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The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker.

———

PRAYER

Pastor Mark Williamson,
Intercessors, Houston, Texas,
the following prayer:

Father God, in a spirit of worship, I
pray, ask, and speak forth the fullness
of Your blessings for this House of Rep-
resentatives, its staffers, and all family
members. That You bless them to do
the work of God in our civil govern-
ment, reminding them that ‘‘Right-
eousness exalts a nation, but sin is a
disgrace to any people.”

Bless them with personal wisdom and
the governmental order of God. Bless
them to realize the answers they all
seek are found only in the Bible, and
obedience to it.

Bless this House to become a ‘‘House
of prayer,” to always seek Your in-
structions.

Bless this House with the truth and
mercy of God—that ‘‘drives out iniq-
uity” and deception.

Bless this House with Your presence.

May the goodness of God protect,
unite, inspire, and make provision for
each Member. May Your will be done in
this House, and these United States, as
it is in Heaven.

In the Name of the Father, Jesus
Your Son, and the Holy Spirit. Amen.

————
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. CARNAHAN) come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Federal
offered

Mr. CARNAHAN led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain up to five 1l-minute speeches on
each side of the aisle.

——
HONORING TWO AMERICAN PATRI-
OTS, ICE SPECIAL AGENTS

JAIME J. ZAPATA AND VICTOR
AVILA

(Mr. FARENTHOLD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Speaker, I
rise this morning to express my deep-
est sorrow about the tragic attack on
American law enforcement that hap-
pened earlier this week in Mexico.

Tuesday afternoon, two agents from
the Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment were attacked while driving be-
tween Mexico City and Monterrey.
Today, I honor the sacrifice of Special
Agent Jaime J. Zapata, who lost his
life in service to our country.

Special Agent Zapata, from Browns-
ville, Texas, joined ICE in 2006. His
brother also serves with ICE.

A second agent, Victor Avila, was in-
jured in the attack and remains in sta-
ble condition.

My thoughts and prayers are with
both agents and their families.

These two brave men took dangerous
assignments, and Agent Zapata made
the ultimate sacrifice. They were two
of the hundreds of ICE personnel
throughout the world, fighting the war
on drugs—money laundering, smug-
gling, and human trafficking.

I have been in contact with law en-
forcement, and they are working to en-

sure that the perpetrators of this hor-
rible attack are brought to justice.

I offer my deepest condolences to the
family of Special Agent Zapata. He
died for a just cause, and will be re-
membered as a man of courage and
honor.

HONORING THE LIFE OF MAJOR
LEAGUE BASEBALL PLAYER AND
MANAGER CHUCK TANNER

(Mr. ALTMIRE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. ALTMIRE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize the life of Major
League Baseball player and manager
Chuck Tanner, who died in his home-
town of New Castle, in my district, on
February 11 at the age of 82.

After hitting a home run in his first
Major League at-bat in 1955, Tanner
played eight seasons and later rose
through the ranks to manage four
Major League teams, including the
Pittsburgh Pirates, who acquired him
in a 1977 trade. It’s in Pittsburgh where
he reached the pinnacle of his baseball
career, in 1979, when he managed the
Pirates to a World Series champion-
ship.

Following his retirement from base-
ball, Tanner returned to New Castle
with his late wife, Babs, of 56 years.
Chuck became a fixture at the New
Castle restaurant that bears his name
and where he ate nearly all his meals.
Nearby, the Shenango High School
baseball field is also named in his
honor.

Chuck Tanner spent a lifetime in
baseball, and made friends and fans the
world over; but it is in New Castle
where he will be most fondly remem-
bered and most sorely missed.
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HOMELAND SECURITY: “THE
BORDER IS SECURE” NOT SO FAST

(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, ac-
cording to the Secretary of Homeland

Security, our southern border is se-
cure.
Well, not so fast with that pro-

nouncement.

According to the General Accounting
Office—those are the people that we
pay to actually give us the true facts
on such matters—half of the southern
border is not under the operational
control of the Border Patrol. Forty-
four percent is secure; the rest is not.
So who operates the other 56 percent?
And, further, a mere 15 percent of the
border is considered airtight.

Texas is the least secure border of all
the Southern States. Our Border Patrol
does a fine job but they need some
help. The border sheriffs are superior
lawmen, but they are overwhelmed
with cross-border crime. With 37 per-
cent of the people in Texas border jails
being foreign nationals, those sheriffs,
like the Border Patrol, are out-
manned, out-gunned, and out-financed.

There is a border war going on, and
it’s time to send the National Guard to
the southern border to protect the
homeland.

Homeland Security should deal in re-
ality, not myth and propaganda, and
realize that over half of the border is
the wide open spaces and that it re-
mains porous to the drug bandits.

And that’s just the way it is.

———

THE REPUBLICAN SPENDING PLAN

(Mr. BACA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, right now
Congress’ top priority should be cre-
ating jobs and lowering the deficit with
intelligent spending cuts.

The President’s proposed budget is a
good starting point, putting us on
track to lower the deficit by $1.1 tril-
lion over 10 years.

But instead of focusing on a bipar-
tisan approach, the Republican spend-
ing bill includes cuts that will destroy
jobs—and I say destroy jobs—and kick
hundreds of thousands of children to
the curb; 55,000 fewer teachers in the
classroom; 1,300 fewer police officers on
our streets; 200,000 kids kicked out of
Head Start—while many Republicans
live in their Capitol offices.

If the Republicans are serious about
cutting the deficit, then why were they
so happy to support the tax cuts for the
wealthiest few Americans?

Today’s debate is about the haves
and the have-nots. Unfortunately, the
have-nots, once again, are getting the
short end of the stick.

Let us put aside this misguided bill
and work together on a reasonable
budget to put America’s families first.
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HONORING THE MEMORY OF
AGENT ZAPATA, U.S. IMMIGRA-
TION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCE-
MENT SPECIAL AGENT

(Mrs. MILLER of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to express our deepest
sorrow about a terrible attack against
two agents from the U.S. Immigration
and Customs Enforcement while they
were driving between Mexico City and
Monterrey, Mexico.

Special Agent Jaime Zapata trag-
ically lost his life in his service to our
country. Special Agent Zapata joined
ICE in 2006, and he was most recently
detailed to ICE’s attach office in Mex-
ico City.

We also send our thoughts and pray-
ers to the second agent, Victor Avila,
who was injured in the attack and who
remains in stable condition. We pray
for him to have a speedy recovery.

Honorable agents like these two men
have our Nation at the forefront of
their minds each and every day. They
work day in and day out on our bor-
ders, protecting our Nation’s citizens,
and we take pride in the dedication
that they have.

We are blessed to have brave men and
women who work in the service of our
Nation every day. Their work can
never be underestimated. Our deepest
condolences go out to the families of
these brave men, of these great Amer-
ican patriots.

————
[ 0910
AMERICANS WANT JOBS

(Mr. CARNAHAN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
this morning in strong opposition to
the Republican spending plan that
would hurt Missouri families that I
represent and make it harder for police
to keep our neighborhoods safe.

In St. Louis, we learned yesterday
that a $4.6 million budget shortfall for
our city’s police department might not
be covered, which would cost the city
65 active duty officers. Now, some in
Congress are talking about slashing
critical programs like the COPS pro-
gram and pulling over 1,300 police offi-
cers off the streets.

I'm in favor of a vigorous debate here
on cutting red tape and finding com-
monsense solutions to our Nation’s
challenges, but eliminating the essen-
tial police officers from our streets
would put families at risk. Americans
still want this Congress to take up a
jobs agenda. Instead, we’re debating
what’s been called ideologically driven
cuts that kill jobs.

We live in an era of divided govern-
ment and shared responsibility for
America’s future. I look forward to
working with members of both parties
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to make tough choices before us and to
finally be able to take up the jobs
agenda that our constituents need.

———

THE DE FACTO DRILLING MORA-
TORIUM IS DESTROYING OUR
ECONOMY

(Mr. PALAZZO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PALAZZO. Mr. Speaker, last
week written across America’s news-
papers were headlines of how Egyptians
stood up to what they viewed as a re-
strictive and arbitrary government.

Perhaps those protests should serve
as a wake-up call for us all, if for no
other reason than for where they took
place. You see, just east of Cairo is the
Suez Canal and SuMed pipeline, which
combined carry nearly 5 million bar-
rels of oil a day to countries around
the world. Egypt’s future remains un-
certain, and because of the restrictive
and arbitrary anti-drilling policies im-
posed by President Obama, so does the
future for thousands of families in
south Mississippi. By refusing to issue
new drilling permits this administra-
tion continues to impose a de facto
moratorium on U.S.-based companies,
which is having a devastating effect on
gulf coast families.

Having worked on an offshore plat-
form, I know firsthand the impact
those jobs have on a local economy.
Without drilling in the gulf, many
small businesses will suffer as more
jobs are lost and the effect of those lost
wages trickle throughout the economy.

Mr. Speaker, you don’t ground the
entire airline industry when there’s an
airplane crash. Now is the time for this
administration to do what’s right for
the American people by allowing fur-
ther offshore exploration and reducing
our reliance on foreign sources of oil.

—————

OPPOSING REPUBLICAN CR
SPENDING CUTS

(Mr. SIRES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SIRES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to speak out against the Republicans’
dangerous spending cuts. Our commit-
ment to reducing our deficit must not
come at the expense of our Nation’s fu-
ture and the security of our commu-
nities. The Republican spending bill is
irresponsible and reckless, and the pro-
posal would eliminate jobs at a time
when we need to create them the most.

It would have cut funding for 1,300
police officers through the COPS hiring
program, and it will eliminate 2,400
jobs for firefighters through the
SAFER program. By cutting transpor-
tation funding, this bill eliminates
3,427 jobs in New Jersey alone. It re-
scinds $2.5 billion for high-speed rail
and makes deep cuts to the Land and
Water Conservation Fund, which pro-
tects outdoor recreational spaces. Ad-
ditionally, this bill cuts millions from
housing programs that help families
pay their rent.



February 17, 2011

We have had 101 votes in this House,
and not one Republican proposal has
created one single job. Now this spend-
ing measure threatens to make mat-
ters worse.

I urge my colleagues to oppose these
shortsighted cuts.

———

ARMY DENTAL CORPS
ANNIVERSARY

(Mr. GOSAR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to congratulate the Army Dental
Corps as they celebrate their 100th year
of service to our Nation. On March 3,
1911, the Congress of the United States
recognized dentistry as a distinct pro-
fession by establishing a dental corps
with commissioned officers.

As a long practicing dentist, I know
that dental health is a critical compo-
nent of overall health and military
readiness. Therefore, I commend the
Army Dental Corps’ work to improve
oral health for soldiers and their fami-
lies.

I have the utmost respect for the
thousands of dentists who have served
in the dental corps throughout the cen-
tury, providing excellent care to thou-
sands, and I commend the Army Dental
Corps’ efforts to Kkeep our troops
healthy and our fighting force in the
best possible shape throughout the
world.

———

I WILL FIGHT FOR THE PEOPLE
OF PUERTO RICO

(Mr. PIERLUISI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PIERLUISI. Mr. Speaker, I am
compelled to respond to remarks deliv-
ered yesterday on this floor by my col-
league, the gentleman from Illinois, in
which he harshly criticized the duly
elected government of Puerto Rico and
the island’s chief Federal judge. The
speech was inappropriate and insulting
to the people of Puerto Rico. I hope
such action will not be repeated, but if
it is, make no mistake: I will return to
the floor of this House again to defend
my constituents and the government
they chose in free elections from all
unwarranted attacks. I will rise then in
the same capacity that I rise now, as
Puerto Rico’s only elected Representa-
tive in Congress and the only Member
of this Chamber who can make any
claim to speak on behalf of the island’s
nearly 4 million American citizens. I
will fight for my people because it is
my privilege, my honor, and my duty
to do so.

———
EXTENDING COUNTERTERRORISM
AUTHORITIES

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to House Resolution 93, I call
up the bill (H.R. 514) to extend expiring
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provisions of the U.S.A. PATRIOT Im-
provement and Reauthorization Act of
2005 and Intelligence Reform and Ter-
rorism Prevention Act of 2004 relating
to access to business records, indi-
vidual terrorists as agents of foreign
powers, and roving wiretaps until De-
cember 8, 2011, with the Senate amend-
ment thereto, and I have a motion at
the desk.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BAss of New Hampshire). The Clerk
will designate the Senate amendment.

The text of the Senate amendment is
as follows:

Senate amendment:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “FISA Sun-
sets Extension Act of 2011,

SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF SUNSETS OF PROVISIONS
RELATING TO ACCESS TO BUSINESS
RECORDS, INDIVIDUAL TERRORISTS
AS AGENTS OF FOREIGN POWERS,
AND ROVING WIRETAPS.

(a) USA PATRIOT IMPROVEMENT AND RE-
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 2005.—Section 102(b)(1)
of the USA PATRIOT Improvement and Re-
authorization Act of 2005 (Public Law 109-177;
50 U.S.C. 1805 note, 50 U.S.C. 1861 note, and 50
U.S.C. 1862 note) is amended by striking
“February 28, 20117 and inserting ‘“May 27,
2011,

(b) INTELLIGENCE REFORM AND TERRORISM
PREVENTION ACT OF 2004.—Section 6001(b)(1)
of the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism
Prevention Act of 2004 (Public Law 108-458;
118 Stat. 3742; 50 U.S.C. 1801 note) is amended
by striking ‘‘February 28, 2011”’ and inserting
“May 27, 2011°°.

MOTION TO CONCUR

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will designate the motion.

The text of the motion is as follows:

Mr. Smith of Texas moves that the House
concur in the Senate amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 93, the motion
shall be debatable for 1 hour, with 40
minutes equally divided and controlled
by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary and 20 minutes equally divided
and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
SMITH) and the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. ScoTT) each will control 20
minutes. The gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. ROGERS) and the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. RUPPERSBERGER)
each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks and include
other materials on H.R. 514.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the Senate amendment
to H.R. 514 extends the three expiring
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provisions of the Patriot Act for only
90 days. I am disappointed that the
Senate refused to agree to the 10-
month extension approved by the
House earlier this week. Repeated
short-term extensions of these authori-
ties create uncertainty for our intel-
ligence agencies. They don’t know if
the tools they rely on to keep America
safe today will be available to them to-
morrow. That is why the House sought
a 10-month extension, to allow suffi-
cient time to reauthorize the law while
providing greater certainty to the in-
telligence community.

With adoption of this amendment,
the House and Senate will now have to
move expeditiously to approve a Pa-
triot reauthorization bill so we can
avoid the need for another short-term
extension. It is important that the
House approves this 90-day extension
today to Kkeep the expiring intel-
ligence-gathering provisions in place.

In a recent letter to Congress, Direc-
tor of National Intelligence Admiral
Clapper and Attorney General Holder
said that ‘‘it is essential that these in-
telligence tools be reauthorized before
they expire” and they ‘‘have been used
in numerous highly sensitive intel-
ligence collection operations.”

Last week, Homeland Security Sec-
retary Janet Napolitano warned that
“‘the terrorist threat . . . is at its most
heightened state since the 9/11 terrorist
attacks.”

Just this week, the FBI announced
that the probability that the U.S. will
be attacked with a weapon of mass de-
struction at some point is 100 percent.
The head of the FBI's WMD Direc-
torate said that the type of attack that
keeps him awake at night is an attack
by a so-called ‘‘lone wolf.”

With the likelihood of a weapons of
mass destruction attack at 100 percent,
we cannot afford to leave our intel-
ligence officials without the tools they
need to keep America safe. The war on
terror is not over, but the terrorist
threat is constantly evolving. We must
fully arm our intelligence community
with the resources they need to pre-
vent another devastating and deadly
terrorist attack.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support the Senate amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in opposition to the motion to
concur in the Senate amendment,
which will have the effect of passing
the extension of the expiring provisions
of the U.S.A. PATRIOT Act and Intel-
ligence Reform and Terrorism Preven-
tion Act.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK).

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I
thank the gentleman from Virginia for
giving me the chance to go early. I par-
ticularly want to speak now because
when we voted the second time on the
Patriot Act, the first time I did vote
against the extension, but the second
time I missed the vote—my fault—but
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I want to make clear my opposition
not to an extension of the basis of self-
defense that we have here but of pass-
ing it unchanged and of failure of the
legislative process.

0 0920

We knew this date was coming. To
extend this now—and the gentleman
from Texas laments the fact that we
were unable to do it indefinitely with-
out a chance to amend it. When the bill
came up twice before, there was in nei-
ther case a chance to offer amend-
ments. There isn’t today; twice on sus-
pension, once in a closed rule. To be
presented with either/or on this is a
bad idea. There are things that could
be improved. There are areas where
there are excesses.

We have gone through a lot of sym-
bolic activity in the legislative process
this year—the vote to repeal the health
care bill, a vote reaffirming that we
would do oversight, which we have
been doing and which is our duty—time
that could have been spent in com-
mittee, working on a process, offering
people a chance to amend so we could—
would not, for the third time, be con-
fronted by the majority with up-or-
down, an unchanged Patriot Act.

Of course we are supportive of con-
tinuing our ability to defend ourselves
but not without some refinement, not
without some look and say, yes, there
are ways we could do this that are
more respectful of the liberties of the
average American but would not en-
danger in any way our national secu-
rity. For the third time, we are being
denied a chance to do this; and I, there-
fore, will join my colleagues in oppos-
ing this, not because we don’t want to
see any extension at all but because we
want a chance to work on it so we can
do an extension of much of this act but
with some improvements.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Although the Senate has rejected the
House version of the bill with a 1-year
extension and has amended the bill to
provide only a 90-day extension, which
will provide us a more accelerated op-
portunity to actually deal with the
issues involved, the reservations that I
have previously stated on the floor re-
main the same. I still oppose any ex-
tension.

I cannot support this extension when
the House has done nothing to consider
these provisions of possible reform,
even to hold a hearing or markup.
While in the past, Members have had
the opportunity to receive classified
briefings, we have dozens of new Mem-
bers, many on the Judiciary Com-
mittee, who have received no such
briefings. The three sections scheduled
to sunset are deeply troubling, and I
hope that we will have the opportunity
to review them carefully before they
come before the House again.

Section 215 authorizes the govern-
ment to obtain ‘‘any tangible thing’’ so
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long as the government provided a
“‘statement of facts showing that there
are reasonable grounds to believe that
the tangible things are relevant to a
foreign intelligence, international ter-
rorism, or espionage investigation.”
That would include business records, li-
brary records, tax records, educational
records, medical records, or anything
else. Before the enactment of section
215, only specific types of records were
subject to FISA orders, and the govern-
ment had to show ‘‘specific and
articulable facts giving reason to be-
lieve that the person to whom the
records pertain is a foreign power or an
agent of a foreign power.”’

This dragnet approach allows the
government to review personal records
even if there is no reason to believe
that the individual involved had any-
thing to do with terrorism. This poses
a threat to individual rights in the
most sensitive areas of our lives with
little restraint on government. Con-
gress should either ensure that the
things collected with this power have a
meaningful connection to suspected
terrorism activity or allow the provi-
sion to expire.

Section 206 provides for roving wire-
taps which permit the government to
obtain intelligence surveillance orders
that identify neither the person nor
the facility to be tapped. Without the
necessity to specify the person and the
facility to be tapped, you have a situa-
tion where the tap could be on a par-
ticular phone. And without specifically
designating the person to be listened
into, that means anybody using that
pay phone, for example, can be listened
into, or a roving wiretap on a person
could result in any phone that that
person might use being tapped, even if
others use that phone, too.

Section 6001 of the Intelligence Re-
form and Terrorism Prevention Act of
2004, the so-called ‘‘lone wolf provi-
sion,” permits secret intelligence of
non-U.S. persons who are known to be
not affiliated with any foreign govern-
ment or organization. It provides the
government with the ability to use se-
cret courts or other investigatory tools
that are acceptable in a domestic
criminal investigation as long as we
are dealing with a foreign government
or an entity. According to government
testimony, the lone wolf provision has
never been used. Given the risk of this
provision being used to circumvent ex-
isting protections against government
intrusion, the government should ex-
plain why it should remain on the
books. Surveillance of an individual
who is not working with a foreign gov-
ernment or foreign organization is not
what we usually understand as foreign
intelligence. There may be good reason
for government to keep tabs on such
people, but that is no reason to suspend
all our laws under the pretext that it is
a foreign intelligence operation.

While some have argued that these
authorities remain necessary tools to
fight against terrorism and that they
must be extended without modifica-
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tion, others have counseled careful re-
view and modification. Some have even
urged that we allow some of those pro-
visions to sunset; and if they are need-
ed, they can be reinstated. I believe
that we should not miss the oppor-
tunity to review the act in its entirety
and examine how it is working, where
it has been successful, where it has
failed, where it has gone too far, or
where it may need improvement.
That’s the purpose of sunsets; and to
extend it without review undermines
that purpose.

There are other authorities that de-
serve careful review. The gentleman
from New York (Mr. NADLER) has intro-
duced the National Security Letters
Reform Act which would make vital
improvements to the current law to
better protect civil liberties while en-
suring that those letters remain a use-
ful tool in national security investiga-
tions. I hope we can work to strike
that balance in a responsible and effec-
tive manner, but the record of the
abuse of the authority in those letters
is too great for the Congress to ignore.

It is encouraging that there was sig-
nificant bipartisan opposition last
week to the extension of the Patriot
Act. It shows a healthy skepticism of
unrestrained government power to spy
on people in the United States. We
need to restore our traditional respect
for the right of every individual to be
secure from unchecked government in-
trusion, and I hope that we will be
able, after this vote, to carefully exam-
ine the ways these provisions have
been used or abused and to look at
ways to reform the law in light of that
experience. That’s the purpose of sun-
sets, and I hope we can take advantage
of that opportunity.

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, we
are prepared to close; so I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentlelady
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE), a mem-
ber of the Judiciary Committee.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I thank
the gentleman.

I want to thank the Senate for recog-
nizing that we do have a problem, and
they recognized it by extending the
time frame only for 60 days and not for
1 year. With that in mind, however, it’s
important to note that we are still
with the same initiative that has not
been subjected to the opportunity for
Members of this Congress to, in fact,
review closely the idea of the infringe-
ment of some of these aspects or some
of these provisions as it relates to the
infringement that they may have on
the constitutional rights of our citi-
Zens.

Yesterday in a markup, I offered an
amendment to affirm that the legisla-
tion that we were marking up dealing
with tort reform has at least a con-
firmation that we wanted to respect
the Constitution and adhere to the due
process rights. And I am glad that the
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Democratic Members who were there
and present voted ‘‘yes,” and all the
Republicans voted ‘‘no.” I think adher-
ing to the Constitution and ensuring
that constitutional provisions are re-
spected is an important concept. In
this instance, we have not had the
chance for a full hearing. And I am
very glad to note, Mr. Speaker, that in
the 111th Congress, we did; but unfortu-
nately, even the amendments that were
passed in that Congress, bipartisan
amendments, were not in this initia-
tive that was passed by the House.

I offered amendments to ensure that
any surveillance under section 215,
where library records could be in ques-
tion, if you read certain books. And li-
brarians across America were appalled
at that intrusion. I offered amend-
ments to ensure that any surveillance
of an American is done through estab-
lished legal procedures pursuant to
FISA and the FISA court authority
and to ensure that the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Court is indispen-
sable and would play a meaningful role
in ensuring compliance with our Con-
stitution.

As we voted on bipartisan amend-
ments last year in the 111th Congress,
as I indicated, they were not included
in this rendition of the bill. In those
hearings, multiple concerns were raised
about the breadth of the Patriot Act
and the leeway it gives to infringe
upon an individual’s privacy and civil
liberties. As a member of the Homeland
Security Committee, I, as well, am
very, very convinced that we do need
to secure our homeland; but human in-
telligence is a very large part of that.
Intruding into the rights of Americans
should be done with the care that it de-
serves.
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In the markup I also personally in-
troduced amendments that would allow
for greater transparency in the Patriot
Act and enhanced protection against
violation of individuals’ civil liberties.
None of those amendments as intro-
duced by any of my colleagues at that
time have been included in this legisla-
tion.

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

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield the gentlewoman an additional
minute.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. None of
the privacy concerns or civil liberty in-
fringement issues that were raised in
those hearings have even been ad-
dressed. I'm deeply concerned that my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
are considering overlooking the very
valid concerns of the American people
without so much as a hearing. There-
fore, I would argue that this is an im-
provement in terms of how fast we’ll
have to move, but it still has the same
faults. And I simply say that the
Fourth Amendment does say that it is
the right of people to be secure in their
persons, houses, papers, and effects
against unreasonable search and sei-
zures.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
vote against this and begin our work as
quickly as we can. But even with this
provision passing, as I expect it will,
we need to move quickly to protect the
American people, both in terms of
homeland security and their constitu-
tional right of privacy.

| rise today to express my opposition to the
H.R. 514, “To extend expiring provisions of
the USA PATRIOT Improvement and Reau-
thorization Act of 2005 and Intelligence Re-
form and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 re-
lating to access to business records, and indi-
vidual terrorists as agents.”

This bill would extend provisions of the USA
PATRIOT Improvement and Reauthorization
Act of 2005, and the Intelligence Reform and
Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 through De-
cember 8, 2011. It extends a provision that al-
lows a roving electronic surveillance authority,
and a provision revising the definition of an
“agent of a foreign power” to include any non-
U.S. person who engages in international ter-
rorism or preparatory activities, also known as
the “lone wolf provision.” It also grants gov-
ernment access to business records relating to
a terrorist investigation.

While the PATRIOT Act is intended to im-
prove our ability to protect our nation, it needs
to be revised and amended to reflect the
democratic principles that make this country
the crown jewel of democracy. The bill before
us today, however, does not do that. In fact,
even the manner by which are even consid-
ering this bill, only days after introduction with-
out any oversight hearings of mark-ups, cir-
cumvents the process we have in place to
allow for improvements and amendments to
be made.

The three expiring provisions of the PA-
TRIOT Act that H.R. 514 would extend
overstep the bounds of the government inves-
tigative power set forth in the Constitution.

The first provision authorizes the govern-
ment to obtain “any tangible thing” relevant to
a terrorism investigation, even if there is no
showing that the “thing” pertains to suspected
terrorists or terrorist activities. This provision,
which was addressed in the Judiciary Com-
mittee during the 111th Congress, runs a foul
of the traditional notions of search and sei-
zure, which require the government to show
“reasonable suspicion” or “probable cause”
before undertaking an investigation that in-
fringes upon a person’s privacy. Congress
must ensure that things collected with this
power have a meaningful nexus to suspected
terrorist activity. If we do not take steps to im-
prove this provision, then it should be allowed
to expire.

The second provision, known commonly as
the “roving John Doe wiretap,” allows the gov-
ernment to obtain intelligence surveillance or-
ders that identify neither the person nor the fa-
cility to be tapped. Like the first provision, this,
too, was addressed in the Judiciary Com-
mittee during the last Congress, and is also
contrary to traditional notions of search and
seizure, which require government to state
“with particularity” what it seeks to search or
seize. If this provision were given the oppor-
tunity to be amended and improved, it should
be done so to mirror similar and longstanding
criminal laws that permit roving wiretaps, but
require the naming of a specific target.

The third provision that H.R. 514 would ex-
tend is the “lone wolf” provision, which per-
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mits secret intelligence surveillance of non-US
persons who are not affiliated with a foreign
organization. This type of authorization, which
is only granted in secret courts, is subject to
abuse, and threatens our longtime under-
standings of the limits of the government’s in-
vestigatory powers within the borders of the
United States. Moreover, according to govern-
ment testimony, this provision has never been
used. Because of the potential for abuse cre-
ated by this provision, and the lack of need for
its existence, it, too, should be allowed to ex-
pire.

Another problem with H.R. 514 is that it fails
to amend other portions of the Patriot Act in
dire need of reform, specifically, those issues
relating to the issuance and use of national
security letters (NSLs). NSLs permit the gov-
ernment to obtain the communication, financial
and credit records of anyone deemed relevant
to a terrorism investigation, even if that person
is not suspected of unlawful behavior. | repeat,
even if that person is NOT suspected of un-
lawful behavior.

The three provisions | have just mentions,
as well as the issues surrounding NSLs, have
all been examined and amended in the past
Congresses, because they were in dire need
of improvements to protect the rights of Ameri-
cans. | was against these provisions, as writ-
ten, in the past, and without amendments, |
am still against them today.

Issues surrounding these particular provi-
sions are not a stranger to us, for we have
been dealing with them since 2001 when the
PATRIOT Act was introduced. In 2005, the
Patriot was examined in the Judiciary Com-
mittee. |, along with other Members of the Ju-
diciary Committee like Mr. CONYERS and Mr.
NADLER, offered multiple amendments that not
only addressed the three provisions in H.R.
514, but also National Security Letters and the
lax standards of intent.

Again, these same issues came before us in
2007. On August 3, 2007, | stood before you
on the House floor discussing the Foreign In-
telligence Surveillance Act (FISA), another
piece of law used in conjunction with the PA-
TRIOT Act and essential to combating the war
on terror, but one that was in need of improve-
ments to protect Americans’ Constitutionally
enshrined civil liberties. On that day, | said
that, “we must ensure that our intelligence
professionals have the tools that they need to
protect our Nation, while also safeguarding the
rights of law-abiding Americans,” and | stand
firmly behind that notion today.

When we were considering FISA, there
were Fourth Amendment concerns around se-
cret surveillance and secret searches, which
were kept permanently secret from the Ameri-
cans whose homes and conversations were
targeted. There were also concerns such se-
cret searches intended for non-U.S. citizens,
could be used to target Americans.

| offered amendments to ensure that any
surveillance of an American is done through
established legal procedures pursuant to FISA
and the FISA court authority, and to ensure
that the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance
Court is indispensable and would play a
meaningful role in ensuring compliance with
our constitution. | stand here today urging my
colleagues to consider allowing similar amend-
ments to the PATRIOT Act that better protect
Americans’ right to privacy before moving this
legislation out of the House of Representatives
and onto the other legislative body.
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Furthermore, this very bill was considered
last year in the 111th Congress, and went
through oversight hearings and two days of
mark-up in the Judiciary Committee. Yet, none
of those voted-on, bipartisan amendments that
resulted from those hearings are included in
this bill. In those hearings, multiple concerns
were raised about the breadth of the PA-
TRIOT Act and the leeway it gives to infringe
upon an individual’s privacy and civil liberties.

In the mark-up, | personally introduced
amendments that would allow for greater
transparency in the PATRIOT Act and en-
hanced protection against violation of individ-
uals’ civil liberties. None of my amendments,
or those introduced by any of my colleagues
who were on the Judiciary Committee at that
time, are included in this legislation.

None of the privacy concerns or civil liberty
infringement issues that were raised in those
hearings have even been addressed. | am
deeply concerned that my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle are considering over-
looking the very valid concerns of the Amer-
ican people, without so much as a hearing.

As a member of the Homeland Security
Committee, | understand and appreciate the
importance of national security, and the chal-
lenges we face as we strive to protect our na-
tion from foreign threats. However, as an
American citizen, | am deeply concerned when
our Constitutional rights run the risk of being
infringed upon in the name of national secu-
rity.

To win the war on terror, the United States
must remain true to the founding architects of
this democracy who created a Constitution
which enshrined an inalienable set of rights.
These Bills Of Rights guarantee certain funda-
mental freedoms that cannot be limited by the
government. One of these freedoms, the
Fourth Amendment, is the right of the people
to be secure in their persons, houses, papers,
and effects against unreasonable searches
and seizures. We do not circumvent the
Fourth Amendment, or any other provision in
the United States Constitution, merely be-
cause it is inconvenient.

As an American citizen, the security and
safety of my constituency is pinnacle, but | will
never stand for legislation that infringes on the
basic rights afforded in our Constitution. When
our founding fathers drafted the constitution,
after living under an oppressive regime in Birit-
ain, they ensured that the American people
would never experience such subjugation.
Where are the protective measures for our citi-
zens in the PATRIOT Act? Why are the meas-
ures addressed in the last Congress not in-
cluded in the bill?

Instead of reauthorizing these provisions,
Congress should conduct robust, public over-
sight of all surveillance tools and craft reforms
that will better protect private communications
from overbroad government surveillance.

There is nothing more important than pro-
viding the United States of America, especially
our military and national security personnel,
the right tools to protect our citizens and pre-
vail in the global war on terror. Holding true to
our fundamental constitutional principles is the
only way to prove to the world that it is indeed
possible to secure America while preserving
our way of life.

Because of the negative privacy implications
of extending all of these provisions, | ask my
colleagues to please join me in opposing H.R.
514, a bill to extend expiring provisions of the
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USA PATRIOT Improvement and Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 2005 and Intelligence Reform and
Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 relating to
access to business records, and individual ter-
rorists as agents.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, the 90-day extension in
this bill is significantly more appro-
priate than the 10-month extension
that the House has previously passed.
If the bill is passed, I look forward to
working with the leadership on the Ju-
diciary Committee. The Judiciary
Committee in the past has been able to
work constructively on this issue. In
fact, when the Patriot Act was origi-
nally reported out of the Judiciary
Committee, it was reported on a unani-
mous vote. That is very unusual. The
Judiciary Committee is usually one of
the more contentious committees in
the entire Congress. But we can work
together, and I look forward to work-
ing with the leadership of the com-
mittee as we deal with the possible ex-
tension of many of these provisions.

I hope we will oppose the extension.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER), who is the chairman of
the Crime and Terrorism Sub-
committee.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I will be brief today. I will just
make several points but not exten-
sively because this is the fifth debate
we’ve had on this subject in 10 days and
I think everything has been said.

First of all, I have pledged in the past
and I will pledge again today on this
House floor that there will be hearings
on a reauthorization of the expiring
provisions of the Patriot Act, as well
as an oversight hearing on the Patriot
Act as a whole.

The three provisions that are up for
reauthorization are important provi-
sions to keep America safe, and I want
to dispel some of the misinformation
that has again been placed in the
RECORD on the floor of the House
today.

First of all, section 215, which is the
business records provision, has more
strict standards for the issuance of a
FISA warrant than the issuance of a
Grand Jury subpoena in a criminal
record. And only business records can
be obtained. That means that it is not
subject to the Fourth Amendment be-
cause it’s not a search and seizure
under the Fourth Amendment.

The reauthorization in 2005, which I
authored, provided procedures for re-
cipients of section 215 warrants to seek
judicial review of those orders compel-
ling the production of business records.
So people can have their day in court
to have the warrant quashed.

With respect to roving wiretaps,
they’re nothing new. We have had rov-
ing wiretaps for decades over criminal
investigations such as racketeering
and drug pushing.

February 17, 2011

A roving wiretap order can only be
issued by a judge. The law enforcement
agency must minimize roving wiretaps,
which means that if the target isn’t on
the phone at the time or they’re not
talking about something under inves-
tigation, then the wiretap has got to be
turned off. And that provides for pro-
tections, and that has never been chal-
lenged for its constitutionality since it
was put in the Patriot Act in 2001.

Finally, the lone wolf definition is
very important because in order to
trigger Patriot Act surveillance or ap-
plications for Patriot Act surveillance
without the lone wolf, there has to be
a demonstration that the target is a
member of a group like al Qaeda. And
the way al Qaeda has kind of sprung
out or people who said that they’re al
Qaeda when they really might not be al
Qaeda, lone wolf becomes absolutely
vital.

It’s important to note that the lone
wolf authority cannot be used against
a U.S. citizen or a legal permanent
resident. It could be used against an
alien who is present in the United
States on a nonpermanent basis, mean-
ing either a visa or as a visa overstay.

All of this has gone through constitu-
tional scrutiny. It has passed muster. I
will give everybody a chance to speak
their peace on the Patriot Act. Believe
me, these commitments have been
made both myself and by the com-
mittee chairman, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SMITH). We're going to do it.
We’re going to get it done. But we need
to have the extra time that was given
to us by the Senate. So the motion
that has been made by the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SMITH) is a good mo-
tion, an essential motion, and it should
be favored.

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of the Senate
amendment, and I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

We’ve already had a lengthy debate
on this legislation. There is bipartisan
consensus that these important tools
for our Intelligence Community cannot
be allowed to lapse. The Senate amend-
ment, which was also supported by a
wide bipartisan margin in the other
body, will keep these three needed pri-
orities in place for the next 90 days, till
May 27.

While I have strong concerns about
the short-term extension and how that
will compress the time needed to have
a full and complete debate over the
longer-term reauthorization, I will sup-
port the Senate amendment in order to
make sure that these tools remain
available.

As I said earlier this week in this de-
bate, it makes very little sense to me
why we would not have the tools like
roving wiretap authority and authority
to obtain business records in terrorism
and spy cases when the same tools are
readily available in criminal -cases,
often with fewer protections for civil
liberties.



February 17, 2011

Mr. Speaker, I have said before I
think this is one of the most misrepre-
sented and misunderstood pieces of leg-
islation I think I've ever seen. The
things that exist in the ability for an
FBI agent to conduct in criminal ac-
tivities, including business records, in-
cluding roving wiretaps, are just being
extended to the FISA court, or the For-
eign Intelligence Surveillance Act
court, to go against terrorism and espi-
onage. That’s the only difference here.
It has been an important tool to keep
America safe the last 10 years.

I look forward to a thoughtful debate
outside of the political rhetoric about
what people believe this act to do and
what it really does do to keep Ameri-
cans safe. And if you believe that an
FBI agent should be able to get a sub-
poena for business records to solve a
crime, then clearly you believe that
the same FBI agent should go to a
FISA court to get a court order, which
is a higher standard, for business
records to prevent a terrorist attack.
That’s the only difference in these two,
I think, misunderstood provisions.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I rise to address the Senate amend-
ment to H.R. 514, which would reau-
thorize three expiring provisions of the
Patriot Act for an additional 90 days.

Mr. Speaker, my position today re-
mains the same as it was 3 days ago
when we passed H.R. 514. As I said then,
I would like to see a 3-year extension of
these authorities until 2013, similar to
S. 289, which is currently pending in
the Senate.

The President supports a 3-year ex-
tension, too, believing, as I do, that a
3-year term would give our Nation’s in-
telligence and law enforcement agen-
cies predictability and certainty in the
conduct of their critical work.

Setting a 3-year sunset would also
take this debate out of the political
realm of an election season, which I
think is the best way to approach
things. This should be a matter of what
is best for America, without regard to
electoral politics.

I know that there are varying opin-
ions on my side of the aisle, and prin-
cipled members feel strongly in both
directions. That is why I support reau-
thorization with a sunset, so we can
take a second look at the authorities
in 3 years to make sure they are being
used properly and individual civil lib-
erties are being protected—a critical
consideration as we move forward.

I believe including a sunset in the
legislation provides the proper checks
and balances necessary to ensure we
are doing all we can to protect Ameri-
cans while also protecting Americans’
constitutional rights.

I don’t think anyone in this Chamber
is happy with the position we are in
now. Some of us wanted a 3-year reau-

thorization, some wanted a 10-month
reauthorization, and some wanted no
reauthorization. And now, here we are
with 90 days, which ensures we will be
back here having this debate soon.

I hope that we can use the next 90
days to hear from all sides on how we
can improve the Patriot Act, and I
hope that we can all decide to set the
sunsets in the future in such a way to
minimize the impact of politics so we
can focus on getting the policy right.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

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

Pursuant to House Resolution 93, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the motion by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH).

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

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, 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 279, nays
143, not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 66]

YEAS—279
Ackerman Conaway Harman
Adams Connolly (VA) Harper
Aderholt Cooper Harris
Akin Courtney Hartzler
Alexander Cravaack Hastings (FL)
Altmire Crawford Hastings (WA)
Andrews Crenshaw Hayworth
Austria Critz Heck
Baca Cuellar Heinrich
Bachmann Culberson Hensarling
Bachus Cummings Herger
Barletta Davis (CA) Herrera Beutler
Barrow Davis (KY) Higgins
Barton (TX) Denham Holden
Bass (NH) Dent Hoyer
Benishek DesJarlais Huelskamp
Berg Deutch Huizenga (MI)
Berkley Diaz-Balart Hunter
Biggert Dicks Hurt
Bilbray Dold Inslee
Bilirakis Donnelly (IN) Israel
Bishop (GA) Dreier Issa
Bishop (NY) Duffy Jenkins
Black Duncan (SC) Johnson (OH)
Blackburn Ellmers Johnson, Sam
Bonner Emerson Jordan
Bono Mack Farenthold Keating
Boren Fincher Kelly
Boswell Flake Kind
Boustany Fleischmann King (IA)
Brady (TX) Fleming King (NY)
Brooks Flores Kinzinger (IL)
Brown (FL) Forbes Kissell
Buchanan Fortenberry Kline
Bucshon Foxx Lamborn
Buerkle Franks (AZ) Lance
Burgess Frelinghuysen Landry
Burton (IN) Gallegly Lankford
Butterfield Gardner Latham
Calvert Garrett LaTourette
Camp Gerlach Latta
Canseco Gibbs Levin
Cantor Gingrey (GA) Lewis (CA)
Capito Gohmert Lipinski
Cardoza Gonzalez LoBiondo
Carnahan Goodlatte Long
Carney Gosar Lowey
Carter Gowdy Lucas
Cassidy Granger Luetkemeyer
Castor (FL) Graves (MO) Lungren, Daniel
Chabot Griffin (AR) E.
Chaffetz Griffith (VA) Lynch
Chandler Grimm Manzullo
Coble Guinta Marino
Coffman (CO) Guthrie McCarthy (CA)
Cole Hall McCarthy (NY)
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McCaul
McCotter
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Pascrell
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo

Amash
Baldwin
Bartlett
Bass (CA)
Becerra
Berman
Bishop (UT)
Blumenauer
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Broun (GA)
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Carson (IN)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Costello
Crowley
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Duncan (TN)
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fitzpatrick
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gibson
Graves (GA)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva

Clay
Costa
Giffords
Hinojosa

Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Quigley
Rahall

Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Reyes

Ribble

Rigell

Rivera

Roby

Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Royce
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schiff
Schmidt
Schock
Schwartz
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Sewell
Shimkus

NAYS—143

Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hanna
Heller
Himes
Hinchey
Holt
Hultgren
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kaptur
Kildee
Kingston
Kucinich
Labrador
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lujan
Mack
Maloney
Marchant
Markey
Matsui
MecClintock
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
Meeks
Michaud
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pastor (AZ)
Paul
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Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Wasserman
Schultz
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Womack
Yarmuth
Yoder
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Payne
Pelosi
Pingree (ME)
Polis
Price (NC)
Rangel
Rehberg
Richardson
Richmond
Roe (TN)
Rohrabacher
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schilling
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sherman
Slaughter
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woodall
Woolsey
Wu

NOT VOTING—I11

Hirono
Honda
Langevin
Lummis

Matheson
Wittman
Young (AK)
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Messrs. HOLT, HULTGREN, and
GUTIERREZ changed their vote from
“‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”

Messrs. ALEXANDER,
HARPER, RYAN of Wisconsin,
WHITFIELD, and Mrs. BACHMANN
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’” to
uyea.aa

So the motion was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mrs. LUMMIS. Mr. Speaker, on roll-
call No. 66, I was at a constituent
meeting. Had I been present, I would
have voted ‘‘aye.”

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, on roll-
call No. 66, had I been present, I would
have voted ‘‘yes.”

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 66, had I been present, I would have
voted ‘“‘aye.”

CARNEY,

————

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed a concur-
rent resolution of the following title in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested:

S. Con. Res. 6. Concurrent resolution com-
mending the National Association for the
Advancement of Colored People on the occa-
sion of its 102nd anniversary.

The message also announced that
pursuant to section 8002 of title 26,
United States Code, the Chair, on be-
half of the Committee on Finance, an-
nounces the designation of the fol-
lowing Senators as members of the
Joint committee on Taxation:

The Senator from Montana (Mr. BAU-
CUS).

The Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
ROCKEFELLER).

The Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
CONRAD).

The Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH).

The Senator from Iowa (Mr. GRASS-
LEY).

———

FULL-YEAR CONTINUING
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2011

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WOMACK). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 92 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the further consideration of
the bill, H.R. 1.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
1) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense and the other de-
partments and agencies of the Govern-
ment for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2011, and for other purposes,

with Mr. BASS of New Hampshire (Act-
ing Chair) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose earlier today,
amendment No. 68 printed in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. PoLIS) had
been disposed of and the bill had been
read through page 359, line 22.

Pursuant to clause 6 of rule XVIII,
proceedings will now resume on those
amendments printed in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed, in the fol-
lowing order:

Amendment No.
Kansas.

Amendment No.
of Michigan.

Amendment No.
of Texas.

Amendment No.
New York.

Amendment No.
New Hampshire.

85 by Mr. POMPEO of
176 by Mr. WALBERG
249 by Mr. CANSECO
381 by Mr. REED of

565 by Mr. BASS of

Amendment No. 457 by Mr. FLAKE of
Arizona.
Amendment No. 276 by  Mrs.

MCMORRIS RODGERS of Washington.
Amendment No. 532 by Mr. YOUNG of
Alaska.

Amendment No. 410 by Mr. PRICE of
Georgia.

Amendment No. 100 by Mr. WEINER of
New York.

Amendment No. 248 by Mr. CANSECO
of Texas.

Amendment No. 29 by Mr. HELLER of
Nevada.

Amendment No. 43 by Mr. SESSIONS
of Texas.

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 85 OFFERED BY MR. POMPEO

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. POMPEO)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-

vailed by voice vote.
The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-

ment.
RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 171, noes 256,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 67]

AYES—171
Adams Brady (TX) Chabot
AKkin Brooks Chaffetz
Amash Broun (GA) Coble
Austria Buchanan Coffman (CO)
Bachmann Bucshon Conaway
Bachus Buerkle Costello
Bartlett Burgess Cuellar
Benishek Burton (IN) Culberson
Berg Camp Denham
Bilbray Campbell Dent
Bishop (UT) Canseco DesJarlais
Blackburn Cantor Dreier
Boustany Carter Duffy
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Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes

Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner
Garrett
Gibbs

Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck

Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Jenkins

Ackerman
Aderholt
Alexander
Altmire
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barletta
Barrow
Barton (TX)
Bass (CA)
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Black
Blumenauer
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Calvert
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cassidy
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen

Cole
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
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Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Peters

NOES—256

Courtney
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Dayvis (IL)
Davis (KY)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Farenthold
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fortenberry
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Gallegly
Garamendi
Gerlach
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Grimm
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hanna
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Hirono

Petri

Pitts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Rehberg
Renacci
Ribble
Rivera

Roe (TN)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shuster
Smith (NE)
Stearns
Terry
Thornberry
Tiberi
Upton
Walberg
Walsh (IL)
Webster
Westmoreland
Wilson (SC)
Woodall
Yoder
Young (IN)

Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hultgren
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly
Kildee
Kind
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lujan
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Maloney
Marino
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McNerney
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Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore

Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rooney

Ross (AR)
Rothman (NJ)
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Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Sutton
Thompson (CA)

vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
WALBERG) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-

the

Moran Roybal-Allard Thompson (MS)
Murphy (CT) Ruppersberger Thompson (PA)
Nadler Rush Tierney
Napolitano Ryan (OH) Tipton
Neal Sanchez, Linda Tonko
Nunnelee T.
Olver Sanchez, Loretta $owns
'songas
Owens Sarbanes Turner
Palazzo Schakowsky Van Hollen
Pallone Schiff Velazquez
Pascrell Schilling Visclosky
Pastor (AZ) Schmidt Walden
Payne Schrader
Pelosi Schwartz Walz (MN)
Perlmutter Scott (VA) Wasserman
Peterson Scott, David Schultz
Pingree (ME) Serrano Waters
Platts Sewell Watt
Polis Sherman Waxman
Price (NC) Shimkus Weiner
Quigley Shuler Welch
Rahall Simpson West
Rangel Sires Whitfield
Reed Slaughter Wilson (FL)
Reichert Smith (NJ) Wolf
Reyes Smith (TX) Womack
Richardson Smith (WA) Woolsey
Richmond Southerland Wu
Rigell Speier Yarmuth
Roby Stark Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—6
Costa Hinchey Wittman
Giffords Matheson Young (AK)
0 1030

Mr. DOLD changed his vote from
“aye’ to ‘“no.”

Mrs. LUMMIS changed her vote from
L‘no’$ to ‘6a,ye.77

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

——————

MOMENT OF SILENCE IN REMEM-
BRANCE OF MEMBERS OF
ARMED FORCES AND THEIR
FAMILIES

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. SAM JOHNSON
of Texas). We are one nation under
God.

The Chair would ask all present to
rise for the purpose of a moment of si-
lence.

The Chair asks that the Committee
now observe a moment of silence in re-
membrance of our brave men and
women in uniform who have given
their lives in the service of our Nation
in Iraq and in Afghanistan and all over
the world, and their families, and all
who serve in our Armed Forces and
their families.

Haven’t we got a great military.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BOEHNER
was allowed to speak out of order.)

SALUTING THE HON. SAM JOHNSON OF TEXAS

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, my
colleagues, you should know that 38
years ago today, SAM JOHNSON stepped
off a plane in Texas after being held as
a prisoner of war for 7 years in Viet-
nam.

He’s a great American.

AMENDMENT NO. 196 OFFERED BY MR. WALBERG

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. BASS of New
Hampshire). Without objection, 2-
minute voting will continue.

There was no objection.

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded

ment.

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote

has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 217, noes 209,

not voting 7, as follows:

Adams
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Amash
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Benishek
Berg
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Cardoza
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Costa
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Denham
DesJarlais
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett

[Roll No. 68]
AYES—217

Gibbs
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Landry
Lankford
Latham
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney

Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence

Petri

Pitts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Reed
Rehberg
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shuster
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stutzman
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tipton
Upton
Walberg
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (FL)
Young (IN)
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NOES—209
Ackerman Green, Al Payne
Altmire Grijalva Pelosi
Andrews Grimm Perlmutter
Baca Gutierrez Peters
Baldwin Hanabusa Peterson
Barrow Hanna Pingree (ME)
Bass (CA) Harman Platts
Bass (NH) Hastings (FL) Polis
Becerra Heinrich Price (NC)
Berkley Higgins Quigley
Berman Himes Rahall
Biggert Hinchey Rangel
Bishop (GA) Hinojosa Reichert
Bishop (NY) Hirono Reyes
Blumenauer Holden Richardson
Boswell Holt Richmond
Brady (PA) Honda Ross (AR)
Braley (IA) Hoyer Rothman (NJ)
Brown (FL) Inslee Roybal-Allard
Buchanan Israel Ruppersherger
Butterfield Jackson (IL) Rush
Capnano Faxy" T Byan o)
Carnahan Johnson (GA) Sa%l'c ez, Linda
garney Johnson, E. B. Sanchez, Loretta

arson (IN) Kaptur

Castor (FL) Keating Sarbanes

; y
Cicilline Kissell Sgﬁ;’;ger
Clarke (MI) Kucinich Schwartz
Clarke (NY) Lance
Clay Langevin SOOE: (gA).d
Cleaver Larsen (WA) Sggrai'm avi
Clyburn Larson (CT) Sewell
Cohen LaTourette Sherman
Connolly (VA) Lee (CA) Shimkus
Conyers Levin
Cooper Lewis (GA) Shuler
Costello Lipinski Simpson
Courtney Loebsack Sires
Critz Lofgren, Zoe Slanhter
Crowley Lowey Sml,t’h (WA)
Cuellar Lujan Speier
Cummings Lynch Stark
Davis (CA) Maloney Stivers
Davis (IL) Markey Sutton
DeFazio Matsui Thompson (CA)
DeGette McCarthy (NY) Thompson (MS)
DeLauro McCollum Tiberi
Dent McDermott Tierney
Deutch McGovern Tonko
Dicks McIntyre Towns
Dingell McKinley Tsongas
Doggett McNerney Turner
Dold Meehan Van Hollen
Donnelly (IN) Meeks Velazquez
Doyle Michaud Visclosky
Edwards Miller (NC) Walden
Ellison Miller, George Walz (MN)
Engel Moore Wasserman
Eshoo Moran Schultz
Farr Murphy (CT) Waters
Fattah Nadler Watt
Filner Napolitano Waxman
Frank (MA) Neal Weiner
Fudge Olver Welch
Garamendi Owens Wilson (FL)
Gerlach Pallone Woolsey
Gibson Pascrell Wu
Gonzalez Pastor (AZ) Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—T7

Diaz-Balart Matheson Young (AK)
Giffords Sullivan
Green, Gene Wittman

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining to vote.

0 1037

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chair, on
rollcall No. 68, had | been present, | would
have voted “no.”

AMENDMENT NO. 249 OFFERED BY MR. CANSECO

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. CANSECO)
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on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.
The Clerk will
amendment.
The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 248, noes 177,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 69]
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Smith (TX) Tiberi Wilson (SC)
Southerland Tipton Womack
Stearns Upton Woodall
Stivers Walberg Yoder
Stutzman Walden Young (AK)
Sullivan Walsh (IL) Young (FL)
Terry Webster Young (IN)
Thompson (PA) West
Thornberry Westmoreland
NOES—177

Ackerman Green, Al Pingree (ME)
Andrews Grijalva Polis
Baca Gutierrez Price (NC)
Baldwin Hanabusa Quigley
Barletta Harman Rahall
Bass (CA) Hastings (FL) Rangel
Becerra Higgins Reyes
Berkley Hinchey Richardson
Berman Hinojosa Richmond
Bishop (GA) Hirono Rogers (KY)
Bishop (NY) Holt Rothman (NJ)
Blumenauer Honda Roybal-Allard
Boswell Hoyer Ruppersberger
Brady (PA) Israel Rush
Braley (IA) Jackson (IL) Ryan (OH)
Brown (FL) Jackson Lee Sanchez, Linda
Butterfield (TX) T.
Capps Johnson (GA) Sanchez, Loretta
Capuano Johnson, E. B. Sarbanes
Carnahan Kaptur Schakowsky
Carney Kildee Schiff
Carson (IN) Kind Schrader
Castor (FL) Kucinich Schwartz
Chu Langevin Scott (VA)
Cicilline Larson (CT) Scott, David
Clarke (MI) LaTourette Serrano
Clarke (NY) Lee (CA) Sewell
Clay Levin Sherman
Cleaver Lewis (CA) Simpson
Clyburn Lewis (GA) Sires
Cohen Loebsack Slaughter
Conyers Lofgren, Zoe Smith (NJ)
Cooper Lowey Smith (WA)
Courtney Lujan Speier
Critz Lynch Stark
Crowley Maloney Sutton
Cummings Markey Thompson (CA)
Davis (CA) Matsui Thompson (MS)
Davis (IL) McCollum Tierney
DeGette McDermott Tonko
DeLauro McGovern Towns
Deutch McNerney Tsongas
Diaz-Balart Meehan Turner
Dicks Meeks Van Hollen
Dingell Michaud Velazquez
Doggett Miller (NC) Visclosky
Doyle Miller, George Walz (MN)
Edwards Moore Wasserman
Ellison Moran Schultz
Engel Murphy (CT) Waters
Eshoo Nadler Watt
Farr Napolitano Waxman
Fattah Neal Weiner
Filner Olver Welch
Frank (MA) Pallone Whitfield
Frelinghuysen Pascrell Wilson (FL)
Fudge Pastor (AZ) Wolf
Garamendi Payne Woolsey
Gerlach Pelosi Wu
Gonzalez Perlmutter Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—8
Biggert Gohmert McIntyre
Coffman (CO) Keating Wittman
Giffords Matheson

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this

vote.

0 1041

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
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on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.
The Clerk will
amendment.
The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 239, noes 186,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 70]

AYES—248
Adams Forbes Marchant
Aderholt Fortenberry Marino
Akin Foxx McCarthy (CA)
Alexander Franks (AZ) McCarthy (NY)
Altmire Gallegly McCaul
Amash Gardner McClintock
Austria Garrett McCotter
Bachmann Gibbs McHenry
Bachus Gibson McKeon
Barrow Gingrey (GA) McKinley
Bartlett Goodlatte McMorris
Barton (TX) Gosar Rodgers
Bass (NH) Gowdy Mica
Benishek Granger Miller (FL)
Berg Graves (GA) Miller (MI)
Bilbray Graves (MO) Miller, Gary
Bilirakis Green, Gene Mulvaney
Bishop (UT) Griffin (AR) Murphy (PA)
Black Griffith (VA) Myrick
Blackburn Grimm Neugebauer
Bonner Guinta Noem
Bono Mack Guthrie Nugent
Boren Hall Nunes
Boustany Hanna Nunnelee
Brady (TX) Harper Olson
Brooks Harris Owens
Broun (GA) Hartzler Palazzo
Buchanan Hastings (WA) Paul
Bucshon Hayworth Paulsen
Buerkle Heck Pearce
Burgess Heinrich Pence
Burton (IN) Heller Peters
Calvert Hensarling Peterson
Camp Herger Petri
Campbell Herrera Beutler Pitts
Canseco Himes Platts
Cantor Holden Poe (TX)
Capito Huelskamp Pompeo
Cardoza Huizenga (MI) Posey
Carter Hultgren Price (GA)
Cassidy Hunter Quayle
Chabot Hurt Reed
Chaffetz Inslee Rehberg
Chandler Issa Reichert
Coble Jenkins Renacci
Cole Johnson (IL) Ribble
Conaway Johnson (OH) Rigell
Connolly (VA) Johnson, Sam Rivera
Costa Jones Roby
Costello Jordan Roe (TN)
Cravaack Kelly Rogers (AL)
Crawford King (IA) Rogers (MI)
Crenshaw King (NY) Rohrabacher
Cuellar Kingston Rokita
Culberson Kinzinger (IL) Rooney
Davis (KY) Kissell Ros-Lehtinen
DeFazio Kline Roskam
Denham Labrador Ross (AR)
Dent Lamborn Ross (FL)
DesJarlais Lance Royce
Dold Landry Runyan
Donnelly (IN) Lankford Ryan (WI)
Dreier Larsen (WA) Scalise
Duffy Latham Schilling
Duncan (SC) Latta Schmidt
Duncan (TN) Lipinski Schock
Ellmers LoBiondo Schweikert
Emerson Long Scott (SC)
Farenthold Lucas Scott, Austin
Fincher Luetkemeyer Sensenbrenner
Fitzpatrick Lummis Sessions
Flake Lungren, Daniel Shimkus
Fleischmann E. Shuler
Fleming Mack Shuster
Flores Manzullo Smith (NE)

Stated for:

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Chair, on
rollcall No. 69, | was unavoidably detained.
Had | been present, | would have voted “yes.”

AMENDMENT NO. 381 OFFERED BY MR. REED

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. REED)

AYES—239
Adams Franks (AZ) McMorris
Akin Gallegly Rodgers
Alexander Gardner Meehan
Altmire Garrett Mica
Amash Gibbs Michaud
Austria Gibson Miller (FL)
Bachmann Gingrey (GA) Miller (MI)
Barletta Gohmert Miller, Gary
Barrow Goodlatte Mulvaney
Bartlett Gosar Murphy (PA)
Barton (TX) Gowdy Myrick
Bass (NH) Granger Neugebauer
Benishek Graves (GA) Noem
Berg Graves (MO) Nugent
Bilbray Griffin (AR) Nunes
Bilirakis Griffith (VA) Nunnelee
Black Grimm Olson
Blackburn Guinta Owens
Bonner Guthrie Palazzo
Bono Mack Hall Paul
Boren Hanna Paulsen
Boustany Harper Pearce
Brady (TX) Harris Pence
Brooks Hartzler Peterson
Broun (GA) Hastings (WA) Petri
Buchanan Hayworth Pitts
Bucshon Heck Platts
Buerkle Heller Poe (TX)
Burgess Hensarling Pompeo
Burton (IN) Herger Posey
Calvert Herrera Beutler Price (GA)
Camp Huelskamp Quayle
Campbell Huizenga (MI) Reed
Canseco Hultgren Rehberg
Cantor Hunter Renacci
Capito Hurt Ribble
Cardoza Issa Rigell
Carter Jenkins Rivera
Cassidy Johnson (IL) Roby
Chabot Johnson (OH) Roe (TN)
Chaffetz Johnson, Sam Rogers (AL)
Chandler Jones Rogers (KY)
Coble Jordan Rogers (MI)
Coffman (CO) Kelly Rohrabacher
Cole King (IA) Rokita
Conaway King (NY) Rooney
Cooper Kingston Ros-Lehtinen
Costa Kissell Roskam
Cravaack Kline Ross (AR)
Crawford Lamborn Ross (FL)
Crenshaw Lance Royce
Culberson Landry Runyan
Davis (KY) Lankford Ryan (WI)
Denham Latham Scalise
Dent LaTourette Schilling
DesJarlais Latta Schmidt
Diaz-Balart Lewis (CA) Schock
Dold LoBiondo Schweikert
Donnelly (IN) Long Scott (SC)
Dreier Lucas Sensenbrenner
Duffy Luetkemeyer Sessions
Duncan (SC) Lummis Shimkus
Duncan (TN) Lungren, Daniel ~ Shuler
Ellmers E. Shuster
Emerson Mack Smith (NE)
Farenthold Manzullo Smith (NJ)
Fincher Marino Smith (TX)
Fitzpatrick McCarthy (CA) Southerland
Flake McCaul Stearns
Fleischmann MecClintock Stivers
Fleming McCotter Stutzman
Flores McHenry Terry
Forbes McIntyre Thompson (PA)
Fortenberry McKeon Thornberry
Foxx McKinley Tiberi
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Tipton Webster Woodall
Turner West Yoder
Upton Westmoreland Young (FL)
Walberg Whitfield Young (IN)
Walden Wilson (SC)
Walsh (IL) Womack
NOES—186

Ackerman Gonzalez Pascrell
Andrews Green, Al Pastor (AZ)
Baca Green, Gene Payne
Bachus Grijalva Pelosi
Baldwin Gutierrez Perlmutter
Bass (CA) Hanabusa Peters
Becerra Harman Pingree (ME)
Berkley Hastings (FL) Polis
Berman Heinrich Price (NC)
Biggert Higgins Quigley
Bishop (GA) Himes Rahall
Bishop (NY) Hinchey Rangel
Bishop (UT) Hinojosa Reichert
Blumenauer Hirono Reyes
Boswell Holden Richardson
Brady (PA) Holt Richmond
Braley (IA) Honda Rothman (NJ)
Brown (FL) Hoyer Roybal-Allard
Butterfield Inslee Ruppersberger
Capps Israel Rush
Capuano Jackson (IL) Ryan (OH)
Carnahan Jackson Lee Sanchez, Linda
Carney (TX) T.
Carson (IN) Johnson (GA) Sanchez, Loretta
Castor (FL) Johnson, E. B. Sarbanes
Chu Kaptur Schakowsky
Cicilline Keating Schiff
Clarke (MI) Kildee Schrader
Clarke (NY) Kind Schwartz
Clay Kinzinger (IL) Scott (VA)
Cleaver Kucinich Scott, David
Clyburn Labrador Serrano
Cohen Langevin Sewell
Connolly (VA) Larsen (WA) Sherman
Conyers Larson (CT) Simpson
Costello Lee (CA) Sires
Courtney Levin Slaughter
Critz Lewis (GA) Smith (WA)
Crowley Lipinski Speier
Cuellar Loebsack Stark
Cummings Lofgren, Zoe Sutton
Davis (CA) Lowey Thompson (CA)
Davis (IL) Lujan Thompson (MS)
DeFazio Lynch Tierney
DeGette Maloney Tonko
DeLauro Markey Towns
Deutch Matsui Tsongas
Dicks McCarthy (NY) Van Hollen
Dingell McCollum Velazquez
Doggett McDermott Visclosky
Doyle McGovern Walz (MN)
Edwards McNerney Wasserman
Ellison Meeks Schultz
Engel Miller (NC) Waters
Eshoo Miller, George Watt
Farr Moore Waxman
Fattah Moran Weiner
Filner Murphy (CT) Welch
Frank (MA) Nadler Wilson (FL)
Frelinghuysen Napolitano Wolf
Fudge Neal Woolsey
Garamendi Olver Wu
Gerlach Pallone Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—38
Aderholt Matheson Wittman
Giffords Scott, Austin Young (AK)
Marchant Sullivan

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 104, noes 322,
answered ‘‘present’ 2, not voting 5, as
follows:

is a 2-

[Roll No. 71]
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Gowdy Markey Ross (FL)
Graves (GA) Matheson Rothman (NJ)
Graves (MO) Matsui Roybal-Allard

Green, Al McCarthy (CA) Royce
Griffin (AR) McCarthy (NY) Ruppersberger
Griffith (VA) McCaul Rush
Grijalva McClintock Ryan (OH)
Guthrie McCollum Sanchez, Linda
Gutierrez McCotter T.
Hanabusa McDermott Sanchez, Loretta
Harman McGovern Sarbanes
Harper McHenry Scalise
Harris MecIntyre Schakowsky
Hartzler McKeon Schiff
Hastings (FL) McMorris Schilling
Hastings (WA) Rodgers Schmidt
Heck McNerney Schrader
Heller Meehan Schweikert
Hensarling Meeks Scott (VA)
Herger Mica Scott, David
Herrera Beutler  Miller (FL) Sensenbrenner
Higgins Miller (NC) Serrano
Himes Miller, Gary Sessions
Hinchey Miller, George Sewell
Hinojosa Moore Sherman
Hirono Moran Shimkus
Holt Mulvaney Shuler
Honda Myrick Simpson
Hultgren Nadler Sires
Hurt Napolitano Smith (TX)
Inslee Neal Smith (WA)
Jackson (IL) Neugebauer Speier
Jackson Lee Nugent Stark

(TX) Nunes Stearns
Johnson (GA) Nunnelee Stivers
Johnson (OH) Olson Sullivan
Johnson, E. B. Olver Sutton
Johnson, Sam Owens Terry
Jones Palazzo Thompson (CA)
Kaptur Pallone Thompson (MS)
Kildee Pascrell Thornberry
Kind Pastor (AZ) Tiberi
King (IA) Paulsen Tierney
Kingston Payne Tonko
Kissell Pelosi Towns
Kucinich Perlmutter Turner
Labrador Peterson Upton
Landry Pingree (ME) Van Hollen
Lankford Platts Velazquez
Larsen (WA) Polis Visclosky
LaTourette Posey Walden
Latta Price (GA) Walz (MN)
Lee (CA) Price (NC) Wasserman
Levin Quayle Schultz
Lewis (CA) Rahall Waters
Lewis (GA) Rangel Watt
Lipinski Rehberg Waxman
LoBiondo Reyes Webster
Loebsack Richardson Welch
Lofgren, Zoe Richmond Westmoreland
Long Rigell Wilson (FL)
Lowey Rivera Wilson (SC)
Lucas Roby Wolf
Lujan Roe (TN) Woodall
Lungren, Daniel  Rogers (MI) Woolsey

E. Rohrabacher Wu
Lynch Rokita Yarmuth
Mack Rooney Yoder
Maloney Ros-Lehtinen Young (AK)
Manzullo Roskam Young (FL)
Marchant Ross (AR) Young (IN)

ANSWERED “PRESENT”'—2
Amash Cicilline
NOT VOTING—5

Gardner Green, Gene Wittman
Giffords Shuster

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this
vote.

0 1044

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 565 OFFERED BY MR. BASS OF

NEW HAMPSHIRE

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. PRICE of
Georgia). The unfinished business is
the demand for a recorded vote on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New Hampshire (Mr. BASS) on
which further proceedings were post-

AYES—104

Aderholt Guinta Pearce
Austria Hall Pence
Barletta Hanna Peters
Bartlett Hayworth Petri
Bass (NH) Heinrich Pitts
Benishek Holden Poe (TX)
Broun (GA) Hoyer Pompeo
Bucshon Huelskamp Quigley
Buerkle Huizenga (MI) Reed
Camp Hunter Reichert
Coble Israel Renacei
Coffman (CO) Issa ) Ribble
Courtney Jenkins Rogers (AL)
Cravaack Johnson (IL) Rogers (KY)
Crenshaw Jordan

N . Runyan
Critz Keating Ryan (WI)
Davis (KY) Kelly Schock
Denham King (NY) Schwartz
Dent Kinzinger (IL)
Dold Kline Scott (SC)
Donnelly (IN) Lamborn Scott, Austin
Duffy Lance Slapghter
Ellmers Langevin Smith (NE)
Emerson Larson (CT) Smith (NJ)
Fincher Latham Southerland
Fitzpatrick Luetkemeyer Stutzman
Fleischmann Lummis Thompson (PA)
Flores Marino Tipton
Franks (AZ) McKinley Tsongas
Frelinghuysen Michaud Walberg
Garrett Miller (MI) Walsh (IL)
Gibbs Murphy (CT) Weiner
Gibson Murphy (PA) West
Granger Noem Whitfield
Grimm Paul Womack

NOES—322

Ackerman Burton (IN) Davis (CA)
Adams Butterfield Davis (IL)
AKkin Calvert DeFazio
Alexander Campbell DeGette
Altmire Canseco DeLauro
Andrews Cantor DesJarlais
Baca Capito Deutch
Bachmann Capps Diaz-Balart
Bachus Capuano Dicks
Baldwin Cardoza Dingell
Barrow Carnahan Doggett
Barton (TX) Carney Doyle
Bass (CA) Carson (IN) Dreier
Becerra Carter Duncan (SC)
Berg Cassidy Duncan (TN)
Berkley Castor (FL) Edwards
Berman Chabot Ellison
Biggert Chaffetz Engel
Bilbray Chandler Eshoo
Bilirakis Chu Farenthold
Bishop (GA) Clarke (MI) Farr
Bishop (NY) Clarke (NY) Fattah
Bishop (UT) Clay Filner
Black Cleaver Flake
Blackburn Clyburn Fleming
Blumenauer Cohen Forbes
Bonner Cole Fortenberry
Bono Mack Conaway Foxx
Boren Connolly (VA) Frank (MA)
Boswell Conyers Fudge
Boustany Cooper Gallegly
Brady (PA) Costa Garamendi
Brady (TX) Costello Gerlach
Braley (IA) Crawford Gingrey (GA)
Brooks Crowley Gohmert
Brown (FL) Cuellar Gonzalez
Buchanan Culberson Goodlatte
Burgess Cummings Gosar

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this
vote.

0 1047

Messrs. GARAMENDI and VAN
HOLLEN changed their vote from
ééaye77 to ééno.77

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chair, on
rollcall No. 71, had | been present, | would
have voted “yes.”
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AMENDMENT NO. 457 OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 115, noes 316,
not voting 2, as follows:

is a 2-

Donnelly (IN)

Larson (CT)
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amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Washington (Mrs.
MCMORRIS RODGERS) on which further
proceedings were postponed and on
which the ayes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 249, noes 179,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 73]

[Roll No. 72]
AYES—115

Adams Graves (GA) Myrick
AKin Graves (MO) Neugebauer
Amash Griffith (VA) Nugent
Bachmann Harris Nunes
Bartlett Hartzler Palazzo
Benishek Hayworth Paul
Bilbray Heller Pence
Bishop (UT) Hensarling Petri
Black Herger Pompeo
Blackburn Huelskamp Posey
Bono Mack Huizenga (MI) Price (GA)
Brady (TX) Hunter Quayle
Broun (GA) Hurt Renacci
Burton (IN) Issa ;
Campbell Jenkins g:)t;)l;le
Canf;or Johnson (IL) Rohrabacher
Capito Johnson, Sam Rokita
Chabot Jordan Roskam
Chaffetz King (IA)
Coble Kingston Royce
Ryan (WI)
Coffman (CO) Lamborn v )
Cole Lance Scahs}e
Culberson Landry Schmidt
Denham Lankford Schweikert
DesJarlais Long Scott (SC)
Dreier Lucas Scott, Austin
Duffy Lummis Sensenbrenner
Duncan (SC) Lungren, Daniel Sessions
Duncan (TN) E. Smith (NE)
Ellmers Mack Stutzman
Fincher Manzullo Sullivan
Flake Marchant Walsh (IL)
Fleischmann McCarthy (CA)  Webster
Fleming McClintock Westmoreland
Foxx McHenry Wilson (SC)
Franks (AZ) Mica Woodall
Garrett Miller (FL) Yoder
Gingrey (GA) Miller, Gary Young (AK)
Gowdy Mulvaney Young (IN)
NOES—316
Ackerman Braley (IA) Cohen
Aderholt Brooks Conaway
Alexander Brown (FL) Connolly (VA)
Altmire Buchanan Conyers
Andrews Bucshon Cooper
Austria Buerkle Costa
Baca Burgess Costello
Bachus Butterfield Courtney
Baldwin Calvert Cravaack
Barletta Camp Crawford
Barrow Canseco Crenshaw
Barton (TX) Capps Critz
Bass (CA) Capuano Crowley
Bass (NH) Cardoza Cuellar
Becerra Carnahan Cummings
Berg Carney Davis (CA)
Berkley Carson (IN) Davis (IL)
Berman Carter Davis (KY)
Biggert Cassidy DeFazio
Bilirakis Castor (FL) DeGette
Bishop (GA) Chandler DeLauro
Bishop (NY) Chu Dent
Blumenauer Cicilline Deutch
Bonner Clarke (MI) Diaz-Balart
Boren Clarke (NY) Dicks
Boswell Clay Dingell
Boustany Cleaver Doggett
Brady (PA) Clyburn Dold

Doyle Latham Rogers (KY)
Edwards LaTourette Rogers (MI)
Ellison Latta Rooney
Emerson Lee (CA) Ros-Lehtinen
Engel Levin Ross (AR)
Eshoo Lewis (CA) Ross (FL)
Farenthold Lewis (GA) Rothman (NJ)
Farr Lipinski Roybal-Allard
Fattah LoBiondo Runyan
Filner Loebsack Ruppersberger
Fitzpatrick Lofgren, Zoe Rush
Flores Lowey Ryan (OH)
Forbes Luetkemeyer Sanchez, Linda
Fortenberry Lujan T.
Frank (MA) Lynch Sanchez,
Frelinghuysen Maloney Loretta
Fudge Marino Sarbanes
Gallegly Markey Schakowsky
Garamendi Matheson Schiff
Gardner Matsui Schilling
Gerlach McCarthy (NY) Schock
Gibbs McCaul Schrader
Gibson McCollum Schwartz
Gohmert McCotter Scott (VA)
Gonzalez McDermott Scott, David
Goodlatte McGovern Serrano
Gosar McIntyre Sewell
Granger McKeon Sherman
Green, Al McKinley Shimkus
Green, Gene McMorris Shuler
Griffin (AR) Rodgers Shuster
Grijalva McNerney Simpson
Grimm Meehan Sires
Guinta Meeks Slaughter
Guthrie Michaud Smith (NJ)
Gutierrez Miller (MI) Smith (TX)
Hall Miller (NC) Smith (WA)
Hanabusa Miller, George Southerland
Hanna Moore Speier
Harman Moran Stark
Harper Murphy (CT) Stearns
Hastings (FL) Murphy (PA) Stivers
Hastings (WA) Nadler Sutton
Heck Napolitano Terry
Heinrich Neal Thompson (CA)
Herrera Beutler Noem Thompson (MS)
Higgins Nunnelee Thompson (PA)
Himes Olson Thornberry
Hinchey Olver Tiberi
Hinojosa Owens Tierney
Hirono Pallone Tipton
Holden Pascrell Tonko
Holt Pastor (AZ) Towns
Honda Paulsen Tsongas
Hoyer Payne Turner
Hultgren Pearce Upton
Inslee Pelosi Van Hollen
Israel Perlmutter Velazquez
Jackson (IL) Peters Visclosky
Jackson Lee Peterson Walberg

(TX) Pingree (ME) Walden
Johnson (GA) Pitts Walz (MN)
Johnson (OH) Platts Wasserman
Johnson, E. B. Poe (TX) Schultz
Jones Polis Waters
Kaptur Price (NC) Watt
Keating Quigley Waxman
Kelly Rahall Weiner
Kildee Rangel Welch
Kind Reed West
King (NY) Rehberg Whitfield
Kinzinger (IL) Reichert Wilson (FL)
Kissell Reyes Wolf
Kline Richardson Womack
Kucinich Richmond Woolsey
Labrador Rigell Wu
Langevin Rivera Yarmuth
Larsen (WA) Roe (TN) Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—2

Giffords Wittman

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this
vote.

[J 1050
So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 276 OFFERED BY MRS.
MCMORRIS RODGERS

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. BASS of New
Hampshire). The unfinished business is
the demand for a recorded vote on the

AYES—249
Adams Foxx Marino
Aderholt Frank (MA) Matheson
Akin Franks (AZ) McCarthy (CA)
Alexander Frelinghuysen McCaul
Amash Gallegly MecClintock
Austria Gardner McCotter
Bachmann Garrett McHenry
Bachus Gerlach McKeon
Barletta Gibbs McKinley
Barrow Gibson McMorris
Bartlett Gingrey (GA) Rodgers
Barton (TX) Gohmert Meehan
Bass (NH) Goodlatte Mica
Benishek Gosar Miller (FL)
Berg Gowdy Miller (MI)
Biggert Granger Miller, Gary
Bilbray Graves (GA) Mulvaney
Bilirakis Graves (MO) Murphy (PA)
Bishop (UT) Griffin (AR) Myrick
Black Grimm Neugebauer
Blackburn Guinta Noem
Bonner Guthrie Nugent
Bono Mack Hanna Nunes
Boren Harper Nunnelee
Boswell Harris Olson
Boustany Hartzler Palazzo
Brady (TX) Hastings (WA) Paul
Brooks Hayworth Paulsen
Broun (GA) Heck Payne
Bucshon Heller Pearce
Buerkle Hensarling Pence
Burgess Herger Peters
Burton (IN) Herrera Beutler Peterson
Calvert Himes Petri
Camp Huelskamp Pitts
Campbell Huizenga (MI) Platts
Canseco Hultgren Pompeo
Cantor Hunter Posey
Capito Hurt Price (GA)
Carter Issa Quayle
Cassidy Jenkins Reed
Chabot Johnson (IL) Rehberg
Chaffetz Johnson (OH) Reichert
Chandler Johnson, Sam Renacci
Coble Jones Ribble
Coffman (CO) Jordan Rigell
Cole Kelly Rivera
Conaway King (IA) Roby
Cooper King (NY) Roe (TN)
Cravaack Kingston Rogers (AL)
Crawford Kinzinger (IL) Rogers (KY)
Crenshaw Kline Rogers (MI)
Davis (KY) Labrador Rohrabacher
DeFazio Lamborn Rokita
Denham Lance Rooney
Dent Landry Ros-Lehtinen
DesJarlais Lankford Roskam
Diaz-Balart Latham Ross (FL)
Dold LaTourette Royce
Dreier Latta Runyan
Duffy Lewis (CA) Ryan (WI)
Duncan (SC) Lipinski Scalise
Duncan (TN) LoBiondo Schilling
Ellmers Loebsack Schmidt
Emerson Long Schock
Fincher Lucas Schweikert
Fitzpatrick Luetkemeyer Scott (SC)
Flake Lummis Scott, Austin
Fleischmann Lungren, Daniel Sensenbrenner
Fleming E. Sessions
Flores Mack Shimkus
Forbes Manzullo Shuler
Fortenberry Marchant Simpson
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Smith (NE) Thornberry Whitfield
Smith (NJ) Tiberi Wilson (SC)
Smith (TX) Tipton Wolf
Southerland Turner Womack
Speier Upton Woodall
Stearns Walberg Wu
Stivers Walden Yoder
Stutzman Walsh (IL)
Sullivan Webster g‘mng (AK)

oung (FL)
Terry West Young (IN)
Thompson (PA) Westmoreland

NOES—179
Ackerman Gonzalez Pallone
Altmire Green, Al Pascrell
Andrews Griffith (VA) Pastor (AZ)
Baca Grijalva Pelosi
Baldwin Gutierrez Perlmutter
Bass (CA) Hanabusa Pingree (ME)
Becerra Harman Poe (TX)
Berkley Hastings (FL) Polis
Bgrman Hgin;ich Price (NC)
B}shop (GA) H%ggms Quigley
Bishop (NY) Hinchey Rahall
Blumenauer Hinojosa Rangel
Brady (PA) Hirono Reyes
Brows (L) Holt Richaxdson
row .

Buchanan Honda gg(;};r?zg)l
Butterfield Hoyer Rothman (NJ)
G
Cardoza Jackson (IL) guppersberger

ush
Carnahan Jackson Lee R

yan (OH)
Carney (TX) Sanchez, Linda
Carson (IN) Johnson (GA) T ’
Castor (FL) Johnson, E. B. y
Chu Kaptur Sanchez, Loretta
Cicilline Keating Sarbanes

: Schakowsky
Clarke (MI) Kildee Schiff
Clarke (NY) Kind Schrader
Clay Kissell
Cleaver Kucinich Schwartz
Clyburn Langevin Scott (VA),
Cohen Larsen (WA) Scott, David
Connolly (VA) Larson (CT) Serrano
Conyers Lee (CA) Sewell
Costa Levin Sherman
Costello Lewis (GA) Shuster
Courtney Lofgren, Zoe Sires
Critz Lowey Slaughter
Crowley Lujan Smith (WA)
Cuellar Lynch Stark
Cummings Maloney Sutton
Davis (CA) Markey Thompson (CA)
Davis (IL) Matsui Thompson (MS)
DeGette McCarthy (NY) ~ Tierney
DeLauro McCollum Tonko
Deutch McDermott Towns
Dicks McGovern Tsongas
Dingell McIntyre Van Hollen
Doggett McNerney Velazquez
Donnelly (IN) Meeks Visclosky
Doyle Michaud Walz (MN)
Edwards Miller (NC) Wasserman
Ellison Miller, George Schultz
Engel Moore Waters
Eshoo Moran Watt
Farenthold Murphy (CT) Waxman
Farr Nadler Weiner
Fattah Napolitano Welch
Filner Neal Wilson (FL)
Fudge Olver Woolsey
Garamendi Owens Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—5

Culberson Green, Gene Wittman
Giffords Hall

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-

redesignate the

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this
vote.

0 1054

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chair, on
rollcall No. 73, had | been present, | would
have voted “no.”

AMENDMENT NO. 532 OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF
ALASKA

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished

business is the demand for a recorded

ment.

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote

has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 313, noes 117,

not voting 3, as follows:

[Roll No. 74]

AYES—313
Ackerman Dayvis (CA) Jenkins
Adams Dayvis (IL) Johnson (GA)
Aderholt DeFazio Johnson (IL)
AKkin DeGette Johnson (OH)
Alexander DeLauro Johnson, E. B.
Altmire Denham Johnson, Sam
Andrews Dent Jones
Austria DesJarlais Kaptur
Baca Deutch Keating
Bachus Diaz-Balart Kelly
Baldwin Dicks Kildee
Bartlett Dingell King (IA)
Barton (TX) Dold Kingston
Bass (CA) Donnelly (IN) Kissell
Bass (NH) Doyle Kline
Becerra Dreier Kucinich
Berg Duncan (TN) Labrador
Berkley Edwards Lance
Berman Ellison Landry
Bilbray Engel Langevin
Bishop (GA) Eshoo Larsen (WA)
Bishop (UT) Fattah Larson (CT)
Black Filner Latham
Blackburn Fincher LaTourette
Blumenauer Fleischmann Latta
Bonner Fleming Levin
Bono Mack Flores Lewis (CA)
Boren Forbes Lewis (GA)
Boswell Fortenberry Lipinski
Boustany Frank (MA) LoBiondo
Brady (PA) Frelinghuysen Loebsack
Braley (IA) Fudge Lofgren, Zoe
Brown (FL) Gallegly Lowey
Buchanan Garamendi Lucas
Burgess Gerlach Lujan
Burton (IN) Gohmert Lungren, Daniel
Butterfield Gonzalez E.
Calvert Gosar Lynch
Camp Granger Mack
Capito Green, Al Maloney
Capps Green, Gene Manzullo
Capuano Griffin (AR) Markey
Cardoza Griffith (VA) Matsui
Carnahan Grijalva McCarthy (CA)
Carney Grimm McCollum
Carson (IN) Guinta McCotter
Carter Guthrie McDermott
Cassidy Gutierrez McGovern
Castor (FL) Hanabusa McKeon
Chaffetz Harman McKinley
Chandler Harris McMorris
Chu Hartzler Rodgers
Cicilline Hastings (FL) McNerney
Clarke (MI) Hastings (WA) Meeks
Clarke (NY) Heck Mica
Clay Heinrich Michaud
Cleaver Herger Miller (MI)
Clyburn Herrera Beutler Miller (NC)
Coble Higgins Miller, Gary
Cohen Himes Miller, George
Cole Hinchey Moore
Conaway Hinojosa Moran
Conyers Hirono Murphy (CT)
Costa Holt Murphy (PA)
Costello Honda Nadler
Courtney Hoyer Napolitano
Crawford Huelskamp Neal
Crenshaw Hurt Neugebauer
Critz Inslee Noem
Crowley Issa Nugent
Cuellar Jackson (IL) Nunes
Culberson Jackson Lee Pallone
Cummings (TX) Pascrell
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Pastor (AZ) Runyan Terry
Paul Ruppersberger Thompson (CA)
Paulsen Rush Thompson (MS)
Payne Sanchez, Linda Tiberi
Pearce . Tierney
Pelosi Sanchez, Loretta Tipton
Perlmutter Sarbanes Tonko
Peterson Scalise Towns
Petri Schakowsky Tsongas
Pingree (ME) Schiff Van Hollen
Pitts Schmidt Velazquez
Platts Schrader Visclosky
Polis Schwartz Walden
Pompeo Scott (VA) Walz (MN)
Posey Scott, David Wasserman
Price (NC) Serrano Schultz
Rangel Sewell Waters
Reichert Sherman Watt
Reyes Shimkus Waxman
Richardson Shuler Webster
Richmond Shuster Weiner
Rigell Simpson Welch
Rivera Sires West
Roe (TN) Slaughter Whitfield
Rogers (AL) Smith (NE) Wilson (FL)
Rogers (KY) Smith (NJ) Wolf
Rogers (MI) Smith (TX) Woodall
Rohrabacher Southerland Woolsey
Ros-Lehtinen Speier Wu
Ross (AR) Stark Yarmuth
Ross (FL) Stearns Yoder
Rothman (NJ) Stivers Young (AK)
Roybal-Allard Sutton Young (FL)
NOES—117
Amash Gowdy Palazzo
Bachmann Graves (GA) Pence
Barletta Graves (MO) Peters
Barrow Hall Poe (TX)
Benishek Hanna Price (GA)
Biggert Harper Quayle
Bilirakis Hayworth Quigley
Bishop (NY) Heller Rahall
Brady (TX) Hensarling Reed
Brooks Holden Rehberg
Broun (GA) Huizenga (MI) Renacci
Bucshon Hultgren Ribble
Buerkle Hunter Roby
Campbell Israel Rokita
Canseco Kind Rooney
Cantor King (NY) Roskam
Chabot Kinzinger (IL) Royce
Coffman (CO) Lamborn Ryan (OH)
Connolly (VA) Lankford Ryan (WI)
Cooper Lee (CA) Schilling
Cravaack Long Schock
Davis (KY) Luetkemeyer Schweikert
Doggett Lummis Scott (SC)
Duffy Marchant Scott, Austin
Duncan (SC) Marino Sensenbrenner
Ellmers Matheson Sessions
Emerson McCarthy (NY) Smith (WA)
Farenthold McCaul Stutzman
Farr MecClintock Sullivan
Fitzpatrick McHenry Thompson (PA)
Flake McIntyre Thornberry
Foxx Meehan Turner
Franks (AZ) Miller (FL) Upton
Gardner Mulvaney Walberg
Garrett Myrick Walsh (IL)
Gibbs Nunnelee Westmoreland
Gibson Olson Wilson (SC)
Gingrey (GA) Olver Womack
Goodlatte Owens Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—3
Giffords Jordan Wittman

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this
vote.

O 1057

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Chair, during rollcall
vote No. 74 on H.R. 1, | mistakenly recorded
my vote as “no” when | should have voted
“yes.”

| ask unanimous consent that my statement
appear in the RECORD following rollcall vote
No. 74.
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AMENDMENT NO. 410 OFFERED BY MR. PRICE OF
GEORGIA

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. PRICE) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 176, noes 250,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 75]

AYES—176
Adams Garrett Neugebauer
Aderholt Gibbs Noem
Akin Gingrey (GA) Nugent
Alexander Gohmert Nunes
Amash Goodlatte Nunnelee
Austria Gosar Olson
Bachmann Gowdy Palazzo
Bachus Granger Paul
Barton (TX)  Gritm (aR)  Lousen
Benishek Griffith (VA) gzifff
Berg Guinta Pitts
Bilbray Guthrie Platts
Bilirakis Hall
Bishop (UT) Harper Poe (TX)
Black Harris Pompeo
Blackburn Hartzler Posey
Bonner Hastings (WA) Price (GA)
Bono Mack Hayworth Quayle'
Boustany Heller Renaccei
Brady (TX) Hensarling Ribble
Brooks Herger Rigell
Broun (GA) Huelskamp Roby
Buchanan Huizenga (MI) Roe (TN)
Buerkle Hunter Rogers (AL)
Burgess Hurt Rogers (KY)
Burton (IN) Issa Rohrabacher
Calvert Jenkins Rokita
Campbell Johnson, Sam Rooney
Canseco Jones Ross (FL)
Cantor Jordan Royce
Carter King (IA) Scalise
Cassidy Kingston Schmidt
Chabot Lamborn Scott (SC)
Chaffetz Landry Scott, Austin
Coble Lankford Sessions
Coffman (CO) Latt'a Shimkus
Cole Lewis (CA) Smith (NE)
Conaway Long Smith (TX)
Crawford Lucas Southerland
Crenshaw Luetkemeyer Stearns
Culberson Lummis Stutzman
Davis (KY) Lungren, Daniel Terry
Denham E.
DesdJarlais Mack Thompson (PA)
Dreier Manzullo Thornberry
Duncan (SC) Marchant Tipton
Duncan (TN) Marino Upton
Ellmers McCarthy (CA) Walsh (IL)
Fincher McCaul Webster
Flake McClintock West
Fleischmann McHenry Westmoreland
Fleming McKeon Wilson (SC)
Flores McMorris Wolf
Forbes Rodgers Womack
Foxx Mica Woodall
Franks (AZ) Miller (FL) Yoder
Frelinghuysen Miller, Gary Young (AK)
Gallegly Mulvaney Young (FL)
Gardner Myrick Young (IN)

NOES—250
Ackerman Barletta Berkley
Altmire Barrow Berman
Andrews Bass (CA) Biggert
Baca Bass (NH) Bishop (GA)
Baldwin Becerra Bishop (NY)

Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Bucshon
Butterfield
Camp
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cravaack
Critz
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Dayvis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Dent
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Duffy
Edwards
Ellison
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Farenthold
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fitzpatrick
Fortenberry
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gerlach
Gibson
Gonzalez
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Grimm
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hanna
Hastings (FL)
Heck
Heinrich
Herrera Beutler

Crowley
Giffords
Harman

Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hultgren
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly
Kildee
Kind
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Kucinich
Labrador
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinley
McNerney
Meehan
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters

NOT VOTING—7

Schweikert
Shuster
Sullivan
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Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rivera
Rogers (MI)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Séanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schilling
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Simpson
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Stivers
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tiberi
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walberg
Walden
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Whitfield
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Wittman

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this

vote.

O 1100

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

February 17, 2011

AMENDMENT NO. 100 OFFERED BY MR. WEINER

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
WEINER) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 268, noes 163,
not voting 2, as follows:

[Roll No. 76]

AYES—268
Adams Duncan (TN) Lankford
Aderholt Ellmers Larsen (WA)
Akin Emerson Latham
Alexander Fincher Latta
Altmire Fitzpatrick Lipinski
Amash Flake LoBiondo
Andrews Fleischmann Long
Austria Fleming Luetkemeyer
Baca Flores Lummis
Bachmann Forbes Lungren, Daniel
Bachus Foxx E.
Barletta Franks (AZ) Mack
Barrow Frelinghuysen Manzullo
Bartlett Gallegly Marchant
Barton (TX) Gardner Marino
Bass (NH) Garrett Matheson
Benishek Gerlach McCarthy (CA)
Berg Gibbs McCarthy (NY)
Biggert Gibson McCaul
Bilbray Gingrey (GA) McClintock
Bilirakis Gohmert McCotter
Bishop (NY) Goodlatte McHenry
Bishop (UT) Gosar McIntyre
Black Gowdy McKeon
Blackburn Graves (GA) McKinley
Bonner Graves (MO) McMorris
Bono Mack Green, Gene Rodgers
Boren Griffin (AR) Meehan
Boustany Griffith (VA) Mica
Brady (TX) Grimm Miller (FL)
Brooks Guinta Miller (MI)
Broun (GA) Guthrie Miller, Gary
Buchanan Hanna Mulvaney
Bucshon Harper Murphy (PA)
Buerkle Harris Myrick
Burgess Hartzler Neugebauer
Burton (IN) Hastings (WA) Noem
Calvert Hayworth Nugent
Camp Heck Nunes
Campbell Heller Nunnelee
Canseco Hensarling Olson
Cantor Herger Owens
Capito Herrera Beutler Palazzo
Cardoza Himes Pascrell
Carney Holden Paul
Carter Huelskamp Paulsen
Cassidy Huizenga (MI) Pearce
Chabot Hultgren Pence
Chaffetz Hunter Peters
Chandler Hurt Peterson
Coble Israel Petri
Coffman (CO) Issa Pitts
Conaway Jenkins Platts
Cooper Johnson (IL) Poe (TX)
Costa Johnson (OH) Pompeo
Costello Johnson, Sam Posey
Cravaack Jones Price (GA)
Crawford Jordan Quayle
Crenshaw Kelly Rahall
Cuellar Kind Reed
Culberson King (IA) Rehberg
Denham King (NY) Reichert
Dent Kinzinger (IL) Renacci
DesdJarlais Kissell Ribble
Dingell Kline Rigell
Dold Labrador Rivera
Dreier Lamborn Roby
Duffy Lance Roe (TN)
Duncan (SC) Landry Rogers (AL)
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Rogers (KY) Scott, Austin Visclosky
Rogers (MI) Sensenbrenner Walberg
Rohrabacher Sessions Walden
Rokita Sewell Walsh (IL)
Rooney Shimkus Walz (MN)
Ros-Lehtinen Shuler Wasserman
gOSk?XlR) ghuSCer Schultz
0SS impson
Ross (FL) Smith (NE) g:ﬂfgr
Rothman (NJ) Smith (NJ)
Royce Smith (TX) West
Runyan Southerland We§tmore1and
Ryan (WI) Stearns Whitfield
Sanchez, Loretta Stivers Wilson (3C)
Scalise Stutzman Womack
Schilling Sullivan Woodall
Schmidt Terry Yarmuth
Schock Thompson (PA) Yoder
Schrader Tiberi Young (AK)
Schwartz Tipton Young (FL)
Schweikert Turner Young (IN)
Scott (SC) Upton
NOES—163
Ackerman Fudge Moran
Baldwin Garamendi Murphy (CT)
Bass (CA) Gonzalez Nadler
Becerra Granger Napolitano
Berkley Green, Al Neal
Berman Grijalva Olver
Bishop (GA) Gutierrez Pallone
Blumenauer Hall Pastor (AZ)
Boswell Hanabusa Payne
Brady (PA) Harman Pelosi
Braley (IA) Hastings (FL) Perlmutter
Brown (FL) Heinrich Pingree (ME)
Butterfield Higgins Polis
Capps Hinchey Price (NC)
Capuano Hinojosa Quigley
Carnahan Hirono Rangel
Carson (IN) Holt Reyes
Castor (FL) Honda Richardson
Chu Hoyer Richmond
Cicilline Inslee Roybal-Allard
Clarke (MI) Jackson (IL) Ruppersberger
Clarke (NY) Jackson Lee Rush
Clay (TX) Ryan (OH)
Cleaver Johnson (GA) Sanchez, Linda
Clyburn Johnson, E. B. T.
Cohen Kaptur Sarbanes
Cole Keating Schakowsky
Connolly (VA) Kildee Schiff
Conyers Kingston Scott (VA)
Courtney Kucinich Scott, David
Critz Langevin Serrano
Crowley Larson (CT) Sherman
Cummings LaTourette Sires
Davis (CA) Lee (CA) Slaughter
Dayvis (IL) Levin Smith (WA)
Davis (KY) Lewis (CA) Speier
DeFazio Lewis (GA) Stark
DeGette Loebsack Sutton
DeLauro Lofgren, Zoe Thompson (CA)
Deutch Lowey Thompson (MS)
Diaz-Balart Lucas Thornberry
Dicks Lujan Tierney
Doggett Lynch Tonko
Donnelly (IN) Maloney Towns
Doyle Markey Tsongas
Edwards Matsui Van Hollen
Ellison McCollum Velazquez
Engel McDermott Waters
Eshoo McGovern Watt
Farenthold McNerney Waxman
Farr Meeks Welch
Fattah Michaud Wilson (FL)
Filner Miller (NC) Wolf
Fortenberry Miller, George Woolsey
Frank (MA) Moore Wu
NOT VOTING—2
Giffords Wittman

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this

vote.

O 1104

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 248 OFFERED BY MR. CANSECO

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the

gentleman from Texas (Mr. CANSECO)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 274, noes 155,
not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 77]

AYES—274
Adams Duncan (TN) Lankford
Aderholt Ellmers Latham
AKkin Emerson LaTourette
Alexander Farenthold Latta
Altmire Fincher Lewis (CA)
Amash Fitzpatrick Lipinski
Austria Flake LoBiondo
Bachmann Fleischmann Long
Bachus Fleming Lucas
Barletta Flores Luetkemeyer
Barrow Forbes Lummis
Bartlett Fortenberry Lungren, Daniel
Barton (TX) Foxx E.
Bass (NH) Franks (AZ) Mack
Benishek Frelinghuysen Manzullo
Berg Gallegly Marchant
Biggert Garamendi Marino
Bilbray Gardner Matheson
Bilirakis Garrett McCarthy (CA)
Bishop (NY) Gerlach McCarthy (NY)
Black Gibbs McCaul
Blackburn Gibson MecClintock
Bonner Gingrey (GA) McCotter
Bono Mack Gohmert McHenry
Boren Goodlatte MclIntyre
Boswell Gosar McKeon
Boustany Gowdy McKinley
Brady (TX) Granger McMorris
Brooks Graves (GA) Rodgers
Broun (GA) Graves (MO) Mica
Buchanan Griffin (AR) Miller (FL)
Bucshon Griffith (VA) Miller (MI)
Buerkle Grimm Miller, Gary
Burgess Guinta Mulvaney
Burton (IN) Guthrie Murphy (PA)
Calvert Hall Myrick
Camp Hanna Neugebauer
Campbell Harper Noem
Canseco Harris Nugent
Cantor Hartzler Nunes
Capito Hastings (WA) Nunnelee
Cardoza Hayworth Olson
Carney Heck Owens
Carter Heller Palazzo
Cassidy Hensarling Pascrell
Castor (FL) Herrera Beutler Paul
Chabot Himes Pearce
Chaffetz Holden Pence
Chandler Huelskamp Peters
Coble Huizenga (MI) Peterson
Coffman (CO) Hultgren Petri
Cole Hunter Pitts
Conaway Hurt Platts
Connolly (VA) Inslee Poe (TX)
Cooper Israel Pompeo
Costa Issa Posey
Costello Jenkins Price (GA)
Cravaack Johnson (IL) Quayle
Crawford Johnson (OH) Rahall
Crenshaw Johnson, Sam Reed
Cuellar Jones Rehberg
Culberson Jordan Renacci
Davis (KY) Keating Ribble
DeFazio Kelly Rigell
Denham Kind Rivera
Dent King (IA) Roby
DesJarlais King (NY) Roe (TN)
Diaz-Balart Kingston Rogers (AL)
Dingell Kissell Rogers (KY)
Dold Kline Rogers (MI)
Donnelly (IN) Labrador Rohrabacher
Dreier Lamborn Rokita
Duffy Lance Rooney
Duncan (SC) Landry Ros-Lehtinen

H1087

Roskam Shuster Walberg
Ross (AR) Simpson Walden
Ross (FL) Smith (NE) Walsh (IL)
Royce Smith (TX) Walz (MN)
Runyan Soupherland Wasserman
Ryar} (WI) Speier Schultz
Scal‘lsfe Stgarns Webster
Schlll'mg Stivers West
Schmidt Stugzman Westmoreland
Schock Sullivan e

Whitfield
Schrader Sutton X
Schwartz Terry Wilson (SC)
Schweikert Thompson (PA)  WoIf
Scott (SC) Thornberry Womack
Scott, Austin Tiberi Woodall
Sensenbrenner Tipton Yarmuth
Sessions Turner Young (AK)
Shimkus Upton Young (IN)
Shuler Visclosky

NOES—155

Ackerman Gutierrez Paulsen
Andrews Hanabusa Payne
Baca Harman Pelosi
Baldwin Hastings (FL) Perlmutter
Bass (CA) Heinrich Pingree (ME)
Becerra Higgins Polis
Berkley Hinchey Price (NC)
Berman Hinojosa Quigley
B}shup (GA) Hirono Rangel
Bishop (UT) Holt Reichert
Blumenauer Honda Reyes
Brady (PA) Hoyer X

Richardson
Braley (IA) Jackson (IL) :

Richmond
Brown (FL) Jackson Lee Rothman (NJ)
Butterfield (TX)
Capps Johnson (GA) Roybal-Allard
Capuano Johnson, E. B. Ruppersberger
Carnahan Kaptur Rush
Carson (IN) Kildee Ryan (OH)
Chu Kinzinger (IL) Sanchez, Linda
Cicilline Kucinich T.
Clarke (MI) Langevin Sanchez, Loretta
Clarke (NY) Larsen (WA) Sarbanes
Clay Larson (CT) Schakowsky
Cleaver Lee (CA) Schiff
Clyburn Levin Scott (VA)
Cohen Lewis (GA) Scott, David
Conyers Loebsack Serrano
Courtney Lofgren, Zoe Sewell
Critz Lowey Sherman
Crowley Lujan Sires
Cummings Lynch Slaughter
Davis (CA) Maloney Smith (WA)
Dayvis (IL) Markey Stark
gegette ﬁaé&ﬁ Thompson (CA)

eLauro cCollum
Deutch McDermott ggﬁlf;on (M8)
Dicks McGovern T
onko
Doggett McNerney Towns
Doyle Meehan
Edwards Meeks Tsongas
Ellison Michaud Van Hollen
Engel Miller (NC) Velazquez
Eshoo Miller, George Waters
Farr Moore Watt
Fattah Moran Waxman
Filner Murphy (CT) Weiner
Frank (MA) Nadler Welch
Fudge Napolitano Wilson (FL)
Gonzalez Neal Woolsey
Green, Al Olver Wu
Green, Gene Pallone Yoder
Grijalva Pastor (AZ) Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—4

Giffords Smith (NJ)
Herger Wittman

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this
vote.

0 1107

Mr. DIAZ-BALART changed his vote
from ‘“‘no” to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 29 OFFERED BY MR. HELLER

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Nevada (Mr. HELLER)
on which further proceedings were
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postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.
The Clerk will
amendment.
The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 190, noes 241,
not voting 2, as follows:

[Roll No. 78]

AYES—190
Adams Graves (GA) Paul
Aderholt Graves (MO) Pearce
AKin Griffith (VA) Pence
Amash Guinta Peters
Austria Hall Petri
Bachmann Hanna Pitts
Barletta Harris Platts
Bartlett Hartzler Poe (TX)
Barton (TX) Hastings (WA) Pompeo
Benishek Hayworth Posey
Bilbray Heck Price (GA)
Bilirakis Heller Quayle
Bishop (UT) Hensarling Rahall
Black Herger Reed
Blackburn Holden Rehberg
Boswell Huelskamp Ribble
Brooks Huizenga (MI) Rigell
Broun (GA) Hunter Rivera
Buchanan Hurt
Bucshon Jenkins EEZXTN)
Buerkle Johnson (IL) Rogers (KY)
Burgess Johnson (OH)

Burton (IN)

Johnson, Sam

Rogers (MI)

Rohrabacher

Camp Jones Rokita
Campbell Jordan
Canseco Kelly Rooney

N Ros-Lehtinen
Cantor King (IA) R FL
Carter Kingston 0ss (FL)

N Royce
Chabot Kissell Runyan
Chaffetz Labrador R WI
Coble Lamborn Syan (WD
Coffman (CO) Lance Sgir;sjilt
Conaway Landry
Costello Lankford Schrad'er
Culberson Latham Schweikert
DeFazio Latta Seott (SC)
Dent LoBiondo Scott, Austin
DesJarlais Long Senslenbrenner
Diaz-Balart Luetkemeyer Ses‘smns
Duffy Lynch Shimkus
Duncan (SC) Mack Shuster
Duncan (TN) Manzullo Simpson
Ellmers Marino Smith (NE)
Farenthold McCarthy (CA)  Smith (TX)
Fincher McCaul Southerland
Fitzpatrick McClintock Stearns
Flake McCotter Stutzman
Fleischmann McHenry Sullivan
Fleming McIntyre Terry
Flores McMorris Thornberry
Forbes Rodgers Tiberi
Foxx Meehan Tipton
Franks (AZ) Mica Upton
Gardner Miller (FL) Walberg
Garrett Miller (MI) Walden
Gerlach Mulvaney Walsh (IL)
Gibbs Murphy (PA) Webster
Gibson Myrick Westmoreland
Gingrey (GA) Neugebauer Wilson (SC)
Gohmert Nugent Woodall
Goodlatte Nunes Yoder
Gosar Nunnelee Young (AK)
Gowdy Olson Young (FL)
Granger Palazzo Young (IN)

NOES—241
Ackerman Becerra Boren
Alexander Berg Boustany
Altmire Berkley Brady (PA)
Andrews Berman Brady (TX)
Baca Biggert Braley (IA)
Bachus Bishop (GA) Brown (FL)
Baldwin Bishop (NY) Butterfield
Barrow Blumenauer Calvert
Bass (CA) Bonner Capito
Bass (NH) Bono Mack Capps

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Capuano Himes Pelosi
Cardoza Hinchey Perlmutter
Carnahan Hinojosa Peterson
Carney Hirono Pingree (ME)
Carson (IN) Holt Polis
Cassidy Honda Price (NC)
Castor (FL) Hoyer Quigley
Chandler Hultgren Rangel
Chu Inslee Reichert
Cicilline Israel Renacci
Clarke (MI) Issa Reyes
Clarke (NY) Jackson (IL) Richardson
Clay Jackson Lee Richmond
Cleaver (TX) Rogers (AL)
Clyburn Johnson (GA) Roskam
Cohen Johnson, E. B. Ross (AR)
Cole Kaptur Rothman (NJ)
Connolly (VA) Kgatmg Roybal-Allard
Conyers K}ldee Ruppersberger
Cooper K}nd Rush
Costa K}ng' (NY) Ryan (OH)
Courtney szmger (IL) Sanchez, Linda
Cravaack Kline T.
Crawford Kuc1n1gh Sanchez, Loretta
ot Lareen (va)  Sorbanes
Crowley Larson (CT) ggiiaflzowsky
Cuellar LaTourette Schilling
Cummings Lee (CA) Schock
Davis (CA) Levin Schwartz
Davis (IL) Lewis (CA) Scott (VA)
Davis (KY) Lewis (GA) Scott. David
DeCGette Lipinski somamo
DeLauro Loebsack errano
Sewell
Denham Lofgren, Zoe
Sherman
Deutch Lowey Shuler
Dicks Lucas Sires
Dingell Lujan
Doggett Lummis gﬁ&ih&?{])
Dold Lungren, Daniel N
Donnelly (IN) E. Smith (WA)
Doyle Maloney Speier
Dreier Marchant Stark
Edwards Markey Stivers
Ellison Matheson Sutton
Emerson Matsui Thompson (CA)
Engel McCarthy (NY) ~ Thompson (MS)
Eshoo McCollum Thompson (PA)
Farr McDermott Tierney
Fattah McGovern Tonko
Filner McKeon Towns
Fortenberry McKinley Tsongas
Frank (MA) McNerney Turner
Frelinghuysen Meeks Van Hollen
Fudge Michaud Velazquez
Gallegly Miller (NC) Visclosky
Garamendi Miller, Gary Walz (MN)
Gonzalez Miller, George Wasserman
Green, Al Moore Schultz
Green, Gene Moran Waters
Griffin (AR) Murphy (CT) Watt
Grijalva Nadler Waxman
Grimm Napolitano Weiner
Guthrie Neal Welch
Gutierrez Noem West
Hanabusa Olver Whitfield
Harman Owens Wilson (FL)
Harper Pallone Wolf
Hastings (FL) Pascrell Womack
Heinrich Pastor (AZ) Woolsey
Herrera Beutler Paulsen Wu
Higgins Payne Yarmuth

Giffords

NOT VOTING—2

Wittman

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this

vote.

Mrs.

O 1111

ROBY and Mr.
changed their vote from ‘‘no” to ‘‘aye.”

NUNNELEE

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

February 17, 2011

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 176, noes 250,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 79]

AMENDMENT NO. 43 OFFERED BY MR. SESSIONS

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

AYES—176

Adams Gibbs Nugent
Aderholt Gingrey (GA) Nunes
Akin Goodlatte Nunnelee
Alexander Gosar Olson
Amash Gowdy Paul
Austria Granger Paulsen
Bachmann Graves (GA) Pearce
Bartlett Graves (MO) Pence
Barton (TX) Griffin (AR) Petri
Benishek Griffith (VA) Pitts
Bilbray Guinta Poe (TX)
Bilirakis Guthrie Pompeo
Bishop (UT) Harper Posey
Black Harris Price (GA)
Blackburn Hastings (WA)
Bonner Hayworth ngyle
Bono Mack Heck Reichert
Boustany Heller Rgnacm
Brady (TX) Hensarling R¥bble
Brooks Herrera Beutler  Rivera
Broun (GA) Huelskamp Roby
Buchanan Huizenga (MI) Roe (TN)
Bucshon Hultgren Rogers (AL)
Buerkle Hunter Rogers (KY)
Burgess Hurt Rohrabacher
Burton (IN) Issa Rokita
Calvert Jenkins Rooney
Campbell Johnson (OH) Ros-Lehtinen
Canseco Johnson, Sam Roskam
Cantor Jones Ross (FL
Carter Jordan Roycé k
Cassidy K@ng (IA) Ryan (WI)
Chabot Klpgston Scalise
Chaffetz Kline Schmidt
Coffman (CO) Labrador Schweikert
Conamag  Lmbom saot 50

v ry ;
Crawford Lankford ggzzghﬁ:ﬁfﬁr
Crenshaw Latta Sessions
Culberson Long Simpson
Davis (KY) Luetkemeyer Smith (NE)
Denham Lummis ml
DesJarlais Lungren, Daniel Smith (TX)

N ! Southerland
Dreier .
Dauffty Mack Stearns
Duncan (SC) Marino Stutzman
Duncan (TN) McCarthy (CA) Terry
Ellmers McCaul Thompson (PA)
Emerson McClintock Thornberry
Farenthold McHenry Tipton
Fincher McKeon Walden
Flake McMorris Walsh (IL)
Fleischmann Rodgers Webster
Fleming Mica, West
Flores Miller (FL) Westmoreland
Foxx Miller, Gary Wilson (SC)
Franks (AZ) Mulvaney Womack
Gallegly Myrick Woodall
Gardner Neugebauer Yoder
Garrett Noem Young (IN)

NOES—250

Ackerman Blumenauer Chu
Altmire Boren Cicilline
Andrews Boswell Clarke (MI)
Baca Brady (PA) Clarke (NY)
Bachus Braley (IA) Clay
Baldwin Brown (FL) Cleaver
Barletta Butterfield Clyburn
Barrow Camp Coble
Bass (CA) Capito Cohen
Bass (NH) Capps Cole
Becerra Capuano Connolly (VA)
Berg Cardoza Conyers
Berkley Carnahan Cooper
Berman Carney Costa
Biggert Carson (IN) Costello
Bishop (GA) Castor (FL) Courtney
Bishop (NY) Chandler Critz
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Crowley Kinzinger (IL) Richardson
Cuellar Kissell Richmond
Cummings Kucinich Rigell
Davis (CA) Lance Rogers (MI)
Davis (IL) Langevin Ross (AR)
DeFazio Larsen (WA) Rothman (NJ)
gthette Eazi‘m (CT) Roybal-Allard
en atham
Deutch LaTourette gﬁgg:;lsberger
Diaz-Balart Lee (CA) Rush
Dicks Levin
Dingell Lewis (GA) }S‘;’;‘ghgzmim da
Doggett Lipinski T ’
Dold LoBiondo San-chez Loretta
Donnelly (IN) Loebsack Sarbaneé
Doyle Lofgren, Zoe
Edwards Lowey Sch?‘kowsky
Ellison Lucas Sch}ffv
Engel Lujan Schilling
Eshoo Lynch Schock
Farr Maloney Schrader
Fattah Manzullo Schwartz
Filner Marchant Scott (VA)
Fitzpatrick Markey Scott, David
Forbes Matheson Sewell
Fortenberry Matsui Sherman
Frank (MA) McCarthy (NY) Shimkus
Frelinghuysen McCollum Shuler
Fudge McCotter Shuster
Garamendi McDermott Sires
Gerlach McGovern Slaughter
Gibson McIntyre Smith (NJ)
Gohmert McKinley Smith (WA)
Gonzalez McNerney Speier
Green, Al Meehan Stark
Green, Gene Meeks Stivers
Grijalva Michaud Sullivan
Grimm Miller (MI) Sutton
Gutierrez Miller (NC) Thompson (CA)
Hanabusa Miller, George Thompson (MS)
ganna ﬁoore Tiberi
arman oran i
Hartzler Murphy (CT) $g€;‘f{1§y
Hastings (FL) Murphy (PA) Towns
Heinrich Nadler Tsongas
Higgins Napolitano Turner
Himes Neal Upton
Hinchey Olver Van Hollen
Hinojosa Owens Velazquez
Hirono Palazzo X
Holden Pallone Visclosky
Holt Pascrell Walberg
Honda Pastor (AZ) Walz (MN)
Hoyer Payne Wasserman
Inslee Pelosi Schultz
Israel Perlmutter Waters
Jackson (IL) Peters Watt
Jackson Lee Peterson Waxman
(TX) Pingree (ME) Weiner
Johnson (GA) Platts Welch
Johnson (IL) Polis Whitfield
Johnson, E. B. Price (NC) Wilson (FL)
Kaptur Quigley Wolf
Keating Rahall Woolsey
Kelly Rangel Wu
Kildee Reed Yarmuth
Kind Rehberg Young (AK)
King (NY) Reyes Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—T7
DeLauro Herger Wittman
Giffords Lewis (CA)
Hall Serrano

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this
vote.

0O 1114

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. For the pur-
pose of entering into a colloquy, I yield
to the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
AKIN).

Mr. AKIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, the goal of this col-
loquy is to clarify language associated
with funds provided for the Expedi-
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tionary Fighting Vehicle, or EFV, in
the Research, Development, Test and
Evaluation, Navy section of the bill. It
is my understanding that the accom-
panying table states that $145 million
of the funds provided for the EFV ter-
mination liability may be released
only for use in system development and
demonstration activities upon certifi-
cation by the Secretary.

Mr. Chairman, is that the language
included in the report accompanying
this bill?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman is correct. The
language which is included in the ex-
planatory tables provides $145 million
for termination liability, or for contin-
ued system development and dem-
onstration if certified by the Sec-
retary.

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Chairman, my concern
is that the Department of Defense may
interpret this language as direction
from Congress to terminate EFV in
this year, regardless of any rec-
ommendations made by Congress dur-
ing debate on the fiscal year 2012 budg-
et.

No matter how this issue is resolved
by Congress in fiscal year 2012, orderly
conclusion of the fiscal year 2011 SDD
activities that are already under con-
tract and well underway is essential for
the Nation to get a usable product for
its $3 billion investment. My reading of
this language is that it provides suffi-
cient flexibility for the Department to
continue through SDD, and we encour-
age the Department to do just that.

Mr. Chairman, is it the intent of the
committee to provide sufficient flexi-
bility for the Department to continue
SDD activities related to the EFV?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I would say to
the gentleman, Mr. Chairman, that it
is the intent of the committee to pro-
vide that flexibility. In fact, it is my
hope that the Department exercises
this flexibility to finish SDD activities
and get something usable for the $3 bil-
lion investment that we have already
made.

Here is a unique opportunity for a
win-win situation. The Marines want
to cancel the program, and they would
normally pay a $145 million termi-
nation fee. Here is an opportunity, and
we believe the contractor is agreeable,
to forego the payment of the $145 mil-
lion to them, but use that money to
continue the program so that we at
least get something for the $3 billion
that we have already appropriated.

If T might expand on the colloquy,
one of the problems that we have in
our defense budgeting is that we too
often start a program, spend a lot of
money on it, and then decide to termi-
nate it and get little or nothing for
what we already did. So I believe it is
important for the Department to have
this flexibility as they negotiate the
remaining activities for the fiscal year.

It is my hope the Department would
be able to reach an agreement which
would provide for an orderly conclusion
of the fiscal year 2011 SDD activities
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and ensure the Marine Corps is able to
harvest the advances in technology and
beneficial equipment from the pro-
gram, should the program not be con-
tinued.

Mr. AKIN. Chairman YOUNG, I would
appreciate a commitment from you to
work together on the issue, the Appro-
priations Committee and the Armed
Services Committee, as we consider the
fiscal 2012 defense budget. The Congress
must ensure that marines have the
equipment they need to successfully
accomplish the missions they are asked
to perform, and that includes amphib-
ious assault.
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I appreciate your willingness to work
on this. I think that what we’re doing
is we’ve got $3 billion already invested.
As you say, it doesn’t make sense to
waste that investment, especially when
you’re talking about a very small
amount of money to finish up. It leaves
the flexibility to take a really good
look at how do we accomplish that
critical mission of moving marines
from the ocean to the shore.

So I appreciate your working on this
colloquy and agreeing to where we’re
going.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. The gen-
tleman knows that he and I are on the
same page on this issue. We want to
get something for the money we’ve al-
ready spent, and we think this is a way
out.

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

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

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, as I un-
derstand it, if we can add $34 million to
the funding, we can get all the testing
completed and not have to pay termi-
nation costs under the contract. So it
seems to me you can make a case that
this is the most cost-effective thing to
do. That’s at least what I understood.

Is that the gentleman’s under-
standing, or should we get the Marine
Corps up here to try to explain this, or
somebody?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. My under-
standing is the $34 million would be to
complete the research and the develop-
ment of the program and to develop the
new innovations to this particular ve-
hicle.

Mr. DICKS. I think that’s a wise
course. I look forward to working with
the gentleman on this.

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

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

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I
want to engage in a colloquy with my
colleague from Florida, the chairman
of the House Defense Appropriations
Committee. I stand today to support
wounded warrior rehabilitation pro-
grams that support our brave military
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men and women who have sacrificed
parts of their body for our freedom;
men and woman who have sacrificed so
much that today we can stand here on
this floor and offer our remarks. These
programs provide life-saving, life-
changing rehabilitation services to
thousands of injured servicemen and
-women.

We must keep our promise to our
troops and veterans, consistent with
the Pledge to America, which allows
exceptions related to government fund-
ing so that we can honor our commit-
ment to those who have served. We all
know in this Chamber that we can
never repay what our military men and
women have sacrificed for us and for
our freedom, witnessed today by Mr.
JOHNSON’s presence at the chair and
our recognition of the troops who have
served. These programs are a small
way to support those who have sac-
rificed so much to keep us safe and
free.

Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member
DICKS, as you begin the difficult task of
reviewing the fiscal year 2012 budget, 1
ask that you consider the needs and
the well-being of our injured service-
men and -women. I hope that we can
work together to ensure that these
types of rehabilitation programs for
wounded warriors are given fair consid-
eration during that process.

Mr. Chairman, I now yield to the gen-

tleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
LANGEVIN).
Mr. LANGEVIN. I thank the gen-

tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to
highlight the success of the wounded
warrior rehabilitation program, spe-
cifically those which use community-
based partnerships to provide injured
U.S. military personnel with the oppor-
tunity to engage in sports activities as
part of their rehabilitation at DOD
medical centers in their home commu-
nities. These programs illustrate the
power of sports activities to help
wounded warriors return to a healthy
and active lifestyle. Today, thousands
of injured servicemembers from the
Iraqg and Afghanistan conflicts have
benefited from these programs, and
some even participated in the Depart-
ment’s first Wounded Warrior Games
competition held last May.

Wounded warrior rehabilitation pro-
grams are located at major DOD med-
ical treatment facilities, military in-
stallations, veterans facilities, and the
communities around the country where
our injured servicemembers live.
Wounded warriors, as we all know, la-
dies and gentlemen, are heroes for serv-
ing our country and important role
models to so many people in our com-
munities. We greatly appreciate their
service, their sacrifice, and their lead-
ership.

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I now
yield to the ranking member of the Ap-
propriations Committee, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. DICKS).

Mr. DICKS. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to speak on this issue. Wounded
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warrior rehabilitation programs that
have worked with national and commu-
nity organizations have provided sub-
stantial support for injured members of
our Armed Forces to participate in
physical activity as an important as-
pect of their rehabilitation. Research
shows that daily physical activity en-
hances wounded warriors’ confidence,
achievements, and quality of life.
These programs are essential, and I
would like to work with my colleague
in the upcoming year to ensure that
those programs will continue.

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I now
yield to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to congratulate and thank
the gentleman from Washington for
bringing this matter before the House
today. It is something that Mr. DICKS
and I have worked with ever since
these wars began—something that we
cannot overlook, something that is ex-
tremely, extremely serious—a major
debt that we owe to the men and
women who serve our country as
warfighters. And so I would say again
to the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. REICHERT), thank you very much
for bringing this matter before the
House today.

Mr. REICHERT. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman, and I thank the ranking
member. I look forward to working
with you and Mr. LANGEVIN in making
sure that our wounded veterans return-
ing home are rehabilitated, are coun-
seled, and receive the medical care and
encouragement they need to lead a
fruitful life.

Mr. DICKS. Will
yield?

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

Mr. DICKS. I really think we’ve got
to solve this problem. This is very un-
fair, this one program. This is a na-
tional program in every sense of the
word, and we have either got to get it
authorized or do whatever we have to
do to make this possible. I look for-
ward to working with you to achieve
that.

Mr. REICHERT. Reclaiming my
time, I thank the gentleman, and I
look forward to working with you. I
really appreciate your enthusiasm and
passion. I know all of us in this body
would support this issue once we can
get it solved.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

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

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
wish to enter into a colloquy with the
gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today to enter into a col-
loquy with my friend and distinguished
chairwoman of the Appropriations Sub-
committee on Financial Services and
General Government. I would like to
thank you, Madam Chairman, as well

the gentleman
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as Chairman ROGERS and your respec-
tive staffs, for all your hard work. I ap-
preciate your willingness to work with
me and my staff on this issue.

I planned on offering my amendment,
No. 264, that would have prevented any
funding in this act to be used for va-
cant Federal properties. However it’s
drafted, this language would have had
serious unintended consequences. We
see those sorts of things happen around
here a lot.

I would like to take this opportunity
to clarify the intent behind my amend-
ment and how it highlights an increas-
ingly larger problem. According to a
Senate report on questionable spend-
ing, roughly $25 billion is spent annu-
ally to maintain vacant or unused Fed-
eral properties. My goal is to close off
that spigot of Federal waste. Unfortu-
nately, my amendment as drafted
would have inadvertently prevented
basic security or the ability to respond
to an emergency situation such as a
broken pipe or others.

That being said, even with the cur-
rent funds, we have numerous vacant
Federal buildings crumbling all across
our Nation. The Veterans Administra-
tion alone spends $170 million a year,
often on buildings that they would
rather sell, were Congress not standing
in the way. In fact, a good example is
those at the Charlie Norwood VA Cen-
ter in Augusta, Georgia, that I rep-
resent.

If we intend to tackle other difficult
problems, we cannot continue to punt
on the simple ones. It is outrageous
that hundreds of billions of dollars
have been wasted on unused buildings
sitting for over a decade waiting for
renovation funding. We need to sell
what isn’t absolutely necessary and in
the meantime stop burning dollars on
the maintenance of buildings going to
waste.
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The problem with these buildings is
symbolic of the Federal Government as
a whole; so large and bloated that some
are lost in limbo, decaying and sapping
valuable resources. We have redundant
agencies and regulations lost in the
bloat, just like these buildings. Again,
if we hope to make headway on the
critical budget issues that we face as a
Nation, we must begin with these
smaller commonsense changes.

I hope that my colleagues will allow
me to work on this issue with them
during this process and the upcoming
2012 appropriations cycle. And I just re-
quest from the chairman, I hope that
you will work with me. We’ve got
many vacant unused Federal properties
all over this country that we need to
stop funding. We need to sell these and
reduce the debt by the funds that we
do.

So I'd like to ask the chairman of the
subcommittee if she’ll be eager to work
with me on this issue.

Mrs. EMERSON. The gentleman
raises an absolutely critical issue that
there are examples of all over the coun-
try. We are more than willing to work
with you on a continuing basis.
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You may be happy to note that we
have cut $1.7 billion from the public
buildings fund in this continuing reso-
lution. But we’ve got a lot more work
to do. And as we prepare the FY 2012
spending bill, I think that we’ll find
more examples. It’s very critical to
save every penny we can.

I just want to thank you so much for
your dedication to finding all the waste
that we have in the Federal budget.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Thank you,
chairman. I appreciate your willing-
ness to work with me.

AMENDMENT NO. 189 OFFERED BY MS. WOOLSEY

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by division A of this Act may be used to re-
search, develop, test, evaluate, or procure
any of the following:

(1) Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle.

(2) V=22 Osprey aircraft.

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

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order
is reserved.

The gentlewoman from California is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would eliminate the V-22
Osprey aircraft and the expeditionary
fighting vehicle. For years, the Pen-
tagon has been throwing billions at
weapons systems that don’t work and
don’t keep us safe; weapons systems
that are obsolete in the post-Cold War
era; weapons systems that are not giv-
ing us bang for the buck.

The V-22 Osprey is essentially a
lemon. It makes defense contractors
rich but doesn’t make our military
strong. It has a notoriously bad safety
record, having killed 30 of our own peo-
ple in training exercises, and a deadly
V=22 crash in Afghanistan last year was
claimed as a victory by the Taliban.
Billions over budget for a weapons sys-
tem that’s killing our own people—not
a good deal for the taxpayer, to say the
least.

The GAO has noted that this plane
has trouble flying over 8,000 feet or in
extreme heat. It also has problems car-
rying troops, transporting cargo, and
operating in high-threat environments.

A combat plane that can’t operate in
high-threat environments? Is there
anything the Osprey can do? Actually,
can it deliver mail? The President’s
deficit commission recently rec-
ommended we stop writing blank
checks for the Osprey. So did another
top official who more than 20 years ago
said: ‘‘Given the risk we face from a
military standpoint, the V-22 is at the
bottom of the list, and for that reason,
I decided to terminate it.”

That’s not a prominent Democrat
speaking, Mr. Chairman; that’s a
former Secretary of Defense named
Dick Cheney.
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The Marine Corps’ expeditionary
fighting vehicle would provide almost
as much savings, between $8 and $9 bil-
lion over the next decade. The Presi-
dent’s proposed budget pulls the plug
on this system, which is more than 14
yvears behind schedule and has also ex-
perienced major cost overruns.

According to the Task Force on a
Unified Security Budget, the EFV
breaks down on average every 8 hours
and has trouble steering in water.
Shouldn’t we be worried about an am-
phibious vehicle that doesn’t steer well
in water? Would you spend billions of
dollars on a family car that breaks
down every 8 hours and doesn’t steer
well?

And besides, even if the EFV ran like
a dream, when was the last time we
needed to launch an attack by sea?
Once again, we’re developing weapons
for enemies that no longer exist.

With spending cut fever having hit
Capitol Hill, you would think these
wasteful systems would be among the
very first on the chopping block. But
naturally my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle would rather scale
back the very things keeping people
safe and strong—police on the streets,
investments in innovation and infra-
structure, NIH research, education as-
sistance from Head Start to Pell
Grants, and much, much more.

I say we go in a different direction. If
we’re serious about restoring fiscal dis-
cipline, both the V-22 Osprey and the
EFV must go.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I withdraw the reservation on the
point of order.

The Acting CHAIR. The reservation
is withdrawn.

Mr. DICKS. I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

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

Mr. DICKS. We have already had a
straight up-or-down vote on the Osprey
and resoundingly supported it here in
the committee.

On the expeditionary fighting vehi-
cle, there’s a decision been made by the
Secretary of the Navy to end this pro-
gram. What we’re trying to do is to do
it in a way that finishes the research
with an additional $34 million and
avoids termination liability.

I urge a ‘‘no’’ on this amendment.

I yield to the gentleman from Flor-
ida, the chairman.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. We just had a very
good colloquy on the issue of the EFV
and we think we have a solution here
that is good for the taxpayer, is good
for the Marine Corps, and is good for
the Marines. Here’s an opportunity to
get something for the $3 billion that
we’ve already spent on this program.
So I must be opposed to that.

On the V-22, we’ve already voted on
that once during the earlier procedures
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on this bill. The V-22 did have some de-
velopmental problems years ago. The
V-22 is a most effective weapon being
used in Afghanistan. Because of the
high mountains, because of the high al-
titudes, because of the weather, the V-
22 is the vehicle of choice to move our
war fighters from where they are to
where they have to be.

I would hope that the vote would be
the same on this amendment as it was
earlier on the V-22, and that’s to defeat
it. Here is an airplane—the Marines use
this V-22 in Afghanistan on a regular
basis because it has the capability that
the CH-46 does not have. It has the
ability for altitude, it has the ability
for speed, and it is an outstanding air-
craft today.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chair, although |
support Secretary Gates’ call to terminate the
Expeditionary Force Vehicle (EFV), | must un-
fortunately oppose the Woolsey amendment
because it also seeks to cancel the Osprey
program, whose termination | do not support.

The EFV is clearly not a wise use of Amer-
ican tax dollars. It is 14 years behind schedule
and estimated to cost 168 percent more than
originally estimated. Because of these reali-
ties, along with the evolving nature of naval
warfare, Secretary Gates, the Secretary of the
Navy and the Commandant of the Marine
Corps have all recommended that it be termi-
nated—and it was not included in President
Obama’s FY 12 Budget. By contrast, after
overcoming a number of operational and cost
concerns, the Osprey has become a top pri-
ority for the Marine Corps and does enjoy
command support.

If 1 could split this amendment into two sep-
arate votes, | would do so. Since | cannot, |
will oppose it and continue to pursue a delib-
erate, program by program approach to finding
needed savings in our defense budget.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. WOOL-
SEY).

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. ADERHOLT. I would like to turn
to my colleague, Chairman MICA of the
Transportation Committee, with an
amendment that he has.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman and Mr.
ADERHOLT, first of all, I want to thank
you for recognizing me and also giving
me this opportunity to speak on my
amendment which in consultation with
you, Mr. Chairman, I will withdraw and
not offer.

That is amendment, I believe it’s
numbered 543 as printed. Mr.
ADERHOLT, first I want to thank you
for your pledge to continue to work
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with your subcommittee and our full
committee in your rigorous oversight
of how the Transportation Security
Administration is spending our scarce
resources.
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Unfortunately, the TSA bureaucracy
has mushroomed since 9/11 from a
workforce of 16,500 to 62,000 employees
today.

The purpose of my amendment is my
concern about the growth and adminis-
trative overhead—a huge number of
personnel. TSA has more employees
than the Department of State, the De-
partment of Education and Labor, and
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development combined.

Now listen to this: TSA head-
quarters, which is within a few miles of
where we’re standing, has 3,776—latest
count—administrative bureaucrats em-
ployed, and 27 percent are supervisors
of them. The average pay of these 3,700-
plus bureaucrats here is $105,000.

Having helped create TSA in the
aftermath of 9/11, I can tell you we
never intended to support this kind of
bureaucracy.

Now listen to this: if you think the
bureaucracy in Washington is bad,
there are 9,233 non-screener employees
at the airports across the country.
There are only 400 airports in the pro-
gram. That’s 20 bureaucrats per airport
on average. This agency is totally out

of control. In addition, in the 2012
budget, they have asked for 3,300 more
positions.

In its nearly 10 years since creation,
Mr. Chairman, TSA still lacks the in-
stitutional capacity to become a per-
formance-driven organization.

On January 28, TSA shut down the
most successful screening program we
had. We set up two models, both with
Federal supervision and one using pri-
vate contractors. Every positive initia-
tive we have ever gotten from TSA
came from those programs, and they
shut it down. In addition, one week
later, they granted collective bar-
gaining rights to TSA workers.

It is time that we dramatically re-
form TSA and cut its massive adminis-
trative bureaucracy. I will work with
you. My cuts are not as surgical as
maybe they need to be, but we will
work with you to improve its mission.
My goal is for less bureaucracy and to
redirect TSA to its important security
mission.

Finally, the failure of TSA puts this
Nation at risk—read the GAO reports—
with the total failure of the SPOT pro-
gram, the behavior recognition pro-
gram. Get the classified briefings on
the failure of the advanced technology.
They went out and bought $500 million
worth of equipment, and spent another
$500 million to install it. The failure is
dramatic. You can read that as Mem-
bers of Congress.

The failure of the pat-down program.
Everyone is getting patted down. Do
you think that’s helpful? I implore
Members to get a classified briefing
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and see, again, the results of that fail-
ure.

The failure to have even a pilot iden-
tification. Six years ago, I asked for a
pilot identification that’s durable, not
something that looks like it came out
of a crackerjack box, with the pilot’s
photograph on it and a biometric meas-
ure. After spending millions of dollars,
TSA gave a card, but the only pilots on
it were Wilbur and Orville Wright. The
biometric measure that they put in is a
total failure. Any credit card you have
in your wallet has a better capability
than what they have produced.

It is failure after failure, and they
put us at risk. I thank you for offering
to work with me to make the necessary
changes.

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

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

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

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield to
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
ADERHOLT).

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Let me say, Mr. MicA, that I com-
pletely understand your interest in
pushing TSA to meet its mission in a
most cost-effective manner.

Because of these concerns, we have
placed a number of provisions within
the CR, provisions which constrain
TSA spending to include a firm cap on
the number of airport screeners TSA
may hire in FY11l. Additionally, we
have included a strong oversight provi-
sion requiring them to report on their
efforts to incorporate more advanced
integrated technology into the check-
points.

Let me add that our subcommittee
fully intends to review all of TSA’s se-
curity and management practices as we
prepare for the FY12 Homeland bill. I
plan to carry forward and expand with-
in the FY12 bill the oversight that we
began with the CR. I would like to
work closely with you and your com-
mittee in an effort, as we move for-
ward, to try to address these concerns
that you shared with us this morning.

Let me just say that we certainly in
this country want to strike a balance
between having security in this Nation
and making sure that we have appro-
priate oversight.

I appreciate you calling attention to
these issues that you mentioned this
morning. I can assure you our com-
mittee will work with you in trying to
work toward doing a better job in over-
sight for TSA and in making sure we
do have the security we need for this
country.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Reclaim-
ing my time, when we first stood up
TSA, I chaired that subcommittee. We
put a limit on the number of employees
that TSA could have.

They first wanted, I think it was,
30,000 people. We said no. Then they
went up to 35,000; then they went to
40,000; then they went to 43,000. I said
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time out. So we put a limit of 44,000 on
the number of TSA employees that
were allowed. That cap stayed in place
until 2006, which is when the other
party gained control of this body. The
cap came off.

Mr. MicA, I don’t know the total
number. I think it’s in the 60s.

Mr. MICA. Will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. MICA. The number is 62,000, of
which we have 3,770 administrative per-
sonnel in Washington, DC, and another
over 9,000 administrative personnel in

non-screening positions across the
country.
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. We've

heard your statement. We’re up to
62,000 now and it’s way too much.

Let me ask the chairman: Is there a
cap now reinstated in this bill for TSA
employees?

I yield to the gentleman from Ala-
bama.

Mr. ADERHOLT. We have a cap of
46,000 in this bill.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. They
can’t go above 46,0007

Mr. ADERHOLT. That is correct.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. There are
62,000.

So there will be some reductions; am
I correct?

Mr. ADERHOLT. We are looking at
absolutely doing that, yes, sir.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. All right.
Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, I want to congratu-
late Chairman MIcCA and Chairman
ADERHOLT, who are working together
to rein in this organization, which has
almost gone beyond belief, so that we
can get some discipline and some sav-
ings in this organization.

I don’t know about you, but at the
airports I go through, there are way
too many TSA employees just standing
around, making conversation with each
other. That’s okay, but we are
overstaffed at TSA. This bill gets us
back to being within some degree of
reason.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Will the gentleman
yield?

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

Mr. ADERHOLT. Let me just clarify
that the number of screeners is capped
at 46,000 right now.

Let me assure you that we will con-
tinue to monitor that to make sure
that your concerns from when you were
chairman of this subcommittee—and of
course the chairman of the Transpor-
tation Committee’s concerns—will be
addressed. I appreciate both of your
input this morning, and we look for-
ward to working with you both.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Thank
you.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Really
quickly, I support everything my col-
leagues just said, but I want to deviate
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a little bit and talk about something
real quickly that needs to be discussed.
Mr. Chairman, we have sent two or
three letters to the President—Con-
gressman POE, Congressman ROYCE and
I and others—regarding our southern
border. We just had two ICE agents at-
tacked. One was killed. Seventy, eighty
miles into Arizona, there are signs tell-
ing the American people: Don’t go
south of here because of the danger.
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This is in America. We have drug
dealers sitting in spy sites in the
United States monitoring the border
from the U.S. side to make sure that
they can bring their drugs across and
bring people across in their vans and
other ways. It is a real problem.

Now, we sent 17,000 people down to
the gulf when the oil spill took place.
We haven’t sent over 1,400 National
Guard people down and not even near
the border in many cases, and we’ve
got a terrible problem. Farmers and
people are scared to death to go along
the 1,980-mile border between us and
Mexico, and the President has ignored
letter after letter after letter that
would deal with this problem.

And I would just say to the adminis-
tration, if they were listening, let’s get
on with protecting that southern bor-
der. It’s a war zone, and people are
afraid, scared to death down there, and
they’re being killed and bullets are
coming across the border. So I'd just
like to say that I'd like to take this op-
portunity to encourage the administra-
tion to really get on with protecting
our southern border.

Mr. DICKS. Will the gentleman
yield?
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to

the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. I agree with the gen-
tleman. I've been down there on that
southern border. I would just point out,
though, that yesterday we Kkilled the
National Drug Intelligence Center,
which is used by the Justice Depart-
ment to try and target the people com-
ing across, I mean, this was a Justice
Department program, but your side
killed it.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Reclaiming
my time, sending National Guard
troops down there en masse to protect
that border until it’s completely se-
cure, along with the border patrol
agents, will do the job. The cut yester-
day would not affect this kind of an ap-
proach to solving the problem.

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

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

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to engage the chairman of the sub-
committee, Mr. LATHAM, in a colloquy.

As the gentleman knows, I believe
the implementation of the next genera-
tion of air traffic control is a very nec-
essary and critical step in bringing our
aviation system into the 21st century.
The Nation’s aviation transportation
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network is currently based on an out-
dated, outmoded, decades-old, land-
based radar system. Our cell phones
have better capability than our air
traffic control system. The next gen-
eration of air traffic control reflects an
approach to move forward while mak-
ing our aviation system much safer,
much more efficient, and much more
cost-effective by moving it to a sat-
ellite-based system that will benefit all
Americans.

Once fully implemented, the next
generation system will reduce flight
delays, saving Americans billions of
dollars in lost productivity. Aircraft
will be able to operate more efficiently,
resulting in less fuel consumption.
Congestion at some of our Nation’s
busiest airports will be significantly
reduced, freeing up much needed air-
space to accommodate growth in the
aviation sector.

And I’m particularly proud that most
of the work that is being done to vali-
date the FAA’s next generation of air
traffic control is being done at the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration’s Tech-
nical Center in my district in New Jer-
sey that will help develop this and im-
plement it.

That is why I rise today, and while I
strongly support the House’s effort to
reduce wasteful government spending, 1
am also very concerned about pro-
grams that could be affected
unintendedly, and this measure in-
cludes a slight reduction in the FAA’s
facilities and equipment account, an
account which could provide some of
the funding for the work associated
with NextGen. Can the gentleman as-
sure me that this reduction will not
negatively impact the critical work
that is taking place on the next gen-
eration of air traffic control.

Mr. LATHAM. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. LOBIONDO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. LATHAM. 1 appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding.

I, too, share his commitment to
NextGen, and I believe that this pro-
gram is essential to achieving the
much-needed improvements in our
aviation system. The committee has
consulted with the FAA. We believe
that these modest savings will be bene-
ficial to the taxpayers while providing
the FAA with the funds necessary to
continue to do the important work in
bringing NextGen to fruition.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Thank you, Mr.
LATHAM, for sharing that information
and for your commitment to the next
generation of air traffic control, and I
look forward to continuing to work
with you and the committee and this
body to see that accomplished.

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

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

Mr. WOLF. I had an amendment,
which has now been ruled out of order,
to create an Afghanistan-Pakistan
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study group. The war in Afghanistan
has been going on for 10 years. The
first person killed in Afghanistan was
from my congressional district, Mi-
chael Spann. I was the author of the
Iraq Study Group, where we got Baker
and Hamilton in a bipartisan way to
come together to look at the war. I
have asked the administration to do
something, and quite frankly, when I
read Woodward’s book, ‘Obama’s
War,” it was depressing because it al-
most looks like they’re approaching
this on basically political ways, polit-
ical means.

The war has now been going on for 10
years, and quite frankly, I think not
only has the administration failed, but
Congress has failed. So what I hope to
do is to, at an appropriate time, offer
an amendment to create an Afghani-
stan-Pakistan study group, modeled
after the Iraq Study Group, and put on
people like Sam Nunn; former chair-
man of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee DUNCAN HUNTER; Ryan Crocker,
who was our former ambassador to Iraq
and who supports the concept; General
Jack Keane, who was author of the
surge; General Charles Krulak, who
was the Commandant of the Marine
Corps; General Zinni, who was Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps; and Ike
Skelton, former chairman of the House
Armed Services Committee, to see are
we fighting this war the right way, are
we doing the right thing.

And I believe we need fresh eyes on
the target, and when you look at and
read ‘‘Obama’s War” by Woodward, you
can see there are no fresh eyes on the
target, and we owe it, we owe it to the
men and women that are fighting in
Afghanistan and dealing with this issue
to make sure that we are doing every-
thing possible—and I don’t know what
the answer is—everything possible to
make sure that we’re doing what we
should do as a Nation.

And with that, I hope when there’s an
opportunity I can offer this amend-
ment—because I don’t think the ad-
ministration is going to do this by Ex-
ecutive order—that we can adopt be-
cause we owe it to our fighting men.

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

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

Mrs. HARTZLER. I rise to enter into
a colloquy with the gentleman from
Florida.

I stand today to support our brave
military men and women and their
families who sacrifice in the service of
freedom. Mr. Chairman, can you assure
me that this bill will not in any way
harm or put to risk our troops?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Will the gen-
tlelady yield?

Mrs. HARTZLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the
gentlelady for raising the question. It’s
something we should discuss more and
more, and in fact, we have an obliga-
tion to our troops and our warfighters
and our veterans.
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I would say that Mr. DICKS and I
worked long and hard to come up with
the savings that we were instructed to
come up with, and I can guarantee the
gentlelady, we did not create anything
that would have an adverse effect on
our warfighters. It would not have an
adverse effect on our Nation’s readi-
ness, would not have an adverse effect
on their training and their preparation
for war.

So I say to the gentlelady, I share
her very strong commitment, and I
thank her for her strong commitment,
and our subcommittee has the same
strong commitment. So I can assure
her.

Mrs. HARTZLER. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. As you know, in our Con-
stitution one of the few things that
we’re supposed to do here is to provide
for the common defense, and I know
I'm committed to doing that, and I
know you’re committed to doing that,
and yet we have this continuing resolu-
tion, and so that certainly makes me
feel more confident that in our efforts
that our troops are being watched out
for and their families.

So I thank you for that commitment,
and will you continue to promise to
work with me through this coming
year to move forward to ensure that
our troops and their families are sup-
plied with all that they need?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I can, and I
would like to say that we look forward
to working with you during this Con-
gress as we do what it is that you want
us to do.

Mrs. HARTZLER. Thank you very
much for your commitment. I look for-
ward to it.
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Mr. CULBERSON. I move to strike
the last word.

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

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Chair, in an
effort to help my constituents under-
stand, the country understand, and
even almost understand the scale of
the problem we face, it’s important I
think to think of the expenses, the ob-
ligations of the Federal Government in
terms of our own budget, that if we in
our own lives take our income, you’ve
got to calculate your income and your
expenses. And the things you have got
to pay first are the mortgage; you have
got to pay the light bill. You have to
make sure that, above all, the expenses
of your home are paid first. And in the
same way, the Federal Government
must pay the expenses of the manda-
tory programs, like Medicare, Med-
icaid, Social Security, the interest on
the national debt, our obligation to our
veterans. Those programs must be paid
first.

We bring in about $2.2 trillion in rev-
enue every year from all sources. When
you take into account what the Fed-
eral Government must pay to our vet-
erans, to the mandatory spending pro-
grams, those programs cost about $2.3
trillion. Therefore, the way to think
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about the scale of the problem we face
is to analyze it in terms of, when do
we, as a Nation, run out of cash and
have to start borrowing? When is na-
tional credit card day? And in ana-
lyzing that, I discovered that we actu-
ally don’t have a national credit card
day.

At the stroke of midnight on the first
day of the fiscal year, the United
States Government has already bor-
rowed $105 million. Now, tax freedom
day occurs in May, far too late in the
year when we begin to work for our-
selves and no longer are working to
pay taxes. But as a Nation, we begin to
borrow money. We have already bor-
rowed $105 million at the stroke of mid-
night that must be paid off by our kids.
And the scale of the problem, there-
fore, is far larger than the appropria-
tions bill we face here today.

We, in this new majority, were elect-
ed by the Nation to begin to deal with
the terrible burden of the debt, the ter-
rible burden of these unfunded liabil-
ities that our children and our grand-
children are going to pay. For the first
time in history, our predecessors in
this Congress, our predecessors in the
White House, and this President have
loaded our children up with an unparal-
leled, unprecedented level of debt that
we today in this debate on this appro-
priations bill are beginning to deal
with. The $100 billion cuts that we are
making here today will allow us to
stop borrowing for about 5 days. We’ll
get out to, say, Friday before we have
to start borrowing money.

The scale of the problem is so huge
that if we think of it in terms of when,
as a Nation, we have to start borrowing
money, when is national credit card
moment, then we, I think, can help ex-
plain to the public the urgency of get-
ting spending under control, of cutting
back everywhere we can, of focusing
the Nation on its core functions under
the Constitution.

We, in this new majority, are com-
mitted to restoring the constitutional
limits on our Federal Government, re-
storing the 10th Amendment, restoring
individual liberty wherever we can.
And in so doing, as Thomas Jefferson
liked to say, if you apply the Constitu-
tion, the knot will untie itself. No mat-
ter what the problem is, Mr. Jefferson
liked to point out, that if we simply
apply the Constitution, the knot will
untie itself.

What lies ahead of us if we do not
deal with this problem, not only of the
spending year to year, but we’ve got to
really dramatically deal with the
fraud, the waste, and the abuse in our
social welfare problems to begin to
deal with them realistically—both par-
ties, Republicans and Democrats—and
controlling the explosive growth of the
entitlement programs.

In looking at the history of the
Roman Empire, Mr. Chair, we see that
at the end of the Roman Empire one
writer of the period went so far as to
suggest that those who lived off the
Treasury in the Roman Empire were
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more numerous than those paying into
it. At the end of the empire, under
Diocletian and Constantine, when it
really began to decline, the Roman
Empire taxed its citizens more heavily,
conscripted their labor, and regulated
their lives and their occupations in
every detail. The Roman Empire be-
came a coercive, omnipresent, all-pow-
erful organization that subdued indi-
vidual interests and levied all re-
sources towards one overarching goal,
the survival of the state.

We, as a Nation, have got to deal
with the scale of the spending, the
debt, these unfunded liabilities that
are being passed on to our kids or, if
we’re not careful, the United States
will follow the Roman Empire in de-
valuing our currency, in the level of
debt at a scale that can’t be repaid.
And you saw it towards the end of the
Roman Empire where taxation became
so heavy that it consumed all the re-
sources of the state.

In conclusion, Mr. Chair, I would
point out that at the end of the Roman
Empire, the one writer of the period
pointed out that it was actually very
common for Romans who were taxed so
heavily, who were crushed and so over-
whelmed with bureaucracy, that they
actually welcomed the invaders who
were taking over the Roman Empire.

It’s a decisive moment in American
history, Mr. Chair. We in the new ma-
jority, this constitutional conservative
majority, are bringing these amend-
ments. I thank Mr. ROGERS for bringing
this bill to the floor, the largest cuts
we’ve ever seen in annual spending. We
as a nation are at a turning point, and
I am convinced that we finally are be-
ginning to deal with this problem and
we’ll get spending under control.

I yield back the balance of my time.

AMENDMENT NO. 208 OFFERED BY MR. COLE

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to carry out chapter
95 or chapter 96 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986.

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

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, this is a
simple amendment, and it’s on an issue
we voted on as recently as 3 weeks ago.
Very simply put, my amendment pro-
hibits the use of funds under this act to
administer or carry out any of the ac-
tivities for the Presidential Election
Campaign Fund or to transfer public
dollars to political conventions under
chapter 96 of the Internal Revenue
Code.

Just 3 weeks ago, this House passed
H.R. 359, which eliminated taxpayer fi-
nancing for Presidential election cam-
paigns and political party conventions.
This bill passed by a vote of 239-160
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under a modified open rule. If signed
into law, it will save $617 million over
10 years.

Mr. Chairman, today’s amendment is
a down payment on that goal. CBO
scored this amendment as saving $38
million in budgetary authority and $40
million in outlays for fiscal year 2011.
We all know on this floor we need to
cut spending. Mr. Chairman, we can
start today by canceling political wel-
fare for politicians and political party
conventions. This is an easy amend-
ment that I urge all Members to sup-
port.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SERRANO. I move to strike the

last word.
The Acting CHAIR (Mr.
FORTENBERRY). The gentleman from

New York is recognized for 5 minutes.

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

It’s interesting that the gentleman
calls it political welfare for elected of-
ficials. We should remember why this
was created and when it was created.
This was created after Watergate, and
it was created as an understanding that
we needed to move more and more to a
situation where folks with a lot of
money would not go around controlling
our elections. The gentleman calls it
political welfare for Presidential can-
didates, but, in fact, without this, it is
totally in the hands of people making
donations; whereas, here, it is the aver-
age American citizen who gets a
chance to donate to this campaign.

We know that a lot of the amend-
ments that will come up today are di-
rected not necessarily at issues but, I
believe, and many of us believe, are di-
rected at who is the resident of the
White House right now. We have an
election coming up in 2012, and I think
some would rather have an open-ended
private contribution situation where a
lot of very wealthy people in this coun-
try control the giving to elections. I
really think that this is an amendment
that sounds like a savings, but it isn’t.
It is part of many amendments we will
see today to strike at this particular
President and at the White House and
at the expenses that have to do with
the President of the United States.

So I would hope that folks under-
stand first of all why this was created,
why it’s been important, why Presi-
dential candidates accept this kind of
funding, but, most importantly, why it
allows the American taxpayer the abil-
ity—the ability—to decide if he or she
wants to participate in having some-
thing to do with how the election gets
funded.
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No one is forced to do this. This is
just an opportunity for the average
American to participate. So I really
hope that, in a bipartisan fashion, peo-
ple turn this down and reject this
amendment.

I yield back.

Mrs. EMERSON. I move to strike the
last word, Mr. Chairman.
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Missouri is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mrs. EMERSON. I rise in support of
the Cole amendment because I think
political candidates should rely on pri-
vate donations rather than tax dollars
for their political campaigns.

And I might mention to my very dear
friend, Mr. SERRANO, that I think that
the President of the United States
today showed the best example of peo-
ple all around the country of every fi-
nancial means contributing to his cam-
paign. Friends of my children did $5 a
month or offered $10. I mean, that was
the most incredible show of involve-
ment that I've seen in my life. And so
to say that it would be against this
precedent, I think, is just not fair.

I also think that this amendment
adds to the good work done by Mr.
COLE and our leader’s office, with the
YouCut bill, H.R. 359. And according to
the CBO, this amendment will actually
save $38 million. And $38 million is $38
million. And quite frankly, we’re look-
ing to save as many tax dollars as pos-
sible.

So, Mr. Chair, I would strongly sup-
port this amendment.

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

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

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 514 OFFERED BY MR. PRICE OF
NORTH CAROLINA

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to enforce the re-
quirements in—

(1) section 34(a)(1)(A) of the Federal Fire
Prevention and Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C.
2229a(a)(1)(A));

(2) section 34(a)(1)(B) of such Act;

(3) section 34(c)(1) of such Act;

(4) section 34(c)(2) of such Act; and

(5) section 34(c)(4)(A) of such Act.

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

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, as Members are aware, H.R.
1 provided no funding in 2011 for fire-
fighter hiring grants, also known as
SAFER grants, a reduction of $420 mil-
lion. Fortunately, yesterday the House
resoundingly overturned that ill-ad-
vised move and adopted an amendment
by Mr. PASCRELL to restore the fund-
ing.

But my colleagues should be aware
that funding is only part of the prob-
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lem with this bill when it comes to the
SAFER program. The underlying bill
also neglects to maintain provisions
enacted in fiscal years 2009 and 2010
that allowed fire departments to use
these grants to rehire laid-off fire-
fighters and to prevent others from
being laid off in the first place.

The law traditionally permits
SAFER grants only to hire new staff.
That provision makes sense when our
economy is booming and local govern-
ments are in a position to hire new
workers. But when the recovery is still
fragile and local budgets are actually
contracting and workers are being laid
off, FEMA needs the flexibility to use
these grants to keep firefighters from
being cut off in the first place.

After all, the purpose of the SAFER
program is to help maintain a safe
level of fire staffing across the country.
According to the firefighter organiza-
tions, over 5,000 firefighter jobs have
been lost since 2008, and another 5,200
are currently at risk. Right now, the
safety of our communities is being
jeopardized by potential and actual
layoffs of public safety personnel, not
mainly because of a reluctance to hire
new personnel.

This amendment also continues pro-
visions from 2009 and 2010 that waived
certain budgetary requirements local
fire departments have to fulfill in order
to receive a grant. These include not
allowing our fire department’s overall
budget to drop below a certain level,
not reducing staff over a number of
years, even if budgets continue to suf-
fer, and providing local matching
funds. Again, these provisions are fine
when local coffers are healthy, but we
all know how strapped our cities and
counties are right now, and these re-
quirements, quite simply, are impos-
sible for many of them to meet.

So, Mr. Chairman, if we don’t pass
this amendment and waive these provi-
sions, the fire organizations tell me
that very few departments will be able
to apply for funds. The burden of these
requirements is simply too much right
now. The result will be more firefighter
layoffs, fewer rehires, and a less pre-
pared country.

Mr. Chairman, in weighing this
amendment I encourage colleagues to
consider the intent of the SAFER pro-
gram: ensuring we have a safe level of
staffing of our Nation’s preeminent
first responders, firefighters, and en-
suring that our communities have
workable options for keeping their fire-
fighting staffs at full strength.

We’ve already overwhelmingly sup-
ported funding for firefighter jobs by
adding funding back to the SAFER pro-
gram. If we really support these jobs,
we should vote to allow these funds to
be used flexibly, in the best way pos-
sible to keep the firefighters on staff.

I yield back.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Alabama is recognized for 5 min-
utes.
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Mr. ADERHOLT. Yesterday, the
House of Representatives voted to add
$5610 million to assistance to firefighter
grants by devastating the Department
of Homeland Security’s developing
science and technology programs.

It’s only prudent that we use this
money in a very responsible manner,
by forcing the local communities to
comply with the original intent of the
SAFER programs, by sharing in the
cost of hiring their personnel, by cre-
ating new jobs, and by committing to
retain newly hired firefighters.

In today’s lean economy, we cannot
use precious taxpayer money to sub-
sidize a local responsibility.

At this time I would like to yield to
the past chairman of this sub-
committee on Homeland Security and
the new chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations, Chairman ROGERS.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I thank
the chairman for yielding, and thank
him for the great work he’s doing
chairing this subcommittee in the
House.

As Chairman ALDERHOLT has said,
SAFER was originally authorized for
the purpose of increasing the number
of new firefighters in local commu-
nities, a hand up, not a handout.

SAFER was not intended to rehire or
retain firefighters, and certainly was
not intended to serve as an operating
subsidy for what is unquestionably a
municipal local responsibility.

The Federal Fire Prevention and
Control Act contains very specific re-
quirements that local communities
have to meet in order to obtain funds.
However, the Democrats waived many
of these requirements in fiscal 2009 and
then again in 2010.

When initially proposed by the
Democrats in 2009, then Chairman
PRICE, my friend, acknowledged that
these waivers were just a short-term,
temporary effort that would expire at
the end of fiscal 2010. Yet, here we are
today, debating the continuation of a
subsidy that our country simply can-
not afford.

Under these costly waivers, there are
no controls, no salary limits, no local
commitments. These proposed waivers
totally undermine the original purpose
and intent of the SAFER program by
forcing the taxpayers to subsidize the
everyday operating expenses of local
first responders, taking over, in es-
sence, the funding of the local firemen.

Given our Nation’s dire fiscal situa-
tion, we must take a stand that it is
not the Federal Government’s job to
bail out every municipal budget or to
serve as the fire marshal for every city
and town across the country.

I want to thank the subcommittee
chairman for yielding. And I strongly
urge my colleagues to support fiscal
discipline and vote ‘no” on this
amendment.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
PRICE).
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The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

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

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina
will be postponed.
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AMENDMENT NO. 404 OFFERED BY MR. WALDEN

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to implement
the Report and Order of the Federal Commu-
nications Commission relating to the matter
of preserving the open Internet and
broadband industry practices (FCC 10-201,
adopted by the Commission on December 21,
2010).

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

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Chairman, I am
offering this amendment on behalf of
my Energy and Commerce Committee
colleague, Mr. STEARNS, as well as Mr.
TERRY and Chairman UPTON, and my
appropriations colleagues, Mrs. EMER-
SON, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, and Mr. GRAVES
of Georgia.

We all want an open and thriving
Internet, and that Internet exists
today. Consumers can access anything
they want with the click of a mouse,
thanks to our historical hands-off ap-
proach. Changing direction now will
only harm innovation and the econ-
omy.

I am bringing up this funds limita-
tion today to prevent the Federal Com-
munications Commission from spend-
ing funds to implement its network
neutrality rules regarding the Internet.
It is a stopgap measure while we work
toward passing a more permanent solu-
tion, a Resolution of Disapproval, H.J.
Res. 37, which would nullify the rules
themselves. And I would encourage ev-
eryone who cares about keeping the
government out of the business of run-
ning the Internet to cosponsor that
resolution.

Before we even get into the harm the
network neutrality rules would cause,
it is important to realize the FCC’s un-
derlying theory of authority would
allow the Commission to regulate any
interstate communication service on
barely more than a whim and without
any additional input from the Con-
gress. In essence, the FCC argues it can
regulate anything if, in its opinion,
doing so would encourage broadband
deployment.

I am relieved, however, that the FCC
declined under its newfound authority
to regulate coffee shops and book-
stores, airlines, and other entities.
Now, this of course means that the
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FCC believes that if it had not so de-
clined, it would have subjected WiFi
and coffee shops and bookstores to gov-
ernment management.

If left unchallenged, this claim of au-
thority would allow the FCC to regu-
late any matter it discussed in the na-
tional broadband plan. Recall that the
FCC concluded that consumers’ con-
cerns over privacy are deterring
broadband. So does that mean the FCC
can regulate Internet privacy?

The national broadband plan also ad-
dresses health IT and distance learn-
ing, smart grids, smart homes, smart
transportation. Can the FCC regulate
all these matters, too, in the name of
promoting broadband? Under the FCC’s
rationale, its authority is only bounded
by its imagination.

The Internet started as a Defense
agency project to connect computers at
research facilities. It did not become
the explosive driver of communications
and economic growth it is today until
it was opened up to free enterprise to
participate in. And the American en-
trepreneurs and innovators did what
they did best: They grew jobs and they
created new technology.

As early as the 1970s, the FCC took a
hands-off approach to data services.
FCC Chairman William Kennard re-
affirmed this approach during the Clin-
ton administration. In rebuffing re-
quests to regulate cable Internet access
service, Chairman Kennard explained
in a 1990 speech, and I quote, ‘“‘The fer-
tile fields of innovation across the
communications sector and around the
country are blooming because, from
the get-go, we have taken a deregula-
tory competitive approach to our com-
munications structure, especially the
Internet.”

There is no crisis warranting depar-
ture from this approach. Most every-
thing that the order discusses is either
an unsubstantiated allegation or specu-
lation of future harm. The FCC even
confesses in its order that it has done
no market analysis. It only selectively
applied the rules to broadband pro-
viders, shielding Web companies.

If the mere threat of Internet dis-
crimination is such a concern, and if
the FCC has done no analysis to dem-
onstrate why one company has more
market power than another, why would
discrimination by companies like
Google or Skype be any more accept-
able than discrimination by companies
like AT&T or Comcast?

Instead of promoting competition,
such picking of winners and losers will
stifle the investment needed to perpet-
uate the Internet’s phenomenal
growth, hurting the economy.

Section 230 of the Communications
Act makes it the policy of the United
States to ‘‘preserve the vibrant and
competitive free market that presently
exists for the Internet and other inter-
active computer services, unfettered by
Federal or State regulation.”

Statutory statements of policy are
not grants of regulatory authority, but
they can help delineate the contours of
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that authority. In light of Congress’
statutory pronouncement that Internet
regulation is disfavored, the FCC’s the-
ory of regulation by ‘bank shot”
stretches too far.

At bottom, this is little more than an
end run around the D.C. circuit court’s
April 2010 ruling in the Comcast case
that the FCC failed to show it had an-
cillary authority to regulate network
management. Therefore, I urge your
support of this amendment, as well as
your support of H.J. Res. 37, our resolu-
tion of disapproval.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chair, I move to
strike the last word.

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

Mr. SERRANO. I rise in opposition to
this amendment.

It shouldn’t surprise me by now, but
it’s amazing how folks will continue to
get up during the day, during the year,
during the next 2 years in support of
the big guys against the little guy. And
so the FCC ruled, and ruled in a way
that protects and keeps the Internet
open for all of us, and we should re-
member that.

It issued an order providing for a
version of net neutrality that allows
the FCC to regulate how Internet serv-
ice providers manage access to content,
requires certain transparency from the
providers about their policies, and re-
quires reasonable management of traf-
fic on their networks. Now, all of a sud-
den there is such a reaction to simply
setting some rules.

While we all use the Internet, there
are still many parts of this new service
behavior that have not been looked at
and where it allows some folks to just
overrun other people. And if there was
ever a decision made by the FCC that’s
in favor of the consumer, this is one of
them. So, of course, we will try to scale
it back.

But there are other issues here. I am
a member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and, as such, I think it’s the
greatest committee and the most im-
portant committee in the history of
man- and womankind. But I know that
there are times that even we should
not take up an issue that belongs to
people who are much more qualified
and have the time to sit down and look
at it carefully. And when I say ‘‘quali-
fied,” I know that scares a lot of peo-
ple. We’re all qualified, but there are
some people who pay a lot of attention
to this issue on a daily basis. And we
have the folks from the Commerce and
Energy Committee who have done a lot
of work, and my first feeling here is
that this should be left to the author-
izing committees to continue to work
on. In fact, they have been holding
hearings and doing that kind of work.

One of the great virtues of the Inter-
net: its openness. The ability of so
many people to connect with so many
other people without interference from
companies providing the service. The
FCC has been the guardian of that
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openness and needs authority to con-
tinue to do so.

The Internet has become more and
more important in our lives, and we
need to allow the FCC to play an ap-
propriate role in making sure that it
continues to remain accessible to ev-
eryone as a level playing field.

The FCC’s ability to address other
Internet policy concerns such as pri-
vacy and accommodation for people
with disabilities is also at stake.

Now, for Members who are on the
floor who may be new to Congress, let
me just alert you to something. You
are going to see amendments today and
during this Congress telling the FCC
not to get involved. Then you are going
to see some issues come back that
haven’t been around for a few years
about certain personalities on radio
and TV, and you are going to see the
same folks who are telling the FCC to
stay out of it telling them to get into
it and control what those folks say on
radio and TV. And that’s going to cre-
ate a big debate once again. So we have
to be careful what we wish for. Do we
want less involvement? More involve-
ment? We should be consistent.

Lastly, I really believe that this
should be left to the authorizers to
continue to work on, a ruling by the
FCC to be respected at this point, and
I urge a ‘‘no”’ vote on this amendment.

0 1230

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

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

Mrs. EMERSON. I rise in support of
this amendment. As the chair of the
subcommittee that has oversight over
FCC from the appropriations stand-
point, I feel very strongly that in spite
of what my friend on the other side of
the aisle said with regard to the au-
thorizers doing their work because
they are doing a good job, but the fact
of the matter is, as usual, the regu-
lators have swept in again and without
authority, or at least moving well past
authority that Congress provides to
agencies, and particularly to this agen-
cy, they have run in with a sweeping
regulation that if we don’t do some-
thing today about it, they will put
small businesses like Boycom in my
district, which is a family-owned busi-
ness, husband and wife who own a
small company, who will be devastated
by this regulation.

The fact is that it is our responsi-
bility to legislate, and the regulators
should follow the legislation that we
write and we pass and get signed into
law, not create it on their own. Cer-
tainly this is very, very important for
us as appropriators. As a result of the
FCC overstepping its bounds, we have
to get involved. So I would urge a
‘“‘yes’ vote on this amendment.

I yield back.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Florida is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. STEARNS. The gentleman from
New York has indicated that this is the
big guys against the little guys. Actu-
ally, he has it wrong. But if the govern-
ment steps in and regulates the Inter-
net, then really the little guy, the up-
start company, won’t have a chance.
So anytime the government comes in
and stipulates through regulation, it
really hurts the little guys. The big
guys can handle the litigation. They
can handle all the legal forms and fill-
ing them out and handle the politics of
it, but the little guy has no chance. So
this really is trying to help the little
guy.

The other point is, I think as the
gentlelady pointed out from the Appro-
priations Committee, the FCC really
doesn’t have the jurisdiction. This be-
longs in Congress. So really this
amendment in a larger sense is trying
to prevent the FCC from regulating the
Internet.

I think all of us agree that one of the
bright spots of this economy has been
the technology sector; yet for some
reason the FCC has decided to step in
and overstep its bounds and apply per-
haps 19th-century regulation.

They would really like to put this
into title II, which is the old rotary
telephone service, instead of keeping it
in title I, which is information service.
So they tried to compromise and put
something into title I. But they still
have a process in place to put Internet
regulation into title II. They have cre-
ated a chill in the broadband economy
because a lot of the manufacturers and
a lot of the Internet providers and peo-
ple who are putting down broadband
see this open process and are con-
cerned. So it creates a chill because
they see the FCC still going about con-
sidering regulating the Internet under
title II instead of the information serv-
ices so again there is uncertainty cre-
ated in the broadband marketplace.

I think this amendment is simple. In
a sense it says the FCC does not have
the jurisdiction, and in a larger sense
says we don’t need the government to
step in with new and cumbersome regu-
lation.

At this point let me yield time to the
chairman of the Energy and Commerce
Committee.

Mr. UPTON. Thank you, Mr.
STEARNS.
I rise in strong support of this

amendment offered by my friends Mr.
WALDEN, Mr. STEARNS and others on
both the authorizing as well as the Ap-
propriations Committee.

There is an old adage, if it ain’t
broke, don’t fix it. The Internet is not
broken. It is working. It is creating
jobs. Look at all the devices out there,
whether it be iPods, iPhones, Black-
Berrys, cell phones. Look at all the
things that are working. We don’t need
regulations on the Internet.

I think it was George Will that said
that most Americans think the govern-
ment doesn’t work so well and the
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Internet does. Why are we allowing the
FCC then to regulate the Internet? It
makes no sense.

This amendment denies funds to the
FCC to implement this order. It is a
good amendment. I would like to think
it would be bipartisan. I support the
authors that are offering this.

Mr. STEARNS. I would just close by
saying it is not appropriate for the
unelected FCC to regulate interstate
communication services on barely
more than a whim and without any ad-
ditional input from the United States
Congress. If left unchallenged, this
claim of authority would allow the
FCC to do anything, anything it could
allege to promote broadband under
their jurisdiction, which they don’t
have.

So Congress must stop the FCC. This
amendment will do that just by pre-
venting any money from being spent to
implement these rules. I urge its adop-
tion.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

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

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank you very
much for recognizing me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the proposal.

This amendment is bad policy. It
would overturn a decision by the FCC
enacted last December that would pro-
tect the Internet from those who might
interfere with the ability of consumers
to access whatever they want.

Mr. UPTON simply said a minute ago
a lot of jobs are created by the Inter-
net. Well, that is why we shouldn’t stop
the FCC. The most vibrant sector of
our economy today is our Internet
economy. U.S. companies like Google,
Facebook, Amazon and E-Bay are lead-
ing the world in innovation; and they
all urge the FCC to protect and open
the Internet because commonsense
baseline rules are critical to ensuring
that the Internet remains a key engine
of economic growth, innovation and
global competitiveness. In fact, these
high-tech and high-growth companies
urged the FCC to adopt even stronger
rules than it did.

Contrary to the hyperventilated
rhetoric from the majority, the FCC
rules do not regulate the Internet.
They do not grant the government the
power to turn off the Internet. They do
not determine what content is appro-
priate for users to access. Their goal is
just the opposite. They prevent Inter-
net gatekeepers, like Verizon, from de-
ciding what content their subscribers
can access.

But the FCC rules were a very light
touch regulation, and it is notable that
AT&T, Comcast and Time Warner,
three of the Nation’s largest network
operators, support these rules. As
AT&T’s CEO stated, “We didn’t get ev-
erything we wanted. I wanted no regu-
lation. But we ended at a place where
we have a line of sight and we know we
can commit to investments.”
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Major Wall Street investment ana-
lysts have concluded that the FCC’s
open Internet order removed any regu-
latory overhang for telecom and cable
companies and reflected a light touch
version of regulation that will not
hinder innovation or growth.

Now, what is at stake here is those
who are offering this amendment to
stop the FCC from doing what it has
ordered want the people who carry the
Internet able to restrict the access for
consumers and creators who have used
the Internet for such great success.
That would be a serious mistake.

We had a broad, diverse coalition of
more than 120 organizations, including
public interest groups, religious lead-
ers, technology associations, labor
unions, Internet companies and small
businesses who wrote to us strongly op-
posing the Republican efforts to block
the open Internet regulations. They
argue that overturning the regulations
would eliminate the FCC’s ability to
protect innovation, speech and com-
merce on broadband platforms.

If we stop the FCC from regulating,
well, then we leave the status quo,
which means that those who deliver
the Internet into our home can start
regulating it themselves. The Amer-
ican people, I think, would be against
this. They want us to stop this re-liti-
gation of FCC’s sensible open Internet
rules. We should be working together
on a bipartisan solution to expand
broadband access and create tomor-
row’s economic opportunities.

The FCC took landmark action to
preserve the open Internet. Let us not
roll back the clock and stop those reg-
ulations by the FCC to preserve the
open Internet from being put into
place.

I urge opposition to this effort. And I
want to say that this does not save any
money. This proposal will not cut
costs. This is only about policy, and
the high-tech high-growth companies
have urged the FCC to adopt these
rules. We shouldn’t use the appropria-
tions process to make this effort to
stop the FCC from doing its job.

I yield back my time.

0 1240

Mr. GRAVES of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

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

Mr. GRAVES of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I'm here today in support of this
amendment, and I want to thank those
who have been working in this effort—
Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. WALDEN, Mr.
UPTON, and Mr. DIAZ-BALART. I appre-
ciate them letting me join in this de-
bate.

As we’ve heard a lot of the conversa-
tion, it gets complicated sometimes
when you have elected officials get up
and start talking about broadband and
Internet and FCC. Well, let’s make it
simple. Government control means uni-
formity, regulations, fees, inspections,
and yes, compliance. Just think if
those words had existed since the 1990s
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with the Internet. We wouldn’t know
one thing about ‘‘broadband,’’ let alone
a ‘“‘tweet.” The Internet’s marketplace
is defined by fierce competition, and
that competition has transformed this
world with innovation, investment, and
what we need most of all right now—
jobs. It’s possible that the most intel-
ligent and bipartisan policy that Wash-
ington has had thus far has been to
leave the Internet virtually untouched
by the Federal Government and regu-
lators. And the result? Internet-based
industries have flourished and em-
ployed a generation of Americans. So
let’s be clear today: there is no net
neutrality crisis.

The speed and depth of the Internet
as we know it today came from con-
sumer choice and competition. Con-
sumers have successfully picked those
winners and losers, not government,
and they’ve done it without the FCC’s
help. Imagine that. Consider the
choices in rate plans, the various
points of access, and demand for open-
ness and accessibility. A service pro-
vider that restricts access would do so
at their own peril and to the prosperity
of their competitors.

So after all the life-changing innova-
tion, the accidental billionaires, Presi-
dent Obama’s revolutionary e-cam-
paign, after all the groundbreaking
technology that has defined this age of
the Internet, we must ask that ques-
tion, Why? Why would unelected bu-
reaucrats at the FCC want to take over
and feel good about this Internet take-
over right now with their new rules and
policies, keeping things neutral being
their claim. Well, three words come to
mind to me today, and that is: Trojan
Horse virus.

So, Mr. Chairman, let’s pass this
amendment today and let’s install
some antivirus protection for Ameri-
cans on the Internet.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the
last word.

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

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to really just echo what the
gentleman from Georgia just did here
on the floor of the House. He actually
brought some common sense to this de-
bate. Everybody has their talking
points and their little notes and
they’re reading them and they’re try-
ing to confuse the issue. Let’s take a
step back, if we might, Mr. Chairman.
Let’s just ask a very simple question, a
very simple question. Can somebody
name an area in this country or in this
world that has had more innovation,
that has blossomed more, that has
opened up communications and con-
nected people more in our country or
anywhere in the world in the last dec-
ade than the Internet? Can anybody
name it? Anything. No. It’s impossible.

Think about what’s happened. The
Internet was even recently credited for
helping bring down the government of
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Egypt. It’s allowed the people to see
the atrocities in Iran. It’s allowed
things like Facebook and Twitter and
iPhones to blossom. It’s given access to
millions of people, and it has created
millions of jobs.

So what is the answer then for that
incredible blossoming of something
that has revolutionized the way we
communicate, that the world commu-
nicates? What is now the answer of the
Federal Government? We keep talking
about letters. It’s the Federal Govern-
ment. What is the answer of the Fed-
eral Government to deal with that un-
precedented blossoming, of innovation,
imagination, of job creation? Oh, Mr.
Chairman, the Federal Government
now has to regulate. Why? Because it’s
too much innovation. The prices have
dropped too much. It’s too much imagi-
nation. It’s too positive. And, there-
fore, the Federal Government must
step in because the Federal Govern-
ment can do it so much better. The
Federal Government has all the an-
swers.

Mr. Chairman, a little bit of common
sense. I'm talking to my colleagues
here but also to the American people.
If you believe—and think about 10
years ago—if you believe that the Fed-
eral Government, if it’s in charge, if it
would have been in charge, would have
done a better job in blossoming this in-
novation, this job creation, then you
have to be with our friends on the
other side of the aisle. You then should
support Federal Government inter-
vening, taking care of, regulating the
Internet. But if you believe that that
miracle of innovation took place be-
cause of individuals, people with imagi-
nation, and because the government
got out of its way, you would support
this amendment.

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

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

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

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I think
a little bit of telecommunications his-
tory would be appropriate at this junc-
ture. First of all, just let me explain
that AT&T and the regional Bell com-
panies had nothing to do with the in-
vention of the Internet. In fact, they
were asked by the Federal Government
in 1966 if they wanted the contract to
build the packet switch network that
would operate simultaneously with the
Long Lines Network across the coun-
try, and AT&T and Bell South and
Verizon all said, No, we don’t want to
build the packet switch network. Give
it to someone else. And so they did.
They gave it to a tiny company, Bolt,
Baranek and Newman up in Massachu-
setts, which built the Internet across
the country, designed it, without any
of the Bell operating companies.

Back in the 1960s and the 1970s, when
people said to AT&T and said to
Verizon and said to Pac Bell, How
about allowing people to be able to go
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out and buy another phone other than
a black rotary dial phone? Well, here’s
what AT&T and Bell South said. They
said, If you allow someone to buy an-
other phone other than a black rotary
dial phone, it could destroy the entire
phone system of our country.

Back in the 1970s and early 1980s
there were new companies called MCI
and Sprint that wanted to provide com-
peting long distance service. Remem-
ber, up until the mid-1980s, whenever
grandma, called from California, people
would run to the phone saying, Run,
it’s long distance. It costs a dollar a
minute. That was AT&T, that was the
Bell system across our country. No
competition, no incentive to introduce
innovation, no incentive to lower
prices, no incentive to make the con-
sumer the king.

And then along comes the 1990s and
2000s. We here on the floor of Congress
said we must introduce competition.
This system—this AT&T, this Bell
South, Verizon, Pac Bell system—it
does not innovate. Not one home in
America had broadband in February of
1996 when we passed the Telecom Act
here. We had to order it. There were no
broadband users in America in any
home as we passed the bill.

So what we tried to do is to induce
Darwinian, paranoia-inducing competi-
tion. What do the broadband barons
seek to accomplish? They, as the pri-
vate sector, want to quash competi-
tion. They don’t ever and they never
will invent a Hulu, an Amazon, an
eBay. They will never invent any of
these thousands of smaller companies
which are the engine of economic
growth in our country, which leads to
our ability to export these products.

Verizon is not going to invent any-
thing to do. What they want to do is
squeeze the competitors. Price them
out of the market so that they can
maintain a monopoly or an oligopoly
across the country. That’s what this
debate is all about. That’s what the
FCC rules are saying. They’re saying
that the new Steve Jobs, the new Bill
Gates, the new Sergey Brin or Larry
Page in the garage somewhere—and
there are thousands of them across the
country—must be able to get into the
marketplace to create these new jobs
without having to be tipped upside
down and having every last cent poured
out of their pocket to pay these large
companies. That’s what this debate is
all about. It’s about whether or not we
want vigorous competition in the mar-
ketplace. Those who are opposed to the
open network, those who are opposed
to giving every competitor equal ac-
cess with the biggest broadband behe-
moth, that is what this debate is about.
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They’re covering it as though the
government is really trying to control
the Internet. Not so. They are siding
with the broadband barons against
those thousands of companies who are
out there, who have reinvented tele-
communications and information de-
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livery in our country and across the
planet just 14 years after the Bell sys-
tem had 100 years to do so and had in-
vented every single technology. They
had invented them all, but they had no
incentive to deploy those new tech-
nologies because they had a monopoly.

That’s what the debate is about. If
you vote for this amendment to give
control by the broadband barons over
the Internet once again, then you will
see an inexorable, inevitable decline in
innovation, in investment, in the pri-
vate sector in these new products,
these new technologies, these new ap-
plications, these new devices which are
basically invented by hundreds and
thousands of smaller companies in our
country. That’s the choice you have.
Vote ‘“no’” on this amendment that
shuts down the Internet.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

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

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, this is
such a fascinating debate that’s taking
place here on the floor today. I think
that anyone that considers themselves
connected in the country—and I'm not
talking about being connected to
wealth but connectivity in terms of
communications—I hope you’re tuned
in, because this is a consideration
about preserving the open Internet and
broadband industry practices.

Now I don’t know how many of you
have spoken to your kids, but I have to
tell you, if you’ve had a conversation
with any young person in your family,
and I don’t remember what the average
age is of Congress, but talk to young
people in your district. And I want to
tell you, they will say, over and over
and over and over again, the way they
spoke to the FCC, over 2 million people
contacting the FCC, over 90 percent of
them saying, Leave the Internet alone.
Leave it alone. Leave it open. Leave it
accessible to everyone.

In just over 5 years, $250 billion has
been invested by the venture capital
community, which makes its home in
my congressional district. And I have
to tell you, I think if you took this
amendment to Silicon Valley, when
you go out there—and I know you trav-
el out there—the next time, go there
for an Internet 101 series, not for fund-
raising, but go listen to people there.
That’s where the innovators are. And I
have the privilege of representing
them. They want an open, free, acces-
sible Internet.

I think that your disdain for govern-
ment is spilling over onto the Internet,
and I would caution you to pull up the
emergency brake on it, because if in
fact corporations get their way instead
of consumers, and there is any block-
age of content or where consumers
have to pay more because corporations
are in control instead of consumers,
there’s going to be a revolution in the
country. I would not fool around with
an open, accessible Internet. You are
barking up the wrong tree. You really
are. This is a big mistake.
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So you want to hate the government.
You want to try and hurt agencies that
carry out what the Congress does.
That’s where your party is. That’s
where your disdain lies. But I think
this is a march to folly. I don’t know if
you really fully appreciated the Inter-
net and what it represents and what it
has done, not only for the people of our
country but for people around the
world. You wouldn’t go near this.

If you suggested to anyone in Tahrir
Square in Cairo that you were doing
this, I think they’d laugh a lot of peo-
ple off the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives. This is so wrongheaded.
And it says to me that you don’t get it;
that you simply don’t get it. Without
some clear rules of the road—and be-
lieve me, what the FCC did is so light.
I thought that they could have done,
and should have done, more. Large cor-
porations carve up the Internet into
fast and slow lanes charging a toll for
content and blocking innovators from
entering the information super-
highway. You know what? I want to be
at your town hall meeting when you
have to explain that to your constitu-
ents. They will have your heads for
that. They will. This will supersede
any other issue.

So, my friends, anyone that considers
themselves in the know in the begin-
ning of the second decade of the 21st
century, let’s not turn the hands of the
clock back. Let’s be on the side of
innovators, who weighed in at the FCC,
and I as the ranking member placed all
of those letters of support representing
hundreds of organizations in our coun-
try, all the way from the Catholic Con-
ference of Bishops in our country to
TechNet.

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

Ms. ESHOO. Vote against this. This
is a bad, ill-informed amendment.

Mr. Chair, | rise in opposition to the amend-
ments before us today that would prevent the
FCC from moving forward in its efforts to pre-
serve a free and open Internet. Over the past
15 years, the open Internet ecosystem has re-
sulted in more than 3 million new U.S. jobs.

In just over 5 years, $250 billion has been
invested by the venture capital community in
industries reliant on an open Internet. During
this time, we’'ve seen innovative companies
like Netflix, Skype, Amazon and eBay flourish.
These Internet companies have created tens
of thousands of jobs and new competition in
areas like phone service, video and online
shopping, not just in my District, but across
the nation.

Without some clear rules of the road, large
corporations can carve up the Internet into fast
and slow lanes, charging a toll for content,
and blocking innovators from entering the in-
formation superhighway.

| believe consumers, not corporations,
should be in the driver's seat to pick the con-
tent they view, listen and watch over the Inter-
net.

The FCC’s actions to preserve an open
Internet would ensure consumer choice, cer-
tainty and greater clarity in a debate that has
gone on for almost a decade. The FCC'’s rules
are important for Internet service providers as
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well as edge and content providers, so they
may focus on investment, innovation, and job
creation.

We must ensure the Internet remains a vital
resource to improve the lives of Americans
and everyone around the world for genera-
tions to come.

| stand united with my Democratic col-
leagues on the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee, that these amendments represent bad
process, they reflect bad policy for our nation
and should therefore be rejected.

| urge my colleagues to oppose these
amendments and protect a free and open
Internet for generations to come.

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

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

Mr. DOYLE. I rise in opposition to
the Walden amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the FCC’s Open Inter-
net Order brings certainty and clarity
to a debate that has raged on for al-
most a decade, allowing Internet serv-
ice providers as well as edge and con-
tent providers to fully focus on
broadband investment, innovation, and
other pressing business matters. In
fact, broadband providers like AT&T,
Time Warner and Comcast have all ex-
pressed support for the rules and have
indicated that the FCC has achieved a
balanced result. Wall Street invest-
ment analysts have also concluded that
the FCC’s Open Internet Order removed
any regulatory overhang for telecom
and cable companies and reflected a
“light touch’ version of regulation
that will not hinder growth and inno-
vation.

At the end of the day, the FCC’s rules
simply maintain the status quo prin-
ciples that most broadband providers
have already embraced. The rules pre-
serve a number of existing business
models for broadband providers to pur-
sue as well as paving the way for new
innovative offerings. Contrary to the
claims by opponents of the FCC, these
high level ‘‘rules of the road’” do not
allow the agency to micromanage
broadband providers. They balance
clarity with flexibility. And they don’t
require broadband providers to seek
permission from the commission before
deploying a network management
practice. In fact, the rules specifically
recognize the unique network manage-
ment challenges across different plat-
forms and afford broadband providers
the latitude they need to manage their
networks effectively.

Some opponents of the FCC argue
that we don’t need any rules in this
area because antitrust laws are suffi-
cient. But antitrust remedies occur
after harm occurs. These rules, in con-
trast, allow companies and innovators
regulatory certainty, a key component
that allows businesses to thrive.

Mr. Chairman, the FCC’s open Inter-
net rules are just these three simple
promises:

One to consumers—that we can visit
any Web site we want, using any serv-
ice we want, on any device we want.
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Two for innovators—that they can
create new tools without getting per-
mission from the government or the
company that the consumers use to get
online.

Three—that we provide a cop on the
beat to make sure that both sides are
doing what they’re supposed to and to
be a neutral arbitrator. That’s all this
does.
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I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’”’ on
this amendment. It represents bad
process and bad policy, and it should be
rejected.

I yield back the balance of my time.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR. As a general mat-
ter, the Chair must remind Members
that remarks must be addressed to the
Chair and not to others in the second
person.

The Chair is not referring to the re-
marks of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

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

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

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
favor of this amendment because I be-
lieve in a free and open Internet.

It was December 21, less than 2
months ago, that the Internet lost its
freedom when the FCC, on its own, ini-
tiated an order, a rule, to start regu-
lating the Internet.

Now, who believes that by regulating
it you are creating freedom?

When the system was unregulated
and when the FCC couldn’t micro-
manage the Internet was during the
time when innovation and investment
occurred on the Internet and in the
cyberworld. That’s when we got the
eBays, the Hulus, the Apple TVs, and
all of the great applications that we
use today. So, when I go back to my
district and look my constituents in
the eye, I can honestly say I am the
one fighting to keep the Internet free
and open.

There are three points that we need
to discuss here today: First of all, the
regulation of the Internet by the FCC
is not a congressional initiative. It was
three votes on the FCC while Congress
was away. Now they think they’ve got
the power, but that’s under dispute.
There is already a lawsuit telling them
they don’t have that authority. I don’t
believe they have the authority. It was
an incredible stretch by the FCC to
take a sentence out of section 706 of
the Telecom Act of 1996 that actually
used a phrase about data and that the
FCC can’t put up barriers. Somehow
they assume, now that they have power
from that phrase, they can start imple-
menting and putting in barriers.

I worry that these new rules and reg-
ulations controlling the Internet will
stifle investment in innovation in the
long run. Let’s look at what this order
does that will affect investment.

On the investment side, the power
that the FCC has sought to regulate
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says that, in the cyberworld, there
can’t be discrimination. Who wants dis-
crimination unless you find out that
it’s maybe a business model? For exam-
ple, as a typical business model, you
pay for what you use. If you're at 1
megabit, that may be $14; 7 megabits of
speed is a higher price; 20 or 30 mega-
bits is going to even be a higher price.
The issue is that some people now say
that that is unreasonable discrimina-
tion.

In fact, I have an email newsletter
from a friend of mine who runs a soft-
ware company that can stop viruses. I
am a client—or soon won’t be. But lis-
ten to this. This is their interpretation
of the FCC’s net neutrality, ‘““What Net
Neutrality Means for You.”

Here is what it says: ‘“‘Deregulation,”
which is what we are being accused of
doing, which is regulating the Internet,
‘““could mean higher Internet access
prices as ISPs institute tiered models
that offer speedier downloads to high-
er-paying customers.”’

That is the current business model.
You will pay for what you use. If the
business model is struck down by the
FCC, you won’t have the investment.
You won’t have an expansion of the
Internet.

I think it will stifle innovation.
Frankly, the creator, the Godfather,
the grandfather of the Internet, Dr.
David Farber, agrees with this posi-
tion. He has co-written an article that
basically says, if you put regulators in
charge of the Internet instead of engi-
neers, it will reduce innovation. It
makes sense, because now, if you’re a
big enough company—like a Google or
an eBay—you just hire lawyers and
lobbyists to go and lobby the FCC in-
stead of hiring engineers to innovate.

[From the Trend Micro Consumer
Newsletter, February 2011]
WHAT NET NEUTRALITY MEANS FOR YOU

Net neutrality has been in the news for
some years now, but the Federal Commu-
nications Commission (FCC) just released
some important new rules on the topic. ‘“‘Net
neutrality’’ refers to the principle that
Internet service providers and the govern-
ment shouldn’t restrict content or service
levels for different users. In other words,
supporters of net neutrality think that ISPs
shouldn’t favor one user over another when
it comes to Internet access.

Net neutrality opponents argue that inten-
tional content blocking and performance
degradation is more of a theoretical problem
than a real one. They also argue that less
regulation, not more, is what’s required to
create greater competition among ISPs and
better service levels for everyone.

For consumers, deregulation of the Inter-
net could mean higher Internet access prices
as ISPs institute tiered models that offer
speedier downloads to higher-paying cus-
tomers. Some people also worry that allow-
ing businesses to choose what content or
sites they’ll offer to whom will result in the
commoditization of a formerly free and open
environment, akin to the evolution of tele-
vision from an essentially free service to a
highly fragmented and fairly expensive one.

The FCC’s new rules appear to favor net
neutrality proponents. They require ISPs to
be more transparent about network perform-
ance and management; they prevent fixed (as
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opposed to wireless) service providers from
blocking content (for example, sites owned
by their competition), and they don’t allow
ISPs to discriminate against specific appli-
cations (such as Netflix, BitTorrent, or
Hulu). In other words, you can expect things
to pretty much remain as they have been—
for now, anyway.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. MACK). The
time of the gentleman has expired.

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

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

Mr. DICKS. The gentleman from Ne-
braska has spoken twice on this issue.
Was that by unanimous consent?

Mr. TERRY. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. DICKS. I want an answer to my
question first.

Mr. TERRY. If you yield, it will solve
the question.

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair be-
lieves that the gentleman from Ne-
braska spoke only once.

Mr. TERRY. Yield to me,
Give me a little bit of respect.

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. TERRY. I spoke one time, which
is right now. I don’t know who you’re
confusing me with or why you’re stand-
ing up right now.

Mr. DICKS. You'’re such a handsome
guy, I thought you spoke twice. I'm
SOrTy.

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

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

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

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of this amendment
because, I think, if you look all across
the country—and of course we had a
watershed election in November—and if
you listen to the voters all throughout
this country, as so many of us do who
hold town hall meetings—people are
tired of all of these government regula-
tions that are Killing jobs and stifling
innovation. In fact, most people will
tell you they are scared to death about
the concept of the Federal Government
regulating the Internet.

So there was this net neutrality rul-
ing that came up by the FCC in a 3-2
decision where all the Democrats voted
for net neutrality, for this regulation,
and where all the Republicans voted
against. The FCC rarely ever has any
kind of major ruling like this on a di-
vided vote.

I think it shows you that there is al-
ready controversy. The courts have al-
ready said that they don’t necessarily
have the authority to do this. That’s
why, as my colleague from Nebraska
just pointed out, there is already liti-
gation that is going on because we
think the FCC overstepped its bound-
aries.

You had a bipartisan group in Con-
gress that came together and said, We
don’t want this kind of action going
forward. This is something that should

please.
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be done and solved in the halls of Con-
gress.

Of course, our colleagues on the
other side, Mr. Chairman, haven’t even
identified a problem. If you actually
want to look at it and if you look
throughout our economy and at all of
the troubles we have with it, one of the
few segments that is growing is the
technology segment of our economy be-
cause of the innovation that has been
allowed to thrive, primarily due to the
lack of government regulation.

I think that goes to the heart of the
real difference between our side and
their side. They are the party of regu-
lation, which stifles job growth, which
stifles innovation. We are the party
that says, let’s allow a college student
at Harvard University the opportunity
to come up with an idea—and he
dropped out of Harvard and is now a
billionaire. In fact, maybe the largest
percentage of billionaires in this coun-
try is that of Harvard dropouts, those
who actually went out and came up
with ideas to innovate, using the Inter-
net, who are now billionaires who are
creating thousands and millions of
jobs—good, high-paying jobs. These are
American jobs. Yet, through this net
neutrality ruling, they want to stifle
that innovation.

So the first thing, I guess, we would
have to ask is: Was net neutrality the
reason that we were able to have that
innovation that led to Facebook? Was
net neutrality the reason that we were
able to have such a proliferation of
broadband that now over 95 percent of
people in this country have access to
broadband? By the way, they like it.
They’re not calling, saying, We want
the government to come regulate the
Internet now because there’s a prob-
lem. In fact, they say just the opposite.
They say look at this innovation that
is happening.

We had a hearing with the FCC yes-
terday about this issue. One of the FCC
commissioners pointed out that, over
the last 10 years, Mr. Chairman, over
$500 billion—billion with a ‘“‘b’—of pri-
vate investment has been made to de-
velop broadband throughout the coun-
try. This is without any kind of tax-
payer money.
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This is private sector money being
put into the marketplace to go and cre-
ate jobs, to go and create the kinds of
technologies that allow you to view
and use all the kinds of apps that are
available on these kinds of devices.
That was done without net neutrality.
They would tell you that they need net
neutrality in order to have this innova-
tion. Of course, they fail to point out
that net neutrality was not in place
when all this innovation happened. In
fact, most people will tell you that net
neutrality is one of the things that’s in
the way of this kind of innovation, and
we’re already starting to see a stifling
of the growth, a stifling of the private
investment because of these threats of
new regulations coming in from the
FCC.
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And that’s why it’s so important that
this amendment actually addresses
this problem and says, Federal Govern-
ment, get your hands off the Internet,
allow the innovation to continue, be-
cause it happened and it’s continuing
to happen without that kind of govern-
ment intervention that they so strong-
ly want through net neutrality.

And so when you look and they talk
about these companies that have said
that this is a great thing, net neu-
trality is a great thing. Some of the
companies they listed, they failed to
mention in that same letter the com-
pany said, well, maybe we can live with
it but they also have some concerns
about it. I didn’t hear them mentioning
that when they’re talking about these
companies.

And you look at all of the innovation
that has happened, and we’re talking
about massive job growth. You know,
here at a time when our main focus
needs to be on jobs, you’ve got the gov-
ernment coming in with yet another
threat of regulation that will stifle in-
novation and run more jobs out of this
country to countries where they don’t
tell you how to operate your network,
they don’t tell you what to do with the
billions of dollars that you are invest-
ing to build broadband.

Maybe our friends on the other side
want the Federal Government to be
running the Internet because they only
want the government to be the one
that can tell you what you can and
can’t do. And, in fact, in our hearing
yesterday with the FCC chairman, we
pointed out that in this net neutrality
ruling, it allows the Federal Govern-
ment to pick winners and losers. That’s
not what we should be about. We
should be about innovation. We should
be about passing this amendment to
allow that innovation to grow and get
rid of net neutrality.

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

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

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
think it is important that we look at
what this process of net neutrality is. I
rise in support of the resolution that
we’re bringing to block this funding at
the FCC from being used to implement
it.

Bear in mind—and I think it’s impor-
tant that we realize this and remember
it—after we adjourned from the last
Congress and all headed home at
Christmas, the FCC convened and the
FCC decided that they were going to go
where they had no authority to go.
They were going to go in and imple-
ment net neutrality rules. Now, bear in
mind that this body has stood in a bi-
partisan manner against the FCC tak-
ing this action. We have had over 300
Members stand and move forward with
letters stating that they didn’t think
the FCC should move forward. This is
an issue that should come back to Con-
gress.

But Christmas week they moved for-
ward and the gentleman from Lou-
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isiana is exactly right in his com-
ments. We heard from the FCC yester-
day, and we heard about how they plan
to move forward in this. Bear in mind,
they have not done any analysis that
would indicate that there has been a
market failure. Indeed, by the actions
taken in this body in 1996 in the
Telecom Act, adopting a hands-off ap-
proach to the Internet and broadband,
what we were able to do is see this
country go from 8 million to over 200
million users; 95 percent of the country
has access. Get this, according to the
FCC, over 90 percent of those that have
Internet access are satisfied with what
they have. That has been done because
we left it alone.

Government created the environ-
ment. They made the spectrum avail-
able, companies came in, bid on that
spectrum, secured that spectrum. They
spend 60 billion private sector job-cre-
ating dollars every single year to build
and maintain that spectrum.

When we talk about the creative
economy, when we talk about 21st-cen-
tury jobs growth, much of it is based
off of technologies that are going to be
attached to, developed, or applied to
broadband, the Internet, and Web sites.

It is in support of this resolution that
we should all stand. We should vote
‘“‘yes.” We should rein in some of these
Federal Government agencies. We
should stop the FCC from enacting the
fairness doctrine for the Internet.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Chair, | rise to express
strong opposition to Amendment 404, offered
by Mr. WALDEN, and urge my colleagues to
vote against it.

The FCC’s Open Internet Order brings cer-
tainty and clarity to a debate that has raged
for almost a decade, allowing Internet service
providers as well as edge and content pro-
viders to fully focus on broadband investment,
innovation, and other pressing business mat-
ters. In fact, many broadband providers have
expressed support of the rules and have indi-
cated the FCC'’s achieved a balanced result.

At the end of the day, the FCC’s rules sim-
ply maintain the status quo principles that
most broadband providers have already em-
braced. The rules preserve a number of exist-
ing business models for broadband providers
to pursue, as well as pave the way for new,
innovative offerings.

Contrary to claims by opponents of the
FCC, these high-level “rules of the road” do
not allow the agency to micro-manage
broadband providers. They balance clarity with
flexibility. And they do not require broadband
providers to seek permission from the Com-
mission before deploying a network manage-
ment practice.

In fact, the rules specifically recognize the
unique network management challenges
across different platforms, and afford
broadband providers the latitude they need to
manage their networks effectively.

Some opponents of the FCC argue that we
don’t need any rules in this area because anti-
trust law is sufficient. But antitrust remedies
occur after harm occurs. Prophylactic rules, in
contrast, allow companies and innovators reg-
ulatory certainty—a key component to allow
businesses to thrive.
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| urge my colleagues to vote no on Amend-
ment 404. It represents both bad process and
bad policy, and should be rejected.

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

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

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 334 OFFERED BY MRS. LOWEY

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act for Department of Homeland Se-
curity, Federal Emergency Management
Agency, State and Local Programs may be
used to provide grants under the Urban Area
Security Initiative under section 2003 of the
Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 604)
to more than 25 high-risk urban areas.

Mr. ADERHOLT. We are prepared to
accept the gentlelady’s amendment,
Mr. Chairman.

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

Mrs. LOWEY. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Chair, while | have serious misgivings
about the funding levels for FEMA first re-
sponder grants in the CR, my amendment en-
sures that one program, the Urban Area Secu-
rity Initiative, is restored to its intended pur-
pose.

By limiting UASI recipients to the 25 high-
est-risk cities, we will restore its original pur-
pose—addressing the unique planning, equip-
ment and training needs of high-threat, high-
density urban areas in order to prevent, pro-
tect against, respond to, and recover from,
acts of terrorism.

Originally distributed to seven metropolitan
areas, UASI has ballooned to 64 regions,
many of which are neither high-threat, nor
high-density.

Rather than provide the highest possible
funding to our most at-risk targets, FEMA
made UASI a virtual earmark account. FEMA
wastes resources, disregards Congressional
prerogatives, and dilutes resources available
to truly high-risk areas. For instance, despite a
$50 million increase for UASI since Fiscal
Year 2008, the New York City area receives
less funding despite the grave and growing
threats it faces.

We need look no further to Faisal Shazad’'s
failed plot to detonate a car bomb in Times
Square in May 2010 or the 2009 arrest of
Najubullah Zazi for his role in an attempted
bombing of the New York City subway system
to understand the disproportionate threat New
Yorkers face.

Just last week in fact, Secretary Napolitano
testified before the Homeland Security Com-
mittee that we are at our most “heightened
state” of terrorist threat since September 11th.
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Now is the time to provide the most targeted
cities with the resources they need and de-
serve. If the CR is adopted and the same
number of UASI recipients remains, the New
York City region would stand to LOSE nearly
$15 million in Fiscal Year 2011 alone—this is
totally unacceptable.

To my new colleagues who came to Con-
gress pledging to make government more effi-
cient, this is your chance. Don'’t let the CR
pass with the same number of UASI recipi-
ents, shortchanging the top terror target in the
country by a $15 million decrease in funds.

While the horrific World Trade Center at-
tacks in 1993 and 2001 were in New York,
they were aimed at the United States and all
Americans. We all have a responsibility to en-
sure our most targeted regions are adequately
prepared.

| urge my colleagues to support the amend-
ment.

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Chair, | rise today in sup-
port of the amendment which would provide
more funding to New York under the Urban
Areas Security Initiative. | am proud to co-
sponsor this amendment with my colleague
from New York.

The Republican’s funding bill that we are
debating today is, in many ways, putting the
future of our Nation at risk. But the cuts made
to Homeland Security grants are literally put-
ting our communities at risk and in harms way.

Under current funding levels, the Urban
Area Security Initiative provides grants to 64
metropolitan areas, including New York City.
As we are all keenly aware, New York City is
at the top of the target list for terrorists want-
ing to strike our country. It is clear that we
must do what we can to rein in spending by
the federal government, and this requires
making difficult choices, but New Yorkers and
the American people rely on homeland secu-
rity measures to keep them safe on their way
to work, home or while touring New York City.

| believe that we have to make smart
choices, and cutting $12 million that could
help New York City prevent the next terrorist
attack on this country is not a smart choice.
But there is a way to protect our Nation’s
most-vulnerable targets without adding to the
deficit and the amendment | have offered
today with my good friend and colleague from
New York accomplishes both goals.

Our amendment limits the number of metro-
politan areas that are eligible to receive Urban
Area Security Initiative funds, increasing the
share each eligible city receives. Currently,
this Continuing Resolution that my colleagues
on the other side of aisle have brought to the
floor cuts funding for these critical grants by
$87 million. New York City officials estimate
this cut will result in a loss of $12 million for
the city. That means $12 million less for im-
portant technology investments; $12 million
less for critical personnel; $12 million less for
training for police and firefighters; $12 million
less for ongoing counter terrorism operations
and overall emergency preparedness.

Mr. Chair, less than ten months ago, Faisal
Shahzad attempted to set off a car bomb in
Times Square, putting at risk the lives of thou-
sands of New Yorkers, along with visitors from
across the country and around the world. The
risk to New York City is real and we must re-
main vigilant.

| urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this amendment and ensuring that the
funds we are spending on the Urban Area Se-
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curity Initiative are going to the cities that are
the most at risk.

Mrs. LOWEY. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs.
LOWEY).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 413 OFFERED BY MS. WOOLSEY

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used in Department of
Defense overseas contingency operations
budget for military operations in Afghani-
stan until the President to seeks to nego-
tiate and enter into a bilateral status of
forces agreement with the Government of
the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan.

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

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order
is reserved.

The gentlewoman from California is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman,
amendment 413 states that none of the
funds made available by this act may
be used in Department of Defense over-
seas contingency operations budget for
military operations in Afghanistan
until the President seeks to negotiate
and enter into a bilateral status of
forces agreement with Afghanistan.

Mr. Chairman, we’ve had troops de-
ployed in Afghanistan for nearly a dec-
ade now, making this the longest war
in our Nation’s history, costing more
than $378 billion, with no real end in
sight. Close to 1,500 brave Americans
have been killed, and they’ve been
killed in the line of duty there. Rough-
ly 10,000 have been wounded, and yet
the United States does not have a sta-
tus of forces agreement, or SOFA, with
Afghanistan.

The SOFA is a very basic tool which
spells out the terms of U.S. military
operations in a given country. The
United States is party to more than 100
such agreements, for engagements
great and engagements small, includ-
ing Mali, Montenegro, and Micronesia.
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We have a SOFA with Iraq, signed in
the year 2008, which sets out a deadline
for complete withdrawal of troops by
the end of the year.

SOFA agreements determine how the
laws of the foreign jurisdiction should
be applied to U.S. personnel while in
that country. They lay the foundation
in a number of areas, including eco-
nomic, cultural, and law enforcement
matters.

So it’s beyond irresponsible, Mr.
Chairman, that in Afghanistan, the
country where we are currently waging
our longest and most expensive war, we
have no such agreement. There is no
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formal structure to provide rules gov-
erning the presence of hundreds of
thousands of Americans in that sov-
ereign nation. This must end. It’s both
morally and fiscally irresponsible. And
that’s why I have submitted this
amendment. It requires the President
to negotiate and enter into a bilateral
SOFA with the Government of Afghan-
istan.

A SOFA would establish that the
temporary presence of U.S. troops in
Afghanistan is at the request and invi-
tation of the host government. It
would prohibit permanent military
bases in Afghanistan, and it would pro-
vide a date no later than 1 year after
the signing of the agreement for com-
plete, safe, and orderly redeployment.
That includes Armed Forces, civilian
DOD employees, and military contrac-
tors.

Without a SOFA with Afghanistan,
Mr. Chairman, our leaders can con-
tinue to extend our occupation indefi-
nitely while the cost surges, our deficit
rises, and our economy falters. That is
poor military strategy and poor fiscal
planning.

A SOFA provides certainty and clar-
ity about what we’re doing in Afghani-
stan and how much longer we need to
be there. It would provide the frame-
work and momentum for redeployment
consistent with the terms of the Iraq
SOFA.

My amendment would move us a crit-
ical step closer to an end to this disas-
trous war, the safe return of our troops
back home, and taxpayers’ dollars in-
vested in domestic needs right here in
the United States.

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

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I insist on my point of order and
I make a point of order against the
amendment because it proposes to
change existing law and constitutes
legislation in an appropriations bill
and, therefore, violates clause 2 of rule
XXI. The rule states in pertinent part,
““An amendment to a general appro-
priation bill shall not be in order if
changing existing law.” The amend-
ment imposes additional duties.

I ask for a ruling from the Chair.

The Acting CHAIR. Does any Member
wish to be heard on the point of order?
The Chair will rule.

The amendment contains a legisla-
tive condition on the availability of
funds in the bill. As such, the amend-
ment violates clause 2 of rule XXI.

The point of order is sustained.

AMENDMENT NO. 516 OFFERED BY MR. CAMP

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used for the opening of
the locks at the Thomas J. O’Brien Lock and
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Dam or
Works.

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

Mr. CAMP. Today I offer an amend-
ment that is long overdue. Last June, a
live bighead Asian carp was discovered
6 miles from Lake Michigan, north of
the locks and well past the electric
barrier. This discovery shows that
Asian carp, one of the world’s most
rampant invasive species, are at the
doorstep of the Great Lakes.

Weighing up to 100 pounds, spanning
over 6 feet, and eating half their body
weight daily, Asian carp have the abil-
ity to decimate fish populations indige-
nous to the Great Lakes. These giant
bottom feeders would destroy the re-
gion’s $7.5 billion fishing industry as
well as the 800,000 jobs that are sup-
ported by it. To prevent this catas-
trophe, ecological experts have said
that closing the locks that separate
the Illinois River from Lake Michigan
is the single most important step we
can take to prevent these species from
entering the Great Lakes.

In 2009, the Michigan attorney gen-
eral filed a petition in Federal court to
direct the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers to immediately close the locks.
This petition was supported by Wis-
consin, Minnesota, Ohio, Indiana, New
York, and Pennsylvania. TUnfortu-
nately, the court denied the petition.
But after the court’s decision, I intro-
duced the Carp Act, along with Senator
STABENOW of Michigan, that would im-
mediately close the locks. And since
then, despite the imminent threat of
Asian carp, the administration has re-
fused to close the locks and all we have
received is promises of studies that will
take years to complete.

You will surely hear arguments from
those opposed to closing the locks that
doing so will disrupt the movement of
cargo and cause serious economic harm
to the region. Economists who have ex-
amined those claims have found them
to be grossly exaggerated.

An economic study conducted in 2010,
found on the Michigan attorney gen-
eral’s website at: http:/
www.michigan.gov/documents/ag/1-Ap-
pendix Renewed Mo-
tion 310133 7.pdf, found that if cargo
passing through the locks had to be
transported by land, it would increase
truck traffic in the surrounding area
by only one-tenth of 1 percent, or the
equivalent of adding two additional
freight trains to the over 500 leaving
the region each day. Any supposed eco-
nomic impact of closing the locks
would pale in comparison to the multi-
billion dollar industries that would be
wiped out by Asian carp.

The State of Michigan’s response to
the administration’s Asian carp frame-
work pointed out, ‘‘“The Framework’s
statement that the Chicago lock is the
Nation’s second busiest ignores the
fact that, in 2008, only 39 loaded barges
carrying approximately 100,000 tons of
cargo, mainly sand and gravel, moved
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through that lock. Moreover, according
to the Corps’ own data, the 2008 vessel
traffic consisted of 34,000—not 50,000—
vessels, mainly recreational water-
craft.”” The canal is now only 9 feet
deep in some areas.

You will also hear critics claim that
this amendment will tie the hands of
the Corps in assisting flood emer-
gencies. Again, those claims are not ac-
curate. The Corps has sufficient au-
thority to protect human life and prop-
erty in the event of flooding and other
disasters under the authority granted
to it by the Flood Control and Coastal
Emergencies Act and other Corps regu-
lations. Those authorities allow dis-
trict commanders to issue a declara-
tion of emergency and use Corps re-
sources to help State and local authori-
ties respond. Opening the locks to deal
with flooding is the exact type of sce-
nario this authority is intended for.

Mr. Chairman, every day of inaction
puts the Great Lakes ecosystem, the
largest body of freshwater in the world,
and the 800,000 jobs sustained at risk.
Inaction is unacceptable, and I urge all
Members to vote ‘‘yes’ on this amend-
ment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the
recognition and stand to oppose the
gentleman’s amendment, first of all, to
make the observation, representing the
northwest corner of the State of Indi-
ana, that I believe the gentleman is
mistaken in suggesting that the State
of Indiana supports the closure of the
locks. It is my understanding that the
State of Indiana opposes the closing of
the locks.

I would agree with the gentleman’s
assertion that we face a very serious
problem as far as the carp, and I and
others have certainly joined in that
concern. As a member of the Energy
and Water Subcommittee for over a
decade, we have been working
acidulously on this particular problem,
not only with the Army Corps of Engi-
neers, but with an assortment of State
and Federal regulatory bodies, because
no one wants carp in the Great Lakes.
But I would emphasize to this body
that it is a work in progress. And at
this point, the closure of the locks is
uncalled for.

The second point—and the gentleman
talks about the economy, there is an
economic issue. Speaking for the State
of Indiana, I would point out, if those
locks were closed, the impact as far as
the loss to economic activity in the
State of Indiana is $1.9 billion, and
17,655 jobs in Indiana would be affected.
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We’re trying to create jobs in this
economy, not strike them from be-
neath us.

And, finally, this issue is not without
controversy. It has ended up in the
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courts. The gentleman’s absolutely
correct about that. Twice the United
States Supreme Court has rejected ar-
guments by the Michigan Attorney
General that closing the locks is emi-
nently needed at this point in time.

Last year the State of Michigan
brought the question of lock closure
before the U.S. District Court for the
Northern District of Illinois. On De-
cember 2, Judge Robert Dow ruled
against the State of Michigan on their
request for a preliminary injunction,
explaining that the lock closure could
inflict certain harm on the economy,
and that the State of Michigan had
failed to demonstrate that the Asian
carp presented an ecological threat to
the Great Lakes that was imminent.

So again, I would urge all of my col-
leagues to oppose the gentleman’s
amendment.

Mr. CAMP. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. CAMP. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s comments, particularly at the
opening of your remarks when you
spoke of your involvement in this issue
for more than a decade. And the prob-
lem we have is we’ve run out of time.
Really, since 2009 when EDNA was
found north of the locks, and now we
found live Asian carp north of the
locks——

Mr. VISCLOSKY. If I could reclaim
my time, I understand the finding of
DNA. That is not carp. And again, ev-
eryone is working on keeping the carps
out of the lake. The locks are not im-
permeable either. And we have court
intervention and court rulings on this
matter. And again, would ask my col-
leagues to oppose the gentleman’s
amendment.

I yield back my time.

Mrs. BIGGERT. I move to strike the
requisite number of words.

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

Ms. BIGGERT. Mr. Chairman, this is
an issue that has grown and grown and
grown. But let me say that I would
agree with the gentleman from Michi-
gan, that we do not want the Asian
carp to be able to get into the Great
Lakes and into Lake Michigan first.

We have been working on this issue
for 12 years and it really makes me
upset to think that they seem to say,
well, nothing has happened, and now
it’s an emergency, that the Asian carp
are going to get into Lake Michigan.
Let me tell you that we have set up
two electronic dispersal barriers that
are in my district to stop the Asian
carp from getting through. This is the
o