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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. NUNNELEE).

————

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 16, 2011.

I hereby appoint the Honorable ALAN
NUNNELEE to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———
MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 5, 2011, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to 1 hour and each Member
other than the majority and minority
leaders and the minority whip limited
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall
debate continue beyond 11:50 a.m.

————
TYRANT FROM THE DESERT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. POE) for 5 minutes.

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the
aftershocks of the Egyptian revolution
are being felt throughout the Middle
East. The hunger for freedom has gone
viral and reenergized the movement for
freedom in the country of Iran. No
country in that region presents more of
a threat to the national security of the
United States, Israel, and the world
than the ‘‘tyrant from the desert’” and
his regime in Iran, Ahmadinejad.

Ahmadinejad says that his first nu-
clear missile will be sent to Tel Aviv,

Israel. He hates the United States; he
hates Israel, and he has been deter-
mined to destroy the both of us. We
must believe his words are more than
just rhetoric. For decades, the regime
has managed to quash but not elimi-
nate a vibrant opposition movement.

In 2009, that frustration erupted for
the whole world to see. Thousands of
people, mainly young people, marched
defiantly in the streets, protesting the
fraudulent election of Ahmadinejad.
The ‘‘little tyrant” is a rogue Presi-
dent and an illegitimate President, and
the response from the regime was bru-
tal. Police on motorbikes ran over
protestors, fired tear gas, beat them
with batons, tortured them, shot them,
and over a hundred protestors were
murdered in the 2 weeks that followed
the election. But to the surprise of the
world and the little tyrant from the
desert, the flame of freedom was not
quashed in Iran.

During that fight for self-determina-
tion, our administration was somewhat
passive, believing we could work with
that tyrant. But Ahmadinejad does not
want peace. He’s already declared war
on his own people and wants war with
the West. In Iran there’s no freedom of
expression and association, no freedom
from arrest, detention or torture, and
women are denied basic human rights.
But there’s a remarkable thing, Mr.
Speaker, about repression: The more a
tyrant tries to hold on to power by
cracking down on the people, the faster
he loses grip on that society.

So, inspired by the events in Egypt,
tens of thousands of young people once
again took to the streets in Iran on
Monday to protest the rogue govern-
ment. But the dictator is fighting
back, and he will continue to do so.
But the protestors want freedom in
their country. Communication has
been cut. However, we are seeing com-
munication from Iran through videos
and YouTube and tweets from those
Iranian people. The judiciary in Iran

has already arrested 1,500 people. Two
nonviolent protestors have been mur-
dered, and the rogue parliament, along
with the henchman Ahmadinejad has
called for the hanging of corrupt oppo-
sition leaders. But the people of Iran
still continue to protest.

The Iranian people—the Iranian re-
sistance movement—is here to stay,
whether Ahmadinejad likes it or not,
and they deserve the same chance as
every other freedom-loving people to
rule their own country. The Iranians
are freedom-loving people, and they de-
serve that basic human right that all
peoples have of self-determination.

Today, we support—I support—the
Iranians in Iran to take over their own
country and to remove the dictator
that is oppressing them. This fight will
be difficult, but we hear the cries of the
Iranian people. And those of us in Con-
gress that support them, we are not
going away any more than the Iranian
people are going away, because they
have the basic right of self-determina-
tion in their country.

And that’s just the way it is.

————
CONTINUING RESOLUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. If our country continues
on a course of fiscal irresponsibility
and continues to pile debt on our chil-
dren, we will all feel the consequences,
no matter our party. It is vital that
our two parties work together, Mr.
Speaker, to put our fiscal house in
order. So when I tell the House how
disappointed I am in the proposal that
is on the floor on spending for the rest
of the fiscal year, I'm coming from a
perspective of real worry about our
debt, a defining challenge that must be
seriously met. Sadly, that’s not the se-
riousness we see in the Republicans’
spending bills for the rest of this fiscal
year.
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Republicans began the new Congress
by passing a rules package that paves
the way to add nearly $56 trillion to the
deficit. Why do I say that? Because the
Republican rules provide for $4.7 tril-
lion, to be exact, in additional spending
that is not paid for over the next 10
years, while at the same time sug-
gesting reductions in spending, which I
think we need to effect. I may disagree
with the specifics, but we need to effect
reductions in spending. However, if you
project $1 trillion in reduced spending
and $5 trillion in additional unpaid-for
expenditure, it doesn’t take much of a
mathematician to get you to $4 trillion
of additional deficits. This is in the
context of the $5 trillion they’ve au-
thorized themselves to borrow from our
children and in the context of the Re-
publican record of fiscal irrespon-
sibility in the past where, as I pointed
out, every Republican administration
with which I've served has run over a
trillion dollars of deficit—$1.4 trillion
for Mr. Reagan, about $1.1 trillion for
the first President Bush, and $3.6 tril-
lion or $3.7 trillion for the second
President Bush—as contrasted with a
$62.9 billion surplus under the Clinton
administration.

Time and again, Republicans have
used the rhetoric of spending cuts as a
cover for massive borrowing, for record
surplus to turn into record deficits—a
$56.6 trillion projected surplus in 2001
turned into about a $5 trillion pro-
jected deficit in the following 8 years
under President Bush—and for budgets
that year after year did far more fiscal
damage than they promised. This time,
unfortunately, is no different.

But let’s look at the actual cuts pro-
posed in this spending bill. They’re
shortsighted and indiscriminate. Even
as they fail to change our long-term
fiscal picture for the better, these cuts
recklessly damage programs essential
to America’s competitive edge. I agree
that reducing spending is and must be
a part of the fiscal solution, but let’s
reduce spending wisely instead of doing
it in such a way that costs America
jobs.

When we talk about cutting invest-
ments in education, in innovation, and
in infrastructure, we are talking about
cutting tomorrow’s jobs, because those
are exactly the investments that will
build the technologies and industries of
the future and help American workers
stay competitive in a global economy.
The Association of General Contractors
said that just yesterday in USA Today.

The spending bill on the floor today
would make it harder for deserving stu-
dents to afford college, meaning a less
educated, less competitive workforce.
Every businessperson that I've talked
to says that’s not the way to go.
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It would cut 20,000 researchers sup-
ported by the National Science Foun-
dation and $2.5 billion in cancer and
other disease research at the National
Institutes of Health, meaning an Amer-
ica in danger of losing its place as the
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world’s innovation leader. If we do
that, we will not be the kind of country
Americans want to be.

It would lead to the loss of 25,000 con-
struction jobs and leave our air traffic
control system stuck in the last cen-
tury, meaning an America with an in-
frastructure falling further and further
behind our competitors.

We need spending discipline. Every-
one in America knows that, and every-
one in this House knows that—but not
at the cost of our future and our jobs.
I suggest to you that the rules adopted
in this House not only did not effect
discipline; they ignored and threw out
the door discipline, and said that they
could borrow $4.7 trillion and not pay
for it.

I can’t sum up the central issue any
better than Jack Lew, our Director of
OMB, who said this: “We must take
care to avoid indiscriminate cuts in
areas critical to long-term growth, like
education, innovation, and infrastruc-
ture, cuts that would stifle the econ-
omy just as it begins to recover.”” Now,
who was making a similar statement
like that? Richard Trumka, the presi-
dent of the AFL-CIO. Who was he doing
it with? Mr. Tom Donohue, the presi-
dent of the United States Chamber of
Commerce. ‘“‘That, in turn, would de-
prive us of one of the most powerful
drivers of deficit reduction, a growing
economy,’”’ concluded Jack Lew.

The President’s bipartisan fiscal
commission agrees. It found that indis-
criminate cuts to investments in
growth would ‘‘interfere with the ongo-
ing economic recovery.”” Both commis-
sions concluded that short-term sub-
stantial cuts in research, education,
and innovation would be harmful to
bringing this economy back to where
we want it to be.

Therefore, I urge my Republicans
friends: Listen to the economic and
business leaders who understand the
value of public investment, not as a re-
placement for the private sector, but in
partnership with the private sector.
That’s the partnership that Democrats
are striving for with our Make It in
America agenda. ‘‘Make it in Amer-
ica,” of course, means two things:

Number one, you’re going to make it.
You're going to succeed. You're going
to have the opportunity to get opportu-
nities. Of course, ‘“‘make it in America”
also means that we are going to make
“it” in America. We are going to man-
ufacture and grow it in America and
sell it here and around the world. The
President wants to double our exports
over the next 5 years. We can do that;
we should do that, and Americans be-
lieve that, if we do that, we will remain
the great economic engine that they
believe our country needs to be.

We have a set of bills that helps cre-
ate an environment for American com-
panies to create jobs here and to manu-
facture more goods here in America so
that more middle class families will be
able to make it in America. Let’s cut
needless spending but preserve our in-
vestments in growth, and let’s work to-

February 16, 2011

gether to build the bipartisan support
that is essential to the hard choices
our long-term fiscal problems demand.

I tell my friends on the other side of
the aisle, when you look at your rules
package and when you contemplate the
fact that you have provided for an ad-
ditional $4.7 trillion of spending with-
out paying for it and at the same time
you project a $100 billion cut per year
over 10 years, $1 trillion, it is quite ob-
vious that there is a $4 trillion hole
that you have created.

Reforming the Tax Code to grow our
economy and reduce the deficit is abso-
lutely essential, in my view, elimi-
nating wasteful defense spending that
doesn’t keep us safer, and keeping our
entitlement programs solvent for gen-
erations to come.

Those are the challenges that both
Republicans and Democrats need to
face together: to cooperate, to make
common cause, to make sure that our
children and grandchildren inherit a
fiscally sound Nation and not a Nation
deeply mired in debt, not a Nation that
has $4.7 trillion in expenditures with-
out paying for them, as the Republican
rules suggest.

——————

THE COURAGE TO CONTROL GOV-
ERNMENT SPENDING AND RE-
TURN POWER TO THE PEOPLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
New York (Ms. HAYWORTH) for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, on
January 24, I received a letter from
Jeremy Vaitas, who lives in Middle-
town, New York.

He wrote: ‘“As a 13-year-old boy in
seventh grade, I am concerned about
my future. Currently, the national debt
is 14 trillion, 16 billion, 110 million, 552
thousand, 952 dollars, and five cents.
Myself and every other citizen will
have to pay $45,241.77 to eliminate this
debt. My parents struggle with money,
and I’'m afraid that I will struggle even
more and not be able to own a home,
buy a car, or provide for a family some-
day.

‘I feel the only way to reduce the na-
tional debt is to reduce the amount of
money the government is spending.
There are many ways to do this, but I
believe increasing taxes is not one of
them. To reduce the national debt, I
would like to see you vote against any
further bailouts or any other wasteful
spending programs that give money to
people or businesses that make bad de-
cisions. Furthermore, I think you
should concentrate on fraud and mis-
use of government funds.”’

Here is a 13-year-old who has the
common sense to recognize that our
Federal Government has been commit-
ting intergenerational theft and to call
for it to stop. Our national debt is in-
creasing at a rate of more than $4 bil-
lion per day.

We are hearing a lot about the people
who would be deprived of some form of
benefit through spending cuts, but
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Jeremy’s voice reminds us that Ameri-
cans everywhere, and especially those
who are most vulnerable by virtue of
their youth, are being deprived of op-
portunity by the government’s prof-
ligacy. We can help them best by re-
turning taxpayer dollars to American
pockets to buy, build, invest, and hire.

That is our most urgent task.

Jeremy Vaitas is only 13, but he gets
it.

He needs us in Congress to be adults,
to accept that we must say ‘“‘no’ to
what has been all too easy to do in the
past—to spend taxpayer dollars to grow
the Federal Government far beyond its
constitutional bounds. We must say
“no” in order to say ‘‘yes’” to the op-
portunity and prosperity that come
only with American enterprise, entre-
preneurship, and ingenuity. We must
say ‘‘yes” to the future that Jeremy
and all of the members of his genera-
tion and of generations to come de-
serve as the heirs to the American
Dream.

Our Nation is exceptional in all of
history and in all the world. It has al-
ways taken courage to defend it. The
continuing resolution we will pass this
week must show that we have the cour-
age to take control of our govern-
ment’s spending and return power to
the people.

———

THE FIGHT OF AMERICA’S VET-
ERANS FOR ECONOMIC SECURITY
HERE AT HOME

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. JACKSON) for 5 minutes.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, with all of this talk about the CR
and where money is being spent and
where taxpayer dollars should be spent,
I want to remind Americans that there
are 1.4 million Americans on active
duty in our U.S. military. Another
718,000 civilian personnel support our
men and women in uniform, and 1.1
million are in the Reserves or in the
National Guard.

The military is our Nation’s largest
employer, and it is honorable work.
Our fighting men and women are the
best and the brightest, the bravest and
the most battle-tested. They serve with
distinction whether they are on bases
here at home or in combat abroad,
whether they are in the infantry or in
military information technology.

But once our soldiers, airmen, sail-
ors, and marines leave the service,
shouldn’t they be assured of jobs right
here in America? Is that too much to
ask of Congress? Is it too much to ask
of America? Shouldn’t their families
know that they will have roofs over
their heads, food on their tables, and
clothes on their backs? That’s the least
we can do for our veterans, but for too
many veterans, unemployment and
economic insecurity is what they are
finding in civilian life.
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Recently, I asked unemployed vet-
erans to send me their resumes and
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their stories so that I can submit them
for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, to put
their struggles front and center before
our government. I heard from a number
of veterans who sent their resumes to
me at Resumes From Veterans @mail.
house. gov.

I heard from Charles Diver of Planta-
tion, Florida, who served for 4 years in
the U.S. Coast Guard. He wrote that,
“In addition to being unemployed,
many of us feel the government has
been less than forthcoming about the
scope of the problem.”

I couldn’t agree more. Mr. Diver has
been unemployed since June of 2009. I
think we owe him more than that for
the service that he’s given to our coun-
try.

Vincent Torrez of Lias Vegas, Nevada,
told me, ‘It has been a year since I
have been discharged from the Army,
and it has virtually been impossible for
me to find work that matches my skill-
set in the civilian market. I believe
within the next few years unemployed
veterans will be a bigger problem than
it is now with the wars coming to a
close.”

Mr. Torrez last served in the Army’s
1st Airborne Division, 509th Infantry
Regiment Opposing Force. We should
see to it that veterans like him can
find meaningful work when they’re
back at home.

I heard from Mr. Jay Magan of Tay-
lorsville, Kentucky, who wrote simply
and poignantly, ‘“Out of work for 1%
yvears. Desperate for a job.”” He signed
that short e-mail, ‘‘Respectfully, Jay
G. Magan.”

We owe him more respect than unem-
ployment for his 20 years of service in
the United States Navy.

I heard from Evelyn Thomas. She is a
veteran of the Army National Guard
and the Marine Corps and lives in
Carlsbad, California. She enlisted in
the military on the Montgomery G.I.
Bill in order to earn money for college.
She then obtained a master’s degree in
teaching, learning, and leadership. She
told me, “We need to create jobs. We
need to provide avenues and opportuni-
ties for manufacturing and production
companies to exist in this global econ-
omy. Now I am at a crossroads, in
which I must utilize my activism work
to create a job. I must work to support
my family. I want to work. Surely,
there is a position for a honorably dis-
charged veteran with a master’s de-
gree.”’

Indeed, there should be.

But then, Mr. Speaker, I received
what I think is the most striking e-
mail. It was from Tonya Batson, the
wife of a 12-year Navy veteran named
Billy Batson. She didn’t write much,
just that Mr. Batson had been out of
work since December of 2009, over a
yvear, after his military service ended.
But imagine the anguish that Mr. and
Mrs. Batson must be feeling. Imagine
the uncertainty. I refuse to accept that
any military spouse should feel that.
No husband or wife, who after sup-
porting their partner through military
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service, deployment, travel, and battle,
should feel like they have to fight an-
other battle right here at home to find
a job, to provide for their family, to be
financially secure.

Mr. Speaker, we can do better. We
can create an economy that employs
all of our veterans. We need a jobs pro-
gram that will put Americans back to
work doing productive things for soci-
ety—teachers aides in classrooms
across the country, health clinic work-
ers, home energy technicians, food pan-
try workers. We can create jobs that
pay benefits to workers and the coun-
try without the kind of overhead of in-
frastructure and other projects.

But, Mr. Speaker, we can do even
better than creating jobs. We can
eliminate unemployment as a factor in
American life. In order to do that, I
need to hear more stories like those of
Mr. Diver, Mr. Torrez, Mr. Magan, Ms.
Thomas, and Mr. and Mrs. Batson. I
know they are out there, so I'm calling
on unemployed veterans to send me
their resumes and stories to Resumes
From Veterans @mail. house. gov.

As T've said before, sending me your
resume will not get you a job, or put
you into consideration for a job. But it
can help keep the unemployed problem
front and center here in Washington.

We need to do something, Mr. Speak-
er, so that all Americans, veterans and
nonveterans alike, have work. We can
do so much better.

VETERAN’S RESUME FOR THE CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD
From: Chuck
[chuckdiver@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 15, 2011 8:25 AM
To: Veterans, Resumes from

DEAR REP. JESSE JACKSON JR.: Thank you
for your work. Providing veterans with rec-
ognition is an important contribution, be-
cause in addition to being unemployed, many
of us feel the government has been less than
forthcoming about the scope of the problem.
I served four years in the U.S. Coast Guard.

RESPECTFULLY, CHARLES E. DIVER.
CHARLES E. DIVER
AIRCRAFT DISPATCHER

Nine years experience dispatching aircraft
under Part 121 and Part 135 operations both
domestically and internationally, of which
the last one and one half years were as the
manager of the flight control department.
Professional Strengths

Use of aviation software programs; atten-
tion to detail while multitasking; composure
in stressful situations; excellent communica-
tions skills; respectful of cultural diversity;
ability to prioritize dynamically; ability to
teach and supervise; management experi-
ence; private pilot (SEL).

Key Achievements

Los prevention by audit control of APIS
and E-APIS reports and required passenger
travel documentation.

Designated as dispatch ground instructor.

Contributed to and assisted with GOM and
OPSPEC revisions.

Poit of contact for U.S. Customs, Immigra-
tion, TSA and FAA Inspectors.

Professional Experience
Manager of Flight Control Lynx Air Inter-
national—I11-2007 to 6-2009

Disatched company aircraft on charters
and scheduled domestic and international
flights.

Diver
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Responsible for all dispatch operations, re-
porting directly to the DO and the President
of Administration.

Adjusted master crew schedule as nec-
essary for operational requirements.

Coordinated operational requirements for
charter, cargo, and passenger service depart-
ments.

Managed logistical considerations for all
flights including over-flight permits and fuel
cost and availability.

Interviewed, hired and trained new dis-
patch personnel, including recurrent train-
ing.

Maintained records archives and updated
all dispatch records and required manuals,
including operational expense reports, air-
craft and crew flight times, maintenance sta-
tus of aircraft and Twelve-five security pro-
tocol documents.

Aircraft Dispatcher Lynx Air International—
8-2005 to 11-2007

Dispatched Fairchild Metroliner 111
(SA227-AC) on charters and to the Bahamas,
Haiti and Guantanamo (GITMO) Cuba using
Flitesoft Commercial Flight Calculator and
Flight View. All releases done manually for
each flight and filed or updated all flight
plans.

Assisted the flight control manager as pos-
sible in the completion of his responsibil-
ities.

Interacted with cargo department, reserva-
tions and ticket counter personnel for each
flight as necessary.

Assisted other departments as cir-
cumstances required when not the dispatcher
on duty.

Flight Follower, Custom Air Transport 2-2005
to 8-2005

Monitored scheduled and on demand cargo
flights of Boeing 727-200 aircraft domesti-
cally and internationally using Navtech
flight planning software and Flight Explorer
for flight following.

Interacted with company supervisors and
customer service representatives, especially
during delayed flights or IROPS.

Aircraft Dispatcher Lynx Air International—
12-2003 to 2-2005

Dispatched Fairchild Metroliner 111
(SA227-AC) on charters and to the Bahamas,
Haiti and Guantanamo (GITMO) Cuba using
Flitesoft Commercial Flight Calculator and
Flight View. All releases done manually for
each flight and filed or updated all flight
plans.

Assisted the flight control manager as pos-
sible in the completion of his responsibil-
ities.

Interacted with cargo department, reserva-
tions and ticket counter personnel for each
flight as necessary.

Assisted other departments as cir-
cumstances required when not the dispatcher
on duty.

Aircraft Dispatcher Atlantic Southeast Air-

lines—I11-2000 to 9-2002

Dispatched CRJ’s, ATR-72’s and E-120’s do-
mestically and internationally using Eagle
Dispatch Monitor, Flight Explorer, Flight
Trac Plot, Storm Century PC and the ‘‘Delta
Term” system of flight information manage-
ment.

Aircraft Dispatcher Chalks Ocean Airways—
8-2000 to 11-2000

Dispatched Grumman Mallard seaplanes to

the Bahamas.

Interacted with station agents to coordi-

nate passenger services.

Health Care Educator Behavioral Medicine
and Biofeedback Consultants—3-1993 to
12-1999

Taught behavior modification under the

supervision of a licensed psychologist in his
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private practice and at North Broward Med-
ical Center (NBMCO), utilizing biofeedback as-
sisted stress management and relaxation
techniques to patients with stress symptoms
and work related injuries. Provided class-
room instruction and public lectures at
NBMC for the management of diabetes, and
conducted group sessions for the use of be-
havioral strategies to improve coping skills
for diabetes, pain control and related condi-
tions for stroke survivors.

Education

Sheffield School of Aeronautics—Aircraft
Dispatcher Certification (Certificate Number
2636673); Graduated 8-2000.

Sea School—U.S. Merchant Marine Officer
License (Serial Number 605571); Graduated 6—
1984.

University of North Florida—Master of
Science in Allied Health Services (GPA 4.00);
Graduated 3-1979.

University of North Florida—Bachelor of
Arts in Psychology (GPA 3.30); Graduated 12—
1977.

Military

U.S. Coast Guard—Rate/Rank: Quarter-
master / E-5; Enlisted 8-31-1970.

National Defense Service Medal; Small
Boat Coxswain Insignia; Secret Clearance,
Honorable Discharge 8-30-1974.

RESUME FOR CONGRESSIONAL RECORD

From: Vince Torrez
[vince.torrez@hotmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, February 15, 2011 3:11 AM
To: Veterans, Resumes from

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: I recently read
an article in the Army Times that unem-
ployed Veteran’s resumes were being pub-
lished in the Congressional Record for debate
on the floor. As an unemployed Veteran of
the Iraq War I would like my resume pub-
lished into record. It has been a year since I
have been discharged from the Army, and it
has virtually been impossible for me to fmd
a job that matches my skill set in the civil-
ian market. I believe within the next few
years unemployed Veterans will be a bigger
problem than it is now with the wars coming
to a close. Furthermore, with the reduction
of military force this will only increase, and
possibility lead to unrest among Veterans
and their families.

Thank you,
VINCENT TORREZ.
VINCENT TORREZ JR.

Objective

A dedicated and loyal Veteran with a
plethora of diverse talent seeking to obtain a
position with the Secret Service as a Special
Agent
Professional Experience

Company: Active Army Component, 1st Air-
borne 509th Infantry Regiment Opposing
Force, Joint Readiness Training Center
and Fort Polk, Louisiana

Employment Dates: August 2008-April 2010

Supervisor: 1 SG David Crosson, May Con-
tact

Salary: $35,000 per year, 40-50 Hours Per
Week, Pay Grade E-5

Position: Lead Company Program Admin-
istrator

Duties:

Manage accountability and adjustment of
over $1.5 million worth of assigned equip-
ment.

Development and implementation of stand-
ardize training in clerical data.

Brief senior leadership on work conditions
and climate.

Ensure the workplace is in compliance
with policies and regulations.

Accountable for official administrative ac-
tions of one-hundred seventy employees to

February 16, 2011

include separations,
and leave.

Director of company retention and profes-
sional development program for approxi-
mately one-hundred sixty-five employees.

Strong clerical skills with ability to type
forty words per minute.

Possession of superb written and inter-
personal skills.

Processing of legal documents Absence
Without Leave, Chapter Discharge packets,
and Company level Uniform Code of Military
Justice proceedings.

Created an internal guidelines for proc-
essing employees more efficiently.

Monitored coordinating and supporting of
reports to meet objectives and deadlines
daily, monthly, and quarterly basis.

Orally administrated numerous
ational directives.

Assisted in unit operations center (C2 Com-
mand and control).

Company: Active Army Component, 1st Bat-
talion 26th Infantry Regiment,
Schweinfurt, Germany

Employment Dates: April 2005-August 2008

Supervisor: Major Andrew Jasso, May Con-
tact

Salary: $28,000 per year, 40-50 Hours Per
Week, Pay Grade E-4 to E-5

Position: Team Leader

Duties:

Outstanding ability briefing senior leader-
ship.

Skillful in research and analysis in secu-
rity protection programs.

Highly organized and attentive in the con-
struction of emergency response programs.

Active Department of Defense secret clear-
ance.

Extensive experience as a Team Leader in
a personnel security team; maintaining stat-
ic and roving security posture, preventing of
unauthorized trespassing of controlled access
points, and provided physical body protec-
tion for Army Officers, Army civilian em-
ployees, and Army contractors while in
Baghdad, Iraq.

Familiarized in remaining composed and
disciplined under duress.

Expertise with American small arms weap-
ons systems; 9MM, M203, 240B, 240C, M—-4, M-
16, 50 Cal., and M-14 rifle.

Participated in conducting surveillance,
search warrants, and arrests on criminal tar-
gets for the purpose of testifying in Iraqi
court to the events witnessed.

Seized numerous devices as evidence while
conducting preliminary intelligence gath-
ering such as weapons, ammunitions, and
bomb making materials.

Conducted primarily field interviews of
suspected criminals during search warrants.

Development and implementation of stand-
ardize training.

An earned reputation for continued con-
summate team player with ability to com-
municate effectively with internal and exter-
nal agencies.

Achievements

Participated in Operation Iraqi Freedom
Fiscal Years 2006-2008.

Awarded the Iraqi Campaign Medal with
Campaign Star.

Awarded the Combat Infantryman Badge.

Awarded the Army Commendation Medal
for Actions in Combat.

Received commendable evaluation for pio-
neering overhaul on Company Retention
Program.

Company: Oreck Corporation, 2047 West

Bullard Avenue, Fresno, CA 93711

Employment Dates: March 2000-April 2005

Supervisor: Martin Lopez, May Contact

Wage: $9.00 per hour plus commission, 30
Hours Per Week

retirements, awards,

oper-
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Position: Manager

Duties:

Administer daily operations: including ac-
counts, security deposits, customer service,
and sales.

Planning and coordinating
itineraries for management.

Oversight on protection of store assets and
investigation of loss assets.

Education and Specialized Training

Specialized Training:

Drivers Training Course: Ft. Polk, Lou-
isiana 2009. Curriculum focuses on laws of
the road 40 hours, and 20 hours of on and off
road vehicle driving of military and civilian
wheeled vehicles.

Advance Leaders Course: Schweinfurt, Ger-
many 2008. A focus on planning and con-
ducting operation orders, combat leadership
skills, and becoming subject matter experts
on small arms proficiency. Fundamental
characteristics of ballistic trajectory.

Warriors Leaders Course: Grafenwohr, Ger-
many 2008. Primary focus on developmental
leadership skills. A breadth of military sub-
jects to include leadership in combat, land

business

navigation, individual skill training, and
physical fitness.
Combat Life-Saver Course: Schweinfurt,

Germany 2006. Highly developed lifesaving
procedures beyond the level of basic first aid.
Combat methodologies on intravenous injec-
tions, cardiopulmonary resuscitation, trau-
ma management, and medical evaluation.

Bachelor of Arts in History with an empha-
sis in U.S. History, May 2004; California
State University, Fresno: Fresno, CA 93740

Related Course Work:

Political Science: Acquired a strong foun-
dation of American politics, domestic and
foreign policy. Composed written assign-
ments on U.S. and North Korean Relations.

Computer Aptitude:

Military Systems: Force Battlefield Com-
mand Bridge and Below, Blue Force Tracker
System

Operating Systems: Windows XP, Vista

Software Applications: Microsoft Power
Point, Word, Excel, Access

General Education Diploma, June 1997;
Sanger High School: Sanger, CA 93657
References

Available upon request.

——————

URGENT NEED TO CUT GOVERN-
MENT SPENDING AND REDUCE
GOVERNMENT DEBT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. HURT) for 5 minutes.

Mr. HURT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in support of the urgent need to cut
government spending and reduce gov-
ernment debt.

Last year, our President and our Con-
gress failed to enact a budget. This fun-
damental failure of leadership has put
our country on a path of skyrocketing
debt, growing deficits, and unaccept-
ably high unemployment.

This week, the President submitted
to this new Congress a new budget pro-
posal. Instead of recognizing the urgent
need to reduce spending and reduce our
debt, the President’s budget proposal
amounts to, yet again, failure of lead-
ership. It is a budget predicated on
unsustainable deficit spending and in-
surmountable debt that will be passed
on to our children and to our grand-
children.
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Our deficit is projected to reach an
all-time high of $1.6 trillion, and our
national debt is projected to equal the
size of the entire U.S. economy, reach-
ing over $15 trillion by September 30 of
this year. And for 21 straight months,
our national unemployment rate has
been at 9 percent or higher, the coun-
try’s longest jobless streak since the
Great Depression.

The people of my district, Virginia’s
Fifth District, and the people of our
Nation know this course is
unsustainable and that it must stop.
Enough is enough. It is time to chart a
new course of fiscal discipline and re-
straint. It is time to act on the urgent
message sent by the people in Novem-
ber that we must put an end to Wash-
ington’s reckless spending.

No longer should the people of the
Fifth District be stuck to foot the bill
for a growing and intrusive Federal
Government. No longer should families
and businesses in central and southside
Virginia be the ones making the tough
choices to live within their means
while the Federal Government borrows
40 cents on every dollar it spends.

By making tough choices and by re-
ducing government spending, we are
taking the first step in tackling our
unsustainable debt and of preserving
our economic strength for future gen-
erations. By reducing spending, we are
restoring a sense of certainty and con-
fidence to the marketplace that will
create a better environment for job
creation. By reducing spending, we are
reducing the size and scope of the Fed-
eral Government and are empowering
our true job creators to hire, innovate,
and expand.

The decisions we face are not easy,
but we have not been given an easy
task. Now is the time to act and to act
boldly if we are serious about leaving a
better America for our children and
our grandchildren.

———
THE 2011 CONTINUING RESOLUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. BASS) for 5 minutes.

Ms. BASS of California. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in strong opposition to the reck-
less spending plan in H.R. 1.

Mr. Speaker, it has been 43 days since
I joined the new Congress, and my col-
leagues across the aisle have not of-
fered one job, let alone offered a jobs
plan to put Americans back to work.
While hardworking Americans struggle
to keep a roof over their head, food on
the table, and the heat turned on, my
colleagues have not taken one single
action to create jobs for the unem-
ployed. They have completely aban-
doned the number one issue for the
American people right now—jobs and
the unemployment rate—and in fact,
they are blatantly destroying, instead
of creating, good jobs.

In fact, the Speaker recently said,
“Over the last 2 years since President
Obama has taken office, the Federal
Government has added 200,000 new Fed-
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eral jobs,” greatly exaggerating, citing
a number 10 times greater than what
has actually been reported. He said, ‘‘If
some of those jobs are lost in the
spending cuts, so be it.”

Mr. Speaker, under the Republican
plan, jobs are the target of the cuts.
For example, the largest cuts ever in
history for education programs under
H.R. 1 would result in more than 26,000
K-12 teachers and support staff, 14,000
Head Start teachers, and 7,000 special
ed teachers all losing their jobs. This is
just the education budget alone.

According to the nonpartisan Eco-
nomic Policy Institute, the Republican
continuing resolution would cost the
Nation almost 1 million jobs. Included
on the majority party cut list are 25,000
new construction jobs from infrastruc-
ture projects, 1,300 police officers by
eliminating the COPS program, 2,400
firefighters by terminating SAFER
grants, and 16,000 private sector con-
struction jobs lost from cutting $1.7
billion to the Federal Buildings Fund.

The spending plan would also slash in
half all job training funds—dollars used
to help workers obtain the skills they
need to compete in the global econ-
omy.

Mr. Speaker, reducing the unemploy-
ment rate is the most important chal-
lenge facing this country. The most
promising new source of economic
growth and job creation is in our public
infrastructure system, from roads and
bridges to broadband and air traffic
control systems to a new energy grid. I
commend President Obama for his
leadership in crafting a budget pro-
posal for fiscal year 2012, for his leader-
ship in crafting this budget proposal
that focuses Federal dollars on rebuild-
ing America’s infrastructure, which
USA Today describes as ‘‘a massive job
creation engine, with plans to generate
millions of jobs by repairing and ex-
panding highways, bridges, and rail-
ways.”’

Mr. Speaker, the President’s budget
addresses the real sources of our deficit
and makes tough but careful choices
needed to reduce the deficit. With cuts
of $78 billion, President Obama has
taken the first step in curbing the mas-
sive defense budget, and I want to work
with my colleagues and the President
to find additional savings in the de-
fense budget by closing permanent
bases overseas that no longer serve a
strategic value.
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For example, I believe we need to ex-
amine why we still have over 200 mili-
tary bases in Germany 65 years after
World War II and many years after the
fall of the Berlin Wall. The President
also makes necessary sacrifices to sus-
tain the maximum Pell Grant award
for all students by eliminating the
summer Pell Grant program. These are
hard cuts to swallow but are necessary.

The Republican bill, on the other
hand, prefers to arbitrarily make
shortsighted cuts; for example, cutting
funding from programs that affect
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women and their children, like $758
million from the WIC program and $1
billion from Head Start. The long-term
impact of these cuts is clear: prohib-
iting access to family planning serv-
ices. So guess what happens? Then de-
nying food for the child and denying
access to preschool.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1 recklessly cuts
spending at the expense of our eco-
nomic recovery and job creation; nor
does the Republican plan put us on a
sustainable path to deficit reduction.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this job-cutting, fiscally irresponsible
spending bill.

WE ALL NEED TO GET INTO THE
BOAT TOGETHER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER) for 5 minutes.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise this
morning to congratulate President
Obama for what I believe were the
most important words that came from
his press conference that he delivered
yesterday when he said we all need to
get into the boat together. Now, he was
referring, of course, to the challenge of
entitlement spending.

I listened to my California colleague
talk about her priorities when it comes
to dealing with budget issues. We are
in the midst of a debate right now that
will take place later today, and obvi-
ously it went into early this morning,
on the continuing resolution and the
challenges we face there. We are look-
ing at making cuts that are important
and need to take place. But, Mr. Speak-
er, they pale in comparison to the chal-
lenge that we face of dealing with enti-
tlement spending.

When the President said we all need
to get into that boat together, what he
meant was, it was very clear, we need
to work together in a bipartisan way.
And there are all kinds of challenges
that have been put before us and horror
stories as it relates to entitlement
spending. And there is a tendency on
both sides of the aisle, when it comes
to dealing with the issue of entitle-
ment spending, to point the finger of
blame at the other party. That’s why I
was particularly pleased that just re-
cently the former chairman of the Sen-
ate Budget Committee, our colleague
Pete Domenici, along with the former
Director of the Congressional Budget
Office, Alice Rivlin, have been meeting
with leaders of both political parties,
talking about the imperative of dealing
with the issue of entitlement reform.

As we look at the debate that’s tak-
ing place right now, Mr. Speaker, on
the discretionary spending that is be-
fore us and juxtapose that to the mas-
sive, massive spending as we look as
far as the eye can see when it comes to
Social Security, Medicare, and other
entitlement spending, I believe that if
we can deal with entitlement spending,
we will be able to have resources to ad-
dress priorities that I know my Cali-
fornia colleague and other colleagues
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on both sides of the aisle share. So
that’s why I think that it’s important
for both the left and the right to come
together and recognize that the prob-
lems that exist with entitlement
spending need to be addressed in a bi-
partisan way. They can be addressed in
a bipartisan way. And in so doing, we
will be ensuring that future genera-
tions are not going to face this tremen-
dous debt burden.

We’ll be addressing the issue that the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Admiral Mike Mullen, has said is our
number one national security threat,
and that is the looming national debt.
I believe that we will be able to let the
American people know that we do
have, as a priority, a desire to work to-
gether to resolve the very important
problems that lie ahead.

————

A HUMAN AND CIVIL RIGHTS
CRISIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ) for 5 minutes.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. I rise today to
bring the urgent attention of the U.S.
House of Representatives to a human
rights and civil rights crisis. I want to
talk to you today about a part of the
world where the rights of citizens of all
walks of life to protest and speak their
minds is being denied with clubs and
pepper spray; a part of the world where
a student strike led the university to
ban student protests anywhere, any-
time on campus; and where, when the
students protested the crackdown on
free speech, they were violently at-
tacked by heavily armed riot police; a
place where a newspaper editorial stat-
ed, “The indiscriminate aggression of
police riot squads against students who
are exercising their constitutional
rights in public areas is a gross viola-
tion of their rights and an act com-
parable only to the acts of the dicta-
torships we all denounce and reject’’; a
place where the government has closed
public access to some legislative ses-
sions just like this one.

I ask this Congress to look at a part
of the world where the Bar Association
has been dismantled by the legislature
and its leader has been jailed for fight-
ing a politically motivated lawsuit.
And where is this part of the world?
Egypt? No. Protesters exercising free-
dom of speech brought down a dictator
in Cairo last week. What far away land
has seen student protests banned,
union protesters beaten, and free
speech advocates jailed? The United
States of America’s colony of Puerto
Rico. Sound outrageous? It is. But
true, and well documented.

I ask my colleagues in the U.S. House
of Representatives to turn their eyes to
Puerto Rico. The doors of the U.S. Con-
gress are open. Our proceedings are
public. In fact, the public is our boss,
and that’s how it works in a democ-
racy. Across America today, I am sure
there will be protests at college cam-
puses. Across America, workers will go
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on strike, and there will be marches
and protests against mayors and Gov-
ernors and derogatory things said, even
about President Obama.

In Madison, Wisconsin, as we speak,
protests over employment policies and
budget cuts at the University of Wis-
consin are taking place. College and
even high school students have been
joined by union members and their al-
lies in peaceful protests on the streets
across the State of Wisconsin. Will we
see pepper spray and beatings? Not
likely. The protesters will be protected
by the First Amendment to our Con-
stitution. And that’s the way it works
in a democracy. It is their right to say
whatever they want and say it without
fear of pepper spray or clubs or a legis-
lature that limits and restricts the
people’s rights.

In the 50 States, we have lots of orga-
nizations not unlike the Puerto Rican
Bar Association, an organization under
attack by the government, and we
don’t tolerate its leaders being sent to
jail because they exercise their rights
and they stand up for what they be-
lieve in. But that’s not the reality in
Puerto Rico.

Just last week, Judge Fuste, a Fed-
eral judge with close ties to the ruling
party and a personal history of oppos-
ing the Puerto Rican Bar Association,
this Federal judge whose salary is paid
for by the taxpayers of America, or-
dered Osvaldo Toledo, the president of
the Puerto Rican Bar Association, to
jail. And what was Mr. Toledo’s crime?
Educating his members on how to opt
out of a politically motivated lawsuit
designed to destroy the Bar Associa-
tion. For me, this attack was the final
straw that brought me to the floor to
speak out today.

So, in solidarity with Osvaldo To-
ledo, jailed for doing his job as the
leader of the Puerto Rican Bar Associa-
tion, I will enter into the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD today the instructions
for his members on how to opt out of
the class action lawsuit that is threat-
ening the viability of the Bar Associa-
tion.

I will say to those who would pass
laws to stifle public protest, to those
who would authorize the use of force
against peaceful protesters, and to sti-
fle the words and actions of their en-
emies, attacking free speech has no
place in a democracy, and a Federal
judge like Fuste should know better.

Here is a fact that most of us learned
a long time ago: Brutal laws, secret
meetings, armed enforcers don’t extin-
guish the flame of justice; they are the
spark that makes it burn even bright-
er. You may, with your armed guards
and your restrictive laws, try to slow
down the protests of the people of
Puerto Rico. You may harass the Puer-
to Rican Bar Association and make
their life uncomfortable for a while.
And every time you turn police on stu-
dents and jail an opponent, you guar-
antee that the good people of Puerto
Rico and this Congress will speak out.

Mr. Speaker, I say to the people of
Puerto Rico, there are some places
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that this crusade to end free speech
cannot reach, not today, not ever. I
stand with you.

February  , 2011

Brown vs. Colegio de Abogados Adminis-
trator

PO Box 2439 Faribault, MN 55021-9139.

Re: Request for Exclusion

To Whom It May Concern:

I do not want to be part of the Damages
Class in Brown v. Colegio de Abogados de
Puerto Rico, CV 06-1645 (JP).

No quiero ser parte de la Clase con Derecho
a Resarcimiento en Brown v. Colegio de
Abogados de Puerto Rico, CV 06-1645 (JP).

Regards, (firma)

Name/Nombre

(print)(letra de molde)

Address/Direccion:

Phone Numbers/Teléfonos: ()

(G

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR

THE DISTRICT OF PUERTO RICO

Herbert W. Brown, III, et al., Plaintiffs, v.
Colegio de Abogados de Puerto Rico, Defend-
ant.

Civil No: 06-1645 (JP).

Class Action.

NOTICE OF CLASS ACTION LAWSUIT

Please read this notice carefully. It ex-
plains that you are entitled to a judgment
against the Colegio de Abogados de Puerto
Rico. This is not a notice of a lawsuit
against you.

1. Summary of Important Points

Liability has been established in a federal
class action lawsuit in which you were iden-
tified as a class member. You are automati-
cally entitled to a judgment in your favor,
unless you choose to exclude yourself from
the judgment.

You do not need to do anything to have the
judgment entered in your favor.

If your address has changed, you should
complete the enclosed Change of Address
form and submit it to the address indicated
on the form so that any payment to you can
be sent to your current address. Please note
the following important dates:

February 26, 2011 Deadline for submitting
Change of Address form (see enclosed form).

February 26, 2011 Deadline to exclude your-
self from the judgment (see procedures
below).

For more detailed information relating to
this class action, please refer to the informa-
tion set forth below.

II. Why did I get this notice?

This is a notice of a class action lawsuit
wherein the Colegio de Abogados de Puerto
Rico (‘‘Colegio”) was found liable for
impermissibly collecting dues from its mem-
bers from October 2002 to December 2006
which were utilized for a mandatory life in-
surance program. You have received this no-
tice because records indicate that you were
an attorney practicing in the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico local courts from 2002-2006,
who was obligated to pay the Colegio the an-
nual membership renewal fee in order to
practice law in this jurisdiction. Your legal
rights will be affected by the judgment to be
entered in this lawsuit.

Please read this notice carefully. It ex-
plains the lawsuit, the finding of liability,
and your legal rights.

1II. What is this lawsuit about?

This lawsuit was filed on June 27, 2006, in
the United States District Court for the Dis-
trict of Puerto Rico and assigned case num-
ber CV 06-1645 (JP), Plaintiffs Herbert W.
Brown, III, José L. Ubarri, and David W.
Roman claimed that they were required to
purchase a compulsory life insurance policy
as a precondition to their ability to practice
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law in Puerto Rico in violation of the First
Amendment of the United States Constitu-
tion and 42 U.S.C. §1983.

Plaintiffs’ claims were that the Colegio’s
compulsory life insurance program was not
germane to the purposes that justify an inte-
grated bar association, and therefore vio-
lated the First Amendment of the United
States Constitution.

On September 26, 2008, the United States
District Court for the District of Puerto Rico
granted summary judgment in favor of
Plaintiffs and found the Colegio liable for
‘“‘damages to compensate the members of the
Colegio whose dues were allocated to the
compulsory life insurance program from the
entry of the Romero decision in 2002 until
the present ...” Brown v. Colegio de
Abogados de Puerto Rico, 579 F. Supp. 2d 211,
222 (D.P.R. 2008).

On April 27, 2009, the United States Dis-
trict Court for the District of Puerto Rico
entered an Amended Final Judgment In
favor of Plaintiffs.

On July 23, 2010, the United States Court of
Appeals for the First Circuit affirmed the
District Court’s finding of liability against
Colegio. Also, the First Circuit vacated the
District Court’s judgment insofar as it deter-
mined the amount of damages and remanded
the case to allow notice to be given to Class
Members including their right to opt out of
the Class. The First Circuit determined that,
after the expiration of the notice period, the
District Court should reinstate the damage
award as calculated before but this time ex-
cluding damages otherwise attributable to
those who opted out of the Class. Brown v.
Colegio de Abogados de Puerto Rico, 613 F.3d 44
(1st Cir. 2010).

IV. Why is this a class action?

In a class action, one or more persons,
called ‘‘Class Representatives’ (in this case
Herbert W. Brown, III, José L. Ubarri, and
David W. Roman) sue on behalf of people who
have similar claims. All of these people to-
gether are a ‘‘Class’ or ‘‘Class Members.”’
The Court resolves the issues for all Class
Members, except for those who exclude
themselves from the Class.

V. Who are Class Members?

You received this notice because the
Colegio’s records identified you as a Class
Member entitled to damages. That means
that you fit the description of the Damages
Class, which the Court has certified. The cer-
tified. Damages Class consists of all attor-
neys practicing in the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico local courts from 2002-2006, who
were obligated to pay the Colegio de
Abogados their yearly annual membership
renewal fee in order to practice law in this
jurisdiction.

VI. What will the judgment provide?

Judgment will be entered against the
Colegio for damages based on the amount of
the individual membership fees paid by Class
Members to the Colegio from 2002-2006 which
were impermissibly attributed to the com-
pulsory life insurance program. This amount
may total up to four million one hundred
fifty six thousand nine hundred eighty eight
dollars and seventy cents ($4,156,988.70).
Judgment will also be entered for interest,
costs and attorney’s fees, in an amount in
addition to the damage figure. No attorney’s
fees will be deducted from the Damages
Class’ judgment or recovery.

The Court has also issued a permanent in-
junction as follows: Defendant Colegio de
Abogados de Puerto Rico is hereby prohib-
ited from collecting from its members that
portion of their future annual dues attrib-
utable to the Colegio’s mandatory group life
insurance program. Failure to comply with
this Judgment will result in an immediate
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reimbursement of the funds allocated for
compulsory life insurance, or an Order of
Execution against the property and assets of
the Colegio.

VII. How much will my judgment be?

If you do not opt out of the Damages Class,
judgment will be entered in your favor in the
amount of the membership dues you actually
paid to the Colegio from 2002-2006 which were
impermissibly attributed to the compulsory
life insurance program. Those amounts
impermissibly attributed to the compulsory
life insurance program on an annual basis
are as follows: 2002: $2210, 2003: $83.79, 2004:
$79.20, 2005: $78.69, 2006: $78.00.

If you paid the membership dues for mul-
tiple years from 2002-2006, you are entitled to
the sum of the amounts impermissibly at-
tributed to the compulsory life insurance
program from each of the years that you
paid the membership dues.

VIII. How are the damages determined?

The damage figures represent all funds
impermissibly attributed to the compulsory
life insurance program from October 2002
until December 2006, when the compulsory
life insurance program was discontinued.

IX. What will happen if I do nothing?

You have already been identified as a Class
Member and are entitled to a judgment in
your favor in the amount of the membership
dues paid by you to the Colegio from October
2002-December 2006 which were
impermissibly attributed to the compulsory
life insurance program. If you take no ac-
tion, a judgment in that amount will be en-
tered In your favor. Judgment in your favor
means the Colegio will legally owe you a
payment in that amount, plus interest.

Counsel representing the Class will pursue
a collection effort on your behalf to satisfy
the Judgment by the Colegio making a pay-
ment to you in the amount owed.

X. Am I giving up any rights if judgment ls en-
tered in my favor?

Unless you exclude yourself from the judg-
ment, you will be considered a member of
the Damages class, which means you give up
your right to sue or continue a lawsuit
against the Colegio regarding the legal
issues that were raised or could have been
raised In this case. Regarding the possibility
of recovering additional damages, the First
Circuit Ccirt of Appeals has clearly stated
that the damages award already established
in this case is ‘‘seemingly the best relief
Imaginable.”

Xl. Can I exclude myself from the judgment?

You may exclude yourself from the judg-
ment. If you exclude yourself from the judg-
ment, you will not have judgment entered in
your favor, you will not receive any money
from this class action lawsuit, but you will
retain the right to sue the Colegio sepa-
rately, at your own expense, for any claims
you might have.

XII. How do I exclude myself from the judg-
ment?

If you wish to be excluded, you must mail
a written request for exclusion to Brown v.
Colegio de Abogados Administrator at:
Brown v. Colegio de Abogados Adminis-
trator, P.O. Box 2439, Faribault, MN 55021—
9139.

Your request for exclusion must be in writ-
ing and postmarked on or before February
26. 2011. The request must state: “I do not
want to be part of the Damages Class in
Brown v. Colegio de Abogados de Puerto
Rico, CV 06-1645 (JP).”” The request should be
signed, with your name, address, and tele-
phone number printed below your signature.
The address you use should be the address to
which this notice was mailed, so that you
can be properly identified. You will be a
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member of the Damages Class entitled to
entry of judgment if a request for exclusion
is not timely postmarked.

If prior to the issuance of this notice you
have filed an anticipatory notice of intent to
opt out with the Clerk of the U.S. District
Court for the District of Puerto Rico, with
the Colegio de Abogados de Puerto Rico or
through CM-ECF directly, you must still re-
affirm your opt out decision by following the
procedures for opting out set out In this no-
tice.

XIII. What additional rights do I have?

You, as a Class Member, may enter an ap-
pearance in this case though an attorney if
you so desire.

XIV. Who represents the Class?

The attorneys who have been appointed by
the Court to represent the Damages Class
are: David C. Indian, Esq., Seth A. Erbe,
Esq., Indiano & Williams, P.S.C., 207 Del
Parque; 3rd Floor, San Juan, PR 00912, Tel:
(787) 641-4545, Fax: (787) 641-4544; Andres W.
Lopez, Esq., The Law Offices of Andres W.
Lopez, P.S.C., 207 del Parque St., 3rd floor,
San Juan, PR 00912, Tel: (787) 641-4541, Fax:
('787) 641-4544.

XV. Where can I get additional information?

This notice is only a summary of the issues
related to the issuance of the judgment in
this case. All pleadings and documents filed
in Court, may be reviewed or copied at the
Clerk of Court, United States District Court
for the District of Puerto Rico and United
States Court of Appeals for the First Circuit.
Additionally, the following opinions have
been published: Brown v. Colegio de
Abogados de Puerto Rico, 579 F. Supp, 2d 211
(D.P.R. 2008); Brown v. Colegio de Abogados
de Puerto Rico, 613 F.3d 44 (1st Cir. 2010).

An automated telephone system has also
been established to provide Information re-
garding this notice and can be reached at 1-
866-329-41703.

For information
www.colegioalitigation.com.

Please do not call the Court about this
case. Neither the Judge, nor the Clerk of
Court, will be able to give you advice about
this case.

Dated: 01/26/2011.

Clerk of Court, United States District
Court, For the District of Puerto Rico.

visit
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PROPOSED CUTS TO FUNDING FOR
COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. BUTTERFIELD) for 5
minutes.

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker,
I've come to the well today to talk
about what I call the insensitivity of
the Republican majority as they seek
to cut important domestic spending
that will affect low-income and work-
ing class families in America.

Every Member of this Body, Mr.
Speaker, understands that we must re-
duce the deficit. We understand that.
We must put America on the path of
fiscal responsibility. And so we don’t
need lectures from the Republican ma-
jority. We don’t need partisanship.
What we need, as the distinguished
chairman of the Rules Committee said
a few moments ago, we need a bipar-
tisan solution to these great problems.

While some of the Republican solu-
tions in H.R. 1 will certainly eliminate
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ineffective programs, these cuts cannot
be made arbitrarily, and they should
not be made simply to make good on a
political campaign promise. Many of
the proposed cuts will only cost us
more in the long run.

One glaring example, Mr. Speaker:
Republicans want to cut $1.3 billion
from community health centers. Re-
publicans ignore the fact that, since
the start of the recession, 4 million ad-
ditional Americans have lost their
health insurance, which means that
more and more people rely on commu-
nity health centers.

When the uninsured get sick, they do
one of three things. They stay home
and get sicker and lose productivity, or
they will go to the emergency room
and leave a bill that all of us will end
up paying for and the insurance compa-
nies will pay for. Or, Mr. Speaker, they
can go to a community health center
to receive medical care.

Under their proposal, Republicans
seek to eliminate funding for 127 clin-
ics in underserved districts across 39
states and reduce services at another
1,096 community health centers nation-
wide. That is absolutely awful.

This cut would have devastating ef-
fects on the communities and patients
who most need access to care: Patients
with diabetes, and heart disease, and
HIV/AIDS; pregnant women; and chil-
dren, leaving them nowhere to turn for
health care.

Under these cuts, more than 2.8 mil-
lion people would likely lose access to
their current primary care provider,
and over 5,000 health center staff could
lose their jobs.

The President’s 2012 budget proposal,
by contrast, builds on the health care
reform law by boosting investment in
health centers. The budget includes
$3.3 billion for the health centers pro-
gram, including $1.2 billion in manda-
tory funding provided through the Af-
fordable Care Community Health Cen-
ter Fund.

Mr. Speaker, I represent many poor
rural communities in eastern North
Carolina with many constituents who
depend on community health centers,
and I know how deeply these cuts will
be felt. As we struggle with this dif-
ficult economy and struggle with dif-
ficult fiscal issues, we have an even
greater responsibility, to protect our
most vulnerable citizens, especially
when it comes to access to health care.

Community health centers are cut-
ting costs. They are continuing to
serve our communities extremely well,
and they need and they deserve con-
gressional support.

I urge my colleagues to support
worthwhile investment in community
health centers and reject the unwise
cuts in H.R. 1.

REPUBLICANS’ IRRESPONSIBLE
SPENDING BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
New York (Mr. ToNKO) for 5 minutes.
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Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong opposition to the Re-
publican spending bill currently before
this House. This bill fails to create
jobs, deeply hurts our families and sen-
iors, and responds with extremes at a
time when our fragile economy can
least afford it.

I am committed to a budget that
lives within our means while investing
in the future and cutting our deficit.
However, this irresponsible Republican
spending bill hampers job creation and
jeopardizes investments in American
innovation, American education, and
American infrastructure.

That is why President Obama vowed
today to veto the irresponsible Repub-
lican spending bill because it under-
mines critical priorities for national
security and curtails the drivers of
long-term economic growth and job
creation.

We must do more to focus on jobs,
grow the economy, and protect our
middle class, certainly, while respon-
sibly tackling our Nation’s debt and
deficit. That is why I've offered 8
amendments to this bill which will pro-
tect seniors, protect energy innova-
tion, strengthen our children’s edu-
cation, and most importantly, will pro-
tect and grow jobs as the fragile econ-
omy slowly recovers. We simply cannot
afford to pull the rug out from under-
neath progress, not now, not when we
are finally rebounding from the Bush
recession, not with the extreme spend-
ing bill this represents.

I refuse to take America back to the
failed policies that sunk our economy.
My first two amendments would re-
store funding from the cuts to the So-
cial Security Administration to pre-
vent its shutdown. The cuts that the ir-
responsible Republican spending bill
propose in this section alone would
raid $625 million from the Social Secu-
rity Administration. This would affect
the 53 million Americans who are col-
lecting Social Security by furloughing
every employee and closing the doors
for a month or more. An estimated
400,000 people, mostly seniors, would
not have their claims processed this
year, creating a huge backlog and
threatening the timely payment of
benefits.

My amendments would restore this
funding because I do not believe we
should use our Nation’s seniors that
have worked hard and played by the
rules their whole lives to somehow
painfully balance our budget. This is
simply extreme and, again, painfully
irresponsible.

The Low Income Home Energy As-
sistance Program, or LIHEAP, is also
cut in this irresponsible Republican
spending plan by some nearly $400 mil-
lion. Those are cuts that are made on
the backs of the low-income residents,
seniors, the disabled, and those with
children like those I represent in the
now cold and snowy Capital region of
New York, who struggle to pay to keep
the thermostat set at a livable level.
LIHEAP Kkeeps those receiving help
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from having to make the heart-
breaking decision about whether to pay
to keep the heat on or to pay for food
and prescription drugs. To pull the rug
out from underneath our Nation’s most
vulnerable is both simply extreme and
painfully irresponsible.

My fourth amendment would main-
tain funding for the Weatherization As-
sistance Program and the State Energy
Program. It is amendment number 4
and is set up for a recorded vote today.
I encourage my colleagues to support
this bill. The State Energy Program
yields $7.22 in annual energy savings
for every $1 invested in it while ren-
ovating our 13,000 buildings per year.

The Weatherization Assistance Pro-
gram helps low-income and elderly
save over $437 on their annual utility
bill, and decreases o0il consumption by
the equivalent of 24.1 million barrels
annually. To cut these jobs-producing,
energy savings programs that clearly
work is both simply extreme and pain-
fully irresponsible.

I have also offered two amendments
that would protect the Clean Air Act
and Clean Water Act from being jeop-
ardized under the irresponsible Repub-
lican spending plan. The Clean Air Act
protects public health and safety and
has saved hundreds of thousands of
lives since 1970 by reducing air pollu-
tion by 60 percent, while the economy
has grown by 200 percent.

The Clean Water Act protects drink-
ing water for 117 million Americans
and safeguards 20 million acres of wet-
lands and wildlife habitats from big
polluters. Seeking to inappropriately
legislate against these programs in a
spending bill, the continuing resolution
would threaten the air our children
breathe and the water we drink. This is
simply extreme and painfully irrespon-
sible.

My seventh amendment removes un-
obligated funding from Fossil Energy
Research and Development and trans-
fers these funds to the Office of Energy
Efficiency and Renewable Energy. This
would prioritize our investments from
dirty oil and dirty fossil fuel sources of
the past to the energy of today and to-
morrow, clean energy that would cre-
ate jobs and make us competitive in a
global market. Choosing to go sit out
the clean energy race of today for the
outdated energy sources of yesterday is
simply extreme and painfully irrespon-
sible.
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My eighth amendment would restore
funding for education and special ed to
ensure our children and the future of
our country have the resources they
desperately need to compete in a global
marketplace for generations to come.
It prevents thousands of teacher lay-
offs.

The irresponsible Republican spend-
ing bill cuts over $1.25 billion in edu-
cation funding that goes directly to
States at a time when we can least af-
ford it. Balancing the budget on the
backs of our children and their edu-
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cation is simply extreme and painfully

irresponsible.
Mr. Speaker, I strongly oppose the
current irresponsible Republican

spending bill before the House. It
threatens to undermine our recovery
economy and job growth.

———
REPUBLICAN BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. McDERMOTT) for 5
minutes.

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to encourage my Republican
colleagues to stop their attack on
women. Family planning is between
women, their doctors, and their family.
Republicans have no business being in
that discussion.

The anti-choice, anti-women Repub-
lican majority in the House has made
eliminating critical health services for
women a top priority. Apparently, pro-
tection begins at conception and ends
at birth.

Republicans want to gut all repro-
ductive health care in the country and
are trying to shut down Planned Par-
enthood. What an amazingly immoral
thing to do. It is utterly disingenuous
of the Republicans to go after Planned
Parenthood in their inhuman crusade.
Radical Republicans are catering to
their most extreme base at the expense
of 150 million women in this country,
and they should be ashamed. But they
won’t.

The Republicans are also at war with
the poor, again, leaving millions of
low-income women and women of color
with no access to basic health care.

Let’s not forget, the American people
sent us here to solve problems that
face everyone. Unfortunately, the Re-
publican leadership is laser-focused not
on jobs or the economy or the national
security, but on attacking women and
children in this bill, waging a culture
war to get campaign contributions
from the extremists in this country.

In their rush to appease religious
conservatives and undermine the
health care law, Republicans have gone
from pro-life to pro-government intru-
sion in the extreme. Republican gov-
ernment is about silencing you as you
talk to your doctor.

Republicans love to silence Ameri-
cans and anyone else they can get to
on their moral crusade. Only a real Re-
publican could love a law that says it
has a gag rule.

Let me be clear. The so-called pro-
life agenda set by the Republicans is
the most unprecedented form of gov-
ernment intervention on reproductive
rights in decades.

I remember the seventies and the six-
ties. The Republicans are defining what
constitutes forcible rape and penalizing
private businesses that choose com-
prehensive insurance coverage. If
that’s not government intervention, I
don’t know what is.

Women are the victims in several
major bills and amendments that the

H945

Republican leadership is pushing at a
mind-boggling speed. These radical
anti-choice bills all seek to fundamen-
tally erode the right of all women to
health care. More importantly, they
don’t reflect the will of the American
people.

A recent national survey conducted
by the Lombardo Consulting Group
found that more than 60 percent of the
voters support family planning. How is
attacking women helping the economy
or creating jobs or helping our national
security?

We have been in the House for a
month now and we have seen lots of
talks about how we’re going to slice
the deficit, but not one single discus-
sion, serious discussion, about how to
get there. It is irresponsible to allow
these narrowly driven ideological de-
bates about women’s health to domi-
nate the House calendar when we have
a budget to work out and almost 15
million unemployed.

I urge my colleagues to abandon this
vicious attack on women and to focus
on issues the American people actually
sent us here to solve: Looking for jobs.
And I urge my Republican colleagues
to get out of the doctor’s office and
leave women and families and doctors
alone.

Mr. Speaker, I submit for inclusion
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an arti-
cle by Joel Connelly of the Seattle
Post-Intelligencer that talks about the
duplicitous and dangerous agenda set
by the House Republicans to severely
restrict the rights of women, children,
and low-income families.

[From www.seattlepi.com, Feb. 13, 2011]
HOUSE GOP AGENDA: CURTAILING ABORTION,
CUTTING KIDS
(By Joel Connelly)

The new ‘‘pro-life’”’ Republican majority in
the U.S. House of Representatives seems
dedicated to a curious proposition: The pro-
tection of life begins at conception, and ends
at birth.

The leadership is pushing a Protect Life
Act that would prohibit any subsidies for
abortion in any component of the 2010 Af-
fordable Health Care act. It is moving to end
any U.S. government support for abortion
providers—anywhere.

“We need to protect human life from the
unborn to the elderly,” Rep. Joe Pitts, R-
Penn., chairman of the Health Sub-
committee of the powerful House Energy and
Commerce Committee, said recently. Pitts
has headed the Values Action Team, a House
caucus concerned with pro-life and pro-fam-
ily issues.

When it comes to spending on children and
health and the elderly, however, House Re-
publicans’ new budget is The Pitts.

The budget axe is about to fall on, to use
Ronald Reagan’s line stating his opposition
to abortion, ‘‘those who have already been
born.”

Women, Infants and Children was the one
new, bipartisan social program passed by
Congress and signed into law by President
Reagan. (Then-Rep. Mike Lowry of Seattle
was a lead sponsor.) House GOP budget writ-
ers have targeted it for a $7568 million cut.

WIC provides federal money to States for
supplemental foods, health care referrals and
nutrition education for low income women,
and to infants and kids under 5 who are at
nutritional risk.
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The budget axe in Congress’ lower chamber
will also fall—to the tune of $1.3 billion in
cuts—on Community Health Centers. The
program supports community health, mi-
grant health centers, health care for the
homeless, and primary care programs in pub-
lic housing.

Maternal and Child Health Block Grants to
States have been targeted for a $210 million
reduction. The program helps train providers
and support services for children with special
health needs, screening of newborns, injury
and lead poisoning prevention.

The cuts continue through stages of life,
and programs that sustain and enhance life.

AmeriCorps, the Clinton-era program in
which young people do public service work in
exchange for college tuition, is marked for
elimination. Job training is targeted for a $2
billion cut.

LIHEAP, the program that provides winter
heating assistance to low-income families, is
to be hit with a $400 million reduction—de-
spite the growing need for it as America goes
through the Great Recession.

The National Institutes for Health would
see a $1 billion reduction. The Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention would see a
$755 million reduction, or 12 percent.

Nor do cuts stop at the water’s edge. A
total of $5644 million would be axed from
international food aid grants to such organi-
zations as World Vision and Catholic Relief
Services.

The House members championing such
cuts are the very people who profess to be
advocates for the unborn and defenders of
life. Yet, their policies hit at society’s poor
and vulnerable, and at the ability to pursue
the American dream.

How could anyone, in good conscience, pro-
claim himself/herself ‘‘pro-life’’ while axing a
child nutrition program? Check that. The
late Sen. Jesse Helms, R-North Carolina,
managed it for 30 years.

The new majority seems proud of its handi-
work: Rookie Tea Party lawmakers have
forced even deeper cuts on the House Repub-
lican leadership.

“Remember, this is historic: The level of
cuts here have not taken place in Congress
since World War II,”” House Majority Leader
Eric Cantor boasted Friday.

But we should remember another moment
in history: Just before Christmas, Congress
and the White House extended tax cuts to
the wealthiest two percent of Americans.

Jim Wallis, editor of the Christian publica-
tion Sojourners, has suggested posing a ques-
tion to the ‘‘peoples’ house’ of Congress. It’s
a variation on the familiar What-Would-
Jesus-Do slogan used by some Christian be-
lievers.

What would Jesus cut?

———

REPUBLICAN BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. YARMUTH) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. YARMUTH. Mr. Speaker, we are
involved in probably the most impor-
tant thing that this body does on a
year-to-year basis—figuring out how to
spend taxpayers’ money.

The budget process is more than tak-
ing dollars from one place and spending
them in another. It’s a statement of
our values, a statement of our values
as representatives who are trusted by
our constituents to do the right thing,
and a statement of our values as a Na-
tion.

I think it is pretty clear, from what
we have seen in H.R. 1, the Republican
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version of the continuing resolution
proposal, that we have a very distinct
difference in our values. At a time
when millions and millions and mil-
lions of Americans, hundreds of thou-
sands of Kentuckians are suffering, the
Republican continuing resolution
would take money and would put the
burden of these very, very serious eco-
nomic times on the people least able to
afford them. At the same time, we’re
taking money away from incredibly
important investments that this Na-
tion has to make if it wants to remain
competitive in this global economy a
generation from now and two genera-
tions from now.

Instead, the Republicans would slash
money from police departments, slash
money from fire departments, slash
money from our education system, deal
a very serious blow to Head Start, all
of the things that we need to fulfill our
basic obligation as a government. One
is to provide opportunity, one is to pro-
tect our citizens.

And then the final thing they would
slash is important investments in in-
frastructure, which we know, if we re-
view history, is one of the most impor-
tant investments that we can make in
terms of long-term economic vitality.

The Republican budget, slashing
money from infrastructure, from trans-
portation projects, would cost this
economy, according to one estimate,
300,000 private-sector jobs.

Now we are fighting as hard as we
can to create jobs. As a matter of fact,
for the last entire Congress the Repub-
licans kept saying on this very floor,
Where are the jobs? Where are the jobs?
Now, after 6 weeks of their majority
rule in the House, we haven’t seen one
proposal to create a job. But what
we’ve seen is a budget that is so draco-
nian in its cuts that it would actually
destroy American jobs.

This is not the type of values that
the American people want to see com-
ing out of this body. All of us agree
that we have a serious long-term finan-
cial picture in this country. We do need
to deal with our deficits and with our
national debt. We do need to make
some long-term changes.

But if you are a family and you have
got a lot of people in your family and
are overweight, you don’t just say,
“Okay, we’re just going to stop eating
today. We’re just not going to eat.”” No.
You say, ‘“We’re going to go on a pro-
gram, we’re going to reduce our cal-
ories, we're going to exercise.”” But we
still have to do some important things.
We have to eat, we have to pay for that
roof over our head. We’ve got kids who
are college age. We want to send them
to college so they can have a brighter
future. We do want to make those in-
vestments, even if we have to borrow
money. We just don’t stop. We can’t
stand in place, because the rest of the
world is not standing in place.

So as we move forward in these few
days considering the continuing resolu-
tion, H.R. 1, let’s remain mindful of
what our values as a country are. This
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is a country that has always made in-
vestments, has always looked to the fu-
ture, has always said, yeah, in a cap-
italistic society some people are not
going to do as well or are not going to
have as good of luck or are going to be
downfallen, and we’ve got to lift them
up. We’ve got to help them out.

Over the last 25 years, the percentage
of wealth or the amount of wealth
owned by the top 5 percent in this
country has gone from $8 trillion to $40
trillion, according to David Stockman.
He is the former budget director under
the Reagan administration.
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That is an enormous amount of
wealth. That increase in wealth alone,
for the top 5 percent of this country
over the last 25 years, is more than the
entire wealth of the world prior to 1985.
So the people at the top have done very
well, enhanced and encouraged by tax
policies that Republicans have put in
place. But, meanwhile, we have got to
make sure that those other 95 percent
of the American people do well too, and
we have got to make sure that the poli-
cies we enact, the budgets that we ap-
prove in this body, reflect those values.

——————

OPPOSITION TO CUTTING FUNDING
TO FEMA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. RICHARDSON) for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to speak in opposition to
H.R. 1. First of all, I want to begin my
comments by talking about last night,
a couple issues that were so important
to many of us. Number one, COPS
grant funding, and also CDBG, which
stands for Community Development
Block Grants.

Now, I don’t know about many of
you, but I started my legislative career
in local government, and, for most of
us, we know that COPS grant funding
is what actually puts the police officers
on the streets, in the neighborhoods,
that can help protect the communities.
Now, I would ask you, do you want to
take two police officers out of your
neighborhood? I don’t think so.

I would ask the question, why are we
willing to support police officers in
Iraq and Afghanistan and to do nation
building there, and yet we are not will-
ing to do nation building in our own
country? Something is wrong with this
proposal today. We don’t have the right
priorities, and that is why I stand in
opposition.

Community Development Block
Grants. When I was on the city council,
what did that fund? Parks, housing, to
help businesses. Do we want to say no
to that? Is that what really this budget
is about? Is that where the abuses have
been, in the neighborhoods? I wouldn’t
say yes to that.

So let me end with my last com-
ments, which I am going to focus on,
which is the committee of jurisdiction



February 16, 2011

on which I serve. I am the ranking
member of the Emergency Communica-
tions, Preparedness, and Response Sub-
committee. I stand in opposition to
Sections 1628 through 1634 and 1648 of
this bill, which cut funding to the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency,
also known as FEMA. I oppose these
provisions because they are unwise, ir-
responsible, and they undermine what
our Nation learned.

Do we want to go back? How many of
us remember watching on television
when we looked at 9/11. How many of us
remember Hurricane Katrina. It wasn’t
that long ago, and I know I don’t want
to go back.

This bill that the Republicans have
brought to the floor is reckless. It is
not only reckless to our economy, it is
reckless to the American workers, and,
above all, it puts our national security
in harm’s way.

The terrorist acts of September 11 re-
vealed the catastrophic consequences
of our inability to communicate. Have
we forgotten? We just got interoperable
radios in my district in Signal Hill just
last year. They are not all connected,
and it is a huge vulnerability for all of
us. Communication glitches also oc-
curred during the response to Hurri-
cane Katrina, yet the Republicans
want to step back and terminate those
grants for interoperable emergency
communications.

Have we not learned anything? These
draconian cuts will put our first re-
sponders at risk and slow down the re-
sponse to terrorist attacks and natural
disasters. I cannot in good conscience,
and I don’t think any of you can as
well, accept these cuts to such vital
pieces of emergency equipment that we
all need and we depend upon.

Further, this shortsighted Repub-
lican plan also puts our Nation’s fire-
fighting ability at risk. Now, I am from
California. We know about fires. We
know about the need for firefighters.
This bill would eliminate the Staffing
for Adequate Fire and Emergency Re-
sponse Grants program. You tell the
resident who has lost their home that,
oh, we will deal with this next year.
Fires aren’t something you plan. They
are an emergency that has to be re-
sponded to.

So when we call upon our fire-
fighters, the International Association
of Firefighters, they are opposed to
this. Why? Not because they are not
being fiscally responsible, but because
this bill would cut jobs, 5,200 jobs on
top of the 5,000 firefighters we have al-
ready lost. Is your community willing
to lose more firefighters? I don’t think
S0.

The city of Compton in my district is
the future home to an emergency oper-
ations communications center oper-
ated by FEMA. My district is home to
several major oil refineries, gas treat-
ment facilities, petrochemical facili-
ties, and, of course, the challenges and
opportunities of two ports, of both the
ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach.
These centralized major business eco-
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nomic engines thrive. But we also have
problems sometimes, and that is why
we need the appropriate support of fire
and communications to protect them.

This Republican bill seeks to destroy
jobs, to end operation centers, all of
the things that we have learned from
the past. I can’t support depriving first
responders of the equipment they need
to do their jobs. I can’t support this
bill and hurt our firefighters, our po-
lice officers and those who choose to
serve us.

So, Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition
to H.R. 1, and I urge my colleagues to
really look at this bill closely and
make sure that our communities aren’t
paying. But the real abuses that got us
here, that is where the cuts should
begin.

———

CALLING FOR A PEACEFUL SOLU-
TION TO THE EASTER ISLAND
CRISIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
American Samoa (Mr. Faleomavaega)
for 5 minutes.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I'm not wanting to detract from to-
day’s spirited discussion or debate on
H.R. 1, which I will discuss at a later
point of time in the day, but I want to
discuss with my colleagues and the
American people the current crisis now
happening between the government of
Chile and the people of Easter Island,
also known as Rapa Nui among its na-
tive people.

Easter Island was settled by Polyne-
sian voyagers about 700 AD. The island
is famous for some 887 monumental
statues carved out of stones weighing
tens of tons. These statues are known
throughout the world for their archeo-
logical wonder and mystery in terms of
how these ancient Polynesians were
able to carve and move these tremen-
dous statues to different locations on
the island. Less well-known is that
Easter Island is home to roughly 2,500
indigenous people, known as the Rapa
Nui Nation. The people of Easter Island
carry a vibrant culture dating back
centuries before the arrival of Euro-
peans.

Like many other islands in the Pa-
cific, Easter Island has had its sov-
ereignty determined by more powerful
outside influences. In 1888, the Rapa
Nui Nation entered into a disputed
treaty with the government of Chile.
The Chilean government used the trea-
ty as a license to treat the island and
the indigenous people as property of
the State. Chile confined the people to
a small area, about 1 square mile, be-
lieve this, Mr. Speaker, today known
as Hanga Roa. To this day, the validity
of the 1888 agreement is contested by
most of the Rapa Nui people.

Chile then annexed Easter Island in
1933 without the consent of or even
consultation with the Rapa Nui people.
The government of Chile unilaterally
leased the majority of the island to pri-
vate sheepherding enterprises, without
the Rapa Nui Nation’s consent.
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The lands that were wrongfully
taken from the Rapa Nui people have
not been restored. Instead of returning
the lands to their rightful owners, the
Chilean government continues to favor
private enterprises interested in ex-
ploiting the Rapa Nui culture for pri-
vate gain.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, to the seri-
ous land rights disputes, several other
issues threaten the livelihood of the
people of Rapa Nui. For example,
roughly 50,000 tourists each year flock
to Baster Island to view these huge
Moai statues. Yet the Chilean policies
prevent the Rapa Nui people from bene-
fiting from the tourism industry. Non-
indigenous individuals and corpora-
tions possess most of the land, while
jobs related to tourism often go to con-
tinental Chileans. Uncontrolled migra-
tion to the island has caused wide-
spread unemployment among the na-
tive people, exploitation of natural re-
sources and increased pollution.

Within this context, Mr. Speaker, the
Rapa Nui Nation began taking a stand.
In July and August of last year, the
Rapa Nui people wrote several letters
to the President of Chile, Sebastian
Pinera, to negotiate a peaceful solution
to the underlying problems of Chile’s
relationship with the people of Easter
Island. The Rapa Nui people also began
to peacefully reoccupy their ancestral
lands, including the Hotel Hanga Roa,
a five-star hotel supposedly being built
by the Schiess family, a non-indige-
nous family, on ancestral Rapa Nui
lands.
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Mr. Speaker, while the Government
of Chile attempted to initiate a dia-
logue with Rapa Nui individuals, the
problem is that the Chilean Govern-
ment also sent military police to this
little island which is 2,300 miles from
Chile. I can’t believe, Mr. Speaker—we
have 17 million people, good people, liv-
ing in Chile—sending police forces to
take control of this little island with
some 2,500 Rapa Nuians and they have
not even been given any consultation
or even an opportunity to conduct con-
sultations, serious consultations, with
the Government of Chile.

Mr. Speaker, I sincerely hope that
the Government of Chile can begin a
dialogue for ways to help the Rapa Nui
people achieve a greater sense of self-
determination and self-governance in
their lands. I ask President Pinera to
advocate for a more positive approach
for partnership and dialogue with the
indigenous people of Easter Island. It is
my honest belief that the indigenous
people of Easter Island do not wish any
harm to the good people of Chile. Nor
is there a possibility that the people of
Easter Island will ever pose a threat to
the military and strategic or national
security interests of the people and the
Government of Chile.

Mr. Speaker, I also hope that the
White House and the State Department
and Assistant Secretary Valenzuela
will take a stand against these violent
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evictions and express solidarity with
the Rapa Nui nation, especially in light
of President Obama’s planned visit to
Chile next month and Assistant Sec-
retary Valenzuela’s recent testimony
before the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee yesterday. I sincerely hope that
even our international community will
build pressure on President Pinera and
the Government of Chile. Let’s treat
these poor people with justice and give
them an opportunity to live in peace in
this area. I ask that the good people of
America make this appeal and that the
Government of Chile be responsive to
this request.

———

REGARDING THE REPUBLICAN
CONTINUING RESOLUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. SPEIER) for 5 minutes.

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in opposition to this continuing
resolution, a continuing resolution
that I call the silly, the dangerous and
the hypocritical. Budgets are more
than just numbers. They are a state-
ment of our values as a Nation.

As a Congress, we are faced with sev-
eral serious challenges: growing our
economy, putting people back to work,
investing in the future, reducing the
deficit, and ensuring the most vulner-
able in our society are protected. Judg-
ing on that criteria alone, this CR
doesn’t pass the laugh test.

It would cut 300,000 private sector
transportation jobs, ensuring our con-
struction workers are receiving unem-
ployment checks instead of paychecks.
It would stifle our competition. It
would stifle competitiveness by mak-
ing Pell Grants less accessible to stu-
dents and families. And it would run
roughshod over women, children and
the environment. With such an ex-
treme proposal, I assume my good
friends on the Republican side would be
coming forward with ideas to improve
it. But what we’ve gotten this week is
a combination of the silly, the dan-
gerous, and the hypocritical.

In the silly department, we have an
amendment preventing funds from
being used to repair the White House.
Now ironically right now, going on in
the Rayburn Building, are remodeling
of hearing rooms that I guess the
chairmen of these committees have
found no need to halt. How much
money is being spent there?

Or how about the amendment pre-
venting funds from being used for
President Obama’s teleprompter. Oh,
right. We’re going to cut $3,000 from
the budget. That’s really going to help
us. I would expect this sort of
hyperpartisanship on cable TV, but not
in a budget debate.

Under dangerous, we have: several
provisions gutting environmental pro-
tection, rolling back EPA regulations
on clean air and clean water, and re-
ducing our investment in clean energy,
making America even more dependent
on foreign oil. How many more solar
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panels do we want manufactured in
China?

How about the amendment under-
mining a third party testing require-
ment at the Consumer Product Safety
Commission? Great. So let’s have Chi-
nese companies pour in more tainted
toys, more lead- and cadmium-filled
toys for our kids.

How about the reduction in funding
for our first responders, meaning there
will be less cops and less firefighters in
every single neighborhood in this coun-
try?

Or how about the amendment pre-
venting funding for the Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Bureau, meaning
big banks can call the shots again?
Have we learned nothing from the fi-
nancial meltdown over the last 3 years?

Or how about the unprecedented at-
tack on women’s reproductive health
which will result in more unplanned
pregnancies and more abortions; not
less.

And finally, the category my col-
leagues on the Republican side seem to
relish the most—hypocritical. The
party that ran on jobs has authored a
budget that would increase the unem-
ployment rolls. Asked about likely job
losses in the CR, Speaker BOEHNER
said, ‘“Well, so be it.” It’s like Marie
Antoinette saying, ‘‘Let them eat
cake.”

The party that ran on cutting spend-
ing didn’t take a scalpel to the defense
budget; they took a toothpick. In fact,
there’s another $2.2 billion in the budg-
et for the V-22 Osprey, which is basi-
cally obsolete; $495 million for nine
Joint Strike Fighters; and $450 for a
second engine that the military defense
budget doesn’t want.

And the party that ran on fiscal re-
sponsibility has offered a budget that
will balloon the deficit by continuing
tax cuts for the millionaires and bil-
lionaires that don’t need them.

I agree with President Obama, that
we must out-innovate, out-educate and
out-build the rest of the world. While
not perfect, the budget he released this
week will take an important step in
that direction. As for the silly, the
dangerous and the hypocritical CR we
are considering today, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no.”

Budgeting is a serious process, and

what we’re doing this week is
unserious at least.
————
IMPARTIALITY AND THE SUPREME
COURT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. MURPHY) for 3 min-
utes.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, on a day that we’re talking
about the continuing resolution, I want
to talk about a body that may someday
be judging the continuing resolution—
the Supreme Court. There is perhaps
nothing more important to the preser-
vation of our democracy than the con-
tinued guaranteed impartiality of our
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Supreme Court. It’s a uniquely Amer-
ican institution; it’s been given enor-
mous power to invalidate American
laws; and it needs to be dispensed with
complete blind justice, blind to outside
influence.

However, this Nation’s confidence in
the blind justice of the Supreme Court
has been badly shaken recently by a se-
ries of revelations regarding possible
conflicts of interest by Justice Scalia
and Justice Thomas in the Citizens
United case. This landmark 54 deci-
sion overturned restrictions on cor-
porate funding in elections that had
been in place since 1947, and imme-
diately thereafter, millions and mil-
lions of dollars in shadowy special in-
terest group donations flowed into
American campaigns. Two of the main
benefactors of these groups were
Charles and David Koch, billionaire
brothers who operate a Kansas-based
energy business. They spent about $2.6
billion that we know about in the 2010
election cycle and likely a lot more in
anonymous donations.

In addition to funding these outside
groups, they also organize a lot of con-
ferences in which they gather people of
like mind to discuss their radical views
and plot strategies to benefit their in-
terests. Now if I were to ask somebody
on a main street in my district if they
would be comfortable with a Supreme
Court justice attending a conference
like this, having their plane flight and
the hotel all paid for by the special in-
terests, I know what their answer
would be. They’d say, no way. Yet Jus-
tice Scalia and Justice Thomas did just
that and they thought it was just fine.
They didn’t recuse themselves from the
Citizens United decision at all.

But here’s the real problem. This
could be just an isolated problem to
the Citizens United case. Or it could be
much more widespread, with justices
conflicted on several fronts, refusing to
disclose their conflicts or recuse them-
selves when they have actual conflicts
of interest. But we have no idea, be-
cause right now there is no law requir-
ing Supreme Court justices to disclose
their conflicts of interest as is required
of all other Federal justices.
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I don’t believe we should be meddling
in the day-to-day business of the Su-
preme Court. I get why there is great
wisdom in separating legislative and
judicial functions. But there’s no
undue burden in just requiring sunlight
on Supreme Court proceedings.

So when we return to Washington
after the recess, I will be introducing
legislation to do just that, to imple-
ment a few reasonable reforms to add
greater transparency and disclosure re-
quirements on the Supreme Court. I
hope my colleagues will join me.

My legislation will apply the Judicial
Conference’s Code of Conduct to the
Supreme Court, which now applies to
all other Federal judges. It will require
the Justices to simply publicly disclose
why they’ve recused themselves from a
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particular case. And it will ask the
Court to develop a simple process so
that the parties to a case can request
the Court to decide whether a par-
ticular Justice has a conflict of inter-
est.

I think this is an important step for-
ward for transparency of our democ-
racy and of the Supreme Court, and I
ask my colleagues to join me in this
important legislation.

———

INTRODUCTION OF NATIONAL DAY
OF REMEMBRANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. CHU) for 2 minutes.

Ms. CHU. This Saturday, Japanese
Americans will take a moment to re-
member the tragic events that impris-
oned their community 69 years ago.

In 1942, President Roosevelt signed
one of the strongest acts against Amer-
ican citizens, Executive Order 9066, im-
prisoning 120,000 Japanese Americans
with the stroke of a pen. Half of those
incarcerated were children posing no
threat to our national security. But
these concentration camps were la-
beled a military necessity, and so they,
too, were rounded up and forced to live
their childhood in bleak, remote camps
surrounded by barbed wire and armed
guards. Families were forced out of
their homes, made to leave their jobs
and abandon their positions. Families
were torn apart.

This unconstitutional act was a bla-
tant violation of Americans’ civil
rights. And all of this occurred at the
hands of our government oppressing in-
dividual freedom for years without any
factual basis and without due process.
That is why I plan to introduce a bill
tomorrow to institute a National Day
of Remembrance to annually observe
the signing of Executive Order 9066.

This brings back painful memories of
a period in American history, but it is
important for us to remember because
it also provides an ongoing reminder
about the value of protecting the civil
rights of all people. The Day of Re-
membrance also honors all who fought
and continued to fight for freedom and
equality among all people.

So this Saturday, I will take a mo-
ment also to remember this time and
to hope for a better future.

—————
HR. 1

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. DONNELLY) for 2 minutes.

Mr. DONNELLY of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to speak on H.R. 1.

Access to an affordable, quality edu-
cation is part of the American Dream.
In our competitive global economy, a
college degree is more important than
ever. With annual tuition hikes out-
pacing inflation, the cost of attending
college is increasing just as quickly as
the importance of attending. Making
college more affordable has been one of
my top priorities and should be a top
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priority for this Congress. Unfortu-
nately, this bill sends the opposite
message.

This bill threatens to cut Pell Grants
by over $5.6 billion, denying millions of
Americans, including over 20,000 stu-
dents in my district, the chance to at-
tend and graduate from college. The
number of my constituents receiving
Pell Grants has increased by over 6,000
people over the last school year. This is
possible, in large part, by efforts that
have been supported in Congress to
make college more affordable and pro-
vide our students with the skills need-
ed to compete in a 21st century global
economy.

Access to Pell Grants is often the de-
ciding factor for a family when con-
templating whether they can afford to
send their son or daughter to college.
It is often the deciding factor on
whether or not a displaced worker can
afford to go back to school to get re-
trained. It is often a deciding factor on
whether or not a potential student will
have access to the world of opportuni-
ties that come with a college edu-
cation.

We need to do fiscal belt-tightening,
but cutting over $5.6 billion in finan-
cial aid for Americans seeking higher
education so that they may better
equip themselves for the jobs of tomor-
row is a self-destructive act. Simply
put, investing in education is an in-
vestment in our future. Cutting Pell
Grants is detrimental to that future.

We need to stand up for America and
make good financial decisions. We need
to tighten our budgets, but Pell Grants
should not be one of them.

———
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until noon
today.

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 25
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until noon.

O 1200
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at
noon.

———
PRAYER

Rev. Bill Shuler, Capital Life Church,
Washington, D.C., offered the following
prayer:

Heavenly Father, we bow our heads
to worship You, for You are an awe-
some and personal God. Make us ever
mindful of the words engraved over the
Speaker’s chair, ‘“In God We Trust.”
We place our trust not in man or in po-
litical parties or in our own strength.
It is in You we trust. You are the God
who founded our Nation, the God who
gave us liberty, and it is by turning to
You that we are blessed.

Guide each Member of Congress by
Your hand. Protect them. Refresh
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them in body, mind, and spirit. Help
them to love their families well, to
serve their constituents with excel-
lence, and to strengthen our Nation by
their decisions.

We pray these things in the name of
the one who taught us the true prior-
ities of life when He called us to ‘‘seek
first the kingdom of God, and all these
things will be added to us.”

In Jesus’ name, 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 Texas (Mr. POE) come forward and
lead the House in the Pledge of Alle-
giance.

Mr. POE of Texas led the Pledge of
Allegiance 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.

———
WELCOMING REV. BILL SHULER

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MORAN) is recognized for 1 minute.

There was no objection.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
recognize Rev. Bill Shuler, who deliv-
ered this morning’s invocation. He is
the senior pastor of Capital Life
Church in Arlington, Virginia.

He and his family moved to the
Washington metropolitan area on Sep-
tember 1, 2001, just days before 9/11.
And in response to the tragic events of
9/11, Rev. Shuler launched a prayer cen-
ter near the Capitol out of which
formed the Capital Life Church. He is
the seventh generation in an unbroken
line of ministers in the Shuler family.
I think it might be interesting for the
Members to know that Rev. Shuler has
preached in 30 nations of the world. He
served for 8 years as a university chap-
lain and a dean of spiritual affairs at
Oral Roberts University in Tulsa, Okla-
homa.

Dr. Billy Graham recently expressed
his appreciation for the ‘‘godly herit-
age that continues through the Shuler
family.” In fact, Dr. Graham’s biog-
rapher said that Rev. Shuler’s father,
evangelist Jack Shuler, was ‘‘at least
as popular as Billy Graham’ during the
1940s and 1950s. And, in fact, Rev.
Shuler’s grandfather, Robert Shuler,
was the first of the great radio preach-
ers. He was called Fighting Bob Shuler.
He pastored the famous Trinity Meth-
odist Church in the heart of Los Ange-
les, California.

He is joined today by a number of
congregants as well as his three lovely
daughters and beautiful wife.
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We thank Rev. Shuler for gracing
this House with our invocation today.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PRICE of Georgia). The Chair will enter-
tain up to five further requests for 1-
minute speeches on each side of the
aisle.

———

ANOTHER CASUALTY OF MURDER
IN MEXICO, ICE AGENT JAIME
ZAPATA

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
David Hartley, Lesley Enriquez, Arthur
Redelfs, Nancy Davis, Carlos Mario
Gonzalez Bermudez, Juan Carlos
Echeverri, and now ICE agent Jaime
Zapata. These are all American victims
of the border war, the third front, all
murdered in Mexico.

Yesterday, ICE agent Jaime Zapata
was ambushed and murdered and an-
other agent was wounded when they
were gunned down at a fake ‘‘check-
point” between Mexico City and
Monterrey. None of the assassins or
perpetrators of any of these homicides
have ever been captured. I suspect,
based upon Mexico’s lax enforcement of
the rule of law, no one will ever be held
accountable.

Agent Zapata’s murder will be news
for a few days, then the country will
move on to other matters. But the bor-
der war continues against the vicious
drug cartels and it is time we acknowl-
edge that this war is not going away.
The drug bandits have operational con-
trol of portions of the southern border.
Drugs and people are smuggled north.
Money and guns are smuggled south.

We should help our neighbors restore
the rule of law in Mexico and hold the
lawless accountable for murdering
Mexicans and Americans. Otherwise,
there will be more murders like the one
against Agent Zapata.

And that’s just the way it is.

————

HONORING MAJOR GENERAL
ROGER BRAUTIGAN

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

Mr. MCNERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor a truly great American,
Major General Roger Brautigan. He is a
33-year Army veteran who has earned
the Defense Distinguished Service
Medal, the Legion of Merit, and the
Bronze Star.

Following his military service, Roger
Brautigan joined the California Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs and was ap-
pointed as its secretary in 2009. Under
his leadership, the department imple-
mented California’s Operation Wel-
come Home, a groundbreaking program
that matches veterans with the serv-
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ices and assistance they’ve earned and
need. General Brautigan, who recently
retired from the California Department
of Veterans Affairs, envisions Oper-
ation Welcome Home expanding na-
tionwide so that all veterans may ben-
efit from this important and effective
program.

Throughout both his military service
and civilian career, General Brautigan
proved himself to be an exemplary
leader. I ask my colleagues to join me
in honoring Major General Roger
Brautigan for his tireless service to our
veterans, to the State of California,
and to our great Nation.

THE PROPOSED BUDGET HURTS
SMALL BUSINESSES

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, on Monday, the proposed
budget for next year was released by
the current administration. This budg-
et fails to address the issue of Washing-
ton’s 4-year spending excess.

The proposed budget freezes will not
work. They will not provide a path to
fundamental reform. The proposed
budget destroys jobs by adding $1.3 tril-
lion to the national debt. Bill Miller of
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce reports
that the budget leads to $175 billion in
new tax increases. It cripples job cre-
ation by spending too much, taxing too
much, and borrowing too much. Exces-
sive borrowing by the government com-
petes unfairly with small businesses.

I support fundamental cuts that will
promote private sector job creation.
We cannot expect to borrow the way to
prosperity. House Republicans are com-
mitted to combining sound policy with
practical solutions to create jobs. We
need to cut spending, reduce bor-
rowing, keep taxes low, and provide the
necessary tools to jump-start job cre-
ation.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism.

———

REPUBLICAN SPENDING PLAN

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

Mr. BACA. President Obama under-
stands that it’s a very difficult time for
the American people. Our economy is
improving, but unemployment remains
around 9 percent across the Nation and
is close to 14 percent in California’s In-
land Empire.

Right now we should be working on a
plan that creates jobs and makes intel-
ligent cuts to the budget. But instead,
the Republicans have introduced a
spending bill that will undermine the
future of the American children.

The Republican CR is another at-
tempt to play politics with the well-
being of every American. There will be
200,000 children Kkicked out of Head
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Start while Republicans still live in
their offices. Over $700 million will be
cut from WIC. Pell Grants will be re-
duced, making college unaffordable to
tens of thousands, and thousands more
teachers will be receiving pink slips.

Scripture tells us, ‘‘Love thy neigh-
bor as thyself,”” but apparently, for Re-
publicans, it’s about ‘‘me, myself, and
Irene.”

————
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LIBERATION OF DR. FAN YAFENG

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

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, once again
the Chinese government has targeted a
human rights proponent for persecu-
tion, Dr. Fan Yafeng, head of the Chris-
tian Human Rights Lawyers of China.

Dr. Yafeng was granted an interview
last October with National Public
Radio regarding the absence of the Chi-
nese delegation at the Lausanne Con-
gress, which is an international gath-
ering of evangelicals.

The government’s response to the
interview was systematic interroga-
tion, search and seizure, and torture.
He is currently under house arrest,
guarded by police in Beijing and cut off
from the outside world. Those attempt-
ing to contact him through family
have also endured police brutality.

I call upon the State Department and
our Embassy in Beijing to reach out to
Dr. Yafeng to verify his condition and
apply pressure on the Chinese govern-
ment to ensure his release. The Chinese
government’s continued persecution of
human rights advocates, harassment,
brutality, and house arrest must not be
tolerated. I hope that we will stand up
for Dr. Yafeng and support his peaceful
work to bring freedom and dignity to
the Chinese people.

SUPPORT FUNDING OF NOAA

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the NOAA budget cuts in
the continuing resolution before us in
the House today.

Slashing NOAA’s funding by 22 per-
cent will put lives, property, and crit-
ical infrastructure in jeopardy by di-
minishing our ability to respond to dis-
asters like the gulf oil spill and to con-
duct safe evacuations in advance of
weather emergencies.

Also, marine sanctuaries would be in-
evitably cut, and those sanctuaries are
so essential to a healthy coastal envi-
ronment, and to the fishermen and to
the tourism economies along our
coasts.

Cutting NOAA funding will also sac-
rifice the science and technology in-
vestments that we need to win the fu-
ture and to maintain robust funding
for this vital agency.
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REPUBLICANS’ RECKLESS
SPENDING BILL

(Mrs. CAPPS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong opposition to the mis-
guided spending bill on the floor. In-
stead of creating jobs, this troubling
bill slashes higher education funding.

How can we expect our students to
compete globally when we don’t invest
in the resources to allow them to suc-
ceed?

Under this bill over 1 million college
students in California alone will have
their Pell Grant cut by $675. These stu-
dents probably won’t be able to take
classes next semester or buy textbooks.
It doesn’t make sense.

America’s businesses need a well-
trained, highly skilled workforce. If we
want our country to out-innovate, out-
educate, and out-build the rest of the
world we need to start with adequate
funding for higher education.

This bill is a direct attack on our fu-
ture workforce and economic stability.
I urge my colleagues to oppose it. Our
students deserve better, our country
deserves better.

Vote ‘“‘no” on the reckless Repub-
lican omnibus spending bill.

———————

PLAYING POLITICS WITH OUR
FUTURE

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

Mr. RICHMOND. Mr. Speaker, Presi-
dent Obama challenged us to out-inno-
vate, out-educate and out-build the
rest of the world in order to compete
globally. We can and must educate our
way to a more prosperous future.

Through the continuing resolution,
congressional Republicans are handi-
capping our kids by recklessly slashing
education funding. Instead of equipping
our kids to out-innovate, out-educate
and out-build, this resolution prepares
kids to under-perform, under-whelm
and under-achieve.

Across America, over 127,000 pre-
schoolers will be kicked out of Head
Start. Instead of setting up kids for
success, this continuing resolution
dooms them for failure.

Over 131,000 students will see their
after-school programs reduced or elimi-
nated, even though after-school pro-
grams improve academic success.

Over 1.4 million college students will
see their Pell Grants cut, even though
education is the best way to escape
poverty.

This resolution plays politics with
our children’s futures, and our children
will lose.

Mr. Speaker, I will say that this con-
tinuing resolution is a train wreck for
Louisiana and a train wreck for this
country.
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF SENATE AMENDMENT TO H.R.
514, EXTENDING COUNTERTER-
RORISM AUTHORITIES

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 93 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 93

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 514) to extend
expiring provisions of the USA PATRIOT Im-
provement and Reauthorization Act of 2005
and Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Pre-
vention Act of 2004 relating to access to busi-
ness records, individual terrorists as agents
of foreign powers, and roving wiretaps until
December 8, 2011, with the Senate amend-
ment thereto, and to consider in the House,
without intervention of any point of order, a
motion offered by the chair of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary or his designee that
the House concur in the Senate amendment.
The Senate amendment shall be considered
as read. The motion shall be debatable for
one hour, with 40 minutes equally divided
and controlled by the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary and 20 minutes equally divided and
controlled by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Permanent Select Committee
on Intelligence. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the motion to its
adoption without intervening motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my very good
friend and thoughtful Rules Committee
colleague, the gentleman from Boulder,
Mr. PoLis, pending which I yield my-
self such time as I my consume.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, as we all
know, by a vote of 274-144, the House
passed a temporary 10-month extension
to the Patriot Act, the three provisions
that are scheduled to expire within one
legislative day from now. One legisla-
tive day from now. We all know that
we’re going to be going into a district
work period beginning tomorrow after-
noon, so we have one legislative day
left to deal with this issue.

And yesterday, by a vote of 86-12, our
colleagues in the Senate chose to take
the 10-month extension that we had
and turn that into a 90-day extension.

Now, I think there’s bipartisan con-
sensus that we need to have Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER, Mr. LUNGREN, other mem-
bers of the Judiciary Committee, the
House Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence, and others involved in
this take a very close look at the need
to deal with both the national security
implications as well as the civil lib-
erties implications of the extension of
the Patriot Act.

I just had a meeting with Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER in which we were talking
about the fact that when we first put
the Patriot Act into effect, he and I
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were together in saying there needed to
be sunset provisions because we didn’t
want to legislate through the prism of
September 11 without ensuring that
this House and the other body would
expend the time and energy and effort
looking at all of the ramifications of
the Patriot Act, because it was unprec-
edented. But I believe that as we look
at where we are today, the Patriot Act
has been a very, very important tool in
ensuring that we have not seen what so
many people expected would happen
after September 11, and that is re-
peated attacks on our country. We
have had attempts, we all know that.
But we all thank God that we have
been able to successfully prevent those
attempts to attack us from coming to
fruition. And I believe, Mr. Speaker,
that the existence of the Patriot Act
has played a role in that.

Having said that, I am a self-de-
scribed small L libertarian Republican.
I believe in recognizing the civil lib-
erties of every American, and I think
that that’s a priority that does need to
be addressed. And I also recognize that
sacrifices have to be made when you’re
dealing with the kinds of threats that
we face. And so striking that balance is
not an easy thing to do, and Messrs.
SENSENBRENNER and LUNGREN and oth-
ers, Mr. SMITH, the chairman of the Ju-
diciary Committee, I believe, are going
to, in the next 90 days, do a lot of work
in ensuring that the concerns that
have been put before us are addressed.

And so, Mr. Speaker, in ensuring that
we don’t see the expiration of these
very important three provisions of the
Patriot Act, I'm going to urge my col-
leagues to support this rule that will
allow us to simply accept the language
that the Senate has passed with a 90-
day extension, and move ahead just as
expeditiously as possible so that our
colleagues will be able to get to work
in addressing the concerns that are out
there.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this bill, it’s important
to talk about what this bill would do
and how the Patriot Act really cuts to
the heart of what it means to be Amer-
ican, that sensitive balance that we
have between protecting what makes it
special to be an American, our rights
as individuals, our civil liberties, bal-
ancing that with the need for national
security.
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I am opposed to the rule and the bill.
We need to have law enforcement make
sure that it has the provisions it needs
to combat the very real threat of ter-
rorism. However, the Patriot Act
strikes that balance in the wrong way.
But rather than actually debating the
merits of the provisions and coming up
with solutions that I think we can
agree on with both sides of the aisle, as
we have done in the past, the Repub-
lican leadership is forcing this through
without the proper debate or trans-
parency. In spite of their plethora of
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promises to change the culture of Con-
gress, here we are without a single
hearing on this topic, without a classi-
fied briefing for Members so we know
what has and hasn’t been done under
the Patriot Act.

Specifically, we are discussing the
continuation of three provisions of the
Patriot Act. We have the lone wolf pro-
vision, which relates to foreign nation-
als in our country that are not specifi-
cally connected to a foreign terrorist
network or foreign government or rep-
resent a security threat. We have the
roving wiretap provision, again par-
ticularly problematic in how it’s been
designated where you don’t have to
even designate whose phone you are
tapping or the area in which the phone
is being tapped. All that has to be
shown is that it might be a phone that
is used by somebody who might be con-
sidered a suspect by someone without
any oversight with regard to that mat-
ter. There’s nothing to restrict it from
being used to tap the phones of an en-
tire neighborhood, an entire block, an
entire city.

Has it been used for that? I don’t
know, because we haven’t had yet a
classified briefing on this matter. I cer-
tainly hope, and it’s been stated in our
prior debate on this, that it was the in-
tention of our colleagues on the other
side to hold hearings and a classified
briefing prior to the 90-day period in
which this expires.

Mr. DREIER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. POLIS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DREIER. One question I would
have is February 25 of last year is when
the 12-month extension was put into
place. How many hearings or classified
briefings were held for Members during
the past 12 months before this Feb-
ruary 25 expiration?

Mr. POLIS. Reclaiming my time,
again, I would hope and I know that
the gentleman and the chair of the
Rules Committee’s intentions and
goals, as are the Speaker’s, are more
transparency in this Congress. And I
don’t think it’s particularly helpful to
cite what may be a failure of the
Democrats to deliver on reforming the
Patriot Act and say, therefore, we
don’t have to succeed either in reform-
ing the Patriot Act.

I want to discuss the importance of
this vote. We all agree that this affects
our national security and the civil lib-
erties of Americans. And yet, unfortu-
nately, from a process perspective, we
have reverted back to getting this
through first on a suspension vote,
then on a long-term extension, and now
on a short-term extension.

Again, there is no doubt that the
short-term extension is favorable to a
long-term extension from those of us
who have legitimate concerns, and I
think there is even a bipartisan con-
sensus that these concerns are legiti-
mate about the overreach of the Pa-
triot Act. We will have, as a result of
this, a 90-day period to try to work
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through, in a bipartisan, way some of
our concerns and make sure that we
protect what is special about being
Americans. We had an emergency
meeting of the Rules Committee late
last night, which was the second emer-
gency meeting for this bill alone.
Again, I think we all knew coming into
this Congress that these provisions
were set to expire. There would have
been time for the Judiciary Committee
to hold hearings and even a markup
with regard to this bill, because they
have held hearings with regard to other
bills. They were constituted. They held
hearings on immigration, on abortion,
on other topics. And I think that, re-
gardless of where one stands on this
bill, it rises to the level of importance
for American citizens that we do strike
the right balance between security and
protection of civil liberty.

If House Republicans are going to
honor the promise of openness and
transparency, we must make sure that
they do schedule the hearings and
markups that are necessary to have a
proper debate of this bill. Now, this
new version before us today, the short-
term CR, provides a window for that;
and I am hopeful that the chairs of the
respective committees of jurisdiction
and subcommittees will be able to offer
some assurances to members of both
parties that are concerned that this 90-
day period will be used to improve
upon the bill, to hold hearings on the
bill, and offer classified briefings for
Members so we can determine exactly
how these authorities have been used.
Only after the initial effort to push
this bill through under suspension
failed did Republican leadership bring
it to the floor under a closed rule. New
Members have not even had a classified
briefing, nor have I, the Members from
last session, so it’s hard for us to un-
derstand exactly how these authorities
that are delegated are being used.

It is clear that there’s bipartisan sup-
port to improve this law. In fact, even
as we speak, the Senate is debating
several versions of the long-term reau-
thorization bill, and I think there’s a
very legitimate and important security
concern in support of long-term reau-
thorization so law enforcement can
plan accordingly and have long-term
planning with regard to exactly what
powers and the balances they have
with protecting civil liberties they will
have.

I think we can all agree a 90-day ex-
tension is not the right answer. It’s not
the right answer for law enforcement.
It’s not the right answer for protecting
our civil liberties. It may be an answer
that affords us a chance to get it right,
and I would call upon members of both
parties to work hard to do that.

Apart from the procedural flaws with
the process, the Patriot Act is a bill
that really has been plagued with
abuse since it was first passed. After 10
years of public record, there are some
clear sections of the law that need to
be improved. And yet here we are
again. Instead of debating those sec-
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tions of the law and finding solutions
we can agree on, we are facing an up-
or-down vote on this bill with very lit-
tle debate.

This reauthorization fails to provide
the administration with the tools and
predictability it needs to fully protect
and defend our Nation. The administra-
tion supports a permanent reauthoriza-
tion and has asked for a real one, and
I think they are willing to work with
us in this body on improving the Pa-
triot Act.

So this bill fails both to please the
advocates pushing to reform the Pa-
triot Act and also fails to provide for
the administration, whose job it is to
protect our country.

Again, we ask why is the Republican
Party jamming this bill through here,
today, instead of debating a real bill
that would improve our national secu-
rity.

This bill before us today specifically
reauthorizes three provisions of the Pa-
triot Act. Section 215 allows the gov-
ernment to capture any tangible thing,
any business record that might be rel-
evant to a terrorist investigation. That
can include medical records, a diary,
even, in one case, books that have been
checked out of a library. There was a
library where somebody checked out a
book about Osama bin Laden, and who
that person was was reported on.

In the past, these orders were limited
to certain classes of businesses and
records and also required that we show
specific facts that pertain to an agent
of a foreign power. And if the Patriot
Act is stripped away of those basic re-
quirements, that’s something I think
that every American who values pri-
vacy should be concerned about.

This section 215 goes against the
basic constitutional notions of search
and seizure. We began this session of
Congress by reading the Constitution
on the floor of the House, and this real-
ly comes at the very core identity of
what it means to be an American.

The government, under our Constitu-
tion, is required to show reasonable
suspicion or probable cause before they
can infringe upon an American’s pri-
vacy. We should seriously consider
making changes to this section instead
of blindly giving the government the
ability to secretly spy on its citizens.

Section 206, the second provision of
the bill, allows the government to con-
duct the roving wiretaps. These allow
the government to obtain surveillance
warrants that don’t even specify a cer-
tain person or an object that’s going to
be tapped. Another problem with this
is the Fourth Amendment of our Con-
stitution, which again I'm sure all my
colleagues are familiar with, having
read it on the floor of the House. It
states that warrants must specify the
person and places to be seized and
searched with particularity. This is to
make sure the executive branch doesn’t
have unfettered power to decide single-
handedly who and how to search pri-
vate citizens and seize their property.
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The Founding Fathers were con-
cerned and worried about the possi-
bility of a central government author-
ity issuing general warrants that
would give it far-reaching power to spy
on its citizens and intervene in their
private lives. That’s an American value
that we share today, and I think it’s
critical to craft protections for our pri-
vacy as Americans that can be con-
sistent with the need to secure our
country before authorizing the govern-
ment such overwhelming power.

The final section would be the lone
wolf provision, which allows secret sur-
veillance of noncitizens in the TU.S.
These are foreign citizens who are here
legally, even if they are not connected
to a terrorist group or foreign power.
So, again, this authority is only grant-
ed in a secret court.

So from our perspective in Congress,
without having had the benefit of a
classified briefing, it’s very difficult for
us to exercise any meaningful over-
sight on a provision when we’re not
aware of how or if it’s been used.

My friends on the other side of the
aisle have said in numerous debates
that they are worried about the growth
of government. Yet, in spite of the re-
cent rhetoric about how the govern-
ment is trying to take control over our
lives, this bill, their fifth bill under
rules since taking control of the House,
actually gives the government the abil-
ity to spy on innocent Americans.
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No wonder so many Republicans
joined Democrats in voting against
this bill earlier this week. I encourage
my colleagues to continue standing
strong for civil liberties.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

I just was talking to our first-rate
staff here saying that the last state-
ment my friend just made is just plain
wrong. This bill does not allow the gov-
ernment to spy on innocent Americans.

I also want to say, Mr. Speaker, be-
fore I yield to the distinguished chair
of the Crime Subcommittee, that the
notion of claiming that we could have
had full hearings before we dealt with
this expiration is preposterous. The Ju-
diciary Committee organized about 2
weeks ago, and the expiration date, the
1l-year expiration date that was estab-
lished last February 25 provided that
entire year, and there was not a single
hearing.

I wasn’t being critical of the major-
ity. But what I am being critical of is
to come here and now point the finger
at us and saying, why haven’t hearings
and briefings been held on this issue
before we deal with the extension? The
extension is set to come to pass in one
legislative day. We are going to deal
with a 90-day extension that is before
us that the Senate passed by that 86-12
number, and I think it is very clear
that we have to do our work.

The person who is going to lead this
effort is the former chairman of the Ju-
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diciary Committee, my friend from
Menomonee Falls, Wisconsin, who is
ready in the next 90 days to take this
measure on with great enthusiasm. I
would like to yield him 3 minutes, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from San
Dimas, and I just want to reiterate the
point that my friend from Colorado is
so, so wrong. We have heard most of
these arguments in the three times
this bill has been on the floor in the
last 9 days.

I want to say again, first of all, the
Judiciary Committee under my chair-
manship reported out a Patriot Act
unanimously in October of 2001, and
that ranged from people like MAXINE
WATERS on the left to Bob Barr on the
right. We did reform the Patriot Act in
2005 when it came up for renewal last
time, and I fulfilled my promise, num-
ber one, to oppose a premature elimi-
nation of the sunset, and, number two,
to have hearings on each of the then 17
expanded provisions of law enforce-
ment that were sunsetted at that time.

Fourteen out of the 17, there was no
complaint about. Even the American
Civil Liberties Union testified on be-
half of the fact that there were no
abuses whatsoever in those 14. There
was concern about the three that are in
the underlying bill today, and at the
insistence of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, Mr. LUNGREN, we put a sunset
on it. That expired in 2009, and there
have been two extensions that were
voted on by the then-Democrat Con-
gress, but they really didn’t get at
what the complaints of the gentleman
from Colorado, Mr. POLIS, have been.

This bill has been used by its oppo-
nents as a way of expressing frustra-
tion with the FBI and other law en-
forcement agencies that have nothing
to do with the Patriot Act, and it is
kind of like a bait and switch or put-
ting up a straw man and then attack-
ing the straw man, because they really
can’t attack the real man, which is the
Patriot Act and what is up for exten-
sion.

None of these three provisions have
been held unconstitutional by a court.
There hasn’t even been a challenge to
the roving wiretaps, and there hasn’t
been a challenge to the lone wolf provi-
sion that is also up for renewal. When
there was a challenge to section 215,
business records, or for that matter 1li-
brary records, the reforms that I wrote
and which we passed in 2005 corrected
them to the extent that those who were
filing the constitutional challenge
against it withdrew their complaint
after we fixed what they were com-
plaining about.

Now the gentleman from Colorado
and the other opponents of the Patriot
Act are complaining for the sake of
complaining. They are saying that
there has been a violation of civil lib-
erties. There hasn’t been. No court has
found that there has been a violation of
civil liberties.

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

The
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Mr. DREIER. I yield the gentleman
an additional minute.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. On none of
these provisions that are up for re-
newal has there really been any meri-
torious complaint. There has been this
great big fear that civil liberties have
been violated, but when you get down
to the facts, no court has found that
civil liberties have been violated.

I really would hope that we could de-
bate these issues without all of the
smokescreen of the other sins, real or
imagined, by law enforcement, and par-
ticularly by the FBI, and maybe we
could get to a rational debate on what
this bill does. But the arguments I
have heard from the gentleman from
Colorado and other opponents of this
rule and this bill simply miss the
mark. You are now up to strike four, I
would say to the gentleman from Colo-
rado. Let’s retire the side.

Mr. POLIS. I yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, first of all, I want to re-
spond. Absolutely the Patriot Act can
be used to investigate and find out pri-
vate records from innocent Americans,
and we say that because section 215 can
be used for any information relevant to
an investigation. It doesn’t need to be
from the subject of an investigation. It
can be Internet records, what they buy
at a bookstore, what they get at a li-
brary.

The Judiciary Committee has had
time to have 10 hearings this year. It is
just none of them have happened to be
on this particular topic. Apparently it
is not important enough to discuss.
How are we to know whether violations
have occurred if we don’t have the ben-
efit of a classified briefing before mak-
ing this vote?

Saying no court has found or there
haven’t been reported violations, well,
that is because all of this is hush-hush
and secret, as some of it needs to be,
and I would agree. But for us to exe-
cute our oversight function, you can’t
just simply say there haven’t been
abuses because we don’t know about
them. We have to find out about what
has been going on under this law and
execute our judgment as an elected
body representing our country to de-
cide whether there have or haven’t
been abuses.

I am honored to yield 3 minutes to
the ranking member of the Rules Com-
mittee, the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER).

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I thank the gen-
tleman.

I first want to respond to some of the
things that I just heard before I give
my statement, if I may. The majority
has promised that after we vote on
this, we will have some hearings. We
are told they are going to be rigorous
and fair, and we are reminded of the
many hearings held by Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER during the 2005 reauthoriza-
tion.

Well, first, in the 111th Congress we
held the hearings before we marked up
the Patriot Act, before we asked Mem-
bers to vote on the bill, not after. We
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have new Members in the body who
have never voted on the Patriot Act,
have never been briefed on how these
authorities are used. It is simply not
responsible to make them vote when
they don’t know what they are voting
on.

Second, the majority’s nostalgia for
2005 has colored their memories a bit.
While they remember a careful and
thorough process, I remember being
forced to hold minority hearings so all
perspectives could be heard. I remem-
ber hearings being gaveled to a close
before they were over. I remember a
subcommittee chairman walking out of
the hearing while Members were rais-
ing points of order. I remember micro-
phones being turned off on Democrat
members, including one of my fellow
Members from New York, while they
were speaking. I remember being
forced to convene a hearing on some-
thing like 2 days’ notice as the power
to schedule the committee was abused.
So I don’t know how to take these cur-
rent promises of openness and a fair
procedure.

Third, while there has been so much
talk today on the floor about using the
coming hearings to reform the Patriot
Act, we know that is simply not what
is going to happen. My friends in the
majority have already stated their
views on the question. Last Congress,
Chairman SMITH proposed a 10-year ex-
tension with no changes or reforms to
the underlying law. In 2005, Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER proposed a permanent ex-
tension, and they have a bill for that
right now in the Senate.

Indeed, if there were any will in the
majority party to reform these provi-
sions, that would have happened in the
last Congress. The Democrat majority
worked for months to forge a com-
promise but got no Republican support.
So I don’t expect the coming hearings
to be part of any kind of reform proc-
ess. I expect them to be heavy on polit-
ical theater designed to make these
powers permanent. That, no doubt, is
why this extension is timed to force
the next vote into the presidential pri-
mary season; to raise the political
stakes.

Mr. Speaker, one of the reasons the
16 provisions were set to expire in 5
years is because they were deemed too
invasive of our civil liberties, possibly
invasive enough to be used to violate
the very freedoms that our young men
and women in uniform too often die
protecting. These provisions provide
the government with exceptional pow-
ers of search, seizure, and surveillance,
often without the due process that our
Constitution guarantees us.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentlewoman 2 additional minutes.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Nearly 10 years
later, we continue to reauthorize these
provisions without a blink of the eye.
The idea of these measures always was
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that they would be temporary. And yet
to see the process under which we de-
liberate them, it seems they would last
forever. Seeking no input or delibera-
tion of any point in this bill’s consider-
ation and instead choosing to blindly
move forward is a rather sad testament
to the majority’s view of an open proc-
ess.

Ultimately, this is no way to con-
sider a piece of legislation that has
such far-reaching and profound impli-
cations for our civil liberties as this
does. Yet the majority seeks to simply
kick the can down the road, all the
while stifling the rigorous debate with
which these deserve and need to be
scrutinized.

We would do well to remember that
these provisions were passed into law
in the frantic weeks after September
11, 2001, without our understanding of
their potential impact and benefit. And
that is why we created a sunset review
in the first place and why we need
thorough review as long as we Keep
these incredible powers in place.

Make no mistake, they are incredible
powers. We’re not patching a run-of-
the-mill program here. These are pow-
ers that will allow the government to
continue to access business records,
conduct roving wiretaps, and monitor
American citizens. The intrusive na-
ture of these provisions that the major-
ity seeks to whisk through would leave
our Founding Fathers aghast at the
willful erosion of the civil liberties
they enshrined for us. Our swearing
into office is an oath to protect and de-
fend the Constitution. However, many
Members of the House voted against
the Constitution when this came on
the floor last week. This process, lack-
ing a serious review of far-reaching and
invasive provisions, does not live up to
that standard.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘no’ on the rule and against the
underlying measure.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to yield 3 minutes to my hard-
working colleague, the gentleman from
Gold River, California (Mr. LUNGREN).

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, I don’t know whether
we’re in an episode of ‘‘Alice in Won-
derland’ here or not. Just because you
say something is true doesn’t make it
true.

The gentlelady just spoke a moment
ago and said we need to look at this;
we need to scrub this. And yet she is
asking her colleagues to vote against
the rule to not even allow this to be
brought up. What’s the conclusion of
that? What’s the intimation of that?
That we should allow these provisions
to expire. Not that we would have time
to look at it, but they would expire,
one legislative day left.

There are three major provisions in
our effort to fight against terrorists.
These are the provisions that initially
were put under a sunset by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin when he was
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chairman of the committee. And then
later on when we redid, reviewed, and
reformed provisions of this, I authored
and brought forward the extension
with the sunsets on these three provi-
sions. So I find it interesting to have
my friends on the other side of the
aisle tell us what we were doing and
tell us now that there has been a prov-
en unconstitutionality or unconstitu-
tional basis for these three provisions.

Interestingly enough, they refer to
the lone wolf provision. That was
known when it was first passed as the
Schumer-Kyl provision. Now, some
people may not be aware that those are
two Senators, Members of the other
body, I would say probably extending
from the left to the right. Why did they
put that in? Because we believe that we
were actually burdening ourselves in a
way that would not allow us to find out
about terrorism before it was actually
carried out.

The lone wolf provision recognizes
that the greatest threat we have today
are, as was said by the two cochairs of
the 9/11 Commission, less consequential
attacks; meaning attacks on a smaller
scale than that we saw on 9/11, still
meant to do grievous harm to Ameri-
cans, to cause us to see the loss of life,
to do tremendous fiscal damage to this
country, yet with smaller cells or even
from individuals.

Do we have to be reminded of what
happened on that Christmas Day a cou-
ple of years ago? That was a lone wolf,
even though these provisions wouldn’t
apply because he’s an American cit-
izen. Major Hasan was a lone wolf. Just
to prove the point that we have to be
concerned about lone wolves.

The other two provisions, the busi-
ness records and the roving wiretaps,
I'd like to talk about those because
there’s been so much misunder-
standing, misstatements.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I actually observed a Member of
the other body this morning on tele-
vision saying the reason that he voted
against these extensions was that
under the Constitution he believes that
one ought to have a warrant so there’s
intervention of a third party that is a
judicial officer. Well, these two provi-
sions, the business records provision
and the roving wiretap provisions, re-
quire the government to go to the
FISA court to get permission to carry
out those elements directed at any in-
dividual.

And so let’s just make sure we know
what we’re talking about here. We're
talking about two provisions that re-
quire the government to go before the
FISA court to get permission to utilize
those provisions in their investigation.
And the third part deals with the lone
wolf definition, and the lone wolf re-
quirement is needed now more than it
was when it first passed because of the
difference in the threat to us that has

The
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been recognized by our intelligence
agencies and by the 9/11 Commission
and, most recently, by Secretary
Napolitano.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I am proud
to yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WOOLSEY).

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, the new
majority in the House has told us that
their decisions are guided by two prin-
ciples: first, loyalty to the Constitu-
tion; and, second, a belief that the gov-
ernment is too large and too intrusive.
Well, here’s their chance to act on
these principles, because the Patriot
Act provisions we are voting on today
represent Big Brother at its creepiest
and most invasive. They are a clear
violation of the Fourth Amendment,
“The right of the people to be secure in
their persons, houses, papers, and ef-
fects, against unreasonable searches
and seizures.”

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Will
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. WOOLSEY. No, sir.

Mr. Speaker, for close to a decade
now we’ve been told that our civil lib-
erties must be shredded in the name of
a so-called war on terrorism. We've
been told that the national security
imperatives of the moment are so great
and so different than any we face in
our history that we must submit to
roving wiretaps and that we must em-
power the government to retain ‘‘any
tangible thing’’ related to a terrorism
investigation. ‘“Any tangible thing”—
that gives the government pretty broad
discretion to ferret out just about
whatever they want. It is an invitation
to overreach and abuse. I believe it has
stifled freedom more than it has ad-
vanced it.

There is a real incoherence to an ap-
proach that says we have to do vio-
lence to our Nation’s values in order to
protect them. Benjamin Franklin’s
words are just as powerful today as
they were more than 200 years ago
when he said, ‘‘Any society that would
give up a little liberty to gain a little
security will deserve neither and lose
both.”

I believe we must let these provisions
expire. And let’s not stop there. Let’s
move toward a fuller debate about civil
liberties and national security, a de-
bate that revises and ultimately re-
peals the Patriot Act.

Mr. DREIER. Mr.
myself 15 seconds.

I was sorry that my friend would not
yield to the distinguished chair of the
subcommittee. He was simply going to
ask her what provisions of the Patriot
Act have been determined to be uncon-
stitutional. The answer is: Not one.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KUCINICH).

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I want
my friend from Wisconsin to know that

the

Speaker, I yield
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I don’t denigrate his service on this.
We have a different way of looking at
this.

I believe the Patriot Act represents
the cracked domestic crown jewel of a
disastrous global war on terror which
led us to attack Iraq based on lies, in-
vade Afghanistan based on a
misreading of history, indulge in occu-
pations which having fueled
insurgencies, expand war to Pakistan
and other countries, demonstrating a
total lack of common sense. So the Pa-
triot Act issues from a pestiferous soil
laced with lies and distortions.
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We’ve created a national security
state which threatens our Constitution
and weakens our basic liberties. This is
not about whether you’re Democrat or
Republican, liberal or conservative, but
whether we can actually realize that
we have been sold a bill of goods, lies
about WMDs, and questions about the
nature of an anthrax attack, which
caused us all too willingly to limit our
civil liberties.

I joined other Members of Congress
in approving the United States in its
launching of attacks on the training
camps after 9/11 because we have a
right to respond and defend ourselves.
We also have an obligation to defend
the Constitution. We have an obliga-
tion to defend the truth. Freedom isn’t
free, and we shouldn’t freely give our
freedoms away.

Francis Scott Key wrote the Star-
Spangled Banner. Remember these
words: ‘O say, does that star-spangled
banner yet wave o’er the land of the
free and the home of the brave?”’ He
connected freedom and democracy.

We have to be courageous to stand up
for this Constitution. I believe my col-
leagues on the Republican side are cou-
rageous Americans and are good Amer-
icans, but I want to say we have to
look at the context in which the Pa-
triot Act was passed, and we have to,
from that context, challenge the Pa-
triot Act.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I continue
to reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I am glad to
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman of
California (Ms. CHU), a member of the
Judiciary Committee.

Ms. CHU. I rise today to oppose this
rule. The underlying bill will extend
provisions of the Patriot Act that con-
tinue to deny Americans their civil lib-
erties.

Mr. Speaker, we should not be ex-
tending these provisions. We should be
fixing them. A delay even of 3 months
will only incur more violations of the
civil rights of American citizens.

Take the so-called ‘‘roving wiretaps,”’
which allow our government to spy on
a nebulous array of people and tech-
nology. If the FBI wants to wiretap a
phone, they don’t even have to know
who they’re listening to. They don’t
even have to get a court’s permission
to tap a phone before they start listen-
ing.
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Now, last year, I voted on a bill that
would at a minimum require the gov-
ernment to name the place or person
they want to listen to. But does this
bill include that simple protection? No.

These provisions, including the provi-
sion to allow the FBI to access your
private information, even the books
that you read, make a mockery of our
civil liberties—letting the government
spy on whomever they want for any
reason without letting Americans
know or without giving them a chance
to challenge that order in court.

It has been a full decade since these
overly broad provisions were passed,
and I don’t think we should extend
them without commonsense changes.
We need to fix them and fix them now
and protect American privacy and per-
sonal information from government
overreach.

So I urge the other side to come back
to the table and work with us on a bill
that protects our national security
without undermining Americans’ civil
liberties and constitutional rights. And
if they can’t find a way to work with us
on a bipartisan basis to protect the
American people, then all of my col-
leagues should oppose this rule and the
underlying bill.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I continue
to reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. I yield myself the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, this Patriot Act really
speaks to our very core identity as
Americans.

How do we balance what makes it
special to be an American—with our
unprecedented levels of rights that we
enjoy, our privacy as individuals, our
civil liberties—and reconcile that with
staying safe in an incredibly complex
world?

I think it is critical for any of us who
are concerned about the unchecked
growth of this state, those of us who
seriously believe in protecting the
rights and liberties of Americans, to
seriously look at these issues and de-
bate them. A ‘“‘no” vote on the rule and
the bill is the first step towards accom-
plishing that.

The House was in session late into
the night, as it likely will be again to-
night, on a very important topic: cut-
ting spending. I've put several sugges-
tions forward. I appreciate this process
which has enabled Members to come up
with how we are going to cut. There
have been a lot of great ideas that have
been submitted through amendments. I
would submit that this Patriot Act and
balancing our civil liberties with our
security is as important a topic with
regard to what it means to be an Amer-
ican as is making cuts in our budget.

I voted against the adjournment res-
olution yesterday. I think that, if we
were in session next week and put the
time into solving the issues under the
Patriot Act that we’re putting into
making budget cuts, we would be able
to come to a consensus that protects
our civil liberties and that also keeps
Americans safe from the threat of ter-
rorism.
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The majority argues that we must
pass this extension now without any
process. It has also been alluded to
that there were not hearings in the last
Congress. There actually were. The Ju-
diciary Committee held two hearings
on the Patriot Act in 2009. It has been
said, Oh, there hasn’t been time to hold
hearings in this Congress because the
Judiciary Committee just constituted
itself. Well, they found time to hold 10
hearings on items that have not even
come to the floor. So surely there
would have been time for one hearing
on an item that everybody knew was
going to expire and needed to be dealt
with.

Those of us who joined Congress in
the last session as well as our new
Members this session, many of whom
are on the other side of the aisle, have
not had any classified briefings on how
this authority that has been given to
the Federal Government has been used.

How can we exercise meaningful
oversight with regard to these three
provisions of the Patriot Act, and the
Patriot Act in general, if we are not
given the benefit of finding out exactly
how these broad powers that have been
given to the Federal Government have
been used?

If this passes today—and I expect it
might—it is critical that we take the
next 90 days to make sure that Con-
gress can properly execute its over-
sight upon the next need for renewing
the necessary provisions of the Patriot
Act. There is a window of time that
will afford the Judiciary Committee to
do its work in a bipartisan way, which
is to include other Members through a
classified briefing to find out how and
when the powers under the Patriot Act
have been used, so that Members of
this body can make an informed deci-
sion, an informed decision about how
to move forward in 90 days in pro-
tecting our rights as Americans and in
protecting our security as Americans.
The two are not irreconcilable, and we
cannot sacrifice what makes it special
to be an American in the name of secu-
rity—or the terrorists will have won.

I urge a ‘“‘no” vote on the rule and
the bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and to
include extraneous material in the
RECORD on H. Res. 93.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DREIER. I yield myself the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, we are where we are.
The Senate took our 10-month exten-
sion that we passed by a vote of 274-144,
and decided to offer a 90-day extension,
which passed by an 86-12 vote.

Even before we saw this extension,
the gentleman from Menomonee Falls,
the chairman of the Crime Sub-
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committee and the former chairman of
the Judiciary Committee, had made a
commitment that he will proceed very
vigorously in the next 90 days to deal
with the questions that my friend has
raised.

I think that many of the questions
that have been raised are valid. That’s
why it is that we need to have this ex-
tension, which is scheduled to expire in
one legislative day if we take no ac-
tion, because I think everyone can ac-
knowledge that the Patriot Act has
played a role in keeping the United
States of America safe.

My two colleagues and I have joined
from the get-go in saying that they
should not have made this measure
permanent, because we were legislating
through the prism of September 11 at
the outset. We felt very strongly that
recognizing the civil liberties of every
single American has to continue to be
a very, very top priority while we look
at what, I think, are the five most im-
portant words in the middle of the pre-
amble of the U.S. Constitution, which
are ‘‘providing for the common de-
fense.”

In his first inaugural address, Thom-
as Jefferson made it very clear when he
said that a wise and true government
shall restrain men from injuring one
another.

That is why our security has to be of
paramount importance, but it doesn’t
mean it is done at the expense of civil
liberties and the rights of every Amer-
ican.

Well, guess what, Mr. Speaker? The
gentleman who chairs the Crime Sub-
committee is absolutely dedicated
within the next 90 days of pursuing
that as vigorously as possible.
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I will say that when this extension
that we’re faced with right now was
passed, last February 25, 1 year ago,
that brought to an end any discussion,
any hearings. That brought to an end
any hearings through the entire rest of
that Congress once the extension was
put into place.

I will say that any Member who
wants a classified briefing can request
it, and so the opportunity for classified
briefings on the Patriot Act or any
other measure is there for Members of
this body.

So, Mr. Speaker, it’s clear to me, we
have a 90-day extension that has come
back from the Senate. It will expire in
one legislative day. We want Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER to begin working with Mr.
LUNGREN and others who have spent so
much time and energy in dealing with
the questions of the lone wolf and rov-
ing wiretaps and all that. We need to
have that addressed as quickly pos-
sible.

So let’s do it, let’s do it now, let’s
pass this thing in a bipartisan way and
get it done.

I yield back the balance of my time,
and I move the previous question on
the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 254, nays
176, not voting 3, as follows:

[Roll No. 45]

YEAS—254
Adams Gallegly Miller (MI)
Aderholt Gardner Miller, Gary
Akin Garrett Mulvaney
Alexander Gerlach Murphy (PA)
Altmire Gibbs Myrick
Amash Gingrey (GA) Neugebauer
Austria Gohmert Noem
Bachmann Goodlatte Nugent
Bachus Gosar Nunes
Barletta Gowdy Nunnelee
Bartlett Granger Olson
Barton (TX) Graves (GA) Palazzo
Bass (NH) Graves (MO) Paulsen
Benishek Griffin (AR) Pearce
Berg Griffith (VA) Pence
Biggert Grimm Peters
Bilbray Guinta Peterson
Bilirakis Guthrie Petri
Bishop (UT) Hall Pitts
Black Hanna Platts
Blackburn Harper Poe (TX)
Bonner Harris Pompeo
Bono Mack Hartzler Posey
Boren Hastings (WA) Price (GA)
Boustany Hayworth Quayle
Brady (TX) Heck Rahall
Brooks Heller Reed
Broun (GA) Hensarling Rehberg
Buchanan Herger Reichert
Bucshon Herrera Beutler Renacci
Buerkle Huelskamp Ribble
Burgess Huizenga (MI) Rigell
Burton (IN) Hultgren Rivera
Calvert Hunter Roby
Camp Hurt Roe (TN)
Campbell Issa Rogers (AL)
Canseco Jenkins Rogers (KY)
Cantor Johnson (IL) Rogers (MI)
Capito Johnson (OH) Rohrabacher
Cardoza Johnson, Sam Rokita
Carter Jones Rooney
Cassidy Jordan Ros-Lehtinen
Chabot Kelly Roskam
Chaffetz King (IA) Ross (AR)
Chandler King (NY) Ross (FL)
Coble Kingston Royce
Coffman (CO) Kinzinger (IL) Runyan
Cole Kissell Ryan (WI)
Conaway Kline Scalise
Cooper Lamborn Schilling
Costa Lance Schmidt
Cravaack Landry Schock
Crawford Lankford Schweikert
Crenshaw Latham Scott (SC)
Critz LaTourette Scott, Austin
Cuellar Latta Sensenbrenner
Culberson Lewis (CA) Sessions
Davis (KY) LoBiondo Sewell
Denham Long Shimkus
Dent Lucas Shuster
DesJarlais Luetkemeyer Simpson
Diaz-Balart Lummis Smith (NE)
Dold Lungren, Daniel Smith (NJ)
Donnelly (IN) E. Smith (TX)
Dreier Mack Southerland
Duffy Manzullo Stearns
Duncan (SC) Marchant Stivers
Duncan (TN) Marino Stutzman
Ellmers Matheson Sullivan
Emerson McCarthy (CA) Terry
Farenthold McCarthy (NY) Thompson (PA)
Fincher McCaul Thornberry
Fitzpatrick McCotter Tiberi
Flake McHenry Tipton
Fleischmann McIntyre Turner
Fleming McKeon Upton
Flores McKinley Walberg
Forbes McMorris Walden
Fortenberry Rodgers Walsh (IL)
Foxx Meehan Webster
Franks (AZ) Mica West
Frelinghuysen Miller (FL) Westmoreland
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Whitfield Womack Young (FL)
Wilson (SC) Woodall Young (IN)
Wittman Yoder
Wolf Young (AK)
NAYS—176

Ackerman Green, Gene Pallone
Andrews Grijalva Pascrell
Baca Gutierrez Pastor (AZ)
Baldwin Hanabusa Paul
Barrow Harman Payne
Bass (CA) Hastings (FL) Pelosi
Becerra Heinrich Perlmutter
Berkley Higgins Pingree (ME)
Berman Himes Polis
Bishop (GA) Hinchey Price (NC)
Bishop (NY) H%nojosa Quigley
Blumenauer Hirono Rangel
Boswell Holden Reyes
Brady (PA) Holt Richardson
Braley (IA) Honda Richmond
Brown ('FL) Hoyer Rothman (NJ)
]g;g;‘;meld Instee Roybal-Allard
Capuano Jackson (IL) guppex sberger

ush
Carnahan Jackson Lee R (OH)
Carney (TX) Syanh Lind
Carson (IN) Johnson (GA) a%w ez, Linda
Castor (FL) Johnson, E. B. S : N
Chu Kaptur anchez, Loretta
Cicilline Keating ziﬁgi%e;sky
Clarke (MI) Kildee Sohiff
Clarke (NY) Kind
Clay Kucinich Schrader
Cleaver Labrador Schwartz
Clyburn Langevin Scott (VA)A
Cohen Larsen (WA) Scott, David
Connolly (VA) Larson (CT) Serrano
Conyers Lee (CA) Sherman
Costello Levin Shuler
Courtney Lewis (GA) Sires
Crowley Lipinski Slaughter
Cummings Loebsack Smith (WA)
Davis (CA) Lofgren, Zoe Stark
Davis (IL) Lowey Sutton
DeFazio Lujan Thompson (CA)
DeGette Lynch Thompson (MS)
DeLauro Maloney Tierney
Deutch Matsui Tonko
Dicks McClintock Towns
Dingell McCollum Tsongas
Doggett McDermott Van Hollen
Doyle McGovern Velazquez
Edwards McNerney Visclosky
Ellison Meeks Walz (MN)
Engel Michaud Wasserman
Eshoo Miller (NC) Schultz
Farr Miller, George Waters
Fattah Moore Watt
Filner Moran Waxman
Frank (MA) Murphy (CT) Weiner
Fudge Nadler Welch
Garamendi Napolitano Wilson (FL)
Gibson Neal Woolsey
Gonzalez Olver Wu
Green, Al Owens Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—3
Giffords Markey Speier
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Messrs. JACKSON of Illinois, WALZ
of Minnesota, Ms. BASS of California,
Messrs. BACA, LABRADOR,
BUTTERFIELD, Mrs. LOWEY, Messrs.
COURTNEY and MURPHY of Con-
necticut changed their vote from ‘‘yea”

to “‘nay.”
Messrs. ADERHOLT, DUNCAN of
Tennessee, BILBRAY, LoBIONDO,

BARTLETT, MURPHY of Pennsyl-
vania, Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER,
Messrs. CARDOZA, HELLER, JONES,
BARLETTA, CRAVAACK, ROGERS of
Alabama, RAHALL, BUCSHON, BILI-
RAKIS, GRIMM, FRELINGHUYSEN
and YOUNG of Alaska changed their
vote from ‘‘nay’”’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO
THE BOARD OF VISITORS TO
THE UNITED STATES MILITARY
ACADEMY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GINGREY of Georgia). Pursuant to 10
U.S.C. 4355(a) and the order of the
House of January 5, 2011, the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of
the following Member of the House to
the Board of Visitors to the United
States Military Academy:

Mr. SHIMKUS, Illinois.

————

FULL-YEAR CONTINUING
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2011

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 92 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares 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. PRICE of Georgia (Acting
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,
a request for a recorded vote on amend-
ment No. 223, printed in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PASCRELL) had been postponed and the
bill had been read through page 263,
line 9.

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. 2 by Mr. ROONEY of
Florida.

Amendment No. 95 by Mr. JONES of
North Carolina.

Amendment No. 237 by Mr. HOoLT of
New Jersey.

Amendment No.
Oregon.

Amendment No. 1563 by Mr. MICHAUD
of Maine.

Amendment No. 368 by Mr. FLAKE of
Arizona.

Amendment No. 260 by Mr. LATTA of
Ohio.

Amendment No. 125, as modified, by
Mr. WEINER of New York.

Amendment No. 110 by Mr. DUNCAN of
South Carolina.

Amendment No. 192 by Mrs. BIGGERT
of Illinois.

Amendment No. 395 by Mr. INSLEE of
Washington.

Amendment No. 4 by Mr. TONKO of
New York.

97 by Mr. DEFAZIO of
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Amendment No. 259 by Mr. LATTA of
Ohio.

Amendment No. 98 by Mr. DEFAZIO of
Oregon.

Amendment No. 223 by Mr. PASCRELL
of New Jersey.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. ROONEY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. ROONEY)
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 vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 233, noes 198,
answered ‘‘present’ 1, not voting 1, as
follows:

[Roll No. 46]

AYES—233
Ackerman Deutch Johnson (GA)
Adams Dicks Johnson (IL)
Altmire Doggett Johnson, E. B.
Amash Dold Johnson, Sam
Baca Doyle Jones
Baldwin Duffy Kind
Barrow Duncan (SC) King (NY)
Barton (TX) Duncan (TN) Labrador
Bass (CA) Edwards Lance
Becerra Ellison Landry
Benishek Ellmers Langevin
Berman Eshoo Lankford
Bishop (GA) Farenthold Larson (CT)
Bishop (NY) Farr Lee (CA)
Blackburn Fattah Lewis (GA)
Blumenauer Filner Lofgren, Zoe
Boren Fincher Long
Boustany Fitzpatrick Lowey
Brady (PA) Flake Lujan
Brady (TX) Fleischmann Lummis
Braley (IA) Flores Lungren, Daniel
Broun (GA) Frank (MA) E.
Brown (FL) Garamendi Lynch
Buchanan Gardner Mack
Buerkle Garrett Maloney
Burgess Gibson Marchant
Butterfield Gingrey (GA) Matheson
Camp Gohmert Matsui
Campbell Gonzalez McCarthy (NY)
Canseco Gosar McClintock
Capito Granger McCollum
Capps Graves (GA) McDermott
Cardoza Graves (MO) McKinley
Carnahan Green, Al Meehan
Carter Green, Gene Meeks
Cassidy Griffin (AR) Mica
Castor (FL) Grijalva Michaud
Cicilline Hall Miller (FL)
Clay Hanabusa Miller (MI)
Coble Harman Miller, George
Coffman (CO) Harris Moore
Cohen Hastings (FL) Murphy (CT)
Cole Hayworth Nadler
Conyers Heinrich Napolitano
Cooper Hensarling Neal
Costa Herger Neugebauer
Courtney Himes Noem
Crawford Hinojosa Olver
Cuellar Hirono Owens
Culberson Holden Pallone
Cummings Holt Pascrell
Davis (CA) Honda Pastor (AZ)
Davis (IL) Hoyer Paul
DeFazio Huelskamp Paulsen
DeGette Huizenga (MI) Payne
DeLauro Inslee Pearce
Denham Jackson (IL) Pelosi
Dent Jenkins Perlmutter
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Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis
Pompeo
Posey
Quayle
Quigley
Rangel
Reed
Rehberg
Reyes
Ribble
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ross (AR)
Royce

Aderholt
AKkin
Alexander
Andrews
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Bartlett
Bass (NH)
Berg
Berkley
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boswell
Brooks
Bucshon
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Cantor
Capuano
Carney
Carson (IN)
Chabot,
Chaffetz
Chandler
Chu

Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Cleaver
Clyburn
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Costello
Cravaack
Crenshaw
Critz
Crowley
Davis (KY)
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Emerson
Engel
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Gerlach
Gibbs
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Ryan (WI)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sherman
Sires
Southerland
Speier
Stark
Stearns
Sullivan
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (PA)

NOES—198

Gutierrez
Hanna
Harper
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Heck
Heller
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Hinchey
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Israel
Issa
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (OH)
Jordan
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly
Kildee
King (IA)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Kucinich
Lamborn
Larsen (WA)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Manzullo
Marino
Markey
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McCotter
McGovern
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Moran
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Pence
Peters
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Tipton
Towns
Upton

Van Hollen
Velazquez
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Walz (MN)
Waters
Waxman
Webster
Weiner
West
Westmoreland
Wilson (FL)
Womack
Woolsey
Wu

Yoder

Pitts
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Rahall
Reichert
Renacci
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rokita
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sessions
Sewell
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Stivers
Stutzman
Sutton
Terry
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tierney
Tonko
Tsongas
Turner
Visclosky
Walberg
Wasserman
Schultz
Welch
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Woodall
Yarmuth
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1

Watt

NOT VOTING—1

Giffords

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
Two minutes remain in this vote.
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Messrs. ENGEL and GRIMM changed
their vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Messrs. AL GREEN of Texas,
ELLISON, Ms. DEGETTE and Ms. WIL-
SON of Florida changed their vote from
“no” to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 95 OFFERED BY MR. JONES

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) 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-

the

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 135, noes 294,

not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 47]

AYES—135

Amash Hall Pascrell
Baldwin Hastings (FL) Pastor (AZ)
Bass (CA) Heller Paul
Becerra Higgins Payne
Bishop (UT) Himes Pearce
Blumenauer Hinchey Perlmutter
Bono Mack Hinojosa Peters
Boswell Holden :

Petri
Brady (PA) Holt :
Braley (IA) Honda gg;igee (ME)
Broun (GA) Hurt .
Campbell Inslee Quigley
Capuano Jackson (IL) Rahall
Cardoza Jackson Lee Rehberg
Carney (TX) Richardson
Chaffetz Johnson (IL) Richmond
Chandler Johnson, E. B. Rohrabacher
Chu Jones Rokita
Cicilline Kaptur Rooney
Clarke (MI) Keating Royce
Clarke (NY) Kind Sanchez, Loretta
Clay Kissell Schakowsky
Coble Kucinich Schrader
Coffman (CO) Larson (CT) Scott, David
Cohen Lee (CA) Sensenbrenner
Conyers Lewis (GA) Serrano
Cooper Lipinski Sessions
Costello Lofgren, Zoe Shuler
Davis (IL) Mack Sires
DeFazio Markey Slaughter
DeLauro Matsui Speier
Doggett McClintock
Doyle McCollum iitton cA
Duncan (TN) McDermott aompson (©4)

Tierney
Edwards McGovern Tonk
Ellison Mica onxo
Eshoo Michaud Towns
Fattah Miller (FL) Upton
Filner Miller (MI) Visclosky
Frank (MA) Miller, George ~ Wwaters
Fudge Moran Weiner
Garamendi Nadler Welch
Gerlach Napolitano Wilson (FL)
Goodlatte Neal Woolsey
Griffin (AR) Olver Yarmuth
Griffith (VA) Pallone Young (AK)

NOES—294

Ackerman Aderholt Alexander
Adams Akin Altmire

Andrews
Austria
Baca
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Brown (FL)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Calvert
Camp
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Carnahan
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Castor (FL)
Chabot
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Costa
Courtney
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Davis (CA)
Davis (KY)
DeGette
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Ellmers
Emerson
Engel
Farenthold
Farr
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
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Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hanna
Harman
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Hirono
Hoyer
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Israel
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Kelly
Kildee
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Langevin
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
LaTourette
Latta
Levin
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Long
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
MecCotter
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meehan
Meeks
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Moore
Mulvaney
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson

Owens
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis
Pompeo
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Quayle
Rangel
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Reyes
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schiff
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Sewell
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Stark
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Watt
Waxman
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Wu
Yoder
Young (FL)
Young (IN)
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NOT VOTING—4

Latham
Turner

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

0 1353

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas changed
his vote from ‘‘no” to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No. 47,
| was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “no”.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No. 47,
| was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “no”.

AMENDMENT NO. 237 OFFERED BY MR. HOLT

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT)
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 133, noes 299,
not voting 1, as follows:

[Roll No. 48]

AYES—133
Amash Filner Miller, George
Andrews Frank (MA) Moran
Baldwin Fudge Murphy (CT)
Bass (CA) Garamendi Nadler
Becerra Grijalva Neal
Bishop (UT) Gutierrez Olver
Blumenauer Hastings (FL) Pallone
Boswell Hinchey Pastor (AZ)
Brady (PA) Hinojosa Paul
Braley (IA) Hirono Payne
Brown (FL) Holden Pearce
Capps Holt Petri
Capuano Honda Pingree (ME)
Cardoza Inslee Polis
Chu Jackson (IL) Posey
Cicilline Jackson Lee Price (NC)
Clarke (MI) (TX) Quigley
Clarke (NY) Johnson (IL) Rahall
Clay Johnson, E. B. Richardson
Coble Jones Richmond
Coffman (CO) Kaptur Rohrabacher
Cohen Keating Rush
Conyers Kildee Ryan (OH)
Costello Kind Sanchez, Linda
Crowley Kucinich T.
Cummings Larsen (WA) Sanchez, Loretta
Davis (CA) Larson (CT) Sarbanes
Davis (IL) Lee (CA) Schakowsky
DeFazio Lewis (GA) Schrader
DeGette Loebsack Scott (VA)
DeLauro Lofgren, Zoe Sensenbrenner
Deutch Maloney Serrano
Dingell Markey Sewell
Doggett Matsui Shuler
Doyle MecClintock Sires
Duncan (TN) McCollum Slaughter
Edwards McDermott Speier
Ellison McGovern Stark
Eshoo McNerney Thompson (CA)
Farr Michaud Tierney
Fattah Miller (FL) Tonko

Towns
Tsongas
Velazquez
Visclosky

Ackerman
Adams
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Austria
Baca
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Castor (FL)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Cuellar
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dicks

Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Ellmers
Emerson
Engel
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)

Waters
Waxman
Weiner
Welch

NOES—299

Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanabusa
Hanna
Harman
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hoyer
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Israel
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Langevin
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Long
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McCotter
McHenry
McIntyre
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Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Wu

Young (AK)

McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Meeks
Mica
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Moore
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Napolitano
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Pascrell
Paulsen
Pelosi
Pence
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Price (GA)
Quayle
Rangel
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Reyes
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schiff
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (8C)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sessions
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Sutton
Terry
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton

H959

Turner Wasserman Wittman
Upton Schultz Wolf
Van Hollen Watt Womack
Walberg Webster Woodall
Walden West Yarmuth
Walsh (IL) Wegtmoreland Yoder
Walz (MN) Whitfield Young (FL)
Wilson (SC) Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—1
Giffords

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

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

O 1358

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

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 97 OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes 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 136, noes 296,
not voting 1, as follows:

[Roll No. 49]

A