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follows:

Aderholt
AKin
Alexander
Bachus
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Bass
Beauprez
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Bradley (NH)
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burgess
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Castle
Chabot
Chocola
Coble
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Cox
Crenshaw
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis (KY)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeLay
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Doolittle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
English (PA)
Everett
Feeney
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach

Abercrombie
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer

[Roll No. 175]

AYES—222

Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall
Harris
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis (SC)
Issa
Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E

Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCaul (TX)
MecCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
McMorris
Mica

Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Murphy
Musgrave
Myrick
Neugebauer
Ney

NOES—185

Boren
Boswell
Boyd
Brown (OH)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Cardoza
Carnahan
Case
Chandler
Clay
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 222, noes 185,
answered ‘‘present’ 2, not voting 24, as

Northup
Nunes
Nussle
Osborne
Otter

Oxley

Paul

Pearce
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Platts

Poe

Pombo
Porter

Price (GA)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Schwarz (MI)
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Sodrel
Souder
Stearns
Sullivan
Tancredo
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Walden (OR)
Walsh
Wamp
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf

Young (AK)

Cleaver
Clyburn
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Dayvis (TN)

DeFazio Lewis (GA) Rothman
DeGette Lipinski Roybal-Allard
Delahunt Lofgren, Zoe Ruppersberger
DeLauro Lowey Rush
Doggett Lynch Ryan (OH)
Edwards Maloney Sabo
Emanuel Markey Salazar
Engel Marshall Sanchez, Linda
Eshoo Matheson T.
Etheridge Matsui Sanchez, Loretta
Evans McCarthy Sanders
Farr McCollum (MN) Schakowsky
Filner McDermott Schiff
Ford McGovern Schwartz (PA)
Frank (MA) McIn_tyre Scott (GA)
Gonzalez McKinney Serrano
Gordon McNulty Sherman
Green, Al Meehan
Skelton
Green, Gene Meek (FL) Sla
O ughter
Grijalva Meeks (NY) Smith (WA)
Gutierrez Melancon
Harman Menendez Snyder
Hastings (FL)  Michaud Solis
Herseth Miller (NC) Spratt
Higgins Miller, George Stark
Hinchey Mollohan Strickland
Hinojosa Moore (KS) Stupak
Holden Moore (WI) Tanner
Holt Moran (VA) Tauscher
Hooley Murtha Taylor (MS)
Hoyer Nadler Thompson (CA)
Inslee Napolitano Thompson (MS)
Israel Norwood Tierney
Jackson (IL) Oberstar Towns
Jackson-Lee Obey Udall (CO)
(TX) Olver Udall (NM)
Jefferson Ortiz Van Hollen
Johnson, E. B. Pallone Velazquez
Jones (OH) Pascrell Visclosky
Kaptur Pastor Wagserman
Kennedy (RI) Payne Schultz
Kildee Pelosi Watson
Kind Peterson (MN) Watt
Kucinich Pomeroy Waxman
Langevin Price (NC) Weiner
Lantos Rahall Wexler
Larsen (WA) Rangel Woolsey
Lee Reyes Wu
Levin Ross Wynn
ANSWERED “PRESENT’"—2
Emerson Istook
NOT VOTING—24
Ackerman Doyle Neal (MA)
Baird Fattah Owens
Boucher Gohmert Scott (VA)
Brady (PA) Honda Sweeney
Burton (IN) Kanjorski Waters
Carson Kilpatrick (MI) Wicker
Cubin Larson (CT) Young (FL)
Davis (IL) Millender-
Dingell McDonald
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So the resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have b5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material on H.R. 2360 and that I may
include tabular material on the same.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
REHBERG). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

————

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2006
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 278 and rule
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XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2360.
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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
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2360)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2006, and
for other purposes, with Mr. GILLMOR
in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. MIKE ROGERS) and the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. MIKE ROGERS).

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I am pleased to be here today to
present the fiscal 2006 Homeland Secu-
rity Appropriations bill.

The first chapter for the Department
of Homeland Security has been writ-
ten. Progress has been made, and our
country is safer today than it was be-
fore September 11. In 2 years the De-
partment has developed and deployed
new technologies to inspect cargo at
our seaports and detect hazards in our
environment. US-VISIT has been put
in place at all international airports
and seaports; a one-stop shop for first
responders has been created; more than
90,000 national assets have been
catalogued in a national infrastructure
database; and a communications sys-
tem with State and local governments
is in place.

These are important accomplish-
ments, but they are not enough. There
is a great deal of work to be done, and
it is time to write the next chapter.

The bill before us today provides $30.8
billion in discretionary funds for the
upcoming fiscal year, $1.4 billion above
the current year and $1.3 billion above
the amounts requested by the Presi-
dent. There are some tough choices in
here, but they have been made after a
careful review of how the Department
is functioning, which programs work,
and which ones, quite frankly, are bro-
ken.

Nearly 2 years ago, when the Depart-
ment was first created and came before
the Committee on Appropriations seek-
ing funds, I made it clear that home-
land security requires the active en-
gagement of all Americans and all
branches of government; that we are
all stakeholders and must be treated as
such. I also advised that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations would be a
partner as the Department sought to
secure our homeland, that we would
not be casual bystanders willing to
sign a blank check. I have consistently
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and repeatedly told the Department
that we would require accountability
and cooperation, that we would expect
them to establish and meet specific
milestones, that we would watch and
measure their progress. We have done
that, exactly that. And, frankly, Mr.
Chairman, I am disappointed.

I have come to the conclusion that
there are two fundamental challenges
within this Department. First, DHS
has been slow to build its internal ca-
pabilities. The information technology
infrastructure has not been integrated.
There is no system in place to develop,
certify, and transfer homeland security
technologies. A financial management
system that tracks where the money
goes does not exist, and there is only a
limited capacity to put first responder
funds out on the street based on stand-
ards and minimum levels of prepared-
ness.

Second, the Department has not been
successful at revising missions and as-
sets of legacy organizations in a way
that reflects the post-9/11 homeland se-
curity environment. All too many ex-
amples come to mind: the Coast Guard,
Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment, Border Protection, and Trans-
portation Security. In too many cases
it is just business as usual. Missions
and threats have changed, but the De-
partment has not. This is unaccept-
able. The ‘‘business as usual’ men-
tality has to go.

The bill before us is anything but
business as usual. The Department has
been a reluctant partner and has ig-
nored requests for information and di-
rection to move expeditiously in the
implementation of important national
policies and goals.

This became all too obvious this year
when the Department ignored Congres-
sional requests for comprehensive in-
formation on the Coast Guard’s impor-
tant Deepwater program. The Depart-
ment will find that that lack of infor-
mation has cost them. Absent a revised
baseline that reflects post-9/11 mission
requirements for the Coast Guard,
Deepwater is being funded at pre-9/11
levels, $500 million. That is $466 million
below the request. It is a simple equa-
tion, Mr. Chairman: No information
equals no money.

O 1200

Throughout this bill, we will see this
equation applied. There are more than
$485 million in cuts because the Con-
gress did not get the information we
needed to make informed decisions
about programs and operations. There
is also more than $310 million in fenced
funding, until the Department per-
forms certain actions, including imple-
mentation of new air cargo screening
methods and standards, an immigra-
tion and border security enforcement
strategy, and a plan to deploy explo-
sive detection technologies to our Na-
tion’s airports.

Within this bill, first responders are
funded at the President’s requested
level of $3.6 billion. I would like to
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point out that there continues to be
problems at the local, State, and Fed-
eral levels in terms of getting money
actually out to first responders. We
have recently learned, Mr. Chairman,
that only 30 percent of the funds that
we have appropriated since 2002, have
been spent. Including the 2005 grant
money, there is $6.8 billion in the grant
pipeline.

Mr. Chairman, that is unacceptable.

The Dbill does not propose any
changes to the current formula as to
how those monies are dealt out, but it
does recognize that legislation which
passed this Chamber last week is mov-
ing through the process. The appropria-
tions bill will allow 2006 funding to go
out based on any formula change that
may be signed into law. The bill also
presumes that if new formulas do not
go into effect, the Department would
maintain the minimum allocation for
States of .75 percent. The balance of
that fund, though, would go out based
on risk, threat, and need; not, as it has
in the past, based solely on population.
That is a fundamental change in the
way first responder monies would go
out.

The bill also includes a significant
increase for border security and immi-
gration enforcement. A total of $1.2 bil-
lion is added for the Customs and Bor-
der Patrol and the Immigration and
Customs Enforcement branches. That
funding is on top of the $550 million
that was provided in the emergency
supplemental just signed. Between that
supplemental and this bill, we will be
providing the Department with the re-
sources to hire an additional 1,500 bor-
der patrol agents and 568 ICE officers
throughout the country. Funds are also
available to add some 3,870 detention
beds, which would be roughly a 20 per-
cent increase over current levels. Also,
funds are available for new radiation
portal monitors and air assets.

These funds, though, Mr. Chairman,
would come with strings attached. Our
immigration enforcement strategy
needs an overhaul. Despite more than
tripling spending on border security
and immigration enforcement in the
last 10 years, the number of illegal im-
migrants in the U.S. has more than
doubled, an unbelievable 11 million es-
timated illegal aliens in the country;
and that number is growing by a half a
million a year, by conservative esti-
mates.

And of that total, there are more
than 465,000 absconders, people who
have been caught, brought to court, re-
leased on their own recognizance to re-
port at a later date, which they fail to
do. And of those, 80,000 of them have
criminal records. Those numbers, Mr.
Chairman, will only get worse unless
we act.

Immigration enforcement is one of
the most critical components of home-
land security, yet the Department’s
current strategy has changed little
since the days of the old Immigration
and Naturalization Service. In order to
inspire change, the bill includes lan-
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guage requiring the Secretary to sub-
mit an immigration enforcement strat-
egy to reduce the number of undocu-
mented aliens by 10 percent per year.
The bill withholds $20 million of the
Secretary’s office funds until we re-
ceive that strategy.

Finally, for transportation security,
the bill includes $6.4 billion, partially
offset by fees, which is an increase of
$344 million above the current year.
The bill includes several provisions
that address years of frustration in
dealing with the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration. For too long, TSA
and others have ignored congressional
direction regarding general aviation at
Reagan National Airport. A legislative
provision is included, after these 3 or 4
years of discussions, requiring the Sec-
retary to open Reagan National Air-
port to general aviation within 90 days
of enactment of this act.

The committee also has repeatedly
asked for a plan as to how TSA would
be installing the explosive detection
systems, the so-called x-ray machines,
at our airports. Again, TSA has ignored
the Congress. In addition to providing
$495 million for the purchase and in-
stallation of these x-ray machines, the
committee fences $50 million of the ad-
ministrator’s funds until an installa-
tion plan is provided to the Congress.

Finally, the bill provides $100 million
for cargo security in passenger planes.
TSA has ignored congressional direc-
tions to triple the screening of air
cargo on passenger aircraft. As a re-
sult, the committee reduces the appro-
priation for TSA headquarters by
$100,000 for each day that the tripling
of air cargo is not implemented. The
bill also fences another $10 million
until new cargo screening standards
and protocols are implemented.

These next few years, Mr. Chairman,
will define the Department’s place in
history. This bill may be tough, and I
admit that it is, but I hope it is a
wakeup call. It is time to take strong
action to ensure that the Department’s
place in history and our safety will be
one of success and leadership in secur-
ing our homeland and not one of gov-
ernment bureaucracy and failed oppor-
tunities. It is now time for action.

I appreciate that the bill includes
several tough provisions. I am aware
that the new Secretary is in the proc-
ess of completing what he calls a sec-
ond-stage review of the Department’s
programs and operations. I am pleased
about that. While I have great respect
and confidence in the Department’s
new leadership, and we look forward to
receiving any recommendations the
Secretary may have to move the De-
partment forward, we cannot ignore
the fundamental problems that we
have been experiencing with this De-
partment since its creation. I urge my
colleagues to support the measure.
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Homeland Security Appropriations Act - FY 2006 (H.R. 2360)
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2005 FY 2008 Bill vs. Bi1l vs.
Enacted Request Bi11 Enacted Request
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
TITLE I - DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS
Departmental Operations
Office of the Secretary and Executive Management:
Immediate Office of the Secretary................. 2,141 2,393 2,393 +252 .-
Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary.......... 1,112 1,132 1,132 +20 .-
Office of Security..... .. ... ... i i 21,424 61,278 51,278 +29,854 -10,000
Chief of Staff. . .. ... .. .. . . 5,240 4,103 4,103 -1,137 ---
Executive Secretary........ ..., 3,500 5,491 5,400 +1,900 -91
Office of Policy, Planning and International
Affairs. . . 8,770 8,770 +8,770 ---
Special Assistant to the Secretary/Private Sector. 3,781 4,181 4,181 +400 e
0ffice for National Capital Region Coordination... 688 1,072 982 +294 -80
O0ffice of International Affairs................... 1,200 CEE .- -1,200 ---
0ffice of Public Affairs............ ... . ... ..., 8,120 9,312 9,172 +1,052 -140
Office of Legislative Affairs..................... 5,400 6,182 5,500 +100 -682
Office of General Counsel..........ccivvinnnnnn 10,821 11,947 11,800 +9879 -147
Office of Civil Rights and Liberties.............. 13,000 13,000 13,000 . -
Citizenship and Immigration Services Ombudsman.... 3,546 3,652 3,652 +106 ---
Homeland Security Advisory Committee.............. 1,287 .- .- -1,287 -
Privacy Officer..... ... oot 3,774 3,981 4,381 +607 +400
RegIONS . . s .- 49,895 .- --- -49,885
Operation Integration Staff................. ... ... - 9,459 7,495 +7,495 -1,964
Subtotal, Office of the Secretary and
Executive Management...................c.0v.n 85,034 195,848 133,239 +48,205 -62,609
0ffice of the Under Secretary for Management:
Under Secretary for Management.................... 1,434 1,867 1,822 +388 -45
Business Transformation Office.................... 920 948 948 +28 .-
Office of the Chief Procurement Officer........... 7,350 9,020 9,020 +1,670 R
Office of the Human Resources..................... 7,200 .. .- -7,200 ---
O0ffice of the Chief Human Capital Officer:
Salaries and eXpenses. . ..........uviuiienrnnnnan .- 8,996 8,951 +8,951 -45
MAX - HR System.. ... ... . it 53,000 53,000 +53,000 .-
Subtotal, Office of the Chief Human Capital
Officer. ..o e .- 61,996 61,951 +61,9851 -45
Office of Administration.......................... 27,270 --- --- -27,270 .-
O0ffice of the Chief Administrative Officer:
Salaries and expenses...........c.viiinnnnn. .- 40,731 40,286 +40,286 -445
Nebraska Avenue Complex (NAC-DHS Headquarters) .. 26,070 26,070 +26,070 “--
Subtotal, Office of the Chief Administrative
Officer.. ... i i i i e .- 66,801 66,356 +66,356 -445
Immigration statistics.............. ... oo iiin.. 5,898 5,987 5,987 +89 .
Headquarters...... ... i i i i i 65,081 --- _-- -65,081 -
Human resources System..............c.uvirerevunn.. 36,000 EEES .- - -36,000 ---
Subtotal, Office of the Under Secretary for
Management................ ... ... i, 151,153 146,619 146,084 -5,069 -535
0ffice of the Chief Financial Officer................. 13,000 18,505 18,505 +5,505 ---
Office of the Chief Information Officer:
Salaries and eXPenses...........vuiierinanenannnn 67,270 75,756 75,7586 +8,486 ---
Information technology services................... 91,000 110,944 110,944 +19,944 .-
Security activities........ ... coiirinirninnn. 31,000 31,000 31,000 -—-- -
Wireless program.......... i, 86,000 86,000 86,000 .- -
Subtotal, Office of the Chief Information
Officer. . . 275,270 303,700 303,700 +28,430 .-

Total, Departmental operations.................. 524,457 664,672 601,528 +77,071 -63,144
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H3349

Homeland Security Appropriations Act - FY 2006 (H.R. 2360)
(Amounts in thousands)

Office of Inspector General

Operating expenses

Total, Office of Inspector General

Total, title I, Departmental Management and
Operations. .. ...ttt i e s

TITLE II - SECURITY, ENFORCEMENT,
AND INVESTIGATIONS

Office of the Under Secretary for Border and
Transportation Security........... ... ... i,
U.S. Visitor and Immigrant Status Indicator Technology

Automation Modernization
U.S. Visitor and Immigrant Status Indicator

Total, Automation Modernization...............

Office of Screening Coordination Operations:
U.S. Visitor and Immigrant Status Indicator
Technology. ... e
SecureFlight. .. . .. .
FAST e

Total, O0ffice of Screening Coordination
Operations. ... ... i,
Appropriations
(Fee funded programs)

Customs and Border Protection
Salaries and exXpenses. ... .......ouuiiiiiiriinrennneunn.

Salaries and expenses:
Management and administration, border security
inspections and trade facilitation..............
Management and administration, border security and
control between port of entry...................

Subtotal, Headquarters management and
administration............ ... ... ..o,

Border security inspections and trade
facilitation:

Inspections, trade, and travel facilitation
at ports of entry.... ... ... .. . i

Harbor maintenance fee collection (trust fund)

Container security initiative.................

Other international programs..................

Customs trade partnership against terrorism/
Free and secure trade.......................

Inspection and detection technology
investments. . ... ..

FY 2005 FY 20086 Bi1l vs. Bi1l vs,
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
82,317 83,017 83,017 +700 .-
82,317 83,017 83,017 +700 .-
606,774 747,689 684,545 +77.771 -63,144
9,617 10,617 10,617 +1,000 B
340,000 .- - -340,000 .-
.—- .- 380,232 +390,232 +390,232

- - 7,000 +7,000 +7,000

P e.- 14,000 +14,000 +14,000

.- - 411,232 +411,232 +411,232

.- 390,232 .- .- -390,232

.- 94,294 .- .- -94,294

.- 7.000 .- .- -7,000

.- 14,000 .- EE -14,000

.-~ 20,000 --- - -20,000

--- (100,000) .- . (-100,000)

.- (20,000) .- .- (-20,000)
B (50,000) .. “-. (-50,000)

.- (10,000) .- .- (-10,000)

--- (705,526) .- - (-705,526)

.- (525,526) --- .- (-525,526)
--- (180,000) w-- .- (-180,000)
1,172,838 .- .- -1,172,838 .-
n-- 656,826 656,826 +656,826 .-

- 593,207 593,207 +593,207 .-
1,172,838 1,250,033 1,250,033 +77,195 ---
1,242,800 1,274,994 1,274,994 +32,194 .-
3,000 3,000 3,000 --- -
126,096 138,790 138,790 +12,694 -
57,300 8,629 8,629 -48,671 -
37,828 54,268 54,268 +16,440 .-
145,159 188,024 188,024 +42,865 .-
29,800 28,253 28,253 -1,547 LR
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Homeland Security Appropriations Act - FY 2006 (H.R. 2360)
{Amounts 1in thousands)

FY 2005 FY 2006 Bil1l vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
National Targeting Center..................... 16,100 16,697 16,697 +597 B
Other technology investments, including
information technology.............. ... ... 1,000 1,018 1,018 +18 ---
Training. ..o e 23,800 24,351 24,351 +551 .-
Subtotal, Border security inspections and
trade facilitation................ ... ..., 1,682,883 1,738,024 1,738,024 +55,141 .-
Border security and control between ports of
entry:
Border security and control................... 1,413,800 1,464,989 1,614,989 +201,189 +150,000
Air program operations................. ... ... 37,300 57,971 57,971 +20,671 .-~
Unmanned aerial vehicles............ ... ..ovi 10,000 10,180 10,180 +180 -
America Shield Initiative (ASI) procurement... 64,162 51,084 51,084 -13,078 ---
Training. ..o s 21,700 22,203 22,203 +503 ..
Subtotal, Border security and control
between ports of entry................. ... 1,546,962 1,606,427 1,756,427 +209,465 +150,000
Air and marine operations, personnel compensation
and benefits. ... .. ... i i i 131,436 136,060 141,060 +9,624 +5,000
Subtotal, Salaries and expenses (gross)......... 4,534,119 4,730,544 4,885,544 +351,425 +155,000
Appropriations........... .o i i (4,534,119) (4,730,544) (4,885,544) (+351,425) (+155,000)
Rescission (P.L., 108-11)...... ... ... (-63,010) LR .- (+63,010) ---
Subtotal, Salaries and expenses (net)........... 4,471,109 4,730,544 4,885,544 +414 435 +155,000
Automation modernization:
Automated commercial environment/International
Trade Data System (ITDS)............covuivnnunn, 321,690 321,690 321,690 .- .-
Automated commercial system and legacy IT costs... 128,219 136,319 136,319 +8,100 -
Subtotal, Automation modernization.............. 449,909 458,009 458,009 +8,100 -
Air and marine operations:
Operations and maintenance........................ 196,535 230,682 240,682 +44 147 +10,000
Procurement. ... .. it e e e 61,000 62,008 107,098 +46,098 +45,000
Subtotal, Air and marine operations............. 257,535 292,780 347,780 +80,245 +55,000
Construction:
Construction (Border patrol)...................... 91,718 93,418 93,418 +1,700 .-
Total, Direct appropriations.................... 5,270,271 5,574,751 5,784,751 +514,480 +210,000
Fee accounts:
Immigration inspection user fee................... {429,000) (464,818) (464,818) (+35,816) ...
Immigration enforcement fines..................... (6,000) (6,403) (6,403) (+403) -
Land border inspection fee........................ (28,000) (29,878) (29,878) (+1,878) .-
COBRA passenger inspection fee.................... (318,000) (334,000) (334,000) (+16,000) .-
APHIS 1inspection fee................ccovviinnn. (204,000) (204,000) (204,000) --- .
Puerto Rico collections........... ... {89,000) (97,815) (97,815) (+8,815) ---
Small airport user fees..............cvuivuninnnn. (5,004) (5,234) (5.234) (+230) .-
Subtotal, fee accounts.......................... (1,079,004) (1,142,148) (1.142,146) (+63,142) .-
Total, Customs and Border Protection............ (6,349,275) (6,716,897) (6,926,897) (+577,622) (+210,000)
Appropriations............... ... ..., (5,333,281) (5,574,751) (5.784,751) (+451,470) (+210,000)
RESCISSION. ... .t i (-63,010) ... - (+63,010) .-

(Fee aCCOUNTS) ...\ vt (1,079,004)  (1,142,146)  (1,142,146) (+63,142)
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Homeland Security Appropriations Act - FY 2006 (H.R. 2360)
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2005 FY 2006 Bi11 vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
Immigration and Customs Enforcement
Salaries and expenses:
Headquarters Management and Administration
(non-Detention and Removal Operations):
Personnel compensation and benefits, service
and other costs............ ..o i 96,202 277,572 277,572 +181,370 ---
Headquarters managed IT investment............ 120,119 134,571 134,571 +14,452 .-
Subtotal, Headquarters management and
administration........ ... i 216,321 412,143 412,143 +195,822 ---
Investigations:
Operations. . ... .ot i 1,055,345 1,215,916 1,253,716 +198,371 +37,800
Training. ... o 15,671 17,932 17,932 +2,261 .-
Subtotal, Investigations.................... 1,071,016 1,233,848 1,271,648 +200,632 +37,800
Intelligence:
Headquarters Reporting Center................. 4,882 4,988 4,988 +108 ---
Operations/Operations Center,................. 55,130 56,834 56,834 +1,704 .-
Subtotal, Intelligence...................... 60,012 61,822 61,822 +1,810 E
Detention and removal operations:
Custody management............ocviininnenionn, 504,221 600,160 690,160 +185,939 +90,000
Case management.......... ... ... it 192,269 166,277 166,277 -25,992 .-
Fugitive operations............. .. i, 35,242 103,255 119,255 +84,013 +16,000
Institutional removal program................. 33,719 70,104 88,104 +54,385 +18,000
Alternatives to detention..................... 14,202 33,406 43,406 +29,204 +10,000
Transportation and removal program............ 311,492 211,266 211,266 -100,2286 m--
Subtotal, Detention and removal operations.. 1,091,145 1,184,468 1,318,468 +227,323 +134,000
Subtotal, Salaries and expenses................. 2,438,494 2,892,281 3,064,081 +625,587 +171,800
Appropriations....... ... ... ... e, (2,438,494) (2,892,281) (3,064,081) (+625,587) (+171,800)
Emergency appropriations.............. .. ...... --- .- --- --- .-
Federal air marshals:
Management and administration..................... 593,552 616,927 626,927 +33,375 +10,000
Travel and training...........cooviiiiiiinennnn 69,348 71,933 71,9833 +2,585 ---
Subtotal, Federal air marshals.................. 662,900 688,860 698,860 +35,960 +10,000
Federal protective service:
Basic security...... ... .o e 106,362 109,235 109,235 +2,873 .-
Building specific security (including capital
equipment replacement/acquisition).............. 371,638 377,765 377,765 +6,127 ---
Subtotal. .. ... . . 478,000 487,000 487,000 +9,000 .-
Offsetting fee collections.................c.. ..., -478,000 -487,000 -487,000 -9,000 LR
Automation modernization:
ATLAS/CHIMERA IT connectivity..................... 39,605 40,150 40,150 +545 .--
Construction. ... .. i 26,179 26,546 26,546 +367 .-
Total, Direct appropriations.................... 3,167,178 3,647,837 3,829,637 +662,459 +181,800
Fee accounts:
Immigration inspection user fee................... (90,000) (91,621) (91,621) (+1,621) ---
Breached bond/detention fund...................... {70,000) (71,260) (71,260) (+1,260) -
Student exchange and visitor fee.................. (40,000) (66,552) (66,552) (+26,552) ---

Subtotal, fee accounts....................c...... (200,000) (229,433) (229,433) (+29,433) ---
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Subtotal, Immigration and Customs Enforcement
(€ Lot 113 1 P
Offsetting fee collections..................

Total, Immigration and Customs Enforcement......
Appropriations. ...
(Fee accounts)..... ...t iininninns
Transportation Security Administration
Aviation security:
Screener operations:
Screener workforce:
Privatized screening.....................
Passenger screener - personnel,
compensation, and benefits..............
Baggage screener - personnel,
compensation, and benefits..............

Subtotal, Sceener workforce...........

Screening training and other:

Passenger screeners, other................
Baggage screeners, other..................
Screener training.......... ... iiviiaan.

Screener other........... . .oiviiiiienn.
Subtotal, Screening training and other

Human resource services.......................
CAPPS I@. .. it i e e e
Crew vetting........ ... i,
Registered traveler........... .. .. .. iivn..
Checkpoint support......... ...,

EDS/ETD Systems:
Purchase....... .ot

Subtotal, Screening operations............

Aviation direction and enforcement:

Aviation regulation and other enforcement.....
Airport management, IT, and support...........
FFDO and flight crew training.................
Air Cargo. ... e
Airport perimeter security....................
Foreign repair stations.......................

Subtotal, Aviation direction and enforcement

Flight school checks (by transfer)................
Subtotal, Aviation security (gross)...........
Offsetting fee collections........................
Total, Aviation security (net)................

Surface transportation security:
Staffing and operations...............c..ivivnnn.
Surface transportation security staffing..........

Enterprise staffing.................. ... ... ... ...
Transfer to credentialing activities..............

FY 2005 FY 20086 Bill vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
(3,845,178) (4,364,270) (4,546,070) (+700,892) (+181,800)
(-478,000) (-487,000) (-487,000) (-9,000) .-
(3,367,178} (3,877,270} (4,059,070} (+691,892) (+181,800)
(3,187,178) (3,647,837) (3,829,637) (+662,459) (+181,800)
(200,000) (229,433) {229,433} (+29,433) .-
129,654 146,151 139,654 +10,000 -6,497
1,445,488 1,590,969 1,520,000 +74.,514 -70,969
848,860 931,864 884,000 +35,140 -47,864
2,424,000 2,668,984 2,543,654 +119,654 -125,330
140,614 .- 20,952 -119,662 +20,952
203,660 .. .- -203,660 -
--- 91,004 85,004 +85,004 -6,000

- 170,246 126,294 +126,294 -43,952
344,274 261,250 232,250 -112,024 -29,000
150,000 207,234 207,234 +57,234 ---
34,919 - .- -34,919 “--
10,000 .-- .- -10,000 .-
15,000 --- ... -15,000 .-
123,500 157,461 157,461 +33,961 -
180,000 130,000 170,000 -10,000 +40,000
45,000 14,000 75,000 +30,000 +61,000
174,940 200,000 200,000 +25,060 .-
.- 23,000 23,000 +23,000 .-
399,940 367,000 468,000 +68,060 +101,000
3,501,633 3,661,929 3,608,599 +106,966 -53,330
230,000 238,196 222,416 -7,584 -15,780
526,890 758,370 655,597 +128,707 -102,773
25,000 36,289 29,000 +4,000 -7,289
40,000 40,000 60,000 +20,000 +20,000
. .- 10,000 +10,000 +10,000

LR LR 6,000 +6,000 +6,000
821,890 1,072,855 983,013 +161,123 -89,842
(9,700) - --- (-9,700) -
4,323,523 4,734,784 4,591,612 +268,089 -143,172
-1,823,000 -3,670,000 -1,980,000 -167,000 +1,680,000
2,500,523 1,064,784 2,601,612 +101,089 +1,536,828
24,000 .- - -24,000 .-
- 24,000 .- --- -24,000

.- .-~ 24,000 +24,000 +24,000
-27,000 .- --- +27.,000 ---
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FY 2005 FY 2006 Bi1l vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bil1l Enacted Request
TWIC . e 15,000 .- .- -15,000 .-
Credentialing start-up......... ... ... oo, 5,000 - .. -5,000 -
Hazardous materials security............ .. ... ... 17,000 .- --- -17,000 .
Hazardous materials truck tracking/training....... 2,000 .o 4,000 +2,000 +4,000
Rail security (inspectors)................ ... ... 12,000 8,000 8,000 -4,000 ---
Subtotal, Surface transportation security..... 48,000 32,000 36,000 -12,000 +4,000
Credentialing activities.............. .. ... o iht 67,000 .- .- -67,000 ---
Offsetting fee collections........................ -67,000 --- - +67,000 .-
Transportation Vetting and Credentialing:
SecureFTight. ... . v i .- .- 65,994 +65,994 +65,994
Crew vetting. . ... i i e .- .- 13,300 +13,300 +13,300
Screening administration and operations........... -.- . 5,000 +5,000 +5,000
Total, Direct appropriations.................... “e --- 84,294 +84,294 +84,294
Fee accounts:
Registered Traveler Program fees.................. .- .- (20,000) (+20,000) (+20,000)
TWIC FEeS. ..ttt e i i et e i e s LR - (100,000) (+100,000) (+100,000)
HAZMAT fees. .. ... e ii ey .- .- (50,000) (+50,000) (+50,000)
Alien Flight School (by transfer from DOJ) - fees. .- —-— (10,000) (+10,000) {+10,000)
Subtotal, fee accounts.......................... - --- (180,000} (+180,000) (+180,000)
Subtotal, Transportation Vetting and
Credentialing (gross)...........cvvivvinvnn.. .- --- (264,294) (+264,294) (+264,294)
Transportation security support:
Intelligence...... .o i 14,000 21,000 21,000 +7,000 -
Administration:
Headquarters administration................... 267,382 302,781 309,916 +42,534 +7,135
Mission support centers............civvueiunn. 5,000 3,051 - -5,000 -3,061
Information technology........................ 240,470 210,092 210,092 -30,378 .-
Corporate training............cvvvivniinnnn.. 7,000 8,084 - -7,000 -§,084
Subtotal, Administration.................... 519,852 524,008 520,008 +156 -4,000
Research and development:
Research and development at Tech Center....... 438,000 .- --- -49,000 .-
Next generation explosive detection systems
and explosive trace detection............... 54,000 - ... -54,000 .-
ATr CargO. i e e 75,000 .- --- -75,000 .-
Subtotal, Research and development.......... 178,000 .- --- -178,000 ---
Subtotal, Transportation security support....... 711,852 545,008 541,008 -170,844 -4,000
Aviation security capital fund........................ (250,000) (250,000) (250,000) .- .-
Total, Transportation Security Administration
(GroSS) . i e 5,333,375 5,561,792 5,682,914 +349,539 +121,122
Offsetting fee collections.................... -1,890,000 -3,670,000 ~-1,990,000 -100,000 +1,680,000
Aviation security capital fund................ (250,000) (250,000) (250,000) --- .-
Fee accounts. . ....ouiiitin it .- .- (180,000) (+180,000) (+180,000)
Total, Transportation Security Administration
(et . 3,260,375 1,641,792 3,262,914 +2,539 +1,621,122
United States Coast Guard
Operating expenses:
Military pay and allowances....................... 2,807,827 3,011,130 3,009,550 +201,723 -1,580
Civilian pay and benefits......................... 456,110 535,836 531,811 +75,701 -4,025

Training and recruiting......ovv e ennnnnnn.. 161,441 178,212 178,212 +16,771 ---
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FY 2005 FY 20086 Bill vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request BiNl Enacted Request
Operating funds and unit level maintenance........ 924,125 985,309 967,414 +43,289 -17,895
Centrally managed accounts............ ... vnnnt. 175,438 193,936 193,936 +18,498 --
Coast Guard watch standards................ .. ..... 9,000 .- .- -9,000 -
Intermediate and depot Tevel maintenance.......... 623,279 642,977 642,977 +19,698 ---
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 108-324)........... 33,387 “-- --- -33,367 LR
Unspecified reduction........ ... ... i, --- . -23,900 -23,900 -23,900
Subtotal, Operating expenses..............oovv. 5,190,587 5,547,400 5,500,000 +309,413 -47,400
Less adjustment for defense function.............. -1,204,000 -340,000 -1,200,000 +4,000 -860,000
Defense function......... . . it 1,204,000 340,000 1,200,000 -4,000 +860,000
Subtotal, Operating expenses.................... 5,180,587 5,547,400 5,500,000 +309,413 -47 ,400
Appropriations...... ... it (3,953,220) (5,207,400) (4,300,000) (+346,780) (-907,400)
bDefense function........ ... ... .. ... ... ..., (1,204,000) (340,000) (1,200,000) (-4,000) (+860,000)
Emergency appropriations.................... (33,367) --- .. (-33,367) .-
Environmental compliance and restoration.............. 17,000 12,000 12,000 -5,000 -
Reserve training......... ..o, 113,000 119,000 119,000 +6,000 ---
Acquisition, construction, and improvements:
Vessels:
Great Lakes Icebreaker (GLIB) replacement..... 7,750 --- .- -7,750 ---
Response boat medium (41ft UTB and NSB
replacement) .. ... ... i i 12,000 22,000 22,000 +10,000 ---
Subtotal, Vessels........ ... coiiiireinnn, 19,750 22,000 22,000 +2,250 .-
Aircraft:
Armed helicopter equipment (Phase I) (legacy
asset) . ... e 2,500 19,902 19,902 +17,402 EE
Covert surveillance aircraft.................. .- - 10,000 +10,000 +10,000
C-130J Missionization................ooonun., --- 5,000 . ... -5,000
Subtotal, Aircraft.......................... 2,500 24,9802 29,902 +27,402 +5,000
Other equipment:
Automatic identification system............... 24,000 29,100 29,100 +5,100 .-
National distress and response system
modernization (Rescue 21)................... 134,000 101,000 91,000 -43,000 -10,000
HFE Recap.......oiiiii i e .- 10,000 10,000 +10,000 EEE
Rescission (P.L. 108-90)...............ovvun. -16,000 .- --- +16,000 -
Subtotal, Other equipment................... 142,000 140,100 130,100 -11,900 -10,000
Personnel compensation and benefits:
Core acquisition costs................c.uuuu.. 500 500 500 .- PR
Direct personnel cost............. ...t 72,500 75,950 75,950 +3,450 ...
Subtotal, Personnel compensation and
benefits............ .. .. ... i, 73,000 76,450 76,450 +3,450 .-
Integrated deepwater systems:
Aircraft:
Aircraft, other............................. 86,250 125,900 .-- -86,250 -125,900
HH-65 re-engining........cooiiiiiniinin., 99,000 133,100 - -99,000 -133,100
Subtotal, Aircraft......................... 185,250 259,000 .- -185,250 -259,000
Surface ships...... ... ... i, 364,300 522,400 .- -364,300 -522,400
CAISR. i e e 53,600 74,400 - -53,600 -74,400
Logistics. ... it i i 39,800 25,200 .- -39,800 -25,200
Systems engineering and integration........... 43,000 45,000 R -43,000 -45,000
Government program management................. 38,000 40,000 .- -38,000 -40,000
Miscellaneous................. .- .- 500,000 +500,000 +500,000
Subtotal, Integrated deepwater systems...... 723,950 966,000 500,000 -223,950 -466,000
Shore facilities and aids to navigation:
Shore operational and support projects........ 1,000 5,000 5,000 +4,000 -
Shore construction projects................... 1,600 3,000 3,000 +1,400 .-

Small arms range at ISC Honolulu, HI.......... 1,600 - .-- -1,600 ---
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FY 2005 FY 20086 Bill vs. Bi11 vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
Renovate USCGA Chase Hall Barrack, Phase I.... .- 15,000 15,000 +15,000 ..
Replace multi-purpose building - Group Long
IsTand Sound......... .o --- 10,000 10,000 +10,000 .-
Construct breakwater - Station Neah Bay....... .- 2,800 2,800 +2,800 ---
Waterways aids to navigation infrastructure... 800 3,900 3,800 +3,100 ---
Subtotal, Shore facilities and aids to
navigation. ... ... ... .. e 5,000 39,700 39,700 +34,700 ---
Subtotal, Acquisition, construction, and
improvements (net).......... .. ... .. .. ... .. .. 966,200 1,269,152 798,152 -168,048 -471,000
Appropriations. . .....oviii i (982,200) (1.269,152) (798,152) (-184,048) (-471,000)
RESCISSTONS . . .o i i i i e (-16,000) .- .- (+16,000) ---
Alteration of bridges........ .o, 15,900 “-- 15,000 -900 +15,000
Research, development, test, and evaluation........... 18,500 CEE .- -18,500 -
Subtotal, U.S. Coast Guard discretionary........ 6,321,187 6,947,552 6,444,152 +122,965 -503,400
Retired pay (mandatory)...... .. ..o, 1,085,460 1,014,080 1,014,080 -71,380 ---
Total, United States Coast Guard................ 7,406,647 7,961,632 7,458,232 +51,585 -503,400
Appropriations........ .. it (7.389,280) (7,961,632) {7,458,232) (+68,952) (-503,400)
Emergency appropriations.................... (33,367) --- EEE (-33,367) .-
REeSCISSTONS . . . ittt i i v v e (-16,000) --- --- (+16,000) ---
United States Secret Service
Salaries and expenses:
Protection:
Protection of persons and facilities.......... 571,640 572,232 583,652 +12,012 +11,420
National special security event fund.......... 5,000 5,000 10,000 +5,000 +5,000
Protective intelligence activities............ 53,989 55,561 57,061 +3,072 +1,500
White House mail screening.................... 16,365 16,365 16,365 .- ---
Subtotal, Protection.............. ... ..., 646,994 649,158 667,078 +20,084 +17,920
Field operations:
Domestic field operations..................... 221,489 238,888 238,888 +17,399 .-
International field office administration,
operations and training..................... 19,208 19,768 22,168 +2,960 +2,400
Electronic crimes special agent program and
electronic crimes task forces............... 34,536 35,600 43,600 +9,064 +8,000
Subtotal, Field operations.................. 275,233 294,256 304,656 +29,423 +10,400
Administration:
Headquarters, management and administration... 197,747 203,232 203,232 +5,485 -
National Center for Missing and Exploited
Children. ... .. . i i 7,100 7,100 7,678 +578 +578
Subtotal, Administration.................... 204,847 210,332 210,910 +6,063 +578
Training:
Rowley training center........................ 45,051 46,337 46,337 +1,286 .-
Subtotal, Salaries and expenses................. 1,172,125 1,200,083 1,228,981 +56,856 +28,898
Operating expenses (rescission) (P.L. 108-11)......... -750 .- .- +750 .-
Acquisition, construction, improvements and related
expenses {(Rowley training center)................... 3,633 3,699 3,699 +66 ---

Total, United States Secret Service............. 1,175,008 1,203,782 1,232,680 +57,872 +28,898
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FY 2005 FY 2006 Bill vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
Total, title II, Security, Enforcement, and
Investigations:
New budget (obligational) authority......... 20,629,006 20,565,937 21,990,063 +1,380,967 +1,424,128
Appropriations.......... ... i (20,675,489) (20,565,937) (21,990,063) (+1,314,574) (+1,424,126)
Emergency appropriations................ (33,367) - - {-33,367) .-
ReSCTISSTON. .. it e e (-79,760) .- --- (+79,760) .-
TITLE III - PREPAREDNESS AND RECOVERY
Office of State and Local Government
Coordination and Preparedness
Management and administration................ .. ... ... 3,548 .- 3,546 .- +3,5486
State and Tocal programs:
Salaries and eXPensSesS. ... .. .- 3,546 - - -3,548
State and local basic formula grants............ 1,100,000 --- 750,000 -350,000 +750,000
State Homeland Seurity Grant Program:
State and local basic formula grants.......... .- 1,020,000 .- --- -1,020,000
Emergency management performance grants....... - 170,000 .- - -170,000
Citizen COrpsS.. .ot i L 50,000 .- .- -50,000
Subtotal, State Homeland Security Grant Pgm .. 1,240,000 .- .- ~-1,240,000
Law enforcement terrorism prevention grants....... 400,000 —.- 400,000 .- +400,000
Urban area security initiative:
High-threat, high-density urban area.......... 885,000 1,020,000 850,000 -35,000 -170,000
Targeted infrastructure protection............ .- 600,000 --- - -600,000
Buffer Zone Protection Program................ .- --- 50,000 +50,000 +50,000
Port security grants........... ...t 150,000 a-- 150,000 - +150,000
Rail and transit security..................0... 150,000 .- 150,000 - +150,000
Trucking security grants...................... 5,000 .- 5,000 - +5,000
Intercity bus security grants................. 10,000 LR 16,000 .- +10,000
Subtotal, Urban area security initiative.... 1,200,000 1,620,000 1,215,000 +15,000 -405,000
Commercial equipment direct assistance program.... 50,000 .- 50,000 - +50,000
National programs:
National domestic preparedness consortium..... 135,000 80,000 125,000 -10,000 +45,000
National exercise program..................... 52,000 52,000 52,000 --- ---
Technical assistance...................vovunn, 30,000 7,600 20,000 -10,000 +12,400
Metropolitan medical response system.......... 30,000 CER 40,000 +10,000 +40,000
Demonstration training grants................. 30,000 .- 35,000 +5,000 +35,000
Continuing training grants.................... 25,000 3,010 30,000 +5,000 +26,990
Citizen Corps... ..o 15,000 - 40,000 +25,000 +40,000
Evatuations and assessments................... 14,300 14,300 14,300 .- -
Rural domestic preparedness consortium........ 5,000 .- 10,000 +5,000 +10,000
Subtotal, National programs................. 336,300 156,910 366,300 +30,000 +209,380
Management and administration..................... - 44,300 .- --- -44,300
Subtotal, State and local programs.............. 3,086,300 3,064,756 2,781,300 -305,000 -283,456
Firefighter assistance grants......................... 650,000 .- .. -650,000 -
Fire department staffing assistance grants:
Brants. . . e e .- 500,000 550,000 +550,000 +50,000
Staffing for Adequate Fire and Emergency
Response (SAFER) Act........................ 65,000 .- 50,000 -15,000 +50,000
Subtotal, Firefighter assistance grants......... 715,000 500,000 600,000 -115,000 +100,000
Emergency Management Performance Grants............... 180,000 .- 180,000 .- +180,000

Total, Office of State and Local Government
Coordination and Preparedness................. 3,984,846 3,564,756 3,564,846 -420,000 +90
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FY 2005 FY 20086 Bil11 vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
Counterterrorism Fund
Counterterrorism fund........... ... ... .o, 8,000 10,000 10,000 +2,000 .-
Emergency Preparedness and Response
0ffice of the Under Secretary for Emergency
Preparedness and Response............ ivivninneansn 4,211 4,306 2,308 -1,905 -2,000
Preparedness, mitigation, response and recovery:
Operating activities........... ... i, 209,499 228,499 242,499 +33,000 +14,000
Urban search and rescue teams..............oooviinn 30,000 7,000 7,000 -23,000 .-
Subtotal, Preparedness, mitigation, response
ANA TECOVEIY . ot vttt a e 239,499 235,499 249,499 +10,000 +14,000
Operating expenses (rescission)................vvvuvun -5,000 - - +5,000 .-
Administrative and regional operations................ 202,939 170,441 177,441 -25,498 +7,000
Defense function........ ... ... i, --- 48,000 48,000 +48,000 ---
Subtotal, Administrative and regional operations 202,939 218,441 225,441 +22,502 +7,000
Public health programs:
National disaster medical system.................. 34,000 34,000 34,000 --- .-
Subtotal, Public health programs................ 34,000 34,000 34,000 .- ---
Radiological emergency preparedness program........... -1,000 -1,266 -1,266 -266 -
Biodefense countermeasures:
Advance appropriations, FY 2005 (P.L. 108-324).... 2,507,776 .- - -2,507,776 -
Subtotal, Biodefense countermeasures............ 2,507,776 --- --- -2,507,776 ---
Disaster relief. ... ... ..o i e 2,042,380 2,140,000 2,023,900 ~-18,480 -116,100
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 108-324)........... 6,500,000 .- --- -6,500,000 .-
Subtotal, Disaster Relief....................... 8,542,380 2,140,000 2,023,900 -6,518,480 -116,100
Disaster assistance direct loan program account:
(Limitation on direct Joans)...................... (25,000) (25,000) (25,000) - ---
Administrative expenses................ ... iiuun, 567 567 567 --- .-
Flood map modernization fund.......................... 200,000 200,068 200,000 .-~ -68
National flood insurance fund:
Salaries and eXPensSesS...........vuvriniiirraenains 33,338 36,496 36,496 +3,160 -—
Severe reptitive loss mitigation.................. . .. 40,000 +40,000 +40,000
Repetitive loss mitigation........................ --- R 10,000 +10,000 +10,000
Flood mitigation......... ... o i, 79,257 87,358 99,358 +20,101 +12,000
Offsetting fee collections.................c.vun. -112,593 -123,854 -185,854 -73,261 -62,000
(Transfer to National flood mitigation fund)...... {-20,000) (-28,000) (-40,000) (-20,000) (-12,000)
National flood mitigation fund (by transfer).......... (20,000) (28,000} (40,000) (+20,000) (+12,000)
National pre-disaster mitigation fund................. 100,000 150,062 150,000 +50,000 -62
Emergency food and shelter..............c..covvvvnnn.. 153,000 153,000 153,000 - “en
Total, Emergency Preparedness and Response (net) 11,978,372 3,134,677 3,037,447 -8,940,925 -97,230
Appropriations......... ... ... i, (2,975,596) (3,134,677) (3,037,447) (+61,851) (-97,230)
Rescission......ooiiiii i (-5,000) --- EEE (+5,000) ---
Emergency appropriations.................... (6,500,000) - - (-6,500,000) .-
Advance appropriations...................... (2,507,776) --- --- (-2,807,776) ---
Total, title III, Preparedness and Recovery:
New budget (obligational) authority......... 15,971,218 6,709,433 6,612,293 -9,358,925 -97,140
Appropriations.......... ... o, (6,968,442) (6,709,433) (6,612,293) {-356,149) (-97,140)
Advance appropriations.................. (2,507,776) - “-- (-2,507,776) ---

Emergency appropriations................ (6,500,000) .. .- (-6,500,000) .-
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RESCISSIONS. ...ttt it (-5,000) - .- (+5,000) ...
(Limitation on direct loans)................ (25,000) (25,000) (25,000) - -
(Transfer out) ... ..o (-20,000) (-28,000) (-40,000) (-20,000) (-12,000)
(By transfer)..........oviiiiiiiiiiiniian, (20,000) (28,000) (40,000) (+20,000) (+12,000)
TITLE IV - RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, TRAINING,
ASSESSMENTS, AND SERVICES
Citizenship and Immigration Services
Backlog reduction initiative:
Contracting services. ... ... ..oviviiiiinninniennn 120,000 70,000 70,000 -50,000 -
Dther . e e e 20,000 10,000 10,000 -10,000 ---
Digitization. .. ... o i 20,000 -.- 40,000 +20,000 +40,000
Subtotal, Backlog reduction initiative.......... 160,000 80,000 120,000 -40,000 +40,000
Adjudication services (fee account):
Pay and benefits...... ... ... .. .. .. i (580,000} (607,000) (807,000) (+27,000) ---
Operating expenses:
District operations...........coiiiinnnnn. (293,000) (389,000) (389,000} (+96,000) ---
Service center operations..................... (233,000) {260,000} (260,000) {+27,000) .-
Asylum, refugee and international operations.. (73,000) (74,000) (74,000) {+1,000) .-
Records operations............. ... ..y (65,000) (66,000) (66,000) (+1,000) ---
Subtotal, Adjudication services................. (1,244,000) (1,396,000) (1,396,000) (+152,000) ---
Information and customer services (fee account):
Pay and benefits......... ... ... ... . . .. (78,000) (80,000) (80,000) (+2,000) e
Operating expenses:
National Customer Service Center.............. (46,000) (47,000) (47,000} (+1,000) .-
Information services..............cvvnninnn., (14,000) (14,000) (14,000) --- .-
Subtotal, Information and customer services..... (138,000) (141,000) (141,000) (+3,000) .-
Administration (fee account):
Pay and benefits....... ... .. ... . i, (43,000) (44,000) (44,000) (+1,000) -
Operating expenses. . ......ovuvinerirn i enaenenan (190,000) (193,000) (193,000) (+3,000) ---
Subtotal, Administration........................ (233,000) (237,000) (237,000) (+4,000) .-
Total, Citizenship and Immigration Services..... (1,775,000) (1,854,000) (1,894,000) (+119,000) (+40,000)
Appropriations......... ..., (160,000) (80,000) (120,000} (-40,000) (+40,000)
(Immigration Examination Fee Account)....... (1,571,000) (1,730,000) (1,730,000) (+159,000) .
(H-1B and L Fraud Prevention and Detection
Fee ACCOUNL) . .. . it i (31,000) (31,000) (31,000) .- -
(H-1B Non-Immigrant Petitioner Fee Account). {13,000) (13,000) (13,000) .- “--
Federal Law Enforcement Training Center
Salaries and expenses:
Salaries and eXpensesS...........vverirneennnnunn, 177,440 183,362 194,000 +16,560 +10,638
Subtotal, Salaries and expenses................. 177,440 183,362 194,000 +16,560 +10,638
Acquisition, Construction, Improvements and Related
expenses:
Direct appropriation................cviiiinnos, 44,917 40,636 64,743 +19,826 +24,107
Subtotal, Acquisition, Construction and Related
EXPBNSES . . . i e 44,917 40,838 64,743 +19,826 +24,107
Total, Federal Law Enforcement Training Center.. 222,357 223,998 258,743 +36,386 +34,745
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Information Analysis
and Infrastructure Protection
Management and administration:
0ffice of the Under Secretary for Information
Analysis and Infrastructure Protection.......... 5,864 6,878 6,878 +1,014 .-
Other salaries and eXpenses............c.ocouvenenns 126,200 197,127 191,322 +65,122 -5,805
Subtotal, Management and administration......... 132,064 204,005 198,200 +66,136 -5,805
Assessments and evaluations:
Critical infrastructure ocutreach and partnerships. 106,592 67,177 62,177 -44,415 -5,000
Critical infrastructure identification and
evaluation. .. . i i e e 77,861 72,173 77,173 -688 +5,000
National Infrastructure Simulation and Analysis
Center (NISAC) .. ... ..ottt 20,000 16,000 16,000 -4,000 .
Protective actions. ... ..ot i 191,647 91,399 91,399 -100,248 ---
Biosurveillance. ... ..o 11,000 11,147 10,147 -853 -1,000
Cyber security...... ... i 67,380 73,349 73,349 +5,969 .-
NS-EP Telecommunications........... ... cvvuninn 140,754 142,832 142,632 +1,878 .-
Competitive analysis and evaluation............... 4,000 .- .- -4,000 -
Threat determination and assessment............... 21,943 19,900 19,900 -2,043 ---
Infrastructure vuinerability and risk assessment.. 71,080 74,347 74,347 +3,267 ---
Evaluation and studies........... ... ... ... i, 14,387 34,526 34,526 +20,139 -
Homeland Security Operations Center (HSOC)........ 35,000 61,108 56,108 +21,108 -5,000
Information Sharing and Collaboration............. .. 5,482 5,482 +5,482 .-
Subtotal, Assessments and evaluations........... 761,644 669,240 663,240 -98,404 -6,000
Total, Information Analysis and Infrastructure
Protection........... ... i i 893,708 873,245 861,440 -32,268 -11,805
Science and Technology
Management and administration:
0ffice of the Under Secretary for Science
and Technology. ... ...t it ee e 6,315 .- - -6,315 ---
Other salaries and expenses...............ovvenens 62,271 81,399 81,399 +19,128 .-
Subtotal, Management and administration......... 68,586 81,399 81,399 +12,813 .-
Research, development, acquisition, and operations:
Biological countermeasures:
Operating expenses..........covirivennnnnnenns, 362,650 23,300 21,000 -341,650 -2,300
Defense function.......................... --- 339,000 339,000 +339,000 .-
Subtotal, Biological countermeasures........ 362,650 362,300 360,000 -2,650 -2,300
Chemical countermeasures..............ccvuvvievinn. 53,000 102,000 90,000 +37,000 -12,000
High explosives countermeasures................... 19,700 14,700 54,700 +35,000 +40,000
Threat and vulnerability, testing and assessment.. 65,800 47,000 47,000 -18,800 .-
Conventional missions in support of DHS........... 54,650 93,650 80,000 +25,350 -13,650
Technology development and transfer............... .-~ -. 10,000 +10,000 +10,000
Rapid prototyping program.............covuvinernnnn 76,000 20,800 30,000 -46,000 +9,100
Standards. ... ... ... e 39,700 35,500 35,500 -4,200 .-
Emerging threats........... ... it ionns 106,750 10,500 16,500 -250 ---
Critical infrastructure protection................ 27,000 20,800 35,800 +8,800 +15,000
University programs/homeland security fellowship.. 70,000 83,600 63,600 -6,400 -
National Biodefense Analysis and Countermeasures
Center construction................. ...l 35,000 - --- -35,000 ---
Counter MANPADS. ... ..o u i 61,000 110,000 110,000 +49,000 .-
Safety act. ... . 10,000 5,600 10,000 .- +4,400
Cyber security..... ... i i i 18,000 16,700 16,700 -1,300 .-
Interoperability and communications............... 21,000 .- --- -21,000 .-
O0ffice of interoperability and compatibility...... --- 20,500 41,500 +41,500 +21,000
Research and development consolidation............ --- 116,897 116,897 +116,897 ---

Radiclogical and nuclear countermeasures.......... 122,614 19,086 19,086 -103,528 ---
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Domestic nuclear detection office................. ERE 227,314 127,314 +127,314 -100,000
Subtotal, Research, development, acquisition,
and operations........ .. ... . i, 1,046,864 1,287,047 1,258,597 +211,733 -28,450
Total, Science and Technology................... 1,115,450 1,368,446 1,339,996 +224,546 -28,450
Total, title IV, Research and Development,
Training Assessments, and Services:
New budget (obligational) authority......... 2,391,515 2,545,689 2,580,179 +188,664 +34,490
TITLE V - GENERAL PROVISIONS
Sec. 526:
Rescission, 110-to-123 Conversions (P.L.108-90
and P.L. 108-334) ... .. it .- .- -84,000 -84,000 -84,000
110ft Island Class Patrol Boat procurement or
refurbishment. ... .. ... ... . . . e “-- .- 84,000 +84,000 +84,000
Sec. 531:
Rescission, Working Capital Fund.................. “-- .- -7,000 -7,000 -7,000
Total, title V, General Provisions:
New budget (obligational) authority......... P - -7,000 -7,000 -7,000
Grand total, Department of Homeland Security:
New budget (obligational) authority......... 39,598,603 30,568,748 31,860,080 -7,738,523 +1,291,332
Appropriations....... ... ..coviiiiinin, (30,642,220) (30,568,748) (31,951,080) (+1,308,860) (+1,382,332)
Advance appropriations.................. (2,507,776) .- --. (-2,507,776) .-
Emergency appropriations................ (6,533,367) --- .- (-6,533,367) .-
Rescissions......... ... . . i, (-84,760) - (-91,000) (-6,240) (-91,000)
Fee funded programs..................... (2,894,004) (3,325,579) (3,325,579) (+431,575) -
(Limitation on direct Toans)................ {25,000) (25,000) (25,000) --- ---
(Transfer out)...... ... i, (-20,000) (-28,000) (-40,000) (-20,000) (-12,000)

(By transfer)........... ..., (20,000) (28,000) (40,000) (+20,000) (+12,000)
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CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET RECAP
Scorekeeping adjustments:
Less emergency appropriations..................... -6,533,367 - “-- +6,533,367 -.-
Total, scorekeeping adjustments................. -6,533,367 .- --- +6,533,367 s
Total (including adjustments)......................0un 33,065,236 30,568,748 31,860,080 -1,205,156 +1,291,332
Amount in this bill... .. .. . . i, (39,598,603) (30,568,748) (31,860,080) (-7,738,523) (+1,291,332)
Scorekeeping adjustments.............. ... (-6,533,367) “- --- (+6,533,367) ...
Total mandatory and discretionary..................... 33,065,236 30,568,748 31,860,080 -1,205,156 +1,291,332
Mandatory...... ..o e (1,085,480) (1,014,080) (1,014,080) (-71,380) .-
Discretionary......covvi it (31,979,776) (29,554,668) (30,846,000) (-1,133,776) (+1,291,332)
Discretionary Function Recap:
Non-defense. ... .. ... v iiiniin ity 30,775,776 28,827,668 29,259,000 -1,516,776 +431,332
Defense. .. .o s 1,204,000 727,000 1,587,000 +383,000 +860,000

Total. 31,879,776 29,554,668 30,846,000 -1,133,778 +1,291,332
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY SUMMARY
TITLE I - DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS
Departmental operations........... ..ot iiinn. 524,457 664,672 601,528 +77,071 -63,144
Office of Inspector General.............cconivvrvnines 82,317 83,017 83,017 +700 ---
Total, title I.. ... . . o i 606,774 747,689 684,545 +77,771 -63,144
TITLE II - SECURITY, ENFORCEMENT, AND INVESTIGATIONS
Office of the Under Secretary for Border and
Transportation Security.......... ... .. ... ... ... ... 9,617 10,617 10,617 +1,000 -
U.8. Visitor and Immigrant Status Indication Techology 340,000 - .- -340,000 ---
Automation Modernization......... ... i, --- -— 411,232 +411,232 +411,232
0ffice of Screening Coordination Operations........... --- 525,528 .- .- -525,526
Customs and border protection......................... 6,349,275 6,716,897 6,926,897 +577,622 +210,000
Direct appropriations.......... ..o iiiinnennaan. (5,333,281) (5,574,751) (5,784,751) (+451,470) (+210,000)
Fee accounts. ... ... . i i e e, (1,079,004) (1,142,146) (1,142,146) (+63,142) ---
Immigration and customs enforcement................... 3,367,178 3,877,270 4,059,070 +691,892 +181,800
Direct appropriations.......... ... v, (3,645,178) (4,134,837) (4.316,637) (+671,459) (+181,800)
Offsetting fee collections........................ (-478,000) (-487,000) (-487,000) {-9,000) -
Fee accountsS. .. . e (200,000) (229,433) (229,433) (+29,433) .-
Transportation Security Administration................ 3,260,375 1,641,792 3,262,914 +2,539 +1,621,122
Direct appropriations........... .. .., (5,083,375) (5,311,792) (5.432,914) (+349,539) (+121,122)
Offsetting fee collections........................ (-1,890,000) (-3,670,000) (-1,990,000) (-100,000) (+1,680,000)
United States Coast Guard.............. .. .cciovvin,., 7,406,647 7.961,832 7,458,232 +51,585 -503,400
United States Secret Service.......................... 1,175,008 1,203,782 1,232,680 +57,672 +28,898
TOTAL, title II, direct appropriations.......... 20,629,096 20,565,937 21,990,063 +1,360,967 +1,424,126
TITLE III - PREPAREDNESS AND RECOVERY
O0ffice of State and Local Government Coordination and
Preparedness. ..o v it e e 3,984,846 3,564,756 3,564,846 -420,000 +90
Counterterrorism fund....... ... ... ... ... i, 8,000 10,000 10,000 +2,000 ---
Emergency preparedness and response................... 11,978,372 3,134,677 3,037,447 -8,940,925 -97,230
Direct appropriations.............. oo iiininnn. (2,975,596) (3,134,677) {3.,037,447) (+61,851) (-97,230)
Emergency appropriations..............cciviiiinn, (6,500,000) .- --- (-6,500,000) ---
Offsetting fee collections..................c v, (-112,593) (-123,854) (-185,854) (-73,261) (-62,000)
Biodefense countermeasures advance appropriations. (2.507,778) .- --- (-2,507,776) ---
Total, title III... ... .. . ... i, 15,971,218 6,709,433 6,612,293 -9,358,925 -97,140
TITLE IV - RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, TRAINING,
ASSESSMENTS, AND SERVICES
Citizenship and immigration services.................. 1,775,000 1,854,000 1,894,000 +119,000 +40,000
Direct appropriations............. oo innennnnn (160,000) (80,000) (120,000} (-40,000) (+40,000)
Fee accounts. . ... it e (1,615,000) (1.774,000) (1.774,000) (+159,000) -
Federal law enforcement training center............... 222,357 223,998 258,743 +36,386 +34,745
Information analysis and infrastructure protection.... 893,708 873,245 861,440 -32,268 -11,805
Science and technology. ..., 1,115,450 1,368,446 1,339,996 +224,546 -28,450
Total, title 1V, direct appropriations.......... 2,391,515 2,545,689 2,580,179 +188,664 +34,490
TITLE V - GENERAL PROVISIONS
General pProvisions..........c..uiiniinniinnennnnnn, --- --- -7,000 -7,000 -7,000
Total, title V, General provisions.............. “-- --- -7,000 -7,000 N -7,000—
Scorekeeping adjustments...............iinninnnninas -6,533,367 .- .- +6,533,367 .--

TOTAL, DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY.......... 33,065,236 30,568,748 31,860,080 -1,205,156 +1,291,332
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Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr. Chairman, |
submit the following exchange of letters for the
RECORD.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC, May 17, 2005.
Hon. BILL THOMAS,
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN THOMAS. Thank you for
your letter regarding H.R. 2360, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security Appropriations
Act for fiscal year 2006. As you have noted,
the bill is scheduled for floor consideration
on Tuesday, May 17, 2005. I appreciate your
agreement to expedite the passage of this
legislation although it contains a provision
involving overtime pay that falls within
your Committee’s jurisdiction. I appreciate
your decision to forgo further action on the
bill and acknowledge that it will not preju-
dice the Committee on Ways and Means with
respect to its jurisdictional prerogatives on
this or similar legislation.

Our committees have worked closely to-
gether on this important initiative, and I am
very pleased we are continuing that coopera-
tion. I appreciate your helping us to move
this legislation quickly to the floor. Finally,
I will include in the Congressional Record a
copy of our exchange of letters on this mat-
ter. Thank you for your assistance and co-
operation. We look forward to working with
you in the future.

Best regards,
HAROLD ROGERS,
Chairman.
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, May 16, 2005.
Hon. HAROLD ROGERS,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Homeland Security,
Committee on Appropriations,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN ROGERS: I am writing con-
cerning H.R. 2360, the Department of Home-
land Security Appropriations Act for Fiscal
Year 2006 which is scheduled for floor consid-
eration on Tuesday, May 17, 2005.

As you know, the Committee on Ways and
Means has jurisdiction over matters con-
cerning customs and Title 19, U.S.C. 267(c)(1).
There is a provision within the bill which in-
volves overtime pay for U.S. Customs and
Border Protection employees and thus falls
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

However, in order to expedite this legisla-
tion for floor consideration, the Committee
will forgo action on this bill. This is being
done with the understanding that it does not
in any way prejudice the Committee with re-
spect to exercising its jurisdictional preroga-
tives on this or similar legislation.

I would appreciate your response to this
letter, confirming this understanding with
respect to H.R. 2360 and would ask that a
copy of our exchange of letters on this mat-
ter be included in the Congressional Record
during floor consideration.

Best regards,
BILL THOMAS,
Chairman.

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

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, first I would like to
thank the gentleman from Kentucky
(Chairman ROGERS) for his cooperation
and good work in bringing this bill to
the House. This bill, in its current
form, represents a substantial improve-
ment over the President’s budget re-
quest.
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My comments are related to the bill
as it stands. I am not sure, after all the
points of order are made today, what
will remain in the bill; but as the bill
stands, there are many good things in
this bill, including better funding for
border enforcement and separate pro-
grams for transit and port security
grants. I appreciate that the chairman
worked with us to toughen up the bill
on air cargo screening, chemical plant
security, and privacy safeguards.

The Department has a long way to go
in these areas. However, this bill
pushes them to improve operations and
better secure our Nation. I would espe-
cially like to point out the air cargo
screening provisions in this bill. One of
these provisions penalizes TSA for not
complying with last year’s law which
required a threefold air cargo screening
increase. Another provision mandates
that TSA utilize their equipment to
screen air cargo during the downtime
in checked baggage screening. This
should help raise the screened percent-
age of air cargo even further. Last, the
bill includes $30 million for three air
cargo screening pilot programs, two at
passenger operations and one at an all-
cargo operation.

The report accompanying this bill di-
rects the Secretary to ensure that all
DHS contracts with companies that
collect personal information, such as
ChoicePoint, will require the compa-
nies to have security procedures to
properly notify individuals if their per-
sonal information is lost or stolen. The
personal data of hundreds of thousands
of people have been compromised in re-
cent months. For 49 States, there is no
requirement for companies to notify
the affected people. We should require
notification government-wide, and this
provision takes an important step in
the right direction.

The bill also demands that the De-
partment get its act together to de-
velop proper standards and processes
for designating the information as ‘‘se-
curity-sensitive.”” Today, TSA has no
meaningful procedures to designate
‘“‘security sensitive’’ documents. This
has led, I believe, to TSA withholding
information from the public that
should be disclosed. This bill directs
the Department to limit the number of
people who can designate such informa-
tion to establish internal controls to
audit these designations.

I do have reservations about some
parts of this bill, especially the funding
levels for fire grants and the State
homeland security formula grants. We
will have an amendment relating to
fire grants later. I happen to be in
probably a small minority who thinks
it is a mistake to distribute a portion
of the State formula grant based on
risk and wvulnerability versus popu-
lation.

Let us be clear. The urban initiative
grant is distributed on a discretionary
basis. My observation over the last sev-
eral years, when trying to get informa-
tion from the Department on how they
made those judgments, we rarely get
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good answers; at periods of time, no an-
swers; and at other times, very ineffec-
tive answers. I have no problem with
whatever the judgment of the Congress
is in adjusting the minimum grant that
goes to particular States. However, I
think when we assume that this De-
partment has the capacity to make
risk judgments on allocating funds to
all 57 States and territories, I think we
overestimate their capacity to make
such judgments.

They have made mistakes in the
past, and I just do not think they have
developed the needed expertise to make
the kinds of judgments we are assum-
ing they can. If they had that capacity,
then I think we might be headed in the
right direction; but there is no evi-
dence that they have that capacity
today.

In conclusion, however, I must say
that I think we must measure this
homeland security bill by asking
whether the bill helps close the gaps
that exist today. I think the bill does
that. I think it makes substantial im-
provements in how the Department
would operate, and I am proud to sup-
port the bill as it stands today.

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

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished ranking Democrat on the
Committee on Appropriations, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

O 1215

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, there are
two problems that we face in dealing
with this bill. The first is that we have
an agency which is essentially incom-
petent and dysfunctional. We are try-
ing to protect the Nation’s security by
working through an agency which is
gargantuan, which is bureaucratic, to
say the least, which is filled with iner-
tia, and filled with people working at
cross purposes. Outside of that it does
a terrific job.

And the chairman and the ranking
member of the subcommittee have
tried to do their dead level best to pro-
vide the kind of Congressional over-
sight that is necessary if you are going
to help bring this agency out of its
troubles and put that agency in a pos-
ture where it can be a trusted reposi-
tory of the responsibilities that we
have given to it.

The second problem we have is that
we still have not faced up to the need.
Even though the agency which we must
go through in order to deal with this
problem is a mess, we still have not
faced up to the fact that we need more
resources.

We still only inspect a tiny percent-
age of the container cargo which comes
into this country every day. We still
inspect an infinitesimal percentage of
cargo on passenger airplanes. Mr. SABO
has focused on that issue many times.

We, despite all of our posturing, and
despite every Member of Congress who
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has gone on the Lou Dobbs Show and
talked about the need to secure our
borders, we still are incredibly short in
terms of the number of border guards,
in terms of the number of immigration
inspectors. And then, in addition to
that, the Congress on the supplemental
appropriation bill added an entirely ex-
traneous provision which set up this
new complicated, convoluted Rube
Goldberg operation that every citizen
is going to have to go through in order
to renew their driver’s license.

And the cost of that program is inde-
terminate, but we are being told by the
Congressional Budget Office that it
will cost at least $100 million, which
will be laid onto State and local gov-
ernments. We are told by the National
Council of State Legislative Leaders
that it will cost about $5600 million, and
we have laid that responsibility on
State and local governments.

So, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me
that even with our doubts about the
agency there are certain functions that
we ought to be providing more money
for unless we are determined to create
yet another unfunded mandate. The
committee has not been able to provide
additional money, not because of any
defect in the committee but for one
simple reason: This House has decided
to make as a higher priority providing
very large tax cuts for the next 10
years, and a huge percentage of those
tax cuts have gone to the most blessed
persons in this society. Let me put it
that way.

The reality is that if you make over
a million dollars this year, you could
expect, on average, to get a $140,000 tax
cut. We could plug all of the holes I
have just mentioned in our homeland
security activities if we simply limited
that $140,000 average tax cut to $138,000.

And that is what the amendment
would do that I intend to offer at a
later point in the proceedings. The
Rules Committee did not make that
amendment in order, while they did
make in order, or they did make it pos-
sible for any single Member to walk
onto this floor and wipe out 15 pages of
this bill that provide needed resources
for numerous security activities.

So we are in the situation where the
Rules Committee has precluded me
from offering an amendment which can
be voted on by the entire body, and yet
the Rules Committee has said we are
going to allow a single Member from a
committee that has never produced a
bill that has gone into law, we are
going to allow them to walk in here
and shred this bill.

That makes no sense to me. So I just
think the Rules Committee has failed
in its stewardship responsibility, and I
think we are failing our responsibil-
ities to our constituents if we do not
provide more resources than this bill
provides.

Having said that, I want to congratu-
late the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
ROGERS) for doing the best job that he
could under the circumstances. I had
intended to vote for this bill until they

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

took it and shredded it. Whether I will
vote for it in the end will be deter-
mined by just how irresponsible people
are when they come to the floor and
knock out provisions of this bill just
because their committee did not hap-
pen to think of them.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the very distinguished and
very able chairman of our full com-
mittee, the gentleman from California
(Mr. LEWIS).

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I very much appreciate my chair-
man, the gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. ROGERS), for yielding me whatever
time I might consume. I really rise be-
cause I want the House to know that
this bill is perhaps one of the most
positive reflections of what our Appro-
priations Committee can do at the sub-
committee level when we work in a
very professional and highly non-
partisan manner to address major prob-
lems that face our country.

The question of homeland security
and the need for expanding effectively
our work in this arena is obvious. Both
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
SABO) and the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. ROGERS) have done a fabu-
lous job of working together.

The staffs are not just outstanding,
they have produced a product of which
we can all be proud. Indeed, as we go
through the process today it is conceiv-
able this product may change because
of untoward circumstances. But I must
say in the arena that involves home-
land security we do have a new author-
izing committee that has been put to-
gether. They have yet to produce their
first product this year, but they are
working diligently to try to move in
that direction.

It is our desire to help them be suc-
cessful. And over time I am certain
that we will be able to help them be
successful. If money has anything to do
with this process we hope to have a
very positive influence.

In turn, the bill as it is currently
formed is being used effectively for
oversight. We all know that this de-
partment is something much different
than an elephant or a hippopotamus or
a donkey combined. It is the merging
of some 22 agencies, an attempt to put
together the homeland security depart-
ment.

As we attempt to massage the proc-
ess to make sure this agency can oper-
ate effectively, clearly the Appropria-
tions Committee has a role to play. In
their attempt to provide effective over-
sight, before oversight has been done
by way of the authorizing committee,
for they have not had a chance to do
that yet, it is very important that dol-
lar pressure get the attention of this
organization.

Let me just mention one area in the
area of the Coast Guard’s work, in the
Deepwater arena. Preceding 9/11 they
were on a plan for working and devel-
oping their responsibilities in Deep-
water efforts. Subsequent to 9/11, the
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chairman has been pushing them to
move in the direction of remodeling
their plan to reflect this new world
that we are living in.

And the chairman has worked, by
way of language in past bills, he has
worked by communication with the
leadership of the new agency, he has
done everything he can to have them
be responsive to a plan that is not just
a b-year, but a 20-year plan that tells
us where these sizeable number of dol-
lars are going to be spent to impact
that piece of our security.

And indeed the lack of response from
the Coast Guard is astonishing to me. I
mean, indeed, you would think perhaps
that this subcommittee did not exist
because they presume that money for
them would be automatic around this
place.

Well, the Chairman has done a great
job of trying to send a message that
says, we expect you to have a real
world plan that reflects post-9/11 reali-
ties. And that language is important to
our ability to provide oversight in the
months that are just ahead.

I would hope that all of us working
together would recognize that some-
times you use the vehicle that is avail-
able to have oversight that will impact
an agency whose attention we abso-
lutely must get. Otherwise we could
waste not just 6 months or a year, we
could waste 2 or 3 years while we are
getting our act together.

Indeed, let me return to my original
point; that is, this subcommittee has
done a fabulous job. If you will just
read this bill and look at the care that
has been taken in every section, staffs
on both sides of the aisle indeed should
be applauded for their effort at causing
both the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. SABO) and my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS),
for doing a fabulous job on behalf of
our Nation’s security.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to a distin-
guished member of our subcommittee,
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO).

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

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. SABO) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, first off I would like
to compliment the gentleman from
Kentucky (Chairman ROGERS) and the
ranking member, the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. SABO), for their hard
work on this bill.

The bill’s top line total is $1.3 billion,
or 4 percent above the President’s re-
quest, and $1.7 billion, nearly 6 percent
above this year’s enacted level. The
bill achieves these numbers without
conceding to the President’s request to
increase the Federal security surcharge
on airline tickets by $3.

Mr. Chairman, I want to strongly
state my support for the efforts of the
gentleman from Kentucky (Chairman
ROGERS) in this bill to ensure account-
ability, which is long overdue. I under-
stand that the top management at DHS
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has had a very difficult management
task on their plate from day 1, pulling
together all of these different agencies
and making sure that they play and
work well together.

I believe, however, that these chal-
lenges are cause for more, not less
oversight on the part of the Congress.
After September 11, Congress voted to
grant the Department of Homeland Se-
curity a broad scope of authorities.
This means that if managed properly,
the Department is uniquely positioned
to protect us from terrorism.

On the other hand, if managed im-
properly, it is also uniquely positioned
to do great harm. For instance, since
the PATRIOT Act and the Homeland
Security Act, I, along with many oth-
ers in this body, have spoken out con-
stantly on the need for our
antiterrorist agencies to safeguard our
constitutional rights and civil 1lib-
erties.

Mr Chairman, I believe that if in the
process of getting the bad guys we step
and throw away the Constitution,
eventually it is the terrorists who
would have won the battle. Congress is
the most essential body for protecting
Americans from these types of excesses
and missteps by the Department.

Furthermore, the American people
have also charged us with ensuring
that every dollar that the government
spends, especially on something like
homeland security, is spent in a way
that yields the most benefit. The most
significant way that we in Congress
carry out this vital task is by control-
ling the way the money is spent, and
that is what the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Chairman ROGERS) has spoken
to for so many times with the support
of the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
SABO).

We cannot just open up this new part
of our funding, if you will, in this Con-
gress and dole out all of these dollars
without having some accountability.
The gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
SABO) and especially the gentleman
from Kentucky (Chairman ROGERS)
well understand that this is not our
personal money, this is the taxpayers’
dollars, and the taxpayers complain a
lot about how we spend the money.
This time we have a new department,
new agency, new spending sources, new
funding levels, and we can from day 1
try to pull the strings in and have
some control.

So I would hope that today, during
this debate, those who may be offi-
cially or personally offended about how
some things happen around here under-
stand that there is a greater task; that
is, the protection of the people and the
protection of the taxpayer.

First off, | would like to commend Chairman
ROGERS and Ranking Member SABO for their
hard work on this bill.

The bill’s top line total is $1.3 billion (4 per-
cent) above the president’s request and $1.7
billion (nearly 6 percent) above this year’s en-
acted level.
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The bill achieves these numbers without
conceding to the President’s request to in-
crease the federal security surcharge on air-
line tickets by $3.

I am strongly supportive of Chairman RoG-
ERS’ efforts in this bill to ensure accountability
at DHS, which is long overdue.

| understand that the top management of
DHS has had a difficult management task on
their plate from day one: pulling together all
these agencies and making sure that they play
well together.

| believe, however, that these challenges
are cause for more—not less—oversight on
the part of this Congress.

After Sept. 11, Congress voted to grant the
Department of Homeland Security a broad
scope of authorities. This means that, if man-
aged properly, the Department is uniquely po-
sitioned to protect us from terrorism. On the
other hand, if managed improperly, it is also
uniquely positioned to do great harm.

For instance, since the Patriot Act and the
Homeland Security Act, |, along with many
others in this body, have spoken out con-
stantly on the need for our antiterrorist agen-
cies to safeguard our Constitutional rights and
civil liberties.

Congress is the most essential body for pro-
tecting Americans from these types of ex-
cesses and missteps by the Department.

Furthermore, the American people have
also charged us with ensuring that every dollar
that the government spends—especially on
something like Homeland Security—is spent in
a way that yields the most benefit.

The most significant way that we in Con-
gress carry out this vital task is by controlling
the way money is spent—and, if necessary,
denying the Administration requests if they are
unable or unwilling to respond to our con-
cerns.

Chairman ROGERS recognized this point
when he built accountability into this bill.

| would also like to take a moment to high-
light some of the funding levels in the bill that
| believe are inadequate.

| understand that when it comes to some-
thing like our safety and security from terrorist
attacks, any final amount of funding means
that tough choices must be made.

One important area that suffers a severe cut
in this bill, however, is funding to our state and
local programs, which the bill reduces by 11
percent from this year.

The Administration and many on our com-
mittee have noted that this cut is in response
to the sluggish pace at which the Department
and states move these funds out to local
agencies, so that they can be spent.

But | don’t believe that slashing funding for
these essential programs is the right approach
to making them work better.

These state and local governments are on
the front lines in our struggle against terrorism,
and still have many needs that are going
unmet.

Most notably, fire grants, which, as the
Ranking Member notes, are the most success-
ful grant program at DHS are reduced by $115
million from current levels—16 percent—even
as we are finding that our firefighters are still
largely unprepared to respond to catastrophic
terrorist acts.

In addition, State homeland security formula
grants, local law enforcement terrorism pre-
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vention grants, and urban area security grants,
all of which are especially important to my dis-
trict and other high risk areas, are reduced by
14 percent.

As the bill moves to Conference, | am hope-
ful that we can find a way to address some of
these deficiencies, and | look forward to work-
ing with the Chairman and Ranking Member
on these issues.

In closing, | believe overall that this is a
good start to tackling many of the problems
that have plagued the Department from its in-
ception, and | urge all my colleagues to sup-
port it.

0 1230

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. PRICE), another distin-
guished member of our subcommittee.

Mr. Chairman, how much time do I
have left?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. SABO) has 15%
minutes remaining.

(Mr. PRICE of North Carolina asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I am grateful to my col-
leagues, the gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. ROGERS) and the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. SABO), for their con-
scientious and cooperative efforts in
writing this bill.

The bill would provide much-needed
additional funding to protect our bor-
ders. It would also boost the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security’s efforts to
track down potential terrorists and
criminal aliens that are already in this
country.

It would shorten the backlog for peo-
ple seeking to legally live in this coun-
try as permanent residents or citizens.
It would help protect our ports and our
chemical and nuclear facilities. And as
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO), my colleague, just stressed,
it focuses on accountability, much-
needed accountability, at the Depart-
ment, and I commend the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) in par-
ticular for that.

Given the limited funds the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS)
and the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. SABO) had to start with, theirs
was not an easy or enviable task, and
they have done an exceptional job with
the poor hand they were dealt. But I
have said this before and I will say it
again: we can do better. This bill could
and should be better. We would do bet-
ter if we made better budget choices at
the front end of this process.

This vote today is not occurring in a
vacuum. During recent funding de-
bates, we have heard the Republican
leaders say over and over, there simply
are no funds available to provide what
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is needed. I suspect we are going to
hear that again today.

What we do not hear as often is that
since 9/11, we have spent 20 times as
much on tax cuts, mainly benefiting
the wealthiest people in this country,
as we have on protecting the American
people from terrorist attacks. Just the
other week, we passed another tax cut
that will only benefit people inheriting
estates that are worth millions of dol-
lars.

So we go over the cliff fiscally, and
our Republican friends try to pin the
blame on discretionary domestic
spending, including spending for secu-
rity. We pass budget resolutions that
fall far short, so that by the time we
try to write appropriations bills within
the limits in these resolutions, we have
nothing left to talk about. All we can
do is lamely speak of the things we just
are not able to do, in this bill and other
bills, because we do not have the funds.

Well, we chose not to have the funds.
To name one conspicuous example, for
the second year in a row, we are going
to cut the Fire grant program, one of
the most successful Federal programs
we have.

Despite the fact that a recent FEMA
study showed that two-thirds of our
fire departments operate with staffing
levels that do not meet the minimum
safe staffing levels required by OSHA
and the National Fire Protection Asso-
ciation, we are again under-funding the
SAFER program, which assists under-
staffed departments in hiring addi-
tional personnel.

Mr. Chairman, we pass bills author-
izing first-responder support, but when
it comes time to pay for these pro-
grams, we would rather put the coun-
try’s money toward tax breaks for the
wealthy than for police officers who
are protecting our communities. Tril-
lion-dollar tax cuts get rammed
through this Congress, but in this bill,
the leadership says we have ‘‘no
choice’ but to cut State block grants
by 14 percent.

Today, our choices are indeed lim-
ited, although I am hopeful we can
make some improvements at the mar-
gins, for example, by passing the gen-
tleman from Minnesota’s (Mr. SABO)
first responder amendment.

At the end of the day, we should pass
this bill, and I am hopeful that col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle will
support it. But we should understand
why this bill, despite our subcommit-
tee’s best efforts, does fall short. We
should resolve to fix this country’s
budget policy so that at long last our
Nation’s people and their security can
come first.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, let me
thank the gentleman from Minnesota
for yielding me time, for his leader-
ship, and also to the gentleman from
Kentucky (Chairman ROGERS) for his
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diligence, hard work, and leadership in
bringing this bill to the floor.

Mr. Chairman, last month the port of
Oakland in my district in California
became the very first port in the Na-
tion to fully install radiation portal
monitors at every one of its inter-
national marine terminals. That means
that every single container exiting the
port of Oakland will be screened for nu-
clear weapons. As the fourth largest
port in the Nation, that is almost
700,000 screened containers a year.

While Oakland can detect and pre-
vent the entry of nuclear weapons into
our country now, other ports around
the Nation, unfortunately, cannot. We
know that terrorist organizations are
actively seeking nuclear weapons; but
under this bill, our Nation’s ports
would not be fully equipped with radi-
ation portal monitors until 2009. That
is unacceptable.

The fact is this administration has
consistently underfunded port security
for years. The Coast Guard estimated
in 2002 that we needed $7 billion for
port security. In the last 4 years, Con-
gress has only provided about $737 mil-
lion, and this bill would add a meager
$150 million.

So, Mr. Chairman, we cannot wait
until a real attack occurs, and we need
more money for port security now. So
I hope that we make this commitment
today as this bill moves forward.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2%
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
Minnesota for the time.

I thank the chairman of the sub-
committee and as well the chairman
and ranking member of the full com-
mittee. If there is ever a challenge, Mr.
Chairman, it is a challenge of trying to
get one’s hands around the massiveness
of homeland security.

I think if we have ever realized the
importance of the work of the sub-
committee on appropriations, and also
the authorizing committee, it was last
Wednesday, just less than a week ago,
when masses of people in this area were
told to evacuate and Members of Con-
gress were seen fleeing, as others stood
by watching them.

We have, if you will, a crisis more or
less in the way that we handle home-
land security issues, and the focus in
terms of resources could not be more
important and could not be more im-
mediate.

First of all, I would like to acknowl-
edge the dollars that are in this par-
ticular legislation dealing with Cus-
toms and border protection and immi-
gration and Customs enforcement. I
would like to see more. I do believe
that the lack of dollars in the Fire
grants is something that we need to
improve.

What I would like to focus on, in par-
ticular, is the need to, one, I hope over
time eliminate aspects of the REAL ID
bill but to emphasize that it is seem-
ingly unwieldy to suggest that States
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have to implement the REAL ID bill
with a national ID card and no dollars,
and I believe that this bill falls short of
the amount of money needed to imple-
ment the REAL ID bill.

Then look at those of us who are bor-
der States, Texas, California, Mexico
and Arizona, facing the likes of the
Minutemen. On May 1, the Houston
Chronicle said that the Minutemen are
headed for Texas. We are patriots but
we can handle our own business, but
the Federal Government needs to han-
dle immigration business.

I believe that we need more resources
at the border for Customs and border
patrol protection agents, more dollars
for enforcement technology, more dol-
lars to be able to protect the border,
more dollars to ward off inappropriate,
unauthorized militia on our borders.
The reason why Americans are taking
up immigration in their own hands is
because we have failed them.

Mr. Chairman, we need enforcement
with respect to employer sanctions. We
need enforcement with respect to pro-
moting American jobs. We need en-
forcement as it relates to protecting
our borders, north and south; and yes,
Mr. Chairman, we need comprehensive
immigration reform.

I have introduced the Save America
Comprehensive Immigration Act of
2005, which has to do with reuniting
families, legalization for Ilong-time
residents, protecting women against vi-
olence and the border protection, as
well as dealing with American jobs. I
hope that we will have an opportunity
in appropriations and authorization to
look at immigration reform.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, | rise to speak
on the appropriations process for fiscal year
2006 and the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity appropriations bill in particular. This is the
first appropriations bill to be considered under
the fiscal year 2006 budget resolution. The bill
also provides for what we all agree is one of
our Nation’s highest priorities: protecting
Americans at home.

The budget resolution provides a total allo-
cation for discretionary appropriations of $843
billion in fiscal year 2006. This represents a
0.8 percent reduction for fiscal year 2006 in
total non-defense, non-homeland security
spending. | recognize the challenge this poses
to the Appropriations Committee.

With respect to H.R. 2360, the Department
of Homeland Security Appropriations Act for
Fiscal Year 2006, this is the first appropria-
tions bill we are considering for fiscal year
2006, and the first to be reported by the
Homeland Security subcommittee of the re-
structured Appropriations Committee.

| am pleased to report that it is consistent
with the levels established in H. Con. Res. 95,
the House concurrent resolution on the budget
for fiscal year 2006, which Congress adopted
as its fiscal blueprint on April 28.

H.R. 2360 provides $30.8 billion in appro-
priations for the Department of Homeland Se-
curity for fiscal year 2006, which is $1.1 billion
below the fiscal year 2005 level. Excluding the
$2.5 billion in one-time appropriations provided
in fiscal year 2005 for Project BioShield, the
bill actually represents a $1.4 billion, or 4.7
percent, increase in budget authority above
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last year's level and is $1.3 billion above the
President’s fiscal year 2006 request.

The bill provides increases in border protec-
tion, immigration enforcement, first respond-
ers, transportation security, and science and
technology broadly consistent with the Presi-
dent’s request, but exceeds it largely because
of the rejection of the Administration’s pro-
posed $1.7 billion increase in aviation security
fees for the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration. The bil’s funding level is partly offset
by slowing spending for the replacement of
the Coast Guard fleet and by a reduction in
non-defense, non-homeland security spending.
With total fiscal year 2006 appropriations
equal to its allocation, the bill conforms with
the budget resolution.

H.R. 2360 does not contain any emergency-
designated BA, which is exempt from budget
limits. The bill contains one rescission of $84
million in previously enacted discretionary BA
for the Coast Guard; the same amount is ap-
propriated for replacement or maintenance of
the current patrol boat fleet.

The bill complies with section 302(f) of the
Budget Act, which prohibits consideration of
bills in excess of an Appropriations sub-
committee’s 302(b) allocation of budget au-
thority and outlays established in the budget
resolution.

As we enter the appropriations season, |
wish Chairman LEWIS and our colleagues on
the Appropriations Committee the best as they
strive to meet the needs of the American pub-
lic within the framework established by the
budget resolution.

In conclusion, | express my support for H.R.
2360.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in support of the FY 2006 Homeland Se-
curity Appropriations bill. This is not a perfect
bill, but it provides much needed funds to
make our country safer.

Total funding in the bill is increased from
this year's levels, with significant increases
over the requested levels for immigration and
for customs enforcement and border protec-
tion. Funding for port, transit and aviation se-
curity is also much improved over the presi-
dent’s budget request.

Still, 'm concerned about shortfalls in the
bill. It cuts fire grants by 16 percent, even as
a recent survey found that fire departments all
over the country are not prepared to respond
to a haz-mat incident and lack equipment. The
bill cuts State homeland security formula
grants, local law enforcement terrorism pre-
vention grants, and urban area security grants
by 14 percent. The bill does provide additional
funding for border patrol, but the number of
agents still falls 500 short of the 2,000 called
for in the Intelligence Reform bill. Since Sep-
tember 11, just 965 additional border patrol
agents have been hired—less than a 10 per-
cent increase in 4 years.

| am pleased that the House adopted an
amendment offered by Mr. OBEY of Wisconsin
to provide funding to help States comply with
the REAL ID Act. Estimates are that com-
plying with the Act will cost the States be-
tween $100 million and $500 million over the
next 4 years. Since the majority saw fit to
push the REAL ID provisions through Con-
gress, it is important that Congress also pro-
vides funding to do the job.

| opposed the amendment offered by Mr.
TANCREDO which would block any Homeland
Security funding from going to State and local
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governments if their law enforcement is pro-
hibited from reporting immigration information
to the Federal Government.

| believe that linking this provision to vital
homeland security funds could have unin-
tended consequences for our national security.
Since 9/11, national security has become a
national priority, and State and local govern-
ments play an essential role in assisting the
Department of Homeland Security to improve
the security in this country.

Under current law passed in 1996, it is al-
ready illegal for law enforcement to restrict the
reporting of immigration information to the
Federal Government. | support this law, and
believe it should be fully enforced. The efforts
of State and local governments to enhance
our security should not be undermined be-
cause the Federal Government has not prop-
erly enforced immigration law.

We should be providing States with re-
sources to improve security, not taking these
resources away. By underfunding and allowing
the weakening of security in some States and
localities due to their lack of reporting illegal
immigrants to immigration officials, the Federal
Government would in effect be contributing to
the weakening of our national security.

Mr. Chairman, much remains to be done to
improve our defenses against terrorism, but
this bill is an important step, and | will vote for
it.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
favor of this bill, which includes critically im-
portant funding for Oregon and the rest of the
country.

| especially appreciate funding for preven-
tion measures to reduce the damage done by
floods and other natural disasters, and | would
like to thank the Chairman and Ranking Mem-
ber for fully funding the Flood Insurance Re-
form Act of 2004. The Act, which this House
passed overwhelmingly last year, extends the
authorization of the National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP) and provides new resources
to address severe repetitive loss properties.

The Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy (FEMA) reports that repetitively flooded
properties, which make up just 1 percent of
the insured properties, account for 25 percent
of NFIP claims dollars. Mitigating these prop-
erties will not only keep people out of harm’s
way, but will also save other flood insurance
program policyholders thousands of dollars.

Fully funding the program this year would
allow us to move more than 1000 families out
of harm’s way. It will also save the Federal
government millions of dollars in money that
would otherwise be spent on flood damages
and disaster relief. FEMA reports that mitiga-
tion and building standards already in place
have resulted in over $1 billion annually in re-
duced flood losses.

| appreciate the strong support of Financial
Services Chairman MIKE OXLEY, Ranking
Member BARNEY FRANK, and their staff, who
have worked tirelessly to ensure that the
Flood Insurance Reform Act is implemented.

The Homeland Security bill also includes
crucial local preparedness grants, which are
an important part of the Federal government’s
responsibility to be a good partner to local
communities. | am pleased that these grants
will be distributed, after a state minimum guar-
antee, on the basis of risk, as the 9/11 Com-
mission recommended.

However, | am disappointed that three and
a half years after the terrorist attacks of Sep-
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tember 11, our homeland security budget con-
tinues to under-fund some of our most press-
ing needs, from border security to infrastruc-
ture security to first responders. But this short-
fall stems not from the appropriations bill, but
from unfortunate budget choices and the re-
sulting inadequate allocations.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time and I yield
back my time.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no further requests for
time as well, and I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2360

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
Department of Homeland Security for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2006, and for
other purposes, namely:

TITLE I—-DEPARTMENTAL
MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY AND EXECUTIVE
MANAGEMENT

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Secretary of Homeland Security, as author-
ized by section 102 of the Homeland Security
Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 112), and executive man-
agement of the Department of Homeland Se-
curity, as authorized by law, $133,239,000: Pro-
vided, That not to exceed $40,000 shall be for
official reception and representation ex-
penses: Provided further, That of the amounts
appropriated under this heading, $20,000,000
shall not be available for obligation until the
Secretary of Homeland Security submits to
the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives an immigration en-
forcement strategy to reduce the number of
undocumented aliens, based upon the latest
United States Census Bureau data, by 10 per-
cent per year: Provided further, That of the
amounts appropriated under this heading,
$10,000,000 shall not be available for obliga-
tion until section 525 of this Act is imple-
mented: Provided further, That the Secretary
shall submit all reports requested by the
Committee on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives for all agencies and com-
ponents of the Department of Homeland Se-
curity, as identified in this Act and the
House report accompanying this Act, by the
dates specified: Provided further, That the
content of all reports shall be in compliance
with the direction and instructions included
in this Act and the House report accom-
panying this Act by the dates specified: Pro-
vided further, That, of the amounts appro-
priated under this heading, $20,000,000 may
not be obligated until the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives
has received all final reports in compliance
with such direction and instructions.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOSTETTLER

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HOSTETTLER:

Page 2, line 9, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(decreased by $500,000)" .

Page 4, line 2, after the dollar amount, in-

sert the following: ‘‘(decreased by
$5,505,000)"".
Page 12, line 20, after the first dollar

amount, insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$193,200,000)".

Page 16, line 5, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(decreased by
$21,156,000)"".

Page 19, line 1, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(decreased by
$47,500,000)"".

Page 34, line 19, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(decreased by
$180,000,000)".

Page 37, line 12, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(decreased by
$60,000,000)"’.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. HOSTETTLER) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes on his amend-
ment.

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment is the combination of
the three amendments I will offer
today. It would supply funds for the
shortfall of ICE agents, or Immigration
and Customs Enforcement agents, bor-
der patrol agents and detention beds
that have not yet been funded by this
Congress. This shortfall occurs as a re-
sult of the difference between author-
ized levels due to last year’s National
Intelligence Reform Act and a com-
bination of this year’s appropriations
bills, this appropriations bill and the
recently passed supplemental.

Immigrations and Customs Enforce-
ment is the agency tasked with enforc-
ing immigration laws internally within
the United States. It is critical that
ICE, Immigrations and Customs En-
forcement, receive the resources nec-
essary to successfully complete its
mission.

The 9/11 Commission recognized the
great importance of adequately secur-
ing our Nation’s borders against the
potential threats. We must make up
the shortfall in funding and provide
funding for the additional 500 border
patrol agents who have not yet been
funded.

It is also critical that we have ade-
quate detention bed space to house
aliens that might otherwise never re-
turn for hearings or, worse, might com-
mit crimes if not detained.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I ask
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment to fully fund critical parts of
homeland security and the Bureau of
Border Protection, the Immigration
and Customs Enforcement, as well as
detention beds.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Kentucky insist upon his point of
order?

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, there is plenty of money in this
section of the bill. I think we have put
all the money we can into that section,
and it is ample.
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Mr. Chairman, the amendment pro-
poses to amend portions of the bill not
yvet read. The amendment proposes to
increase the level of outlays in the bill,
and I ask for a ruling from the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
wish to be heard on the point of order
raised by the gentleman from Xen-
tucky?

If not, to be considered en bloc, pur-
suant to clause 2(f) of rule XXI, an
amendment must not propose to in-
crease the levels of budget authority or
outlays in the bill. Because the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Indiana proposes a net increase in the
level of outlays in the bill, as argued
by the chairman of subcommittee on
appropriations, it may not avail itself
of clause 2(f) to address portions of the
bill not yet read. The point of order
that the amendment proposes to ad-
dress portions of the bill not yet read is
sustained.

0 1245

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. SOUDER

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 9 offered by Mr. SOUDER:

Page 2, line 9, after ¢‘$133,239,000"" insert ‘‘,
of which $6,000,000 shall be for the Office of
Counternarcotics Enforcement to carry out
its responsibilities under section 878 of the
Homeland Security Act of 2002, as amended’’.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
urge my colleagues to adopt this
amendment, which would ensure ade-
quate funding for the Office of Counter-
narcotics Enforcement at the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. The office
was created by Congress in December
of 2004 as part of the 9/11 intelligence
reform legislation. It is fully author-
ized but, to date, has not received suffi-
cient funds to enable it to carry out its
mission of overseeing and coordinating
DHS’ antidrug trafficking efforts.

DHS is the largest single drug en-
forcement entity in the Federal Gov-
ernment, combining the legacy Cus-
toms Service, the Coast Guard, and the
Border Patrol. For this reason, Con-
gress specifically made drug interdic-
tion one of its primary responsibilities.
Congress has also created the position
of Counternarcotics Officer, CNO, in
2002, to oversee drug interdiction activ-
ity and facilitate coordination and co-
operation within the Department.

Regrettably, the original CNO posi-
tion did not have the resources or the
status necessary to be effective. During
a hearing held by the Subcommittee on
Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and
Human Resources, which I chair, we
learned that CNO was a detailee from
the Drug Czar’s office without a dedi-
cated staff or budget.

To remedy this problem, Congress re-
placed the CNO position with the Office
of Counternarcotics Enforcement. The
office is responsible for analyzing and
reporting to Congress on the Depart-
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ment’s annual counterdrug budget re-
quest, for reporting to Congress on the
results and effectiveness of DHS
counterdrug operations, and for ensur-
ing the coordination of the Depart-
ment’s counterdrug efforts both inter-
nally and with other departments.

Although Congress authorized $6 mil-
lion for the office out of the Depart-
ment’s appropriation for departmental
management and operations, the ad-
ministration failed to request any
funds for it. The amendment specifi-
cally designates $6 million for the of-
fice out of the overall appropriation for
the Office of the Secretary and for ex-
ecutive management of the Depart-
ment.

In closing, I would like to thank the
gentleman from California (Mr. LEWIS),
chairman of the full committee; and
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
ROGERS), chairman of the sub-
committee, for bringing this vital leg-
islation before the House. But once
again I would like to make it abso-
lutely clear that this does not increase
any dollars in the Homeland Security
budget. It merely requests, again, that
dollars we have authorized be set aside
inside this department.

This department has been opposed by
the administration before. In the origi-
nal creation of the Department of
Homeland Security, the administration
opposed the creation of the Office of
Counternarcotics. This House spoke
clearly, as did the other body, and the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT),
the Speaker himself, led this being in-
serted in the bill, but the administra-
tion ignored our request. So when we
went back to the 9/11 report, this House
again changed and added more duties
and staff to this office. The other body
agreed with us, but the administration
opposed this.

The administration has steadfastly
opposed narcotics, of which most of the
divisions of the Department of Home-
land Security work in, yet they have
steadfastly opposed making this office
anything but superficially irrelevant.
They have not allowed the director of
it, the current director was first funded
by the ONDCP, now he is funded by
TSA. He has all detailees in his office,
or interns. The minimal budget is at
the begging from the Chief of Staff to
fund their office.

We need a set-aside office. This body
and the other body have spoken in both
major bills. It needs to be funded. The
administration continues to be neg-
ligent in the area of narcotics. They
proposed wiping out Byrne grants, they
proposed wiping out HIDTA, they pro-
posed getting rid of meth hotspots, and
once again they are after the narcotics
budget.

The number one crime problem in
America is related to narcotics, and it
is about time this administration un-
derstood that problem. We need to con-
tinue to speak out in Congress, because
across the board they have been oppos-
ing this, and this may be our only
chance to go on record to show that we
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want this administration to be more
aggressive in counternarcotics.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment, and I rise reluctantly in opposi-
tion to the gentleman’s amendment
that would earmark $6 million for the
Office of Counternarcotics Enforce-
ment and the U.S. Interdiction Coordi-
nator out of funds provided for the Of-
fice of the Secretary and executive
management.

Mr. Chairman, the Department cur-
rently has eight people working on
counternarcotics issues. In the past 2
years, we funded $1.86 million for that
activity. That is almost half the fund-
ing provided for the Chief of Staff of
the Department, where the counter-
narcotics staff are located. A $6 million
earmark for counternarcotics would
have the effect of zeroing out all fund-
ing for all other activities funded with-
in the Chief of Staff’s office, including
the development of budget and infor-
mation technology policies for the sec-
retary.

In fact, this amendment would re-
quire additional reductions in the Chief
of Staff’s office to fund this work.
These reductions would mean that the
Secretary would hire fewer security
staff to focus on classified and secu-
rity-sensitive issues within the Depart-
ment, reduce support for the privacy
office, or perhaps eliminate most of the
newly proposed Office of Policy and
also prohibit the hiring of new staff re-
quested in the 2006 budget.

There is no real clear justification
why this office should basically triple
in one fiscal year from less than $2 mil-
lion to $6 million, or what the appro-
priate size of the office should be, par-
ticularly when they have not even
filled all the funded positions they
have.

While I support the counterdrug mis-
sion of the Department, and in fact
wish that the Chief Counternarcotics
Officer would take a more prominent
role in resolving longstanding issues of
interagency coordination of drug inter-
diction, we cannot appropriate funds
without knowing what those funds will
be paying for. We just do not write
blank checks in this subcommittee. I
respect the gentleman’s amendment
and his intent.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield to
the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment does not specify that it
comes from the Chief of Staff’s office,
was it? That was not my impression.
Because it is in the section of the bill
that relates to the Chief of Staff?

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Reclaim-
ing my time, that is correct, and this is
where the staff is now located. So it
would have to come out of the Chief of
Staff’s operating budget.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will once again yield, I
question whether it has to come out of
the Chief of Staff’s budget, because it
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was supposed to be a separate Director
of Narcotics. I think the Department of
Homeland Security has chosen to fund
it through the Chief of Staff’s office,
which is not necessarily binding. But I
would be happy to work with the gen-
tleman in conference to see if we can
come up with a figure.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Perhaps
the gentleman can withdraw the
amendment and we will have a chance
to work on it further.

Mr. SOUDER. If the chairman will
agree to work with leadership and with
the Speaker’s Drug Task Force, which
has supported this, I will withdraw the
amendment on the grounds that the
chairman will continue to work with
me as we move to conference.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I will be
happy to work with the gentleman. He
has been a very diligent Member of this
body, and I appreciate the information
he is providing to us now. We will work
with the gentleman to try to get at the
problem he describes here.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

The CHAIRMAN. Hearing none, the
amendment is withdrawn.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF
TEXAS

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas:

Page 2, line 9, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $15,000,000)"".

Page 37, line 12, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘“‘(increased by
$15,000,000)".

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the
gentlewoman’s amendment.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I hope the distinguished
chairman will acknowledge that we be-
lieve this is revenue neutral. This
amendment is offset by the account
out of the Secretary’s office and it is
not legislating on an appropriation
bill, but it is addressing a need that is
overwhelming in our offices and
throughout America.

If our message to America is that we
believe in legalization and we believe
in the legal access to immigration, or
to legalization, meaning that we want
people to come into the United States
legally and to secure legal status, then
we are doing everything wrong to en-
courage that proposition.

We know that this country is a land
of immigrants and a land of laws, and
through the decades, through the cen-
turies immigrants have come first
through the Atlantic, through the
Statue of Liberty, through Ellis Island,
seeking opportunity and seeking legal-
ization. And, Mr. Chairman, we have
allowed that to happen. We have had
processes in place that would work to-
ward, not against those processes oc-
curring.

Mr.
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Today, ask any Member of Congress
what is the largest caseload they have
in their office, and it is regarding im-
migration benefits and access to citi-
zenship. Not illegal access, but legal
access. When we look at the docu-
mentation we find that there is a
steadily increasing number of individ-
uals seeking legal immigrant status. In
the years 2001, 7.8 million, 2002, 7.7 mil-
lion, 2003, 7.1 million. At the same
time, we find that there is a lack of ac-
cess to real immigration rights because
we are backlogged.

There is an enormous backlog, even
though there are no numerical limits,
as reported in this chart, no numerical
limits on the admission of aliens who
are immediate relatives of U.S. citi-
zens. Such citizens petitioning for their
relatives are waiting almost a year, al-
most a year, and in some parts of the
country almost 2 years for the paper-
work to be processed.

Citizens and other legal permanent
residents petitioning for other non-
immediate relatives under family pref-
erences are often waiting several years
for the petition to be processed.

This is a crisis, colleagues. We are
working against our own philosophies
and policies, which is to encourage
legal immigration. Right now you can
ask any Member of Congress whether
they have an elderly constituent who is
attempting to beat the clock of life.

Right now in my own office there is
a gentleman who loves this country, in
his 80s, and he has been trying to be-
come a citizen through legal ways for
almost a decade. Right now he is ail-
ing. His family calls me every day. The
reason his petition is taking so long is
because we are backlogged and cannot
seem to get a simple process of finger-
prints and documentation together at
once.

The additional $15 million in this
amendment will help us in funding the
hiring, clearance processes, training,
office equipment, and support services
for 300 additional full-time CIS adju-
dicators. The Sensenbrenner-Conyers
substitute amended the immigration
section 102 in a committee hearing for
the immigration customs enforcement
legal program for the hiring of an addi-
tional 300 attorneys and related train-
ing and support cost. This amendment,
that I join together with the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS)
in, likewise adds this amount of attor-
neys and adjudicators into this process
to help us along.

The President supports reducing the
lengthy backlog of immigration appli-
cation processing as an important pol-
icy objective. Lengthy backlog and in-
terminable processing delays are a dis-
service to the needs of businesses,
keeps families needlessly separated,
and undermines the integrity of the
system. There is a bipartisan agree-
ment that the Department of Home-
land Security must catch up on the
backlog it inherited from the INS. The
former head of the immigration serv-
ices, Eduardo Geary, in our own Sub-
committee on Immigration and Claims,
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submitted a proposal to end the back-
log.

Work has been done, but more work
has to be done. The report language for
this bill earmarks $120 million for this
purpose but it fails to add money where
it is needed most by increasing the
number of adjudicators who can proc-
ess the backlogged applications.

Mr. Chairman, I believe this is a bi-
partisan amendment, as shown in the
bipartisan effort of the work done by
both the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS).
Together, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS) and myself now
offer these additional dollars and focus
on the need for adjudicators and on the
need to help with backlog applicants.

Remember what I said. The numbers
are increasing every single day and the
backlog is increasing every single day.
Citizens and LPRs, legal permanent
residents, petitioning for nonimme-
diate relatives under the family pref-
erences are waiting now several years.
Mr. Chairman, we can do better. How
can we do better? By supporting the
Jackson-Lee/Conyers amendment.

For every single Member in this body
who has a backlog in their office of
those trying to do the right thing, this
is the Homeland Security appropria-
tion and what we need to do is under-
stand immigration and fight terrorism.
So I ask my colleagues to support my
amendment.

O 1300

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to state a point of order and
in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kentucky is recognized on his
point of order.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, the proposal will likely cause an
overage on outlays, and so the amend-
ment proposes to amend portions of the
bill not yet read. The amendment may
not be considered en bloc under clause
2(f) of rule XXI because the amendment
proposes to increase the level of out-
lays in the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there Members
desiring to be heard on the point of
order?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, first of all, I need a clari-
fication. The amendment is on page 2
line 9, and the offset comes on page 37
line 12. I do not understand what the
objection is to the amendment in terms
of out of order. I seek a clarification.
What is the objection?

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I will read it again to the gentle-
woman.

The amendment proposes to amend
portions of the bill not yet read. The
amendment may not be considered en
bloc under clause 2(f) of rule XXI be-
cause the amendment proposes to in-
crease the level of outlays in the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
Members desiring to be heard on the
point of order?
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, let me just say I would hope
that the chairman would be willing to
waive the point of order. I consider this
amendment so important that I will
withdraw the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment with-
out prejudice at this time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Texas that the amendment be
withdrawn?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. LOBIONDO

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. LOBIONDO:

In title I, in the item relating to ‘“‘OFFICE
OF THE SECRETARY AND EXECUTIVE MANAGE-
MENT”’, after the first dollar amount, insert
the following: ‘‘(reduced by $130,000,000)"’.

In title I, in the item relating to ‘“‘OFFICE
OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR MANAGE-
MENT”’, after the first dollar amount, insert
the following: ‘‘(reduced by $130,000,000)"".

In title I, in the item relating to ‘“‘OFFICE
OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER’’, after the
dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(re-
duced by $16,000,000)"".

In title I, in the item relating to ‘“‘OFFICE
OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER”, after
the first dollar amount, insert the following:
“(reduced by $190,000,000)"".

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘UNITED
STATES COAST GUARD-ACQUISITION, CONSTRUC-
TION, AND IMPROVEMENTS’, after the first dol-
lar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(increased
by $466,000,000)"’.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment I offer today with my col-
league and friend, the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT), would
restore the $466 million cut to the
Coast Guard’s Integrated Deepwater
System. I know the gentleman from
Kentucky (Chairman ROGERS) strongly
supports the Coast Guard; and while I
disagree with his decision to cut Deep-
water, I understand why the gentleman
felt the need to do it.

In light of the post-9/11 capability re-
quirement changes, the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) asked for
a comprehensive implementation plan
for the entire life of the program. As
the Chair of the Coast Guard author-
izing subcommittee, I have also re-
quested the exact same information.
Unfortunately, to date, neither the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS) nor I have received the informa-
tion requested. I would say to the
Coast Guard, to the Department of
OMB, provide Congress with this infor-
mation and do it now. No more ex-
cuses, just do it now.

If the administration continues to ig-
nore this request, the Deepwater pro-
gram will be devastated. At $500 mil-
lion, Deepwater will likely take over 40
yvears to complete instead of the origi-
nal 20-year estimation. Thousands of
jobs would be lost in a number of
States. The total cost to the taxpayer
would actually increase substantially
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because of the delays; and the delivery
of the new, more capable vessels, air-
craft and communications equipment
will be delayed indefinitely.

Specifically, this cut in funding
would likely stop all work on the na-
tional security cutter affecting jobs in
Mississippi. The break in production
would negatively impact the already-
troubled shipbuilding industry. It
would also defer design work on off-
shore patrol cutters and the fast re-
sponse cutter, again affecting jobs in
Mississippi, would stop work on the
vertical takeoff unmanned aerial vehi-
cle, and this affects jobs in Texas. It
will scale back the mission effective-
ness program of the 210- and 270-foot
cutters, which is intended to keep
these legacy assets afloat and oper-
ational. This will affect jobs in Mary-
land.

Also, Mr. Chairman, it will affect the
operation tempos significantly, placing
a tremendous strain on the service’s
aging legacy assets that are doing the
job now.

In fiscal year 2004, the United States
Coast Guard lost over 700 patrol days
due to failing legacy assets. Liast year,
the cutter fleet operated free of major
casualty less than 50 percent of the
time. Last year, the service’s fleet of
C-130, HU-25, and HH-60 aircraft all
failed to meet target levels for readi-
ness. And last year, the Coast Guard’s
main rescue helicopter experienced in-
flight engine failures at a rates of 329
mishaps per 1,000 hours of flight.

All of these issues are putting our
men and women in uniform in grave
danger and jeopardizing our homeland
security mission. The GAO testified be-
fore my subcommittee that legacy as-
sets are insufficient to meet mission
demands and the need to replace or up-
grade deteriorating legacy assets is
considerable. The Coast Guard com-
mandant calls it a readiness gap or
downward readiness spiral.

Whatever we call it, the fact remains
without new and better-equipped assets
promised under Deepwater, the Coast
Guard will not be able to successfully
conduct its homeland security and
other vital missions. Delaying Deep-
water is bad for homeland security. It
is also bad news for the budget. Con-
tinuing to defer acquisition of new as-
sets causes the service to sink more
and more money into rapidly deterio-
rating legacy assets just to keep them
afloat.

The Coast Guard anticipated spend-
ing $20 million annually to keep legacy
assets operational; but in 2006 the serv-
ice expects to spend more than 12 times
that much, and that does not take into
account the nearly $60 million it will
cost to replace the wing boxes on sev-
eral of the C-130s or the $63 million in
other unfunded legacy sustainment pri-
orities.

In order to control costs, we need to
invest in replacement assets. The new
Deepwater assets will cost much less to
maintain and will operate with fewer
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servicemembers, saving millions in op-
erating expenses and helping our home-
land security mission. Deepwater will
allow the service to push out the bor-
ders and effectively meet the demands
of homeland security and other tradi-
tional missions.

I urge my colleagues to fully restore
the Deepwater funding, and at the ap-
propriate time I intend to withdraw my
amendment and hope that the gen-
tleman from Kentucky will have re-
ceived the information requested from
the administration, and work with us
as the bill moves forward to restore
these desperately needed dollars.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, imagine that your
house is on fire, and the first thing you
do is call 911; but the fire truck which
was purchased during the Eisenhower
administration gets a flat tire. The
siren is not working, and then the hose
springs a leak. Now you have lost your
house, all of your possessions, and
hopefully not your life.

Now imagine you are at sea. You call
for help. The mayday call will be an-
swered by the United States Coast
Guard with ships and planes that are
called legacy assets. Presumably that
is a euphemism for old, really old. In
fact, the Coast Guard operates the sec-
ond oldest naval fleet in the world. The
North Korean and Iranian naval fleets
are in better shape than the United
States Coast Guard.

Many so-called legacy assets are rid-
dled with structural defects, putting
Coast Guard personnel and people who
call on them for help at risk, like the
nine Coast Guard personnel who were
aboard the 1942-era cutter Storis who
nearly died when the davit lowering
their lifeboat ripped away from the
steel superstructure crashing them
into the frigid Bering Sea. The rescuers
literally became the rescued.

And remember last year, the Coast
Guard’s main search and rescue heli-
copter, the Jayhawk, experienced in-
flight engine failures at a rate of 329
per 100,000. The FAA acceptable stand-
ard is one per 100,000 flight hours.
These failures limit the Jayhawk’s
ability to hover over, and place the
lives of its crew and passengers and
those below in danger.

The undisputable fact is that the de-
mands on the Coast Guard have vastly
outpaced its resources. I think we can
all agree, there is no margin for era,
particularly in this post-9/11 world,
when the Coast Guard cannot escort an
LNG tanker because the cutter’s hull
has fractured; when the parents of an
overdosed teenager discover that the
Coast Guard boats were not fast
enough to interdict the drug smug-
glers; when family members of de-
ceased fishermen discover that the
Coast Guard could not have got there
sooner because the helicopter had to
turn around because of engine prob-
lems.

I sincerely appreciate the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. MIKE ROGERS) and
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the Committee on Appropriations have
been most patient in seeking the an-
swers to the questions that they have
posed, but I deeply regret we have
come to the point where Congress feels
it is necessary to threaten the future,
the very existence, honestly, of the
Coast Guard; and OMB and the admin-
istration should comply sooner rather
than later with the request put forward
by the chairman so we can put this
matter behind us and meet our respon-
sibilities to the brave Coast Guard per-
sonnel as well as the American people.

In the end, we should be looking for
ways to speed up the Deepwater pro-
gram and encourage the purchase of
additional cutters and aircraft. What
the service needs with its multiple mis-
sions and increasing responsibilities is
not further reduction, but rather in-
creases; increases, not of millions, but
of billions, of dollars because it is that
critical.

Unless we do not really care about
patrolling ports, bridges and power
plants, unless the 5,000 lives that the
Coast Guard saves on an annual basis
are now expendable, and we all know
that is not true, that is not the case.
But the reality is a crippled Coast
Guard means lost property, lost com-
merce, and lost lives. We can do better.

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

Mr. Chairman, first let me thank the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
LoBIONDO) for bringing this important
amendment to the floor. I think it is
very important. I would also like to
commend the Subcommittee on Home-
land Security and the gentleman from
Kentucky (Chairman ROGERS) for the
great job he has done in doing his job
as the chairman of this important sub-
committee.

I would like to bring my perspective
as the chairman of the Subcommittee
on Terrorism and Unconventional
Threat and Capabilities on the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. I like to
look at the war on terror in three
parts. We have the part that is taking
the fight to the enemy. That is the
armed services and the intelligence
community. We have the job of gath-
ering information both domestically
and internationally in this very dif-
ficult war on terror. And third, we have
the job, the task of securing the home-
land.
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We are talking about building block
No. 3 today. This year, unfortunately,
it has been found necessary for the fis-
cal year 2006 Homeland Security Ap-
propriations bill to include $500 million
for the Coast Guard’s Integrated Deep-
water System, cutting the program by
$466 million below the President’s re-
quest. I think this is a mistake. I do
not think there is anything more im-
portant today, and I remember Ronald
Reagan telling me when I was first
elected to Congress 20 years ago that
there are many things that the Con-
gress does that are important, but
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nothing is more important than pro-
viding security to the American people.

Cutting nearly half of the funding
will result in huge delays for Deep-
water. This is simply unacceptable. If
funding remains at this reduced level,
it will add an additional 20 years to the
program’s completion. We cannot wait.
This would serve a tough blow not only
to this program but to taxpayers who
ultimately have to fund the program
over the long term.

Continuing to underfund the Deep-
water program only puts off the acqui-
sition of new replacement assets and
further stresses already failing legacy
systems. The gentleman from New Jer-
sey went into some detail on that sub-
ject. With reduced resources, the serv-
ice is forced to sink the majority of its
funding into Kkeeping legacy systems
literally afloat and literally in the air.

Failure to fully fund the Deepwater
program creates a readiness gap that
we cannot afford to create. The Coast
Guard performs countless critical mis-
sions to aid in the war on terror and we
must not intentionally reduce or ham-
per their capabilities.

I understand that the gentleman
from New Jersey is going to withdraw
this and there will be pending consider-
ations by the chairman of the com-
mittee. I thank both gentlemen for
their effort in this regard.

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

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gen-
tleman from New Jersey bringing this
forward and I join with him and my
colleague from Massachusetts in re-
gretting that we are at this pass. I un-
derstand that the committee is not mo-
tivated by any animus against the
Coast Guard or any failure to appre-
ciate the need for what it does. While
we are going to have this amendment
withdrawn at this point, obviously we
all fervently hope that the administra-
tion will come into compliance with
the very reasonable request of the com-
mittee so that by the time this bill ul-
timately is signed into law it includes
these necessary funds for the Coast
Guard.

I represent the most prosperous fish-
ing port in the United States, the city
of New Bedford, town of Fairhaven.
The value of the catch there is very
significant. They make a significant
contribution to the economy, the fish-
ermen do. They also provide a very
healthy source of food. At a time when
we are worried about the health of
what people eat, the health effects, we
are worried about obesity, fishing is
one source of about the healthiest food
people can eat. Unlike most other
foods, people do not often realize that
the seafood that is brought to their
table involves some risk of life. People
do not get killed growing vegetables or
even herding cattle, but people get
killed fishing, particularly out in the
deep sea. We have had tragic instances
recently in the North Atlantic of these
extraordinarily brave men losing their
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lives not through their own fault but
weather and other factors.

We need to do a lot to deal with that.
We need to change regulations that
give them incentives to be out at un-
safe times. We need to do better train-
ing. We need a whole range of things.
But no matter how hard we try to
avoid accidents, given the nature of
fishing, they will happen. Sadly, the
Coast Guard today is not as well
equipped as it can be and should be to
deal with those accidents.

My colleague from Massachusetts al-
luded to a controversy over a failure of
a helicopter at a time when someone
needed a rescue. The Coast Guard
maintains that it would not have made
any difference. We do not know wheth-
er it did or did not, but even accepting
their argument, we should not be hav-
ing that debate. Families mourning the
loss of a brave fisherman should not be
further tormented by the possibility
that it was a failure in our own govern-
ment that led that to happen.

Having the Coast Guard do every-
thing that it physically is capable of
doing in these rescue situations is an
essential part of an overall safety pro-
gram, and obviously that cannot hap-
pen without there being the funds that
we need. I urge the administration
strongly to comply with the commit-
tee’s request because it would be mor-
ally unacceptable for us to let this bill
get signed into law with this gap still
there.

I appreciate the leadership of the
committee in trying to get it resolved.
They will have our support in doing
that. We hope that when this bill is fi-
nally signed, those of us who represent
fishermen will be able to tell them
with some sense of confidence that we
are, in fact, doing everything that we
can to save them in this difficult situa-
tion.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, the ships we are talk-
ing about today are well over 35 years
old. If we were to proceed as scheduled,
it is still going to take 2 or 3 years to
build them. If we delay, we are talking
really no telling how long. Quite frank-
ly, the Navy right now is retiring
Block I Aegis class cruisers that are
less than 20 years old for maintenance
problems. If we are going to retire 20-
year-old Navy ships, it is only fair that
the people who sail side by side with
them, the United States Coast Guard,
should have their ships replaced as
well.

The gentleman from Kentucky has
asked some very legitimate questions.
I would hope the administration would
be forthcoming with the answers to
those questions. It is important to
know what sort of financial obligations
we are undertaking by replacing these
vessels. But the bottom line, Mr. Chair-
man, is we have no choice but to re-
place these vessels. They are 35 years
old, the newest of them. We are sending
young people to sea that are half the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

age of the vessels they sail on. If it was
my son, your son, I know we would
want better than that.

I encourage you to get the answers
that you seek, for the Coast Guard to
be forthright with the information that
you seek, but at the end of the day it
is important that these ships that were
built in the 1960s and the early 1970s be
replaced as quickly as possible.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

I really appreciate the action of the
gentleman from New Jersey, the chair-
man of the Coast Guard authorization
committee. I really appreciate the gen-
tleman’s amendment and the com-
ments that have been made. I think we
are all in agreement. There is nothing
that hurt me more in this bill than
when we were forced to cut back the
Deepwater monies until we could get
the report of the Coast Guard about
what the 20-year plans were.

I am a big supporter of Deepwater. In
fact, when I was chairman of the
Transportation Appropriations Sub-
committee is when we first funded
Deepwater. The gentleman from Min-
nesota and I served on that sub-
committee as well. It is a wonderful
program.

But then came 9/11. When 9/11 hap-
pened, the mission of the Coast Guard
dramatically changed and they never
really amended the Deepwater program
in view of that very alarming new mis-
sion that they became charged with.
And then we have continued to fund
them for the last 2 years just based on
their promise that they would get us
the revised plan—a rebaselining. And
then as time passed and we began to
notice with the help of the gentleman
from New Jersey’s subcommittee that
more and more of the Deepwater mon-
ies intended for new equipment was
being used to maintain the old equip-
ment, increasingly eating into the
Deepwater monies. We felt we had no
choice but to try to force the issue.

We have bent over backwards, 15 dif-
ferent ways, with the Coast Guard and
with the Department to try to get
them to tell us the new 20-year plan,
the rebaselined Deepwater, so that we
all know where we are going and we
know what we are buying.

This subcommittee is not going to be
a blank check for anybody. We insist
on knowing what the program is. I
think that is our duty. As soon as the
Coast Guard can get us the 20-year
Deepwater spending plan, I think the
problem will disappear but not until.
The old equation, lack of information
means lack of money, applies to the
Coast Guard as it does to my personal
account.

I appreciate the gentleman from New
Jersey’s work and his attitude in the
subcommittee. He is a great leader of
that subcommittee and has done a
wonderful job. We have enjoyed work-
ing with him. He is easy to work with.
He is very firm in his convictions, but
he understands what has to be done
here.
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I hope that this painful period of
time will pass. It is up to the Coast
Guard and the Department and per-
haps, most importantly, the Office of
Management and Budget to all finally
agree and let us get on with it. I thank
the gentleman for offering the amend-
ment.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. SABO. The concern of the com-
mittee to get a rebaselining of the
Coast Guard construction program is
not something that has just happened
recently. I think we have been working
on this for a year and a half, 2 years,
something like that, to get the rebase-
lining. It is not a last-second whim
that has occurred, but something that
we have been concerned about for an
extended period of time and have not
gotten a response.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. The gen-
tleman is exactly correct. In fact, in
the 2002 period of time we were request-
ing the new baseline. We did that in
2003. And then in the 2005 bill finally,
we wrote it into the law that said you
shall furnish the rebaselining on a such
and so date. That time has long past
gone. We still do not have it. What else
can we do? I am open to all ideas, but
I think the only weapon we have left is
withholding funds.

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

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

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I
want to express my appreciation to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
LoBIoNDO) for bringing this issue to
the attention of the House and my ap-
preciation to Chairman ROGERS and
Ranking Member SABO for performing
the kind of responsible oversight that
our branch of government is account-
able for.

The gentleman from New Jersey very
accurately points out that the Deep-
water program is an essential element
of homeland security. The Coast
Guard’s mission has changed dramati-
cally and justifiably since 9/11. For it
to carry out that message, its aging
and inferior fleet needs to be replaced
with a 21st century fleet. I commend
the gentleman from New Jersey for
taking the lead in making that fleet a
reality.

I understand that because of the con-
straints we are under under this bill,
that he will not be able to go forward
with his amendment at this time. I ob-
viously support that decision. But I
wanted the gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. ROGERS), the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. SABO) and the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO) to
know that I would be interested and
willing to help in whatever efforts are
necessary from this point on so that we
can find the optimal and appropriate
level of funding for this program so
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that we can complete the moderniza-
tion of the Coast Guard for its very es-
sential new mission.

I again thank the author of the
amendment and would urge continued
cooperation.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in strong support of the Lobiondo amendment.

The Coast Guard's Deepwater Program will
result in a nearly complete recapitalization of
the Coast Guard's fleet of vessels, aircraft,
and supporting systems.

The Coast Guard’s legacy assets are failing
at an alarming rate, jeopardizing the success
of Coast Guard missions and the lives of
Coast Guardsmen.

We must bring the new assets that will be
procured through the Deepwater Program on-
line as quickly as possible.

The current bill will not only fail to accel-
erate the rate at which these assets become
available, but it dramatically slows down the
delivery of these critical assets.

Following the events of 9/11, the Coast
Guard has taken on significant responsibilities
to protect maritime homeland security in addi-
tion to carrying out its important traditional
missions of search and rescue, illegal drug
and migrant interdiction, oil spill response and
prevention, and fisheries law enforcement.

We must provide the resources necessary
to allow the men and women of the Coast
Guard to successfully carry out these mis-
sions.

The Deepwater Program will provide these
assets and | applaud the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Coast Guard and Maritime
Transportation for his amendment to provide
funding to procure the assets needed by the
Coast Guard.

| thank the chairman.

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Chairman, |
rise today in support of the LoBiondo amend-
ment to the DHS authorization and | ask my
colleagues to support it.

The Coast Guard yard in Baltimore, MD has
dedicated coasties and dedicated civilian per-
sonnel, all of whom are fighting to keep us
safe and secure. So it is disheartening to hear
that the DHS authorization is going to cut crit-
ical funding for the Coast Guard to the tune of
$466 million.

This in my opinion is a huge mistake. We
have asked the Coast Guard to take on an ag-
gressive and daunting role in protecting our
coastlines, ports, rivers and waterways, and
more importantly keeping our homeland se-
cure. We cannot and should not be cutting
their funding. The Coast Guard is moving in a
new and exciting direction that will allow for an
all encompassing approach including faster,
stronger ships along with an aircraft compo-
nent. At this time we should not be cutting
their budget; we should be making sure they
have the tools and resources to keep us safe.

It is my understanding that cuts could result
in a loss of up to 108 jobs at the Baltimore
Yard and | want to let you know that this is
completely unacceptable. The Baltimore Coast
Guard yard is already scheduled to lose 50
jobs for the MEP program and to add another
108 jobs on top of it would devastate the yard
and the proud maritime tradition that Baltimore
has.

| support the new direction for the Coast
Guard and believe these new capabilities will
only make our homeland security stronger.
However, losing skilled ship repair and build-
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ers is not a good idea. It is hard enough to
find trained workers but to keep pushing them
aside will only hurt us when we need their
help the most.

But aside from that we are cutting the fleet
of vessels that are going to be the new line of
maritime defense. We cannot let this happen.
This Deepwater project is designed around the
new cutters, smaller support craft and inte-
grated aircraft fleet. By reducing funding for
this program you will hurt the overall effective-
ness of the program and we will lose hun-
dreds of jobs of hard working Americans.

| ask my colleagues to stand in support of
this amendment.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. ROGERS) for his focused and out-
standing leadership, and I ask unani-
mous consent to withdraw the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment is withdrawn.

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF
TEXAS

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas:

Page 2, line 9, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $18,000,000)"".

Page 37, line 12, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘“‘(increased by
$15,000,000)".

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the
gentlewoman’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman re-
serves a point of order.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I hope that we will have an
opportunity to find common ground.
Again, I raise the question to my col-
leagues, how many of you have been
overwhelmed by the number of immi-
gration cases in your office and over-
whelmed by the fact that these are in-
dividuals seeking legal status.

I referred my colleagues to a report
on immigration and naturalization pe-
titions pending from 1997 to 2004. The
most glaring point is that citizens and
legal permanent residents petitioning
for other not immediate relatives
under the family preferences are often
waiting several years for the petitions
to be processed.

Mr.
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The normal cycle is 6 months.

This amendment is simple. It would
provide relief by providing for funding
for the hiring, clearance processes,
training, office equipment, and support
services for 300 additional full-time CIS
adjudicators above the number of adju-
dicators presently employed by CIS in
fiscal year 2005. This means that the
backlog elimination plan as offered by
the former Director of U.S. Citizenship
and Immigration Services, Eduardo
Aguirre, could be further implemented,
and, also, the report given by the om-
budsman presented in the first annual
ombudsman report, which talks about
the enormous delay and the need for
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improving in Citizenship and Immigra-
tion Services.

Let me share with my colleagues the
long time of waiting in a number of
States where these regional service
centers are. If one is attempting to get
their immediate relatives into the
country, in California the waiting
started for processing of applications
filed in 2003; Nebraska, 2002; Texas,
2002; Vermont, 2003. Unmarried sons
and daughters of citizens, these appli-
cations are backlogged to July 19, 2001,
out of California Regional Center; Ne-
braska, 2001, Regional Center; Texas,
the regional center there, 2001; and
Vermont, 1999. If one is a legal perma-
nent resident and they are attempting
to get their unmarried son and daugh-
ter and they are going to their Con-
gressional office, their petition would
be backlogged in California from April
6, 1998; Nebraska, April 13, 2001; Texas,
October 30, 1998; and Vermont, January
4, 1999.

Even with the new Department of
Homeland Security, Mr. Chairman, it
is imperative that we begin to look
misdirections. We argue for legal im-
migration and legal processes, but yet
when those individuals try to access
the process, they are put in lines that
are long and not moving, which frus-
trates the process, it frustrates our
message.

We should promote legalization. We
should promote access to legalization.
We should promote those who come
into this country to seek access to le-
galization in a legal way, in a way that
falls under our laws. But if our proc-
esses are broken, then we are not in
any way supporting our policies.

This amendment is simple. It pro-
vides $18 million to assure us that
these 300 adjudicators can help move
the process along. It also, I think,
tracks very well with our intent as we
have seen a number of legislative ini-
tiatives being offered. As I said, I have
offered the Save America Comprehen-
sive Immigration Reform Act that
deals with border protection, that deals
with saving America’s jobs, protecting
immigrant women who are subject to
violence. It also, I believe, provides
dollars for border protection.

But the question of immigrant serv-
ices is, even with the good works of
this subcommittee, long overdue to im-
prove. These 300 adjudicators can go a
long way in improving that and an-
swering the concerns of many of our
colleagues when they go into their of-
fice and talk to their caseworkers and
see the long list of cases dealing with
immigrant concerns.

It also responds to those who are
aging on the list. They are trying to se-
cure access to citizenship and legaliza-
tion. They have put in their paper-
work, but they have been delayed.
Long years of delay. Right now in my
office I have an elderly gentleman who
simply wants to pledge allegiance to
the flag of the United States of Amer-
ica, put his hand up on his heart and
salute the flag of the United States of
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America. He has been waiting for
years. He is aging. He is ill. He wants
to return home to his motherland for
some issues that he has to contend
with, but he cannot move from the
United States because we have been
waiting and waiting and waiting and
waiting for his citizenship process to
go forward.

These are the kinds of crises that
Members face all over America. These
are the kinds of crises that immigrants
face who are seeking to follow the
process legally.

I ask my colleagues to support this
amendment that would allow us to add
300 adjudicators to this process. I be-
lieve it is revenue neutral, and I ask
my colleagues to support it.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment would in-
crease the appropriation of funds for the Bu-
reau of Citizenship and Immigration Services,
CIS, by $18 million for the purpose of funding
the hiring, clearance processes, training, office
equipment and support services for 300 addi-
tional full-time CIS adjudicators above the
number of adjudicators employed by CIS in
Fiscal Year 2005.

The President supports reducing the lengthy
backlog for immigration application processing
as an important policy objective. Lengthy
backlogs and interminable processing delays
are a disservice to the needs of business,
keep families needlessly separated, and un-
dermine the integrity of the system.

There is bipartisan agreement that the De-
partment of Homeland Security must catch up
on the backlog it inherited from the INS. In
fact, the report language for this bill earmarks
$120 million for this purpose. But it fails to add
money where it is needed most—for increas-
ing the number of adjudicators who can proc-
ess the backlogged applications.

Just recently, in a bipartisan agreement ne-
gotiated between the Chairman and the Rank-
ing Member of the Judiciary Committee, au-
thorization was added during a Judiciary Mark-
up for DHS to hire additional attorneys for the
Bureau of Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment, ICE, and 300 additional adjudicators for
CIS. The amendment before us today is nec-
essary to fund the additional adjudicators and
the related training and support costs.

After forging that agreement, and passing it
out of the Judiciary Committee, the majority
tried to undercut that agreement by requiring
that the adjudicators be paid for by an in-
crease in immigration services fees. Simulta-
neously, they authorized explicit funding for
the new ICE attorneys to be drawn out of the
total DHS authorization.

These costs should not be born by immi-
grants. Immigrants should not have to sub-
sidize the administrative failures of our immi-
gration agency. It is an insult to require immi-
grants to keep paying more and more for
slower and shoddier service. These funds
should be appropriated by Congress, and
Congress should demand better agency man-
agement of these funds.

| understand and appreciate the concern of
those who would resist moving funds from en-
forcement functions to adjudications. | do not
believe that a reduction of $15 million in the
funds available for enforcement activities
would significantly reduce the effectiveness of
our enforcement programs. That amount of
money would be sufficient, however, to sup-
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port 300 additional adjudicators who are des-
perately needed for backlog reduction in bene-
fits applications.

As to the discussion by the gentleman from
Wisconsin, Ranking Member OBEY, regarding
his surprise over the submission of this
amendment, let me clarify his assumption.
This crucial amendment was not intended to
broadside anyone. My immigration counsel
and someone from Mr. CONYERS' staff met
with one of Mr. OBEY’s staffers last Friday
afternoon to discuss amendments, and this
amendment was brought up at that time.

Mr. Chairman, | ask that my colleagues sup-
port this amendment.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman con-
tinues to reserve his point of order.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, in this bill we double the amount
of money that is in the 2005. We double
it, $40 million more than they had in
2005, and it is 50 percent more than
what the President requested. I mean
we are shoveling money at this office.
To shovel more money at them would
be, I think, wasteful, to say the very
least.

Number two, this proposal would cut
the Office of the Secretary. We are al-
ready doing a lot of that in this bill,
and to cut them any more I think
would be counterproductive. That Of-
fice of the Secretary is $133 million
plus. This cut would result in a 15 per-
cent reduction from that figure. The
office is largely salaries and expenses,
and cuts will result in fewer people at-
tempting to meet an increasing work-
load. Fewer people means the Depart-
ment will take even more time to re-
spond to our Congressional inquiries.

We have been critical of that office,
but it is this office that will ultimately
make the changes needed to make this
Department work. They are working
on the new Secretary’s second-stage re-
view even as we speak. It is only now
that the office has been fully staffed
up. Any cuts would directly affect
these positions.

In 2006 we recommended about 90 new
positions to address critical needs in
the Secretary’s Office. These cuts that
the gentlewoman proposes would result
in reductions in security personnel re-
sponsible for classified material. It
would reduce the newly expanded pri-
vacy office, and it would reduce the
newly created policy office, a function
that should help eliminate some of the
stovepiped functions that we complain
about in the Department.

So I would urge Members to reject
the amendment. We have already dou-
bled the amount of money in that ac-
count in this bill, and it would slash
the Office of the Secretary at a very
critical time.

I oppose the amendment, Mr. Chair-
man.

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

I yield to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the distinguished
gentleman for yielding to me.
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I appreciate the dilemma that the
chairman speaks to, particularly with
respect to the very broad needs that we
have.

I want to remind my colleagues that
this is $18 million for 300 adjudicators
specifically and that what we are talk-
ing about is trying to eliminate or
bring down the existing 6 million ben-
efit applications that were pending in
2003. As I read to my colleagues, no
matter what part of the country they
are in, whether they are under the
California Regional Service Center, the
Nebraska Regional Service Center, the
Texas Regional Service Center, the
Vermont Regional Service Center,
their constituents are facing an enor-
mous backlog. That raises a lot of
havoc, Mr. Chairman. In fact, it speaks
to security in this country when people
are undocumented and do not have the
legal papers that would allow them to
stay in this country.

It helps young people to age out. One
of the issues that we have dealt with is
when parents who are trying to bring
their children in and the children reach
21 before they are able to even be proc-
essed.

This is a crisis. And as one of my col-
leagues who stood on the floor of the
House said, the Department of Home-
land Security is huge. This is not an
attempt to cause the resources out of
the Office of Secretary to be dimin-
ished in strategic areas. But I can as-
sure the Members I have great con-
fidence in our new Secretary and those
dollars can be effectively moved out of
places that would not be damaging to
his mission or his work or the work of
the Department of Homeland Security.

What we are talking about is pro-
viding that $15 million for 300 adjudica-
tors, and I would welcome the oppor-
tunity for us to be able to support this
amendment and support this amend-
ment in a way that realizes that it fo-
cuses on needs that many of our offices
face all over America.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. Anyone who serves
here any length of time knows that one
thing that we really appreciate is if we
are not surprised or sandbagged by
other Members or other committees.

Earlier today the Committee on
Rules provided a sandbag to this com-
mittee when, without anyone on this
side of the aisle knowing about it, they
simply left this bill open to a whole va-
riety of points of order. And they did
that after we had worked out some
delicate compromises between both
sides of the aisle. I strenuously ob-
jected to that action. I cannot be cred-
ible in objecting to that action if I do
not also object to surprises that occur
on my side of the aisle.

I made a statement in the whip’s
meeting last week and asked every
member of our caucus to please come
to those Members of the House on this
side of the aisle whose responsibility it
is to run the bill from this side of the
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aisle. We asked that they come to us if
they had any amendments so we could
walk through with them how those
amendments might or might not fit
into the greater scheme of things. At
least we wanted to have a chance to
consult with Members.

This amendment is here with no
prior notice to me. I do not know if
anyone else on this side of the aisle
was noticed, but I certainly was not
noticed, and I do not appreciate it. The
fact is we have our differences between
parties, but we try to run these bills in
a way which will protect the interests
of all Members. We cannot do that if
individual Members continually sur-
prise us with amendments so that we
have not had an opportunity to try to
make certain that they are drafted in
such a way that they do not get in the
way of what the sponsor is trying to do
or get in the way of what we are trying
to do.

The gentleman from Kentucky has
pointed out that this account has al-
ready been increased by a very signifi-
cant amount. It has and I applaud him
for it. The fact is there are some ac-
counts in this bill that do not have a
dime in it, and that needs to be cor-
rected before an amendment like this
is offered.

So I regretfully have to say that
while I wish we had more money for a
number of these accounts, as one who
has to balance where we put limited
amounts of money I have to agree with
the gentleman from Kentucky and urge
defeat of the amendment.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I withdraw my point of order.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
strike the requisite number of words.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentlewoman from Texas is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, far be it from me to attempt
to surprise my colleagues. But since we
are all equal Members of this body, I
consider it my right to approach this
issue from the perspective of the
knowledge that I have.

I believe in collegiate work, and I be-
lieve in working with the collective
bodies here, and I do not think I have
ever risen to the floor to speak along
those lines, but I will do it now. In
order to focus on some of the issues
that have come to my attention from
Members across the aisle on the ques-
tion of immigrant services, listening to
members of the Department of Home-
land Security talk about their efforts
to ease the burden and knowing the im-
portance of adjudicators which would
help, in fact, to ease that burden, I
hope that the allotment that has been
spoken to both by the ranking member
of the full committee and the chairman
of the subcommittee will be designated
for these important adjudicators.

The purpose of this amendment is
valuable, and I think the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) and I
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viewed it as a valuable amendment. I
hope that as we move forward that I
will be able to see that those dollars al-
legedly that have been allocated, some
$400 million, will go to easing some of
these backlog dates.

I remind my colleagues, 1998, 2001,
2003, all scattered across these service
centers. Why? Because they are over-
burdened. Fingerprints are lost. Appli-
cations are lost. So often we hear that
in our constituency.

I think the process of appropriations
is a complicated process. We attempt
to do it in the spirit that is collegiate
in this body. We attempt to do it with
the knowledge that we have and the re-
search that we do and the work with
fellow staff members. If that cannot be
done, we move forward.

I hope that we can improve the proc-
ess because everybody is not in a whip
meeting. So therefore I hope that we
can improve the process and ensure
that when we come to the floor these
amendments that we have to be made
in order, we have the understanding
that they are for a purpose and a rea-
sonable purpose.
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Now, I will look forward, as we move
toward conference, to monitoring this
particular legislation to see whether or
not it completely addresses the ques-
tion of adjudicators, which is what this
amendment is all about, the question
of adjudicators.

So, Mr. Chairman, I ask my col-
leagues that if they are having a back-
log in their office, I hope that they will
consider that the intent of this amend-
ment was not a malicious intent; it
was an intent to work collegially and
to help solve the problems, and I hope
that we will continue in that spirit, to
work toward solving problems, because
that is what this particular body is all
about, solving problems, Democrats
and Republicans working together.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

The amendment was rejected.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of this bill, and I congratulate the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS), the chairman, for taking a firm,
strong, aggressive stance to secure our
borders, because that is one of the
issues that is first and foremost on the
minds of Americans, whether they are
on the border or whether they live 2,000
miles away.

Since the creation of the Department
of Homeland Security, there has been a
dramatic increase in the number of
non-Mexican illegal immigrants, also
known as OTMs, apprehended on our
borders. In fact, some border patrol
sectors have reported a 300 percent in-
crease in OTMs this year alone. This
problem has grown exponentially, in
part because the Department of Home-
land Security has failed to take a stra-
tegic approach to detention and re-
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moval that ensures that every illegal
immigrant apprehended is properly de-
ported.

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

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

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, my good friend from Texas is cor-
rect. The Department has failed to
take corrective action, and that is why
this act will withhold $50 million in
funding until the Department submits
a detention and removal plan that ad-
dresses these issues in a more com-
prehensive manner. Already this year,
the border patrol has apprehended over
75,000 illegals, Other Than Mexicans,
more than twice the number of appre-
hensions compared to this same time
last year; and we still have 5 months to

g0.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, the chairman has
worked hard to produce a bill that will
fund additional enforcement, within
budget limitations, and has set forth
directions in the report accompanying
the bill to get the Department headed
toward a solution.

I also want to thank the chairman of
the subcommittee for hearing my con-
cerns regarding the so-called ‘‘catch-
and-release’ policy that allows OTMs
to be released on their own recog-
nizance. Last summer, I was in commu-
nication with then-Secretary Ridge
and then-Under Secretary Hutchison
regarding this issue, and they re-
sponded by authorizing expedited re-
moval for all OTMs apprehended by the
border patrol. Unfortunately, the De-
partment has implemented expedited
removal in only two districts. I am
therefore pleased to see this issue is ad-
dressed, as well, in this bill.

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

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

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, when the gentleman first de-
scribed to me the ‘‘catch-and-release’
policy and how it has affected the bor-
der communities, I was surprised to
learn that the Department had not
made full use of its authority. I under-
stand that doing so will not only allow
the Department to remove OTMs two
to three times faster than traditional
methods while permitting legitimate
asylum claims, but would cut deten-
tion costs for such individuals by more
than 50 percent.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, the chairman is ab-
solutely correct. Expedited removal
would allow the Department to save
money while addressing the OTM prob-
lem. I would also add that taking such
enforcement action would help deter
OTMs from attempting to immigrate
illegally in the first place.

I once again thank the chairman for
taking the time to hear the concerns of
our border communities and for re-
sponding so readily. As a fellow sub-
committee chairman, I know the dif-
ficulties in finding solutions that meet
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budgetary restrictions, and I appre-
ciate the directions he has given to the
Department, which will make great
strides to ensure that this critical
issue is addressed.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. MUSGRAVE

Mrs. MUSGRAVE. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. MUSGRAVE:

Page 2, line 9, insert after the first dollar
amount the following: (reduced by $100,000).

Page 26, line 23, insert after the dollar
amount the following: (increased by $100,000).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
2(f) of rule XXI, the Chair must query
whether any Member raises a point of
order against provisions of the bill ad-
dressed by the amendment, but not yet
reached in the reading, wit: page 26,
line 19 through page 30, line 8.

Are there any points of order?

If not, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado (Mrs. MUSGRAVE) is recognized for
5 minutes on her amendment.

Mrs. MUSGRAVE. Mr. Chairman, ac-
cording to recent news reports, the De-
partment of Homeland Security has
hired former actress Bobbie Faye
Furgeson as the new ‘“‘liaison to the en-
tertainment industry.” In other words,
the Department of Homeland Security
is now hiring actresses to communicate
with Hollywood.

In March 2004, the Department of
Homeland Security posted an opening
on the government Web site,
USAjobs.com, stating the salary could
top $136,000, plus benefits. I want to
emphasize that this position has not
been specifically authorized by Con-
gress.

I believe that Americans take our
homeland security very seriously. They
see images of 9/11 that will clutch their
hearts for their entire lives. They saw
in the news just the other day about
the incident here on Capitol Hill and
saw people frantically trying to get to
an area that was safe. Thank God they
were not in danger.

But the people of this country have
high expectations in regard to our
homeland security after we were vio-
lated on 9/11, and they realize how vul-
nerable we are. I would just like to
thank the gentleman from Kentucky
(Chairman ROGERS) for his excellent
work in living up to those expectations
that the American people have for us.

However, I would have a very dif-
ficult time explaining to my constitu-
ents how we would use over $100,000 in
this manner. If people are not aware of
what we could do with $100,000, if we
move this money to State and local
governments to have grants available
for our first responders, that amount of
money would buy 694 Quick2000 Escape
Hoods. Those are like the very hoods
that we keep in our congressional of-
fices. It would buy 558 Emergency PA
systems, just like those that were used
last week to warn people and to tell
them about the evacuation. This one
really interests me. It would buy 165
bullet-proof vests. There is a young
family member that we have that is a
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police officer, and I realize how first re-
sponders rely on their lives with these
bullet-proof vests. That amount of
money would also buy 40 Level A
HAZMAT protective suits, something
that is really needed by our first re-
sponders.

So instead of spending $100,000-plus
on one person who would simply review
movie scripts for the government or
help identify opportunities for Holly-
wood outreach and provide resources
for TV and movies, we should direct
this money to actually help the people
who respond and can save lives.

I ask for support of my amendment.

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

Mrs. MUSGRAVE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to commend the gentle-
woman. I think this is an excellent
amendment. I am delighted that the
gentlewoman has been able to ferret
this out and bring it to the attention of
all of us, and I want to say what a
great job the gentlewoman has done
and that I am going to vote for the
gentlewoman’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Colorado (Mrs.
MUSGRAVE).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR
MANAGEMENT

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Under Secretary for Management, as author-
ized by sections 701-705 of the Homeland Se-
curity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 341-345),
$146,084,000: Provided, That not to exceed
$3,000 shall be for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses: Provided further, That
of the total amount provided, $26,070,000
shall remain available until expended solely
for the alteration and improvement of facili-
ties, tenant improvements, and relocation
costs to consolidate Department head-
quarters operations.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SABO

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I and oth-
ers offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SABO:

Page 3, line 15, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $26,100,000)".

Page 30, line 12, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: “‘(increased by
$50,000,000)".

Page 30, line 13, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘“‘(increased by
$25,000,000)".

Page 30, line 14, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: “‘(increased by
$25,000,000)".

Page 34, line 4, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $23,900,000)".

Mr. SABO (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, our amend-
ment increases the funding for the fire
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grant program by $50 million, $25 mil-
lion for the SAFER program, and $25
million for the regular grant program.
With the $256 million added to the
SAFER program, it would be funded at
$75 million, or $10 million above last
year’s funding.

With the increase to the regular fire
grant program, it would be funded at
$6756 million, unfortunately still a $75
million cut from last year’s level. If we
had more funding, and more offsets, we
would have added it to this program.

I might add that whatever the prob-
lems are with the larger local grant
program, this is a program that has
worked very efficiently and effectively.
It is a proven successful program, and
grant decisions are made on the basis
of independent board review.

The needs of our fire departments are
great, and our Federal funding for the
fire grant program has decreased in re-
cent years and, actually, as a popu-
lation that has grown, the number of
firefighters nationwide has fallen.

Firefighters still lack basic equip-
ment. The number of firefighters with
proper breathing gear and protective
clothing has mnot substantially im-
proved since 9/11.

In 2003, Federal fire grant funding
was $746 million; this year it is $715
million. This bill, with the amend-
ment, would increase that amount to
$650 million. The offset funding for the
new personnel system would be de-
creased by $20 million, but still would
have an increase of $17 million, or 47
percent under this mark.

What this amendment does is it is
fully funded in offsets and makes
minor adjustments in the chairman’s
bill but, in my judgment, will result in
better fire department capabilities in
our local communities; and I urge sup-
port for this amendment.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last

word.
Mr. Chairman, as an author of this
legislation with the distinguished

ranking member and the distinguished
chairman, I thank the chairman for
working with us on this compromise.
The chairman has been one of the tire-
less advocates in this body on behalf of
the first responder community; and I
want to tell the gentleman they recog-
nize that. On behalf of the 1.2 million
men and women who serve in the 32,000
departments across America, they un-
derstand that the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. ROGERS) is listening to
them.

Last week, when I approached the
gentleman from Kentucky (Chairman
Rogers) and the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. SABO), our colleague, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PASCRELL), the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS), the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), and a
whole host of Members on our side of
the aisle over here, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. BOEHLERT) and others,
it was with a great deal of enthusiasm
that the chairman said he would work
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with us, and that allows us to bring
this amendment forward today.

Last November, Mr. Chairman, I
spoke at the memorial service for our
fallen firefighters. We paid tribute to
111 brave Americans, most of them vol-
unteers, who paid the ultimate price in
protecting America. Each year in this
country, we lose over 100 police offi-
cers, we lose over 100 firefighters, para-
medics, and EMTs. The difference in
terms of law enforcement support, and
we spend about $3 billion to $4 billion a
year on local law enforcement at the
Federal level, is that 85 percent of our
first responders in the fire community
are volunteers. They get paid nothing.
They serve on behalf of these 32,000 de-
partments while doing their full-time
job and then come home on weekends
and at nights and serve their commu-
nities. It is up to us to make sure they
have the proper equipment they need.

Now, Members need to understand
there is a distinction between the
grant program running through the
States and the grant program in-
creased by this amendment. The grant
program that this amendment in-
creases is directly accessible to the fire
departments. There are no middle peo-
ple. There is no bureaucracy. There is
no overhead. They go on line for 30
days once each year, and they apply di-
rectly. The grants are actually re-
viewed by other firefighters. There is
no politics. That is why over 19,000 de-
partments in this country have re-
ceived one or more grants that have
benefited our local towns.

This money is not just for homeland
security; it is to better equip those de-
partments who, back in 2000, we recog-
nized need national help.

O 1400

The second part of this amendment
provides additional funding to the
SAFER program, a program to encour-
age cities to hire more paid fire-
fighters, volunteer departments to
come up with more creative ways to
encourage volunteers, and volunteer
departments who may have to hire a
full-time driver or a full-time officer,
to have some of that funding available
through this SAFER bill.

It is a significant increase when the
program was appropriated to the level
of $65 million this fiscal year, to add
another $25 million in this amendment
to that program.

Let me say just in closing, Mr. Chair-
man, that we are asking our fire and
EMS departments to do more. The re-
cent round of base closings that was
announced on Thursday largely closes
Guard and Reserve facilities. That is
going to put increased pressure for
homeland security on those 32,000 fire
departments. They are not going to be
able to rely on those local Guard and
Reserve units, because their facilities
are being shut down, so it is all the
more reason that this amendment
makes sense. It is good policy. It is
good fiscal sense. It is paid for.

I commend all of the authors and ev-
erybody involved and especially again I
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want to thank the chairman for his vi-
sion, for his foresight, and for working
with the ranking member to make this
possible.

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

Mr. Chairman, I want to join my
friend, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. WELDON) who has done such
an extraordinary job in raising the con-
sciousness of the Congress and of the
American people with respect to the
importance of our volunteer and paid
fire fighting community and our emer-
gency medical response teams through-
out this country.

I also want to join my good friend,
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
SABO), and I want to join the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WELDON) in thanking the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) for his
agreement to move this forward and
for helping us fashion this amendment.

I want to thank the gentleman from
California (Mr. LEWIS) as well, the
chairman of our full committee. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to express sin-
cere appreciation to all of those in-
volved, and I particularly want to rec-
ognize my friend, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL) whose ef-
fort was extraordinary in the adoption
of the Fire Act, which provides for the
basic grant program.

All of us were involved, but no one
was more involved and more in the
leadership, and of course his bill was
the basis for the establishment of this.
I would be remiss if I did not also reit-
erate how important the Fire Service
Caucus has been and Bill Webb, who is
the Executive Director of the founda-
tion, and their focus on the issues that
confront us.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment pro-
vides much needed increases to both
the Fire Grant and SAFER programs,
and moves us closer to fulfilling our
obligations to ensure that our Nation’s
firefighters have at their disposal every
resource possible to not only guarantee
their own safety, but also to allow
them to better serve each of our com-
munities.

The $256 million we add to each of
these accounts brings the funding in
the bill to $650 million, $575 million for
the Fire Grant program, and $75 mil-
lion for SAFER. The SAFER program
deals with personnel, the Fire Grant
program is a broader application of
moneys dealing both with equipment,
safety equipment, training and other
matters.

This is $150 million above the level
requested by the President and is a re-
flection of Congress’ commitment to
ensuring that our fire departments are
properly staffed, trained and equipped.
But these amounts are still, Mr. Chair-
man, well below the authorized levels
and far from meeting the needs of the
fire service.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. WELDON) pointed out the fact that
the Base Closure Commission or the
Pentagon has recommended to the
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commission the closure of many Guard
and Reserve units around the country,
and while first responders are critically
important now they will be even more
so if this action is taken.

The Fire Grant program was estab-
lished by Congress in 2000, as I said
through the leadership of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PASCRELL), the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON) and s0O many
others, to meet the basic equipment,
training and fire fighting safety re-
quirements of America’s fire service,
and to bring all fire departments to a
baseline of readiness to respond to all
hazards.

The Fire Grant program has been a
tremendous success, providing more
than $3 billion for the infrared cam-
eras, HAZMAT detection devices, mod-
ern breathing apparatuses, improved
training and physical fitness programs,
new turn-out gear, fire trucks and
interoperable communications sys-
tems, to name but a few of the items
that have been provided for by the Fire
Act.

The simple fact is that the equip-
ment and training provided by these
grants have saved the lives of fire-
fighters and average citizens in com-
munities across America, and I am
proud to play a role in this program.

The SAFER Program authorized 2
years ago and funded for the first time
last year is a vital compliment to the
Fire Grant program, because insuffi-
cient staffing, defined by National Fire
Protection Association as fewer than
four firefighters per apparatus, is a
very real problem for far too many of
the Nation’s career and volunteer fire
departments.

Not only does that understaffing put
at risk the firefighters but, as I said, it
puts at risk those whom the fire-
fighters would save, whether in a very
serious automobile accident, in a fire,
earthquake or other natural disaster.

Responding with fewer than four fire-
fighters per apparatus prevents the
first responder unit from complying
with OSHA’s two-in/two-out standard
for safe fire-ground operations and adds
unnecessary risk to the already dan-
gerous job of fire suppression.

Mr. Chairman, the NFPA estimates
that an additional 75,000 firefighters
are required across the country and the
additional funding we provide today
will move us a little closer to achiev-
ing that goal.

Mr. Chairman, I am in strong support
of this legislation. I thank the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS), 1
thank the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. SABO), and I thank the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL) and
all of those who have been involved in
supporting these two vital programs.

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

Mr. Chairman, first I would like to
commend the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Chairman ROGERS) and the
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ranking member, the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. SABO), for all of the
hard work that they have done in
bringing this bill to the floor.

Homeland security is a new discipline
for this body, and in a relatively short
amount of time the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO)
have provided expertise in the field.

I want to publicly acknowledge the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WELDON) and the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER) for the leader-
ship they have displayed, that leader-
ship in enhancing our Nation’s secu-
rity.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is an-
other example of their work to increase
our emergency preparedness and re-
sponse capabilities, and I ask all Mem-
bers to support it. The challenges of
our changed world require us to ask
more and more of America’s fire-
fighters. Yet, we all know that many of
their needs remain unmet. How can we
expect our men and women on the
front lines to be a real force in the war
on terror if we do not deal with their
most basic needs?

Like the fact that over 10,000 fire en-
gines are at least 30 years old, or that
27,000 fire stations in the country have
no backup power, or that two-fifths of
all departments lack Internet access,
or the fact that the majority of port-
able radios firefighters use are not
water resistant; the list could go on.

But probably the biggest issue facing
the fire service is a lack of manpower.
Currently two-thirds of all fire depart-
ments, Mr. Chairman, two-thirds
throughout America operate with inad-
equate staffing. And in communities of
at least 50,000 people, 38 percent of the
firefighters are regularly part of a re-
sponse that is not sufficient to safely
respond to a structure fire because of a
lack of staffing. This is unconscion-
able.

This amendment helps to tackle
those problems. It does provide the dol-
lars, as has been pointed out on this
floor. It goes without saying that both
of these programs, the Fire Grant pro-
gram, and the SAFER program are of
critical importance to our Nation’s
safety. Fire grants provide funding di-
rectly to local fire departments.

In fact, we debated within committee
whether or not the Homeland Security
Act should provide direct aid to mu-
nicipalities rather than going through
the States, and I think we ought to re-
visit that subject again and again be-
cause of the success of the Fire Act.

And the SAFER Act, which we were
able to fund for the first time last year,
provides annual grants for the purpose
of hiring, recruiting and retaining ca-
reer and volunteer firefighters. Con-
gress has made great strides, but still
we need more. We need more. There is
more to do.

Across this great country firefighters
and fire departments desperately re-
quire more folks on the front lines,
more personnel, functioning commu-
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nications, radios and protective gear.
There is a reason for the Fire Grant
program, that it had 20,300 applications
containing close to $3 billion in re-
quested assistance from departments
across the country just in this one
year.

These are basic needs we are talking
about, and at the time the local juris-
dictions are facing tough budget deci-
sions in departments, you know, what
are the state of our municipalities? All
across this country they are laying off
firefighters. This amendment could not
come at a better time.

So I implore, we listen to the chair-
man and the ranking member, and we
do as we think we should do and pass
this amendment. I want to thank both
of them for bringing to it the floor.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to add my word
of support for the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. SABO’s) amendment and
commend him for offering it, and also
thank the chairman of our sub-
committee, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. ROGERS), for his coopera-
tion in working out this accommoda-
tion.

Several steps have led us to this
point. The President’s budget was sore-
ly deficient in the area of first re-
sponder funding. The President pro-
posed to cut the State Homeland Secu-
rity block grants by 25 percent. He pro-
posed to cut the Department of Home-
land Security firefighter grants by 30
percent. He proposed to eliminate fund-
ing for the SAFER program.

And then when you look at the De-
partment of Justice, at the programs
that our law enforcement agencies de-
pend on, the President proposed even
more massive cuts, a 95 percent cut in
the COPS program and a 98 percent cut
in the Justice Assistance grants.

We will, of course, not be able to deal
with all of that here today. We will
hope that our colleagues on the sub-
committee appropriating for the Jus-
tice Department will attend to this and
repair some of this damage.

But today we can deal with the
Homeland Security portion of the
President’s budget. Our subcommittee
already has made some improvements
in the bill brought to the floor today.
The first responder funding was
brought to a 10 percent cut overall,
which in terms of the President’s budg-
et was a gain. State and local block
grants in the bill before us would be
cut 11 percent, fire grants by 15 per-
cent, the SAFER program by 23 per-
cent.

The gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
SABO’s) amendment takes that progres-
sion further, and I commend him for it,
because it is money that our commu-
nities really need. For fire grant fund-
ing, half of the committee’s cut from
the current fiscal year’s level would be
restored.

SAFER funding would actually be in-
creased $10 million from the current
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fiscal year. State block grant funding
would be increased but it would still
fall $400 million short of the current
year.

So we are not talking still about gen-
erous funding, funding that is any-
where near as generous as it should be,
but we are talking about an improve-
ment, and I hope that colleagues on
both sides of the aisle will readily
agree to this amendment to the com-
mittee bill.

Mr. Chairman, all of us, I suspect,
have visited and talked with first re-
sponders in our districts. I hope and ex-
pect that we have thanked them for
what they do, because they serve our
communities every day. It is impor-
tant, though, not just to stop with the
lip service. It is important to under-
stand that what we are talking about
with fire and law enforcement and
other first responders is an essential
governmental service in which the Fed-
eral Government is a crucial partner.
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Sometimes that partnership has been
in danger of faltering. We have got to
make certain that that does not hap-
pen. So we need to do more than say
thank you. We need to do more than
talk about hometown heroes.

We need to put our money where our
rhetoric is. This bill is not all that it
should be, but with this amendment I
believe we will go some distance to-
ward extending to these first respond-
ers the kind of support they need. After
all, they are being asked to do some
new and demanding things in this post-
9/11 world. They need some new equip-
ment. They need new communication
capacity. They need some new per-
sonnel and training.

So we are preparing to extend that
assistance, without forgetting that
these first responders have been on the
frontlines all along.

Traditional disasters, traditional
emergencies have not gone away. In
fact, the need for a conventional capac-
ity is as strong or stronger than it ever
was.

So let us resolve that we are not
merely going to pay lip service to these
people on the frontline who defend our
communities every day. Let us resolve
to strengthen the Federal partnership
and provide the Federal support that
they need and deserve.

Support the Sabo amendment.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

I opposed a similar amendment at
the full committee level, but that was
due largely to the use of IAIP funds to
offset this amount. That would have
stopped all construction and renova-
tion of that growing directorate.

We have been working with the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO), the
ranking member, on this particular
matter. We found a more suitable off-
set. We have reduced other first re-
sponder grant programs in this bill be-
cause of poor guidance and large
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unspent balances. However, these
grants do go directly to the fire depart-
ments. There is no choke point issue
involved with these funds, and so I en-
thusiastically support the amendment
on the floor and urge its passage.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, let me just
simply thank the chairman for his sup-
port of the amendment.

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

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word, and I yield to the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS), chairman of the Subcommittee
on Homeland Security, for purposes of
a colloquy.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.

I want to commend the gentleman
for his efforts to work with our sub-
committee and the Committee on Ap-
propriations, and I regret that the
process of coordination did not go more
smoothly.

I should acknowledge that the gen-
tleman has indeed only sought to ex-
pose to points of order provisions or
conditions that are genuinely author-
ization provisions, not all provisions
against which a point of order would
lie. Since the exposed provisions and
conditions are, in fact, authorizing pro-
visions, I want to assure the gentleman
that in the conference negotiations on
such provisions, I will follow the will of
the authorizing committee in advanc-
ing the House position; and the con-
ference report will, to the greatest ex-
tent possible, follow the will of the au-
thorizing committee.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman, who has been a true leader
on homeland security, for his hard
work on this bill and his efforts to
reach full agreement with the author-
izing committee. I regret the fact that
rescheduling this bill to earlier in the
week deprived us of the time that
would have enabled us to accommodate
much of these discussions in advance of
reaching the floor. But I want to thank
the gentleman for his efforts to reach
full agreement with the authorizing
committee.

Based on the understanding that the
conferees will follow the will of the au-
thorizing committee in advancing the
House position in the conference nego-
tiations and, to the greatest extent
possible, follow the will of the author-
izing committee on the provisions and
conditions which are, in fact, author-
izing, I will not insist on the points of
order exposed to objection under the
rule that we just adopted today, and I
strongly urge my colleagues to do the
same.

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. MENENDEZ

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 14 offered by Mr. MENEN-
DEZ:

Page 3, line 15, insert ‘‘(decreased by
$50,000,000) after ‘‘$146,084,000.
Page 26, line 23, insert ‘‘(increased by

$50,000,000)’” after ‘‘$2,781,300,000".

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, the
attacks of September 11 made each of
us realize that terrorism had entered a
whole new realm, one in which our Na-
tion’s assets, infrastructure, and people
could be attacked by those meaning us
harm. The district I have the honor of
representing contains a vast number of
potential targets of terror, such as the
largest seaport on the east coast, one
of the busiest airports in the country,
an area Kknown as the ‘‘chemical
coastway,” four major chemical plants,
and six tunnels and bridges that con-
nect New Jersey to New York City, and
if that were not enough, an area in
northern New Jersey between Liberty
Airport and Port Elizabeth commonly
referred to by the FBI and others as
the most dangerous 2 miles in America.

The Menendez amendment seeks to
address one of the most serious secu-
rity threats facing our Nation today,
and that is the threat of terrorist at-
tacks on chemical plants and facilities.

According to data from the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, there are
eight plants in New Jersey where a
worst-case release of chemicals could
threaten more than 1 million people
per attack, and a recent article in the
New York Times stated that a chem-
ical plant in my district that possesses
chlorine gas poses a potentially lethal
threat to 12 million people who live
within a 14-mile radius.

So this is obviously a very important
matter for the district and State that I
come from, but let me make a point
here that this is not just simply a New
Jersey issue. There are 15,000 chemical
plants nationwide, and that same EPA
data that I just referenced shows that
123 of these could pose a threat to at
least 1 million people each time, if
each one of those entities were at-
tacked, if there were a release; 123
times a million, 123 million Americans.

My amendment takes a first step by
providing $50 million to State and local
governments in order to enhance the
security of those chemical plants.
Funds might be used by State and local
officials to prepare plants to respond to
and possibly even prevent attacks on
these facilities. This money could be
used to equip and train our first re-
sponders who would respond to such an
attack. Such funds might be used to
provide assistance and guidance to the
chemical plant officials to implement
best management practices that either
improve security or use less caustic
chemicals, or perhaps this funding
could be used to increase law enforce-
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ment’s presence in patrols around
chemical plants. These are just by way
of description.

According to the threat level set by
the Department of Homeland Security,
our local law enforcement agencies are
then often asked to provide additional
security for these plants. I have heard
from several mayors and police chiefs
about the serious financial burden
those additional patrols are costing
their cities, and over time, con-
sequently, their ability to meet this
challenge is really under siege; and I
am sure this is a problem for law en-
forcement agencies across our country.

In New Jersey, some of these plants
are surrounded by residential commu-
nities and transportation corridors
that make this issue even more critical
for us to secure. I believe if we look at
that list of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency across the country we will
find that is often the case in other
States in the Nation.

I strongly believe we must do what
we can to protect our constituents
from a clear opportunity here in which
millions could be affected by what is
otherwise a use of a facility for legiti-
mate purposes.

This is not a new issue or one that is
brand new for us. The Hart-Rudman re-
port mentioned chemical plant secu-
rity. Going back to that report, several
of these plants are included on the na-
tional infrastructure list. So we are
well aware of the problem, and we need
to take steps to ensure security at
these plants.

I very rarely come to the floor to
offer amendments, but I feel compelled
when we know the nature of the risk
and we know the nature of the threat
to do something about it.

This amendment is a modest first
step. We do need to make these facili-
ties and our constituents living near
them safer and more secure, and I
would just urge my colleagues to think
about who among us would be content
with the counsels of patience and delay
if they were living within the radius of
one of these chemical plants that could
literally cause the deaths of millions of
people and we did absolutely nothing
to protect them.

In that context, I urge my colleagues
to support the Menendez amendment.

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

I rise in support of the Menendez
amendment, and I want to mention to
the gentleman that I know that he is
also familiar with this issue, being the
ranking member on the subcommittee
on the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce that has jurisdiction over chem-
ical security; and I would hope that as
time goes on that we could in our com-
mittee, in the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, and specifically in the
gentleman’s subcommittee, have a
hearing and address this issue in a
more comprehensive way because I do
think it needs to be addressed.

In the meantime, I agree with the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
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MENENDEZ), my colleague, that we
should provide additional funding in
this appropriations bill to have our
State and local responders try to ad-
dress this issue in a significant way or
at least provide some funding so that
they could.

As the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ) mentioned, we have a
number of facilities in our own State of
New Jersey where we know that under
this EPA report over 1 million people
at each of those facilities could be neg-
atively impacted if there was a ter-
rorist attack on a chemical facility. He
mentioned at least eight.

In fact, in a hearing just last week in
the United States Senate, Mr. Robert
Falkenroth, who was a former Bush of-
ficial with the Homeland Security De-
partment, actually said before the
United States Senate that his biggest
fear in terms of another terrorist at-
tack would be an attack on a chemical
facility. He knows and we know and
the Department of Homeland Security
knows that this is the one area in the
aftermath of 9/11 that has not been ad-
dressed.

We have talked about attacking a nu-
clear plant. We have talked about at-
tacks on port facilities. We have talked
about attacks at airports. In every
case, there has been an effort by this
body to address a terrorist attack and
to deal with security issues at those
various facilities, but not so in the case
of chemical plants. For whatever rea-
son, we have said to the industry that
you are on your own; you voluntarily
set your own standards. We have not
taken action in the House of Rep-
resentatives or in the Senate to ad-
dress the issue, and I think that is a
shame.

There have been various occasions in
the past, most notably in the case of
Bhopal, many of my colleagues just re-
member we just had the 20th anniver-
sary of the Bhopal disaster. In the case
there, Union Carbide owned a plant. It
was not a terrorist attack, but the re-
sult there was over 20,000 people Killed.
That was not because of a terrorist at-
tack. That was because of neglect or
negligence on the part of Union Car-
bide. It had nothing to do with a ter-
rorist attack, but the devastation at
Bhopal, not the 20,000 that were killed
but the hundreds of thousands in the
aftermath of that crisis 20 years later,
are still suffering, have not received
medical attention, the impact on their
children and the disorders that they
are now seeing with their children, I
mean, this is the type of thing that
needs to be addressed, and it is not
being addressed here.

I think my understanding is that the
gentleman from New Jersey’s (Mr.
MENENDEZ) amendment would shift $50
million to State and local programs to
try to get them to address this issue.
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Now, I think we need a comprehen-
sive program. Senator CORZINE and my-
self have introduced the Chemical Se-
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curity Act, myself here in the House,
he in the Senate, which basically es-
tablishes a nationwide program that
would require that chemical plants
provide for security. But absent that,
because we have not had that, we have
not even had a hearing on it in this
House, we need our local responders
and our State responders, the way my
colleague, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ), has described,
to have some money so they can go out
and do some things to try to shore up
this problem and deal with this prob-
lem.

So I just want to say again that this
is something we should do. It has been
neglected here in the House. Hopefully,
we will pass the Menendez amendment.
Hopefully, we will have a hearing in
our subcommittee, Mr. Chairman, and
we can begin the process with this
amendment of addressing this very im-
portant issue not only for the State of
New Jersey but for the Nation as a
whole.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I fully sympathize
with the concerns the gentleman from
New Jersey has brought up, and the
other gentleman has, about the issue of
safety at chemical plants. We have
77,000 of them in the country and 17,000
of those deal with hazardous materials.
So it is a big exposure that we have.

However, I have to respectfully urge
the defeat of this amendment for two
or three reasons. One, we have included
$560 million in the bill just for critical
infrastructure protection, including
chemical plants, already. I know the
gentleman will be pleased to hear that
we do have that amount of money in
there: the amount he is requesting is
already in the bill.

Number two, we put in some very
strong report language directing the
Department to continue and complete
the vulnerability assessments of all
critical chemical facilities in the coun-
try. We have already reduced the State
and Urban Area grant programs in this
bill because of poor guidance, but
mainly because they have still got $6.8
billion that we have appropriated since
2002 in the pipeline. They have only
spent 30 percent of all we have appro-
priated. They have $6.8 billion left in
the Office of Domestic Policy, which
makes these grants. So there is plenty
of money there. There is no point of
putting more, until they draw down on
what they already have.

Number three, I have a problem with
where the gentleman is taking the
money from. We have already hit the
Under Secretary for Management’s Of-
fice big time in this bill already. We
have taken $26 million today, and this
is the place where the important work
of the Department needs to take place.
If you take this $560 million from the
Under Secretary of Management, it
could only come from one place with-
out impacting personnel; that is to say,
lay off people, and that is the Human
Resource System of the Department.
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A $50 million reduction in that sys-
tem would halt implementation of that
human resource system program in its
tracks. We would be unable to fund the
“pay pool,” which would prevent the
initial conversion of employees from
the General Schedule to the new mar-
ket-based pay bands and the pay-for-
performance programs.

We would also be unable to provide
competent program management and
evaluation. It would delay the estab-
lishment of the Department’s Labor
Relations Board, as required by the
final regulations. We would not be able
to access knowledgeable outside ex-
perts that understand industry best
practices in compensation design sets.

We would be unable to fund the train-
ing of managers, supervisors, and em-
ployees, and that lack of training
would also have profound impacts on
the credibility of the program with the
employee base and their representa-
tives.

So, Mr. Chairman, I reluctantly op-
pose the amendment, sympathizing
with the gentleman’s sentiments. But I
think we have plenty of money there
now, and I do not want to see us hurt
the human resource system that is
being put in place even as we speak. So
I urge the defeat of the amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, the reason I move to
strike the last word rather than speak-
ing directly to the amendment is be-
cause I have mixed emotions. I think
the problem the gentleman from New
Jersey presents to us is one of the most
important and most profound ones we
face in the whole question of homeland
security.

His amendment bothers me for two
reasons: One, I think there are real
problems where the money is coming
from; and, secondly, I am concerned
that we are transferring this problem
from the Federal Government to the
State governments. Because dealing
with chemical security and the secu-
rity of chemical plants is truly a na-
tional problem and not one that should
be the ultimate problem of State gov-
ernments.

The Department, in my judgment,
has been incredibly slow in dealing
with the problem. The Congress has
been slow in dealing with the problem.
A year ago we provided $3 million to
the Department for a study on whether
they should require vulnerability as-
sessments and security plans from the
chemical plants. The study has not oc-
curred. We do have language in this bill
that urges them to do more in the next
year. I hope they listen to that more
than what they did to the provision of
$3 million last year.

But I would suggest to my friend
from New Jersey that the format that
we should be following is really what
we did in the Maritime Transportation
Security Act as it relates to ports.
What we required in that bill was for
ports to do vulnerability assessments
and produce security plans themselves,
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and that is what the major chemical
plants in this country should be doing.
We should not be assessing them, they
should be developing their own vulner-
ability assessments and security plans.
And then, as in the Maritime Security
Act, where the Coast Guard assesses
the plans, that is what we should be
doing with chemical plants.

The bulk of the responsibility for im-
plementing those security plans should
be with the chemical companies, not
with the State. It should not be with
the Federal Government, in my judg-
ment, let alone with the States. And I
am concerned that we are putting up
the assumption that this is now becom-
ing a responsibility we are delegating
from the Federal Government to the
States.

So the gentleman is absolutely right.
This is one of the biggest
vulnerabilities that we have. The De-
partment has not been paying atten-
tion to it. The Congress has not been
willing to deal with the issue of wheth-
er this is something we want simply
the Federal Government to do or
whether we should be requiring the
chemical plants, at least the major
ones, to have the vulnerability assess-
ments and the security plans and then
they submit them to the Department
for their evaluation. From there, we
can move as to how you remedy the se-
curity plans and how you make judg-
ment on the funding you need for local
people who might have to respond to
an emergency.

So I have mixed emotions about this
amendment. I have problems with their
premise with the offset and the basic
delegation to the States, but the
amendment raises, I think, one of the
most crucial problems we face in home-
land security. And to the other gen-
tleman from New Jersey, who talked
about a comprehensive bill he was in-
troducing, I think that is the direction
we should be going.

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

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MEEKS of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from New York
for yielding to me, and I want to thank
both the chairman and the ranking
member on their thoughtful observa-
tions about this issue.

I understand the constraints under
which they are working. I am not un-
mindful of that, which is why I rarely
come to the floor on amendments be-
cause I understand that all of us could
devise a different bill but you are given
the responsibility collectively for us.
But I would just need to make some
comments in observation of what has
been said.

Number one is the government’s re-
sponsibility to protect its own people is
not delegable to anyone, the private
sector or any other entity outside of
the government itself. We might want
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to place responsibilities, and I agree
that there are responsibilities that
should be placed upon certain legiti-
mate corporate responsibilities, that
should be placed upon people who oper-
ate in a society and who have a haz-
ardous element to their operation and
need to operate in a way and to protect
their facilities in such a way that pro-
tects the greater good, but ultimately,
ultimately the defense of the people is
not delegable to any other entity.

The second point is that when I hear
the chairman talk about the $50 mil-
lion placed in critical infrastructure, I
do appreciate that, but that is all crit-
ical infrastructure. That is nuclear
power plants, that is electric grids,
that is everything you can think of
that we would develop under the rubric
of critical infrastructure. And in that
context, while understanding the limi-
tations, it is a relatively small amount
when you think about protecting all of
the Nation’s critical infrastructure.

I do not know, as has been pointed
out by law enforcement, as has been
pointed out by the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, that this critical infra-
structure that we talk about in terms
of chemical plants does not come to a
higher level, because ultimately the
potential attack and emissions and the
plumes that come from it can kill lit-
erally millions and millions of people.
And that, in other respects, I think
heightens it among the critical infra-
structure that exists.

I understand that people are con-
cerned about the management office,
although I will note that that is where
we just took money for another critical
issue. But if you ask the American peo-
ple between management and pro-
tecting the chemical coastways that
are along and throughout the land-
scape of this country, I think they will
tell you I would like to see the chem-
ical coastways protected.

Even if we ultimately ask the private
sector, those who operate these chem-
ical plants, to have greater responsibil-
ities, which I concur with, at the end of
the day it will be police and fire-
fighters who will respond to an attack.
At the end of the day it will be a State
policeman who will have to respond.
These routes are public in nature. If
you run along the New Jersey Turn-
pike, you can easily have access to
that New York Times article and that
chlorine plant.

So from a public road, an entity
which the private sector would have no
responsibility for, an attack could be
levied. So, therefore, there are going to
be resources necessary for the govern-
mental entities, even with a height-
ened corporate responsibility, to per-
form. And that is my concern.

We have had Hart-Rudman talk
about chemical plants, we have talked
about it in the 9/11 Commission Report,
and yet we are nowhere nearer to cre-
ating any private responsibility nor are
we responding in a public context.
Hence, that is my concern, and that is
why I offer the amendment.
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Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MEEKS of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, let me
reiterate, or support again what my
colleague, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ), said. And I ap-
preciate the comments from our rank-
ing member, but the problem is that
the House has not been willing to take
up, even in our subcommittee, this
issue. In other words, it would be great
if we had the opportunity to bring up a
bill, I have mentioned the Chemical Se-
curity Act, that would actually man-
date that companies do in fact come up
with their own assessment plans to re-
spond in the event of a terrorist at-
tack. I agree that would be a great
thing. But, again, we are not moving in
that direction. We have not even had a
hearing in our subcommittee on this
issue.

Absent that, what we need is some
money going back to the States. Be-
cause under the Menendez amendment,
if money was going back to the States
specifically for a chemical security re-
sponse, then a State like our own of
New Jersey would be able to take that
funding and basically do some of the
things that we would like the Federal
Government to do that they are not
doing.

So this would accomplish that goal
at least for those States that want to
take the initiative; that they would
have some money for their State and
local programs to make the chemical
companies respond and do something
about this threat. The problem now, as
our ranking member said, this is not
happening. It is strictly left up to the
voluntary efforts of the chemical
plants, and that is not a good response.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. MENEN-
DEZ).

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. MENEN-
DEZ) will be postponed.
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Mr. McCAUL of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to strike the last word.

I rise in strong support of this impor-
tant bill and for the purpose of engag-
ing in a colloquy with the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS), the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations Subcommittee on Homeland
Security.

Since the tragic events of 9/11 and the
subsequent creation of the Department
of Homeland Security, there has been a
dramatic increase in the number of un-
documented aliens apprehended at our
borders. And last year alone, approxi-
mately 1.2 million people were appre-
hended at our southwest border. It is
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conservatively estimated by border pa-
trol that three undocumented aliens
get past our borders for every one that
is caught. It is estimated also that the
number of non-Mexican illegal immi-
grants, also known as OTMs, entering
our country has increased tremen-
dously in some border patrol sectors by
300 percent this year.

This group, often not on any watch
lists and usually lacking legitimate
documentation, should cause us all
great concern. Despite the risk these
persons present, the problem has grown
because courts will not impose detec-
tion and because the Department of
Homeland Security lacks adequate de-
tention space.

As a former counterterrorism pros-
ecutor in the Justice Department
whose jurisdiction included the Mexi-
can border, I know firsthand the threat
this poses to our national security.
When the border patrol catches individ-
uals who do not fall in the category of
mandatory detainees, they often have
no choice but to release them on their
own recognizance with a notice to ap-
pear at an immigration hearing, only
to disappear later. It is commonly de-
rided by law enforcement as the
‘“‘catch-and-release program.’’ This is
exactly how Ramzi Yousef, the al
Qaeda perpetrator of the 1993 World
Trade Center bombings entered this
country.

This is why I, along with the support
of 44 of my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle, signed a letter to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations asking for
full funding of the 2000 border patrol,
800 interior investigators and most im-
portantly, 8,000 detention beds rec-
ommended by the 9/11 Commission and
authorized by the Intelligence Reform
Act.

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

Mr. MCCAUL of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman from Texas is ab-
solutely correct. There is a definite
problem with our system that we hope
to correct.

The bill before us provides $690 mil-
lion, $90 million more than DHS asked,
for an additional 1,920 detention bed
spaces; and that combined with what
we provided in the supplemental appro-
priations bill last week will add a total
of 3,870 new beds over the current level.
In addition, the bill provides $43 mil-
lion for alternatives to detention, tri-
pling last year’s level and $10 million
more than DHS requested. That will go
further to attack the problem of the
so-called OTMs who abuse our immi-
gration policies and leave a gaping hole
in the integrity of the borders.

I am convinced that the so-called
catch-and-release practice signals that
our current system is in need of signifi-
cant reform. This bill is intended to
make an effort in that respect.

Mr. McCAUL of Texas. The Chairman
has worked hard to produce a bill that
will fund additional border security en-
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forcement and detention space within
budgetary limitations and supports ex-
panding the use of alternatives to de-
tention as a way of compensating for
the shortage of bed space and smart so-
lutions to the bigger problem of coping
with the numbers of illegal aliens
crossing into our country.

I will continue to work with the
chairman and the Committee on the
Budget to ensure that in the future de-
tention beds authorized by Congress
are fully funded.

I thank the chairman, and I com-
mend the gentleman for taking the
time to hear the concerns of our border
communities and for responding so
readily. All of the items provided for in
this bill will help keep criminals and
terrorists from crossing into the
United States and, when they do, en-
sure that they are detained and re-
moved from our country.

In the post-9/11 world, this is not just
an issue related to immigration; it is
one of national security.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank
the gentleman from Kentucky (Chair-
man ROGERS) of the Subcommittee on
Homeland Security for entering into
this colloquy regarding a very impor-
tant issue.

As was the case last year, the admin-
istration’s budget for fiscal year 2006
proposes to transfer funding for the
Coast Guard’s research and develop-
ment program to the Department of
Homeland Security Science and Tech-
nology Directorate. The Department
has justified this proposal by sug-
gesting that such a transfer would re-
duce duplicative programs within the
Department and would increase co-
operation between agencies. Now, if the
Coast Guard R&D program consisted
purely of research related to homeland
security, I might be able to understand
such a transfer. However, Coast Guard
R&D supports research and investiga-
tions into methods and procedures to
improve the service’s ability to carry
out many of its traditional missions.

At this time, I would ask the chair-
man if it is his understanding that the
Coast Guard’s research, development,
test and evaluation program will con-
tinue to sponsor research to support
the service’s traditional missions.

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

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

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, yes, I agree that the program
should focus on both the traditional
and homeland security missions of the
Coast Guard.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his willing-
ness to address this important issue.

When the Coast Guard was trans-
ferred to the Department of Homeland
Security, this Congress ensured that
the service’s unique multi-mission
character would be retained. We must
maintain the Coast Guard’s ability to
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carry out its many missions, including
search and rescue, illegal drug and mi-
grant interdiction, fisheries law en-
forcement, and protecting the mari-
time security.

Tomorrow, the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure will mark
up H.R. 889, the Coast Guard and Mari-
time Transportation Act of 2005, which
authorizes funding for the Coast
Guard’s R&D program within the Coast
Guard budget.

So I ask the chairman if he will work
with me and my colleagues to find a so-
lution to ensure that the Coast Guard
retains control over the direction of
this funding.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will continue to
yield, I recognize the gentleman’s con-
cerns. We will work with him on this
subject if the authorization bill retains
R&D funding within the Coast Guard
for fiscal year 2006.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his willing-
ness to work with me on this matter. I
am satisfied we will be able to work
this out.

Mr. Chairman, I include for the
RECORD statements by the chairman of
the Committee on Transportation and
the Infrastructure, the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG); and the chairman
of the Subcommittee on the Coast
Guard, the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. LOBIONDO), in support of this
issue.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in strong support of the Simmons-LoBiondo
amendment, and | thank my friend from Con-
necticut for bringing this important amendment
to the floor.

This amendment will maintain the integrity
of the Coast Guard as a distinct entity within
the Department of Homeland Security.

Section 888 of the Homeland Security Act
states that the Coast Guard shall be main-
tained intact with all of the Service’s authori-
ties, functions, and capabilities.

The Coast Guard’'s research and develop-
ment program has in the past concentrated on
the development of strategies and resources
aimed to improve the Service’s ability to per-
form all of its traditional and homeland security
missions.

The Coast Guard’s traditional missions in-
clude search and rescue, drug and migrant
interdiction, marine environmental protection,
ice operations and aids to navigation.

It is imperative that we maintain the Coast
Guard’s ability to perform these important tra-
ditional missions in addition to the Service’s
homeland security mission.

Just this year, we have seen the importance
of the Coast Guard’s oil spill response and
prevention program.

| am extremely concerned that the transfer
of research and development funds to the De-
partment will forever change the Coast
Guard’s abilities to balance its resources and
personnel to carry out its many and varied
missions.

We must protect the multi-mission nature of
the Coast Guard.

We should provide funding for Coast Guard
research, development, test and evaluation di-
rectly to the Service in the same manner that
we provide all other Coast Guard funds.



May 17, 2005

This is what the law demands and this is
the right thing to do.

| urge my fellow members to support the
Simmons-LoBiondo amendment.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Connecticut.

As my colleague explained, this amendment
will restore the Coast Guard’'s research and
development funding to the Service’s budget.
The removal of this funding from the Coast
Guard's direct control will constrict the Serv-
ice’s ability to direct funding to research pro-
grams to support both the Coast Guard’s tradi-
tional and homeland security missions.

Mr. Chairman, this is the second year that
the Administration has proposed to transfer
this funding to the Department of Homeland
Security’s Science and Technology Direc-
torate. The Administration has reasoned that
the consolidation of research programs within
the Department will reduce redundancies and
maximize resources available for the entire
Department. However, this reasoning does not
take into account the strong focus of the
Coast Guard’s research program to improve
the Service’s capabilities to carry out its tradi-
tional missions of search and rescue, pro-
viding aids to navigation, oil spill response and
prevention, and illegal drug and migrant inter-
diction.

Last year, the Coast Guard identified sev-
eral key areas of concentration for its research
and development programs that focused on
enhancement to the Coast Guard’s maritime
safety, maritime mobility, marine environ-
mental protection, and maritime domain
awareness programs. | cannot help but be
very skeptical that the Coast Guard’s research
and development program will continue to
support such a broad scope of investigations
under a DHS program that is wholly devoted
to improving homeland security.

The Coast Guard has always been and has
continued to be a unique, multi-mission Serv-
ice within the Federal government. As such,
Congress required the Coast Guard to remain
an independent entity within the Department of
Homeland Security with complete control over
all of the Service’s functions, authorities, and
assets. Any changes to the Coast Guard’s re-
search and development program will restrict
the Service’s ability to improve methods to
protect the safety and security of lives and
vessels in U.S. waters and on the high seas.

| urge my colleagues to support this amend-
ment and to maintain the integrity of the Coast
Guard by restoring funding for the Service’s
research and development program. | thank
the gentleman from Connecticut again for
bringing forth this amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I rise to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I applaud the great
work the chairman and the ranking
member are doing on this bill, but also
wish to express my deep concerns and
ask for a colloquy with the chairman.

We are not paying enough attention
to the northern border of the United
States. Unless they represent the bor-
der States like Minnesota, some Mem-
bers may not realize that the U.S.-Can-
ada border is over 4,000 miles long and
consists of over 430 official and unoffi-
cial ports of entry. However, even with
recent staffing moves, moves that I
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commend, the Customs and Border Pa-
trol has only 1,000 agents along the
northern border. That compares to
over 10,000 agents on the border which
is half the length of the U.S.-Canada
border.

This staffing shortage along the
northern border poses a real security
threat. In fact, due to the shortage, the
Department of Homeland Security has
looked for new ways to monitor the Ca-
nadian border, such as a new proposed
requirement for passports to get back
and forth across the border. Unfortu-
nately, anyone who has spent time up
north knows this will not accomplish
much to deter or prevent illegal activi-
ties or to secure the border.

Simply put, the Canadian border is
just too vast for such an approach to
work with many unmanned check
points in remote areas. I know from
personal stories that at some of these
unmanned crossings, people have to
wait an hour or more before a border
patrol agent can come to lift up the
gate so they can cross.

Mr. Chairman, we do not expect al
Qaeda and narcotics traffickers to wait
an hour for the border patrol to show
up at the check point. We have already
recognized in numerous laws that high-
tech border surveillance must be inte-
grated into the manpower and re-
sources we have up there to get real
control over our borders.

In the prior year’s Defense Author-
ization Act, in the prior year’s Home-
land Security Appropriations Act, and
in this year’s Intelligence Reform Act,
Congress recognized the need to de-
velop high-tech border surveillance.
However, what little progress the De-
partment of Homeland Security has
made on this front has been entirely
confined to the southern border even
with the $10 million appropriated in
this bill last year. Mr. Chairman, this
is unacceptable. We simply are not
paying enough attention to the north-
ern border.

Some think the southern border is
more dangerous, but I remind my col-
leagues that terrorists will attack us
through the path of least resistance. I
believe it is critical that the funds al-
located to the Customs and Border Pa-
trol accounts used to pay much-needed
research and survey technology, in-
cluding unmanned aerial vehicles, be
not solely devoted to the southern bor-
der but also to the northern border to
stretch the resources our Custom and
Border Patrol manpower has.

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the gen-
tleman from Kentucky work with me
to ensure that there is sufficient re-
sources in the bill and in the con-
ference report to address these issues
and that it be applied not just to the
southern border but to the northern
border as well.

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

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. I yield
to the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for bring-
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ing up this important subject. The gen-
tleman makes an extremely important
point, and that is we have two borders,
the southwest and the Canadian bor-
der.

Over the years, I have to agree, we
have neglected the northern border. So
I join the gentleman in his sentiments
that we find the monies, or be sure
that the monies we have appropriated
are spent on both borders. I thank the
gentleman for bringing up that very
important point.

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
that commitment and look forward to
working with him on this through the
conference report.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. I yield
to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, in the sup-
plemental bill that we just passed,
there was $36 million that had been ap-
propriated for the northern border
which the Department was not spend-
ing, and with the cooperation of the
chairman, we inserted specific lan-
guage telling the Department to spend
the $36 million on the northern border.

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the ranking member
for his commitment on this issue and
look forward to working on this supple-
mental and other issues to ensure that
the northern border remains secure.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will
rise informally.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KING of ITowa) assumed the Chair.

—————

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Wanda
Evans, one of his secretaries.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Committee will resume its sitting.

———

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2006

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Chief Financial Officer, as authorized by sec-
tion 103 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002
(6 U.S.C. 113), $18,505,000.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Chief Information Officer, as authorized by
section 103 of the Homeland Security Act of
2002 (6 U.S.C. 113), and Department-wide
technology investments, $303,700,000; of
which $75,756,000 shall be available for sala-
ries and expenses; and of which $227,944,000
shall be available for development and acqui-
sition of information technology equipment,
software, services, and related activities for
the Department of Homeland Security, and
for the costs of conversion to narrowband
communications, including the cost for oper-
ation of the land mobile radio legacy sys-
tems, to remain available until expended:
Provided, That none of the funds appro-
priated shall be used to support or supple-
ment the appropriations provided for the

The
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