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confine his remarks to the pending bill
before this House.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, my point was as much as, just
as people in between the lines, the cur-
rent lines that exist in Utah and Ne-
vada and between East Wendover and
Wendover, find a difficulty with what
they are presented with, this is analo-
gous to what people are up against in
this country. Many seniors in my dis-
trict have to travel from Connecticut
to Canada to seek prescription drug re-
lief.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I must once again reiterate my
point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will insist that the gentleman
from Connecticut keep his comments
on the bill before the House today. As
the Chair has ruled previously, the gen-
tleman will confine his comments to
the bill that is presently before the
House.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I again would just point out
that East Wendover is a desolate min-
ing town of only about 1,500 residents
and is largely in debt. Several public
hearings have been held by the city
councils on the east and west to deter-
mine whether East Wendover should be
annexed to West Wendover.

Opposition to the annexation has
emerged primarily from residents and
business interests in West Wendover
concerned with the economic impact of
acquiring East Wendover’s debt.

Supporters argue that the acquisi-
tion of East Wendover’s airport, which
once housed the Enola Gay, would at-
tract more tourists to the city’s casi-
nos. Although there has been no vocal
opposition to the annexation based on
disagreement with Nevada’s more lib-
eral laws, most published reports note
the large presence of a Mormon popu-
lation in Utah.

And again these are the problems
that the citizens face here. Again, I
would like to commend the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. HANSEN) for the out-
standing job that he has done rep-
resenting his constituents. I only hope
that other constituents across this
country who struggle with similar
kinds of issues, though they are not
specific to these lines, but when we
cross boundary lines for prescription
drugs and turn people that otherwise
would be able to receive them——

Mr. SENSENBRENNER.
Speaker——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. It com-
plicates the problem. I thank the Chair
for his indulgence and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a controver-
sial bill, and despite the fact that a
number of my colleagues feel strongly
that the residents of Wendover and
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West Wendover should be entitled to
prescription drug benefits, a point, by
the way, which I agree with, the bill
itself is not controversial; and I there-
fore strongly encourage my colleagues
to vote in favor of the bill and support
the bill.

I commend the gentleman from Ne-
vada (Mr. GIBBONS) and the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. HANSEN) for bringing it
forward. It is nice to know that the
gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN) be-
lieves in gerrymandering. I am just
sorry that he did not bring this early
enough to get these people out of Utah
soon enough that we would not have to
have fought with Utah about whether
these residents were there for this cen-
sus, and we would not be all the way up
in the United States Supreme Court ar-
guing with Utah about whether they
deserve a new congressional district or
North Carolina deserves a new congres-
sional district.

But that is kind of far afield, too.
They did not get that done in time to
resolve that dispute, but it is still a
good bill. I encourage my colleagues to
support it.

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

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Just to get back on track, Mr. Speak-
er, let me say that what H.R. 2054 does
is that it says that at the general elec-
tion in November of this year, the resi-
dents of Wendover, Utah, and West
Wendover, Nevada, will vote on a plan
of merger, a marriage contract, if you
will. If the voters in both communities
support this procedure, then the next
step is to have the Utah and Nevada
legislatures consider whether or not
the State lines should be adjusted so
that Wendover, Utah, would be put into
the State of Nevada.

Nevada has got a provision in its
State constitution that delineates the
boundaries of the State. Should both
States approve it, there would have to
be an amendment proposed by the two
sections of the State legislature and
approved by the voters of the State of
Nevada in the general election of 2006.

Should that all happen, then the
State boundary would be adjusted, be-
cause the consent of Congress would be
given in advance under these proce-
dures through the enactment of H.R.
2054. And should that happen, this will
be the first time since 1863 that a State
boundary was changed for a reason
other than the fact that the river con-
stituting the boundary between two
States has changed course.

In 1863, during the Civil War, as we
all know, the Congress admitted West
Virginia as a State, carving the loy-
alist counties of the Commonwealth of
Virginia out of that Commonwealth
and establishing them as a separate
State. So what we are doing here is set-
ting in motion something that might
not have happened in our country for
140 years.

So even though this bill is non-
controversial, it is somewhat prece-
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dent-setting, and it is precedent-set-
ting in that in fact the Congress is giv-
ing the say to the people of these two
communities on whether or not they
want the State line adjusted. If either
of the communities says, no way, we do
not want to have that, then this whole
issue is moot and everybody who wants
to talk about this issue will forever
hold their peace.

With that, I urge the passage of this
bill.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
2054, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————————

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

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

——

MYCHAL JUDGE POLICE AND FIRE
CHAPLAINS PUBLIC SAFETY OF-
FICERS’ BENEFIT ACT OF 2002

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speaker’s table the Senate
bill (S. 2431) to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968 to ensure that chaplains killed in
the line of duty receive public safety
officer death benefits, and ask for its
immediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-
lows:

S. 2431

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Mychal
Judge Police and Fire Chaplains Public Safe-
ty Officers’ Benefit Act of 2002".

SEC. 2. BENEFITS FOR CHAPLAINS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1204 of the Omni-
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796b) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (2) through
(7) as (3) through (8), respectively;

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing:

‘“(2) ‘chaplain’ includes any individual
serving as an officially recognized or des-
ignated member of a legally organized volun-
teer fire department or legally organized po-
lice department, or an officially recognized
or designated public employee of a legally
organized fire or police department who was
responding to a fire, rescue, or police emer-
gency;”’; and
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