado
and around the country all urged the
same thing that I have spoken to:
Defund the exchanges; defund this bill.

Let’s put real solutions in place that
will actually decrease the cost of care,
increase the quality of care, and we can
begin that process tonight.

I reserve the balance of my time.

0 1940

Ms. DELAURO. I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE).

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, again,
the question here is whose side are you
on? The only people that I talk to who
are against the exchanges are the big
insurance companies and their rep-
resentatives, because they are the only
ones that stand to gain by keeping the
status quo and not having the ex-
changes. The little guy, the consumer
wants the exchange. Why? Because he
can get affordable coverage, because he
can get a good benefit package, be-
cause there is transparency, because he
can find out what’s being offered and
how much it costs him. And the insur-
ance companies don’t want any of that
because they want to continue with
business as usual, keep raising rates.

Now, we all know how it works. The
large employers, they can go out and
get group coverage, but if you are an
individual or you are a small business,
it’s very hard to do that. And that’s
why we set up the exchanges, because
basically it’s like a larger insurance
pool. And now the small business, the
individual can go on the exchange,
they can find out what’s going on, they
can see what the rates are, and there’s
competition.

As the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut said, the Republicans always
used to be for competition. This is the
marketplace. This is capitalism. This
is what we are providing here. It’s a
choice. More choices for the little guy.
That’s what this is all about. And I for
the life of me do not understand again
why the Republicans would not want to
have the exchanges except for the same
reason, they are siding with the big in-
surance companies. They are not wor-
rying about the consumer and the aver-
age American.

It’s also the fact that we’re talking
about portability. Right now, if you
have a job and you’re afraid to go to
another job, and maybe a better job, or
something that you’d like to do be-
cause you are afraid that you’re going
to lose your health insurance, well,
now you don’t do that. You can change
your jobs. You can do something bet-
ter. You can improve your life. You can
live the American Dream because now
you don’t have to worry about not
being able to find a good, affordable in-
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surance policy. This is another aspect
of the exchanges that are really so im-
portant.

Really, the exchanges are the heart
of what we’re trying to do, which is
cover all Americans, provide access to
good insurance coverage for all Ameri-
cans, and make it at a reasonable cost.
That is not the case now, and it will
only be the case if these exchanges, as
part of the larger health care reform,
become law and continue to become
law.

Mr. GARDNER. I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. DELAURO. How much time is
left on each side?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Connecticut has 12 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Colorado
has 2% minutes remaining.

Ms. DELAURO. I yield such time as
he may consume to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS).

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank my friend for
yielding.

For 15 million Americans, this is an-
other Friday night without a pay-
check. And instead of working together
to create jobs, here we are again reliti-
gating the health care bill, the bill we
talked about last year, last month, last
week, yesterday, this morning. Here we
are. We should be creating jobs, but
here we are.

Now, the exchange does three things.
It says that small businesses and fami-
lies and individuals can get the same
purchasing power that big corporations
do when they buy their health insur-
ance. It says you can choose among
private competitors, insurance compa-
nies, and see who makes the best offer
to you. And it says you make the
choice that you want.

This should sound very familiar to
the Members on the other side because
it’s exactly what they have as Members
of Congress in the Federal health in-
surance program. So I would think
that the Members on both sides would
want their constituents to have the
same health care opportunities that
they do. If you believe that’s the case,
then the right vote on this amendment
is “no.”

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, do I
have any time left?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Connecticut has 13 seconds re-
maining.

Ms. DELAURO. In my 13 remaining
seconds, to quote Mr. GARAMENDI here,
What are the health insurance ex-
changes? It’s called the Federal Em-
ployees Health Benefit Program. We in
the Congress have the benefit of enjoy-
ing a health care exchange where we
can have our choice, pick the plan that
suits our needs, get it at competitive
rates. Why do we not want to extend
this for the rest of the country? It
should not just be the purview of those
who serve in the United States Con-
gress.
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Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I will
remind my colleagues of testimony
that was given before the House Budget
Committee by Mr. Foster, the chief ac-
tuary of Medicare, who blew a hole in
the two primary promises of
ObamaCare. The first promise, that
people get to keep the health care that
they have if they liked it, he said
that’s not going to happen. The second
promise, that it would lower the cost of
health care, he said that’s not going to
happen. This is the chief actuary of
Medicare.

I didn’t have the opportunity to
speak on this floor when this bill came
through the House of Representatives,
but I do now, because the people of Col-
orado spoke on November 2 when they
said, enough is enough, let’s get Con-
gress doing the people’s business, cre-
ating jobs, getting government out of
the way.

Let’s find real solutions for the
health care bill, solutions that will ac-
tually bring commonsense reforms to
lower the cost of health care, increase
the quality of care, not result in 800,000
job losses, not result in promises made
to the people that can’t be kept. We
have got to do something soon. And I
hope it’s voting. I urge the adoption of
this amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. GARDNER).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENTS NOS. 329, 330 AND 331 OFFERED BY
MS. KAPTUR

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chair, I ask unani-
mous consent that my amendments
329, 330 and 331 be considered en bloc.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the amendments will be consid-
ered en bloc.

There was no objection.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendments.

The text of the amendments is as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT NO. 329

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

SEC. . The amount otherwise made
available by this Act for ‘“‘Department of En-
ergy, Power Marketing Administrations, Op-
eration and Maintenance, Southeastern
Power Administration’ is hereby reduced to
$0.

AMENDMENT NO. 330

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

SEC. . The amount otherwise made
available by this Act for ‘“‘Department of En-
ergy, Power Marketing Administrations, Op-
eration and Maintenance, Southwestern
Power Administration’ is hereby reduced to
$0.
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AMENDMENT NO. 331

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

SEC. . The amount otherwise made
available by this Act for ‘“‘Department of En-
ergy, Power Marketing Administrations,
Construction, Rehabilitation, Operation and
Maintenance, Western Area Power Adminis-
tration’ is hereby reduced to $0.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the
amendments.

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order
is reserved.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
February 17, 2011, the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Ohio.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chair, these
amendments eliminate as no longer
necessary the Federal administrative
subsidy for the Southeastern Power
Administration, the Southwestern
Power Administration and the Western
Area Power Administration. These
massive energy subsidies amount to
what I call unauthorized megamarks.
These energy subsidies, that began
three decades ago to develop only the
West and South, now cost the rest of
America billions of dollars.

In fact, the Northeast, Florida, the
Midwest, the Great Lakes States are
heavily subsidizing the power systems
of the West and South. I have a map
here that kind of shows the parts of
America that have a Federal power
umbrella and those that don’t. And it’s
really shocking to look at what the
utility rates are. In Idaho, with federal
energy subsidies, it costs residential
consumers $7.98 per kilowatt hour. But
guess what, in Ohio, that has no sub-
sidy, it costs those residential con-
sumers $11.34. In Wyoming, with power
subsidies, it costs $8.39. But in Con-
necticut, with no subsidy, it costs
those citizens $19.35 a kilowatt hour.

To achieve real budget savings, we
must address megamark spending, not
just district-targeted earmarks, but
massive megamarks. These regional
Federal power subsidies illustrate the
problem. In fact, those subsidies, over
only some regions, are privileges that
the other regions of our country can’t
afford anymore. These regions have
outlived their welcome in terms of sub-
sidy. Those regions need to compete in
the free market just like the rest of
our regions do. No more free rides, be-
cause America can’t afford it anymore.

My part of America can’t afford the
largesse given to the energy power
marketing authorities in the other re-
gions. The Southeastern Power Admin-
istration has never been operationally
self-sufficient. It has cost the tax-
payers $545 million, over half a billion
dollars, since created in 1950.

Similarly, the Southwestern Power
Administration has never been oper-
ationally self-sufficient, costing the
taxpayers over $707 million since it was
created in 1944. And WAPA, the West-
ern Power Authority, has never been
operationally self-sufficient. It has
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cost the taxpayers over $7 billion since
being created in 1978.

Twenty-seven years of continued ap-
propriations to only some regions
seems like plenty of time for those
agencies to have business plans in
place to yield self-sufficiency and com-
pete in the real marketplace like the
rest of us are expected to do.

0 1950

In my region of the Nation, we have
no Federal power subsidy. Ohioans pay
11.3 cents per kilowatt hour, but Utah
only pays 8.7 cents. Arkansas only pays
8.8 cents. But New York pays 18.6 cents.
New York has no Federal power mar-
keting subsidy. Citizens where I live
tax themselves separately and locally
through local tax levies for economic
development. The Federal Government
has never helped us on our power costs.
Our energy is provided through inves-
tor-owned utilities, and we have no
Federal cushion to depend on. That’s
the reason recession causes tremendous
hardships in free market regions like
our own. How are Federal power sub-
sidies to just some regions fair to all
our taxpayers? After three decades, it’s
time to let three unauthorized power
marketing administrations stand on
their own two feet and compete in the
free market, just like our region does.
Balance our budget, cut the subsidies,
cut the Mega-marks, cut regional fa-
voritism that benefits the few at the
expense of the many.

I ask to include in the RECORD a full
State-by-State power cost analysis so
all Americans can know who is being
subsidized and who is eking it out and
trying to compete in the real market-
place, the free marketplace. I ask
Members here to support the Kaptur
amendment to eliminate the Federal
administrative subsidies for power
marketing authorities.

Now let me point out that some of
our power marketing authorities are
doing it right, paying their own way.
Take Bonneville, they did it right.
There’s a way to do it right and a way
to do it wrong, and we shouldn’t reward
inefficiency. We should allow these
subsidized institutions to compete in
the free market and not make the
other parts of America that are bur-
dened by high unemployment and high
power costs, to be giving favored treat-
ment to other parts of the country that
are not carrying their own load for-
ward. Again, take a look at the privi-
leged parts of America and then ask
yourself who’s paying for it. It’s pretty
clear what’s going on here.

The Southeastern Power Marketing
Administration was budgeted to be
zero funded in the President’s FY11
budget. The amendment would allow
this 2010 funding to go to zero. But
under the continuing resolution, they
will continue to be funded at their 2010
levels in spite of being eliminated in
the budget. There is a lot of book-
keeping going on here that doesn’t
treat all parts of America fairly. I ask
my colleagues to do what we’ve had to
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do in our region, compete in the real
marketplace. Support the Kaptur
amendments.

AVERAGE RETAIL PRICE OF ELECTRICITY
[Cents per kWh]

State Residential Commercial Industrial

an
(residential)

21.87
14.41

States in italic are located in Power Marketing Administrations (PMA)
States.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, the amendments propose a net in-
crease in budget authority in the bill.
The amendments are not in order
under section 3(j)(3) of House Resolu-
tion 5, 112th Congress which states, ‘It
shall not be in order to consider an
amendment to a general appropriations
bill proposing a net increase in budget
authority in the bill unless considered
en bloc with another amendment or
amendments proposing an equal or
greater decrease of such budget author-
ity pursuant to clause 2(f) of rule XXI.”

The amendments propose a net in-
crease in budget authority in the bill
in violation of such section. I ask for a
ruling.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Kentucky makes a point of order
that the amendments offered en bloc
by the gentlewoman from Ohio violate
section 3(j)(3) of House Resolution 5.

Does any Member wish to be heard on
the point of order?

The gentlewoman from Ohio is recog-
nized.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, only in
Washington would they say that if you
ask organizations to compete in the
free market, it costs more money to
the Federal Government. Only in
Washington would that kind of book-
keeping exist. So I am troubled by the
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point of order, but I would just say
that I thank the gentleman for express-
ing his point of view. This will not be
the last time we hear about power mar-
keting authorities and their inability
to compete in the private marketplace
this year.

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule on the point of order.

Section 3(j)(3) establishes a point of
order against an amendment proposing
a net increase in budget authority in
the pending bill.

The Chair has been persuasively
guided by an estimate from the chair of
the Committee on the Budget that the
amendments propose a net increase in
budget authority in the bill. Therefore,
the point of order is sustained. The
amendments are not in order.

AMENDMENT NO. 126 OFFERED BY MR. WEINER

Mr. WEINER. I have an amendment
at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to provide assist-
ance to Saudi Arabia.

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act for ‘“‘International Military Edu-
cation and Training” may be used for assist-
ance to Saudi Arabia.

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act for ‘“‘Nonproliferation, Anti-ter-
rorism, Demining and Related Programs”
may be used for assistance to Saudi Arabia.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WEINER) and a Member opposed each
will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, to the
great relief, I’'m sure, of all those as-
sembled, I don’t intend to take the full
5 minutes.

The amendment I propose is one that
I think that both sides of the aisle will
rally around. It’s very simple. It limits
any aid in this bill going to the King-
dom of Saudi Arabia. Why we would be
providing any aid to Saudi Arabia at
all has been an eternal mystery to me,
given their propensity to exporting ter-
rorists, given that they had exported 15
of the 19 homicide bombers on Sep-
tember 11, given that just in December
when the WikiLeaks came out, it was
learned in a quote from the Secretary
of State, ‘It has been an ongoing chal-
lenge to persuade Saudi officials to
treat terrorist funding as an important
priority.” Given that the Saudis have
textbooks that say things like this in
them. This is what they teach to their
children:

‘““The Prophet said, The hour of judg-
ment will not come until Muslims fight
the Jews and Kkill them. O Muslim. O
Servant of God. There is a Jew behind
me. Come and Kkill him.” They have
textbooks that also lash out at Chris-
tians.

It is also important to note that in
this House year after year, we've elimi-
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nated aid to the Saudis, only to have it
come back. As you see on this chart,
2006—it was actually defeated that
year—but every subsequent year, this
House voted to ban aid to Saudi Ara-
bia, and it comes rising back up like a
Shakespearean specter. This language
strikes the Presidential waiver, and
says no more aid to Saudi Arabia.

I reserve the balance of my time

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. GRANGER. The underlying FY10
bill already prohibits assistance to
Saudi Arabia, unless the Secretary of
State determines that it is in our U.S.
national interest. Maintaining a rela-
tionship with Saudi Arabia is critical
to our national security, and I am con-
cerned this amendment could jeop-
ardize that relationship.

Our two countries enjoy robust coun-
terterrorism intelligence sharing.
Saudi-U.S. collaboration helped thwart
the package bomb from Yemen. Saudi
Arabia is a critical strategic ally with
whom we share mutual enemies and
mutual threats. I believe this amend-
ment goes too far, and I urge a ‘‘no”’
vote.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. WEINER. I simply say, with the
greatest respect to Madam Chair, that
we have spoken in this body repeat-
edly. The Saudis don’t need our money.
They’ve got plenty of their own money.
It’s the money that they use when they
jack up gas prices and give us no help
in trying to deal with them. It’s the
money that they use to export ter-
rorism. They don’t need any of our
money.

I understand there is a Presidential
waiver. This may come as a surprise
that my friends now want to give the
President that authority to override
Congress. I think we should take it
away and say no aid to Saudi Arabia.

I ask for a ‘“‘yes’ vote.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER).

The amendment was agreed to.

[ 2000

AMENDMENT NO. 101 OFFERED BY MR. WEINER

The Acting CHAIR. For what purpose
does the gentleman from New York
rise?

Mr. WEINER. The gentleman from
New York is on a roll, so he’ll ask for
Weiner amendment 101.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to pay the salaries
and expenses of personnel of the Department
of Agriculture to provide nonrecourse mar-
keting assistance loans for mohair under sec-
tion 1201 of the Food, Conservation, and En-
ergy Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 8731).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
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the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WEINER) and a Member opposed each
will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. WEINER. Thank you.

Once again, I have no intention of
taking the full measure of my time.
This is an amendment that has been
discussed on this floor many times. Un-
fortunately, it keeps coming back. We
provide subsidies believe it or not——

Mr. KINGSTON. Will the gentleman
yield?

When the gentleman is ready to
yield, I want to say we support the
amendment.

Mr. WEINER. Thank you. I appre-
ciate it. I'm going to be very brief. Just
let me explain. This is an amendment
that——

Mr. DICKS. Will the
yield? What are the names?

Mr. WEINER. Now I would say to the
ranking member, I'm from Queens. I'm
from New York City. So I thought mo-
hair was a guy named Moe who had
long hair. But I now know that it is a
subsidy that dates back to World War 1
when our uniforms were made with mo-
hair and there was a strategic impera-
tive to make sure we had enough. We
provide a subsidy. This has not been
used in military uniforms now for
about 55 years.

Congressman CHAFFETZ and I have
been agitating to try to eliminate this
subsidy. There’s still $1 million of fund-
ing going to about 12 farmers. No goats
lost anything for the purpose of this
picture. This is what a mohair looks
like.

I would urge my colleagues to end
this wasteful subsidy.

I yield to the chairman of the sub-
committee.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, I have to ask
my friend from New York if sheep are
carnivorous. Do they bite human
beings? That’s my question. I under-
stand that they can be carnivorous.

Mr. WEINER. Reclaiming my time,
first of all, show some respect. They’re
goats. Second of all, and if you are re-
ferring to a press conference that went
awry that I had where I perhaps might
have been bitten by a goat, I will say
this: I believe that there is nothing
wrong with these animals. We want
them to have as much hair as they
need. And if you want to give them a
haircut, you should do it with your
own money. It shouldn’t be on the tax-
payers’ dime.

So I urge a ‘‘yes” vote on the Wiener
amendment.

Mr. KINGSTON. So there’s not a feed
subsidy for them. I just want to make
sure, Mr. Chairman, because I under-
stand there was an incident. We do sup-
port the amendment.

Mr. WEINER. Thank you.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER).

The amendment was agreed to.

gentleman
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AMENDMENT NO. 151 OFFERED BY MR.
NEUGEBAUER

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used for repair, alter-
ation, or improvement of the Executive Resi-
dence at the White House.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
NEUGEBAUER) and a Member opposed
each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Chairman,
this discussion we have been having for
the last 3 or 4 days is really about what
the American people said on November
2. They said that these huge deficits
are unacceptable. The fact is that we’re
going to run a $1.6 trillion deficit this
year and our debt is almost $14.1 tril-
lion. Projections are that if we con-
tinue on this pace, that will double in
the next 10 years.

Mr. Chairman, the American people
said this is unacceptable. And so what
are the American people doing in their
own lives at home? Well, they’re ad-
dressing needs versus wants. And what
they’re saying is there are some things
that they need, and then there’s some
things that they want. But what they
understand in these tough economic
times, where we have a number of our
American citizens unemployed, is that
a lot of people are having to prioritize
how they spend. And maybe there’s a
fence in the backyard that needs re-
placing, or maybe the deck in the
backyard needs new boards, but they’re
postponing those.

And so basically this is a very simple
amendment. Basically, the White
House has two accounts: one for basi-
cally daily maintenance. That account
has $13 million, and this amendment
does not address that account. But as
they do in Washington, do you know
what happens if you want to get more
money? You add more accounts, and
you just rename them. And there is an-
other account called renovations and
upgrades. And so what we’re saying is
that there’s $2 million worth of up-
grades that the White House would like
to do. It includes things like doing a
plumbing survey and some things like
computer system upgrades. We think
that possibly those are items that can
wait until our economy gets rolling
again, until we quit having these
record deficits.

And so it is a very simple amend-
ment, Mr. Chairman. We just think
that the White House can postpone
those expenses, things that they would
like but not necessarily need. This will
still allow the White House to mow the
yard, do the painting, do the mainte-
nance at the White House; but it says
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these capital expenditures of over $2
million should be postponed for an-
other year or two until we get our def-
icit spending down.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Missouri is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mrs. EMERSON. I yield myself 1%
minutes.

I would like to say that there is an
account in our financial services bill
for repair and restoration at the White
House, and the funding for that is
$495,000, or 20 percent less than the fis-
cal year 2010 levels. And these re-
quested funds would provide for an al-
ternate electric feed, which we under-
stand is because the power there fails
occasionally, computer system up-
grades, a plumbing system survey to
begin addressing their leaky plumbing.

However, the language of Mr.
NEUGEBAUER’s amendment doesn’t just
strike funding in this account. This
amendment actually states that none
of the funds made available by this act
may be used for repair, alteration or
improvement of the executive resi-
dence at the White House.

And this is really a sweeping prohibi-
tion because it prohibits all repairs at
the White House. So what happens if a
pipe bursts? What happens if there is a
hole in the drywall or the plaster?
What if there’s an electrical fire or a
broken window? What if a safety or se-
curity issue needs to be addressed? And
I dare say that most people, most ev-
erybody, even if they were tightening
their belts, they would still have to
deal with those emergency issues.

And at the end of the day, the White
House is the most visited residence in
the country. It’s an office, it’s a mu-
seum, and it’s a home. And regardless
of who occupies the White House, the
building needs to be maintained.

We have already reduced the account
that pays for repairs and alterations by
20 percent. Do we really, really want to
prohibit all repairs and all alterations
at the White House, which is our
house?

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Well, I would say to the gentlewoman
that there is ample money for mainte-
nance involved in the White House. As
I said, in section 1519, there is $13 mil-
lion available for electrical issues, for
painting issues, for maintenance
issues.

I think what we are saying, and I
would be glad to work with the gentle-
woman in the conference report if she
wants to be more specific, but the
three projects that this administration
requested actually totaled $2 million:
$1.5 million for an electrical system,
computer system upgrades of $255,000
and a plumbing system survey. This is
a set of drawings for $250,000.

I would submit to you that the Amer-
ican people are making some pretty
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tough choices and that certainly the
White House is a treasure of this coun-
try; but, Mr. Chairman, so are our chil-
dren and our grandchildren a treasure.
And if we don’t start making some
tough choices here, then we are not
going to have a future for our children,
which should be one of our more treas-
ured assets.

I would be glad to work with the gen-
tlewoman in a conference report. But
this amendment has merits because ba-
sically it says to the President—and I
think the President would agree—you
know what, if other American families
are not making improvements to their
house right now that aren’t necessarily
necessary this year, I don’t think the
President would want his either.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

0 2010

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman from Texas has no other
speakers, let me say one thing—that
this amendment doesn’t specify the ac-
count being reduced. It cuts all repairs
and alterations.

I yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO), my brother.

Mr. SERRANO. I thank you for the
time. I recognize that you do not sup-
port the amendment, but some folks
still cannot help themselves.

This is not about the White House;
it’s about who lives in the White
House. First, there was an amendment
to cut his staff. Then there was an
amendment that was taken away about
not allowing him a teleprompter, and
now there’s an amendment that says
you can’t fix the leaks in the White
House. You know, we have a plumbing
system at the White House that hasn’t
been repaired since Harry Truman.
That’s a long, long time.

So, yes, there are difficult times in
this country, but when you have a
house visited by many, many tourists
throughout the year, you should be
careful as to the wiring, about the kind
of things that could happen with water,
about the kind of things that could
happen with safety. And after all,
whether we like this President or not,
this is the residential place and the of-
fice space for our President, for the
next one, and the ones to follow.

I think this is a proper investment,
and personally, I think it gets pretty
petty when we don’t even allow this
President to have leaks fixed in the
White House.

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, do I
have any time remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Missouri has 1% minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Texas has 1%
minutes remaining.

Mrs. EMERSON. I yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MORAN).

Mr. MORAN. I thank the gentlelady.
I won’t take but 30 seconds. Just to
mention the fact, I've been around long
enough to recall when money was re-
quested for the Vice President’s man-
sion when Dick Cheney was living
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there. That money was provided. This
side didn’t object when money was put
into the White House when George
Bush was the resident. This is kind of
mean-spirited games. It’s really be-
neath us. Let’s not do this kind of
stuff.

Mrs. EMERSON. I urge opposition to
this amendment, as well-intentioned as
it may be, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
kind of resent the insinuation that my
amendment is addressed to this Presi-
dent. It’s not addressed to this Presi-
dent. It’s addressed to this country,
and by the way, I was over at the White
House during the White House Christ-
mas party. The White House looked
like it was in pretty good shape, and I
can attest that the plumbing was actu-
ally working as well.

But what I would say, Mr. Chairman,
is there’s a lot of people that would
want to come to this floor tonight and
make excuses why we can’t begin to
cut spending in this country. You know
what—the American people are tired of
our excuses. This is a good amendment.
There’s been a lot of good amendments.
Yes, these are difficult choices, but
these are the kind of choices that we’re
going to have to make if we’re going to
ensure that our American families
have a future, that we get this econ-
omy back going, that we create jobs,
and we do not leave a legacy of debt for
our children and our grandchildren

With that, Mr. Chairman, I urge pas-
sage of it.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. NEUGEBAUER).

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

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas will be post-
poned.

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. ROONEY

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to implement, ad-
minister, or enforce the rule entitled ‘“Water
Quality Standards for the State of Florida’s
Lakes and Flowing Waters’ published in the
Federal Register by the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency on December 6, 2010 (75 Fed.
Reg. 75762 et seq.).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. ROO-
NEY) and a Member opposed each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida.
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Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment prohibits any funding in
this bill to be used to implement, ad-
minister, or enforce the rule entitled
Water Quality Standards for the State
of Florida’s lakes and flowing waters.
Like all Floridians, I want clean and
safe water, but this debate is not over
whether we want clean water for Flor-
ida; it is over how we reach that goal
and at what cost.

This EPA mandate, which singles out
Florida, will drive up the cost of doing
business, double water bills for all Flo-
ridian families, and destroy jobs. By
some estimates, this will cost our
States an estimated approximately $2
billion. At a time when we should be
attracting new companies in Florida,
we cannot afford new regulations
which will drive businesses out of our
State and destroy jobs.

Our unemployment rate is over 12
percent and at 15 percent in some parts
of my district. New, costly regulations
are not going to improve those num-
bers. The EPA has repeatedly refused
to allow third-party review of the
science behind the proposed mandate,
and they have failed to complete an
economic analysis. This regulation is
not grounded in science, and all Flor-
ida should not have to serve as the
guinea pig in this radical experiment.

That’s right, Mr. Chairman, Florida
is the first State being required to
comply with this Washington, D.C.,
mandate, and according to a recent
New York Times article, an EPA offi-
cial said they have no plans to imple-
ment the regulation in any other
State. So I ask you, how is that fair?

But during the upcoming months I
will be working with our agriculture
commissioner, a former colleague here,
Adam Putnam, who says that this will
impact 14,000 jobs in Florida.

I'd also be willing to work with the
Florida Department of Environmental
Protection and other concerned State
and Federal agencies to develop a plan
that can be agreed upon by all parties.
We cannot allow an unaccountable
EPA to act dictatorial in this issue
that affects every Floridian.

Until the EPA is willing to consider
Florida’s unique needs and economy,
this regulation must not go into effect.
A recent poll shows that 68 percent of
Floridians do not want this Wash-
ington, D.C., mandate. Dozens of Flor-
ida job creators and associations, as
well as 60 national companies, includ-
ing the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and
the American Farm Bureau, have sent
letters to Congress to oppose this man-
date.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment.

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE AND CONSUMER SERVICES,
Tallahassee, FL, February 17, 2011.
Hon. THOMAS J. ROONEY,
House of Representatives, Longworth Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE ROONEY: I am writ-
ing in strong support of your amendment to
H.R. 1, the 2011 Full-Year Continuing Appro-
priations Act that will prevent the Environ-
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mental Protection Agency (EPA) from im-
plementing, administering, or enforcing the
proposed numeric nutrient criteria for Flor-
ida.

For several years now, Florida has been
working to improve its water quality and, in
many respects, our efforts have been a model
for other states. Until 2009, Florida was
working cooperatively with EPA to improve
our water quality standards. In 2009, in an
attempt to settle a lawsuit brought by envi-
ronmental groups, EPA decided to abandon
that cooperative approach, federally pre-
empt our state water quality standards, and
impose new criteria on the state. Many are
concerned that these new criteria are not
based on sound science, including EPA’s own
Science Advisory Board, which has expressed
serious concerns about the science used by
EPA to support the regulation.

This issue is particularly important given
the economic impacts of the proposed regu-
lation. The Florida Department of Environ-
mental Protection estimates that this fed-
eral mandate may force municipal waste-
water and stormwater utilities to spend as
much as $26 billion in capital improvements
to upgrade their facilities. The Department
of Agriculture and Consumer Services has es-
timated that the regulation will impact over
14,000 jobs. Given the reality of Florida’s eco-
nomic situation, these estimates are of great
concern.

Given all of this, I was proud to join Flor-
ida’s Attorney General Pam Bondi in filing a
lawsuit against EPA over these rules. EPA’s
flawed regulation must be set aside so that
we can return to an effort to improve Flor-
ida’s water quality that is cooperative, eco-
nomically feasible, and based on sound
science. I am deeply grateful for your leader-
ship in offering this amendment and strongly
encourage your colleagues to support it.

Sincerely,
ADAM H. PUTNAM,
Commissioner of Agriculture.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is the equivalent of stick-
ing your head in the sand—I use that
analogy because we’re talking about
Florida—hoping that a growing prob-
lem somehow will miraculously go
away.

Back in 2009, a consent decree was
reached in Federal court between EPA
and numerous Florida environmental
groups to set numeric limits for nutri-
ents in the State’s lakes, rivers, and
streams. Such numeric standards are
the only way to make progress cor-
recting ecological problems. The need
for the standards contained in this con-
sent decree was demonstrated repeat-
edly by Florida’s Department of Envi-
ronmental Protection. They pointed
out that 1,000 miles of the State’s riv-
ers and streams, 350,000 acres of Flor-
ida’s lakes, and 900 square miles of its
estuaries were contaminated by nutri-
ent pollution from sewage discharges
and fertilizer or manure runoff.

But this amendment would block
these standards from being used. I fail
to understand how the supporters of
this amendment think that it’s okay
for folks to dump manure, fertilizer,
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and sewage into lakes and rivers with-
out regard to the health of these wa-
ters or to the health of the people who
depend upon these waters.

This water quality rule was published
last November, but the regulations
don’t go into effect until March of next
year. The major activity by EPA that
this amendment would prevent is an
education effort to help the commu-
nities, businesses, and the public meet
these new standards.

The amendment also would block
EPA from improving the regulations to
meet the legitimate concerns of the
public. That’s what EPA is trying to
do, reach out, get their ideas. There’s a
good question as to how much longer
tourists will keep flocking to Florida if
its lakes, streams, and rivers are in a
death spiral, flushed with the water
quality of cesspools.

0 2020

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

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, I con-
tinue to reserve.

Mr. MORAN. May I
much time we have left?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia has 3 minutes. The gen-
tleman from Florida has 2% minutes
remaining.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, who has
the right to finish on this amendment?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia has the right to close.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, at this
time I would yield the remaining 3
minutes to the very distinguished lady

inquire how

from Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ).

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to

amendment 13, which would defund
Florida’s new clean water rules. This
amendment will harm Florida’s econ-
omy and threaten the natural eco-
systems on which we rely.

This past November, the U.S. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency approved
a final regulation setting new water
quality standards for Florida’s lakes
and streams. This clean water rule is
desperately needed to address the nu-
trient pollution contaminating more
than 1,000 miles of State rivers and
streams, 350,000 acres of lakes, and 900
square miles of estuaries.

Potential tourists to Florida often
envision images of pristine beaches,
beautiful waterways, and vibrant
coastal ecosystems with great fishing
and recreational opportunities. That is
why so many people flock to our State.
Florida’s waterways, beaches, and
coastal ecosystems are critical parts of
the economic engine that drive Flor-
ida’s $65 billion a year tourism indus-
try.

But without the new clean water
standards, this could all evaporate. Al-
ready algae outbreaks plague many of
our lakes and rivers, depleting oxygen
levels and suffocating living orga-
nisms. Nutrient pollution results in
massive fish Kkills, waterways clogged
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with toxic green slime, beach closures,
and reduced waterfront property val-
ues.

We need these new clean water stand-
ards because the current standards for
determining when someone is polluting
is vague, and therefore unenforceable.
Waiting until the waterway is choked
with sewage, fertilizer, or manure is
simply no way to manage our water.

For over 10 years the State of Florida
labored to produce a clean water rule
but never quite got there. In the ab-
sence of State action, EPA had to act
to protect Florida’s waters. EPA pro-
duced a rule built on years of data col-
lected by the State and based on the
best science available.

The clean water rule is also the prod-
uct of tens of thousands of public com-
ments, numerous public meetings and
workshops, and years of consultations
between the State of Florida’s Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection and
the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency.

While EPA took over finalizing new
standards, they did not take a ‘‘my
way or highway’ approach. They lis-
tened to Florida’s citizens and regu-
lated entities, made many adjust-
ments, and included plenty of flexi-
bility.

To begin with, the final nutrient
standards are comparable to the
State’s own draft standards. In some
areas they are more stringent, but in
other areas, they are less stringent.
The major difference between the State
and Federal rule is that the EPA actu-
ally finalized it rather than continuing
the foot-dragging.

And as a practical matter, all this
amendment will really do is hurt the
very stakeholders its proponents say
they want to help.

EPA built in a 15-month delayed im-
plementation to allow it to provide
technical assistance to stakeholders
and ensure compliance is achieved in
the most efficient, cost-effective way
possible. EPA is using this time to hold
workshops, seminars, and other meet-
ings of regulated entities to achieve
this end. But with this amendment,
that all goes away. These regulated en-
tities will still have to comply with the
law, but now they’ll be on their own.

Perhaps even worse for the regulated
entities, this amendment will prevent
State water managers from utilizing
the flexibilities of the rule. It would
prevent the EPA from working with
the State to develop and implement a
process to review and approve site-spe-
cific alternative criteria proposed by
regulated entities. This makes no
sense.

This rule provides flexibility to regu-
lated entities and to the State. If the
amendment passes, it would be dev-
astating to Florida’s economy.

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. ROONEY).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.
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Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS

Mr. STEARNS. I have an amendment
at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used for the design, ren-
ovation, construction, or rental of any head-
quarters for the United Nations in any loca-
tion in the United States.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 17, 2011,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
STEARNS) and a Member opposed each
will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. STEARNS. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman, and I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

My amendment, my colleagues, is
simply to say that the United Nations
is a very valuable building and the ren-
ovations that are occurring right now
are necessary, but—

Now, the renovations that are occur-
ring on the U.N. ultimately are nec-
essary, but the cost that is occurring is
not. There’s a huge overrun.

I want to be clear that the opposition
I have with this amendment is not to
obstruct the U.N. from making a safe
environment for the workers and the
visitors that come there but to encour-
age reform and use best business prac-
tices considering that the taxpayers
are funding about a quarter of the
amount of money they’re spending for
renovations.

You know, we had a hearing here in
Congress looking at what it would cost
to build and renovate the United Na-
tions. And they presented a figure.
Well, Donald Trump, who’s built a lot
of hotels, a lot of apartment houses,
came in and he said, ‘I could do the
same thing for half the money.”” That
was half the money back when he of-
fered that. So he said using better busi-
ness practices, he could do it for a lot
less money.

So I believe my colleagues that the
U.N. has had a history of wasting
money.

Let me give you one example.

In 2003, in the Secretary General’s
bulletin, he banned all smoking in the
U.N. Well, the U.N. spent $130,000 on a
ventilation system to accommodate
smokers in the cafeteria. Well, I'm not
clear why they did that.

The architect was starting to get
into so many problems, they termi-
nated him. By so doing, they paid him
$44 million after the termination.

So these are the kinds of things that
I am worrying about, and I think the
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U.N. auditors have expressed the same
concern that I have in the whole proc-
ess of procurement and contract man-
agement on the U.N. renovations and
building construction programs.

The GAO expressed their concern re-
garding the U.N.’s weakness in existing
internal oversight and procurement.

So all I’'m asking simply is in this
time of a weak economy, we should
hold off continuing to renovate the
U.N. until we practice best business
practices and we make sure that
they’re not continuing to have over-
runs.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
against the Stearns amendment be-
cause it would exacerbate security vul-
nerabilities at the TUnited Nations
headquarters in New York City.

The United Nations Capital Master
Plan addresses a number of serious life
safety and security concerns to staff,
diplomats, and visitors. The U.N. re-
ceives approximately 5,000 accredited
delegates annually from around the
world and 300,000 tourists, about 40 per-
cent of whom are Americans. Almost
4,300 people work at the U.N. head-
quarters complex, including 1,280
Americans.

The U.N. headquarters complex, the
majority of which is 55 years old, is not
compliant with New York City building
and life safety codes or modern secu-
rity requirements.

O 2030

The major building systems are inef-
ficient, beyond their useful life, in-
creasingly difficult to maintain and re-
pair. For example, the life safety sys-
tems are a great concern, including in-
adequate sprinkler and alarm systems
and the lack of an automatic shutdown
of ventilation systems in the event of a
fire. Hazardous materials, such as as-
bestos, are still present in the facili-
ties.

Providing the U.N. with safe and
functional headquarter facilities will
enable the organization to operate
more effectively is what we all want.

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire as to how much time is remain-
ing?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Florida has 3 minutes remaining.

Mr. STEARNS. Let me just mention
a little thing more about my amend-
ment.

Basically, as I've told my colleagues,
this is a cost overrun on renovations in
the U.N., and more importantly, with
this huge economic downturn that
we’ve had, I think we need to go back
and look at the procurement process at
the U.N.

I want to say something that’s dif-
ferent from the U.N. amendment. I had
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an amendment, 429, dealing with
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. This
amendment was ruled out of order, and
it was because the amendment basi-
cally did not specify the individuals
whose defense by the United States
taxpayers has been supported, would be
stopped payment by my amendment
429.

To put it into perspective, the
amendment I had was saying that peo-
ple like Franklin Raines, who was the
CEO of Fannie Mae, and these other ex-
ecutives, while they were hiding huge
amounts of debt, were collecting huge
bonuses, including the board of direc-
tors of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac;
and at the same time, the inspector
general found that these people were
hiding this debt, and now taxpayers
have to pay for their defense and bail
them out. But the ironic thing and the
tragic thing is that taxpayers have to
pay the lawyers to defend all these peo-
ple that actually were hiding the debt
and looting these companies.

So my amendment is basically saying
that taxpayers should stop paying the
legal fees for these executives that
were hiding the debt and acted ille-
gally. But understanding that this is
out of order, I'm not going to offer this
amendment. I will look for another op-
portunity to make my case.

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

My amendment would prohibit funds from
the United States from being used for the de-
sign, renovation, or construction of any head-
quarters of the United Nations located in the
United States.

The U.N. headquarters will undergo renova-
tions, as planned, with an estimated cost of
more than double the original amount ex-
pected. The renovations are necessary, but
the cost to do so is not. | want to be clear that
my opposition is not to obstruct the U.N. from
making a safe environment for their workers
and visitors, but to encourage reform through
better business practices—considering tax-
payers are responsible for 22% of the U.N.’s
budget.

Time after time, we have asked American
families to tighten their belts and exercise fis-
cal restraint. Why should they do with less and
not the U.N.? It is time that this Congress lead
by example. Our constituents deserve more
than the perceived normal rhetoric of “Do as
we say, not as we do.”

Congress held a full-scale hearing to deter-
mine if the U.N. estimates in fact reflected the
lowest cost option. According to Donald
Trump’s testimony at the U.S. Senate hearing,
the costs associated with the renovations
would be overwhelmingly more than the U.N.’s
estimate. Trump who has experience in these
matters, testified he could complete the project
for $700 million. That’s nearly half the amount
than the U.N. projected they needed. The U.N.
has a proven history of wasting hard-earned
taxpayer’s dollars and | am certainly not sur-
prised to expect anything less from the U.N.
when discussing the expenditures spent for
their headquarters. The architect, that was
later terminated, was given $44 million. To
me, this does not reflect the lowest cost op-
tion. Furthermore, the U.N. spent $130,000 on
a ventilation system to accommodate smokers
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in the cafeteria. Why would you spend so
much to ventilate smoke in a cafeteria despite
a 2003 Secretary General’s Bulletin banning
smoking in the U.N.? What's even more
alarming is that even the U.N.’s own auditors
had concerns regarding the possible inaccu-
racy of the project’s estimated calculations
and weaknesses in procurement and contract
management. Moreover, in 2006 the GAO ex-
pressed their concerns regarding the U.N.’s
weaknesses in existing internal oversight and
procurement. It seems to me that this issue
deserves more attention than the hearing con-
ducted 5 years ago.

Without proper planning and oversight, |
fear that these funds would just be wasted.
More hearings and further investigations need
to be conducted before irresponsibly spending
funds from this bill. With my amendment, the
U.N. will be prohibited from continuing this
gross disregard of hard-earned taxpayer dol-
lars. Due to these reasons, | urge my col-
leagues to support my amendment.

It is my understanding that the Appropria-
tions Committee never intended for any of the
funds included in the continuing resolution be
used for legal expenses defending Fannie
Mae and Freddie Mac’s former senior execu-
tives. My amendment is a certainty in an un-
certain world. An assurance to our constitu-
ents that this gross abuse of taxpayer funds
ends today.

The amendment | offer would prohibit funds
made available by this act to be used for the
payment of attorneys’ fees or other legal ex-
penses of any former senior executive officer
of the Federal National Mortgage Corporation
or Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation.

In response to the greatest financial crisis
since the Great Depression, America hastily
engaged, with my strong opposition, in a strat-
egy of multiple bailouts to avoid the complete
collapse of our financial system. We now
know, as | believed then, that this strategy
was no cure to our financial crisis and would
leave taxpayers exposed to vast financial risk.

When the Government took over Freddie
Mac and Fannie Mae in September 2008, tax-
payers unknowingly inherited $160 million in
defending the failed firms. Of the $160 million
in taxpayer dollars spent, $24.2 million was
spent in defense of Fannie Mae’s top senior
executives. According to an in-depth report
from the Office of Federal Housing Enterprise
Oversight, these Fannie Mae executives were
accused of taking action to manipulate profits,
generating $115 million in improper bonuses.
Two years before this report was published,
Fannie was found to have overstated its pre-
ceding six years of past earnings by $6.3 bil-
lion.

Currently, employment contracts protect ex-
ecutives when sued and the company pays for
legal defense. Some believe there should be
no government liability to these legal fees be-
cause of the executives’ breach of responsi-
bility to the company and its stockholders. |
agree responsible Americans should not have
to pay for the irresponsibility of others and that
is why | offered this amendment.

As you may recall, the 1,900 page legisla-
tion placing these GSEs under conservator-
ship failed to address a resolution to these en-
tities, allowing the Federal Housing and Fi-
nance Agency (FHFA) to continue paying the
legal fees of their executives. Poor crafted leg-
islation is the reason this injustice has been
allowed to carry on. When asked why funding
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of legal defense has not been cut off, the act-
ing director of the FHFA, said: “I understand
the frustration regarding the advancement of
certain legal fees associated with ongoing liti-
gation involving Fannie Mae and certain
former employees. It is my responsibility to fol-
low applicable Federal and State law.”

| am outraged that billions of dollars have
gone to benefit an indiscriminate number of
private financial institutions that utilized reck-
less investment strategies. American’s de-
serve more than for us to just “understand”
their frustration; our responsibility to the tax-
payers is much more than that. We must be
diligent in ensuring the investigation of these
issue’s are a top priority for the 112th Con-
gress. The time has come to make sure that
we are doing everything we can to minimize
any further taxpayer exposure to the irrespon-
sible behavior of these companies.

The nationalization of private assets was
clearly un-American and, as free-enterprising
Americans, we needed to let our markets de-
termine the winners and the losers. Unfortu-
nately, the winners were not the American tax-
payers of this country and, after billions spent
and much debate, we are left with unan-
swered questions and unpaid legal fees show-
ing no sign of ending.

This financial crisis affects every hard-
working, taxpaying American. We should not
be paying for the legal defense of the people
whose reckless actions forced this economic
crisis on us. | hope that members of this 112th
Congress recognize the dire importance of this
issue and vote in favor for the American tax-
payer.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS).

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

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

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

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHATR

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will
now resume on those amendments
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
on which further proceedings were
postponed, in the following order:

Amendment No. 414 by Mr. BISHOP of
New York.

Amendment No.
of California.

Amendment No.
Georgia.

Amendment No.
Georgia.

Amendment No.
egon.

Amendment No.
Massachusetts.

Amendment No. 409 by Mr. PRICE of
Georgia.

Amendment No. 296 by Mr. McCLIN-
TOCK of California.

Amendment No. 99 by
MCDERMOTT of Washington.

Amendment No. 177 by Mr. HERGER of
California.

Amendment No.
BLUMENAUER of Oregon.

519 by Mr. CAMPBELL
246 by Mr. BROUN of
263 by Mr. BROUN of
526 by Mr. WU of Or-

27 by Mr. MARKEY of

Mr.

323 by Mr.

Amendment No. 566 by Mr. BOREN of
Oklahoma.

Amendment No. 146 by Mr. FORBES of
Virginia.

Amendment No. 333 by Ms. KAPTUR of
Ohio.

Amendment No. 46 by Mr. PoLIS of
Colorado.

Amendment No. 498 by Mr. JOHNSON
of Ohio.

Amendment No. 467 by Mr. GOOD-
LATTE of Virginia.

Amendment No. 79 by Mr. GARDNER
of Colorado.

Amendment No.
NEUGEBAUER of Texas.

Amendment No. 13 by Mr. ROONEY of

151 by Mr.

Florida.

Amendment No. 8 by Mr. STEARNS of

Florida.

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 414 OFFERED BY MR. BISHOP OF

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. BISHOP)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-

NEW YORK

vailed by voice vote.

The

ment.

Clerk will
amendment.
The Clerk redesignated the amend-

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote

has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 156, noes 269,

not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 104]

redesignate

AYES—156
Ackerman Duncan (TN) Larsen (WA)
Andrews Edwards Larson (CT)
Baca Engel Lee (CA)
Bass (CA) Eshoo Levin
Berkley Farr Lewis (GA)
Berman Fattah Lofgren, Zoe
Bishop (NY) Filner Lowey
Blumenauer Foxx Maloney
Brady (PA) Frank (MA) Markey
Braley (IA) Franks (AZ) Matheson
Broun (GA) Fudge Matsui
Brown (FL) Garamendi McCarthy (NY)
Canseco Gibson McDermott
Capps Green, Al McGovern
Capuano Green, Gene McNerney
Castor (FL) Grijalva Meeks
Chu Grimm Michaud
Cicilline Gutierrez Miller (NC)
Clarke (NY) Hanabusa Miller, George
Clay Hanna Moore
Cleaver Hastings (FL) Moran
Clyburn Higgins Murphy (CT)
Cohen Hinchey Myrick
Connolly (VA) Hirono Nadler
Conyers Holt Napolitano
Costello Honda Neal
Courtney Hoyer Olver
Crowley Inslee Owens
Cuellar Israel Pallone
Cummings Jackson (IL) Pascrell
Davis (CA) Jackson Lee Pastor (AZ)
Dayvis (IL) (TX) Payne
DeFazio Johnson (GA) Pelosi
DeLauro Johnson, E. B. Pingree (ME)
Deutch Keating Polis
Dicks Kildee Price (NC)
Dingell Kind Rahall
Doggett King (NY) Rangel
Donnelly (IN) Kingston Reyes
Doyle Kucinich Richardson

the
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Richmond

Rothman (NJ)

Roybal-Allard

Ruppersberger

Rush

Sanchez, Linda
T.

Sanchez, Loretta
Schakowsky
Schiff

Schwartz

Scott (VA)
Serrano

Adams
Aderholt
AKin
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Baldwin
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boswell
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Capito
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Clarke (MI)
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cooper
Costa
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz

Davis (KY)
DeGette
Denham
Dent
DesdJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Ellison
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes

Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Speier
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns

NOES—269

Fortenberry
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Himes
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kaptur
Kelly
King (IA)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Langevin
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCotter
McHenry
MclIntyre
McKeon
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Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Wilson (FL)
Wu
Yarmuth

McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Quigley
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Sewell
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Southerland
Stark
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
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Walberg Westmoreland Woolsey
Walden Whitfield Yoder
Walsh (IL) Wilson (SC) Young (AK)
Walz (MN) Wittman Young (FL)
Webster Wolf Young (IN)
Welch Womack
West Woodall
NOT VOTING—38
Culberson Hinojosa Peters
Giffords McCollum Quayle
Harman Paul
O 2056

Messrs. ROYCE, AUSTIN SCOTT of

Georgia, ALTMIRE, CAMPBELL,

MCINTYRE, BECERRA and MACK
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

Messrs. WU, INSLEE, Ms. LORETTA
SANCHEZ of California, Messrs.
SCHIFF, GUTIERREZ, Ms. BROWN of
Florida, Messrs. WATT and COSTELLO
changed their vote from ‘“‘no”’ to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 519 OFFERED BY MR. CAMPBELL

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr. CAMP-
BELL) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 68, noes 357,
not voting 8, as follows:

is a 2-

Amash
Baldwin
Barton (TX)
Becerra
Blumenauer
Boswell
Braley (IA)
Campbell
Capuano
Chabot
Clay

Coble
Cohen
Conyers
Duncan (TN)
Eshoo
Filner
Flake
Frank (MA)
Graves (GA)
Gutierrez
Heller
Jackson (IL)

Ackerman
Adams
Aderholt
AKin
Alexander
Altmire
Andrews
Austria
Baca
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow

[Roll No. 105]
AYES—68

Johnson (IL)
Kaptur
Kucinich
Labrador
Lee (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren, Zoe
Lummis
Lynch
Manzullo
Markey
Matsui
MecClintock
McDermott
McGovern
Meeks
Miller, George
Moore

Neal

Olver

Payne
Peterson
Petri

NOES—357

Bartlett
Bass (CA)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)

Polis

Quigley

Rahall

Rohrabacher

Rokita

Royce

Sanchez, Linda
T.

Sanchez, Loretta

Schakowsky

Sensenbrenner

Serrano

Stearns

Thompson (CA)

Tierney

Upton

Velazquez

Visclosky

Walsh (IL)

Waters

Welch

Wu

Yarmuth

Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Brown (FL)
Buchanan
Bucshon

Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Calvert
Camp
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Castor (FL)
Chaffetz
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Dayvis (IL)
Davis (KY)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Edwards
Ellison
Ellmers
Emerson
Engel
Farenthold
Farr

Fattah
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garamendi
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grijalva

Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanabusa
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hirono
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Keating
Kelly
Kildee
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Langevin
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Long
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Maloney
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McCotter
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meehan
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Moran
Mulvaney
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Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson

Owens
Palazzo
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Pearce
Pelosi

Pence
Perlmutter
Pingree (ME)
Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Rangel

Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Reyes
Ribble
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Rush

Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schiff
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sessions
Sewell
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Speier
Stark
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Sutton
Terry
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas

February 18, 2011

Turner Webster Womack
Van Hollen Weiner Woodall
Walberg West Woolsey
Walden Westmoreland Yoder
Walz (MN) Whitfield Young (AK)
Wasserman Wilson (FL) Young (FL)

Schultz Wilson (SC) Young (IN)
Watt Wittman
Waxman Wolf

NOT VOTING—38

Culberson Hinojosa Peters
Giffords McCollum Quayle
Harman Paul

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this
vote.

O 2100

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 246 OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF

GEORGIA

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 74, noes 348,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 106]

is a 2-

AYES—T74

Alexander Gardner McHenry
Amash Garrett Miller (MI)
Berg Gohmert Miller (NC)
Bishop (UT) Goodlatte Miller, George
Blackburn Gosar Mulvaney
Blumenauer Gowdy Olver
Bono Mack Graves (GA) Pearce
Boswell Ha_ll ) Pence
Boustany Heinrich Peterson
Broun (GA) Heller Pitts
Burgess Hensarling
Burton (IN) Herger Rehberg

Rogers (MI)
Canseco Inslee Rokita
Carnahan Johnson (IL) .
Cassidy Johnson (OH) Scahs&?
Chabot Jordan Schwelkert'
Cohen Kind Scott, Austin
Cooper King (IA) Smith (NE)
DeFazio Labrador Stutzman
Doggett Lamborn Tipton
Duncan (SC) Long Turner
Fincher Luetkemeyer Upton
Flake Lummis Walsh (IL)
Foxx Manzullo Woodall
Franks (AZ) MecClintock Young (IN)

NOES—348

Ackerman Barton (TX) Boren
Adams Bass (CA) Brady (PA)
Aderholt Bass (NH) Brady (TX)
Akin Becerra Braley (IA)
Altmire Benishek Brooks
Andrews Berkley Brown (FL)
Austria Berman Buchanan
Baca Biggert Bucshon
Bachmann Bilbray Buerkle
Bachus Bilirakis Butterfield
Baldwin Bishop (GA) Calvert
Barletta Bishop (NY) Camp
Barrow Black Campbell
Bartlett Bonner Cantor
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Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Castor (FL)
Chaffetz
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay

Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Costa
Costello
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Dayvis (IL)
Davis (KY)
DeGette
DeLauro
Denham
Dent
DesdJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell

Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle

Dreier

Duffy
Duncan (TN)
Edwards
Ellison
Emerson
Engel

Eshoo
Farenthold
Farr

Fattah
Filner
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garamendi
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gonzalez
Granger
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grijalva
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey

Hirono
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly
Kildee
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Kucinich
Lance
Landry
Langevin
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lujan
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maloney
Marchant
Marino
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meehan
Meeks
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
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Pelosi
Perlmutter
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Reyes
Ribble
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schilling
Schmidt
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (SC)
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sewell
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Speier
Stark
Stearns
Stivers
Sullivan
Sutton
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walberg
Walden
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Webster
Weiner
Welch

West Wittman Yarmuth
Westmoreland Wolf Yoder
Whitfield Womack Young (AK)
Wilson (FL) Woolsey Young (FL)
Wilson (SC) Wu

NOT VOTING—11
Courtney Harman Peters
Ellmers Hinojosa Quayle
Giffords McCollum Schock
Graves (MO) Paul

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining on this
vote.

O 2103

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mrs. ELLMERS. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No.
106, in the fury of 2-minute votes, | mistakenly
missed the vote. Had | been present, | would
have voted “aye.”

AMENDMENT NO. 263 OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF
GEORGIA

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 177, noes 243,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 107]
AYES—1T7

is a 2-

Adams Duncan (SC) Hurt
Aderholt Duncan (TN) Jenkins
AKkin Ellmers Johnson (IL)
Amash Emerson Johnson (OH)
Bachmann Engel Johnson, Sam
Bachus Farenthold Jones
Barletta Fincher Jordan
Bartlett Fleischmann Kelly

Barton (TX) Fleming King (IA)
Benishek Flores Kingston
Berkley Forbes Kline

Bishop (UT) Franks (AZ) Labrador
Black Gallegly Lamborn
Blackburn Gardner Landry
Boren Garrett Lankford
Brooks Gerlach Latham
Broun (GA) Gibbs Latta
Buchanan Gingrey (GA) LoBiondo
Bucshon Gohmert Long
Buerkle Goodlatte Lucas
Burgess Gowdy Luetkemeyer
Burton (IN) Graves (GA) Lummis
Calvert Graves (MO) Mack

Camp Griffin (AR) Manzullo
Campbell Griffith (VA) Marchant
Canseco Guinta Marino
Carter Guthrie McCarthy (CA)
Chabot Hall MecClintock
Chaffetz Harper McCotter
Coble Harris McHenry
Conaway Hartzler McIntyre
Cravaack Hastings (WA) McKinley
Crawford Heller McMorris
Critz Herger Rodgers
Culberson Huelskamp Mica
Denham Huizenga (MI) Miller (FL)
DesJarlais Hultgren Miller (MI)
Diaz-Balart Hunter Miller, Gary

Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Posey
Price (GA)
Rehberg
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roe (TN)

Ackerman
Alexander
Altmire
Andrews
Austria
Baca
Baldwin
Barrow
Bass (CA)
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Berg
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boswell
Boustany
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cassidy
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coffman (CO)
Cohen

Cole
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Dent
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Dreier
Duffy
Edwards
Ellison

Rogers (AL)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (TX)
Southerland

NOES—243

Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fortenberry
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Garamendi
Gibson
Gonzalez
Gosar
Granger
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Grimm
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hanna
Hastings (FL)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kucinich
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
LaTourette
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McDermott
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Stearns
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi

Upton
Walberg
Walsh (IL)
Webster

West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Woodall
Yoder

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

McGovern
McKeon
McNerney
Meehan
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Noem
Nunnelee
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Perlmutter
Pingree (ME)
Polis
Pompeo
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Roby
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross (AR)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Stivers
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tipton
Tonko
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Towns Wasserman Wolf
Tsongas Schultz Womack
Turner Waters Woolsey
Van Hollen Watt Wu
Velazquez Waxman Yarmuth
Visclosky Weiner Young (IN)
Walden Welch
Walz (MN) Wilson (FL)

NOT VOTING—13
Bilirakis Hirono Quayle
Dicks Lewis (CA) Rogers (KY)
Giffords McCollum Schock
Harman Paul
Hinojosa Peters

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this
vote.

O 2106

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Chair, during the rollcall
vote on the Broun Amendment No. 263 to
H.R. 1, | was unavoidably detained. Had |
been able to vote, | would have voted in favor
of prohibiting funds in H.R. 1 from being used
to pay dues to the United Nations.

AMENDMENT NO. 526 OFFERED BY MR. WU

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. WU) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 87, noes 338,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 108]

is a 2-

AYES—87
Ackerman Hirono Pelosi
Becerra Honda Pingree (ME)
Berkley Israel Polis
Bishop (NY) Johnson (GA) Quigley
Capps Jones Rangel
Capuano Kaptur Roybal-Allard
Carnahan Keating Ruppersherger
Carney Kissell Sanchez, Linda
Cicilline Kucinich T.
Clay Langevin Sarbanes
Courtney Lee'(CA) Schrader
CYOWIQP’ Levlp Scott, David
Cummings Lewis (GA) Serrano
DeFazio Lofgren, Zoe ©
DeLauro Lowey Sewell
Deutch Lynch Sperman
Doggett Markey Sires
Edwards Matsui Slaughter
Ellison McDermott Thompson (CA)
Eshoo McGovern Tierney
Farr Meclntyre Tonko
Filner Meeks Tsongas
Frank (MA) Miller, George Velazquez
Garamendi Moore Wasserman
Garrett Murphy (CT) Schultz
Gohmert Nadler Waters
Hastings (FL) Neal Weiner
Higgins Olver Welch
Himes Pallone Woolsey
Hinchey Pascrell Wu

Adams
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Andrews
Austria
Baca
Bachmann
Bachus
Baldwin
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (CA)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boswell
Boustany
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Brown (FL)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Cardoza
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Castor (FL)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Chu

Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coffman (CO)
Cohen

Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Cuellar
Culberson
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
DeGette
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers

NOES—338

Emerson
Engel
Farenthold
Fattah
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Gardner
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grijalva
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall
Hanabusa
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Holden
Holt
Hoyer
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Inslee
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Kelly
Kildee
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis

Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meehan
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Moran
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Napolitano
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Pearce
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Reyes
Ribble
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Royce
Runyan
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Sanchez, Loretta
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
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Shuler Thompson (MS) Webster
Shuster Thompson (PA) West,
Simpson Thornberry Westmoreland
Smith (NE) Tiberi Whitfield
Sm@th (NJ) Tipton Wilson (FL)
Sm}th (TX) Towns Wilson (SC)
Smith (WA) Turner Wittman
Southerland Upton Wolf
Speier Van Hollen Womack
Stark Visclosky
Stearns Walberg Woodall
Stivers Walden Yarmuth
Stutzman Walsh (IL) Yoder
Sullivan Walz (MN) Young (AK)
Sutton Watt Young (FL)
Terry Waxman Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—38
Coble Hinojosa Peters
Giffords McCollum Quayle
Harman Paul

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining on this

vote.

0 2109

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 27 OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MARKEY) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote

has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This

minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 174, noes 251,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 109]

is a 2-

AYES—174
Ackerman Courtney Honda
Andrews Crowley Hoyer
Baca Cummings Inslee
Baldwin Davis (CA) Israel
Bass (CA) Dayvis (IL) Jackson (IL)
Becerra DeFazio Johnson (GA)
Berkley DeGette Jones
Berman DeLauro Kaptur
Bilirakis Deutch Keating
Bishop (GA) Dicks Kildee
Bishop (NY) Dingell Kind
Blumenauer Doggett Kissell
Boswell Doyle Kucinich
Brady (PA) Edwards Langevin
Braley (IA) Ellison Larsen (WA)
Brown (FL) Engel Larson (CT)
Buchanan Eshoo Lee (CA)
Butterfield Farr Levin
Capps Fattah Lewis (GA)
Capuano Filner Lipinski
Carnahan Fitzpatrick LoBiondo
Carney Fortenberry Loebsack
Castor (FL) Frank (MA) Lofgren, Zoe
Chandler Fudge Lowey
Chu Garamendi Lujan
Cicilline Grijalva Lynch
Clarke (MI) Gutierrez Maloney
Clarke (NY) Hanabusa Markey
Clay Hastings (FL) Matsui
Cleaver Higgins McCarthy (NY)
Clyburn Himes McDermott
Cohen Hinchey McGovern
Connolly (VA) Hirono McNerney
Conyers Holden Meeks
Costello Holt Michaud
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Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Olver
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Pingree (ME)
Platts

Polis

Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Richardson
Richmond
Rogers (AL)

Adams
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Cardoza
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cooper
Costa
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Cuellar
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Flake
Fleischmann

Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Speier
Stark

NOES—251

Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
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Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth
Young (FL)

Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Reyes
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin

Scott, David Sullivan West
Sensenbrenner Terry Westmoreland
Sessions Thompson (PA) Whitfield
Shimkus Thornberry Wilson (SC)
Shuster Tiberi Wittman
Simpson Tipton Wolf
Smith (NE) Turner Womack
Smith (TX) Upton
Smith (WA) Walberg boo frau
Southerland Walden Young (AK)
Stivers Walsh (IL)
Stutzman Webster Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—8
Giffords McCollum Quayle
Harman Paul Stearns
Hinojosa Peters

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in the
vote.

0 2113

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chair, on rolicall No.
109, | was unavoidably detained. | would have
voted “no.”

AMENDMENT NO. 409 OFFERED BY MR. PRICE OF
GEORGIA

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. PRICE) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 241, noes 185,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 110]

AYES—241
Adams Camp Fleischmann
Aderholt Campbell Fleming
Akin Canseco Flores
Alexander Cantor Forbes
Amash Capito Fortenberry
Austria Carter Foxx
Bachmann Cassidy Franks (AZ)
Bachus Chabot Frelinghuysen
Barletta Chaffetz Gallegly
Bartlett Coble Gardner
Barton (TX) Coffman (CO) Garrett
Bass (NH) Cole Gerlach
Benishek Conaway Gibbs
Berg Cravaack Gibson
Biggert Crawford Gingrey (GA)
Bilbray Crenshaw Gohmert
Bilirakis Culberson Goodlatte
Bishop (UT) Davis (KY) Gosar
Black Denham Gowdy
Blackburn Dent Granger
Bonner DesJarlais Graves (GA)
Bono Mack Diaz-Balart Graves (MO)
Boren Dold Griffin (AR)
Boustany Dreier Griffith (VA)
Brady (TX) Duffy Grimm
Brooks Duncan (SC) Guinta
Broun (GA) Duncan (TN) Guthrie
Buchanan Ellmers Hall
Bucshon Emerson Hanna
Buerkle Farenthold Harper
Burgess Fincher Harris
Burton (IN) Fitzpatrick Hartzler
Calvert Flake Hastings (WA)

Hayworth
Heck
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter

Ackerman
Altmire
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barrow
Bass (CA)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro

McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam

NOES—185

Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hirono
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
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Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey

Lujan

Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore

Moran
Murphy (CT)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Olver

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne

Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis

Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel

Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush

Ryan (OH)
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Sanchez, Linda Sires Visclosky
T. Slaughter Walz (MN)
Sanchez, Loretta Smith (WA) Wasserman

Sarbanes Speier Schultz

Schakowsky Stark Waters
Schiff Sutton Watt
Schrader Thompson (CA) Waxman
Schwartz Thompson (MS) Weiner
Scott (VA) Tierney Welch
Scott, David Tonko X
Serrano Towns Wilson (FL)
Sewell Tsongas Woolsey
Sherman Van Hollen Wu
Shuler Velazquez Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—T7
Giffords McCollum Quayle
Harman Paul
Hinojosa Peters

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in the
vote.

O 2116

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 296 OFFERED BY MR.
MCCLINTOCK

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr.
McCLINTOCK) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 215, noes 210,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 111]

is a 2-

AYES—215
Adams Chaffetz Gohmert
Aderholt Coble Goodlatte
AKkin Coffman (CO) Gosar
Alexander Cole Gowdy
Altmire Conaway Granger
Austria Costello Graves (GA)
Bachmann Cravaack Graves (MO)
Bachus Crawford Griffin (AR)
Barletta Culberson Griffith (VA)
Bartlett Denham Guinta
Barton (TX) Dent Guthrie
Benishek DesJarlais Hall
Berg Diaz-Balart Hanna
Biggert Dold Harper
Bilbray Dreier Harris
Bishop (UT) Duffy Hartzler
Black Duncan (SC) Hastings (FL)
Blackburn Duncan (TN) Hastings (WA)
Bono Mack Ellmers Hayworth
Boustany Farenthold Heck
Brady (TX) Fincher Heller
Brooks Flake Hensarling
Broun (GA) Fleischmann Herger
Buchanan Fleming Herrera Beutler
Buerkle Flores Huelskamp
Burgess Forbes Huizenga (MI)
Burton (IN) Fortenberry Hultgren
Calvert Foxx Hunter
Camp Franks (AZ) Hurt
Campbell Gallegly Inslee
Canseco Gardner Issa
Cantor Garrett Jenkins
Capito Gerlach Johnson (OH)
Carter Gibbs Johnson, Sam
Cassidy Gibson Jones
Chabot Gingrey (GA) Jordan

Kelly
King (IA)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Landry
Lankford
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary

Ackerman
Amash
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barrow
Bass (CA)
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonner
Boren
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Bucshon
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crenshaw
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)

Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Petri

Pitts
Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Reed
Rehberg
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise

NOES—210

Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fitzpatrick
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Grimm
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hirono
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
King (NY)
Kucinich
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey

Schilling
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Woodall
Yoder

Young (AK)
Young (IN)

Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
MeclIntyre
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nunnelee
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reichert
Renacci
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Ross (AR)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Séanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman

Shuler

Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Speier

Stark

Sutton

Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)

Giffords
Harman
Hinojosa
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Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters

NOT VOTING—8

McCollum
Olver
Paul

Watt
Waxman
Webster
Weiner
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Womack
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth
Young (FL)

Peters
Quayle

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in the
vote.

O 2119

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 99 OFFERED BY MR.
MCDERMOTT

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 91, noes 333,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 112]

is a 2-

AYES—91

Adams Grijalva Pastor (AZ)
Bachus Hastings (FL) Payne
Bass (CA) Herrera Beutler Petri
Bishop (UT) Hinchey Pitts
Blackburn Hirono Platts
Brady (PA) Holden Price (NC)
Burgess Honda Rahall
Butterfield Inslee

R 1
Carson (IN) Issa Ri?cg}f}ert

Castor (FL) Jackson (IL)

Rothman (NJ)

Chabot Johnson (GA)

Clay Johnson, E. B. Roybal-Allard

Cleaver Kaptur Ruppersberger

Coble Kucinich Rush

Coffman (CO) Larson (CT) Ryan (OH)

Cohen Lee (CA) Sanchez, Loretta

Conyers Lummis Schakowsky

Critz Lynch Sensenbrenner

Crowley Maloney Serrano

Dayvis (IL) Markey Smith (WA)

DeLauro McClintock Stark

Dicks McDermott Velazquez

Doggett McGovern Waters

Doyle McIntyre Watt

Ellison Mgeks Webster

Filner Moore o Welner

Foxx Nadler \‘illf)igsey

Frank (MA) Olver Young (AK)

Franks (AZ) Pallone e

Garrett Pascrell Young (IN)
NOES—333

Ackerman Andrews Barrow

Aderholt Austria Bartlett

AKkin Baca Barton (TX)

Alexander Bachmann Bass (NH)

Altmire Baldwin Becerra

Amash Barletta Benishek
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Berg
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Black
Blumenauer
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boswell
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Brown (FL)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carter
Cassidy
Chaffetz
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clyburn
Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (KY)
DeFazio
DeGette
Denham
Dent
DesdJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Edwards
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Farenthold
Farr
Fattah
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garamendi
Gardner
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez

Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall
Hanabusa
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Higgins
Himes
Holt
Hoyer
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Israel
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Keating
Kelly
Kildee
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Langevin
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Long
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McCotter
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meehan
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
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Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Moran
Mulvaney
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson

Owens
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Poe (TX)
Polis
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quigley
Reed
Rehberg
Renacci
Reyes
Ribble
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Sanchez, Linda

Sarbanes
Scalise
Schiff
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sessions
Sewell
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Speier
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Sutton
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tierney
Tipton
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner

Upton Wasserman Wittman
Van Hollen Schultz Wolf
Visclosky Waxman Womack
Walberg Welch Woodall
Walden Westmoreland Wu
Walsh (IL) Wmtﬁeld Yarmuth
Walz (MN) Wilson (FL) Yoder
Wilson (SC) Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—9
Giffords McCollum Peters
Harman Paul Quayle
Hinojosa Pelosi Richardson

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
One minute remains on this vote.
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 177 OFFERED BY MR. HERGER

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr.
HERGER) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 227, noes 197,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 113]

AYES—227
Adams Costa Harper
Aderholt Cravaack Harris
Akin Crawford Hartzler
Alexander Crenshaw Hastings (WA)
Altmire Culberson Heck
Amash Davis (KY) Heller
Austria Denham Hensarling
Bachmann Dent Herger
Barletta DesJarlais Herrera Beutler
Bartlett Diaz-Balart Huizenga (MI)
Barton (TX) Dold Hultgren
Bass (NH) Dreier Hunter
Benishek Duffy Hurt
Berg Duncan (SC) Issa
Biggert Duncan (TN) Jenkins
Bilbray Ellmers Johnson (OH)
Bilirakis Emerson Johnson, Sam
Bishop (UT) Farenthold Jones
Black Fincher Jordan
Blackburn Flake Kelly
Bonner Fleischmann King (IA)
Boren Fleming King (NY)
Boustany Flores Kingston
Brady (TX) Forbes Kinzinger (IL)
Broun (GA) Foxx Kline
Buchanan Franks (AZ) Labrador
Bucshon Frelinghuysen Lamborn
Buerkle Gallegly Lance
Burgess Gardner Landry
Burton (IN) Gibbs Lankford
Calvert Gibson Latham
Camp Gingrey (GA) LaTourette
Campbell Gohmert Latta
Canseco Goodlatte Lewis (CA)
Cantor Gosar Long
Capito Gowdy Lucas
Cardoza Granger Luetkemeyer
Carter Graves (GA) Lummis
Cassidy Graves (MO) Lungren, Daniel
Chabot Griffin (AR) E.
Chaffetz Griffith (VA) Mack
Coble Grimm Manzullo
Coffman (CO) Guinta Marchant
Cole Hall Matheson
Conaway Hanna McCarthy (CA)

McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Ackerman
Andrews
Baca
Bachus
Baldwin
Barrow
Bass (CA)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bono Mack
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brooks
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costello
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fitzpatrick
Fortenberry
Frank (MA)

Price (GA)
Reed
Rehberg
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster

NOES—197

Fudge
Garamendi
Gerlach
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Hayworth
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hirono
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Huelskamp
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Marino
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)

H1299

Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Noem
Olver
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Pingree (ME)
Platts
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schmidt
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
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Welch Wolf Wu

Wilson (FL) Woolsey Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—9

Garrett McCollum Sanchez, Linda

Giffords Paul T.

Harman Peters

Hinojosa Quayle

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
One minute remains on this vote.
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So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 323 OFFERED BY MR.
BLUMENAUER

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-

ment.

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote

has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 185, noes 241,

not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 114]

AYES—185
Amash Doyle Kucinich
Andrews Dreier Langevin
Baldwin Duffy Larsen (WA)
Bass (CA) Duncan (TN) Larson (CT)
Bass (NH) Edwards Lee (CA)
Benishek Ellison Levin
Berkley Farr Lewis (GA)
Berman Fattah Lipinski
Biggert Filner LoBiondo
Bishop (NY) Fitzpatrick Loebsack
Blumenauer Flake Lofgren, Zoe
Bono Mack Foxx Lujan
Brady (PA) Frank (MA) Lynch
Braley (IA) Franks (AZ) Maloney
Broun (GA) Garamendi Markey
Brown (FL) Gardner Matheson
Buchanan Garrett McCarthy (NY)
Campbell Graves (GA) McClintock
Cantor Green, Al McDermott
Capps Green, Gene McGovern
Capuano Grijalva Meeks
Carnahan Guinta Michaud
Castor (FL) Gutierrez Miller (FL)
Chabot Hanabusa Miller, George
Chandler Hayworth Moore
Chu Heck Moran
Cicilline Heinrich Murphy (CT)
Clarke (MI) Heller Nadler
Clarke (NY) Hensarling Napolitano
Clay Herrera Beutler  Neal
Cleaver Higgins Olver
Coffman (CO) Himes Pallone
Cohen Hinchey Pascrell
Connolly (VA) Holt Payne
Conyers Honda Pelosi
Cooper Hoyer Petri
Courtney Inslee Pingree (ME)
Cravaack Israel Pitts
Crowley Jackson (IL) Platts
Cummings Jackson Lee Polis
Davis (CA) (TX) Quigley
Davis (IL) Johnson (GA) Rangel
DeFazio Johnson, E. B. Reichert
DeGette Jordan Reyes
DeLauro Kaptur Rohrabacher
Dent Keating Roskam
Doggett Kind Rothman (NJ)
Dold King (NY) Roybal-Allard

is a 2-

Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner

Ackerman
Adams
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Austria
Baca
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Becerra
Berg
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Boren
Boswell
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Calvert
Camp
Canseco
Capito
Cardoza
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Chaffetz
Clyburn
Coble

Cole
Conaway
Costa
Costello
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Cuellar
Culberson
Dayvis (KY)
Denham
DesJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Donnelly (IN)
Duncan (SC)
Ellmers
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Farenthold
Fincher
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)

Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Stearns
Sutton
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Upton

Van Hollen

NOES—241

Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Herger
Hirono
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kelly
Kildee
King (IA)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
Long
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McCotter
McHenry
MclIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meehan
Mica
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
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Walsh (IL)
Wasserman
Schultz

Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth
Young (IN)

Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Renacci
Ribble
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Runyan
Ryan (OH)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Serrano
Sessions
Sewell
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walberg
Walden
Walz (MN)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

February 18, 2011
NOT VOTING—17

Giffords McCollum Quayle
Harman Paul
Hinojosa Peters

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
One minute remains on this vote.
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Mr. RYAN of Ohio changed his vote
from ‘‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

Mr. INSLEE changed his vote from
ééno7? tAO <‘a,ye.77

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 566 OFFERED BY MR. BOREN

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. BOREN)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-

redesignate the

ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

is a 2-

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 277, noes 149,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 115]

AYES—277
Adams Chandler Gohmert
Aderholt Coble Goodlatte
AKkin Coffman (CO) Gosar
Alexander Cole Gowdy
Altmire Conaway Granger
Amash Cooper Graves (GA)
Austria Costa Graves (MO)
Baca Costello Green, Gene
Bachmann Cravaack Griffin (AR)
Bachus Crawford Griffith (VA)
Barletta Crenshaw Grimm
Barrow Critz Guinta
Bartlett Cuellar Guthrie
Barton (TX) Culberson Hall
Bass (NH) Davis (KY) Hanna
Benishek DeFazio Harper
Berg Denham Harris
Berkley Dent Hartzler
Biggert DesJarlais Hastings (WA)
Bilirakis Diaz-Balart Hayworth
Bishop (GA) Dingell Heck
Bishop (UT) Dold Heinrich
Black Donnelly (IN) Heller
Blackburn Dreier Hensarling
Bonner Duffy Herger
Bono Mack Duncan (SC) Herrera Beutler
Boren Duncan (TN) Higgins
Boswell Ellmers Hinchey
Boustany Emerson Holden
Brady (TX) Farenthold Huelskamp
Brooks Fincher Huizenga (MI)
Broun (GA) Fitzpatrick Hultgren
Buchanan Flake Hunter
Bucshon Fleischmann Hurt
Buerkle Fleming Issa
Burgess Flores Jenkins
Burton (IN) Forbes Johnson (IL)
Calvert Fortenberry Johnson (OH)
Camp Foxx Johnson, Sam
Campbell Franks (AZ) Jones
Canseco Frelinghuysen Jordan
Cantor Gallegly Kelly
Capito Gardner Kind
Cardoza Garrett King (IA)
Carter Gerlach Kingston
Cassidy Gibbs Kinzinger (IL)
Chabot Gibson Kissell
Chaffetz Gingrey (GA) Kline



February 18, 2011

Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes

Ackerman
Andrews
Baldwin
Bass (CA)
Becerra
Berman
Bilbray
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Courtney
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez

Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson
Petri

Pitts
Platts

Poe (TX)
Polis
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt

NOES—149

Green, Al
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Himes
Hirono
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
King (NY)
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Olver
Pallone
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Schock
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Walz (MN)
Webster
Welch

West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Pingree (ME)
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—7

Giffords McCollum Quayle
Harman Paul
Hinojosa Peters

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this
vote.
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So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 146 OFFERED BY MR. FORBES

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. FORBES)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 241, noes 184,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 116]

AYES—241
Adams Dent Hultgren
Aderholt DesJarlais Hunter
Akin Doggett Hurt
Alexander Dreier Inslee
Altmire Duffy Israel
Amash Duncan (SC) Issa
Austria Duncan (TN) Jenkins
Bachmann Ellison Johnson (IL)
Baldwin Ellmers Johnson (OH)
Barletta Farenthold Johnson, Sam
Bartlett Fincher Jones
Bass (NH) Fitzpatrick Jordan
Berg Flake Keating
Berkley Fleischmann Kelly
Bilirakis Fleming King (IA)
Bishop (UT) Flores Kingston
Black Forbes Kissell
Blackburn Fortenberry Labrador
Bonner Foxx Lamborn
Bono Mack Franks (AZ) Lance
Boswell Gardner Landry
Boustany Garrett Lankford
Brady (TX) Gibbs Larsen (WA)
Braley (IA) Gibson Latham
Brooks Gingrey (GA) Latta
Broun (GA) Gohmert Lee (CA)
Buchanan Goodlatte LoBiondo
Bucshon Gosar Loebsack
Buerkle Gowdy Long
Burgess Graves (GA) Lucas
Camp Graves (MO) Luetkemeyer
Campbell Griffin (AR) Lungren, Daniel
Canseco Griffith (VA) E.
Cantor Grimm Mack
Capito Guinta Manzullo
Carnahan Guthrie Marino
Carney Hanna Matheson
Cassidy Harper McCarthy (CA)
Chabot Harris McCaul
Chaffetz Hartzler MecClintock
Chu Hastings (WA) MecCotter
Clay Hayworth McHenry
Coble Heck McIntyre
Coffman (CO) Heinrich McKeon
Cole Heller McKinley
Conaway Hensarling McMorris
Connolly (VA) Herger Rodgers
Cravaack Herrera Beutler Meehan
Critz Himes Mica
Davis (KY) Holden Miller (FL)
DeFazio Huelskamp Miller (MI)
Denham Huizenga (MI) Moore

Mulvaney
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Pallone
Paulsen
Payne
Pearce
Pence
Perlmutter
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts

Polis
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Ackerman
Andrews
Baca
Bachus
Barrow
Barton (TX)
Bass (CA)
Becerra
Benishek
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Calvert
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carson (IN)
Carter
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crawford
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Filner

Giffords
Harman
Hinojosa

Richardson
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)

NOES—184

Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garamendi
Gerlach
Gonzalez
Granger
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Higgins
Hinchey
Hirono
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Kildee
Kind
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Kucinich
Langevin
Larson (CT)
LaTourette
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lummis
Lynch
Maloney
Marchant
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Moran
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Olver

NOT VOTING—8

McCollum
Paul
Peters
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Smith (TX)
Southerland
Speier
Stearns
Stivers
Sutton
Thompson (PA)
Tiberi
Tipton
Tonko
Turner
Upton

Van Hollen
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
Welch

West
Westmoreland
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Woodall
Woolsey

Wu

Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (IN)

Owens
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Pelosi
Peterson
Platts
Poe (TX)
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richmond
Rivera
Rogers (KY)
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross (AR)
Rothman (NJ)
Ruppersberger
Rush
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Stark
Stutzman
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Tierney
Towns
Tsongas
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Whitfield
Wilson (FL)
Womack
Yarmuth
Young (FL)

Quayle
Sullivan
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining to vote.

O 2135

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No.
116, had | been present, | would have voted
“aye.”

AMENDMENT NO. 333 OFFERED BY MS. KAPTUR

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 32, noes 3%,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 117]

is a 2-

AYES—32

Brady (PA) Hinchey Rush
Clay Jackson (IL) Ryan (OH)
Cleaver Kaptur Ryan (WI)
Cooper Kucinich Schakowsky
Critz Lewis (GA) Schwartz
Davis (IL) Lipinski Sensenbrenner
Dingell Long Sutton
Fattah McDermott
Fudge Moran %‘Ionko

N pton
Gutierrez Mulvaney Velazquez
Himes Petri

NOES—3%4

Ackerman Brooks Costello
Adams Broun (GA) Courtney
Aderholt Brown (FL) Cravaack
Akin Buchanan Crawford
Alexander Bucshon Crenshaw
Altmire Buerkle Crowley
Amash Burgess Cuellar
Andrews Burton (IN) Culberson
Austria Butterfield Cummings
Baca Calvert Davis (CA)
Bachmann Camp Davis (KY)
Bachus Campbell DeFazio
Baldwin Canseco DeGette
Barletta Cantor DeLauro
Barrow Capito Denham
Bartlett Capps Dent
Barton (TX) Capuano DesJarlais
Bass (CA) Cardoza Deutch
Bass (NH) Carnahan Diaz-Balart
Becerra Carney Dicks
Benishek Carson (IN) Doggett
Berg Carter Dold
Berkley Cassidy Donnelly (IN)
Berman Castor (FL) Doyle
Biggert Chabot Dreier
Bilbray Chaffetz Duffy
Bilirakis Chandler Duncan (SC)
Bishop (GA) Chu Duncan (TN)
Bishop (NY) Cicilline Edwards
Bishop (UT) Clarke (MI) Ellison
Black Clarke (NY) Ellmers
Blackburn Clyburn Emerson
Blumenauer Coble Engel
Bonner Coffman (CO) Eshoo
Bono Mack Cohen Farenthold
Boren Cole Farr
Boswell Conaway Filner
Boustany Connolly (VA) Fincher
Brady (TX) Conyers Fitzpatrick
Braley (IA) Costa Flake

Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garamendi
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grijalva
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanabusa
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Hirono
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Keating
Kelly
Kildee
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Langevin
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta

Giffords
Harman
Hinojosa

Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McGovern
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meehan
Meeks
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Moore
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Olver
Owens
Palazzo
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Pearce
Pelosi
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Reyes
Ribble
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

NOT VOTING—7

McCollum
Paul
Peters

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schiff
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Serrano
Sessions
Sewell
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Speier
Stark
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tierney
Tipton
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Van Hollen
Visclosky
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Webster
Weiner
Welch
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (FL)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Quayle

February 18, 2011

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this
vote.

0 2138

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 46 OFFERED BY MR. POLIS

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 74, noes 351,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 118]

is a 2-

AYES—T74
Andrews Hinchey Pingree (ME)
Baldwin Holt Polis
Bass (CA) Honda Quigley
Becerra Jackson (IL) Richardson
Berman Jackson Lee Rohrabacher
Blumenauer (TX) Royce
Braley (IA) Jones Rush
Campbell Keating : :
Chu Kind Sa;chez, Linda
Cicilline Kucinich Sch'akowsky
Clarke (MI) Lee (CA)
Clarke (NY) Lewis (GA) Serrano
Clay Lofgren, Zoe Sla\llghter
Conyers Lujan Speier
Davis (IL) Maloney Stark
DeFazio Markey Tierney
Deutch McDermott Tonko
Doggett McGovern Towns
Duncan (TN) Miller, George Velazquez
Edwards Moore Waters
Ellison Moran Waxman
Eshoo Nadler Weiner
Filner Napolitano Welch
Frank (MA) Olver Woolsey
Grijalva Pallone Yarmuth
Gutierrez Payne

NOES—351
Ackerman Boren Chaffetz
Adams Boswell Chandler
Aderholt Boustany Cleaver
Akin Brady (PA) Clyburn
Alexander Brady (TX) Coble
Altmire Brooks Coffman (CO)
Amash Broun (GA) Cohen
Austria Brown (FL) Cole
Baca Buchanan Conaway
Bachmann Bucshon Connolly (VA)
Bachus Buerkle Cooper
Barletta Burgess Costa
Barrow Burton (IN) Costello
Bartlett Butterfield Courtney
Barton (TX) Calvert Cravaack
Bass (NH) Camp Crawford
Benishek Canseco Crenshaw
Berg Cantor Critz
Berkley Capito Crowley
Biggert Capps Cuellar
Bilbray Capuano Culberson
Bilirakis Cardoza Cummings
Bishop (GA) Carnahan Dayvis (CA)
Bishop (NY) Carney Davis (KY)
Bishop (UT) Carson (IN) DeGette
Black Carter DeLauro
Blackburn Cassidy Denham
Bonner Castor (FL) Dent
Bono Mack Chabot DesJarlais
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Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell

Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle

Dreier

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Ellmers
Emerson
Engel
Farenthold
Farr

Fattah
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garamendi
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs

Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gosar

Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall
Hanabusa
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hirono
Holden
Hoyer
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Inslee

Israel

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Kaptur

Kelly

Kildee

King (IA)
King (NY)

Giffords
Hanna
Harman

Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell

Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Langevin
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta

Levin

Lewis (CA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Long

Lowey

Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel

Lynch
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meehan
Meeks
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neal
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Pearce
Pelosi
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci

NOT VOTING—8

Hinojosa
McCollum
Paul
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Reyes
Ribble
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schiff
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Sewell
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Sutton
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Visclosky
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Watt
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (FL)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Wu
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Peters
Quayle

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in the

vote.

0 2141

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No. 118 |
was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “no.”

AMENDMENT NO. 498 OFFERED BY MR. JOHNSON
OF OHIO

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. JOHNSON) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 239, noes 186,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 119]

AYES—239
Adams Dold Johnson (OH)
Aderholt Donnelly (IN) Johnson, Sam
AKkin Dreier Jones
Alexander Duffy Jordan
Altmire Duncan (SC) Kelly
Amash Duncan (TN) King (IA)
Austria Ellmers King (NY)
Bachmann Emerson Kingston
Bachus Farenthold Kinzinger (IL)
Barletta Fincher Kline
Bartlett Flake Labrador
Barton (TX) Fleischmann Lamborn
Benishek Fleming Landry
Berg Flores Lankford
Biggert Forbes Latham
Bilbray Fortenberry Latta
Bilirakis Foxx Lewis (CA)
Bishop (UT) Franks (AZ) LoBiondo
Black Frelinghuysen Long
Blackburn Gallegly Lucas
Bonner Gardner Luetkemeyer
Bono Mack Garrett Lummis
Boren Gerlach Lungren, Daniel
Boustany Gibbs E.
Brady (TX) Gibson Mack
Brooks Gingrey (GA) Manzullo
Broun (GA) Gohmert Marchant
Buchanan Goodlatte Marino
Bucshon Gosar Matheson
Buerkle Gowdy McCarthy (CA)
Burgess Granger MecClintock
Burton (IN) Graves (GA) McCotter
Calvert Graves (MO) McHenry
Camp Griffin (AR) MeclIntyre
Campbell Griffith (VA) McKeon
Canseco Grimm McKinley
Cantor Guinta McMorris
Capito Guthrie Rodgers
Carter Hall Meehan
Cassidy Hanna Mica
Chabot Harper Miller (FL)
Chaffetz Harris Miller (MI)
Coble Hartzler Miller, Gary
Coffman (CO) Hastings (WA) Mulvaney
Cole Heck Murphy (PA)
Conaway Heller Myrick
Costello Hensarling Neugebauer
Cravaack Herger Noem
Crawford Herrera Beutler Nugent
Crenshaw Holden Nunes
Critz Huelskamp Nunnelee
Culberson Huizenga (MI) Olson
Davis (KY) Hultgren Palazzo
Denham Hunter Paulsen
Dent Hurt Pearce
DesJarlais Issa Pence
Diaz-Balart Jenkins Peterson

Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam

Ackerman
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barrow
Bass (CA)
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fitzpatrick
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi

Giffords
Harman
Hinojosa

Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan

NOES—186

Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Hayworth
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hirono
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
Kissell
Kucinich
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Olver
Owens

NOT VOTING—8

LaTourette
McCollum
Paul

H1303

Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Pingree (ME)
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Peters
Quayle

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this

vote.
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0 2144

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 467 OFFERED BY MR.
GOODLATTE

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. GOOD-
LATTE) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 230, noes 195,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 120]

is a 2-

AYES—230
Adams Flake Landry
Aderholt Fleischmann Lankford
Akin Fleming Latham
Alexander Flores Latta
Altmire Forbes Lewis (CA)
Amash Fortenberry Long
Austria Foxx Lucas
Bachmann Franks (AZ) Luetkemeyer
Barletta Frelinghuysen Lummis
Bartlett Gallegly Lungren, Daniel
Barton (TX) Gardner E.
Benishek Garrett Mack
Berg Gerlach Manzullo
Biggert Gibbs Marchant
Bilbray Gibson Marino
Bishop (UT) Gingrey (GA) McCarthy (CA)
Black Gohmert McCaul
Blackburn Goodlatte McClintock
Bonner Gosar McCotter
Bono Mack Gowdy McHenry
Boren Granger McIntyre
Brady (TX) Graves (GA) McKeon
Brooks Graves (MO) McKinley
Broun (GA) Griffin (AR) McMorris
Buchanan Griffith (VA) Rodgers
Bucshon Grimm Meehan
Buerkle Guinta Mica
Burgess Guthrie Miller (FL)
Burton (IN) Hall Miller, Gary
Calvert Hanna Mulvaney
Camp Harper Murphy (PA)
Campbell Harris Myrick
Canseco Hartzler Neugebauer
Cantor Hastings (WA) Noem
Capito Heck Nugent
Carter Heller Nunes
Chabot Hensarling Nunnelee
Chaffetz Herger Olson
Coble Herrera Beutler  Palazzo
Coffman (CO) Holden Pearce
Cole Huelskamp Pence
Conaway Huizenga (MI) Peterson
Cravaack Hultgren Petri
Crawford Hunter Pitts
Crenshaw Hurt Platts
Critz Issa Poe (TX)
Culberson Jenkins Pompeo
Davis (KY) Johnson (IL) Posey
Denham Johnson (OH) Price (GA)
Dent Johnson, Sam Reed
DesdJarlais Jones Rehberg
Diaz-Balart Jordan Renacci
Dold Kelly Ribble
Donnelly (IN) King (IA) Rigell
Dreier King (NY) Rivera
Duffy Kingston Roby
Duncan (SC) Kinzinger (IL) Roe (TN)
Duncan (TN) Kissell Rogers (AL)
Ellmers Kline Rogers (KY)
Emerson Labrador Rogers (MI)
Farenthold Lamborn Rohrabacher
Fincher Lance Rokita

Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus

Ackerman
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barrow
Bass (CA)
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boswell
Boustany
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cassidy
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fitzpatrick
Frank (MA)
Fudge

Bachus
Giffords
Harman

Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton

NOES—195

Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Hayworth
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hirono
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
LaTourette
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell

NOT VOTING—8

Hinojosa
McCollum
Paul
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Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Pingree (ME)
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Ross (AR)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Webster
Weiner
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Wittman
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Peters
Quayle

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this

vote.

0 2147

So the amendment was agreed to.

February 18, 2011

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 79 OFFERED BY MR. GARDNER

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. GARD-
NER) on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 241, noes 184,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 121]

is a 2-

AYES—241
Adams Fleischmann Long
Aderholt Fleming Lucas
AKkin Flores Luetkemeyer
Alexander Forbes Lummis
Amash Fortenberry Lungren, Daniel
Austria Foxx E.
Bachmann Frelinghuysen Mack
Bachus Gallegly Manzullo
Barletta Gardner Marchant
Bartlett Garrett Marino
Barton (TX) Gerlach McCarthy (CA)
Bass (NH) Gibbs McCaul
Benishek Gingrey (GA) McClintock
Berg Gohmert McCotter
Biggert Goodlatte McHenry
Bilbray Gosar McIntyre
Bilirakis Gowdy McKeon
Bishop (UT) Granger McKinley
Black Graves (GA) McMorris
Blackburn Graves (MO) Rodgers
Bonner Griffin (AR) Meehan
Bono Mack Griffith (VA) Mica
Boren Grimm Miller (FL)
Boustany Guinta Miller (MI)
Brady (TX) Guthrie Miller, Gary
Brooks Hall Mulvaney
Broun (GA) Hanna Murphy (PA)
Buchanan Harper Myrick
Bucshon Harris Neugebauer
Buerkle Hartzler Noem
Burgess Hastings (WA) Nugent
Burton (IN) Hayworth Nunes
Calvert Heck Nunnelee
Camp Heller Olson
Campbell Hensarling Palazzo
Canseco Herger Paulsen
Cantor Herrera Beutler = Pearce
Capito Holden Pence
Carter Huelskamp Petri
Cassidy Huizenga (MI) Pitts
Chabot Hultgren Platts
Chaffetz Hunter Poe (TX)
Coble Hurt Pompeo
Coffman (CO) Issa Posey
Cole Jenkins Price (GA)
Conaway Johnson (IL) Reed
Cravaack Johnson (OH) Rehberg
Crawford Johnson, Sam Reichert
Crenshaw Jones Renacci
Culberson Jordan Ribble
Davis (KY) Kelly Rigell
Denham King (IA) Rivera
Dent King (NY) Roby
DesdJarlais Kingston Roe (TN)
Diaz-Balart Kinzinger (IL) Rogers (AL)
Dold Kline Rogers (KY)
Dreier Labrador Rogers (MI)
Duffy Lamborn Rohrabacher
Duncan (SC) Lance Rokita
Duncan (TN) Landry Rooney
Ellmers Lankford Ros-Lehtinen
Emerson Latham Roskam
Farenthold LaTourette Ross (AR)
Fincher Latta Ross (FL)
Fitzpatrick Lewis (CA) Royce
Flake LoBiondo Runyan
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Ryan (WI) Smith (NJ) Walden
Scalise Smith (TX) Walsh (IL)
Schilling Southerland Webster
Schmidt Stearns West
Schock Stivers Westmoreland
Schweikert Stutzman Whitfield
Scott (SC) Sullivan Wilson (SC)
Scott, Austin Terry Wittman
Sensenbrenner Thompson (PA) Wolf
Sessions Thornberry Womack
Shimkus Tiberi Woodall
Shuler Tipton Yoder
Shuster Turner Young (AK)
Simpson Upton Young (FL)
Smith (NE) Walberg Young (IN)
NOES—184

Ackerman Fudge Pallone
Altmire Garamendi Pascrell
Andrews Gibson Pastor (AZ)
Baca Gonzalez Payne
Baldwin Green, Al Pelosi
Barrow Green, Gene Perlmutter
Bass (CA) Grijalva Peterson
Becerra Gutierrez Pingree (ME)
Berkley Hanabusa Polis
Berman Hastings (FL) :
Bishop (GA) Heinrich gf:f; e(;\] o
Bishop (NY) Higgins Rahall
Blumenauer Himes Rangel
Boswell Hinchey
Brady (PA) Hirono Rfeyes
Braley (IA) Holt Richardson
Brown (FL) Honda Richmond
Butterfield Hoyer Rothman (NJ)
Capps Inslee Roybal-Allard
Capuano Israel Ruppersberger
Cardoza, Jackson (IL) Rush
Carnahan Jackson Lee Ryan (OH)
Carney (TX) Sanchez, Linda
Carson (IN) Johnson (GA) T.
Castor (FL) Johnson, E. B. Sanchez, Loretta
Chandler Kaptur Sarbanes
Chu Keating Schakowsky
Cicilline Kildee Schiff
Clarke (MI) Kind Schrader
Clarke (NY) Kissell Schwartz
Clay Kucinich Scott (VA)
Cleaver Langevin Scott, David
Clyburn Larsen (WA) Serrano
Cohen Larson (CT) Sewell
Connolly (VA) Lee (CA) Sherman
Conyers Levin Sires
Cooper Lewis (GA) Slaughter
Costa Lipinski Smith (WA)
Costello Loebsack Speier
Courtney Lofgren, Zoe Stark
Critz Lowey Sutton
Crowley Lujan Thompson (CA)
Cuellar Lynch
Cummings Maloney Tpompson MS)

. Tierney
Davis (CA) Markey Tonko
Davis (IL) Matheson
DeFazio Matsui Towns
DeGette McCarthy (NY) ~— Lsongas
DeLauro McDermott Var{ Hollen
Deutch McGovern Velazquez
Dicks McNerney Visclosky
Dingell Meeks Walz (MN)
Doggett Michaud Wasserman
Donnelly (IN) Miller (NC) Schultz
Doyle Miller, George Waters
Edwards Moore Watt
Ellison Moran Waxman
Engel Murphy (CT) Weiner
Eshoo Nadler Welch
Farr Napolitano Wilson (FL)
Fattah Neal Woolsey
Filner Olver Wu
Frank (MA) Owens Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—38
Franks (AZ) Hinojosa Peters
Giffords McCollum Quayle
Harman Paul
0 2150

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 151 OFFERED BY MR.
NEUGEBAUER

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr.
NEUGEBAUER) on which further pro-

ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.
The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.
The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 63, noes 362,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 122]

is a 2-

AYES—63
Bartlett Franks (AZ) Marchant
Barton (TX) Garrett Marino
Bishop (UT) Gibbs McCaul
Black Gingrey (GA) McKinley
Blackburn Gohmert Mica
Brady (TX) Granger Miller (FL)
Broun (GA) Hall Myrick
Buerkle Harris Neugebauer
Burgess Hastings (WA) Olson
Burton (IN) Herger Pearce
Canseco Huelskamp Poe (TX)
Carter Jenkins Pompeo
Chabot Johnson (OH) Renacci
Chaffetz Johnson, Sam Sessions
Coble Jordan Smith (TX)
Conaway Kelly Thornberry
Culberson Kingston Walberg
Ellmers Lamborn Woodall
Farenthold Landry Yoder
Flores Long Young (AK)
Foxx Luetkemeyer Young (IN)

NOES—362
Ackerman Chu Fitzpatrick
Adams Cicilline Flake
Aderholt Clarke (MI) Fleischmann
Akin Clarke (NY) Fleming
Alexander Clay Forbes
Altmire Cleaver Fortenberry
Amash Clyburn Frank (MA)
Andrews Coffman (CO) Frelinghuysen
Austria Cohen Fudge
Baca Cole Gallegly
Bachmann Connolly (VA) Garamendi
Bachus Conyers Gardner
Baldwin Cooper Gerlach
Barletta Costa Gibson
Barrow Costello Gonzalez
Bass (CA) Courtney Goodlatte
Bass (NH) Cravaack Gosar
Becerra Crawford Gowdy
Benishek Crenshaw Graves (GA)
Berg Critz Graves (MO)
Berkley Crowley Green, Al
Berman Cuellar Green, Gene
Biggert Cummings Griffin (AR)
Bilbray Davis (CA) Griffith (VA)
Bilirakis Davis (IL) Grijalva
Bishop (GA) Davis (KY) Grimm
Bishop (NY) DeFazio Guinta
Blumenauer DeGette Guthrie
Bonner DeLauro Gutierrez
Bono Mack Denham Hanabusa
Boren Dent Hanna
Boswell DesJarlais Harper
Boustany Deutch Hartzler
Brady (PA) Diaz-Balart Hastings (FL)
Braley (IA) Dicks Hayworth
Brooks Dingell Heck
Brown (FL) Doggett Heinrich
Buchanan Dold Heller
Bucshon Donnelly (IN) Hensarling
Butterfield Doyle Herrera Beutler
Calvert Dreier Higgins
Campbell Duffy Himes
Cantor Duncan (SC) Hinchey
Capito Duncan (TN) Hirono
Capps Edwards Holden
Capuano Ellison Holt
Cardoza Emerson Honda
Carnahan Engel Hoyer
Carney Eshoo Huizenga (MI)
Carson (IN) Farr Hultgren
Cassidy Fattah Hunter
Castor (FL) Filner Hurt
Chandler Fincher Inslee
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Israel Mulvaney Schmidt
Issa Murphy (CT) Schock
Jackson (IL) Murphy (PA) Schrader
Jackson Lee Nadler Schwartz
(TX) Napolitano Schweikert
Johnson (GA) Neal Scott (SC)
Johnson (IL) Noem Scott (VA)
Johnson, E. B. Nugent Scott, Austin
Jones Nunes Scott, David
Kapt}lr Nunnelee Sensenbrenner
Keating Olver Serrano
Kildee Owens Sewell
Kind Palazzo Sherman
King (IA) Pallone Shimkus
King (NY) Pascrell Shuler
Kinzinger (IL) Pastor (AZ) Shuster
Kissell Paulsen X
Kline Payne S}mpson
Kucinich Pelosi Sires
Labrador Pence Slaughter
Lance Perlmutter Smith (NE)
Langevin Peterson Smith (NJ)
Lankford Petri Smith (WA)
Larsen (WA) Pingree (ME) Soultherland
Larson (CT) Pitts Speier
Latham Platts Stark
LaTourette Polis Stearns
Latta Posey Stivers
Lee (CA) Price (GA) Stutzman
Levin Price (NC) Sullivan
Lewis (CA) Quigley Sutton
Lewis (GA) Rahall Terry
Lipinski Rangel Thompson (CA)
LoBiondo Reed Thompson (MS)
Loebsack Rehberg Thompson (PA)
Lofgren, Zoe Reichert Tiberi
Lowey Reyes Tierney
Lucgs Ribble Tipton
Lujan Richardson Tonko
Lummis Richmond Towns
Lungren, Daniel R%gell Tsongas
E. Rivera Turner
Lynch Roby Upton
Mack Roe (TN) Van Hollen
Maloney Rogers (AL) Velazquez
Manzullo Rogers (KY) Visclosky
Markey Rogers (MI) Walden
Matheson Rohrabacher W
N . alsh (IL)
Matsui Rokita Walz (MN)
McCarthy (CA) Rooney Wasserman
McCarthy (NY) Ros-Lehtinen S
. chultz
McClintock Roskam Waters
McCotter Ross (AR) Watt
McDermott Ross (FL)
McGovern Rothman (NJ) Wazman
McHenry Roybal-Allard ~ \vebster
McIntyre Royce Weiner
McKeon Runyan Welch
McMorris Ruppersberger West
Rodgers Rush Wegtmoreland
McNerney Ryan (OH) Wl}ltﬁeld
Meehan Ryan (WD) Wilson (FL)
Meeks Sanchez, Linda Wilson (SC)
Michaud T. Wittman
Miller (MI) Sanchez, Loretta Wolf
Miller (NC) Sarbanes Womack
Miller, Gary Scalise Woolsey
Miller, George Schakowsky Wu
Moore Schiff Yarmuth
Moran Schilling Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—38
Camp Hinojosa Peters
Giffords McCollum Quayle
Harman Paul

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this

vote.

O 2153

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. ROONEY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. ROONEY)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

redesignate the
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The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 237, noes 189,

not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 123]

AYES—237

Adams Gardner Mulvaney
Aderholt Garrett Murphy (PA)
Akin Gibbs Myrick
Alexander Gibson Neugebauer
Altmire Gingrey (GA) Noem
Amash Gohmert Nugent
Austria Goodlatte Nunes
Bachmann Gosar Nunnelee
Bachus Gowdy Olson
Barletta Granger Owens
Bartlett Graves (GA) Palazzo
Barton (TX) Graves (MO) Paulsen
Benishek Griffin (AR) Pearce
Berg Griffith (VA) Pence
Biggert Grimm Peterson
Bilbray Guinta Pitts
B}hrakls Guthrie Poe (TX)
Bishop (UT) Hall Pompeo
Black Hanna Posey
Blackburn Harpgr Price (GA)
Bonner Harris Reed
Bono Mack Hartgler Rehberg
Boren Hast}ngs (FL) Renacci
Boustany Hastings (WA) Ribble
Brady (TX) Heck Rigell
Brooks Heller Rivera
Broun (GA) Hensarling Roby
Brown (FL) Herger Roe (TN)
Buchanan Herrera Beutler Rogers (AL)
Bucshon Holden Rogers (KY)
Buerkle Huelskamp Rogers (MI)
Burgess Huizenga (MI) Rohrabacher
Burton (IN) Hultgren Rokita
Calvert Hunter Rooney
Camp Hurt Ros-Lehtinen
Canseco Issa

: Roskam
Cantor Jenkins Ross (AR)
Capito Johnson (IL) Ross (FL)
Cardoza Johnson (OH) Royce
Carter Johnson, Sam Rui’lyan
Cassidy Jordan
Chabot Kaptur Ryar} (WD)
Chaffetz Kelly Scal'ls‘e
Coble King (IA) Schilling
Coffman (CO) King (NY) Schock
Cole Kingston Schweikert
Conaway Kinzinger (IL) Scott (SC) .
Costa Kissell Scott, Austin
Costello Kline Sens_enbrenner
Cravaack Labrador Sessions
Crawford Lamborn Shimkus
Crenshaw Lance Shuster
Critz Landry Simpson
Culberson Lankford Smith (NE)
Davis (KY) Latham Smith (TX)
Denham Latta Southerland
Dent Lewis (CA) Stivers
DesJarlais Long Stutzman
Deutch Lucas Sullivan
Diaz-Balart Luetkemeyer Terry
Dold Lummis Thompson (PA)
Donnelly (IN) Lungren, Daniel ~ Thornberry
Dreier E. Tiberi
Duffy Mack Tipton
Duncan (SC) Manzullo Turner
Duncan (TN) Marchant Upton
Ellmers Marino Walberg
Emerson McCarthy (CA) Walden
Farenthold McCaul Walsh (IL)
Fincher MecClintock Webster
Flake MecCotter West
Fleischmann McHenry Westmoreland
Fleming McKeon Whitfield
Flores McKinley Wilson (SC)
Forbes McMorris Womack
Fortenberry Rodgers Woodall
Foxx Meehan Yoder
Franks (AZ) Mica Young (AK)
Frelinghuysen Miller (FL) Young (FL)
Gallegly Miller, Gary Young (IN)
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NOES—189

Ackerman Grijalva Perlmutter
Andrews Gutierrez Petri
Baca Hanabusa Pingree (ME)
Baldwin Hayworth Platts
Barrow Heinrich Polis
Bass (CA) Higgins Price (NC)
Bass (NH) Himes Quigley
Becerra Hinchey Rahall
Berkley Hirono Rangel
Berman Holt Reichert
Bishop (GA) Honda Reyes
Bishop (NY) Hoyer Richardson
Blumenauer Inslee Richmond
Boswell Israel Rothman (NJ)
Brady (PA) Jackson (IL) Roybal-Allard
Braley (IA) Jackson Lee Ruppersberger
Butterfield (TX) Rush
Campbell Johnson (GA) Ryan (OH)
Capps Johnson, E. B. Sanchez, Linda
Capuano Jones T.
Carnahan Keating Sanchez, Loretta
Carney Kildee Sarbanes
Carson (IN) Kind Schakowsky
Castor (FL) Kucinich Schiff
Chandler Langevin Schmidt
Chu Larsen (WA) Schrader
Cicilline Larson (CT) Schwartz
Clarke (MI) LaTourette Scott (VA)
Clarke (NY) Lee (CA) Scott, David
Clay Levin Serrano
Cleaver Lewis (GA) Sewell
Clyburn Lipinski Sherman
Cohen LoBiondo Shuler
Connolly (VA) Loebsack Sires
Conyers Lofgren, Zoe Slaughter
Cooper Lowey Smith (NJ)
Courtney Lujan Smith (WA)
Crowley Lynch Speier
Cuellar Maloney Stark
Cummings Markey Stearns
Davis (CA) Matheson Sutton
Davis (IL) Matsui Thompson (CA)
DeFazio McCarthy (NY) Thompson (MS)
DeGette McDermott Tierney
DeLauro McGovern Tonko
Dicks McIntyre Towns
Dingell McNerney Tsongas
Doggett Meeks Van Hollen
Doyle Michaud Velazquez
Edwards Miller (MI) Visclosky
Ellison Miller (NC) Walz (MN)
Engel Miller, George Wasserman
Eshoo Moore Schultz
Farr Moran Waters
Fattah Murphy (CT) Watt
Filner Nadler Waxman
Fitzpatrick Napolitano Weiner
Frank (MA) Neal Welch
Fudge Olver Wilson (FL)
Garamendi Pallone Wittman
Gerlach Pascrell Wolf
Gonzalez Pastor (AZ) Woolsey
Green, Al Payne Wu
Green, Gene Pelosi Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—T7
Giffords McCollum Quayle
Harman Paul
Hinojosa Peters

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining on this

vote.

0 2156

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS

February 18, 2011

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 231, noes 191,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 124]

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

AYES—231
Adams Gerlach Noem
Aderholt Gibbs Nugent
AKkin Gingrey (GA) Nunes
Alexander Gohmert Nunnelee
Altmire Goodlatte Olson
Austria Gosar Palazzo
Bachmann Gowdy Paulsen
Bachus Graves (GA) Pearce
Barletta Graves (MO) Pence
Bartlett Griffin (AR) Peterson
Barton (TX) Griffith (VA) Petri
Benishek Guinta Pitts
Berg Guthrie Platts
Berkley Hall Poe (TX)
Biggert Harper Pompeo
Bilbray Harris Posey
Bilirakis Hartzler Price (GA)
Bishop (UT) Hastings (WA) Reed
Black Hayworth Rehberg
Blackburn Heck Reichert
Bonner Heller Renacci
Bono Mack Hensarling Ribble
Boren Herger Rigell
Boustany Herrera Beutler  piyera
Brady (TX) Huglskamp Roe (TN)
Brooks Huizenga (MI) Rogers (AL)
Broun (GA) Hultgren Rogers (KY)
Buchanan Hunter Rogers (MT)
Bucshon Hurt Rohrabacher
Buerkle Issa Rokita
Burgess Jenkins Rooney
Burton (IN) Johnson (IL) Ros-Lehtinen
Calvert Johnson (OH) R
oskam
Camp Johnson, Sam R (AR)
Campbell Jones o
Canseco Jordan Ross (FL)
Royce
Cantor Kelly Runyan
gaplto K}ng (TA) Ryan (WD)
ardoza Kingston Scalise
Carter Kissell 113
Cassidy Kline Schlll‘lng
Chabot Labrador SChmlfit
Chaffetz Lamborn Schweikert
Chandler Lankford Scott (80)
Coble Latham Scott, Austin
Coffman (CO) Latta Sensenbrenner
Cole Lewis (CA) Se§510ns
Conaway Lipinski Shimkus
Costa LoBiondo Shuler
Costello Long Shuster
Cravaack Lucas Simpson
Crawford Luetkemeyer Smith (NE)
Crenshaw Lummis Smith (TX)
Critz Lungren, Daniel ~ Southerland
Culberson B. Stearns
Denham Mack Stutzman
DesJarlais Manzullo Sullivan
Diaz-Balart Marchant Terry
Dold Marino Thompson (PA)
Duffy Matheson Thornberry
Duncan (SC) McCarthy (CA)  Tiberi
Duncan (TN) McCaul Tipton
Ellmers McClintock Upton
Emerson McCotter Walberg
Engel McHenry Walsh (IL)
Farenthold MclIntyre Webster
Fincher McKeon West
Fitzpatrick McKinley Westmoreland
Flake McMorris Whitfield
Fleischmann Rodgers Wilson (SC)
Fleming Mica Wittman
Flores Miller (FL) Wolf
Forbes Miller (MI) Womack
Foxx Miller, Gary Woodall
Franks (AZ) Mulvaney Yoder
Gallegly Murphy (PA) Young (AK)
Gardner Myrick Young (FL)
Garrett Neugebauer Young (IN)
NOES—191
Ackerman Baldwin Becerra
Amash Barrow Berman
Andrews Bass (CA) Bishop (GA)
Baca Bass (NH) Bishop (NY)
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Blumenauer Heinrich Perlmutter
Boswell Higgins Pingree (ME)
Brady (PA) Himes Polis
Braley (IA) Hinchey Price (NC)
Brown (FL) Hirono Quigley
Butterfield Holden Rahall
Capps Holt Rangel
Capuano Honda Reyes
Carnahan Hoyer Richardson
Carney Inslee Richmond
Carson (IN) Israel Rothman (NJ)
Chu Jackson (IL) Roybal-Allard
Cicilline Jackson Lee Ruppersberger
Clarke (MI) (TX) Rush
Clarke (NY) Johnson (GA) Ryan (OH)
Clay Johnson, E. B. Sanchez, Linda
Clyburn Kaptur T
Cohen Keating y N
Connolly (VA) Kildee San];;hez, Loretta
Conyers Kind Sai 91‘:135 K
Cooper King (NY) Sgh?ffows y
Courtney Kinzinger (IL) Schock
Crowley Kucinich Schrader
Cuellar Lance
Cummings Langevin ECthI;gi
Davis (CA) Larsen (WA) soote (TA)
Davis (IL) Larson (CT) Serraho
Davis (KY) LaTourette Sewell
DeFazio Lee (CA) N
DeGette Levin Shel man
DeLauro Lewis (GA) Sires
Dent Loebsack Slaughter
Deutch Lofgren, Zoe Smith (NJ)
Dicks Lowey Smith (WA)
Dingell Lujan Speier
Doggett Lynch Stgrk
Donnelly (IN) Maloney Stivers
Doyle Markey Sutton
Dreier Matsui Thompson (CA)
Edwards McCarthy (NY) Thompson (MS)
Ellison McDermott Tierney
Eshoo McGovern Tonko
Farr McNerney Towns
Fattah Meehan Tsongas
Filner Meeks Turner
Fortenberry Michaud Van Hollen
Frank (MA) Miller (NC) Velazquez
Frelinghuysen Miller, George Visclosky
Fudge Moore Walden
Garamendi Moran Walz (MN)
Gibson Murphy (CT) Wasserman
Gonzalez Nadler Schultz
Granger Napolitano Waters
Green, Al Neal Watt
Green, Gene Olver Waxman
Grijalva Owens Weiner
Grimm Pallone Welch
Gutierrez Pascrell Wilson (FL)
Hanabusa Pastor (AZ) Woolsey
Hanna Payne Wu
Hastings (FL) Pelosi Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—11
Castor (FL) Hinojosa Peters
Cleaver Landry Quayle
Giffords McCollum Roby
Harman Paul

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this
vote.

O 2159

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mrs. ROBY. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No. 124,
| was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “aye.”

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HOYER
was allowed to speak out of order.)

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. HOYER. I yield to my friend, the
majority leader, to inform us of the
planned schedule for the evening.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Chairman, I would
say to the gentleman from Maryland,
as he and I have discussed throughout
the day, we have asked Members to
continue to be judicious in their re-
marks if we want to get out of here at
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a reasonable hour, that we have been
at this for at least 90 hours, and we
continue to debate these amendments.
We will anticipate votes again within 2
hours, and we will continue the votes
throughout the evening.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for that information. As I understand
what the gentleman just said, we will
probably have the next series of votes
at approximately midnight.

Would the gentleman have in mind
when the next series of votes would be
after that?

Mr. CANTOR. I would say to the gen-
tleman, again, it depends on how Mem-
bers feel, on the other side of the aisle
as well as ours, as to how expeditious
they want their remarks to be. We've
been at this, again, for 90 hours. We in-
tend to have votes again probably
within a couple of hours after mid-
night, and we will proceed along those
lines.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for the information.

I will tell him that I believe, on my
side, we have three, perhaps, four
amendments—one we think is subject
to a point of order. So we have three
amendments left on this side. I'm not
sure how many you will have on your
side.

Mr. CANTOR. I would say to the gen-
tleman, the gentleman understands
and knows that we have throughout
the day offered to reduce debate time;
and the gentleman also knows that the
majority of the amendments on his
side have been debated. If the gen-
tleman is prepared at this point to ac-
cept our offer to reduce the amount of
time from 10 minutes per amendment
down to 6 or 5, I think we could get
that done as well.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I gath-
er unanimous consent may be pro-
pounded to reduce debate time. I just
want to stress we were told yesterday
we were debating the whole govern-
ment. We were then going to debate
important public policy questions for
10 minutes. We’re now going to get the
privilege of debating important public
policy questions for 6 minutes.

If this is open government, I think
I'm going to have to look for some-
thing else because, I think it is, as I
said yesterday, a travesty. I do think
we ought to make clear what we are
talking about. Important public policy
questions being debated for 3 minutes
on each side. That, as I said, is a trav-
esty.

Mr. CANTOR. If the gentleman would
yield.

Mr. HOYER. I don’t hear objection on
this side of the aisle.

Mr. CANTOR. Just for the record,
Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman
from Massachusetts may have some-
what of a short memory given that, in
December, we had a vote on a CR for 1
hour under a closed rule. So, with that,
just a little reminder.
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Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Well, I
didn’t know how long it was going to
take my Republican friends to going
from talking about their superior vir-
tue to saying they were just like us. It
took less time than I thought.

But I would also say that, in the bills
that came out of the committee that I
chaired, we always had debate, and we
always had open rules. But if the gen-
tleman is saying that he now under-
stands why the people on our side did
what we did—and I often disagreed, as
I said—he got there more quickly than
I thought he would, and that may be
the only thing about the way they’re
running the House that has happened
more quickly than we thought it
would.

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, I
will tell my friend, the majority lead-
er, I still do not hear objection on our
side.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Washington is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. DICKS. Let me ask: Do we know
how many amendments are left on
your side, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Less than
50, 18 of which, I think, are subject to
a point of order.

Mr. DICKS. We understand that you
have 50 amendments left, 18 of which
are subject to a point of order. One of
ours is. We have three and we have one
colloquy. You asked us for a colloquy;
we got you a colloquy, okay?

Now, just in the spirit of cooperation,
I hope some of you might think about
doing what a lot of our Members have
done and decide not to offer your
amendments so we can get the hell out
of here.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Before the
gentleman yields back, Mr. Chairman,
I think all of us understands how im-
portant it is that we finish this bill to-
night. Therefore, the shorter we can
make our speeches, the better off we
all are.

So we hope to ask each one of you, as
you offer your amendments and the
rebuttals, to be brief, understanding
that the rest of us would like to leave
here just as quickly as we can.

Mr. DICKS. I yield back the balance
of my time.
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Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
P17Ts) having assumed the chair, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Acting Chair
of the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union, reported
that that Committee, having had under
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consideration the bill (H.R. 1) making
appropriations for the Department of
Defense and the other departments and
agencies of the Government for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2011, and
for other purposes, had come to no res-
olution thereon.

——————

MAKING IN ORDER FURTHER CON-
SIDERATION OF H.R. 1, FULL-
YEAR CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2011

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
during further consideration of HR. 1
in the Committee of the Whole pursu-
ant to applicable previous orders of the
House, each amendment otherwise de-
batable for 10 minutes instead be de-
batable for 6 minutes.

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

There was no objection.

————

FULL-YEAR CONTINUING
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2011

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 92 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. 1.
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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.
1) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense and the other de-
partments and agencies of the Govern-
ment for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2011, and for other purposes,
with Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (Act-
ing Chair) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose earlier today,
amendment No. 8, printed in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) had
been disposed of and the bill had been
read through page 359, line 22.

AMENDMENT NO. 377 OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE

Mr. FLAKE. I have an amendment at
the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used for the construction
of an ethanol blender pump or an ethanol
storage facility.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 18, 2011,
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
FLAKE) and a Member opposed each
will control 3 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, the tax-
payers have subsidized ethanol for far
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too long. This amendment will simply
bring that slowly to a stop.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the gentleman’s
amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Iowa is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment clearly limits consumer
choice, and is yet another attack on
our Nation’s progress to try and
achieve energy security. The tech-
nology that he is trying to prohibit ba-
sically would allow individuals to have
a choice as to whether, what percent-
age plan they would want, whether E-
10, E-30, E-50 or E-85, whatever suits
their best needs, their affordability and
their performance and gas mileage.

It would actually make us much
more dependent long term on foreign
oil because you are going to limit the
choices that are there. And without the
blender pumps that he wants to pro-
hibit, most Americans are left with
just one option, and that’s the E-10.

If we continue to limit the amount of
U.S.-produced ethanol we can use in
our vehicles, we will be continuing to
be beholden to foreign sources of en-
ergy, and we will be importing more oil
every year.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, this is
not a choice at all. It’s a mandate.
That’s why we’ve got to end it. It’s
been a boondoggle for 30 years. It re-
mains so. Let’s vote for this amend-
ment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I will
be very brief. This is limiting con-
sumer choice; it’s going to increase our
dependence on foreign oil.

I would again ask my colleagues to
vote against this ill-founded amend-
ment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE).

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

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 367 OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE

Mr. FLAKE. I have an amendment at
the desk, No. 367.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act may
be used to pay the salaries and expenses of
personnel of the Department of Agriculture
to provide any benefit described in section
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1001D(b)(1)(c) of the Food Security Act of
1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308-3a(b)(1)(C) to a person or
legal entity if the average adjusted gross in-
come of the person or legal entity exceeds
$250,000.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 18, 2011,
the gentleman from Arizona and a
Member opposed each will control 3
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. FLAKE. This amendment would
be to save the taxpayers roughly $30.5
million by preventing the funding of
Radio and TV Marti.

I have decided to withdraw this
amendment in the interest of time and
also to work on it in committee with
the gentleman from Florida. So we will
enter into a colloquy for just 1 minute
and go from there.

I happen to feel that we have spent
hundreds of millions of dollars on
Radio and TV Marti over the past 20, 25
years. TV Marti is seen by very few.
The gentleman from Florida has a dif-
ferent view. We have agreed to scuttle
the debate here and take it up in com-
mittee.

I yield to the gentleman from Flor-
ida.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. I thank the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

We do have a disagreement here, as I
think most of us know. I obviously will
continue to work on this issue.

Mr. DICKS. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FLAKE. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Did the gentleman from
Arizona say he was going to withdraw
his amendment on Marti?

Mr. FLAKE. Yes.

Mr. DICKS. I was just curious to hear
that. Thank you.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Again I will con-
tinue to work on this issue. Obviously
the issue of freedom is something that
I think is cherished by this House.
There is a history of supporting free-
dom, and I know we will continue to
support freedom. But we will have
ample opportunity to debate this and
discuss this and other opportunities.

Mr. FLAKE. I ask unanimous consent
to withdraw the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the amendment is withdrawn.

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT NO. 166 OFFERED BY MR. GUINTA.

Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
for this Act may be used to enter into, after
the date of the enactment of this Act, a Gov-
ernment contract that requires a project
labor agreement.
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 18, 2011,
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