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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3121, FLOOD INSURANCE
REFORM AND MODERNIZATION
ACT OF 2007

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 683 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 683

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3121) to re-
store the financial solvency of the national
flood insurance program and to provide for
such program to make available multiperil
coverage for damage resulting from wind-
storms and floods, and for other purposes.
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived except those
arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. Gen-
eral debate shall be confined to the bill and
shall not exceed one hour equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. After general debate the
bill shall be considered for amendment under
the five-minute rule. The amendment in the
nature of a substitute recommended by the
Committee on Financial Services now print-
ed in the bill, modified by the amendment
printed in part A of the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu-
tion, shall be considered as adopted in the
House and in the Committee of the Whole.
The bill, as amended, shall be considered as
the original bill for the purpose of further
amendment under the five-minute rule and
shall be considered as read. All points of
order against provisions in the bill, as
amended, are waived. Notwithstanding
clause 11 of rule XVIII, no further amend-
ment to the bill, as amended, shall be in
order except those printed in part B of the
report of the Committee on Rules. Each fur-
ther amendment may be offered only in the
order printed in the report, may be offered
only by a Member designated in the report,
shall be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for the time specified in the report
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject
to amendment, and shall not be subject to a
demand for division of the question in the
House or in the Committee of the Whole. All
points of order against such further amend-
ments are waived except those arising under
clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. At the conclusion
of consideration of the bill for amendment
the Committee shall rise and report the bill,
as amended, to the House with such further
amendments as may have been adopted. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

SEC. 2. During consideration in the House
of H.R. 3121 pursuant to this resolution, not-
withstanding the operation of the previous
question, the Chair may postpone further
consideration of the bill to such time as may
be designated by the Speaker.

POINT OF ORDER
Mr. DREIER. Point of order,
Speaker.
Mr. Speaker, I raise a point of order
against consideration of the rule.

Mr.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his point of order.

Mr. DREIER. I raise a point of order
against consideration of the resolution
because it violates clause 9(b) of House
rule XXI, which states that it shall not
be in order to consider a rule or order
that waives the application of clause
9(a) of House rule XXI, the earmark
disclosure rule.

The rule waives the application of
the earmark disclosure rule against the
amendment printed in part A of the
committee report. The amendment is
self-executed by the rule and, there-
fore, evades the application of clause 9.

I doubt that the self-executed amend-
ment contains any earmarks; however,
there is no statement in accordance
with rule 9 that it does not.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does
any Member wish to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. DREIER. I look forward to your
ruling, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Chair is prepared to rule.

The gentleman from California
makes a point of order that the resolu-
tion waives the application of clause
9(a) of rule XXI. It is correct that 9(b)
of rule XXI provides a point of order
against a rule that waives the applica-
tion of the clause 9(a) point of order.

Clause 9(a) of rule XXI provides a
point of order against a bill or joint
resolution, a conference report on a bill
or joint resolution or a so-called ‘‘man-
ager’s amendment’ to a bill or joint
resolution, unless certain information
on congressional earmarks, limited tax
benefits and limited tariff benefits is
disclosed. But this point of order does
not lie against an amendment that has
been ‘‘self-executed’ by a special order
of business resolution.

House Resolution 683 ‘‘self-executes”
the amendment recommended by the
Committee on Financial Services
modified by the amendment printed in
part A of the Rules Committee report.
Because clause 9(a) of rule XXI does
not apply to such amendment, House
Resolution 683 has no tendency to
waive its application, and the point of
order is overruled.

The gentlewoman from California is
recognized for 1 hour.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS). All time
yielded during consideration of the rule
is for debate only.

I yield myself such time as I may
consume. I also ask unanimous consent
that all Members be given 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks on House Resolution 683.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California?

There was no objection.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 683 provides for consider-
ation of H.R. 3121, the Flood Insurance
Reform and Modernization Act of 2007,
under a structured rule. As the Clerk
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reported, the rule provides 1 hour of
general debate controlled by the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

The rule waives all points of order
against consideration of the bill, ex-
cept clauses 9 and 10 of rule XXI. The
rule also makes in order a substitute
reported by the Committee on Finan-
cial Services modified by the amend-
ment in part A of the Rules Committee
report as an original bill for the pur-
pose of amendment. The self-executing
amendment in part A would ensure
that the bill complies with the new
PAYGO requirements.

The rule makes in order the 13
amendments printed in the Rules Com-
mittee report, with each amendment
debatable for 10 minutes.

As yesterday’s debate in the Rules
Committee demonstrated, Members on
both sides of the aisle are focused on
getting this bill to conference and onto
the President’s desk, and this bill re-
flects that consensus.

As a Representative of a district in a
floodplain, I understand the need for a
healthy flood insurance program. My
hometown of Sacramento is the most
at-risk river city in the Nation. When-
ever I talk about our efforts to improve
Sacramento’s level of flood protection,
I also mention the importance of flood
insurance. If you live behind a levee,
you should have flood insurance. And
the Federal Government has the re-
sponsibility to promote this kind of
coverage.

I also recognize that to accomplish
this, we need a healthy and robust na-
tional flood insurance program. That is
why legislation we debate today, the
Flood Insurance Reform and Mod-
ernization Act, is so significant.
Through this legislation, we will meet
our responsibilities, we will ensure cov-
erage is available to those at risk, and
we will educate those same individuals
as to the benefits of flood insurance.
This bill, which was reported out of the
Financial Services Committee by a bi-
partisan majority of 38-29, takes us in
that positive direction.

In the aftermath of Hurricane
Katrina, the deficiencies in the pro-
gram were laid bare. What remained
was a program $25 million in debt with
a questionable future. It is imperative
that we rebuild and reform the Federal
flood insurance program.

For many Americans, owning insur-
ance to protect against a flood is more
valuable than coverage in case of fire.
That is because homes in a designated
special flood hazard area are almost
three times as likely to be destroyed
by a flood as by fire, and this is a case
for almost three-fourths of all homes in
Sacramento. This is an important pro-
gram that must be reformed to ensure
its long-term stability and solvency.

The bill we are considering today
makes reasonable reforms and lays the
foundation for a stronger and improved
flood insurance program, and for that I
would like to thank Chairman BARNEY
FRANK and Chairwoman WATERS for
their leadership on the bill.
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This bill takes important steps to
modernize the flood insurance pro-
gram. It raises maximum coverage lim-
its to keep up with inflation. It pro-
vides new coverage for living expenses
if you have to vacate your home. And
it also provides optional coverage for
basements and business interruption
coverage for commercial properties.
These are all positive steps that will
allow the program to continue to pro-
vide peace of mind to those impacted
when a flood occurs.

In moving forward, Congress is also

making the flood insurance program
sustainable. The bill tightens enforce-
ment of purchase requirements and
adds subsidies on vacation homes, sec-
ond homes, and businesses. While these
actions may not be popular, this will
help invigorate the program in the long
run.
In addition to helping homeowners,
this measure will also benefit tax-
payers nationwide by preventing insur-
ance companies from putting their li-
ability on the Federal Government at
the expense of the American public.

By identifying flood hazards, man-
aging floodplains via land use controls
and building requirements, and pro-
viding insurance protections, this es-
sential program reduces flood loss ex-
penses to the Federal Government, sav-
ing taxpayers an estimated $1 billion a
year.

This measure provides much-needed
reforms to restore solvency to a pro-
gram that has faced unprecedented fi-
nancial strain in the wake of the 2005
hurricanes. This bill increases account-
ability of federally regulated lenders
by imposing stricter penalties on those
lenders that fail to enforce mandatory
flood insurance purchase requirements
on mortgage holders. This takes our
country in the right direction by en-
couraging individuals to purchase flood
insurance, while also addressing the
needs of the program.

I would also like to express my sin-
cere thanks for Chairman FRANK for
working with me this past year on
issues that I believe make this a
stronger overall bill. I appreciate the
chairman including my legislation, the
Flood Insurance Community Outreach
Grant Program Act of 2007, in this bill.

This grant program works. A little
over two years ago, with the support of
a $162,000 FEMA grant, my local flood
protection body, the Sacramento Area
Flood Control Agency, conducted just a
flood insurance outreach initiative.
SAFCA reached out to more than 45,000
NFIP policyholders in the American
River floodplain with impressive re-
sults. After a year, 74 percent main-
tained their flood insurance policies. Of
this group, 43 percent now carry pre-
ferred risk flood insurance. Preferred
risk policies provide property owners
who are protected by a levee or other
flood mitigation method with full flood
insurance at a reduced price. Because
of their lower price, these preferred-
risk policies have a higher level of pol-
icy retention.
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To put this success in perspective,
FEMA more than recouped its invest-
ment. SAFCA exceeded its target for
policies retained more than 20 times
over, adding millions to the flood in-
surance program’s bottom line.

Extending these grants to other
floodplains will only strengthen and
build the solvency of the National
Flood Insurance Program.

In short, I truly believe we must en-
courage greater participation in NFIP
rather than providing loopholes for
people not to participate. On that note,
I would also like to thank the chair-
man for including language that au-
thorizes a study for future participa-
tion of low-income individuals who live
in a floodplain. We have an obligation
to make sure that everyone has an op-
portunity to be insured and has access
to affordable flood insurance. This is
an important issue that I look forward
to working on with the chairman, the
committee, and many of my colleagues
in further addressing this policy issue.

I think it is important that we con-
tinue to modernize our flood insurance
program. I am pleased that the com-
mittee kept the amendment from last
Congress’ flood insurance bill, language
that simply asks that FEMA utilize
emerging weather forecasting tech-
nology as they update our national
flood maps. Moving forward, we must
make the investment in weather fore-
casting technology so that we have the
tools to adjust to the changing -cli-
mate. FEMA needs to be prepared to
utilize this technology as it becomes
available to us. We must ensure that
FEMA has the highest quality informa-
tion when it works to determine the
level of risk for vulnerable geog-
raphies. This policy initiative takes us
in a positive direction.

Finally, the bill we are debating
today is a vital tool to be used after a
flooding incident occurs. We need this
bill; however, I want to close by saying
that flood insurance is one piece of
what should be a national comprehen-
sive flood protection approach. Con-
gress must continue to provide the
tools and policy for prevention. We
must continue to provide the funding
for our flood protection infrastructure
projects, and we must continue to pro-
vide the authorization for the projects
that provide the protection for our
communities.
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With these policies of prevention in
place, it will make communities safer
and reduce the likelihood of our com-
munities having to utilize their flood
insurance policies.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support this rule and final
passage of the underlying Flood Insur-
ance Reform and Modernization Act of
2007.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
again today in strong opposition to
this unnecessarily restrictive rule that
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completely closes down the legislative
process to every single Republican
amendment that was offered in hopes
of bettering this bill before the Rules
Committee. This modified closed rule
is being offered by the broken-promise
Democrat majority, is wrong on both
process and on policy.

Yesterday evening, in the Rules Com-
mittee, the place where democracy
goes to die in the House of Representa-
tives, the chairman of the Financial
Services Committee, the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) stated
that he welcomed debating any sub-
stantive amendment so long as the
committee did not make in order mul-
tiple amendments with similar goals.
Despite the chairman’s wishes to allow
for a fair and open debate on sub-
stantive amendments to this bill, Rules
Committee Democrats, once again, in-
stead chose to further solidify our com-
mittee’s growing reputation as ‘‘the
graveyard of good ideas’ in the House
of Representatives by rejecting five
times each time, along straight party
lines, attempts to improve this rule by
including substantive amendments of-
fered by Republicans.

Chairman FRANK also testified that
no amendment had been offered to the
legislation that reflected the adminis-
tration’s opposition to this legislation,
an inaccurate statement that I would
like to clear up. First, my good friend
from Georgia, the gentleman, Dr. ToMm
PRICE, electronically submitted a time-
ly amendment to this bill that dealt
with the substantive concerns raised
by the administration. Dr. PRICE was
then turned away from the Rules Com-
mittee and denied the opportunity to
even offer this amendment when the
paper copies reached the Rules Com-
mittee door 5 minutes after the arbi-
trary deadline that was set by the
Rules Committee staff.

Next, Mr. Speaker, when it became
obvious that the Rules Committee was
going to silence Dr. PRICE, my good
friend and Texas colleague, Congress-
man JEB HENSARLING, modified one of
his amendments to address the sub-
stantive concerns over the addition of
wind coverage to the National Flood
Insurance Program that he shared in
common with Dr. PRICE and President
Bush. Unfortunately, Mr. HENSARLING,
too, has been shut out by this rule.

Despite numerous campaign promises
by the highest-ranking Democrats in
the House to run the most transparent,
open and honest House in history, this
Democrat majority has once again pro-
vided the House with the rule where
none of this would be available.

Out of 26 amendments offered to this
legislation, not one of the seven Repub-
lican amendments offered is made in
order under the rule. It can’t be for
lack of time. There is simply no good
reason to rush reauthorization for this
legislation which doesn’t even expire
until next year. And the Democrats
certainly found time enough to provide
13 Democrat amendment sponsors
enough time to come to the floor to try
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and change this legislation. It can’t be
because these Republican amendments
are not substantive. The Hensarling
and Price amendments would have ad-
dressed the most substantive and con-
tentious part of this legislation: the in-
clusions of wind coverage into a flood
insurance program. However, the Dem-
ocrat majority, once again, decided
that political expediency is more im-
portant than allowing the representa-
tives of half of this country to be
heard. I wish I could say that I was sur-
prised by the Democrat leadership al-
lowing politics to triumph over policy
or fair procedure. Unfortunately, this
is precisely what we have come to ex-
pect from the new broken-promise
Democrat majority.

What is worse, Mr. Speaker, is that
this bill’s real-world impact is as bad
or worse as the process that brings us
here to the floor today. It would ex-
pand the flood program to include a
new risk before the effects of this pol-
icy have even been studied. Both the
GAO, the Government Accountability
Office, and the Congressional Budget
Office, the CBO, have reported to us
that the program is already not finan-
cially sound. That means that, as the
program exists that the new Democrat
majority wants to put in place, we al-
ready know that it is not financially
sound. And the addition of this new and
untested liability threats to derail
much of the much-needed reforms of
this program, while vastly increasing
taxpayer exposure for losses from nat-
ural disasters unrelated to flooding.

Mr. Speaker, I oppose this rule. I op-
pose its exclusion of every single Re-
publican amendment that was offered
to improve it in the Rules Committee.
I oppose the raw, political gain rep-
resented by the ill-conceived under-
lying legislation that puts our Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program in
jeopardy. Most of all, Mr. Speaker, I
oppose the new earmark loophole, un-
covered last night, that provides the
broken-promise Democrat majority
with yet another opportunity to waive
their already loose earmark rules on
every bill as they see fit.

While this new development made
here to the strict letter of the smoke-
and-mirrors earmark rule the Demo-
crats rushed sloppily through the
House at the beginning of the Congress,
it certainly does not meet the spirit of
that rule either. I encourage all of my
colleagues to join me in opposing this
rule, particularly Chairman FRANK,
who argued so eloquently for the inclu-
sion of substantive amendments so
that the new rule can be passed that
would finally keep the Democrat prom-
ise of openness and inclusion alive.

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

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to point out that the Rules Com-
mittee made 13 amendments in order
that we believe will benefit the discus-
sion and debate on this very important
issue. I would like to point out that
three of these amendments were, in
fact, bipartisan amendments.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I would like to yield 3 minutes to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
Michigan (Mrs. MILLER).

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday I went to the
Rules Committee to offer an amend-
ment to this bill that would have given
the people of Michigan and other Great
Lakes States fundamental fairness in
the Federal flood insurance program.
Unfortunately, the Democrat majority
on the Rules Committee did not allow
the people of Michigan to have their
case heard on the floor of this House. I
want to stress what I do understand
about this bill; that this is an insur-
ance program and that some will pay
more than they take out, and that the
idea is to have a broad spectrum of the
Nation share the risk of natural disas-
ters.

But when it comes to States like
Michigan and the Federal flood insur-
ance program, the people of my State
are repeatedly being sucked dry by a
mandated program that forces so many
property owners into floodplains and
into the program when they never, or
almost never, flood. The net result is
that Michigan property owners, by far,
pay much, much more than their fair
share.

Recent hurricanes, of course, have
depleted FEMA funds. The Federal
Government appropriately has stood up
to help these States recover. But now
the Federal flood insurance program is
looking for even more money. And peo-
ple in Michigan, where natural disas-
ters are rare, are being forced to kick
in more than their fair share.

I would say this, if it is the policy of
the United States Government to con-
tinue to encourage property owners to
live in areas that repeatedly suffer
from natural disasters by offering
heavily subsidized insurance, then we
should just set up a fund for that pur-
pose. We should not have property own-
ers, like people that live in my State of
Michigan, carry the burden of that pol-
icy. In fact, water levels in our mag-
nificent Great Lakes are at historic
lows. If you believe in the climate
change theory, those levels are going
to continue to fall. Yet property own-
ers currently in floodplains are faced
with increased premiums, and new
maps will force even more homeowners
in areas where we have never seen a
flood into this plan. One thing about
Michigan is that, instead of other
States where they actually look up at
the water, in Michigan, we look down
at the water.

I would certainly agree that FEMA
needs to do what Congress has asked
them to do, to update the maps uti-
lizing satellite and digitized elevation.
They need to use the new technology.
But we should base elevations on sound
science. That is not being done now.
Currently, the baseline for the FEMA
plan is based on 1986 lake levels, which
was at a time of historically high lake
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levels; 20-year-old data is what they
are going to base this on now. I would
simply suggest that we wait until the
International Joint Commission, the
IJC, completes its very extensive and
exhaustive study that they are cur-
rently doing of the lake levels. I think
they are now into the third or fourth
year of a 5-year study. Then FEMA will
have sound science to use on which to
base their floodplain maps.

Mr. Speaker, because the Rules Com-
mittee would not allow my amendment
to be heard, I intend to vote against
this rule. I urge all of my colleagues to
also oppose the rule. I will also be rec-
ommending to our Governor in the
great State of Michigan to consider op-
tions that are fair to the residents of
the State of Michigan, like self-insur-
ing or actually opting out of the Fed-
eral flood insurance program.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, once
again, in line with what we have stated
earlier, that the 13 Republican amend-
ments, which were presented to the
Rules Committee, of course, there were
others that were rejected because they
were 1 or 2 minutes late, need to be dis-
cussed. The Rules Committee voted on
a party line not to let them be on the
floor today. But our Members represent
important not only States, but impor-
tant districts and important ideas. An-
other one of the persons who was de-
nied the opportunity to have his
amendment to be made in order is here
with us today.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. GAR-
RETT) for that purpose.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, we come today on the
floor in September, 9 months into the
110th Congress under Democrat control
where they promised us the most open,
honest and transparent Congress in
U.S. history. And looking back at yes-
terday on their last rules decision,
what have they wrought? Just the op-
posite.

I come to the floor today, as well, to
oppose this rule and to oppose the
closed-door proceedings and partisan-
ship that the other side has exhibited
yesterday with the way that they han-
dled their rule. Their methodology is
basically closing out the voices of al-
most half of Americans when they
want to have their voice heard here in
this Congress. I, too, came and sub-
mitted an amendment to the com-
mittee. Although the other side indi-
cates that 13 amendments were ap-
proved, there were no single Repub-
lican-initiated amendments approved
last night. That is because, as 1 said,
half of America’s voices were silenced.

Now, the amendment to the rule that
I proposed is quite simple, to try to
bring back fairness to this flood pro-
gram, a flood program that most Amer-
icans would support in a bipartisan ap-
proach. Picture this, if you will, out on
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perhaps the California Coast you have
a mansion, a PreFIRM home, a man-
sion owned by some megastar, a movie
star millionaire in that home. He is
paying one rate for insurance. Next
door, literally across the street, is this
little 1970s home, a little bungalow,
owned by a poor widow. She now is
paying higher rates for her insurance.
She, in essence, is subsidizing that
multimillionaire movie star on the
other side in this lavish megamansion
that he may own by this poor widow.

Can’t we do something about that?
Yes. I propose an amendment that
would bring actuarial fairness to this
system. And I should say this, too. This
was discussed in committee. The chair-
man of the committee said that he
would work with me. My staff did work
with his staff. I did work with the
chairman. And the chairman even
agreed with our language. The chair-
man even agreed, and I believe testified
before the Rules Committee, that what
we were doing here was bringing fair-
ness to the committee and the rules
process last night.

So, at this time, in my closing com-
ments, I would just ask if the gentle-
woman would be willing to enter into a
colloquy to explain why is it that she
will not, and the Rules Committee
would not, enter into a discussion on
this bill in Rules, and why is it that
they wish to exclude this rule, and why
would the gentlewoman in the Rules
Committee decide that we should not
have fairness, and why should the poor
widow be subsidizing the rich and the
millionaires in this country?

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman if she can explain why this
amendment was excluded last night.
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Ms. MATSUIL I would just like to
comment that we had a discussion yes-
terday. I must say that the Rules Com-
mittee is different this year than it
was last year. I was in the minority
last year. We have vigorous discussions
in our committee. We have made in
order 13 amendments.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Re-
claiming my time, I appreciate the fact
that the Rules Committee is different
this year from last year, and that is ob-
viously apparent, because only Demo-
crat amendments would come through,
and last year both Democrat and Re-
publican amendments would go
through.

If the gentlewoman could explain on
the merits? I would gladly yield to the
gentlewoman if the gentlewoman could
address the point as to why this par-
ticular amendment was not considered
to be appropriate to be considered for
this rule, and why it is that we should
have the poor and the infirm and those
people who have been living in their
homes for decades have to subsidize the
rich and the wealthy in this country.

I would yield to the gentlewoman, if
she would explain why the inequity
should continue.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, we made
amendments in order last night, and I
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stand by the Rules Committee product.
It might be that later on down the road
you may want to work with the Finan-
cial Services Committee; but at this
point in time, we did make 13 amend-
ments in order.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, reclaiming my time, I appre-
ciate the fact that the Rules Com-
mittee under Democrat control has in-
cluded 13 Democrat amendments to
their Democrat-proposed legislation
here today. And if that is the new
openness and the change in the process
that they are presenting to us, should
we anticipate that there is no need for
Republicans to present any amend-
ments to the Rules Committee in the
future because they will only consider
Democrat amendments? That is a sorry
state for us today.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, I heard the gen-
tleman say that he had spent time
working with the chairman of the com-
mittee on this inequity to make sure
that if you brought forward that
amendment, that he would not oppose
it.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. That is
exactly the case. I presented this
amendment in committee and pre-
sented it and discussed it in com-
mittee. At that time, we entered into a
colloquy in committee and the chair-
man said that perhaps we could work
through this because there were some
other technical aspects that needed to
be changed. I was more than willing to
take the chairman at his word, and he
lived up to his word to the extent that
for the next several weeks and months
following the committee hearing, we
did have a back-and-forth between staff
and also the chairman on the floor, 1lit-
erally himself, and he was supportive
of the final product we had.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, once
again the Republican team that is on
the floor today wishes to continue our
voice of representation of millions of
Americans for better ideas, to be in-
cluded not only on this floor but in the
Rules Committee for consideration and
agreement to debate and vote on these
good ideas.

We know that last night that there
were 13 amendments that were made in
order, all Democrat amendments, no
Republican amendments. We know that
several Republican amendments were
rejected based upon being just minutes
late, even though they had been elec-
tronically submitted.

So as a result of that, we are here on
the floor today doing appropriately,
properly, what we should be doing; we
are talking about the good ideas that
we have. You heard already a good idea
from the gentleman from New Jersey.
You heard already a good idea from the
gentlewoman from Michigan.

At this time I would like to yield 4
minutes to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Mrs. BIGGERT).

Mrs. BIGGERT. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

September 27, 2007

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
opposition to this rule governing the
consideration of H.R. 3121. I had hoped
that the committee would see the wis-
dom in providing an open rule on this
important legislation, and in the ab-
sence of an open rule, that it would at
least make in order amendments that
both sides of the aisle took the time
and effort to draft.

Unfortunately, as has been said re-
peatedly, of the 26 amendments filed
with the Rules Committee, only 13,
half of the amendments filed, were
made in order, and of those 13 amend-
ments that the Rules Committee made
in order, not one, not one Republican
amendment was made in order.

Has the majority again gone back on
its promises to have an open, fair, and
bipartisan operation of the House
floor? On December 5, 2006, Majority
Leader HOYER was quoted in Congress
Daily PM as saying, ‘“We intend to
have a Rules Committee that gives op-
position voices and alternative pro-
posals the ability to be heard and con-
sidered on the floor of this House.”
Clearly, today, the leadership of this
Congress has again turned its back on
its promises.

The original Flood Insurance Reform
Bill, H.R. 1682, which Chairman FRANK
and I introduced together earlier this
year, enjoyed substantial bipartisan
support in the Financial Services Com-
mittee. However, due to political pres-
sure, a bill was introduced by my
friend from the other side of the aisle,
Congressman TAYLOR, to add wind to
the National Flood Insurance Program.

The flood reform bill turned partisan.
So the majority introduced a new flood
reform bill, H.R. 3131, and expanded the
flood insurance program to include
wind. While nine out of 13 witnesses,
insurance experts, testified before the
Financial Services Committee that
wind should not be added to NFIP, the
majority did it anyway.

The new flood-plus-wind insurance
passed out of the committee; and in
July, at a hearing on adding wind to
the NFIP, the National Association of
Insurance Commissioners, insurance
experts, environmental groups, flood-
plain management groups, the Treas-
ury, and FEMA all opposed this expan-
sion. That is why we are concerned
about not having these amendments
come to the floor.

Members on our side of the aisle had
hoped to be given the same opportunity
to debate important issues on the
House floor. The amendments filed by
my colleagues Mrs. MILLER, Mr. GAR-
RETT, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. PEARCE and
Mr. ROHRABACHER were not made in
order, and Mr. PRICE’s amendment was
not even considered.

In particular, I wanted to say some-
thing about Mr. HENSARLING’S amend-
ment. This should have been allowed.
This is a hugely important issue. The
other side has added a whole new Fed-
eral commitment on wind to flood in-
surance. At the Rules Committee,
where I presented the majority request
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for an open rule, Mr. FRANK stated that
he would welcome all amendments that
address significant issues.

Now, it is the prerogative of the
Rules Committee, and we had a great
discussion on that at the committee,
and it seemed to talk more about
SCHIP, but it is the prerogative of the
committee to make amendments in
order. But when they hear from the
chairman of the committee, Financial
Services, in this case, they did not fol-
low his suggestion. There was no more
significant issue than adding wind to
the flood insurance.

So I guess that Republicans don’t de-
serve the right to participate in the
amendment process, whether it is as a
member of the committee of jurisdic-
tion or as a Member of the U.S. House
of Representatives. Only through an
open rule is that possible. For this rea-
son, I rise in strong opposition to the
rule being considered here today.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to make clear that of these 13
amendments, three are bipartisan
amendments.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, part of
what our last three colleagues who
have been to the floor spoke about was
that as members of the Committee on
Financial Services they worked very
diligently, not only in their States, not
only within their delegation, not only
within the committee, but also with
the chairman on trying to make sure
that these good ideas might be in-
cluded.

Now, the Rules Committee, which I
have only served on for 9 years, always
finds itself in a difficult position. Al-
ways. That is part of the dilemma of
being on the committee, in particular
when a committee chairman and a
member show up before the Rules Com-
mittee and they talk about working to-
gether, finding a bit of compromise,
working together to get a bill and
thoughts and ideas to where they are
not only germane, but to where they
better the bill. The Rules Committee
just sits back and we say, boy, that is
such a wonderful thing. We are so
happy and so pleased, Republicans and
Democrats.

Something has happened, something
has happened since January that has
poisoned that well. Not only time after
time after time did we see yesterday
when Republicans showed up and said
to the committee, oh, I have worked
very carefully with my Governor, or I
have worked very carefully with people
back home, I've worked with the ad-
ministration, I have put in a lot of
time, this is a thoughtful amendment,
I've tried to gain the concurrence of
working through the committee; and,
oh, by the way, I have even worked
with my committee chairman, which
says something also about the com-
mittee chairman, the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK), who yes-
terday on his own standing said, by and
large, look, I understand every issue
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that is related to this. I don’t mind if
any amendment, as long as they are
not duplicative, and as long as they
have substance, I think they ought to
be made in order. Once again, one of
those times when the members of the
committee, Republicans and Demo-
crats, say, boy, that is great. Thank
you so much, Chairman FRANK.

Something’s happened, however,
where people who were from the com-
mittee working with the committee
chairman come and agree, and all of a
sudden every single Republican amend-
ment was rejected. It wasn’t because
they were duplicative; it wasn’t be-
cause they didn’t have substance. I
don’t know what it is.

We have tried this morning to have
several people who have come to the
floor to say I'd like to engage the new
Democrat majority, Rules Committee
members, to find out—what is it—Why
was every single Republican amend-
ment rejected while 13 Democrat
amendments were made in order? What
is it?

There’s a change. I don’t think it’s
open, I don’t think it’s transparent,
and I question some other things be-
hind the decisionmaking that is being
made.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. HENSARLING) also took time
to not only have thoughtful amend-
ments, he not only sits on the com-
mittee, but also came to the Rules
Committee, is here today also, because
he believes, we believe, as Republicans
we may get shut out, as we were in the
Rules Committee; but we are still
going to come to the floor and stand
for the things which we believe in that
would better the bill.

I would like to yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr.
HENSARLING).

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank my dear
friend for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rarely come to the
floor of the House to complain about
process. It’s a little bit like com-
plaining about the refereeing in the
football game. At the end of the day, it
doesn’t do a whole lot of good. But the
irony, the irony of what I see today is
so powerful, I must share it with my
colleagues.

It was just in the last Congress that
our now chairwoman of the Rules Com-
mittee, the gentlewoman from New
York, said, ‘“‘Here we go again, another
important issue, another closed rule.
The majority is arrogant and out of
control. Their unethical assault on our
democratic values must stop.”

That is what the gentlewoman from
New York, the chairwoman of the
Rules Committee, said when she didn’t
like closed rules when Republicans
were in the majority. Well, here we
have a closed rule. At least it’s closed
to Republicans. This Republican of-
fered three amendments, three amend-
ments that were very substantive
amendments, none of which were found
in order. So I am curious whether this
closed rule, now that the Democrats
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are in the majority, Mr. Speaker,
whether they consider it arrogant of
themselves, whether they consider it
an unethical assault on our democratic
values to sit here and bring us a rule
which is closed to Republicans.

I would certainly yield to the gentle-
woman from California if she would
like to answer whether or not it’s arro-
gant and unethical to have a closed
rule.

Apparently she doesn’t wish to an-
swer the question.

Our Speaker, before she became
Speaker, said, ‘“We are going to have
the most honest and open Congress in
history.” NANCY PELOSI, January 18,
2006. She also said, ‘‘Bills should gen-
erally come to the floor under a proce-
dure that allows open, full and fair de-
bate consisting of a full amendment
process that grants the minority the
right to offer its alternatives, includ-
ing a substitute.”” Speaker of the
House, NANCY PELOSI.

0 1130

So I am curious, did she not mean it
when she said it? Does she not mean it
now? Is there some carefully crafted,
clever little loophole by which we can
explain the Speaker’s rules why there
is no full amendment process?

And I would be happy to yield to the
gentlewoman from California if she
would like to explain if the Speaker
doesn’t mean her words.

Apparently she doesn’t care to offer
an explanation.

Let’s get into the substance of the
bill, Mr. Speaker. We are looking at an
insurance program run by the Federal
Government, not run particularly well,
since supposedly premiums were sup-
posed to support this program; and
now, now it owes the taxpayers, $20 bil-
lion of which it admits it has no way,
no chance whatsoever to pay back.
None whatsoever.

We have a National Flood Insurance
Program run by the Federal Govern-
ment that subsidizes overtly certain
properties, many of which are condos
and vacation homes, not all, many of
which are. And so we have this anom-
aly where a factory worker in Mes-
quite, Texas, in my district, who may
be pulling down $50,000, $60,000 a year
as a taxpayer, subsidizes the flood in-
surance for somebody who is making a
half a million dollars and has a condo
on the beach.

One, this is a program that is not fis-
cally sound. It is a program that is not
fair. It is a program that screams out
for reforms. And so what does the Dem-
ocrat majority do? It wants to expand
its coverage. It wants to create a huge,
new mandatory wind policy. These are
serious issues, Mr. Speaker.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I will
be asking Members to oppose the pre-
vious question to give the Democrats
yet another opportunity to live up to
their broken promises and amend the
rule to allow for consideration of H.
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Res. 479, a resolution that I like to call
the ‘‘earmark accountability rule.”

Mr. Speaker, this Congress continues
to see nondisclosed earmarks appearing
in all sorts of bills. These rule changes
would simply allow the House to open-
ly debate and be honest about the va-
lidity and accuracy of earmarks con-
tained in all bills, not just appropria-
tion bills. If we defeat the previous
question, we can address that problem
today and restore this Congress’s non-
existent credibility when it comes to
the enforcement of its own rules.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the text of the amendment
and extraneous material appear in the
RECORD just before the vote on the pre-
vious question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BLUMENAUER). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

———

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to adjourn.

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 175, nays
229, not voting 28, as follows:

[Roll No. 914]

YEAS—175

Aderholt Diaz-Balart, M. LaTourette
Akin Doolittle Lewis (CA)
Alexander Drake Lewis (KY)
Bachmann Dreier Linder
Baker Duncan Lucas
Barrett (SC) Ehlers Lungren, Daniel
Bartlett (MD) Emerson E.
Berry English (PA) Mack
Biggert Everett Manzullo
Bilbray Fallin Marchant
Bilirakis Feeney McCarthy (CA)
Blackburn Ferguson McCaul (TX)
Blunt Flake McCrery
Boehner Forbes McHenry
Bonner Foxx McHugh
Bono Franks (AZ) McKeon
Boozman Frelinghuysen McMorris
Boustany Gallegly Rodgers
Brady (TX) Garrett (NJ) Mica
Broun (GA) Gerlach Miller (FL)
Brown (SC) Gilchrest Miller (MI)
Brown-Waite, Gingrey Miller, Gary

Ginny Gohmert Murphy, Tim
Buchanan Goodlatte Musgrave
Burton (IN) Gordon Myrick
Buyer Granger Neugebauer
Calvert Graves Nunes
Camp (MI) Hastert Pearce
Campbell (CA) Hastings (WA) Perlmutter
Cannon Hayes Peterson (PA)
Cantor Heller Petri
Capito Hensarling Pickering
Carter Hobson Pitts
Castle Hoekstra Poe
Chabot Hulshof Porter
Coble Hunter Price (GA)
Cole (OK) Inglis (SC) Pryce (OH)
Conaway Issa Putnam
Crenshaw Johnson, Sam Radanovich
Culberson Jones (NC) Regula
Davis (KY) Jordan Rehberg
Davis, David King (IA) Reichert
Davis, Tom Kingston Renzi
Deal (GA) Knollenberg Reynolds
Dent Lamborn Rogers (AL)
Diaz-Balart, L. Latham Rogers (KY)

Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Sali

Schmidt
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Burgess
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Castor
Chandler
Clarke

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Dayvis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr

Filner
Fortenberry
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Goode
Green, Al
Green, Gene

Bachus
Barrow
Barton (TX)

Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Tancredo
Tanner
Terry
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton

NAYS—229

Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth Sandlin
Hill
Hinchey
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kind
King (NY)
Kirk
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Kuhl (NY)
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
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Walden (OR)
Walsh (NY)
Wamp
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf

Young (AK)

Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Platts
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Ramstad
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Séanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tauscher
Taylor
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walberg
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—28

Bishop (UT)
Carson
Cubin

Davis, Jo Ann
Fattah
Herger
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Higgins Kilpatrick Pence
Hinojosa Kline (MN) Rangel
Jindal LaHood Saxton
Johnson, E. B. Markey Spratt
Jones (OH) Meeks (NY) Sullivan
Keller Miller, George
Kennedy Moran (KS)
O 1158

Messrs. MOORE of Kansas, MEEK of
Florida, McNERNEY, ELLISON,
LEVIN, Ms. HARMAN, Messrs. ED-

WARDS, SARBANES, and JOHNSON of
Georgia changed their vote from ‘‘yea”
to ‘“‘nay.”

Messrs. SAM JOHNSON of Texas,
DUNCAN, GALLEGLY, BUCHANAN,
HUNTER, PORTER, and POE changed
their vote from ‘“‘nay” to ‘‘yea.”

So the motion to adjourn was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on
Thursday, September 27, 2007, | was unable
to make the first vote in a series because |
was at the White House for a bill signing of
the Food and Drug Administration Amendment
Act of 2007. Had | been present, | would have
voted “yea” on motion to adjourn which failed
by the Yeas and Nays: 175-229 (Roll No.
914).

Stated against:

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, on roll-
call No. 914, | missed this vote, because | was
stuck in traffic. Had | been present, | would
have voted “nay.”

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3121, FLOOD INSURANCE
REFORM AND MODERNIZATION
ACT OF 2007

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, if I
could inquire from my colleague from
California if she has finished with her
speakers.

Ms. MATSUI. Yes, I have.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I yield the balance of my time to

the distinguished gentleman from
Ohio, the minority leader, Mr.
BOEHNER.

Mr. BOEHNER. Let me thank my
colleague from Texas for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, posted on the Speaker
of the House’s Web site at this moment
is a document entitled ‘“A New Direc-
tion for America.” In this document,
the following statement is highlighted:
Bills should generally come to the
floor under a procedure that allows
open, full, and fair debate consisting of
a full amendment process that grants
the minority the right to offer its al-
ternatives.

Last November when Democrats were
preparing to take control of this Cham-
ber, 1 appreciated something that
Speaker PELOSI said. And I quote, ‘‘The
issue of civility, the principle of civil-
ity and respect for minority participa-
tion in this House is something that we
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