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Here we are not on day one, not on 

day two, but on day 400, 500, whatever 
it is, of this Presidency, and costs 
aren’t any lower today than 2024. In 
fact, they are higher. It is more for 
healthcare, more at the supermarkets, 
and more at the gas pumps. 

Unlike previous downturns in our 
economy, it is not because of an act of 
terrorism like 9/11, and it is not be-
cause of a downturn in the business 
cycle. No, it is specifically because of 
the reckless policies of this adminis-
tration and those who have supported 
those policies here in Congress. 

His reckless trade war has only in-
creased costs. He has doubled down on 
that policy by now launching a war in 
Iran that, in just 2 months, has 
brought gas prices from under $3 a gal-
lon to now $4.22 just today and rising, 
perhaps approaching $5 a gallon this 
summer. 

What has he done on taxes and 
healthcare and spending? Their first 
reconciliation bill last year showered 
tax breaks by the trillions to mostly 
the wealthy, and it paid for it on the 
backs of the healthcare of the Amer-
ican people. 

Here we are now in reconciliation 2.0, 
and what do we find? There is nothing 
in here about the price of groceries, 
nothing to lower the price of gas, and 
nothing on housing, on childcare, or on 
healthcare. No, we have $70 billion 
more for ICE and CBP. 

We can do far better. The American 
people deserve better. Say no to their 
reckless policies. Vote ‘‘no’’ on this 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak-
er, let me summarize how we got here: De-
partment of Homeland Security immigration 
agents killed two American citizens in Min-
neapolis. and Democrats demanded account-
ability from the Trump administration. 

Instead of working with Democrats to enact 
meaningful reforms—to rein in the agencies 
that killed Renee Good and Alex Pretti—con-
gressional Republicans shut down the depart-
ment. Now, Republicans are proposing to end 
their disastrous DHS shutdown by creating a 
multi-billion-dollar slush fund without any over-
sight at all. 

We have seen this story before. Last year, 
when congressional Republicans gave more 
than $160 billion to Trump’s DHS in the Big, 
Ugly Bill, then-Secretary Kristi Noem decided 
she wanted luxury private jets. This time. S. 
Con. Res. 33 directs the House Homeland Se-
curity Committee to spend up to $70 billion on 
U.S. Border Patrol, which Republicans say is 
only supposed to last for the rest of the Trump 
administration. That would mean for the next 
three years, Border Patrol’s budget would tri-
ple. That’s in addition to the billions of dollars 
they receive last summer. 

And it gets worse: This budget resolution 
also directs the Judiciary Committee to spend 
an additional $70 billion for ICE. That is dou-
ble ICE’s annual budget per year—on top on 
the $75 billion gifted to them by Republicans 
in the Big, Ugly Bill. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to oppose this reck-
less spending and fight for justice for Renee 
Good and Alex Pretti and all the folks who 
have been terrorized by the Trump administra-
tion. Vote ‘‘no’’ on S. Con. Res. 333. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 1224, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
concurrent resolution. 

The question is on the adoption of 
the concurrent resolution. 

Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the 
yeas and nays are ordered. 

Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, fur-
ther proceedings on this question are 
postponed. 

f 

FALLEN SERVICEMEMBERS RELI-
GIOUS HERITAGE RESTORATION 
ACT 

Mr. JORDAN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 1224, I call up the 
bill (S. 1318) to direct the American 
Battle Monuments Commission to es-
tablish a program to identify Amer-
ican-Jewish servicemembers buried in 
United States military cemeteries 
overseas under markers that incor-
rectly represent their religion and her-
itage, and for other purposes, and ask 
for its immediate consideration in the 
House. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 1224, an 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute consisting of text of Rules Com-
mittee Print 119–27, modified by the 
amendment printed in Part C of House 
Report 119–628, is adopted, and the bill, 
as amended, is considered read. 

The text of the bill, as amended, is as 
follows: 

S. 1318 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Foreign In-
telligence Accountability Act’’. 
SEC. 2. CIVIL LIBERTIES REVIEW OF FBI QUE-

RIES. 
(a) REQUIREMENT.—Subsection (f)(3) of sec-

tion 702 of the Foreign Intelligence Surveil-
lance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 1881a) is amend-
ed— 

(1) in subparagraph (D)— 
(A) by redesignating clauses (iv) through 

(vi) as clauses (v) through (vii), respectively; 
(B) by inserting after clause (iii) the fol-

lowing new clause: 
‘‘(iv) MONTHLY CIVIL LIBERTIES REVIEW.—A 

requirement that the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation, on a monthly basis, provides to 
the Civil Liberties Protection Officer within 
the Office of the Director of National Intel-
ligence the written statements regarding 
each United States person query submitted 
in the previous month under clause (iii).’’; 

(C) in clause (vi), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘(iv)’’ and inserting ‘‘(v)’’; and 

(D) by conforming the margin of clause 
(vii), as so redesignated, to the margin of the 
other clauses; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(E) CIVIL LIBERTIES REVIEWS AND INVES-
TIGATIONS.— 

‘‘(i) CIVIL LIBERTIES PROTECTION OFFICER.— 
The Civil Liberties Protection Officer within 

the Office of the Director of National Intel-
ligence shall review each written statement 
regarding a United States person query sub-
mitted under subparagraph (D)(iv) to deter-
mine whether the query meets the standards 
required by the procedures adopted under 
paragraph (1). If the Civil Liberties Protec-
tion Officer determines that the query did 
not meet such standards or there exists pos-
sible abuses of civil liberties and privacy, the 
Civil Liberties Protection Officer shall refer 
the query to the Inspector General of the In-
telligence Community. 

‘‘(ii) INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE INTEL-
LIGENCE COMMUNITY.—The Inspector General 
of the Intelligence Community shall deter-
mine whether each query referred under 
clause (i) constitutes a violation of laws, 
rules, or regulations or an abuse of author-
ity.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The Na-
tional Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 3001 et 
seq.) is amended— 

(1) in section 103D (50 U.S.C. 3029)— 
(A) in subsection (b)— 
(i) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘; and’’ and 

inserting a semicolon; 
(ii) by redesignating paragraph (7) as para-

graph (8); and 
(iii) by inserting after paragraph (6) the 

following new paragraph (7): 
‘‘(7) review each written statement sub-

mitted to the Civil Liberties Protection Offi-
cer under section 702(f)(3) of the Foreign In-
telligence Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 
1881a(f)(3)); and’’; and 

(B) in subsection (c), by inserting before 
the period at the end the following: ‘‘, and, 
based on the reviews specified in paragraph 
(7) of such subsection, shall make referrals 
to the Inspector General of the Intelligence 
Community under section 702(f)(3) of the 
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978 
(50 U.S.C. 1881a(f)(3))’’; and 

(2) in section 103H(g)(3)(A) (50 U.S.C. 
3033(g)(3)(A)), by inserting after ‘‘and safety’’ 
the following: ‘‘(including with respect to re-
ferrals from the Civil Liberties Protection 
Officer pursuant to section 702(f)(3) of the 
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978 
(50 U.S.C. 1881a(f)(3))’’. 
SEC. 3. CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR VIOLATION OF 

PROHIBITION ON QUERIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 709 of the Foreign 
Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 
U.S.C. 1881h) is amended— 

(1) in the heading, by striking ‘‘UNAUTHOR-
IZED DISCLOSURE’’ and inserting ‘‘UNAUTHOR-
IZED DISCLOSURE AND OTHER ACTIONS’’; 

(2) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘if that person knowingly’’ 

and inserting the following: ‘‘if that person— 
’’ 

‘‘(1) knowingly’’; 
(B) by striking ‘‘party.’’ and inserting 

‘‘party;’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraphs: 
‘‘(2) while serving as an employee or officer 

of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
knowingly and willfully violates the 
querying procedures adopted under section 
702(f)(1)(A) relating to United States person 
queries; or 

‘‘(3) knowingly and willfully falsifies or 
materially misrepresents complying with 
the procedures or requirements for querying 
information acquired under section 702(a).’’; 
and 

(3) in subsection (b)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘offense in this section’’ 

and inserting the following: ‘‘offense— 
‘‘(1) in paragraph (1) of subsection (a)’’; 
(B) by striking ‘‘title 18’’ and inserting 

‘‘title 18, United States Code’’; 
(C) by striking ‘‘both.’’ and inserting 

‘‘both; and’’; and 
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(D) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(2) in paragraph (2) or (3) of subsection 

(a), shall be fined under title 18, United 
States Code, imprisoned for not more than 5 
years, or both.’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS AMENDMENT.—The 
table of contents at the beginning of such 
Act is amended by striking the item relating 
to section 709 and inserting the following 
new item: 
‘‘Sec. 709. Penalties for unauthorized disclo-

sure and other actions.’’. 
SEC. 4. REQUIREMENT FOR TARGETING UNITED 

STATES PERSONS UNDER THE FOR-
EIGN INTELLIGENCE SURVEILLANCE 
ACT OF 1978. 

Section 702 of the Foreign Intelligence Sur-
veillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 1881a) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(o) FOURTH AMENDMENT REQUIREMENT FOR 
TARGETING UNITED STATES PERSONS.— 

‘‘(1) PROHIBITION ON TARGETING UNITED 
STATES PERSONS.—In accordance with sub-
section (b), no officer or employee of the 
United States Government may inten-
tionally target a United States person for an 
acquisition under section 702. 

‘‘(2) ORDER REQUIREMENTS FOR TARGETING 
UNITED STATES PERSONS.—In accordance with 
the other provisions of this Act and the Fed-
eral Rules of Criminal Procedure, with re-
spect to a United States person, the United 
States Government may seek— 

‘‘(A) an order authorizing electronic sur-
veillance in accordance with title I; 

‘‘(B) an order authorizing a physical search 
in accordance with title III; 

‘‘(C) an order authorizing an acquisition in 
accordance with section 703, 704, or 705; or 

‘‘(D) a warrant issued pursuant to the Fed-
eral Rules of Criminal Procedure by a court 
of competent jurisdiction.’’. 
SEC. 5. ATTENDANCE PROCEDURES FOR MEM-

BER ACCESS TO THE FOREIGN IN-
TELLIGENCE SURVEILLANCE COURT 
AND FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE SUR-
VEILLANCE COURT OF REVIEW. 

Not later than 60 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Attorney General 
shall— 

(1) revoke the procedures issued by the At-
torney General on or before December 31, 
2025, pursuant to section 5(d) of the Reform-
ing Intelligence and Securing America Act 
(Public Law 118–49; 50 U.S.C. 1803 note); and 

(2) issue new procedures that comply with 
such section and ensure the access of the 
Members of Congress and staff specified in 
such section to any proceeding of the For-
eign Intelligence Surveillance Court or any 
proceeding of the Foreign Intelligence Sur-
veillance Court of Review. 
SEC. 6. REQUIREMENT FOR ATTORNEY AP-

PROVAL OF FBI QUERIES USING 
UNITED STATES PERSON QUERY 
TERM. 

Section 702(f)(3)(A)(i) of the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 
1881a(f)(3)(A)(i)) is amended by striking ‘‘su-
pervisor (or employee of equivalent or great-
er rank) or’’. 
SEC. 7. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE 

AUDIT OF TARGETING PROCEDURES 
UNDER SECTION 702 OF THE FOR-
EIGN INTELLIGENCE SURVEILLANCE 
ACT OF 1978. 

(a) AUDIT.—The Comptroller General of the 
United States shall conduct an audit of the 
targeting procedures used for acquisitions 
under section 702 of the Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 1881a), in-
cluding the technical mechanisms, imple-
mentation, and operations used by the Fed-
eral Government for targeting capabilities. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than one year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 

Comptroller General shall submit to the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intelligence 
and the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
House of Representatives and the Select 
Committee on Intelligence and the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary of the Senate a re-
port containing the results of the audit re-
quired by subsection (a), including an anal-
ysis of whether the targeting procedures as 
implemented are appropriately limiting tar-
geting under section 702 of the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 
1881a) to non-United States persons located 
outside of the United States. 
SEC. 8. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITIES OF TITLE 

VII OF THE FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE 
SURVEILLANCE ACT OF 1978. 

(a) EXTENSION OF REPEAL DATE OF TITLE 
VII.—Section 403(b) of the FISA Amend-
ments Act of 2008 (Public Law 110–261), as 
most recently amended by Public Law 119–84, 
is further amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) (50 U.S.C. 1881 note) by 
striking ‘‘April 30, 2026’’ and inserting ‘‘April 
30, 2029’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2) (18 U.S.C. 2511 note), in 
the matter preceding subparagraph (A), by 
striking ‘‘April 30, 2026’’ and inserting ‘‘April 
30, 2029’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
earlier of the date of the enactment of this 
Act or April 29, 2026. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill, 
as amended, shall be debatable for 1 
hour, equally divided among and con-
trolled by the chair and the ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
the Judiciary, or their respective des-
ignees, and the chair and the ranking 
minority member of the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence, or 
their respective designees. 

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. JOR-
DAN), the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. RASKIN), the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. CRAWFORD), and the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. HIMES) 
each will control 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. JORDAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and to 
insert extraneous material on S. 1318. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. JORDAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, it ain’t the same FISA. 

When we were in this Chamber 2 years 
ago debating a reauthorization of FISA 
702, the program was significantly dif-
ferent than it is today. 

In 2021, the FBI reported conducting 
nearly 3 million U.S. person queries. 
An audit of those queries found that 
278,000 times, they did not comply with 
the rules, didn’t follow the rules. FBI 
agents ran queries on protesters, do-
nors to congressional campaigns, pub-
lic officials, journalists, colleagues, 
and even ex-girlfriends. 

In response to those abuses, Congress 
enacted the Reforming Intelligence and 
Securing America Act. The House Judi-
ciary Committee, the House Intel-

ligence Committee, all of Congress, put 
together that law that contained 56 dif-
ferent reforms, things like new train-
ing and approval requirements before a 
U.S. person query could even take 
place, audit requirements, account-
ability measures for those who misused 
the program, and enhanced reporting 
and transparency requirements such as 
allowing certain Members of Congress 
and staff to attend FISA court pro-
ceedings. 

We are beginning to see the effect of 
those reforms. In the year after RISAA 
was passed, the FBI reported con-
ducting 9,089 U.S. person queries. Of 
those roughly 9,000 queries, just 127 did 
not comply with the rules. 

Think about it: from 278,000 to 127. 
That is real improvement. That is a 
different program. Most of those 127 
were due to errors like typos, clerical 
errors. 

Due to the improved reporting and 
transparency required by RISAA, Con-
gress has more insight than ever into 
the program’s operation. 

Today, every single U.S. person 
query conducted by the FBI is audited 
to ensure compliance with applicable 
requirements and legal standards. The 
results of those audits and other infor-
mation are provided to Congress on an 
annual, semiannual, and quarterly 
basis. 

The Foreign Intelligence Account-
ability Act would add to those reforms. 
The legislation in front of us, for exam-
ple, adds the Civil Liberties Protection 
Officer within the Office of the Direc-
tor of National Intelligence who will 
conduct a monthly review of FBI U.S. 
person queries. 

I think this is the best thing we put 
in the reauthorization bill, this 30-day 
look back on how the queries are 
going, are they following the rules, and 
what took place in those actual 
searches. 

Queries that violate the rules would 
be referred to the inspector general of 
the intelligence community for further 
investigation. That is, again, a couple 
more layers of accountability. 

This bill would also impose criminal 
penalties for those who knowingly con-
duct improper queries and those who 
lie about conducting improper queries. 

Finally, the bill would require that 
an FBI attorney, rather than just some 
other agent or supervisor, approve any 
U.S. person search before they are con-
ducted. 

The 702 program is incredibly impor-
tant for protecting our national secu-
rity and advancing our interests 
abroad. 

In light of the progress that has been 
made and the threats that we face, we 
think the bill before us today makes 
sense right now. 

That does not mean our job is over. 
The Judiciary Committee will continue 
to conduct aggressive oversight of 
FISA, and we will continue to work on 
some things that we think can be help-
ful in the future. 

Again, today is not 2024. I urge my 
colleagues to support the bill, and I re-
serve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of our col-
leagues, with constitutional patriotism 
still beating in their hearts after this 
tortured and demeaning and visibly 
transactional process we have seen 
today, to oppose the legislation. 

This bill is a 3-year permission slip 
and blessing for the Trump administra-
tion and the next administration to 
keep abusing the sweeping FISA sec-
tion 702 surveillance authority to spy 
on American citizens’ private commu-
nications and to violate the privacy 
rights of the people. 

I want every Member of this body to 
be clear on exactly what is in this bill. 
It has no warrant requirement for que-
ries of U.S. citizens. It has no probable 
cause requirement. It provides for no 
judicial oversight of these government 
queries. 

It subjects U.S. citizens to com-
pletely subconstitutional standards, 
avoiding the Fourth Amendment en-
tirely. It is in a parallel universe from 
the Constitution—or perhaps I should 
say a perpendicular universe to the 
Constitution. 

The Constitution interposes a judge— 
a neutral, independent magistrate—be-
tween the government and a search of 
persons and their things. This 3-year 
blank check to Trump, Patel, and com-
pany leaves the executive branch free 
to conduct these searches with self-re-
porting and self-policing as the sole 
protection against their abuse of the 
section 702 program. 

Without any meaningful guardrails, 
this U.S. person information collected 
under foreign intelligence standards 
that have nothing to do with the 
Fourth Amendment is ripe for abuse. It 
has been systematically abused to spy 
on American citizens in the past, and it 
will be used in exactly the same way by 
Kash Patel and Todd Blanche in the fu-
ture if we pass this bill. 

Last week, it came to light that FBI 
Director Kash Patel was unhappy 
about a New York Times article, which 
focused on the fact that he had used 
FBI SWAT teams and jets to chauffeur 
his girlfriend around the country at 
taxpayer expense. 

What did he do? He didn’t decide to 
change his policy on how he uses the 
people’s resources. Instead, he had his 
agents query FBI databases for dirt on 
the reporter. 

Was the FISA section 702 program 
one of the databases he searched? The 
FBI says no. He just searched every 
other database at the FBI. We have no 
idea because they don’t have to go to a 
judge before searching an American 
citizen’s information. 

We depend now, in this system, on 
Kash Patel to be the check and balance 
against Kash Patel. We only know 
about the fact that it even happened 
because a reporter got the information. 
Otherwise, we wouldn’t even have 
known anything about it. 

Let it be a warning to people vigilant 
about our civil rights and privacy, 
about what actually goes on. 

Even Republicans on the Rules Com-
mittee last night were registering their 
displeasure with these reports. 

Look, the FISA section 702 program 
has been misused and abused under 
every section. Section 702 authorizes 
the government to collect information 
from electronic communication compa-
nies in the U.S. about non-U.S. persons 
who are physically outside the U.S. 
When the government gets communica-
tions to and from these foreign targets, 
it also incidentally collects large 
amounts of information about Amer-
ican citizens. 

In 2022, the FISC, the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Court, detailed a 
historical pattern of noncompliant 
queries at the FBI. Improper searches 
swept in elected officials, political 
campaign donors, Black Lives Matter 
protesters, and many others. 

At other agencies, analysts used sec-
tion 702 to query their own names, the 
names of their relatives, and even the 
names of former romantic partners. 

Just last month, Federal judges on 
the FISC issued an opinion to sound 
the alarm about how the FBI is cur-
rently abusing FISA, violating the law 
and flouting the safeguards Congress 
imposed 2 years ago to snoop on Ameri-
cans’ private communications. The ad-
ministration is deliberately keeping 
this opinion totally classified in a 
basement SCIF here at the House. 

Reforms that we made during the 
last FISA section 702 reauthorization, 
which I strongly supported and voted 
for—unlike my friend Chairman JOR-
DAN—those reforms relied on internal 
watchdogs and required agencies to 
track and report the use of section 702 
data to spy on Americans. 

I strongly supported that reform, 
but, 1 year and change into the Trump 
administration, the watchdogs are all 
but gone. After returning to the White 
House, President Trump quickly re-
moved the internal watchdogs charged 
with verifying FBI’s representations 
that the reforms are working; he ille-
gally fired a majority of the members 
of the independent Privacy and Civil 
Liberties Oversight Board; and his De-
partment of Justice reassigned other 
key compliance personnel. The watch-
dogs have been removed from the scene 
of the crimes. 

The administration repeatedly 
claims that FBI compliance exceeded 
99 percent in 2024 and 2025. Even if 
those claims are true—and I seriously 
doubt it—that is an admission that the 
FBI has illegally accessed the data of 
thousands of American citizens. 

More importantly, these numbers are 
based on the violations and abuses that 
Kash Patel and Todd Blanche are will-
ing to identify themselves and self-re-
port. How can we believe these num-
bers when the administration has re-
turned all the watchdogs to the pound? 
They are no longer there. 

The FISC judges warned us just last 
month that the FBI is abusing its au-

thorities to spy on Americans, so what 
makes us think that a 3-year blank 
check renewal will lead to self-correc-
tion? 

Proponents of the bill claim that it 
protects privacy, but asking Kash 
Patel’s FBI to self-report abuses of our 
civil liberties to Tulsi Gabbard’s DNI is 
like asking Donald Trump to self-re-
port his collection of millions of dol-
lars from foreign governments directly 
to the U.S. Congress. That is actually 
the law under Article I, Section 9 of 
the Constitution, the Foreign Emolu-
ments Clause. Yet, he has never once 
come to ask for our permission for him 
to keep a foreign government emolu-
ment, whether pocketed through the 
Trump Hotels, the Trump golf courses, 
or the other Trump enterprises in 
crypto coins and scams, and so on. 

If you think self-reporting is working 
well under the foreign government 
Emoluments Clause, go ahead and vote 
for self-reporting under the Foreign In-
telligence Surveillance Act. For me, I 
am sticking with the Fourth Amend-
ment and the Constitution. Under our 
Constitution, it is judges, not FBI 
agents or government lawyers, who 
must protect our privacy and our civil 
liberties. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. LOF-
GREN). 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to reauthorizing FISA sec-
tion 702 without meaningful reform. 

At a time when the Trump adminis-
tration is building a sweeping surveil-
lance apparatus, trampling civil rights, 
and disregarding the rule of law, Con-
gress should be strengthening over-
sight, not rubberstamping warrantless 
surveillance. 

If the government wants to search an 
American’s private communications, it 
must get a warrant. That is what the 
Constitution requires, and it is what 
the American people demand. 

Once again, our Speaker is trying to 
block debate and deny a vote on a war-
rant requirement. Instead, we are try-
ing to jam through another extension 
of warrantless surveillance without 
meaningful reforms. 

I have opposed this abuse under both 
Republican and Democratic adminis-
trations, and I oppose it today. 

Congress should reject this bill and 
take up meaningful reform, including 
my bipartisan Government Surveil-
lance Reform Act, introduced with 
Representative DAVIDSON, along with 
Senator WYDEN and Senator LEE in the 
other body. 

We do not have to choose between na-
tional security and constitutional 
rights. That is a false choice. We can 
protect the country and protect Ameri-
cans’ constitutional right to privacy. 
Congress should do both. 

Mr. Speaker, oppose this bill so we 
can get meaningful reform. 

Mr. JORDAN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 
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Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER). 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, FISA 
section 702 can be a powerful tool 
against foreign threats, but without 
significant guardrails against abuse, it 
is also a massive threat to the privacy 
and civil liberties of all Americans. 
That is why I must oppose this legisla-
tion. 

I have worked for many years, in a 
bipartisan fashion, to include major re-
forms to section 702, and I was looking 
forward to working with my colleagues 
again to strengthen these protections 
during this reauthorization. 

However, the new provisions in this 
bill are simply a fig leaf and do not rep-
resent real reform. In particular, the 
supposed new warrant requirement is 
nothing more than a restatement of 
current law and completely misses the 
point of reform. 

It is already unlawful to target the 
communications of Americans under 
section 702. That is not the problem. 
The problem is what to do with the 
massive amounts of U.S. person infor-
mation that is swept up along with for-
eign communications. 

The intelligence community is not 
supposed to search this data except 
under strict protocols. Yet we know 
that these protocols are violated all 
the time. 

The only solution is to require a 
probable cause warrant if the govern-
ment wants to search the 702 database 
for U.S. person information. That is 
what this debate is about, and that is 
the bare minimum demanded by the 
Fourth Amendment. 

The Trump administration’s argu-
ment appears to be: Trust us. However, 
that is not good enough for any admin-
istration, and especially not for this 
administration, which has already 
shown a shocking disregard for Ameri-
cans’ civil liberties. 

Mr. Speaker, we should get this 
right. We should work together, as we 
have in the past, to strike the right 
balance between security and liberty. 
We should put in a probable cause war-
rant requirement. Until then, vote 
‘‘no’’ on this legislation. 

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from 
Washington (Ms. JAYAPAL). 

Ms. JAYAPAL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to this bill to reau-
thorize FISA with no reforms. I have 
long worked on bipartisan reforms that 
protect the privacy of Americans, and, 
frankly, I am sad that some of my col-
leagues across the aisle who were part 
of that struggle have caved to Donald 
Trump. 

However, the reality is that Ameri-
cans across the political spectrum out 
there, outside of Congress, want us to 
reform FISA so that the government 
does not spy on them. That has never 
been more necessary than right now as 
Donald Trump and Stephen Miller 
openly use domestic surveillance to 
suppress our rights. 

Trump blacklisted Anthropic for re-
fusing to drop its condition that their 
AI technology never be used to facili-
tate domestic mass surveillance tar-
geting Americans. Law enforcement 
has used Americans’ sensitive data to 
punish women seeking reproductive 
care, and ICE has deliberately used 
data to suppress First Amendment ac-
tivity. 

Why is it so hard for the majority to 
just assure Americans that the FBI 
will get a damn warrant to access their 
sensitive data? 

Americans don’t want to be spied on, 
and I have been consistent on this, 
pushing Democratic Presidents and Re-
publican Presidents. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill continues to 
allow the FBI to spy on you and offers 
zero reforms. Vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the key point is this: 
Under this bill, FBI agents can still 
collect, search, and review Americans’ 
communications without any review 
from a judge. It is the heart of the 
Fourth Amendment, Mr. Speaker, that 
search warrants have to be based upon 
probable cause, and you have to go to 
a judge to get a search warrant before 
you can invade the private expecta-
tions of the people in their places and 
in their things. 

This bill leaves intelligence agencies 
in charge of policing their own compli-
ance with the law. Asking Kash Patel 
to self-report his abuses to Tulsi 
Gabbard does nothing to protect the 
civil liberties of Americans. 

That is not how our Constitution was 
designed. The whole reason we have the 
courts involved is to make sure that 
the executive branch doesn’t get to be 
its own check and balance against 
itself. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time 

Mr. JORDAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just point out 
that I think one of the reasons they at-
tack Mr. Patel so darned much is be-
cause crime is down in the country. He 
is actually doing his job. 

I think another reason they like to 
attack the Director of the FBI is be-
cause he is the guy who uncovered 
what they were doing 10 years ago 
when he was a staffer here on the 
House Intelligence Committee. It was 
Kash Patel who told us that the dos-
sier, paid for by the Clinton campaign, 
was a bunch of garbage. Yet that is ex-
actly what Mr. Comey used for the 
other part of FISA, title 1, to go get a 
warrant to spy on the other party’s 
campaign. 

Maybe that is why they like to at-
tack Director Patel so much. But I 
think he is bringing down crime in our 
country, and I applaud him for that. 

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

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, Kash Patel has been 
using government resources to chauf-

feur his girlfriend all over the country. 
Then when it was learned by the press 
that he was doing that, there was an 
article about it. 

When he got mad about it, rather 
than say: Well, yeah, maybe there is a 
problem using an FBI SWAT team to 
shepherd my girlfriend around the 
country. Instead of changing the pol-
icy, he decided to go after the reporter 
and search the databases on the FBI. 

This is while we are debating FISA. 
If you need any more vivid dem-

onstration, Mr. Speaker, of the danger 
of allowing law enforcement officials 
to govern themselves and to regulate 
whether or not they are violating the 
Constitution, check that out. We may 
disagree a lot about this FBI director’s 
record. That is not directly relevant to 
this point. 

Say you trust him, we don’t, but we 
know you haven’t trusted other people 
in the office before, Mr. Speaker. Let’s 
legislate in a way that is consistent 
with the Constitution of the United 
States. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, the reason 
why we have to hold fast to the Con-
stitution is precisely because we are all 
imperfect beings. I stood strongly for 
FISA 702 last time without the neces-
sity of a search warrant because of all 
the reforms that I believed that the 
Biden administration would engage in, 
and they basically engaged in them. 

Now the Trump administration is in, 
and President Trump came in and dis-
mantled all of the safeguards we put in 
and just chased the watchdogs out of 
the FBI. That is why we must stick 
very closely to the Constitution, as my 
good friend, the chairman of the com-
mittee, argued the last time we de-
bated this. He has convinced a lot of 
people that we need to stick to the 
Constitution. I am sorry we are not on 
the same side today. 

The key point is that we do not trust 
government officials to regulate them-
selves. That is why law enforcement of-
ficers across the country, FBI, have to 
go to a judge to get a Fourth Amend-
ment search warrant before they in-
vade somebody’s privacy unless there 
is exigency, unless there is an emer-
gency, and we have accounted for that. 
We can deal with that problem. 

Let’s stick with the Constitution. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. JORDAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, FISA, as we all know, is 

a critical program. It is important for 
our government to understand what 
bad guys are planning to do to our citi-
zens and to our Nation and to have this 
program in place. That is why it is 
critical we reauthorize it. 

We have made major changes over 
the last several years, not just 2 years 
ago, but over the last several years. 
The Judiciary Committee has been in-
volved in the oversight in making sure 
this program is done the way it should 
be done and protecting Americans’ lib-
erties. There are 56 different reforms 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 13:23 Apr 30, 2026 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00029 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K29AP7.046 H29APPT1dm
w

ils
on

 o
n 

D
S

K
7X

7S
14

4P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3164 April 29, 2026 
we have put in the last reauthorization 
bill that, as I said in my opening state-
ment, we know have made a difference. 

Today’s program is different. It is 
different. We should reauthorize it be-
cause FISA is critical. Today, there is 
training and checks on the front end 
before a search can be done of a U.S. 
person. There is transparency for the 
whole process in how it all works. 
There is accountability on the back 
end if you don’t do it right. Mr. Speak-
er, this bill now says that account-
ability includes criminal penalties if 
you don’t do it right. 

So this is the kind of legislation we 
need to pass, and we need to pass it 
soon because they have been shutting 
down the government, the Department 
of Homeland Security, for what, 74 
days now? 

By the way, we do also happen to be 
in the middle of a military operation in 
Iran. 

Let’s get this done. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 

of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MEUSER). The gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. CRAWFORD) and the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. HIMES) each will 
control 15 minutes. 

b 1620 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S. 
1318, the Foreign Intelligence Account-
ability Act. This legislation makes fur-
ther reforms to section 702, the Foreign 
Intelligence Surveillance Act, and re-
authorizes the authority for 3 years. 

Originally authorized in 2008, section 
702 allows the intelligence community 
to gather foreign intelligence on for-
eign targets based overseas. Targets of 
702 are terrorists, hackers, and spies 
living abroad. No U.S. citizen anywhere 
in the world can be targeted under sec-
tion 702. 

I want to be very clear on this point. 
Section 702 is not a backdoor surveil-
lance tool that allows the government 
to collect and review an American’s 
emails or other electronic communica-
tions. The only U.S. person data col-
lected is if the terrorist, spy, or hacker 
targeted under 702 is talking to an 
American or about an American. In 
that case, only the communications 
held in the foreign target’s accounts 
are collected. 

For the government to collect that 
American’s communications, current 
law already requires the government to 
get a warrant under different FISA au-
thorities. 

Section 702 is one of our country’s 
most important foreign intelligence 
authorities. 

In 2025, 100 percent of the President’s 
intelligence priorities reported on by 
the NSA were supported by section 702, 
and more than one-quarter of all NSA 
reporting contains 702 information; 90 
percent of synthetic drug disruptions 
enabled by the CIA were supported by 

section 702; and 63 percent of the intel-
ligence products in the President’s 
daily brief contained section 702 infor-
mation. 

Reauthorizing FISA 702 is essential. 
In 2024, Congress reauthorized section 
702 through legislation known as 
RISAA. This legislation included 56 re-
form measures that restricted FBI U.S. 
person queries, implemented greater 
FBI accountability for any noncompli-
ance, mandated greater transparency 
across the IC and FISC, and included 
key reforms to address abuses related 
to traditional FISA like we all wit-
nessed in the FBI’s Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation. 

The RISAA reforms resulted in a 94 
percent drop in the number of FBI U.S. 
person queries from 2022 to 2025, 119,300 
down to 7,400. At the same time, the 
FBI’s compliance rate increased to 99 
percent, equivalent to other IC agen-
cies. 

Despite the efforts of FBI Director 
Patel to implement the reforms and ac-
countability, rebuilding trust will not 
happen quickly. For that reason, work-
ing with Chairman JORDAN and House 
leadership, I have met with all unique 
groups across the Republican Con-
ference over the past several months to 
identify additional key reforms and to 
develop a consensus product. 

The reality is that no reauthoriza-
tion effort would be likely to be perfect 
in everyone’s eyes, but this bill makes 
measurable reforms to strengthen ac-
countability and safeguards while 
maintaining the criticality of the for-
eign intelligence tool. 

Specifically, the bill before us: clari-
fies that no U.S. person can be a target 
of 702 collection, and any targeting of a 
U.S. person requires a warrant; estab-
lishes criminal penalties for inten-
tional abuse of FISA 702 queries and 
any false statements to the FISC; man-
dates new procedures to allow Members 
to observe FISC hearings; requires an 
FBI attorney review all FBI U.S. per-
son queries; orders an independent 
audit by the Government Account-
ability Office on 702 targeting proce-
dures; and establishes an outside re-
view and authentication process of all 
FBI U.S. person queries by mandating 
the ODNI Civil Liberties Protection Of-
ficer review FBI query justifications. 

With these important reforms, the 
bill includes a 3-year reauthorization 
for FISA 702. The bottom line is that 
the importance of this tool to U.S. na-
tional security cannot be overstated, 
and for that reason, it is essential for 
Congress to reauthorize this authority. 

On a 24/7 basis, we face the threat of 
cyberattacks from our adversaries. We 
have U.S. military personnel and citi-
zens being targeted overseas. We have 
foreign terrorist organizations recruit-
ing Americans and plotting attacks on 
the homeland. 

FISA 702 is a vital national security 
authority that enables the intelligence 
community and military to mitigate 
and defeat these threats. In fact, if the 
702 tool had existed prior to 2001, we 

may have been able to prevent Sep-
tember 11 from happening. 

I urge all my colleagues to vote 
‘‘yes’’ on S. 1318. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HIMES. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

I rise in support of S. 1318, the For-
eign Intelligence Accountability Act. 

I do so with some reluctance because 
the process that brought us here has 
been indefensible. Two weeks ago, 
when we walked off the floor after leg-
islation to reauthorize 702 failed, 
Democrats made clear there was an 
open door to negotiate a bipartisan 
package of real reforms, perhaps one 
that would even pass on suspension in 
this Chamber. I have been discussing 
this issue for months now with the 
ranking member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, Mr. RASKIN, and it is clear to 
me that there is a path to a bill that 
could do more than squeak through 
and only by attaching unrelated legis-
lation that may not pass the Senate. 

However, we are where we are, and I 
am going to support this legislation be-
cause in my decade on the House Intel-
ligence Committee, I have seen count-
less, countless instances where the in-
telligence obtained through section 702 
quite literally saved lives. Section 702 
is the single most important foreign in-
telligence collection authority we 
have, and every day it is used by apo-
litical professionals throughout the IC 
and apolitical professionals at the FBI 
to keep Americans safe here and 
abroad. There is no way to replace the 
value that section 702 provides, and the 
loss of this authority would be dev-
astating. 

Given the binary choice between re-
authorization and expiration, the re-
sponsible choice is reauthorization. As 
President Biden’s Intelligence Advi-
sory Board put it: ‘‘If Congress fails to 
reauthorize section 702, history may 
judge the lapse of section 702 authori-
ties as one of the worst intelligence 
failures of our time.’’ 

As I said at the outset, we should be 
considering a much broader array of re-
forms than those in this package. For 
example, 2 weeks ago, I proposed an 
amendment to the base bill in the 
Rules Committee that would have cre-
ated a judicial process for U.S. person 
queries conducted by the FBI in the 702 
database. I want to be clear that we 
have seen no evidence—let me say that 
again, we have seen no evidence that 
this administration is misusing section 
702, but nonetheless, we must remain 
hypervigilant, given the other abuses 
that we have seen from this adminis-
tration. 

My amendment to Rules would have 
required a Federal court approval be-
fore the FBI could access the results of 
a query it conducted involving a U.S. 
person. I regret that my amendment as 
well as a range of other ideas from 
Members on both sides of the aisle were 
not considered as part of this process. 

However, as I said, we now have a bi-
nary choice, and the reality is that 2 
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years ago, Congress, on a bipartisan 
basis, with the support of more than 70 
percent of the Democratic Caucus, 
passed the Reforming Intelligence and 
Securing America Act. That bill 2 
years ago contained over 50 major re-
forms, the bulk of which were intended 
to address the longstanding and unac-
ceptable issues of compliance at the 
FBI. Since enactment, the evidence 
shows that those reforms have been 
highly successful, with far fewer U.S. 
person queries conducted and with a 
compliance rate at the FBI of 99 per-
cent. 

It is easy to dismiss those numbers, 
given the political leadership of the 
FBI and the DOJ. I don’t trust Director 
Patel any more than my Democratic 
colleagues do. 

On January 6, 5 years ago, I was in 
this Chamber when it was attacked by 
the shock troops sent here to stop the 
peaceful transfer of power. I sat there 
for half an hour as police officers with 
guns drawn tried to defend our democ-
racy, so I take a back seat to no one in 
my concern about the abuses of this 
administration. 

However, the data we have on FISA 
is based on oversight of the profes-
sional and apolitical staff, not Kash 
Patel, the professional and apolitical 
staff, who are there at the Department 
of Justice Office of Intelligence, large-
ly the same group of public servants 
who performed this work under Presi-
dent Biden, and their findings are vali-
dated not just by the Attorney General 
or Tulsi Gabbard or Kash Patel, but by 
independent oversight, the DOJ’s in-
spector general, the staff of the Pri-
vacy and Civil Liberties Oversight 
Board, the Foreign Intelligence Sur-
veillance Court on an annual basis, and 
the Intelligence and Judiciary Com-
mittees of both Chambers. 

We are not trusting this administra-
tion. We are verifying in all three 
branches of government. If we saw the 
slightest hint that these authorities 
were being abused, I wouldn’t be stand-
ing here today to support this bill. 

The legislation now before the House 
contains several reform proposals. 
These proposals are modest and well 
short of what I would like, but they are 
meaningful. Most importantly, the leg-
islation requires that all U.S. person 
queries of the 702 database by FBI be 
reviewed by ODNI’s Civil Liberties and 
Privacy Officer, and that any improper 
queries be referred from there to the IG 
of the intelligence community. This 
adds yet another layer of oversight of 
FBI on top of internal oversight, DOJ 
oversight, which I may not trust, court 
oversight, which I do trust, and con-
gressional oversight which, yes, I do 
trust, since I am involved in that. The 
legislation also adds new criminal pen-
alties for FBI employees who inten-
tionally improperly use section 702. 

Finally, the legislation requires that 
only an FBI attorney can approve a 
U.S. person query, building on a reform 
we made in 2024, which required 
preapproval from either an FBI lawyer 

or an FBI supervisor. Now, a lawyer is 
likely to be compliance focused rather 
than operations focused the way a su-
pervisor would be, and will be espe-
cially careful and cautious before ap-
proving a proposed U.S. person query. 
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These are modest reforms, but they 
are not nothing. When viewed in com-
bination with the 50-plus reforms of 
2024, Congress will have built a sub-
stantial oversight structure around 702 
to prevent abuse. 

Section 702 is not a dragnet. It is not 
an authority that can be used to sur-
veil Americans. It does not contain any 
commercially acquired information. It 
does not use artificial intelligence to 
analyze collected data. Despite the fact 
that we have heard this word a lot 
today, it is not unconstitutional. A 
Federal court certifies this program 
every single year. 

If this were deemed by the judiciary, 
the branch of government which deter-
mines constitutionality, to be uncon-
stitutional, we might have heard that 
from the courts at some point in the 
last 18 years in which they have been 
certifying this authority. 

What it does have is an extremely ro-
bust set of oversight guardrails in all 
three branches of government, and this 
bill makes those guardrails marginally 
and modestly stronger. It is without 
question the most important foreign 
intelligence tool we have. 

Mr. Speaker, for those reasons, de-
spite my frustration with the process 
that has led us here, I will vote ‘‘yes,’’ 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD). 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of S. 1318, the 
Foreign Intelligence Accountability 
Act, and I thank Chairman CRAWFORD 
for his leadership and steadfast support 
for reauthorization of FISA 702. 

During the last reauthorization in 
2024, I and many other Members led the 
committee’s task force on FISA re-
forms, and I think it is important to 
clarify what FISA 702 is and what it 
isn’t. 

FISA 702 cannot be used to target 
U.S. persons, period. Under current 
Federal law, it is illegal to target U.S. 
persons under this authority. Section 
702 only allows for the collection on 
foreigners located overseas and who are 
reasonably believed to possess certain 
types of foreign intelligence informa-
tion. 

Throughout our reform process in 
2024, we worked with our Judiciary 
Committee colleagues and spent over a 
year working to address unacceptable 
section 702 abuses by the FBI with the 
goal of preserving constitutional lib-
erties afforded to all U.S. persons, en-
suring events like Crossfire Hurricane 
never happen again, and holding the 
FBI accountable. 

The last reauthorization, the Re-
forming Intelligence and Securing 

America Act, RISAA, targeted 56 re-
forms and meaningful changes to the 
FBI. It is the largest reform to the FBI 
in a generation. The Department of 
Justice Inspector General’s Office has 
confirmed today that the FBI has im-
plemented all 56 of these requirements. 

These requirements over the last 2 
years have worked, by everybody’s ac-
count, holding the FBI accountable; in-
creasing criminal penalties on agents 
and analysts, making the FBI more 
compliant with what they have to do; 
reforming the FISC, the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Court; and a num-
ber of other reforms that are working. 

I strongly believe the unintended 
consequences of letting FISA 702 expire 
would result in risking national secu-
rity and making the United States less 
safe for American families. 

If we just look over the last year 
here, the strategic strike in Venezuela, 
the Israeli hostages who were recov-
ered from the tunnels in Hamas, taking 
out Iran’s nuclear capabilities and the 
success we have had there, the taking 
out of drug cartel bosses in Mexico, 
going back to the first administration 
and what happened with Soleimani and 
al-Baghdadi, and many other instances 
that we can’t talk about here, all of it 
derived from FISA 702. 

Prior to coming to Congress, I spent 
time as a Federal prosecutor and the 
chief terrorism prosecutor in the U.S. 
Department of Justice. I know first-
hand how FISA can be used for the 
proper prosecution of terrorists and 
non-U.S. citizens who want to harm 
America. Putting people in jail who 
want to hurt America would not hap-
pen but for FISA and section 702. 

Today, FISA 702 delivers unique for-
eign intelligence that allows the U.S. 
Government to better protect U.S. 
military forces abroad, disrupt mali-
cious hackers targeting U.S. infra-
structure like emergency medical serv-
ices and transportation services, and 
thwart potential efforts by terrorist 
groups that may be plotting attacks on 
our homeland. 

Mr. Speaker, the bottom line is that 
FISA is an indispensable national secu-
rity tool. We ought to support this bill 
to protect America and our citizens, 
and I urge its adoption. 

Mr. HIMES. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire as to the time remaining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Connecticut has 8 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. HIMES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER), the former majority 
leader of the House of Representatives. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, when I was majority 
leader in 2008, Mr. Blunt, who was then 
in the leadership of the Republican 
Party, Senator Kit Bond, and Senator 
Jay Rockefeller, who co-chaired the 
Intel Committee in the United States 
Senate, and I worked together in a 
very difficult context. 

That context was that the Bush ad-
ministration had asked for information 
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from the telecoms. The telecoms had 
given them information, and there 
were really no firewalls as to what that 
information was. 

The four of us worked with the Intel-
ligence Committee of the House to 
come up with legislation which would 
solve the problem of making sure that 
we were secure as a country and that 
the privacy of our citizens was secure. 
We think we accomplished that objec-
tive. 

In fact, the leadership in the Senate 
voted for it. President Obama, then a 
Member of the Senate, voted for it. Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. CLYBURN, and I voted for 
it, along with others. The Republicans 
were overwhelmingly for it. 

In September 2012, we did it again. 
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. HOYER, and Mr. CLY-
BURN voted for it. We did it again in 
January 2018, and PELOSI, HOYER, CLY-
BURN, RYAN, MCCARTHY, and SCALISE 
all voted for it. 

The point I will make is, this has 
been a bipartisan process with bipar-
tisan Presidential buy-in to the neces-
sity to have this legislation adopted to 
keep Americans safe while also adopt-
ing significant reforms in 2008 and 
some reforms thereafter to provide for 
the privacy protections to the Amer-
ican people. 

It is a balance, but it is a balance 
that I think we have achieved. I think 
we ought to pass this legislation. I urge 
my colleagues to do so. 

Our FISA reauthorization bills are 
how Congress ensures that our Nation 
is protected in the first instance 
against threats from terrorist groups 
and foreign adversaries. Our intel-
ligence services have the difficult task 
of catching threats before they mate-
rialize and are providing critical infor-
mation to national security leaders. 

As many here will remember, the at-
tacks of September 11, 2001, occurred 
after our national security agencies 
failed to identify, track, and coordi-
nate known threats. Twenty-five years 
later, we have learned these lessons, 
and we continue to grapple with essen-
tial questions about how to balance the 
needs of our national security with 
protecting Americans’ liberties. 

That is an ongoing process, of course, 
and I know Democrats on the com-
mittee, led by Ranking Member HIMES, 
were diligent in pushing for reforms to 
section 702 that would make those pro-
tections stronger for Americans while 
still delivering the tools needed. This 
bill does not include all the reforms. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HIMES. Mr. Speaker, I yield an 
additional 30 seconds to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. None of the bills that we 
consider have all the things we would 
like to have in them, but in testimony 
from Avril Haines, who headed up the 
DNI under the Biden administration, 
she believes this is absolutely essen-
tial. Other members of the Obama ad-
ministration and the Biden administra-
tion believe this legislation is essen-
tial. 

I believe this legislation is essential, 
and I urge my colleagues, having 
worked on this since 2008, to adopt this 
legislation and make America as safe 
as we possibly can. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, may I 
inquire as to the time remaining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Arkansas has 8 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. HILL), the distinguished 
chairman of the Financial Services 
Committee and member of HPSCI. 

Mr. HILL of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the chairman and Mr. HIMES, 
too, for their joint leadership on this 
important task that we have before us 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, here on the eve of 25 
years since September 11, we come to 
this House floor to, once again, ensure 
that we have the tools in place to pro-
tect the homeland from foreign at-
tacks. 

Section 702 sets out these very spe-
cific boundaries and process where the 
United States Government collects the 
electronic communications from for-
eign nationals outside the U.S. It al-
lows the U.S. to collect that intel-
ligence on bad actors to prevent the re-
occurrence of 9/11, but there is a lot of 
misinformation about section 702, Mr. 
Speaker. 
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First, it is used to surveil foreign na-
tionals abroad. It is not targeted at 
Americans. 

Secondly, it is not warrantless sur-
veillance. There is a fundamental mis-
understanding of this program. 

Warrant requirements are created 
under the Fourth Amendment. They 
apply inside the United States. This is 
not a program that operates within the 
boundaries of the United States. It tar-
gets foreign nationals outside of the 
United States. 

This is so important, as dem-
onstrated by Mr. HOYER, that we have 
clear, active protections on how this 
program is used to target foreign na-
tionals with those protections to pro-
tect Americans’ privacy under the 
Fourth Amendment. This bill is that 
balance, as described by the gentleman 
from Connecticut and my colleague 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. Speaker, let’s put America’s safe-
ty first. Let’s keep the homeland secu-
rity paramount. It is critical. Let’s 
support and pass S. 1318. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in that effort. 

Mr. HIMES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. RASKIN), my good friend and 
the ranking member of the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, yes, it is foreign intel-
ligence, which is why when it comes to 
U.S. persons—U.S. citizens—the Fourth 
Amendment has to apply. The gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), 

my distinguished colleague, said that 
the legislation is bipartisan. 

I tell you what else was bipartisan— 
in fact, unanimous: the Fourth Amend-
ment to the Constitution. Everybody 
got behind that. We are assured that 
there is reporting, but it is self-report-
ing. The distinguished ranking member 
says that it is by nonpolitical staff. 

Yes, the nonpolitical staff left over 
after Kash Patel fired everybody at the 
FBI who they considered insufficiently 
loyal to MAGA and to Donald Trump 
and for those who worked on the Janu-
ary 6 case. 

Then, we are told that the courts 
still can get involved at some point. 
Well, the courts are telling us right 
now that the FBI has been secretly 
breaking the law. Last month, the 
FISC court found that many of the 
government’s 702 searches violated 
Federal law. We should be paying close 
attention to that as we move forward. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. FITZPATRICK), the 
distinguished chair of the CIA Sub-
committee on the House Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, of 
all of the debates that we have had on 
this House floor, I have yet to be so 
perplexed as I am with this one. There 
is so much conflation going on between 
title I, traditional FISA, and title VII, 
section 702. There is so much 
conflation over the collection of evi-
dence versus the querying of already 
lawfully collected data. Everybody in 
this Chamber has been talking past 
each other for years on this issue. 

The Fourth Amendment applies to 
the collection of evidence. That has 
been the case from the very founding of 
our country. This so-called warrant re-
quirement, Mr. Speaker, what they are 
asking for is a double warrant require-
ment. A warrant requirement is on the 
collection of evidence. 

They are seeking to attach a warrant 
requirement to the querying of already 
lawfully collected data. That is a sec-
ondary warrant requirement, the first 
time in American history that we 
would ever be doing such a thing. That 
would shut down the law enforcement 
system. You would have to expand the 
Federal judiciary by a factor of 100 to 
keep up with that work, and it would 
put us on pre-9/11 footing. We cannot do 
that. 

By the way, after we passed RISAA— 
56 reforms, by the way—the 2-year re-
port card is in. There are zero abuses. 
Even though that is the case, we still 
went further in this bill before the 
House today and reaffirmed that the 
Fourth Amendment protections will al-
ways apply to 702 queries, in addition 
to all of the other reforms. 

I cannot, for the life of me, under-
stand what is left to object to on this 
tool because I can promise you that if 
we were having this debate a week 
after 9/11, there wouldn’t be a single 
soul on this floor voting against this 
bill. 
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Let us not drop our guard just be-

cause we are several decades past 9/11 
because we never ever want to see that 
happen again. 

Mr. HIMES. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to take just a 
minute here to address the question of 
the Fourth Amendment. Every Member 
in this Chamber swears an oath to sup-
port the Constitution, and it is impor-
tant in this debate to remember that 
all of us care profoundly about the 
Fourth Amendment. I think it is wrong 
to suggest that the opposite is the 
case. 

I want to draw an analogy for people 
who may be watching. In the law en-
forcement context, which is more fa-
miliar to most Americans than 702 is, a 
probable cause Fourth Amendment 
warrant is required. You have to get 
from the judge a Fourth Amendment 
warrant to take, for example, a wiretap 
on somebody that you suspect of sell-
ing fentanyl. 

Let’s just imagine under my example 
that Bill Smith is suspected of selling 
fentanyl, and law enforcement goes in 
front of a judge and gets a warrant to 
wiretap Bill Smith. 

Now, Bill Smith, as the police listen, 
is talking to his brother, Joe Smith, 
and Joe Smith says, I will help you sell 
that fentanyl. 

The police don’t need another war-
rant on Joe Smith. That has been inci-
dentally collected, and no court has 
ever held that Joe Smith’s admission 
and incidental collection requires the 
Fourth Amendment for that to be used 
as evidence in court, which is the argu-
ment that the opponents of U.S. person 
queries are making. 

I am not here to say that this is 
uncontroversial. We have to be ob-
sessed with the protection of Ameri-
cans’ data, but let’s not suggest that 
this is unconstitutional because it has 
had annual reviews by a Federal court. 
You might have thought that in 18 
years, if a Federal court had thought 
that this was unconstitutional, they 
might not have certified. Let us not 
say that this authority should be sub-
ject to a radically different standard 
than a typical law enforcement war-
rant would be. 

Lastly, I want to make this point. 
One of the reasons that we are hesitant 
to rush into a warrant is because many 
U.S. person queries are not done be-
cause we believe that an individual is 
complicit in a crime. If we hear ISIS 
talking about JIM HIMES, it is unlikely 
that I am complicit in terrorism. It is 
quite likely that I may be a victim, 
and the FBI and JIM HIMES would like 
to know that if that is the case. 

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

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, may I 
inquire as to how much time is remain-
ing. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Arkansas has 5 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. JACKSON), 
the chair of the Oversight and Inves-
tigations Subcommittee on the House 
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence. 

Mr. JACKSON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
section 702 of the Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act is a unique and crit-
ical tool that enables our intelligence 
community to gather vital intel-
ligence, protect our national security, 
and safeguard Americans from ter-
rorist attacks. No other foreign intel-
ligence authority or any other means 
of collection can replace the speed and 
agility of section 702. 

If this authority expires, we will sub-
stantially degrade U.S. national secu-
rity and our intelligence officers’ abil-
ity to identify foreign threats in real 
time. 

Last Congress, House Republicans de-
livered critical reforms, as we referred 
to, in section 702—56, in fact—and this 
bill builds on that progress by 
strengthening privacy protections for 
Americans, while ensuring the tool pre-
cisely targets foreign persons and only 
foreign persons who pose a threat to 
the United States. 

As President Trump, Chairman Dan 
Caine, Director Ratcliffe, and many 
other national security leaders, includ-
ing Ranking Member HIMES, have stat-
ed, this 3-year extension is essential to 
protect our homeland, our warfighters, 
and U.S. personnel stationed abroad, 
especially in today’s volatile global 
threat environment. 

Mr. Speaker, we must pass this bill. 
If we do not, we will get something 
from our colleagues in the Senate that 
will be far, far inferior, and those who 
truly care about national security in 
this body on both sides of the aisle who 
may be contemplating a ‘‘no’’ vote will 
regret such a vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues on 
both sides to vote for this bill. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Connecticut has 1 minute 
remaining. 

Mr. HIMES. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from New York (Ms. 
TENNEY). 

Ms. TENNEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S. 
1318, the Foreign Intelligence Account-
ability Act. This legislation will ex-
tend FISA section 702 for another 3 
years. 

This law is an essential national se-
curity tool. You don’t need any more 
evidence. Mr. Speaker, the President of 
the United States, our Commander in 
Chief, both of us who hail from New 
York, understand that FISA section 702 
is a vital tool that allows the U.S. to 
gather intelligence on dangerous for-
eign adversaries. 

After speaking with our military 
leaders, President Trump recently 

commented: Not one said, even tacitly, 
that they can do without FISA section 
702. 

President Trump also said that FISA 
section 702 is one of the reasons we 
have had such tremendous success on 
the battlefield as we pursue this war in 
the Middle East. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all my colleagues 
to support our military, protect our 
national security, and vote ‘‘yes’’ on 
this critically important section. 
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Mr. HIMES. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 

the balance of my time. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I have 

no further speakers. I am prepared to 
close, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. HIMES. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the chairman of 
the Intelligence Committee for his 
friendship and partnership, which I 
value. 

This program is controversial for all 
the right reasons, and what we are 
doing here is what we have been doing 
for almost 20 years, which is finding 
the balance between an authority that 
keeps not just us but the world safe 
and protecting the civil liberties of 
Americans whose information is inci-
dentally collected just as it is collected 
when there is a traditional police wire-
tap. 

I wish we had had a more fulsome 
process. I wish I had been able to work 
with Ranking Member RASKIN to have 
a more robust package of safeguards, 
particularly in the context of an ad-
ministration that has demonstrated 
day in and day out their lawlessness, 
but we are where we are, and it is a bi-
nary choice. Allowing this authority to 
expire, which I think we are close to, is 
not an option. 

Let’s acknowledge to each other that 
this is not an unconstitutional author-
ity but that we have work to do to con-
tinue to protect the civil liberties of 
Americans and move forward passing 
this bill with an eye toward what we 
can do in the coming years to make 
sure this is a better balanced author-
ity. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. I 
thank the ranking member, my friend 
from Connecticut, for his comments. 

FISA 702 is a critical foreign intel-
ligence tool. There is no other author-
ity that can replicate the value, speed, 
and agility of this authority. 

Two years ago, Congress enacted 56 
reform measures focused on section 702, 
U.S. person queries and other FISA 
transparency and accountability meas-
ures. These measures have forced 
meaningful change at the FBI. The bill 
before us continues the 2024 reforms 
and includes additional privacy and 
civil liberty protections and trans-
parency measures. 

Before closing, I want to express my 
appreciation to Chairman JORDAN for 
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working with me on this effort over the 
last several months. I thank the mem-
bers of the House Intelligence Com-
mittee, many of whom have spoken 
today on behalf of this bill, for their 
oversight on section 702 and other for-
eign intelligence authorities. 

I also thank the fantastic staff in the 
Office of House Legislative Counsel, es-
pecially Philip Bayer, Toby Dorsey, 
and Tony Sciascia. 

I thank the HPSCI majority staff, in-
cluding Griffin Decker, Ryan 
Breitenbach, Jonah Shumate, Laura 
Casulli, and Mandy Bowers. 

I thank the Members who dedicated 
countless hours to the process of ham-
mering this out who attended the 
meetings, whose input we heard and 
whose input we value. I thank them, 
and I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on S. 1318. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 1224, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
bill, as amended. 

The question is on the third reading 
of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a 
third time, and was read the third 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HIMES. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 9 of rule XX, this 15- 
minute vote on passage of S. 1318 will 
be followed by a 5-minute vote on adop-
tion of S. Con. Res. 33. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 235, nays 
191, not voting 4, as follows: 

[Roll No. 142] 

YEAS—235 

Aderholt 
Aguilar 
Alford 
Allen 
Amodei (NV) 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Baird 
Balderson 
Barr 
Baumgartner 
Bean (FL) 
Begich 
Bentz 
Bera 
Bergman 
Bice 
Biggs (SC) 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bost 
Bresnahan 
Buchanan 
Budzinski 
Bynum 
Calvert 
Cammack 
Carey 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Case 
Castor (FL) 

Ciscomani 
Cisneros 
Cline 
Cloud 
Clyde 
Cole 
Collins 
Comer 
Conaway 
Crank 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Davidson 
Davis (NC) 
De La Cruz 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Donalds 
Dunn (FL) 
Edwards 
Ellzey 
Emmer 
Estes 
Evans (CO) 
Ezell 
Fallon 
Fedorchak 
Feenstra 
Fine 
Finstad 
Fischbach 
Fitzgerald 

Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flood 
Fong 
Foxx 
Frankel, Lois 
Franklin, Scott 
Fry 
Fuller 
Garbarino 
Gill (TX) 
Gillen 
Gimenez 
Golden (ME) 
Goldman (TX) 
Gonzalez, V. 
Gooden 
Gottheimer 
Graves 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guest 
Guthrie 
Hageman 
Hamadeh (AZ) 
Harder (CA) 
Haridopolos 
Harris (NC) 
Harshbarger 
Hern (OK) 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill (AR) 
Himes 

Hinson 
Houchin 
Houlahan 
Hoyer 
Hudson 
Huizenga 
Hunt 
Hurd (CO) 
Issa 
Jack 
Jackson (TX) 
James 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Joyce (PA) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kiggans (VA) 
Kiley (CA) 
Kim 
Kustoff 
LaHood 
LaLota 
Landsman 
Latta 
Lawler 
Lee (FL) 
Lee (NV) 
Letlow 
Lucas 
Luttrell 
Mackenzie 
Malliotakis 
Maloy 
Mann 
Mast 
McCaul 
McClain 
McClintock 
McCormick 
McDonald Rivet 
McDowell 
McGuire 
Messmer 

Meuser 
Miller (IL) 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WV) 
Miller-Meeks 
Mills 
Moolenaar 
Moore (AL) 
Moore (NC) 
Moore (UT) 
Moore (WV) 
Moran 
Moskowitz 
Mrvan 
Murphy 
Nehls 
Newhouse 
Norcross 
Norman 
Nunn (IA) 
Obernolte 
Ogles 
Owens 
Palmer 
Patronis 
Perez 
Peters 
Pfluger 
Quigley 
Reschenthaler 
Riley (NY) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rouzer 
Rutherford 
Salazar 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schneider 
Schrier 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Self 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Shreve 

Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smucker 
Sorensen 
Soto 
Spartz 
Stauber 
Stefanik 
Steil 
Steube 
Strickland 
Strong 
Stutzman 
Suozzi 
Taylor 
Tenney 
Thompson (PA) 
Tiffany 
Timmons 
Tran 
Turner (OH) 
Valadao 
Van Drew 
Van Duyne 
Van Epps 
Van Orden 
Vasquez 
Veasey 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Westerman 
Whitesides 
Wied 
Williams (TX) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Yakym 
Zinke 

NAYS—191 

Adams 
Amo 
Ansari 
Auchincloss 
Balint 
Barragán 
Barrett 
Beatty 
Bell 
Beyer 
Biggs (AZ) 
Boebert 
Bonamici 
Boyle (PA) 
Brecheen 
Brown 
Brownley 
Burchett 
Burlison 
Carbajal 
Carson 
Carter (LA) 
Casar 
Casten 
Castro (TX) 
Chu 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Correa 
Costa 
Courtney 
Craig 
Crane 
Crockett 
Crow 
Davids (KS) 
Davis (IL) 
Dean (PA) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deluzio 
DeSaulnier 
Dexter 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Downing 
Elfreth 

Escobar 
Espaillat 
Evans (PA) 
Fields 
Figures 
Fletcher 
Foster 
Foushee 
Friedman 
Frost 
Fulcher 
Garamendi 
Garcia (CA) 
Garcı́a (IL) 
Garcia (TX) 
Goldman (NY) 
Gomez 
Goodlander 
Gosar 
Gray 
Green, Al (TX) 
Grijalva 
Harrigan 
Harris (MD) 
Hayes 
Horsford 
Hoyle (OR) 
Huffman 
Ivey 
Jackson (IL) 
Jacobs 
Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kamlager-Dove 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy (NY) 
Kennedy (UT) 
Khanna 
Knott 
Krishnamoorthi 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latimer 
Lee (PA) 
Leger Fernandez 
Levin 
Liccardo 

Lieu 
Lofgren 
Luna 
Lynch 
Mace 
Magaziner 
Mannion 
Massie 
Matsui 
McBath 
McBride 
McClain Delaney 
McClellan 
McCollum 
McGarvey 
McGovern 
McIver 
Meeks 
Mejia 
Menefee 
Menendez 
Meng 
Mfume 
Min 
Moore (WI) 
Morelle 
Morrison 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Nadler 
Neal 
Neguse 
Ocasio-Cortez 
Olszewski 
Omar 
Onder 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pappas 
Pelosi 
Perry 
Pettersen 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Pou 
Pressley 
Ramirez 
Randall 
Raskin 
Rivas 
Rose 

Ross 
Roy 
Ruiz 
Rulli 
Ryan 
Salinas 
Sánchez 
Scanlon 
Schakowsky 
Scholten 
Scott (VA) 
Sherman 
Simon 

Smith (WA) 
Stansbury 
Stanton 
Stevens 
Subramanyam 
Sykes 
Takano 
Thanedar 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tlaib 
Tokuda 

Tonko 
Torres (CA) 
Torres (NY) 
Trahan 
Underwood 
Vargas 
Velázquez 
Vindman 
Walkinshaw 
Waters 
Watson Coleman 
Williams (GA) 

NOT VOTING—4 

Kean 
Langworthy 

Loudermilk 
Wilson (FL) 
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Ms. WILLIAMS of Georgia and Mr. 
DOWNING changed their vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Messrs. SOTO and VICENTE GON-
ZALEZ of Texas, Ms. LOIS FRANKEL 
of Florida, and Mr. WHITESIDES 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea.’’ 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mr. LANGWORTHY. Mr. Speaker, had I 

been present, I would have voted YEA on Roll 
Call No. 142. 

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2026 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FONG). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, 
the unfinished business is the vote on 
adoption of the concurrent resolution 
(S. Con. Res. 33) setting forth the con-
gressional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2026 and 
setting forth the appropriate budgetary 
levels for fiscal years 2027 through 2035, 
on which the yeas and nays were or-
dered. 

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on adoption of the concur-
rent resolution. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 215, nays 
211, ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 3, as fol-
lows: 

[Roll No. 143] 

YEAS—215 

Aderholt 
Alford 
Allen 
Amodei (NV) 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Baird 
Balderson 
Barr 
Barrett 
Baumgartner 
Bean (FL) 
Begich 
Bentz 
Bergman 
Bice 
Biggs (AZ) 
Biggs (SC) 
Bilirakis 
Boebert 

Bost 
Brecheen 
Bresnahan 
Buchanan 
Burchett 
Burlison 
Calvert 
Cammack 
Carey 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Ciscomani 
Cline 
Cloud 
Clyde 
Cole 
Collins 
Comer 
Crane 
Crank 
Crawford 

Crenshaw 
Davidson 
De La Cruz 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Donalds 
Downing 
Dunn (FL) 
Edwards 
Ellzey 
Emmer 
Estes 
Evans (CO) 
Ezell 
Fallon 
Fedorchak 
Feenstra 
Fine 
Finstad 
Fischbach 
Fitzgerald 
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