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House of Representatives

This being the day fixed by the 20th
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States and Public Law 108-433
for the meeting of the Congress of the
United States, the Members-elect of
the 109th Congress met in their Hall,
and at noon were called to order by the
Clerk of the House of Representatives,
Hon. Jeff Trandahl.

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

Almighty and eternal God, before
You all Nations rise and fall.

We ask You to bless the United
States of America with security, pros-
perity, generosity and peace.

Those who have been rightly elected
by the people of the congressional dis-
tricts across the Nation now stand be-
fore You, as the grateful inheritors
with a great tradition of government
by free people.

May they serve faithfully the people
who have chosen them as their rep-
resentatives in the 109th Congress.

With personal integrity, enable them
to exercise day-to-day decisions that
will uphold this Nation’s Constitution
and bring enlightened hope to a trou-
bled world desirous of knowing a free
democracy in action.

Let all Americans join in their own
way of blessing these women and men,
that they may establish justice, ensure
lasting tranquillity, provide for the
common defense, promote the general
welfare and secure the blessings of lib-
erty.

In doing so, they will serve both You,
our God, and our beloved Nation.

Amen.

———————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The CLERK. The Members-elect and
their guests will please remain stand-
ing and join in the Pledge of Allegiance
to the flag.

The Clerk led the Pledge of Alle-
giance 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.

The CLERK. Representatives-elect,
this is the day fixed by the 20th amend-
ment to the Constitution and Public
Law 108-433 for the meeting of the 109th
Congress and, as the law directs, the
Clerk of the House has prepared the of-
ficial roll of the Representatives-elect.

Certificates of election covering 435
seats in the 109th Congress have been
received by the Clerk of the House, and
the names of those persons whose cre-
dentials show that they were regularly
elected as representatives in accord-
ance with the laws of their respective
States or of the United States will be
called.

Without objection, the Representa-
tives-elect will record their presence
by electronic device and their names
will be reported in alphabetical order
by States, beginning with the State of
Alabama, to determine whether a
quorum is present.

There was no objection.

The call was taken by electronic de-

vice, and the following Representa-
tives-elect responded to their names:
[Roll No. 1]
ANSWERED “PRESENT’"—424
ALABAMA
Aderholt Cramer Rogers
Bachus Davis
Bonner Everett
ALASKA
Young
ARIZONA
Flake Hayworth Renzi
Franks Kolbe
Grijalva Pastor
ARKANSAS
Berry Ross
Boozman Snyder
CALIFORNIA
Baca Capps Doolittle
Becerra Cardoza Dreier
Berman Costa Eshoo
Bono Cunningham Farr
Calvert Dayvis Filner

Gallegly

Harman

Herger

Hunter

Issa

Lantos

Lee

Lewis

Lofgren, Zoe

McKeon

Millender-
McDonald

Beauprez
DeGette
Hefley

DeLauro
Johnson

Bilirakis
Boyd
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Crenshaw
Davis
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Feeney

Barrow
Bishop
Deal
Gingrey

Abercrombie

Otter

Bean
Biggert
Costello
Davis
Emanuel
Evans

Burton
Buyer
Carson

Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Napolitano
Nunes
Pelosi
Pombo
Radanovich
Rohrabacher
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Sanchez, Linda
T.

COLORADO

Musgrave
Salazar
Tancredo

CONNECTICUT

Larson
Shays

DELAWARE
Castle

FLORIDA

Foley
Harris
Hastings
Keller
Mack
Meek
Mica
Miller
Putnam

GEORGIA

Kingston
Lewis
Linder
Marshall

HAWAII
Case

IDAHO

Simpson

ILLINOIS

Hastert
Hyde
Jackson
Johnson
Kirk
LaHood

INDIANA

Chocola
Hostettler
Pence

Sanchez, Loretta
Schiff
Sherman
Solis
Tauscher
Thomas
Thompson
Waters
Watson
Waxman
Woolsey

Udall

Simmons

Ros-Lehtinen
Shaw
Stearns
Wasserman

Schultz
Weldon
Wexler
Young

McKinney
Price

Scott
Westmoreland

Lipinski
Manzullo
Rush
Schakowsky
Shimkus
Weller

Sodrel
Souder
Visclosky
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Boswell
King

Moore
Moran

Chandler
Davis

Alexander
Baker
Boustany

Allen

Bartlett
Cardin
Cummings

Capuano
Delahunt
Frank
Lynch

Camp
Conyers
Dingell
Ehlers
Hoekstra

Gutknecht
Kennedy
Kline

Taylor

AKin
Blunt
Carnahan

Fortenberry
Berkley
Bass

Andrews
Ferguson
Frelinghuysen
Garrett

Holt

Pearce

Ackerman
Bishop
Boehlert
Crowley
Engel
Fossella
Higgins
Hinchey
Israel
Kelly

Butterfield
Coble
Etheridge
Foxx
Hayes

IOWA
Latham Nussle
Leach
KANSAS
Ryun
Tiahrt
KENTUCKY
Lewis Whitfield
Rogers
LOUISIANA
Jefferson Melancon
Jindal
McCrery
MAINE
Michaud
MARYLAND
Gilchrest Van Hollen
Hoyer Wynn
Ruppersberger
MASSACHUSETTS
Markey Olver
McGovern Tierney
Meehan
Neal
MICHIGAN
Kildee Miller
Kilpatrick Rogers
Knollenberg Schwarz
Levin Stupak
McCotter Upton
MINNESOTA
McCollum Ramstad
Oberstar Sabo
Peterson
MISSISSIPPI
Thompson Wicker
MISSOURI
Clay Graves
Cleaver Hulshof
Emerson Skelton
MONTANA
Rehberg
NEBRASKA
Osborne Terry
NEVADA
Gibbons Porter
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Bradley
NEW JERSEY
LoBiondo Rothman
Menendez Saxton
Pallone Smith
Pascrell
Payne
NEW MEXICO
Udall Wilson
NEW YORK
King Rangel
Kuhl Reynolds
Lowey Serrano
Maloney Slaughter
McCarthy Sweeney
McHugh Towns
McNulty Velazquez
¥e§11<s Walsh
adzer Weiner
Owens
NORTH CAROLINA
Jones Price
McHenry Taylor
McIntyre Watt
Miller
Myrick
NORTH DAKOTA
Pomeroy
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Boehner
Brown
Chabot
Gillmor
Hobson
Jones

Boren
Cole

Blumenauer
DeFazio

Brady

Dent

Doyle
English
Fattah
Fitzpatrick
Gerlach

Kennedy

Barrett
Brown

Blackburn
Cooper
Dayvis

Barton
Bonilla
Brady
Burgess
Carter
Conaway
Cuellar
Culberson
DeLay
Doggett
Edwards

Bishop

Boucher
Cantor

Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom

Baird
Dicks
Hastings

Capito

Baldwin
Green
Kind

The CLERK. The quorum call dis-
closes that 424 Representatives-elect
responded to their name.

have

OHIO
Kaptur Pryce
Kucinich Regula
LaTourette Ryan
Ney Strickland
Oxley Tiberi
Portman Turner
OKLAHOMA
Istook Sullivan
Lucas
OREGON
Hooley Wu
Walden
PENNSYLVANIA
Hart Platts
Holden Schwartz
Kanjorski Sherwood
Murphy Shuster
Murtha Weldon
Peterson

Pitts

RHODE ISLAND
Langevin

SOUTH CAROLINA

Clyburn
Inglis

SOUTH DAKOTA
Herseth

TENNESSEE

Duncan
Ford
Gordon

TEXAS

Gohmert
Gonzalez
Granger
Green Al
Green, Gene
Hall
Hensarling
Hinojosa
Jackson-Lee
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam

UTAH
Matheson
VERMONT
Sanders
VIRGINIA

Drake

Forbes

Goode

Goodlatte
WASHINGTON

Inslee
Larsen
McDermott

WEST VIRGINIA
Mollohan
WISCONSIN

Moore
Obey
Petri

WYOMING
Cubin
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quorum is present.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CLERK

The CLERK. The Clerk will state
that credentials, regular in form, have
been received showing the election of
the Honorable LUIS FORTUNO as Resi-
dent Commissioner from the Common-

————————

Spratt
Wilson

Jenkins
Tanner
Wamp

Marchant
McCaul
Neugebauer
Ortiz

Paul

Poe

Reyes
Sessions
Smith
Thornberry

Moran
Scott
Wolf

McMorris
Reichert
Smith

Rahall

Ryan
Sensenbrenner
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wealth of Puerto Rico for a term of 4
years beginning January 3, 2005; the
election of the Honorable ELEANOR
HoLMES NORTON as Delegate from the
District of Columbia; the election of
the Honorable DONNA M. CHRISTENSEN
as Delegate from the Virgin Islands;
the election of the Honorable ENI F.H.
FALEOMAVAEGA as Delegate from Amer-
ican Samoa; and the election of the
Honorable MADELEINE Z. BORDALLO as
Delegate from Guam.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CLERK

The CLERK. The Clerk will state
that since the last regular election of
Representatives to the 109th Congress,
a vacancy now exists in the Fifth Dis-
trict of the State of California, occa-
sioned by the death of the late Honor-
able ROBERT T. MATSUI.

———

ELECTION OF SPEAKER

The CLERK. Pursuant to law and to
precedent, the next order of business is
the election of the Speaker of the
House of Representatives for the 109th
Congress.

Nominations are now in order.

The Clerk recognizes the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE).

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Clerk, for
the past 6 years, this House has been
led by a man with great strength, pas-
sion and a sense of fairness. With a
steady hand and quiet conviction, he
has helped to guide this body and this
Nation through periods of both trial
and triumph.

Therefore, Mr. Clerk, as chairman of
the House Republican Conference, I am
directed by the unanimous vote of that
conference, and am very honored to
present for election to the office of the
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives for the 109th Congress of the
United States of America the name of
the Honorable J. DENNIS HASTERT, a
Representative-elect from the State of
Illinois.

The CLERK. The Clerk recognizes
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
MENENDEZ).

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Clerk, as chair-
man of the Democratic Caucus, I am
directed by a unanimous vote of that
caucus to present for election to the of-
fice of the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives for the 109th Congress a
lady of great distinction, a lady of in-
tegrity, a fighter for America’s chil-
dren and families and a leader not only
of House Democrats but a leader for
our Nation and this Congress, the Hon-
orable NANCY PELOSI, a Representative-
elect from the State of California.

The CLERK. The Honorable J. DEN-
NIS HASTERT, a Representative-elect
from the State of Illinois, and the Hon-
orable NANCY PELOSI, a Representative-
elect from the State of California, have
been placed in nomination.

Are there further nominations?

There being no further nominations,
the Clerk will appoint tellers.

The Clerk appoints the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. NEY), the gentleman
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from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON), the
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Mrs.
JOHNSON), and the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR).

The tellers will come forward and
take their seats at the desk in front of
the Speaker’s rostrum.

The roll will now be called, and those
responding to their names will indicate
by surname the nominee of their
choice.

The reading clerk will now call the
roll.

The tellers having taken their places,
the House proceeded to vote for the
Speaker.

The following is the result of the
vote:
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Weldon (PA) Wicker Young (AK)
Weller Wilson (NM) Young (FL)
Westmoreland Wilson (SC)
Whitfield Wolf
PELOSI—199

Abercrombie Gordon Neal (MA)
Ackerman Green, Al Oberstar
Allen Green, Gene Obey
Andrews Grijalva Olver
Baca Harman Ortiz
Baird Hastings (FL) Owens
Baldwin Herseth Pallone
Barrow Higgins Pascrell
Bean Hinchey Pastor
Becerra Hinojosa Payne
Berkley Holden Pelosi
Berman Holt Peterson (MN)
Berry Hooley Pomeroy
B?shop (GA) Hoyer Price (NC)
Bishop (NY) Inslee Rahall
Blumenauer Israel Rangel
Boren Jackson (IL) Reyes
Boswell Jackson-Lee Ross
Boucher (TX) Rothman
Brady (PA) Johnson. .5, Rovbal-Allard

v .E.B. -
Brown (OH) Jones (OH) Ruppersherger
Brown, Corrine Kanjorski Ryan (OH)
Butterfield Kaptur

Sabo
Capps Kennedy (RI) Salazar
Capuano Kildee Sénchez. Lind
Cardin Kilpatrick (MI) oo on 00
Cardoza Kind Saﬂchez Loretta
Carnahan Kucinich Sanders ’
Carson Langevin
Case Lantos Schgkowsky
Chandler Larsen (WA) ggﬁﬁwtz (PA)
Clay Larson (CT) Scott (GA)
Cleaver Lee Scott (VA)
Clyburn Levin Sgl?rano
Conyers Lewis (GA)
Cooper Lipinski Sherman
Costa Lofgren, Zoe Skelton
Costello Lowey Slaughter
Cramer Lynch Smith (WA)
Crowley Maloney Snyder
Cuellar Markey Solis
Cummings Marshall Spratt
Davis (AL) Matheson Stark
Davis (CA) McCarthy Strickland
Davis (FL) McCollum (MN) ~ Stupak
Davis (IL) McDermott Tanner
Davis (TN) McGovern Tauscher
DeFazio Mclntyre Thompson (CA)
DeGette McKinney Thompson (MS)
Delahunt McNulty Tierney
DeLauro Meehan Towns
Dicks Meek (FL) Udall (CO)
Dingell Meeks (NY) Udall (NM)
Doggett Melancon Van Hollen
Doyle Menendez Velazquez
Edwards Michaud Visclosky
Emanuel Millender- Wasserman
Engel McDonald Schultz
Eshoo Miller (NC) Waters
Etheridge Miller, George Watson
Evans Mollohan Watt
Farr Moore (KS) Waxman
Fattah Moore (WI) Weiner
Filner Moran (VA) Wexler
Ford Murtha Woolsey
Frank (MA) Nadler Wu
Gonzalez Napolitano Wynn
MURTHA—1

Taylor (MS)

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1

Hastert

NOT VOTING—7

Cannon Honda Shadegg
Cox Northup
Gutierrez Norwood

[Roll No. 2]
HASTERT—226

Aderholt Frelinghuysen Miller, Gary
Akin Gallegly Moran (KS)
Alexander Garrett (NJ) Murphy
Bachus Gerlach Musgrave
Baker Gibbons Myrick
Barrett (SC) Gilchrest Neugebauer
Bartlett (MD) Gillmor Ney
Barton (TX) Gingrey Nunes
Bass Gohmert Nussle
Beauprez Goode Osborne
Biggert Goodlatte Otter
Bilirakis Granger Oxley
Bishop (UT) Graves Paul
Blackburn Green (WI) Pearce
Blunt Gutknecht Pence
Boehlert Hall Peterson (PA)
Boehner Harris Petri
Bonilla Hart Pickering
Bonner Hastings (WA) Pitts
Bono Hayes Platts
Boozman Hayworth Poe
Boustany Hefley Pombo
Bradley (NH) Hensarling Porter
Brady (TX) Herger Portman
Brown (SC) Hobson Price (GA)
Brown-Waite, Hoekstra Pryce (OH)

Ginny Hostettler Putnam
Burgess Hulshof Radanovich
Burton (IN) Hunter Ramstad
Buyer Hyde Regula
Calvert Inglis (SC) Rehberg
Camp Issa Reichert
Cantor Istook Renzi
Capito Jenkins Reynolds
Carter Jindal Rogers (AL)
Castle Johnson (CT) Rogers (KY)
Chabot Johnson (IL) Rogers (MI)
Chocola Johnson, Sam Rohrabacher
Coble Jones (NC) Ros-Lehtinen
Cole (OK) Keller Royce
Conaway Kelly Ryan (WI)
Crenshaw Kennedy (MN) Ryun (KS)
Cubin King (IA) Saxton
Culberson King (NY) Schwarz (MI)
Cunningham Kingston Sensenbrenner
Davis (KY) Kirk Sessions
Davis, Jo Ann Kline Shaw
Davis, Tom Knollenberg Shays
Deal (GA) Kolbe Sherwood
DeLay Kuhl (NY) Shimkus
Dent LaHood Shuster
Diaz-Balart, Latham Simmons

Lincoln LaTourette Simpson
Diaz-Balart, Leach Smith (NJ)

Mario Lewis (CA) Smith (TX)
Doolittle Lewis (KY) Sodrel
Drake Linder Souder
Dreier LoBiondo Stearns
Duncan Lucas Sullivan
Ehlers Lungren, Daniel =~ Sweeney
Emerson Mack Tancredo
English (PA) Manzullo Taylor (NC)
Everett Marchant Terry
Feeney McCaul (TX) Thomas
Ferguson McCotter Thornberry
Fitzpatrick (PA) McCrery Tiahrt
Flake McHenry Tiberi
Foley McHugh Turner
Forbes McKeon Upton
Fortenberry McMorris Walden (OR)
Fossella Mica Walsh
Foxx Miller (FL) Wamp

Franks (AZ)

Miller (MI)

Weldon (FL)

Stated for Mr. HASTERT:

Mrs. NORTHUP, Mr. Clerk, on rollcall No. 2
| missed the vote due to airline problems. Had
| been present, | would have voted for the
Honorable J. DENNIS HASTERT for Speaker of
the House.

Mr. COX. Mr. Clerk on rollcall No. 2 | was
in consultation with the leadership staff outside
the chamber and was therefore not present
when my name was called. Had | been

CORRECTION HS3
present | would have voted for J. DENNIS
HASTERT of lllinois as Speaker of the House.
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The CLERK. The tellers agree in
their tallies that the total of number of
votes cast is 427, of which the Honor-
able J. DENNIS HASTERT of the State of
Illinois has received 226, the Honorable
NANCY PELOSI of the State of California
has received 199, and the Homnorable
JOHN MURTHA of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania has received 1 vote, with
1 recorded as ‘‘present.”

Therefore, the Honorable J. DENNIS
HASTERT of the State of Illinois is duly
elected Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives for the 109th Congress,
having received a majority of the votes
cast.

The Clerk appoints the following
committee to escort the Speaker-elect
to the chair: the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI); the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY); the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT); the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER);
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
PRYCE); the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. MENENDEZ); the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE); the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS); the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
COSTELLO); the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. GUTIERREZ); the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO); the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. RUSH); the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD); the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER);
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. JACK-
SON); the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAVIS); the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. SHIMKUS); the gentlewoman from
Illinois (Mrs. BIGGERT); the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY); the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. JOHNSON); the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. KIRK); the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. EMANUEL); the gen-
tlewoman from Illinois (Ms. BEAN); and
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPIN-
SKI).

The committee will retire from the
Chamber to escort the Speaker-elect to
the chair.

The Sergeant at Arms announced the
Speaker-elect of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the 109th Congress, who
was escorted to the chair by the Com-
mittee of Escort.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, my col-
leagues, first may I thank my Demo-
cratic colleagues. What an honor it is
to have my name placed in nomination
as your leader to be Speaker of the
House as the first woman and as the
first Italian-American. I was honored
by the kind remarks of the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ).

It is a privilege, as the gentleman
from New Jersey knows and as the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER)
knows for us to represent this magnifi-
cently diverse caucus. Thank you for
the honor of being your leader. It is a
privilege to represent one of the great-
est forces, in my view, for idealism, in-
tegrity and innovation in our country.
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My thanks to the members of the
Democratic Caucus.

I want to thank and acknowledge my
husband, Paul. Thank you, Paul. In ac-
knowledging Paul, I want to acknowl-
edge all of the spouses who are here
today for the contributions they make.
I know Members all share my view
when I say our husbands and wives, our
spouses, and in my case my five chil-
dren and five grandchildren, rep-
resented by Ryan and Madelaine here
today, are the source of our strength
and inspiration. Our children and
grandchildren are the future. Many
children are here today. We want them
to know that we know and think it is
our responsibility to make the future
better for them.

To my constituents, I am grateful for
the privilege of representing them.

I know Members all want to join me
and the Speaker in acknowledging our
courageous men and women in uni-
form.
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As we end this holiday season, we
know it is their service that makes it
possible for us to strive for peace on
earth and good will to mankind every
day of the year.

A special congratulations and wel-
come to the Capitol to our newest
Members of Congress, to our freshmen
Members. You as freshmen are the
fresh recruits. You are here to reinvig-
orate the Congress with your fresh
ideas, straight from campaigns. We are
all straight from campaigns. Our
Founding Fathers planned it so that
every 2 years Congress would be rein-
vigorated with new membership to
bring new ideas and new energy to the
debate. As you take your oath of office
today, you not only enter the Congress,
you enter the annals of history. You
are colleagues not only with each
other, you are colleagues with all those
who have served before you.

Sadly, this weekend, we lost two of
our most pioneering and courageous
colleagues. Shirley Chisholm was the
first African-American woman elected
to Congress. Imagine the courage. She
said of her service that it demonstrated
the sheer will and refusal to accept the
status quo. We must make that legacy
part of ours. When Shirley Chisholm
came to Congress as the first African-
American woman, it was not only a
breakthrough for African Americans, it

was not only a breakthrough for
women, it was a breakthrough for
America.

And we mourn the passing of some-
one who was a dear friend to so many
of us here. BoB MATSUI would have
been sworn in today. BoB was the liv-
ing combination of intellect and pas-
sion, someone who understood the com-
plexities, for example, of the Social Se-
curity system but never forgot what it
meant simply to the lives of America’s
seniors. President Bush rightly called
BoB a dedicated public servant and a
good and decent man who served with
distinction and integrity. Thank you,
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President Bush, for that acknowledg-
ment.

As a small child, BoB MATSUI was in
a Japanese internment camp. He was a
third-generation American but none-
theless he was in an internment camp.
But that never dampened his spirit
about America or his family’s spirit.
He went on in his words and his deeds
with a commitment to guide us to the
better America that was his dream. Let
that be our legacy as well.

And we cannot gather here today
without talking about the unspeakable
devastation the world has witnessed in
South Asia. It presents a special chal-
lenge to us, not only for the millions of
people who are struggling to recover
and rebuild but for all of us who are
called by our faith and by our common
humanity to help those in need. When
the victims of disasters in Asia see our
soldiers bringing food and supplies,
they see the best of America, an Amer-
ica that is compassionate. We need to
work even harder, not only to present
that America to the world but also to
create that America here at home by
staying true to our core American val-
ues. We do that by widening the circle
of prosperity, because it is unaccept-
able that one in five children in Amer-
ica live in poverty.

Our sense of fairness demands that
we expand access to health care be-
cause health care is a right, not a
privilege. We must promote oppor-
tunity with a vibrant public education
system and by making college edu-
cation affordable to all Americans. We
need to strengthen community, work-
ing to build safe communities free of
crime and drugs and with a clean and
healthy environment. And we must do
this in a fiscally sound way by pro-
moting accountability, by restoring
fiscal discipline and paying as we go.

Above all, we must guarantee our na-
tional security with a military that is
second to none, a strong commitment
to homeland security, and a resolve to
stop the spread of weapons of mass de-
struction. How we respond to times of
difficulty is what will define us as lead-
ers and the ability to draw hope from
times of challenge is what defines us as
Americans. Each generation of Ameri-
cans has made our country stronger
and better for the next. I do not want
anyone because we are talking about
losing our colleagues and our former
colleagues and the devastation in
South Asia, to have any of that dimin-
ish the cause for celebration here today
for our new Members, their families,
their friends, indeed for all of us. The
lives of Shirley Chisholm and BOB MAT-
SUI should be cause for celebration and
they give us hope and proof that each
one of us can make a difference.

A better America is our inheritance.
I believe that for all of us serving in
the 109th Congress, it can also be our
legacy. Though we are divided by party
and this aisle, we are joined by our
common oath to protect and defend the
Constitution and to form a more per-
fect union.
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To our freshmen, again welcome to
Congress. On this day of celebration, I
join the Speaker and all of our col-
leagues in congratulating you and your
families. Again I will say that our
Founding Fathers made special provi-
sion for this House to be constantly re-
invigorated and every person here must
be elected. We cannot let again the sad-
ness in the past weeks diminish this
cause for celebration.

The lives of Shirley and BoB offer us
hope and proof, as I said. The tragedy
in South Asia and its ramifications
raises the expectations for leadership.
How we respond to times of difficulty
will define us.

When I was a young girl, a college
student here in Washington, D.C., I had
the privilege of hearing President Ken-
nedy’s inaugural address. In his inau-
gural address, he ended his remarks in
the following way, and I think it was
appropriate then and it is appropriate
now. He said, ‘“With a good conscience
our only sure reward, with history the
final judge of our deeds, let us go forth
to lead the land we love, asking His
blessing and His help, but knowing
that here on earth, God’s work must
truly be our own.”’

Again I have the privilege to present
the gavel, this is getting tiresome, Mr.
Speaker. And it is not about you. Two
years ago when I had the privilege of
presenting the gavel, I said of the
Speaker that all of us are called honor-
able because of the title we hold as
Members of Congress. But DENNIS
HASTERT is honorable because he is a
man of great character and dignity and
he deserves the title. It is now my
privilege to present the gavel to a man,
a gentleman of character, integrity and
skill who brings the values of heart-
land America to this highest position
in the Congress of the United States,
and I speak on behalf of all of our
House Democrats, Mr. Speaker, in say-
ing we look forward to working with
you in the days ahead to create a bet-
ter America, the gentleman from Illi-
nois, the Speaker of the House, DENNIS
HASTERT.

Mr. HASTERT. Thank you, NANCY,
for those gracious remarks. You have
been an able leader for the Democratic
Caucus in this House and you have
helped lead this Congress with honor
and distinction. We have disagreed on
policy matters in the past, and I sus-
pect we will disagree again in the fu-
ture, but we both love this House of
Representatives and the great demo-
cratic process of representative govern-
ment.

NANCY, we have some serious issues
to confront in this new Congress and I
look forward to a vigorous debate in
the months ahead, for it is through de-
bate that we arrive at the policy deci-
sions that will keep this Nation safe
and make it stronger. This House is
where we fight the battle of ideas and
at the end of the day we make the laws
that govern this Nation, and so it is a
great honor to serve in this institution.
It is a special honor to sit in this chair.
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I thank each of you for allowing me
once again to serve as your Speaker.

The new year confronted us with two
sad tragedies. First came the images
from the tsunami that ravaged coun-
tries bordering the Indian Ocean. Our
deepest condolences go to all those who
lost loved ones in this terrible event.
Just as former Presidents Clinton and
Bush will join together to coordinate
private relief efforts here in the United
States, we in the Congress will work
together on a bipartisan basis to get
the necessary relief to those in need.

Second, we lost one of our own on
New Year’s Day. I too want to pay trib-
ute to our fallen colleague, BOB MAT-
SUI. BOB holds a special place in the
hearts of Members on both sides of the
aisle. He was a man of strong principle
but a kind and gentle spirit. He was a
proud Democrat, but he also knew how
to reach across the aisle when the in-
terests of his country demanded it. He
will be greatly missed in this House
and we are a better House of Rep-
resentatives because he served here.

Now let me welcome our new Mem-
bers. We have 38 new Members, three of
whom are returning after previous
service here. Twenty-two of the new
Members served in the State legisla-
tures. Ten served in local government.
For only the second time in House his-
tory, this class includes a Member
whose ancestry is from the world’s
largest democracy, the nation of India.
This is a motivated and talented group
whom I believe will make a positive
impact on the Congress for years to
come.

I will not spend a great deal of time
in these remarks to give you new Mem-
bers a lot of advice, but I will say this.
I hope that you will take the time to
get to know your colleagues, to find
mentors in this great body. There is a
lot of wisdom and experience in this
place. Even as each of you bring a new
and fresh perspective to this place,
there is also much to be learned from
the past.

Last month, I had the opportunity to
travel to Europe to participate in the
ceremonies commemorating the 60th
anniversary of the Battle of the Bulge,
to see our young soldiers as we visited
the hospitals and bases across Europe
and also visit with old soldiers who had
served and given their all 60 years ago
to help keep this country free. It was a
great experience.
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Our former colleague and Republican
leader, Bob Michel who was wounded in
the Battle of the Bulge, accompanied
me along with the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), the dean of
this House, another distinguished vet-
eran, who will soon celebrate his 50th
year in this body. And to you incoming
Members, I must tell you I have
learned much from these great men. In
fact, I continue to learn from them. So,
new Members, seek out the Henry
Hydes and the Charlie Rangels and the
Bill Youngs and the John Lewises and
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the many talented people who serve
here. Get to know them and follow in
their footsteps of distinguished service.

As we open the doors to the 109th
Congress, we close the doors of the
108th Congress. Those returning Mem-
bers can look with pride at the accom-
plishments of the last Congress: the
historic reform of the Medicare system
that includes a prescription drug pack-
age for our seniors, health savings ac-
counts that give American consumers
more power over their health care dol-
lars, creation of the National Intel-
ligence Director and a complete over-
haul of our intelligence capabilities,
tax relief that kept us out of a deep re-
cession and will propel us into better
economic growth in the future.

But there is still much work to do.

“Make no little plan,” said Daniel
Burnham, the architect who helped de-
sign the great city of Chicago. ‘“‘For
they have no magic to stir men’s
blood.”

In this Congress, big plans will still
stir men’s blood. The 109th Congress
will be the Reform Congress. We have
big challenges that face this country,
and we need big ideas to meet those
challenges. Today we must seize the
initiative. Today we must start anew
the process of reforming our govern-
ment. Security and prosperity only
come with hard work and responsible
government. Today let us get to that
hard work.

First and foremost, we must make
this country safe from those who would
do us great harm. Every day that I
look out the window of my office to-
wards the Pentagon building, I am re-
minded of that monstrous attack on
September 11, 2001, that killed 3,000 of
our fellow citizens. And each day this
Congress has taken important steps to
make this country safer from the ter-
rorists who seek to attack us again.

In the 107th Congress, we created the
Department of Homeland Security and
the U.S. PATRIOT Act and the Visa
and Border Security Act. In the 108th
Congress, we created the Director of
National Intelligence. And in this 109th
Congress we have to continue making
progress. We need to strengthen our
borders, reform our asylum laws, and
improve the national standards for
driver’s licenses.

The terrorists who attacked us did so
by exploiting gaps in our border secu-
rity system, by abusing our immigra-
tion laws, and by abusing the everyday
freedoms that every American takes
for granted, yet holds so dear to their
hearts. We must fill those gaps.

As the Congress works to reform the
executive branch, we must also work to
reform our congressional oversight
functions. In the 108th Congress, we
created a Select Committee on Home-
land Security. Today in the rules of the
House that we will adopt shortly, I
have proposed that we make the Select
Committee on Homeland Security a
permanent standing committee. Better
oversight of the Department of Home-
land Security will lead to better secu-
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rity for all Americans. I urge my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
support this effort.

As we secure the homeland, we must
do everything we can to support our
troops around the world who are on the
front lines fighting the war on terror. I
am troubled by accounts that our sol-
diers do not have the equipment and
the armor to protect themselves
against roadside bombs in Iraq. This
cannot stand. This Congress, on a bi-
partisan basis, will continue to provide
the resources needed to take care of
our fighting men and women. Pro-
tecting our homeland and winning the
war on terror are critical components
of making this country more secure.

But long-term security means more
than fighting the war on terror. It also
means taking important steps to get
our fiscal house in order. The President
has laid out a bold reform agenda. We
need to move aggressively on his re-
form agenda to protect our Nation
from a looming fiscal crisis. This Con-
gress and its predecessors have a cov-
enant with older Americans. We have
repeatedly promised to keep Social Se-
curity strong, and so it is there to pro-
tect today’s seniors and is available to
our children and our grandchildren.
But to keep it safe, we need to make
some important changes. If we wait too
long, the consequences of inaction
could be catastrophic.

And let me be clear. We do this with-
out changing the system for those who
receive Social Security benefits now.
As we strengthen the Social Security
system, we must also start a national
debate on completely overhauling our
Tax Code. In the last Congress, a lot of
words were spoken on this floor about
jobs leaving our country, about
outsourcing. This Congress must do ev-
erything in its power to protect Amer-
ican jobs, and the one thing that kills
American jobs is our Tax Code. Let me
say that again. Our Tax Code is killing
jobs in America. It disadvantages those
who produce here to sell overseas and
gives real great advantage to those
who produce overseas to sell their
products here. Our Tax Code is too
complicated, it is too unfair, and it
punishes job creators. It costs Amer-
ican taxpayers over $250 billion every
year just to fill out their tax forms and
comply with the IRS. America must
have a simpler Tax Code, one that
makes sense for all Americans.

As we debate the larger issues of re-
forming the Tax Code, we should keep
in mind that increasing taxes just as
the economy is getting its footing is
simply wrong. This Republican major-
ity will not raise taxes. We should con-
tinue to keep taxes low by making per-
manent the tax cuts we passed in the
107th and 108th Congresses. I disagree
with the position of some of my col-
leagues who believe that we should
raise taxes to cut the deficit. The best
way to close the deficit gap is to keep
the economy growing as we control
spending. I appreciate the hard work of
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the Committee on Appropriations slow-
ing the growth of discretionary spend-
ing. We need to keep that kind of fiscal
discipline in this Congress.

But we also need to take a look at
entitlement spending. We must apply
cost-savings technology to the govern-
ment to improve efficiency, to cut
down on waste, fraud, and abuse.

And as we look for ways to improve
our Nation’s economic future, we can
start by finally passing laws to stop
lawsuit abuse. Most people know how
abusive lawsuits have driven many doc-
tors, especially OB/GYNs, out of busi-
ness. This is just one example of how
lawsuit abuse hurts our citizens, par-
ticularly women and children. We have
to bring common sense to our legal
process. And, yes, there needs to be ac-
countability for those who do harm,
but abuses must be ended. That is why
we must pass class-action reform this
year.

Another impediment to our contin-
ued economic prosperity is the volatile
energy market. We passed an energy
conference report out of the House the
last Congress, only to see it die in the
other body. We need to finish the job
this year.

And, finally, as we prepare our econ-
omy for the next 50 years, we must
keep our transportation system on the
cutting edge. Our roads, bridges, and
ports not only move people; they also
move products. And we must make at
home those products to sell abroad,
and we must keep those institutions
viable that move them from the mar-
ketplace to the markets. To keep our
products moving, we must finish the
work on the transportation bill early
this year.

As we move this aggressive reform
agenda, let us ever be mindful of our
responsibilities laid out in the Con-
stitution. The Constitution begins by
describing the legislative branch. Arti-
cle I, section 1 says that all legislative
powers herein granted shall be vested
in the Congress. The mission of the
Congress, as laid out in the Constitu-
tion, is stark: establish justice, ensure
domestic tranquility, and provide for
the common defense, promote the gen-
eral welfare, and secure the blessing of
liberty to ourselves and our posterity.
One hundred nine times, newly elected
Members of Congress have gathered to-
gether to be sworn in, to pledge a sol-
emn oath to uphold that Constitution.
The size of the delegations have in-
creased, the numbers of constituents
have multiplied, and the demands on
the Members seem more complex than
ever. But the basics of doing the job
have never really changed. Those Mem-
bers who do best in this place are those
who never lose sight of where they
came from or whom they represent.

My congressional district lies in the
heartland of America. My home is in
the Fox River Valley, not the Potomac
River. And I want to thank my con-
stituents of the 14th District of Illinois
for giving me the opportunity to serve
them again. It is indeed an honor and a
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privilege to
Americans.

And as I thank my constituents, I
must also thank my most important
constituent, my wife, Jean, who, by the
way, is the Speaker in our house.

Jean, thank you for your patience,
your guidance, your sense humor, and
your wonderful common sense.

As elected representatives of the peo-
ple, each of us shoulders a great burden
of responsibility. Our families often
bear the brunt of that burden. And let
me thank all of the spouses and the
children, many of whom are here in
this Chamber today. We want to thank
you for your sacrifices on behalf of the
American people.

And as we begin this historic 109th
Congress, let us also give thanks to our
Creator for the blessings that He has
bestowed upon us. May God bless this
House and all who serve in it, and may
God bless this great Nation we call
America.

represent these great
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I now recognize the Dean of the
House of Representatives, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL),
my good friend and colleague, who will
administer the oath.

Mr. DINGELL then administered the
oath of office to Mr. HASTERT of Illi-
nois, as follows:

Do you solemnly swear that you will
support and defend the Constitution of
the United States against all enemies,
foreign and domestic; that you will
bear true faith and allegiance to the
same; that you take this obligation
freely, without any mental reservation
or purpose of evasion; and that you will
well and faithfully discharge the duties
of the office upon which you are about
to enter. So help you God.

(Applause, the Members rising.)

———

SWEARING IN OF MEMBERS

The SPEAKER. According to prece-
dents, the Chair will swear in all Mem-
bers of the House at this time.

If the Members will rise, the Chair
will now administer the oath of office.

The Members-elect and Delegates-
elect and the Resident Commissioner-
elect rose, and the Speaker adminis-
tered the oath of office to them as fol-
lows:

Do you solemnly swear that you will
support and defend the Constitution of
the United States against all enemies,
foreign and domestic; that you will
bear true faith and allegiance to the
same; that you will take this obliga-
tion freely, without any mental res-
ervation or purpose of evasion, and
that you will well and faithfully dis-
charge the duties of the office on which
you are about to enter. So help you
God.

The SPEAKER. Congratulations. You
are now Members of the 109th United
States Congress.

———

MAJORITY LEADER

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, as
chairman of the Republican Con-
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ference, I am directed by that con-
ference to notify the House officially
that the Republican Members have se-
lected as their majority leader the gen-
tleman from Texas, the Honorable ToMm
DELAY.

————
MINORITY LEADER

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, as
chairman of the Democratic Caucus, 1
have been directed to report to the
House that the Democratic Members
have selected as Minority Leader the
gentlewoman from California, the Hon-
orable NANCY PELOSI.

———
MAJORITY WHIP

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, as
chairman of the Republican Con-
ference, I am directed by that con-
ference to notify the House officially
that the Republican Members have se-
lected as majority whip the gentleman
from Missouri, the Honorable ROY

BLUNT.
——
MINORITY WHIP
Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, as

chairman of the Democratic Caucus, 1
have been directed to report to the
House that the Democratic Members
have selected as minority whip the
gentleman from Maryland, the Honor-
able STENY HOYER.

——————

ELECTION OF CLERK OF THE
HOUSE, SERGEANT AT ARMS,
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFI-
CER AND CHAPLAIN

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
offer a privileged resolution (H. Res. 1)
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 1

Resolved, That Jeffrey J. Trandahl of the
State of South Dakota be, and is hereby,
chosen Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives;

That Wilson S. Livingood of the Common-
wealth of Virginia be, and is hereby, chosen
Sergeant at Arms of the House of Represent-
atives;

That James M. Eagen, III, of the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania be, and is hereby,
chosen Chief Administrative Officer of the
House of Representatives; and

That Father Daniel P. Coughlin of the
State of Illinois be, and is hereby, chosen
Chaplain of the House of Representatives.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I have
an amendment to the resolution, but
before offering that amendment, I re-
quest that there be a division of the
question on the resolution so that we
may have a separate vote on the Chap-
lain.

The SPEAKER. The question will be
divided.

The question is on agreeing to that
portion of the resolution providing for
the election of the Chaplain.

That portion of the resolution was
agreed to.



January 4, 2005

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MENENDEZ

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment to the remainder of the
resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MENENDEZ:

That Jerry Hartz of Iowa be, and is hereby,
chosen Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives;

That Dean Aguillen of Texas be, and is
hereby, chosen Sergeant at Arms of the
House of Representatives; and

That Terri McCullough of California be,
and is hereby, chosen Chief Administrative
Officer of the House of Representatives.

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

The amendment was rejected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the remainder of the resolution offered
by the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
PRYCE).

The remainder of the resolution was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER. Will the officers-
elect of the House of Representatives
please come forward.

The officers-elect presented them-
selves at the bar of the House and took
the oath of office as follows:

Do you solemnly swear that you will
support and defend the Constitution of
the United States against all enemies,
foreign and domestic; that you will
bear true faith and allegiance to the
same; that you will take this obliga-
tion freely, without any mental res-
ervation or purpose of evasion, and
that you will well and faithfully dis-
charge the duties of the office on which
you are about to enter. So help you
God.

The SPEAKER. Congratulations. You
have been sworn in as officers of the
House.

——
NOTIFICATION TO THE SENATE

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution (H. Res. 2) to in-
form the Senate that a quorum of the
House has assembled and of the elec-
tion of the Speaker and the Clerk, and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 2

Resolved, That the Senate be informed that
a quorum of the House of Representatives
has assembled; that J. Dennis Hastert, a
Representative from the State of Illinois,
has been elected Speaker; and Jeffrey J.
Trandahl, a citizen of the State of South Da-
kota, has been elected Clerk of the House of
Representatives of the One Hundred Ninth
Congress.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

COMMITTEE TO NOTIFY
PRESIDENT

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution (H. Res. 3) author-
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izing the Speaker to appoint a com-
mittee to notify the President of the
assembly of the Congress, and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 3

Resolved, That a committee of two Mem-
bers be appointed by the Speaker on the part
of the House of Representatives to join with
a committee on the part of the Senate to no-
tify the President of the United States that
a quorum of each House has assembled and
Congress is ready to receive any communica-
tion that he may be pleased to make.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
COMMITTEE TO NOTIFY THE
PRESIDENT, PURSUANT TO
HOUSE RESOLUTION 3

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints
as members of the committee on the
part of the House to join a committee
on the part of the Senate to notify the
President of the United States that a
quorum of each House has been assem-
bled, and that Congress is ready to re-
ceive any communication that he may
be pleased to make:

The gentleman from Texas
DELAY), and

The gentlewoman from California
(Ms. PELOSI).

——————

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO IN-
FORM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES OF THE ELEC-
TION OF THE SPEAKER AND THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution (H. Res. 4) author-
izing the Clerk to inform the President
of the election of the Speaker and the
Clerk, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

(Mr.

H. RES. 4

Resolved, That the Clerk be instructed to
inform the President of the United States
that the House of Representatives has elect-
ed J. Dennis Hastert, a Representative from
the State of Illinois, Speaker; and Jeffrey J.
Trandahl, a citizen of the State of South Da-
kota, Clerk of the House of Representatives
of the One Hundred Ninth Congress.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

RULES OF THE HOUSE

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution (H. Res. 5) and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 5

Resolved, That the Rules of the House of
Representatives of the One Hundred Eighth
Congress, including applicable provisions of
law or concurrent resolution that con-

H7

stituted rules of the House at the end of the
One Hundred Eighth Congress, are adopted
as the Rules of the House of Representatives
of the One Hundred Ninth Congress, with
amendments to the standing rules as pro-
vided in section 2 and with other orders as
provided in section 3.

SEC. 2. CHANGES IN STANDING RULES.

(a) COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY.—

(1) In clause 1 of rule X, insert after para-
graph (h) the following new paragraph (and
redesignate the succeeding paragraphs ac-
cordingly):

‘(i) COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY.

‘(1) Overall homeland security policy.

‘(2) Organization and administration of
the Department of Homeland Security.

“(3) Functions of the Department of Home-
land Security relating to the following:

‘“‘(A) Border and port security (except im-
migration policy and non-border enforce-
ment).

“(B) Customs (except customs revenue).

‘(C) Integration, analysis, and dissemina-
tion of homeland security information.

‘(D) Domestic preparedness for and collec-
tive response to terrorism.

‘‘(E) Research and development.

“(F) Transportation security.”’.

(2) In clause 1(I) (as redesignated) of rule
X—

(A) insert after subparagraph (6) the fol-
lowing new subparagraph (and redesignate
the succeeding subparagraphs accordingly):

“(7) Criminal law enforcement.”’; and (B)
amend subparagraph (9) (as redesignated) to
read as follows:

“(9) Immigration policy and non-border en-
forcement.”.

(3) In clause 1(r) (as redesignated) of rule
X—

(A) in subparagraph (18) insert before the
period ‘‘(except the Transportation Security
Administration)’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (20) after ‘‘automobile
safety’” insert ‘‘and transportation security
functions of the Department of Homeland
Security’’.

(4) In clause 1(t)(1) (as redesignated) of rule
X, strike ‘“‘Customs’” and insert ‘‘Customs
revenue’’.

(5) In clause 3 of rule X, insert after para-
graph (e) the following new paragraph (and
redesignate the succeeding paragraphs ac-
cordingly):

‘“(f) The Committee on Homeland Security
shall review and study on a continuing basis
all Government activities relating to home-
land security, including the interaction of
all departments and agencies with the De-
partment of Homeland Security.”.

(6) In clause 10 of rule I, strike ““1(i)(1)”’ and
insert ““1(j)(1)”.

(7) In clause 1(j)(4) (as redesignated) of rule
X, strike ‘““(q)(11)”’ and insert ““(r)(11)”.

(8) In clause 1(j)(b) (as redesignated) of rule
X, strike ‘“(q)(11)” and insert ““(r)(11)”’.

(9) In clause 9(f) of rule X, strike ““1(i)(1)”
and insert ““1(j)(1)”.

(10) In clause 1(c) of rule XI, strike “‘1(i)(1)”
and insert ““1(j)(1)”.

(11) In clause 4(a)(2)(B) of rule XIII, strike
“1(1)(1)” and insert ““1(j)(1)”.

(12) In clause 5(a)(3) of rule XIII, strike
“1(1)(1)” and insert ““1(j)(1)”.

(13) In clause 10 of rule XXIV,
“1(1)(1)” and insert ““1(j)(1)”.

(b) COMMITTEE OVERSIGHT RESPONSIBIL-
ITIES.—In clause 2(d)(1) of rule X—

(1) in subdivision (C), strike ‘‘and’’;

(2) in subdivision (D), strike the period and
insert ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) add at the end the following new sub-
division:

‘“(E) have a view toward insuring against
duplication of Federal programs.”’.

(C) MEMBERSHIP OF COMMITTEES.—

strike
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(1) In clause 5(a)(2) of rule X—

(A) amend subdivisions (A)({i) and (A)(ii)
to read as follows:

‘“(ii) one Member designated by the elected
leadership of the majority party; and

‘‘(iii) one Member designated by the elect-
ed leadership of the minority party.”’; and

(B) amend subdivision (B) by striking ‘‘one
from the elected leadership of a party’” and
inserting ‘‘one described in subdivision
(A)(ii) or (A)(ii)”.

(2) In clause 5(c)(2) of rule X, strike “A
member’”’ and insert ‘‘Except in the case of
the Committee on Rules, a member”.

(d) COMMITTEE AUTHORITIES.—

(1) In clause 1 of rule XI, amend paragraph
(a) to read as follows:

‘“(a)(1)(A) The Rules of the House are the
rules of its committees and subcommittees
so far as applicable.

‘(B) Each subcommittee is a part of its
committee and is subject to the authority
and direction of that committee and to its
rules, so far as applicable.

“(2)(A) In a committee or subcommittee—

‘(i) a motion to recess from day to day, or
to recess subject to the call of the Chair
(within 24 hours), shall be privileged; and

‘(ii) a motion to dispense with the first
reading (in full) of a bill or resolution shall
be privileged if printed copies are available.

‘“(B) A motion accorded privilege under
this subparagraph shall be decided without
debate.”.

(2) In clause 2(a) of rule XI, add at the end
the following new subparagraph:

““(3) A committee may adopt a rule pro-
viding that the chairman be directed to offer
a motion under clause 1 of rule XXII when-
ever the chairman considers it appropriate.”’.

(e) MOTIONS TO SUSPEND THE RULES.—In
clause 1 of rule XV—

(1) amend the caption to read: ‘‘SUSPEN-
SIONS’’; and

(2) in paragraph (a) amend the second sen-
tence to read as follows: ‘“‘The Speaker may
not entertain a motion that the House sus-
pend the rules except on Mondays, Tuesdays,
and Wednesdays and during the last six days
of a session of Congress.”.

(f) REPEAL OF CORRECTIONS CALENDAR.—

(1) In rule XV, strike clause 6 (and redesig-
nate the succeeding clause accordingly).

(2) In clause 1 of rule XIII, strike para-
graph (b) (and redesignate the succeeding
paragraph accordingly).

(3) In clause 4(a)(2) of rule XIII, strike sub-
division (C) (and redesignate succeeding sub-
divisions accordingly).

(4) In clause 6(c)(1) of rule XIII, strike
‘“clause 7" and insert ‘‘clause 6.

(56) In clause 2(a) of rule XVIII,
‘“clause 7’ and insert ‘‘clause 6.

(6) In clause 8(a)(2) of rule XX—

(A) strike subdivisions (E) and (G) (and re-
designate succeeding subdivisions accord-
ingly); and

(B) amend subdivision (E) (as redesignated)
by striking (D), or (E)” and inserting ‘‘or
(D).

(g) REFERENCES IN DEBATE TO THE SEN-
ATE.—In clause 1 of rule XVII, amend para-
graph (b) to read as follows:

““(b) Remarks in debate (which may include
references to the Senate or its Members)
shall be confined to the question under de-
bate, avoiding personality.”’.

(h) PROVISIONAL QUORUM.—In clause 5 of
rule XX, redesignate paragraph (c) as para-
graph (d) and insert after paragraph (b) the
following new paragraph:

‘“(e) (1) If the House should be without a
quorum due to catastrophic circumstances,
then—

“‘(A) until there appear in the House a suf-
ficient number of Representatives to con-
stitute a quorum among the whole number of
the House, a quorum in the House shall be

strike
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determined based upon the provisional num-
ber of the House; and

‘“(B) the provisional number of the House,
as of the close of the call of the House de-
scribed in subparagraph (3)(C), shall be the
number of Representatives responding to
that call of the House.

“(2) If a Representative counted in deter-
mining the provisional number of the House
thereafter ceases to be a Representative, or
if a Representative not counted in deter-
mining the provisional number of the House
thereafter appears in the House, the provi-
sional number of the House shall be adjusted
accordingly.

‘“(3) For the purposes of subparagraph (1),
the House shall be considered to be without
a quorum due to catastrophic circumstances
if, after a motion under clause 5(a) of rule
XX has been disposed of and without inter-
vening adjournment, each of the following
occurs in the stated sequence:

‘“(A) A call of the House (or a series of calls
of the House) is closed after aggregating a
period in excess of 72 hours (excluding time
the House is in recess) without producing a
quorum.

‘(B) The Speaker—

‘(i) with the Majority Leader and the Mi-
nority Leader, receives from the Sergeant-
at-Arms (or his designee) a catastrophic
quorum failure report, as described in sub-
paragraph (4);

‘“(ii) consults with the Majority Leader and
the Minority Leader on the content of that
report; and

‘‘(iii) announces the content of that report
to the House.

‘“(C) A further call of the House (or a series
of calls of the House) is closed after aggre-
gating a period in excess of 24 hours (exclud-
ing time the House is in recess) without pro-
ducing a quorum.

‘“(4)(A) For purposes of subparagraph (3), a
catastrophic quorum failure report is a re-
port advising that the inability of the House
to establish a quorum is attributable to cat-
astrophic circumstances involving natural
disaster, attack, contagion, or similar ca-
lamity rendering Representatives incapable
of attending the proceedings of the House.

‘(B) Such report shall specify the fol-
lowing:

‘(i) The number of vacancies in the House
and the names of former Representatives
whose seats are vacant.

‘“(ii) The names of Representatives consid-
ered incapacitated.

‘‘(iii) The names of Representatives not in-
capacitated but otherwise incapable of at-
tending the proceedings of the House.

‘‘(iv) The names of Representatives unac-
counted for.

‘“(C) Such report shall be prepared on the
basis of the most authoritative information
available after consultation with the Attend-
ing Physician to the Congress and the Clerk
(or their respective designees) and pertinent
public health and law enforcement officials.

‘(D) Such report shall be updated every
legislative day for the duration of any pro-
ceedings under or in reliance on this para-
graph. The Speaker shall make such updates
available to the House.

‘“(6) An announcement by the Speaker
under subparagraph (3)(B)(iii) shall not be
subject to appeal.

‘“(6) Subparagraph (1) does not apply to a
proposal to create a vacancy in the represen-
tation from any State in respect of a Rep-
resentative not incapacitated but otherwise
incapable of attending the proceedings of the
House.

‘(T For purposes of this paragraph:

‘“(A) The term ‘provisional number of the
House’ means the number of Representatives
upon which a quorum will be computed in
the House until Representatives sufficient in
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number to constitute a quorum among the
whole number of the House appear in the
House.

‘“(B) The term ‘whole number of the House’
means the number of Representatives cho-
sen, sworn, and living whose membership in
the House has not been terminated by res-
ignation or by the action of the House.”.

(i) POSTPONEMENT OF CERTAIN VOTES.—In
clause 8(a)(2) of rule XX, add at the end the
following new subdivisions:

‘(G) The question of agreeing to a motion
to reconsider or the question of agreeing to
a motion to lay on the table a motion to re-
consider.

‘“(H) The question of agreeing to an amend-
ment reported from the Committee of the
Whole.”.

(j) OFFICIAL CONDUCT.—

(1) In rule XXIV, amend clause 1 to read as
follows:

‘1. (a) Except as provided in paragraph (b),
a Member, Delegate, or Resident Commis-
sioner may not maintain, or have main-
tained for his use, an unofficial office ac-
count. Funds may not be paid into an unoffi-
cial office account.

““(b)(1) Except as provided in subparagraph
(2), a Member, Delegate, or Resident Com-
mission may defray official expenses with
funds of his principal campaign committee
under the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq).

‘(2) The funds specified in subparagraph (1)
may not be used to defray official expenses
for mail or other communications, com-
pensation for services, office space, fur-
niture, or equipment, and any associated in-
formation technology services (excluding
handheld communications devices).”’.

(2) In clause 6 of rule XXIII, amend para-
graph (c) to read as follows:

‘“‘(c) except as provided in clause 1(b) of
rule XXIV, may not expend funds from his
campaign account that are not attributable
to bona fide campaign or political pur-
poses.”.

(3) In clause 8 of rule XXIV, strike ‘60
days’ and insert ‘90 days’’.

(4) In clause 5(b)(4)(D) of rule XXV, strike
“‘either the spouse or a child of the Member,
Delegate, Resident Commissioner, officer, or
employee’” and insert ‘‘a relative of the
Member, Delegate, Resident Commissioner,
officer, or employee’’.

(k) PROCEDURES OF THE COMMITTEE ON
STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT.—

(1) DUE PROCESS.—In clause 3 of rule XI—

(A) in paragraph (k), add at the end the fol-
lowing new subparagraphs:

‘(3) The committee shall adopt rules pro-
viding that before a letter described in sub-
paragraph (1)(A) is issued, the committee
shall transmit written notification to the
Member, officer, or employee of the House
against whom the complaint is made of the
right of such person to review the contents
of the letter. Such person shall have seven
calendar days after receipt of such notifica-
tion in which either to accept the letter (in
which case the committee may issue the let-
ter), to contest the letter by submitting
views in writing (which shall be appended to
the letter when issued and made part of the
record), or to contest the letter by request-
ing in writing that the committee establish
an adjudicatory subcommittee as if the let-
ter constituted an adopted statement of al-
leged violation (in which case the committee
shall establish an adjudicatory sub-
committee and shall not issue the letter).

‘“(4) The committee shall adopt rules pro-
viding that, if a letter described in subpara-
graph (1)(A) references the official conduct of
a Member other than one against whom the
complaint is made, the committee shall
transmit written notification to such Mem-
ber of the right of such Member to review
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the contents of the letter. Such Member
shall have seven calendar days after receipt
of notification in which either to submit
views in writing (which shall be made part of
the record and appended to the letter, if
issued), or to request in writing that the
committee establish an adjudicatory sub-
committee as if the letter constituted an
adopted statement of alleged violation (in
which case the committee shall establish an
adjudicatory subcommittee).”’;

(B) in paragraph (p), insert after subpara-
graph (5) the following new subparagraphs
(and redesignate succeeding subparagraphs
accordingly):

‘(6) whenever notification of the commit-
tee’s decision either to dismiss a complaint
or to create an investigative subcommittee
is transmitted to a respondent, such respond-
ent shall have seven calendar days after re-
ceipt of such notification in which to submit
views in writing, which shall be appended to
the notification and made part of the record;

“(T) whenever notification of the commit-
tee’s decision either to dismiss a complaint
or to create an investigative subcommittee
is transmitted to a respondent and the noti-
fication references the official conduct of a
Member other than the respondent, the com-
mittee also shall send the notification to
such Member, who shall have seven calendar
days after receipt of such notification in
which either to submit views in writing
(which shall be appended to the notification
and made part of the record), or to request in
writing that the committee establish an ad-
judicatory subcommittee as if the notifica-
tion constituted an adopted statement of al-
leged violation (in which case the committee
shall establish an adjudicatory sub-
committee);”’; and

(C) in paragraph (q)—

(i) amend subparagraph (1) to read as fol-
lows:

‘(1) Whenever an investigative sub-
committee does not adopt a statement of al-
leged violation—

‘“(A) it shall transmit a report to that ef-
fect to the respondent, who shall have seven
calendar days after receipt of such report to
submit views in writing, which shall be ap-
pended to the report and made part of the
record;

‘(B) it shall thereafter transmit the report
(together with views received under subpara-
graph (2), if any) to the committee; and

‘(C) the committee may by an affirmative
vote of a majority of its members transmit
such report to the House;”’ and

(ii) insert after subparagraph (1) the fol-
lowing new subparagraph (and redesignate
succeeding subparagraphs accordingly):

‘“(2) whenever an investigative sub-
committee does not adopt a statement of al-
leged violation and prepares a report to that
effect, and such report alleges that a Member
(other than one who is the subject of the
statement of alleged violation) has or may
have violated the Code of Official Conduct—

‘““(A) the subcommittee shall transmit a
copy of the report to such Member; and

‘“(B) such Member shall have seven cal-
endar days after receipt of the report (after
which the report shall be transmitted to the
committee and handled in the manner pre-
scribed in subparagraph (1)) to—

‘(i) submit views in writing, which shall be
appended to the report and made part of the
record; or

‘‘(ii) request in writing that the committee
establish an adjudicatory subcommittee as if
the allegations in the report constituted an
adopted statement of alleged violation, in
which case the committee shall establish an
adjudicatory subcommittee;”.

(2) DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINTS.—In clause 3
of rule XI—

(A) in paragraph (b), strike the undesig-
nated text following subparagraph (2)(B);
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(B) in paragraph (k)(1)(B), insert after
‘“‘subcommittee’ the following: ‘‘(unless, at
any time during the applicable periods of
time under this subparagraph, either the
chairman or ranking minority member has
placed on the agenda the issue of whether to
establish an investigative subcommittee, in
which case an investigative subcommittee
may be established only by an affirmative
vote of a majority of the members of the
committee)’’; and

(C) in paragraph (k)(2), strike ‘‘then they
shall establish’ and all that follows and in-
sert ‘‘and an investigative subcommittee has
not been established, then such complaint
shall be dismissed.”.

(3) CHOICE OF COUNSEL BY RESPONDENTS AND
WITNESSES.—In clause 3(p) of rule XI—

(A) amend the caption to read ‘“DUE PROC-
ESS RIGHTS OF RESPONDENTS AND WITNESSES’’;

(B) amend subparagraph 9 (as redesignated)
by striking ‘“‘and’’ after the semicolon;

(C) amend subparagraph 10 (as redesig-
nated) by striking the period and inserting a
semicolon; and

(D) add at the end the following new sub-
paragraphs:

‘“(11) a respondent shall be informed of the
right to be represented by counsel of his or
her choice (even if such counsel represents
another respondent or a witness), to be pro-
vided at his or her own expense; and

‘“(12) a witness shall be afforded a reason-
able period of time, as determined by the
committee or subcommittee, to prepare for
an appearance before an investigative sub-
committee or for an adjudicatory hearing
and to obtain counsel of his or her choice
(even if such counsel represents a respondent
or another witness).””.

(I) TECHNICAL AND CODIFYING CHANGES.—

(1) In clause 1(s) (as redesignated) of rule
X—

(A) in subparagraph (6), strike ‘‘service-
men’’ and insert ‘‘servicemembers’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (7), strike ‘‘Soldiers”
and sailors’’ and insert ‘‘Servicemembers’”’.

(2) In clause 5(b)(2)(B)(iii) of rule X strike
“must” and insert “may”’.

(3) In clause 3(a)(2) of rule XIII, after
‘“‘clause 4’ insert ‘‘or clause 6.

(4) In clause 6 (as redesignated) of rule
XV—

(A) in paragraph (e) strike ‘‘rule” and in-
sert ‘‘clause’; and

(B) in paragraph (f) strike ‘“‘for a recess’”
and insert ‘‘that the Speaker be authorized
to declare a recess’’.

(5) In clause 5(b) of rule XX, strike ‘‘a ma-
jority of those present’ and insert ‘‘a major-
ity described in paragraph (a)’’.

(6) In clause 5(d) (as redesignated) of rule
XX, strike ‘‘or removal” and insert ‘‘re-
moval, or swearing’’.

(7) In the second sentence of clause 2(f) of
rule XXI, strike ‘‘is not subject’” and insert
‘‘are not subject’’.

(8) In clause 7(c) of rule XXII, amend sub-
paragraph (3) to read as follows:

‘“(8) During the last six days of a session of
Congress, a motion under subparagraph (1)
shall be privileged after a conference com-
mittee has been appointed for 36 hours with-
out making a report and the motion meets
the notice requirement in subparagraph
Q..

SEC. 3. SEPARATE ORDERS.

(a) BUDGET MATTERS.—

(1) During the One Hundred Ninth Con-
gress, references in section 306 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 to a resolution
shall be construed in the House of Represent-
atives as references to a joint resolution.

(2) During the One Hundred Ninth Con-
gress, in the case of a reported bill or joint
resolution considered pursuant to a special
order of business, a point of order under sec-
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tion 303 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 shall be determined on the basis of the
text made in order as an original bill or joint
resolution for the purpose of amendment or
to the text on which the previous question is
ordered directly to passage, as the case may
be.

(3) During the One Hundred Ninth Con-
gress, a provision in a bill or joint resolu-
tion, or in an amendment thereto or a con-
ference report thereon, that establishes pro-
spectively for a Federal office or position a
specified or minimum level of compensation
to be funded by annual discretionary appro-
priations shall not be considered as pro-
viding new entitlement authority under sec-
tion 401 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974.

(4)(A) During the One Hundred Ninth Con-
gress, until a concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2005 is adopted by the
Congress, the provisions of the conference re-
port to accompany Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 95 of the One Hundred Eighth Con-
gress shall have force and effect in the House
as though the One Hundred Ninth Congress
has adopted such conference report.

(B) The allocations of spending authority
included in the conference report, as ad-
justed during the 108th Congress, shall be
considered the allocations contemplated by
section 302(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974.

(b) CERTAIN SUBCOMMITTEES.—Notwith-
standing clause 5(d) of rule X, during the One
Hundred Ninth Congress—

(1) the Committee on Armed Services may
have not more than six subcommittees;

(2) the Committee on International Rela-
tions may have not more than seven sub-
committees; and

(3) the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure may have not more than six
subcommittees.

(c) NUMBERING OF BILLS.—In the One Hun-
dred Ninth Congress, the first 10 numbers for
bills (H.R. 1 through H.R. 10) shall be re-
served for assignment by the Speaker to
such bills as he may designate.

Mr. DELAY (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the resolution be considered as read
and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I rise for a
constitutional point of order.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, the resolu-
tion we are preparing to consider, the
proposed rules for the 109th Congress,
in my judgment violates the United
States Constitution which we were just
sworn to uphold and defend. It does so
by allowing a very limited number of
Members, potentially only a handful,
to constitute the House of Representa-
tives.
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Article 1, section 5 of the Constitu-
tion states that ‘‘each House shall be
the Judge of the Elections, Returns
and Qualifications of its Members, and
a majority of each shall constitute a
Quorum to do Business; but a small
Number adjourn from day to day, and
may be authorized to compel the at-
tendance of absent Members.”
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Unfortunately, H. Res. 5 seeks to
allow a small number not just to ad-
journ or compel attendance, as the
Constitution stipulates, but to enact
laws, declare war, impeach the Presi-
dent, and fulfill all other article I re-
sponsibilities.

The very first act of the very first
Congress of the United States was to
recess day after day after day because
they lacked a quorum. Just moments
ago everyone in this body took an oath
to uphold and defend the Constitution,
and now our first official vote is by
rule to undermine a fundamental prin-
ciple of that Constitution, i.e., what is
a quorum. It is my understanding that
the Speaker is reluctant to judge on
matters of constitutionality. I respect
that. But I would reserve and inform
the Speaker it is my intent to ask the
question of consideration to be put.

The SPEAKER. Does any other Mem-
ber wish to be heard on the point of
order?

The gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER).

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, let me re-
spond by saying that the gentleman is
absolutely right when he states that
the Chair does not rule on questions of
constitutionality.

I would also like to say that on this
question that is being brought forward
by my friend, it is very clear to me
based on statements that have been
made by a wide range of constitutional
scholars that what we are doing in the
rules package that we are about to con-
sider is in fact constitutional. In fact,
before the Committee on Rules the
very distinguished former Solicitor
General Walter Dellinger said the fol-
lowing: “It is simply inconceivable
that a Constitution established to pro-
vide for the common defense and pro-
mote the general welfare would leave
the Nation unable to act in precisely
the moment of greatest peril. No con-
stitutional amendment is required to
enact the proposed rule change because
the Constitution as drafted permits the
Congress to ensure the preservation of
government.”’

Let me further, Mr. Speaker, say
that the Committee on Rules intends
to conduct further examination of the
best way for the House to assure a con-
tinuity of government during a na-
tional emergency, and it is our hope
that as we proceed with this work that
further discussions will take place with
the members of that very distinguished
panel, the Continuity Commission,
which included our former colleague,
Senator Simpson, and Speakers Foley
and Gingrich and former minority lead-
er Bob Michel, Leon Panetta, Kwasi
Mfume, and I believe we will have a
chance to proceed with this; but I
think it would be very appropriate for
us to proceed with consideration of the
rules package that we have.

The SPEAKER. Does any other Mem-
ber wish to be heard on the point of
order?

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
NADLER).
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Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the point of order. The Con-
stitution defines a quorum to conduct
business as the majority of each House.

The question of course before us in
this debate is, a majority of what?
What is the denominator in that equa-
tion?

The precedent holds that the total
number of the membership of the
House is those Members who are cho-
sen, sworn and living and whose mem-
bership has not been terminated by ac-
tion of the House. Removal by action
of the House is also a defined term, ex-
pulsion by a vote of two-thirds in arti-
cle 1, section 5.

The Constitution also gives the
House the authority to compel attend-
ance when Members do not answer the
call of the Chair in such manner and
under such penalties as each House
may provide. And, in fact, the Sergeant
at Arms has been sent to gather Mem-
bers by force on prior occasions.

This amendment before us to the
rules gives the Speaker nearly unfet-
tered authority to change the number
of the Members of the whole House to
exclude Members who are chosen,
sworn, and living but who do not an-
swer the call of the Chair. This would
seem to amount to a constructive ex-
pulsion without a two-thirds vote of
the whole House.

For example, suppose the House is at
its full complement of 435 Members. A
quorum would then be 218. Now, sup-
pose only 400 Members answer the
Speaker’s call for whatever reason.
They are still living. They are still
chosen. They are still sworn. They
have not been expelled. Now a quorum
by order of the Speaker would be 200.
The House may conduct its business
with only 200 Members present. If this
is triggered in a time of national emer-
gency, the consequences could be dire.

Mr. Speaker, we heard the distin-
guished chair, or maybe he is only the
presumptive chair, of the Committee
on Rules, at this point; but in any
event, the gentleman from California
(Mr. DREIER) said a moment ago that
this proposed rules change is constitu-
tional because the Constitution could
not have contemplated that the House
could not function. But the Constitu-
tion did not contemplate that the ma-
jority of the Members of the House
might in fact be the victims of an act
of mass terrorism. Those things were
not contemplated at the time.

The fact is we do need to amend the
Constitution to take care of this very
serious question; but this provision for
the reasons stated by the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. BAIRD), for the
reasons that I stated a moment ago, is
clearly unconstitutional. Certainly, be-
fore we take such a measure, it de-
serves much more extensive debate and
hearings and discussion than it can
have by three or four speakers in this
context now.

So I urge that Members take careful
consideration to the question of con-
stitutionality here. This may provoke
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court action, and we should not adopt
this now in the context of an overall
rules change with this very serious
amendment to the Constitution, which
is what it amounts to; it cannot re-
ceive adequate consideration in terms
of its constitutionality either in terms
of its merit.

The SPEAKER. Does any other Mem-
ber wish to be heard on this point of
order?

The gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
TAYLOR).

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, I realize that September 11
was a tragic day in America, certainly
a wake-up call within the States.

I also remind the Members of this
body that in the War of 1812 this build-
ing was occupied by a foreign army. So
for the gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER) to say that they could not
have foreseen these circumstances tak-
ing place, what in the heck is he talk-
ing about? This building was occupied
and set on fire by a foreign army. And
yet the Congress at that time did not
try to change the rules so that a mi-
nority within a minority could govern.

If we are going to amend the Con-
stitution, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. BAIRD) is exactly right:
someone should offer a constitutional
amendment. If we are going to change
the law, then someone should offer a
change to the law; but let us not
through the House rules try to rewrite
the Constitution of this Nation.

This Nation has been around for a
long time. It is going to be around for
a long time, but only if we continue to
do things as the Founding Fathers
would have wanted us to do them and
not some backdoor-approach like this.

The SPEAKER. Does any other Mem-
ber wish to be heard on the point of
order? If not, the Chair is prepared to
rule.

The gentleman from Washington
makes a point of order that the resolu-
tion adopting the rules of the House for
the 109th Congress is not in order be-
cause it contains a provision that the
House does not have the constitutional
authority to propose.

As recorded in section 628 of the
House Rules and Manual, citing numer-
ous precedents including volume 2 of
Hinds’ Precedents at sections 1318-1320,
the Chair does not determine the con-
stitutionality of a proposition or judge
the constitutional competency of the
House to take a proposed action, nor
does the Chair submit such a question
to the House as a question of order.
Rather, it is for the House to deter-
mine such a question by its disposition
of the proposition, such as by voting on
the question of its consideration, as re-
corded in volume 2 of Hinds’ Prece-
dents of section 1255, or by voting on
the question of its adoption, as re-
corded in volume 2 of Hinds’ Prece-
dents at section 1320. The Chair would
apply these precedents even before the
adoption of the Rules of the House as a
matter of general parliamentary law.

As such, the House may decide the
issues raised by the gentleman by way



January 4, 2005

of the question of consideration of the
resolution or the question of adopting
the resolution. The point of order is
not cognizable.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. Before the gentleman
proceeds, the Chair would like to an-
nounce that any Member-elect who
failed to take the oath of office may
present himself or herself in the well of
the House prior to any vote.

SWEARING IN OF MEMBERS-ELECT

The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. SLAUGH-
TER), the gentlewoman from New York
(Mrs. MALONEY) and the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. CORRINE BROWN),
kindly come to the well of the House
and take the oath of office at this time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mrs. MALONEY and
Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida appeared
at the bar of the House and took the
oath of office, as follows:

Do you solemnly swear that you will sup-
port and defend the Constitution of the
United States against all enemies, foreign
and domestic; that you will bear true faith
and allegiance to the same; that you take
this obligation freely, without any mental
reservation or purpose of evasion; and that
you will well and faithfully discharge the du-
ties of the office upon which you are about
to enter. So help you God.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, consistent
with the oath of office that I just took,
I would request that the question of
consideration be put to the body.

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will
the House now consider House Resolu-
tion 5.

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
this will be an electronic vote on the
question of consideration.

There was no objection.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 224, nays
192, answered ‘‘present’” 1, not voting
11, as follows:

[Roll No. 3]
YEAS—224

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

Ginny Doolittle Goodlatte

Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall

Harris

Hart
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde

Inglis (SC)
Issa

Istook
Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk

Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe

Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capuano
Cardin
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carson
Case
Chandler
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Dayvis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette

Lungren, Daniel
E

Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCaul (TX)
McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
McMorris
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Murphy
Musgrave
Myrick
Neugebauer
Ney
Northup
Nunes
Nussle
Otter
Oxley

Paul
Pearce
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts

Poe

Pombo
Porter
Portman
Price (GA)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi

NAYS—192

Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth
Higgins
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kind
Kucinich
Langevin
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Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce

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

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

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Lantos
Larson (CT)
Lee

Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
McCarthy (MO)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Menendez
Michaud
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz

Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
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Rangel Scott (GA) Towns
Reyes Scott (VA) Udall (CO)
Ross Sherman Udall (NM)
Rothman Skelton Van Hollen
Roybal-Allard Slaughter Velazquez
Ruppersberger Smith (WA) Visclosky
Rush Snyder Wasserman
Ryan (OH) Spratt Schultz
Sabo Stark Waters
Salazar Strickland Watson
Sanchez, Linda Stupak Watt
T. Tanner Waxman

Sanchez, Loretta Tauscher Weiner
Sanders Taylor (MS) Wexler
Schakowsky Thompson (CA) Woolsey
Schiff Thompson (MS) Wu
Schwartz (PA) Tierney Wynn

PRESENT—1

Rohrabacher

NOT VOTING—I11

Barrow Johnson (CT) Pascrell
Capps Larsen (WA) Serrano
Cole (OK) Millender- Simmons
Feeney McDonald Solis

SWEARING IN OF MEMBER-ELECT

The SPEAKER (during the vote).
Will the gentleman from California
(Mr. Cox) kindly come to the well of
the House and take the oath of office
at this time.

Mr. COX appeared at the bar of the
House and took the oath of office, as
follows:

Do you solemnly swear that you will
support and defend the Constitution of
the United States against all enemies,
foreign and domestic; that you will
bear true faith and allegiance to the
same; that you take this obligation
freely, without any mental reservation
or purpose of evasion; and that you will
well and faithfully discharge the duties
of the office upon which you are about
to enter, so help you God.
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Mr. RANGEL, Mr. OWENS and Mr.
DAVIS of Tennessee changed their vote
from ‘‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”

Mr. RADANOVICH changed his vote
from ‘“‘nay’’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the question of consideration was
decided in the affirmative.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated against:

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall vote
No. 3 on consideration of H. Res. 5, | was un-
avoidably detained. Had | been present, |
would have voted “nay.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOOD). The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI) or her des-
ignee, pending which I yield myself
such time as I may consume. During
consideration of the resolution, all
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
rules package. I am also rising in sup-
port of the historic legislative agenda
it will govern, for today marks the be-
ginning of what historians will likely
look back upon as the most productive
and significant Congress in decades.
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The mandate granted the majority,
evidenced by our increased majorities
in both Houses of Congress and the
first Presidential majority in 16 years,
is clear. The American people have en-
trusted the state of their security,
prosperity and families to us; and over
the course of the next 2 years, that sa-
cred trust will be honored by action.

We will continue to defend our home-
land and prosecute the war on terror
without retreat, and without excuses.
We will provide our military, and their
families, with the resources they need
to do their heroic work on behalf of the
Nation they serve.

We will hold rogue regimes account-
able for their mischief, and hold fast to
our friends around the world, from defi-
ant democrats in Israel and Taiwan, to
longstanding comrades-in-arms like
the British and Australians, to our re-
surgent allies in New Europe.

We will work with our ever-expand-
ing coalition of the willing to secure
the fledging democracies in Afghani-
stan and Iraq, and with every political,
economic, diplomatic and military tool
at our disposal, see the war on terror
through to victory.

Domestically, our agenda will be no
less audacious. We will continue the
work begun in President Bush’s first
term to cultivate an opportunity soci-
ety of economic choice and independ-
ence. We will continue to break down
the walls, erected by 40 years of liberal
policies, between the American people
and their dreams. We will continue to
provide seniors with access to afford-
able, quality health care while empow-
ering them with unprecedented retire-
ment security.

We will continue to take on the
three-headed monster of over-taxation,
over-litigation and over-regulation
that cuts the legs out from every sec-
tor of our economy.

And while the 109th Congress helps
increase our mnational security and
prosperity, we will also help American
families raise their children in a soci-
ety defined by the values that made
our Nation secure and prosperous in
the first place. We will continue to bet-
ter protect and educate our children, to
protect the institution of marriage, to
protect the Constitution from judicial
activism, and protect the role of family
and faith in the public square.

This rules package before us now will
help us do this important work, work
the American people have hired us to
do.

And yet, rather than laying out a
positive vision for the next 2 years, or
for that matter even discussing the
substance of the rules package itself,
some may choose this debate to launch
the first of what I imagine will be
countless personal attacks against the
integrity of the majority and, ulti-
mately, the integrity of this institu-
tion.

It is a new year, Mr. Speaker, but an
old game, and one to which we cannot
afford to stoop. Too much is at stake;
too much depends on the success of
this historic 109th Congress.
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To my friends on the other side of
the aisle, I would remind them all that
I know what it means to be in the mi-
nority, to go into contentious votes
certain of defeat, to always react to an
agenda set by opponents. But I must
also remind them that when Repub-
licans were in the minority, we en-
gaged in the battle of ideas. We devel-
oped, and specifically proposed, a sub-
stantive vision for the future of our
Nation.

In the 10 years since that vision was
endorsed by our countrymen, we have
been honored to work with all members
of the minority on one issue or the
other to develop successful legislative
coalitions.

With our close partisan margins and
24-hour media culture, we sometimes
forget we are opponents, not enemies.
We would all do well to remember that,
especially given the stakes, the signifi-
cance and, frankly, the sheer weight of
the agenda before us.

So I urge all Members to support the
rules package before us so we can im-
mediately get to work on behalf of the
men and women who sent us here.

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to once
again serve as leader; but even with all
of the gratitude I feel toward you, our
conference and toward this body, the
source of the honor I feel today is not
all in this Chamber. The source of the
honor each of us rightfully feels today
is our friends and families who have
given us their love, the American peo-
ple who have given us their trust, the
men and women in uniform who put
their lives on the line for us every day,
and our heavenly Creator who knitted
us together in the womb.

Mr. Speaker, may God bless the work
and workers of the 109th Congress, may
God bless the cause of justice and free-
dom around the world, and may God
continue to bless the United States of
America.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the balance of the time allo-
cated to me be controlled by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER).

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) for his fine
statement and for yielding me the time
to discuss this opening-day rules pack-
age.

Mr. Speaker, the House is an institu-
tion built upon its rules. Accordingly,
it is very appropriate that one of the
first orders of business for this 109th
Congress will be to adopt a rules pack-
age which is both true to the traditions
and very forward thinking in its out-
look for the work of this Congress that
lies ahead.

The package we have before us rep-
resents the work product of many
Members. During the initial stages of
compiling this rules package back in
November, the Committee on Rules re-
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ceived 40 different proposals from both
Democrats and Republicans. In addi-
tion to that, our committee staff has
actively sought the input of the offi-
cers of the House, its committees and
its caucuses to get their perspectives
on the kinds of changes we can make
to facilitate the work of the House.

All of the ideas contained in this res-
olution reflect the considered judg-
ment of our colleagues and will ulti-
mately improve our ability to carry
out our constitutional responsibilities.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD at this point detail on each of
these changes in a section-by-section
analysis.

SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY OF H. RES. 5,
ADOPTING HOUSE RULES FOR THE 109TH CON-
GRESS

SECTION 1. RESOLVED CLAUSE.

The rules of the House of Representatives
for the 108th Congress are adopted as the
rules of the House for the 99th Congress with
amendments as provided in section 2 and
with other orders as provided in section 3.
SEC. 2. CHANGES IN STANDING RULES.

(a) Committee on Homeland Security. Cre-
ates a standing Committee on Homeland Se-
curity, and grants it legislative and over-
sight jurisdiction. First, the Committee’s ju-
risdiction includes overall homeland secu-
rity policy so that it can focus on national
policies affecting the Federal government.
Second, the jurisdiction includes authority
over the Department of Homeland Security
(DHS)’s internal administration. Third, the
Committee would have jurisdiction over
functions of the DHS relating to six specified
areas. These include: (A) Border and port se-
curity (except immigration policy and non-
border enforcement); (B) Customs (except
customs revenue); (C) Integration, analysis
and dissemination of homeland security in-
formation; (D) Domestic preparedness for
and collective response to terrorism; (E) Re-
search and development; and (F) Transpor-
tation security. Additionally, the Committee
would have broad oversight authority over
government-wide homeland security mat-
ters. Finally, changes are made to the juris-
dictions of three committees. First, the
Committee on the Judiciary’s jurisdiction is
modified by adding new subparagraphs for
Criminal law enforcement and Immigration
policy and non-border enforcement. Second,
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure’s jurisdiction is modified to ex-
clude transportation security by adding ex-
ceptions in two subparagraphs. Third, the
Committee on Ways and Means’ jurisdiction
is modified by adding the word ‘‘revenue’’ to
the clause containing customs. [Rule X]

(b) General oversight responsibilities—in-
suring against duplicative programs. Adds to
the required list of content included in each
standing committee’s adopted oversight plan
as submitted to the Committees on Govern-
ment Reform and House Administration a re-
view of Federal programs with a view to in-
suring against duplication of such programs.
[Rule X, clause 2(d)(1)]

(c)(1) Membership of Budget Committee.
Permits one member of the Budget com-
mittee majority and one member of the mi-
nority to be ‘‘designated’ by the respective
elected leaderships. Current rules require
such members to be ‘“from” elected leader-
ship. [Rule X, clause 5(a)(2)]

(¢)(2) Rules Committee Organization. Au-
thorizes the chairman of the Committee on
Rules to serve as chairman, notwithstanding
the prohibition on serving more than three
consecutive terms. [Rule X, clause 5(c)(2)]

(d)(1) Privileged motions in committee—
Recess subject to the call of the chair. Al-
lows for a privileged motion in committee to
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recess subject to the call of the chair for a
period less than 24 hours. Currently only a
motion to recess from day to day is privi-
leged. [Rule XI, clause 1(a)(1)(B)]

(d)(2) Motion to go to conference. Allows
committees to adopt a rule directing the
chairman of the committee to offer a privi-
leged motion to go to conference at any time
the chairman deems it appropriate during a
Congress. Currently a motion to request or
agree to a conference with the Senate is
privileged if the committee authorizes the
chairman to make such a motion. [Rule XI,
clause 2(a)]

(e) Motion to suspend the rules. Extends
suspension authority beyond Monday or
Tuesday to include Wednesday. [Rule XV,
clause 1(a)]

(f) Repeal of Corrections Calendar. Re-
moves Corrections Calendar from the Stand-
ing Rules of the House. [Rule XV, clause 6]

(g) Allows references to the Senate. Allows
remarks in debate to include references to
the Senate or its Members. Remarks are to
be confined to the question under debate,
avoiding personality. [Rule XVII, clause 1]

(h) Provisional quorum. Provides for con-
tinuity of legislative operations in the House
in the event of catastrophic circumstances.
The rule allows for the House to conduct
business with a provisional quorum only
after a motion to compel members attend-
ance, as prescribed under clause 5(a) of rule
XX, has been disposed of and the following
occur in sequence without the House ad-
journing: (A) A call of the House or a series
of calls of the House totaling 72 hours with-
out producing a quorum; (B) the Speaker,
with the Minority and Majority Leaders, re-
ceive from the Sergeant-at-Arms (or his des-
ignee) a catastrophic quorum failure report
and shall consult with the Minority and Ma-
jority Leaders on the contents of such report
and shall announce the contents of such re-
port to the House; and (C) A further call of
the House or series of calls are conducted for
a total of 24 hours without producing a
quorum. A catastrophic quorum failure re-
port is defined as a report advising that the
inability of the House to establish a quorum
is attributable to catastrophic cir-
cumstances involving natural disaster, at-
tack, contagion, or similar calamity ren-
dering Members incapable of being present.
The report shall be prepared on the basis of
the most authoritative information avail-
able after consultation with the Attending
Physician, the Clerk and pertinent public
health and law enforcement officials. A cata-
strophic quorum failure report shall describe
the number of vacancies in the House, the
names of Members considered to be
inacapacitated, the names of Members not
incapacitated, but otherwise incapable of
being present, and the names of Members un-
accounted for. The report shall be updated
every legislative day and such updates shall
be made available to the House. [Rule XX,
clause 5(c)]

(i) Postponement of certain votes. Adds the
motion to reconsider, tabling motions to re-
consider and amendments reported from the
Committee of the Whole among those votes
the Speaker may postpone to a designated
place in the legislative schedule within two
additional legislative days. [Rule XX, clause
(a)(2)]

(i))(1)—~(2) Allowing the use of campaign
funds to pay for certain official expenses. Al-
lows Members to use campaign funds to pay
certain, limited types of official expenses
(e.g., handheld communication devices). This
change conforms House Rules to current law
(Sec. 105, P.L. 108-83), and mirrors Rules that
took effect in the Senate in 2002. [Rule XXIV
and Rule XXIII, clause 6(c)]

(7)(3) Use of frank for mass mailings before
an election. Amends the rule to conform to
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section 3210 of title 39 United States Code,
stating that a mass mailing is not frankable
when it is postmarked less than 90 days be-
fore the date of a primary or general election
which he is a candidate for public office. Cur-
rently the rules states 60 days. [Rule XXIV,
clause 8]

(j)(4) Gift rule on officially connected trav-
el. Expands the category of individuals who
may accompany a Member or staff person on
such a trip at the sponsor’s expense to in-
clude a relative of the Member or the staff
person. Under a provision of the current gift
rule (clause 5(b)(4)(D) of the House Rule
XXV), a Member or staff person may be ac-
companied on a privately funded, officially
connected trip, at the sponsor’s expense,
only by either his or her ‘‘spouse or a child”,
and not by any other relative. [Rule XXV,
clause 5(b)(4)(D)]

(k)(1) Due process for Members. Affords
Members the opportunity to be heard in the
event the Standards Committee alleges the
Member has violated or may have violated
the Code of Conduct. Members may opt for
either an adjudicatory proceeding or they
can submit a response to the Committee re-
port/letter with their response being made
public with Committee report/letter. Under
the current rule, the Chairman and Ranking
Member, or the Committee, may take action
against a Member without a complaint, no-
tice, or the opportunity to be heard. [Rule
X1, clause 3]

(k)(2) Restore presumption of innocence.
Provides that no action will be taken on a
complaint unless the Chairman and Ranking
Minority member of the Standards Com-
mittee, or the Committee itself, find within
45 days that further investigation is merited
by the facts of the complaint, maintaining
the presumption of innocence. Currently, if
the Chairman and Ranking Minority Member
take no action on a properly filed complaint
within 45 days, the matter automatically
goes to an investigative committee. [Rule
XI, clause 3]

(k)(3) Right to counsel. Provides that
Members may select a counsel of their
choice even if that counsel represents other
Members. [Rule XI, clause 3]

(1) Technical and codifying changes. Tech-
nical and grammatical changes are made
throughout the rules of the House.

SEC. 3. SEPARATE ORDERS.

(a)(1)-(a)(3) Continuation of budget en-
forcement mechanisms from the 108th. Clari-
fies that section 306 of the Budget Act (pro-
hibiting consideration of legislation within
the Budget Committee’s jurisdiction, unless
reported by the Budget Committee) only ap-
plies to bills and joint resolutions and not to
simple or concurrent resolutions. It also
makes a section 303 point of order (requiring
adoption of budget resolution before consid-
eration of budget-related legislation) appli-
cable to text made in order as an original
bill by a special rule. Specified or minimum
levels of compensation for federal office will
not be considered as providing new entitle-
ment authority.

(a)(4) Continuation of budget ‘‘deeming”’
resolution from the 2nd Session of the 108th
Congress. Establishes that the provisions of
the Senate Concurrent Resolution 95 of the
108th Congress, shall have effect in the 109th
Congress until such time as a budget resolu-
tion for the fiscal year 2005 is adopted.

(b) Extra subcommittees for Armed Serv-
ices, International Relations, and Transpor-
tation & Infrastructure. A waiver of Rule X,
clause 5(d), is granted for Armed Services
and Transportation & Infrastructure for 6
subcommittees, and International Relations
for 7 subcommittees in the 109th Congress.

(c) Numbering of bills. In the 109th Con-
gress, the first 10 numbers for bills (H.R. 1
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through H.R. 10) shall be reserved for assign-
ment by the Speaker to such bills as he may
designate when introduced.
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The gentlewoman from Virginia
(Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS) is the author of
one important provision directing com-
mittees to review matters within their
jurisdiction to ferret out duplicative
government programs as part of their
oversight planning at the beginning of
each Congress.

We are also making the ability to
consider suspensions on Wednesdays
permanent in this Congress after the
very successful experiment we had with
suspensions on Wednesday in the 108th
Congress.

The package includes important pro-
visions to allow us to function in situa-
tions where large numbers of Members
are incapacitated. We discussed that
earlier, Mr. Speaker. The provisional
quorum language includes a number of
safeguards to ensure that this institu-
tion can continue to operate during
times of turmoil and to ensure that de-
mocracy will be preserved. We are liv-
ing in a post-9/11 world and it is very
important that we continue to expend
a lot of time and energy dealing with
the institutional challenges as well as
the challenges that our Nation faces
under these circumstances.

I would like to say, also, Mr. Speak-
er, that we will eliminate the correc-
tions calendar. This was originally in-
tended to make it easier to consider
legislation making corrections to out-
right errors that are in law but it
turned out to after a while become
more cumbersome than other proce-
dures that we already have to deal with
that, such as the suspension calendar.

And, yes, Mr. Speaker, in a change
guaranteed to draw applause from my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle,
the House rules will now allow us to
make reference to the Senate and its
members, so long as those references
are confined to the question under de-
bate and that they avoid personality.
The Senate has long had a similar pro-
vision and this new rule merely con-
forms our rules to theirs. I know that
my colleagues and I share the desire to
maintain our traditions of dignity and
decorum in proceedings, and I believe
that we can do that even with the rules
change that I have just discussed.

On another topic, the package makes
a series of changes to our ethics rules.
We included two provisions suggested
by the chairman and the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct, number one, clari-
fying the rule on officially connected
travel to allow a family member other
than a spouse or child to travel with
the Member at the sponsor’s expense
and, two, conforming the rules of the
House to current law which allow the
use of campaign funds to pay for cer-
tain official expenses, such as cell
phones.

By the way, we also have included a
provision suggested by the distin-
guished gentleman from Connecticut
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(Mr. LARSON) to conform the rules of
the House to current law with regard
to the 90-day preelection limit on
franked mail.

The package also includes two other
provisions addressing our ethics rules.
The first gives Members the same
rights to choose their counsel before
the Ethics Committee that they would
enjoy if they were a respondent in a
court case. The second change address-
es an inequity in the Standards Com-
mittee process requiring an investiga-
tive subcommittee if the chairman and
ranking member do not act within 45
days. This change restores the pre-
sumption of innocence in our process.
Let me say that we are going to be
hearing from the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct in just a few minutes,
Mr. Speaker.

As important as each of those
changes are, perhaps the most impor-
tant change in this resolution will be,
as the Speaker said in his very
thoughtful opening statement here
today, the creation of a new standing
Committee on Homeland Security. It
represents a far-reaching and critically
important part of our overall strategic
effort to protect the American people.
The 9/11 Commission unanimously
called for this action. They saw the
need, and we believe most Members do
as well.

Over the past 3 years, the Congress
has asked the American people to ac-
cept change in countless ways. We have
mandated change at the Federal, State
and local levels. We have asked for
change from our allies and forced
change upon our enemies. And we saw
the need for change over 2 years ago,
and we responded here, first with the
enactment of the Homeland Security
Act of 2002 and then with the formation
of the Select Committee on Homeland
Security. Their final report, a thor-
ough and complete study of homeland
security jurisdiction as it relates to
House rules, was transmitted to the
Committee on Rules at the end of last
year. This change in House rule X,
which governs the committees and
their legislative jurisdictions, is a deli-
cately crafted architecture. It creates a
primary committee while recognizing
the other legitimate oversight roles of
existing committees. We envision a
system of purposeful redundancy. By
that, we mean more than one level of
oversight and an atmosphere in which
the competition of ideas is encouraged.

With this jurisdiction and the legisla-
tive history that I will be placing in
the RECORD, the Department of Home-
land Security will have more certainty
as to which committee has the primary
responsibility for homeland security.
At the same time, the American people
will live with the assurance that we are
working to prevent anything from fall-
ing through the cracks.

Mr. Speaker, the new committee will
have jurisdiction over, first, overall
homeland security policy; second, the
organization and administration of the
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Department of Homeland Security;
and, third, functions of the Department
of Homeland Security relating to bor-
der and port security, except immigra-
tion policy and nonborder enforcement;
customs, except customs revenue; the
integration, analysis and dissemina-
tion of homeland security information,
domestic preparedness for, and collec-
tive response to, terrorism, research
and development, and transportation
security as well.

By approving this resolution, Mr.
Speaker, the House will do what the
Speaker and the 9/11 Commission as
well as the President has asked us to
do, consolidate jurisdiction of the
House into one committee. This com-
mittee will be dedicated to setting na-
tional homeland security policy and to
effectively overseeing that the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security carries out
its mission.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, as we discuss
this resolution, I will look forward to
questions from my colleagues about ju-
risdictional matters, but I will say that
clearly the issue of referral lies solely
in the hands of the Speaker. I will in
no way be responding in a manner
which would infringe on that power of
the Speaker. Once again I want to say
on all of these issues, and especially
the last one, which was a great chal-
lenge in trying to fashion a new Com-
mittee on Homeland Security with ju-
risdiction that emerged from many
other committees was not an easy
task. I want to congratulate Speaker
HASTERT for the leadership that he has
shown on this and I want to thank all
of the committee chairmen who were
involved in this process. I believe that
with the passage of this House rules
package, we will be able to create a
stronger and a safer America, which is
a priority for every single one of us
who has taken the oath of office today.

I urge support of this package of
rules.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, all over Washington and
in the country, people are talking
today about the majority’s last-minute
decision to abandon rules changes that
would have eviscerated longstanding
ethical guidelines in this House, and,
with that, the integrity of the institu-
tion. And while in the end the majority
was right to withdraw these provisions,
they hardly deserve our congratula-
tions. The Republicans simply suc-
cumbed to tough criticism from every
major ethics group in Washington, sev-
eral major news organizations and
House Democrats. The rules changes in
question were so egregious that rank-
and-file Republicans would not support
their leadership’s plan. The proposals
were so offensive that the Ethics Com-
mittee chairman broke with his own
leadership on the issue.

One of the changes would have per-
mitted Members, indicted by a grand
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jury on felony counts, to continue to
hold House leadership positions. The
measure was similar to a conference
rule the House Republican Conference
passed last fall to protect its leadership
in the event that one of them is in-
dicted. The fact that they ever consid-
ered changing the rules of the House in
this disgraceful manner is a sad com-
mentary on the ethical compass of this
body’s leadership.

They also planned to eliminate a 30-
year standing rule that Members of
Congress could be disciplined for ac-
tions that brought dishonor and dis-
credit on this House, the people’s
House. This standard is similar to the
one that exists for the men and women
serving in our military. How could
they even think about changing the
House rules in this regard when to do
so would mean demanding a higher eth-
ical standard from an 18-year-old pri-
vate in the Army than we who sit in
this hallowed Chamber? How could we
ask more from our young people than
we ask of ourselves?

It is hard to believe that there was a
time in the not too distant past when
the Republicans touted their high eth-
ical and moral standards. Mr. Speaker,
it seems to me that this entire episode
has been a violation of the public trust.
When Americans enter their voting
booths and cast their ballots for Con-
gress, they give us a very precious gift,
their trust. American voters expect,
and rightly so, that we as Members of
Congress will conduct ourselves at the
highest ethical standard and uphold
democratic principles such as integrity
and accountability. How can we as the
guardians of democracy spread the val-
ues of self-governance across the world
if we refuse to govern ourselves right
here in this Chamber?

Mr. Speaker, though we should all be
relieved that the Republicans were
shamed into abandoning the most
overtly egregious provisions, the re-
maining ethics provisions in today’s
legislation will still destroy the House
ethics process. I cannot say it more
plainly than that. The ethics process
will be destroyed. The tactics have
changed, but the end result is the
same. The House ethics system will be
gutted.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct is the
only evenly divided committee in the
House. As the rule stands today, if the
five Republicans and five Democrats on
the committee do not reach agreement
about the merits of an ethics com-
plaint, it is automatically referred to
investigators. This approach was de-
signed to take the partisan politics out
of the equation and to ensure that mer-
itorious complaints would be inves-
tigated regardless of the political
winds of the day. Under the Republican
rules package, one-half of the com-
mittee will now have the power to bury
complaints, even the most meritorious
ones. Under the rules package before us
today, if the committee is deadlocked,
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the ethics complaint dies. This one pro-
vision gives the Republicans an enor-
mous amount of control over who is
and who is not investigated by the
Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct.

In practical terms, the Republicans
have granted themselves veto power
over any complaint it does not deem
palatable. Mr. Speaker, this rules
package would effectively eliminate
the 45-day deadline the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct currently
has to act on complaints. The 45-day
requirement was designed to prevent
ethics complaints from being buried
away from public view and to ensure
that those Members who should be held
accountable for corruption would be.
This provision ensures that no ethics
complaint will move forward against a
Republican without their leadership’s
consent.

Mr. Speaker, we can be sure that if
these rules changes had been in place
in the last Congress, no ethics com-
plaints would have seen the light of
day. Under the Republicans, the ethical
climate in Washington has eroded enor-
mously. When I speak to constituents,
I find myself telling them to forget
what they learned in school about how
a bill becomes a law. In times past, our
laws were written to serve the public
interest. But today the sad reality is
that corporations like Enron write our
Nation’s policies. The Medicare drug
bill that was rammed through Congress
in the dead of night stands as a potent
example of the ethical erosion of the
House of Representatives. When the
dust settled on the prescription drug
vote, former Representative Billy Tau-
zin, the key author and then chairman
of the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, had himself a $2-million-dollar-
a-year job lobbying with the drug in-
dustry. After the ethical circus sur-
rounding the prescription drug vote,
this body should be acting to strength-
en the ethics systems in this House,
not to destroy it. We were even unable,
Mr. Speaker, to ascertain from any of-
ficial of the Federal Government how
much the bill actually cost.

The Republican rules package will
reduce this committee to a paper tiger.
The American people deserve much
better than to have a ‘“‘for sale’” sign
placed on the United States House of
Representatives. They deserve to be
able to trust their elected leaders and
have faith in the integrity of this insti-
tution. They should be able to expect
accountability from their government.
Unfortunately, the lesson we have here
today is if you have the power and you
break the rules, you can just change
the rules.

Mr. Speaker, I know there are Mem-
bers on the other side of the aisle, be-
cause I know them, who care greatly
about the integrity of this Chamber,
and I know that there are freshmen
Members here today eager to cast their
first vote on behalf of the constituents
whose trust they hold and the Con-
stitution they love. I challenge those
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new Members, and any other Repub-
lican who values integrity and the
sanctity of the democratic process, to
stand up for the values of those who
trusted you to represent them.

Mr. Speaker, at the close of this de-
bate, I will be asking Members to vote
“no” on the previous question so I can
strike from the rules package language
that would allow the Republicans to
run out the clock on serious ethics
complaints. Immediately following
that vote, I will ask for a ‘‘yes” on a
motion to commit the resolution so
that we can add two important rules
changes. The first would prohibit Mem-
bers from negotiating lucrative job
deals that capitalize on their com-
mittee membership. The other would
guarantee that Members have at least 3
days to read a House report before vot-
ing on it. When bills are rushed to the
floor, cobbled together at the last
minute, warm from the machine, pages
are missing or, worse, outrageous pro-
visions are slipped in by committee
staff.
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Lest we forget, the provision that
opened up private taxpayers’ records
that was sneaked into last year’s omni-
bus spending bill was by just such a
staff member.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote to strike the egregious ethics
changes in this package. We owe it to
the constituents we serve, to this insti-
tution, and to the Constitution that we
adore and revere to restore the ethics
and integrity to the people’s House.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I just want to say to the gentle-
woman from Rochester, New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER) that every single Member
of this institution, Democrat and Re-
publican alike, is very concerned and
focused on the integrity of this institu-
tion; and I believe that that is some-
thing which is an extraordinarily high
priority for all of us. I believe that the
package that we have coming before us
is one which addresses many of the
concerns that frankly were raised by
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER).

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
very distinguished gentleman from
Miami, Florida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-
BALART), my colleague on the Com-
mittee on Rules.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

I rise in strong support of the rules
package this afternoon. The different
aspects that compose it are very im-
portant, and they will contribute to
this House’s being able to function in a
more efficient and effective manner in
the next 2 years. The due-process-for-
Members aspect of this rules package
is extremely important precisely be-
cause of the integrity of the House.
The integrity of the House includes the
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integrity of Members whose reputation
may be impugned or unfairly attacked,
and thus all Members that make up
this House deserve due process. And
that is what we are trying to achieve
today.

I have worked long and hard in the
last 2 years, along with the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Rules, the Speaker, and their staffs, to
try to formulate a most difficult pro-
posal for something that is, despite its
difficulty, very necessary, and that is a
standing Select Committee on Home-
land Security. Due to the leadership of
the Speaker of this House, that is be-
coming a reality today. We are doing it
in this rules package. The provisional
quorum safeguard is historic in nature,
and it is constitutional. It is a con-
stitutional means to prevent the possi-
bility that terrorists could paralyze
our representative government.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
and urge the adoption of this rules
package.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN).

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, the first day of a new
Congress should be a day for hope. It
should be a day when all of us look for-
ward with optimism to the work ahead.
But today is not that kind of day. In-
stead, the leadership of this House is
beginning the new year in the worst
possible way, by gutting the ethical
standards of the United States House
of Representatives. Talk about starting
off on the wrong foot.

In the rules package before us today,
the Republican leadership is sending a
very clear message. They are admitting
that they are so ethically challenged
that they cannot conform to the rules
they previously adopted, so they must
now relax those rules. What an awful
example to the Nation and to the rest
of the world. We should be strength-
ening the ethical standards of this
House, not weakening them.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican Party
regained a majority of seats in this
body in 1994, in part by promising
greater accountability and a more hon-
est system in the Nation’s capital.
Their actions have been anything but
honest; and now with this rules pack-
age, their rush to the bottom con-
tinues. Today is just one more example
of the ethical lapses we have seen in
this House, a House where major legis-
lation is now written by industry lob-
byists, a House where Members are not
even given the courtesy of being able
to read bills before they are voted on,
and a House where bad behavior is not
reprimanded, but rewarded.

As Members of Congress, we should
be held to the highest possible ethical
standards. That means not breaking
the law. That means not dancing
around the law, and that means con-
ducting ourselves in a manner that re-
flects credibility on the House at all
times.
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Facing the possible indictment of a
Member of their leadership, the Repub-
licans attempted in secret to change
the rules to protect their ethically
challenged colleagues. However, in the
face of mounting public controversy,
the public leadership caved last night
and rescinded the change. They blinked
and they buckled. But the Speaker’s
spokesman commented on this flip-flop
saying that the issue had become a
“‘distraction.”” Not wrong, mind you,
but just distracting. I am getting whip-
lash just watching all this stuff.

But, Mr. Speaker, let us be clear that
the Republican leadership did not find
religion in this issue. If they believed
that what they were about to do was
truly wrong, they would not have pro-
posed these rule changes in the first
place. But while Republicans try to
pull a fast one claiming that the ma-
jority leader fell on his sword for the
good of his party, the truth is that the
rules package for the 109th Congress
still in a very meaningful way fun-
damentally weakens the ethics system
here in the House of Representatives.

I strongly urge the American people
and members of the press and my col-
leagues to closely examine these rule
changes, especially those made to the
ethics standards. Under the old rules, a
properly filed ethics complaint is auto-
matically investigated if that com-
plaint is not acted upon within 45 days.

Remember, as the gentlewoman from
New York stated, that the ethics com-
mittee is evenly divided between
Democrats and Republicans; and to en-
sure that partisan politics did not pre-
vail in the ethics process, a tie vote en-
sures a formal investigation.

But under this proposed rules pack-
age, there must be a majority vote to
investigate a properly filed ethics com-
plaint; and if that complaint is not
acted upon with within 45 days, that
ethics complaint dies. In other words,
Mr. Speaker, the chairman of the com-
mittee, whoever that may be, could
stonewall the process, refuse to call for
a vote, and ultimately kill any ethics
complaint without any action. But this
also allows any Member potentially
under investigation to run the clock
out by stonewalling investigators until
the 45 days are up.

The American people deserve better
than this from their elected represent-
atives. We serve at the pleasure of our
constituents, and we have a responsi-
bility to uphold the highest ethical
standards. Over the past decade, the
Republican leadership has careened
down the pathway of irresponsibility,
and now we are at a crossroads. There
are those of us who truly believe Mem-
bers of Congress should be held to a
higher standard and who will make a
stand and fight for real accountability
from our colleagues, and there will be
those who blindly follow their leader-
ship, who vote to weaken the rules of
this institution, first written by Thom-
as Jefferson, because they fear the ret-
ribution of their leaders.

This should be a place where honesty
and integrity are the standard, not a
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place where the rules are changed
merely to protect a powerful few from
their own ethical shortcomings.

Mr. Speaker, we can stop this deba-
cle. Let us start over. Let us make this
right. Let us make the House of Rep-
resentatives an example of high stand-
ards and ethical decency. I urge my
colleagues to vote ‘‘no’ on this rules
package.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Let me say after having heard from
two of my Committee on Rules col-
leagues that I anxiously look forward
to working with them in a bipartisan
way to try to proceed with the delib-
erations in consideration of measures
of this House.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
HEFLEY), the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for yielding me this
time.

I am going to support this rules
package. I was not. I came here today
fully expecting not to support it; but
because of the action taken last
evening where we reconsidered some of
the suggestions that had been made, I
think we have a package now that we
can live with. I think some of the rec-
ommendations that are in here are ill
conceived, and I would hope to work
with the chairman again in a bipar-
tisan way with him and his committee
and with the leadership to make some
additional changes as we go through
the process.

But I want to thank him and thank
the Speaker and the leadership for ac-
commodating my concerns about some
of the amendments that I thought were
the most difficult and the ones that
created the biggest problem in trying
to implement the Code of Official Con-
duct.

Each of us, in fact all of us, individ-
ually and collectively, have a responsi-
bility to maintain the highest standard
of conduct for this House. And changes
in the rules, as was said by the pre-
vious speaker, should strengthen, not
weaken, those standards. As it stands
now, I think the previous speaker said
we are gutting the ethics committee
standards now. We are not as it stands
now. I would not be standing up here
encouraging people to support the rules
package if in any way I thought we
were gutting it. We are tweaking it,
and as I said earlier, we are tweaking
some of it in a way that I wish we were
not tweaking it, but it does not gut it.
It is something that the rules work
pretty well the way they are now, and
this does not change that that much.

I have had the privilege of serving on
the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct since 1997 and have had an ad-
ditional responsibility as serving as
chairman since 2001. And during that
time, I have learned one paramount
lesson: ethics must be bipartisan. The
ethics process must be bipartisan. Eth-
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ics reform must be bipartisan, and the
ethics committee must be bipartisan.
And I can tell the Members the ethics
committee is bipartisan.

I see our ranking member over here.
I could not have a better partner in
this ethics process than the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN).
The ethics committee is a bipartisan
committee that follows the evidence
wherever the evidence leads. Meaning-
ful ethics reform must be genuinely bi-
partisan. To have a bipartisan process,
any significant change in the ethics
rules must be made only after careful,
thorough bipartisan consideration, as
was done in 1989 and 1997.

In 1989 and 1997, ethics reform came
only after a broad consensus developed
for change. I have always strongly sup-
ported reevaluating the ethics rules
and procedures and making changes
wherever a need is shown. I think a
number of the criticisms of the ethics
process that have been made over the
past year are well taken and should be
looked at. On the other hand, since I
joined the committee, almost every
significant decision, I believe every sig-
nificant decision, has been made on a
unanimous vote.

Despite the deletion of the amend-
ment that I found the most objection-
able to the Code of Conduct, the rules
package includes a number of provi-
sions that would make major changes
in the ethics-related rules, but as to
which neither the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct nor
Members outside the rules process were
consulted. While I will not vote against
the rules package because of these pro-
visions, I urge the leadership to recon-
sider all the amendments added to the
committee’s procedural rules without a
bipartisan process.

In 1997 the House, through a bipar-
tisan task force, carefully studied the
Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct’s enforcement procedures,
made a series of changes. The rules
package includes provisions that would
significantly alter those procedures. It
would be a mistake to reverse these bi-
partisan determinations without a bi-
partisan process of our own.

The 45-day thing that has been men-
tioned, I do not like that. I think that
creates a problem in trying to imple-
ment a fair and even-handed ethics
process. I would like to see that re-
moved.

When in 1997 the Bipartisan Task
Force Report was before the House, the
House significantly rejected, on a bi-
partisan vote of 181 to 236, an amend-
ment that would have required auto-
matic dismissal of any complaint after
180 days, not 45 days. The reason for re-
jection of that amendment, as set out
in the floor debate, is that such an ar-
tificial time limit on the life of a com-
plaint would serve to encourage dead-
lock within the committee and par-
tisanship among committee members.

I could go on and on, Mr. Speaker. I
think that is something we need to
look at. The ranking member and I and



January 4, 2005

the members of the ethics committee
have been considering a group of sug-
gestions that we would like to bring to
the full House. We would like to do
that, Mr. Speaker, shortly after the
new session of Congress convenes, when
we are ready for that process. I think
that is the way it ought to be done.
These are the people that struggle with
these issues every day. I think they
ought to be concerned about what we
think would make the process better.
They do not have to follow it, but at
least be concerned about it. The proc-
ess in the House is not perfect. Let us
strive to make it perfect. On this one
issue, let us act together on a bipar-
tisan basis.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). Without objection, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN) will control the time for
the minority.

There was no objection.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER), the distinguished mi-
nority whip.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time. I thank the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. HEFLEY) for his presentation.

We were told the President wants to
proceed on a bipartisan fashion in the
next 4 years to deal with the important
issues that confront our Nation.
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I think that is appropriate and, hope-
fully, we will do that. However, on this
first day, the rules package is usually a
partisan package. It was when Demo-
crats were in charge; it is now when
Republicans are in charge. That is un-
derstandable. But as the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) has so cor-
rectly pointed out, there was an excep-
tion, and that exception was dealing
with the ethics of this institution
which, in fact, deals with the con-
fidence that the American public has in
this institution.

Mr. Speaker, the opening day of a
new Congress should be one in which
the interests of this institution are
paramount. The body of rules we adopt
to govern debate, decorum, and the ac-
tions of our Members should reflect
that. To be sure, the American people
who elected us to this great body can
expect to see sharp differences on this
floor over the substance of legislation.
That is as the framers of the Constitu-
tion planned.

But the framers also intended, I be-
lieve, and the American people deserve
to know, that this House is committed
to holding its Members to the highest
ethical standards.

Today, as I think has been attested
to by the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. HEFLEY), the House moves in the
wrong direction. The rules proposed for
the 109th House ignore the funda-
mental principle of protecting the eth-
ics of this House. The proposed Repub-
lican rules before us will seriously
weaken the ability of the Committee
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on Standards of Official Conduct to en-
force standards of integrity by pro-
viding that no action will be taken on
a properly filed ethics complaint after
45 days unless the committee votes by
a majority vote to take action. The
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN)
will speak, who chaired with Bob Liv-
ingston, our former colleague, the
amendment of these rules.

Under the current rules, which have
functioned well since 1997, a properly
filed complaint that has not been ad-
dressed by the chair and ranking mem-
ber or the committee itself automati-
cally goes to an investigative sub-
committee. That is as it should be. In-
action ought not to be tantamount to
dismissal. That is what this proposal
does. The Republican proposal would
make it extremely difficult to inves-
tigate properly filed complaints.

Under this new rule, either side, ei-
ther side will be able to guarantee a
deadlock when a legitimate, factually
strong ethics complaint against a
Member is filed, provided the chair or
ranking member take no action.

We have been told that the most
egregious attempts to weaken the eth-
ics systems have been abandoned. I beg
to differ. The most egregious attempt
is the one before us now currently re-
maining in this rule. Let no one miss
this distinction: the proposal to pro-
tect an indicted leader, a proposal that
has been withdrawn by the majority,
always was speculative, because we do
not know if a leader will be indicted. In
sharp contrast, however, the rule be-
fore us will have a concrete, demon-
strable effect on every ethics com-
plaint filed from this day forward.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct is the
only mechanism that this institution
has to police itself. When we weaken
the committee, we weaken the stand-
ards that we are all expected to uphold,
and we erode public confidence in this
institution.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER) spoke eloquently to the main-
tenance of the status quo when he was
in the minority urging us to be vigilant
in rooting out unethical behavior in
this institution. He was right then. He
is not correct now in offering this rule
which weakens that process.

The adoption of this rule will sub-
stantially weaken our commitment to
ensuring ethical conduct. I think the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY)
was right in his letter. I think he had
the intellectual honesty and integrity
on this floor when he spoke. He is
going to vote for the rule because he
believes that some offensive aspects of
the proposal have been taken out. But
I tell my friend that the most egre-
gious, long-lasting, impacting change
remains in this package.

Therefore, I urge my colleagues on
behalf of the American people, on be-
half of the integrity of this institution,
on behalf of our commitment to ensure
ethical conduct on behalf of the Amer-
ican people, that this not be passed.
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Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would like to respond to my very
good friend from Maryland by saying
that I may not be as eloquent today as
I was when I was in the minority, but
I continue to share my very strong
commitment to ensure the integrity
and the behavior of Members of this in-
stitution. I also will say as my friend
said, it is very clear that the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY),
chairman of the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct, has made it
clear that he is supportive of this pack-
age. I and my colleagues looked at
these recommendations, all of which
emerged from members and former
members of the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct. I also believe
that it is very possible for us to main-
tain the highest ethical standards and
to continue to ensure, to now ensure
that due process is entitled to Members
of this institution as they proceed with
matters before that committee.

So I believe that this package is one
which should enjoy strong bipartisan
support, because when it comes to mat-
ters of ethics it will address the con-
cern and the protection of Members of
both the minority and the majority, as
well as this institution as a whole.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MOL-
LOHAN), the ranking member of the
Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct.

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

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to address the ethics-related
provisions that are in this package at
the insistence of the Committee on
Rules. I had the honor of serving as
ranking member of the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct in the
last Congress. It was an honor to serve
with the gentleman from Colorado
(Chairman HEFLEY), as he always man-
aged to chair the committee in a com-
pletely bipartisan manner.

The headlines in this morning’s paper
say ‘“‘GOP Abandons Ethics Changes.”
It turns out that the headline is at best
only half right. It is true that the most
outrageous ethics undermining provi-
sion has been deleted from the rules
package, but other provisions, provi-
sions that would make major changes
in the way the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct handles en-
forcements of the rules, they remain.

There should be no misunderstanding
that these provisions that remain
would seriously undermine the ethics
process in the House, both because of
the changes they would make in com-
mittee procedures, but, and equally im-
portant, because of the partisan way in
which they are being adopted. If there
is to be a meaningful, viable ethics
process in the House, it must be a
genuinely Dbipartisan process. That
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point should be self-evident. How could
there be a legitimate ethics process
that is operated on a partisan basis?
And to have a bipartisan process, it is
absolutely essential that any major
changes in the rules be made on a truly
bipartisan basis. What is more, because
of the importance and the sensitive na-
ture of the ethics rules, it is also essen-
tial that any proposed changes be con-
sidered in a thoughtful, considered, and
open way, with all Members being
given the opportunity for input, Demo-
crats and Republicans.

Until today, the House recognized
these fundamental points. Until today,
the House has not attempted to make
major changes in the ethics rules or
the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct procedures in a slapdash way,
with literally only hours of consider-
ation, and on a party line vote.

It will probably come as no surprise
that the materials issued by the Com-
mittee on Rules that attempt to justify
these amendments are based entirely
on misstatements of the current rules.
For example, under the benign sound-
ing heading, ‘‘Restore Presumption of
Innocence,” the Committee on Rules
memorandum states, ‘‘Currently, if the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber take no action on a properly filed
complaint within 45 days, the matter
automatically goes to an investigative
subcommittee.” Fine. But that state-
ment is incomplete and, therefore, mis-
leading.

The rules that have been in effect
since 1997 clearly provide that at any
time that a complaint is before the
chairman and ranking member for con-
sideration, either one of them may
place the complaint on the commit-
tee’s agenda and when either one of
them does that, an investigative com-
mittee cannot be established without a
majority vote of the committee.

Another example, Mr. Speaker.
Under the heading ‘‘Due Process for
Members,” the Committee on Rules
memorandum states that, “Under the
current rule, the chairman and ranking
member or the committee may take
action against a Member without a
complaint, notice, or the opportunity
to be heard.”

This statement clearly implies that
the committee may determine that a
Member has committed a violation or
impose a sanction without the Member
having such rights, and that sugges-
tion, Mr. Speaker, is flatly wrong. The
rules are replete with the rights for
Members who are accused of any viola-
tion.

When you turn to the actual text of
the ‘‘due process’” amendments, you
find that what these amendments are
concerned with is not committee ac-
tions that impose sanctions or deter-
mine violations, but instead on com-
mittee letters or statements that ‘‘ref-
erence the official conduct of a Mem-
ber.” It may be well that the rules
should provide certain rights to a
Member whose conduct is going to be
discussed in a letter or statement that
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the committee issues publicly, but
what should those rights be? They
should be determined through a delib-
erative, fair, bipartisan process.

But one specific right that this pro-
posed rule provides to those Members
is the right to demand an immediate
trial in front of an adjudicatory sub-
committee of the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct. But in the cir-
cumstances that the rule addresses,
that trial would take place before the
committee has conducted any formal
investigation of the matter. No com-
mittee that is serious about conducting
its business would allow itself to be put
in that circumstance. So the effect of
this amendment would be that when-
ever any alleged misconduct is brought
to the committee’s attention, the com-
mittee may be forced to choose be-
tween either launching a formal inves-
tigation of the matter or dismissing it
entirely. Both of these rule changes
lack careful consideration and, more
seriously, are brought to us today
through a partisan process.

I'd like to address the ethics-related provi-
sions that are in this package at the insistence
of the Rules Committee. | had the honor of
serving as ranking member of the Ethics Com-
mittee in the last Congress, and | also served
on the committee for 6 years during another
time of controversy in the late 1980s. It was
an honor to serve during the last 2 years with
Chairman HEFLEY, as he always managed the
committee in a completely bipartisan manner.

A headline in this morning’s newspaper
says, “GOP abandons ethics changes.” It
turns out that the headline is at best only half
right. It's true that the most outrageous ethics-
undermining provision has been deleted from
the rules package, but other provisions—provi-
sions that would make major changes in the
way the Ethics Committee handles enforce-
ment of the rules—remain.

There should be no misunderstanding that
these provisions that remain would seriously
undermine the ethics process in the House,
both because of the changes they would make
in committee procedures, and, equally impor-
tant, because of the partisan way in which
they would be adopted.

If there is to be a meaningful, viable ethics
process in the House, it must be a genuinely
bipartisan process. That point should be self-
evident—how could there be a legitimate eth-
ics process that is operated on a partisan
basis? And to have a bipartisan process, it's
absolutely essential that any major changes in
the rules be made on a truly bipartisan basis.
What's more, because of the importance, and
the sensitive nature of the ethics rules, it's
also essential that any proposed changes be
considered in a thoughtful, considered, and
open way, with all Members being given the
opportunity for input—Democrats and Repub-
licans.

Until today, the House recognized these
fundamental points. Until today, the House
has not attempted to make major changes in
the ethics rules or the Ethics Committee pro-
cedures in a slapdash way, with literally only
hours of consideration, and on a party-line
vote.

It will probably come as no surprise that the
materials issued by the Rules Committee that
attempt to justify these amendments are
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based entirely on misstatements of the current
rules. For example, under the benign-sounding
heading, “Restore Presumption of Innocence,”
the Rules Committee memorandum states,
and | quote:

“Currently, if the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member take no action on a properly
filed complaint within 45 days, the matter auto-
matically goes to an investigative sub-
committee.”

That statement is incomplete—and therefore
misleading. The rules that have been in effect
since 1997 clearly provide that at any time
that a complaint is before the chairman and
ranking member for consideration, either one
of them may place the complaint on the com-
mittee’s agenda, and when either one of them
does that, an investigative subcommittee can-
not be established without a majority vote of
the committee.

Another example: under the heading, “Due
Process for Members,” the Rules Committee
memorandum states that, and | quote:

“Under the current rule, the chairman and
ranking member, or the committee, may take
action against a Member without a complaint,
notice, or the opportunity to be heard.”

This statement clearly implies that the com-
mittee may determine that a Member has
committed a violation or impose a sanction
without the Member having such rights, and
that suggestion is flatly wrong. The rules are
replete with rights for Members who are ac-
cused of any violation, and because of the bi-
partisan makeup of the committee, Members
are typically accorded rights well beyond those
required by the rules.

When you turn to the actual text of the “due
process” amendments, you find that what
these amendments are concerned with is not
committee actions that impose sanctions or
determine violations, but instead committee
letters or statements that “reference the offi-
cial conduct of a Member.” It may well be that
the rules should provide certain rights to a
Member whose conduct is going to be dis-
cussed in a letter or statement that the com-
mittee issues publicly, but what should those
rights be?

They should be determined through a delib-
erative, fair, bipartisan process. But one spe-
cific right that this proposed rule provides to
those Members is the right to demand an im-
mediate trial in front of an adjudicatory sub-
committee of the Ethics Committee. But in the
circumstances that the rule addresses, that
trial would take place before the committee
has conducted any formal investigation of the
matter. No committee that is serious about
conducting its business would allow itself to be
put in that circumstance. So the effect of this
amendment would be that whenever any al-
leged misconduct is brought to the commit-
tee’s attention, the committee may be forced
to choose between either launching a formal
investigation of the matter, or dismissing it en-
tirely. There would be no chance for an expe-
dited resolution of the case, even in those in-
stances in which the committee believes it al-
ready has all the basic facts, and the conduct
involved probably does not warrant a formal
sanction. Both of these rule changes lack
careful consideration and, more seriously, are
brought to us today through a partisan proc-
ess.

But the proposed amendment that raises
even more concern is the one that provides
for automatic dismissal of any complaint that
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is not acted upon within a period as short as
45 days. When the House last considered Eth-
ics Committee procedures, in 1997, it rejected,
on a bipartisan vote, an amendment that
would have required the automatic dismissal
of any complaint that is not acted upon within
180 days.

The reason that amendment was rejected is
that it was recognized that such a time limit
would encourage deadlock on the committee,
and partisanship among the committee mem-
bers. Under a time limit, if one side or the
other is uncomfortable about dealing with a
particular complaint, those Members don’t
have to discuss it or otherwise try to deal with
it—by their just doing nothing, the complaint
will disappear. Yet now this provision for auto-
matic dismissal has reappeared, and this time
it has a far shorter time frame for committee
consideration than the nearly identical provi-
sion that the House soundly rejected in 1997.

| want to close by asking all Members, in-
cluding all Members of the leadership on both
sides of the Aisle, to give some serious con-
sideration—not just today, but in the weeks
and months ahead—to whether you genuinely
want to have a meaningful ethics process in
the House, and what we as Members, individ-
ually and collectively, have to do in order for
such a process to exist. As | said at the out-
set, for this process to exist, it has to be a
truly bipartisan one, and it has to be treated
with seriousness and respect. It has to be rec-
ognized that the basic purpose of the process
is to consider and address legitimate ethics
concerns, and if Members are successful in
using the process for partisan, political pur-
poses, it is going to fail. The approval of these
amendments would seriously undermine the
process and, for that reason alone, this rules
package should be defeated.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am very
happy to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BOEH-
LERT), the very distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Science.

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

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of this balanced rules
package. I want to speak particularly
to the provisions regarding homeland
security. To determine whether a pro-
posed regime to oversee homeland se-
curity is appropriate, one cannot just
look at a flow chart. The simplest
structure is not necessarily the best,
nor is one that is unduly complex. One
has to look at how a proposed struc-
ture will actually function and what it
can and cannot accomplish.

The homeland jurisdiction being pro-
posed in this package strikes the right
balance between a system that is too
centralized and one that is too diffuse.
First, I should say that the most im-
portant and necessary change regard-
ing governance of the Department of
Homeland Security was made 2 years
ago when we created a Subcommittee
on Homeland Security on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. But having a
single committee that can look across
the Department of Homeland Security
from an authorizing perspective is also
a sensible move, and the new com-
mittee created in this package will do
that.
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What would not make sense, how-
ever, simple as it might seem, is giving
sole authority over all aspects of home-
land security to the new committee.
Homeland security is too diffuse and
important a government activity to
rest with one committee. Almost every
activity of every Federal agency has
some relationship to homeland secu-
rity, and almost every activity of the
Department of Homeland Security im-
pinges on the activities of other agen-
cies.

An appropriate congressional over-
sight structure has to take account of
that basic fact. A structure that overly
centralized homeland security over-
sight would make it harder to evaluate
the Department of Homeland Security
in the context of the other activities of
the Federal Government. An overcen-
tralized structure could also make a
congressional committee a captive of
the agency that it oversees.

I know that it is very easy to deni-
grate arguments against a single, cen-
tralized Select Committee on Home-
land Security as so much turf fighting.
But in reality it is simply intellectu-
ally lazy to assume that a centralized
structure would enable Congress to do
its work more effectively.

I found especially ironic a Wash-
ington Post editorial that called for a
highly centralized structure. The edi-
torial argued that a centralized com-
mittee would be more efficient because
the Department of Homeland Security
would not have to answer questions
from a lot of different committees.
Well, it would also be more efficient if
the Department did not have to re-
spond to questions from a lot of dif-
ferent news outlets, but presumably
The Post would argue that there are
advantages to forcing the Department
to respond to reporters with a variety
of areas of expertise and a variety of
perspectives.

The Post certainly would not want
the only news outlet to be an in-house
publication. So I want to applaud the
House leadership for doing what it has
done, and I stand in strong support of
this rules package.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. CARDIN).

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, the chair-
man of the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct is correct when he
says that ethics reform must be bipar-
tisan and if the House is to have mean-
ingful bipartisan ethics process,
changes of this magnitude can be
made, as they were in 1997, only after
thoughtful, careful consideration on a
bipartisan basis. There has been no ef-
fort to look at the rules changes on
ethics in a bipartisan manner.

In 1997 when I co-chaired the Com-
mittee on Ethics Reform along with
Bob Livingston, the changes that we
made were done after deliberation, and
after Democrats and Republicans,
working together, came before the
House and we did make major changes.
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And we instituted the 45-day rule for
assigning a proper complaint for inves-
tigation; but we changed the rules in
1997. We made it clear that you can
move towards an informal investiga-
tion without a finding that it merits
further inquiry or a resolution of pre-
liminary inquiry because we did not
want any matter of guilt or wrong-
doing for the committee to be able to
get the facts necessary to decide
whether to go to formal investigation.

Yet this rules change which would
allow after 45 days inaction to dismiss
a complaint makes inaction action,
and it can be done on a very partisan
basis. Now, that is wrong. That is not
how it should be.

The rules as they are currently con-
figured in order to move a complaint
past the committee, you have to have
the bipartisan agreement of the com-
mittee because you have to have a vote
in the committee. It guarantees a proc-
ess will move forward in a bipartisan
manner and, in fact, the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct has oper-
ated in a bipartisan manner because of
the way the rules are configured.

If this rule is changed, you are mak-
ing it much more likely that the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct will act in a very partisan matter
because they will be able to delay for 45
days, which does not take a lot of ef-
fort to figure out how to delay for 45
days. We have enough lawyers on the
Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct that will be able to figure out
that one. And it will be done on a par-
tisan basis that will leave a cloud on
the Member and a cloud on this insti-
tution. You should not have that in
this rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield for the purpose of making a unan-
imous consent request to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER).

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the
rules package.

Every House Member should vote to put the
House on record against ethical and proce-
dural abuses that contaminate this institution.

The stench of special interest corruption is
overwhelming Congress, and repulsing the
public. It is time the House Rules reflected the
ethical standards and common sense of the
American people.

| came to this House 30 years ago, and our
historic incoming class brought with it one of
the strongest tides of reform ever seen: rules
were changed, chairmen were replaced, pro-
cedures were modernized so that the voice of
the people was heard, and respected, in this
House of the people.

Ten years ago, the Republicans took control
of the House, promising a new era of reform.
To read the national newspapers, it is evident
to everyone—except themselves—that the Re-
publicans have betrayed their promise of re-
form. They have tolerated misconduct and en-
shrined special interests as never before.

Today, we give them, and all Members, an
opportunity to restore public trust by voting for
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two commonsense amendments to the House
rules.

First, no sitting Member should negotiate for
a new job with any organization that has had
business before his or her committee for a
year. That's not hard to understood: no one
should be shaping public policy with an eye on
a future private sector salary.

Second, no bill should be brought to the
House floor unless Members have had 3 days
to read it first. That's not hard to understand:
we should not be passing bills that are hun-
dreds of pages in length—sometimes over
1,000 pages—without ever having seen what
is in the bill. Ronald Reagan thought it was a
bad idea; surely today’s House Republicans
can agree.

Let’'s be honest about it: 99 percent of the
American people outside the Beltway will
agree with both of these principles—no negoti-
ating for new jobs with special interests; Mem-
bers should know what they are voting on be-
fore it becomes law. We shouldn’t even have
to have a debate. But we do.

Less than a month ago, the Nation was
stunned to learn that the committee chairman
who had fashioned a blatantly pro-drug indus-
try, anti-senior, anti-consumer prescription
drug law was retiring and taking a job with the
pharmaceutical industry. In fact, our former
colleague assumes his job with PhRMA today,
just as we are taking our oaths of office.

Mr. Tauzin will reportedly be earning a sal-
ary nearly 13 times what he earned when he
wrote that pro-industry bill—one of the best
paid lobbyists in Washington.

He earned it. That prescription drug law will
enrich him, but it takes billions of dollars out
of the pockets of America’s senior citizens—by
prohibiting them from purchasing cheaper
drugs from Canada, and by prohibiting the
Federal Government from negotiating with the
pharmaceutical industry—his new employer—
for lower drug prices. That's worth billions to
the drug industry.

While the deal was not announced until last
month, the discussions began a year ago, as
was widely reported at the time. In fact, a top
aide to the Republican leadership was quoted
last January 24 on CNN.com as saying that
Republican Congressman Tauzin’s negotiation
with PhARMA “doesn’t look very good.”

It doesn’t look “very good” today either, as
millions of seniors face higher drug prices
thanks to the Tauzin bill, and Bill Tauzin takes
office to improve the tattered image of the
drug industry.

We all know this stinks. And so do our con-
stituents. Let’'s put an end to it today by bar-
ring negotiations for private jobs by Members
of Congress. That's what our constituents
would want us to do.

And at the same time, let's put an end to
the outrageous practice of voting on complex
and lengthy bills before Congress has had
time to read them—bills like that prescription
drug bill Bill Tauzin wrote while he was listen-
ing to PhARMA’s whispers in his ears.

Isn’t it bad enough that Republicans majority
writes the bills in secret, without input from the
Democrats who represent 48 percent of the
country? Without scrutiny by the press? With-
out review by the public

Must we also vote on secret legislation,
without reading it, without knowing the tax
breaks and earmarked spending for special in-
terests that have been stuck in without any re-
view?
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| urge all Members to put party aside and
vote the way your constituents would want you
to vote: an end to private job negotiations
while serving in public office, and full disclo-
sure of the contents of legislation before we
vote.

Mr. Speaker, | also vigorously oppose the
proposed rule change that would allow an eth-
ics investigation to end after 45 days of the
Ethics Committee of five Democrats and five
Republicans remained deadlocked.

Today, the Republicans are once again put-
ting partisan politicians ahead of ethics by
moving forward with their plan to shield their
embattled majority leader—Tom DELAY—from
any further investigation.

The goal of this change is to block the Eth-
ics Committee from considering pending and
future matters that could prove to be dam-
aging to their party.

Under the present rules, if the chair and the
ranking minority member of the Ethics Com-
mittee cannot agree whether to investigate a
complaint, the committee begins an initial in-
vestigation into the matter.

But, under the Republicans’ proposed rule
change, the Republican chairman of the Ethics
Committee—who is handpicked by the Speak-
er—could simply refuse to examine a com-
plaint.

After 45 days, the complaint would be
dropped, without even an initial investigation
into the matter.

This new rule would allow Republicans to
block pending ethics matters and prevent fu-
ture investigations from moving forward. And
the reason is very simple: there are at least
two matters currently pending against Repub-
lican leaders, including Majority Leader TOM
DELAY.

Contrary to this morning’s press reports, the
Republicans haven’t backed away from their
attempts to shield DELAY from further inves-
tigation, they’ve simply become a litle more
deceptive in how they’re doing it.

Last year, when the Ethics Committee ad-
monished DELAY three times, it deferred ac-
tion on another serious charge—his role in
funneling illegal soft money into Texas races
through his State PAC—until after the inves-
tigation against him had been completed.

The rule change now proposed by his Re-
publican colleagues would allow the Repub-
lican chairman of the committee to block any
further investigation of DELAY’s activities,
shielding the minority leader from further ad-
monishments even if he is indicted by a grand
jury.

Also pending is an investigation of Repub-
lican lobbyist, Jack Abramoff, and former
DELAY staffer, Michael Scanlon, and their ties
to several Republican members. Changing the
ethics rules would permit the Republicans to
halt any investigation of the Abramoff scandal
and the Members who could be implicated in
their outrageous looting of Native Americans.

| urge a “no” vote on this unbalanced and
improper rules package.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT).

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, we are
making a terrible mistake here today
by changing the rule in terms of the
provision that would simply require no
action after a 45-day period because, as
the earlier speaker immediately pre-
ceding me indicated, what we will have
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done is change a nonpartisan com-
mittee that is based on a nonpartisan
process into one that provides for a
partisan veto over action where the be-
havior of an individual Member or
Members is at question. That, I suggest
and submit, is something that this in-
stitution will suffer from.

There has been much discussion re-
cently regarding this package. It was
anticipated that there would be addi-
tional provisions that were not sub-
mitted today, but let us be clear what
is at risk here. It is the confidence of
the American people in the integrity of
this institution. Perception, as we all
know, is reality. And when the Amer-
ican people understand very clearly
that we now have a Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct in which
either side has a veto, it will under-
mine the confidence of the people in
our ethical process.

My question to the proponents would
be, what is wrong with the current
rules? We have operated on them.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 1%2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. GENE GREEN), a mem-
ber of the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman for
yielding me time.

The gentlewoman is correct: I cur-
rently serve on the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct. And de-
spite what I read in the morning pa-
pers, the Republican leadership is
eliminating a major traditional ethics
standard of the House. While we are re-
lieved that the Republican leadership
did not go as far as they wanted to, I do
not think we can be happy with the
trend that is clearly downwards as it is
today.

The new rule means no ethics viola-
tions will be investigated of party lead-
ers, whether they be Republican or
Democratic, control their members,
since a tie vote means a dismissal. The
logical result is more partisan political
pressure on the committee members.

America was intended to be a city on
a hill with the highest standards for
the government in the world; and
sadly, today we are lowering those
standards.

The majority is proud of their polit-
ical power and their skills at political
games, and politics is an important
part of our business; but principles
must be held above politics because no
man can serve two masters, both prin-
ciples and politics.

When we are guided by only political
consideration in the House leadership
today, the House abandons its prin-
ciples and the moral compass.

I do not enjoy serving on the com-
mittee. I do know something about leg-
islative ethics, having first been elect-
ed to the State house of representa-
tives after a tremendous Sharpstown
bank scandal in Texas 1972. Born and
raised in Texas, I understand what it
means about conservative government,
but I cannot begin to explain how
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eliminating a traditional ethics stand-
ard is conservative in the slightest.

The House leadership can fool some
of the people some of the time, like
they did today when the papers said
they were dropping ethics changes,
when they clearly continue to weaken
the standards. However, the people rec-
ognize this for what it is, a weakening
of our government’s ethics in pursuit
of political parity by one party, be it
Democrat or Republican.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LOFGREN).

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the proposed changes in
the ethics rules.

I served for 8 years on the Committee
on Standards of Official Conduct, and
it is not an enviable assignment. But
Members who have never served on the
committee would be proud of how these
tasks are approached. It is a committee
that is evenly split. In the 8 years I
served, we had unanimous votes.

The Members who serve think about
the institution. They are there to serve
the American people and the institu-
tion. It has not been a partisan body. It
has been one that holds other Members
to a high ethical standard. These rules
will undermine the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct, and the
process of using the Committee on
Rules rather than the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct to delib-
erate on the changes is also undercut-
ting the Committee on Standards of Of-
ficial Conduct.

I recommend that we do not support
these rule changes. And I also want to
mention on the homeland security pro-
vision of the rule, it is a huge mistake
to “murky up’” the jurisdiction over
cybersecurity. We are at tremendous
risk for a cyberattack, and the changes
in that area will make us less safe.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAY-
LOR) for purposes of a colloquy.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER) for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, my question to the gen-
tleman concerns the change to the
rules that would allow Members to use
campaign funds to purchase cell
phones. As you know, there is a law
that prohibits a Member of Congress
from using the resources of their office
or their office to solicit campaign
funds.

It is my hope that allowing campaign
cell phones to be used in a congres-
sional office is not in any way a back-
door attempt to allow a Member to use
a campaign cell phone from their con-
gressional office or any Federal facility
to raise funds to get around this prohi-
bition that currently exists in law.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I will be
happy to respond to the gentleman.
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Let me say we are in the midst of a
discussion about ethics at this point.
Obviously, it is our goal to maintain
the highest ethical standards. We have
a law, which is actually a criminal law,
which states that it is a violation of 18
U.S. Code 607 for the solicitation of
campaign contributions from Federal
property.

The idea behind this change that is
included in this rules package is that
Members should not be required to
carry two separate cell phones with
them. This would allow campaign funds
to be used for the purchase of a cell
phone that might be used for calling
your office or other official purposes.
But the law which prevents the solici-
tation of campaign contributions from
Federal property in fact is maintained
and is one we that feel very strongly
about.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Just for
a clarification, the use of a campaign
cell phone in this building?

Mr. DREIER. In any Federal building
whatsoever. On Federal property is
what the law says. It is a violation of
the law.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. To so-
licit campaign funds with a campaign

cell phone.

Mr. DREIER. It is a violation of the
law.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.

Speaker, I thank the gentleman.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI), the mi-
nority leader.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to what I consider a shame-
less rules package which will under-
mine the ethical standards held by this
House.

After the elections in November, the
first thing the Republican majority did
was to lower the House’s ethical stand-
ard. In an act of unprecedented shame-
lessness, they changed the rule of their
party to permit an indicted member of
their party to remain in a leadership
position. Yesterday, in the face of an
overwhelming bipartisan and public
condemnation they changed their rules
back.

This is not shocking. What is shock-
ing is that they ever considered it in
the first place. Even more shocking,
just if you think you have seen it all,
is that the majority considered delet-
ing the most fundamental of ethics
rules which says that Members of the
House should be held to the highest
standards of ethical conduct.
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It says a Member shall conduct him-
self at all times in a manner that
should reflect creditably on the House
of Representatives.

Dropping this rule is unthinkable.
Yet Republicans only decided to keep
it last night when the issue became too
hot for them to handle.

Thank heavens it became too hot for
them to handle, but what is completely
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apparent to the public and those who
follow the Congress is that the Repub-
licans did not leave it at that. They
went on to make new mistakes, to un-
dermine the ethical standard of the
House.

Instead of a bipartisan effort to
strengthen the ethical process, the Re-
publicans have engaged in a completely
partisan exercise that should be an af-
front to every Member on either side of
the aisle who has served in this body.
The proposed changes which are still in
this rules package are destructive, and
they are unethical.

Mr. Speaker, I know of what I speak.
I served on the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct for 6 years, and
then for a seventh year I served as a
part of the bipartisan committee to re-
write the ethics rules. It is bipartisan,
evenly divided, and we came up with
new ethics rules, some of which sur-
vived the floor that year in 1997.

The package that was put together
was meant to be fair to Members as
well as uphold the high ethical stand-
ards. It says that Members should be
judged by their actions and by the
rules of the House and the law. So it
was only about what took place, the
facts and the law. It was not about
rumor. It was not about hearsay. It was
about the facts, the rules of the House
and the law.

There was a process which was fair to
Members because, as I say, as someone
who has 7 years on the ethical process,
that it is very hard to make judgments
about our peers. It is a very, very dif-
ficult task, and we want to be fair, but
we have a higher responsibility to up-
hold that ethical standard.

So it was put forth and has been the
rules of the House and the Committee
on Standards of Official Conduct that
in order to cease or dismiss a case, we
had to have a majority of the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct. That would be eliminated today.
That would be eliminated today.

So, on a partisan basis, there could
be no cases that go forward. Either
party with half the votes in the com-
mittee, evenly split, could cease and
desist any complaints from going for-
ward. That is simply not right.

The point of the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct is to
have a process in which to deal with
ethics complaints against Members.
The point of the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct is not to white-
wash or to have a system that says
nothing will ever move forward.

What could the Republicans be afraid
of that they would so fundamentally
undermine the ethical process of the
House to say we are going to establish
a system where nothing will ever go
forward? This simply is wrong. We owe
it to the public, we owe it to each other
to uphold that ethical standard.

So, as I say, on the first day of this
new Congress, the Republican majority
is publicly demonstrating what has
been evident for some time, and that is
its arrogance, its pettiness, its short-
sighted focus on their political life
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rather than to decide how we are each
of us fit to govern.

Here is the thing. We have this rules
package before us. They did some flash
last night so that the press is saying,
oh, they blinked. They did blink on a
couple of different scores, but the fun-
damental challenge to the ethical
standard of the House being enforced is
still in this rules package, and it
should be rejected.

Democrats have made two proposals.
One of them is to remove this change,
and that would be a vote on the pre-
vious question, and then on the motion
to recommit we address two other
abuses of power that should be ad-
dressed in this bill.

One is what I will call the Tauzin
rule, and the Democratic motion to
commit would forbid a Member of Con-
gress to negotiate with an outside enti-
ty that has business before his or her
committee and before the Congress, in
the current Congress or in a previous
Congress, called the Tauzin rule be-
cause Mr. Tauzin, who managed the
Medicare bill, was at the time being
courted by the pharmaceutical indus-
try which was to benefit from provi-
sions in the prescription drug bill, a ru-
mored $2 million a year salary for sell-
ing America’s seniors down the river.
That is simply wrong. Has this become
an auction house?

The public has to think and believe
that when we are here and we are on
the public payroll and we are Members
of Congress that our accountability is
to them and not to our next job. I call
that the revolving door, shorthand for
the Tauzin rule, and the impact of that
is a very, very bad prescription drug
bill that put pharmaceutical compa-
nies first, seniors last.

In our motion to commit we also ad-
dress the 3-day rule. As many of my
colleagues recall in recent memory,
there was occasion on the floor when a
huge bill of many thousands of pages,
containing nine appropriations bills,
seven of which never appeared on the
floor of the United States Senate, came
before this House where the matter was
overnight passed in the Committee on
Rules, came to the floor the next morn-
ing without any chance of Members
being able to read the bill. It came
under the martial law rule the Repub-
licans use by which they say we waive
the 3-day rule by a simple majority. It
should take two-thirds, but by a simple
majority we waive the 3-day rule. Well,
why was it important? It was impor-
tant that day because there was a great
deal in that bill that Members did not
know about that they were voting on
and should not they know that, but
very specifically in that bill and it was
not found out until the bill went to the
Senate, who had more time to read the
bill because it went over there several
hours after it was heard here, and in
that bill it said that the chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations in
the House and the Senate or his or her
designee could look at the tax returns
of American taxpayers. Where did that
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come in? It is a total orphan. It is a
total orphan. No one was going to take
responsibility for that.

Because of the egregiousness of that
and the violation of privacy of the
American people, I insisted that the
Members come back to vote on that
rather than just have it be done by
unanimous consent to remove that pro-
vision from the law. Why did I call
Members back? So that the American
people will know because of the abuse
of power in this House, ignoring of the
3-day rule, that Members cannot even
see what they are voting on before they
vote on it, and something like looking
at your tax returns could be sneaked
into the bill, without any safeguards to
protect people from that.

That is just one example. Another ex-
ample is the Medicare prescription
drug bill which came to the floor with-
out proper time for review as well. The
list goes on and on.

In our motion to commit, we address
the abuse of power of a powerful chair-
man, negotiating for a job while he was
a Member of Congress, who had control
of the bill over the industry, which was
offering him $2 million a year. That is
how much it cost to sell the American
seniors down the river, and I hope that
even if you separate yourself from any
of the examples and just say I sent you
to Congress to represent me, you do
that in what you say there and how
you vote, and I expect that you know
what you are voting on.

The message to the American people
here this afternoon is a vote for the
motion to commit, is a vote for Mem-
bers to be able to read a bill before
they vote on it. Is that asking too
much? The Republicans say it is. So a
yes vote on the motion to commit
gives Members the 3 days which under
the rules of the House they are entitled
to. A vote for the motion to commit
stops the unethical process of Members
negotiating with people outside, whose
bills they are managing inside this
Congress, in this Congress or in the
previous Congress.

The previous question vote would say
no to the Republicans in their eviscera-
tion of the ethical process of this
House by saying that you do not need
a majority to dismiss a case; you can
just do it if all the Members of your
party on the committee decide to stick
with you on it. It is simply not right,
and this should not be partisan. That is
really what is really sad about it.

Everything that we have done in the
ethics process has had some level of re-
spect to the extent that it has because
it has been bipartisan, bipartisan in
writing the rules, evenly divided com-
mittee, cooperation between the chair
and ranking member.

Today is a major departure from
that, and I guess maybe I have just
spent too many long hours for too
many long years in the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct room
trying to respect the rights of Members
and our higher responsibility to uphold
an ethical standard. To see the Repub-

January 4, 2005

licans today run roughshod, rigging the
rules, negotiating for jobs, no reading
of the bill, it is an outrage. It is an ab-
solute outrage.

So I urge my colleagues to vote yes
on the previous question, yes on the
motion to commit, and by all means,
however you vote on those, no on this
very shameful rules package.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). The gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) has 1 minute re-
maining.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield for the purpose of making a unan-
imous consent request to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the distinguished gen-
tlewoman because ethics equals integ-
rity. I will submit my statement into
the RECORD. Vote a resounding no on
the resolution that is on the floor, and
I hope that we will come before our
peers and recognize that ethics equals
integrity.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to the pro-
posed changes to the House Rules under the
Privileged Resolution before the committee of
the Whole House. Taken together, this pack-
age of proposals will gut the House Rules.

Our colleagues on the other side of the aisle
would like to completely gut and render inef-
fective the current Rule XI, which provides that
a properly filed ethics complaint that has not
been addressed by the Chair and Ranking
Member of the Ethics Committee gets referred
to an investigative committee. The Republican
proposal would provide that, unless the com-
mittee votes by majority to take action on a
properly filed complaint, no action will be
taken after 45 days.

This change to Rule Xl would take away an
important oversight power and allow partisan
politics to kill legitimate and colorable ethics
complaints. A change like this would be an
embarrassment to what this nation calls a “de-
mocracy.” Furthermore, by allowing members
to intentionally deadlock the vote of the Ethics
Committee to kill a claim, we would be acting
in contravention of the spirit of the U.S. Con-
stitution that guarantees procedural due proc-
ess.

We should strengthen the House ethnics
rules rather than eviscerate them for the
American people whom we represent. Rules
so relaxed that Members can negotiate with a
corporation, lobbying firm, or trade association
that has business before their committee
should not be further stripped. The honor that
was bestowed upon this House upon its es-
tablishment must be maintained. Members
must be held accountable for their action.

Moreover, Members should be given ade-
quate time in which to read legislation that will
be voted upon. Since the legislation that we
pass in this august body affects the entire na-
tion—which includes the Districts represented
by Minority Members, it is an injustice that in-
sufficient time has been given for review of
legislation.

In the proposal that has been brought be-
fore the House does not contain the changes
that are needed. It would be irresponsible for
this body to accept what is before us.
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The proposed Rule X amendment to create
a Standing Committee on Homeland Security,
on the other hand, is a smart one. It is only
appropriate that this Committee be made per-
manent and be given jurisdiction over “overall
homeland security policy.” Important organiza-
tional and admnistrative aspects of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, DHS, require
oversight to ensure effective and efficient op-
eration.

DHS is a conglomeration of 22 federal
agencies with more than 180,000 employees
and a budget of $36 billion. Because the De-
partment is still in its infancy stages, it is crit-
ical that committee oversight be applied to
track and quickly eradicate deficiencies.

The Congress has just passed the National
Intelligence Reform Act, or S. 2845, that will
change the way our intelligence is collected
and processed. DHS will be an important part-
ner to our intelligence agencies in order to
keep America safe. In addition, with the chal-
lenges that we have had with adequately fund-
ing first responders, it is very important that
Congress retain a close relationship to the De-
partment.

Mr. Speaker, | oppose the rules package
that is before this body, and | urge my col-
leagues to defeat it. | yield the balance of my
time. Further, a rules change that changes the
quorum for this body without a constitutional
change is minimally undermining our constitu-
tional values.

Vote “no” on this resolution and “yea” on
the motion to recommitt.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

I urge every Member of this House to
vote no on the previous question. If the
previous question is defeated, I will
offer an amendment to strike from the
proposed rules package a provision
that effectively guts our already ailing
ethics process. This provision would
halt the investigation of properly filed
ethics complaints if, after 45 days, the
chair and ranking Member of the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct have not set up an investigation
committee.

I urge the Members on both sides of
the aisle to vote no on this previous
question so we can delete this offensive
provision.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment in the RECORD immediately prior
to the vote on the previous question.

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

There was no objection.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, after
the vote on the previous question, I
will call for a yes vote on the motion
to commit. My motion to commit will
prohibit sitting Members of Congress
from negotiating for future employ-
ment with any person who has a direct
interest in the legislation referred to
any committee on which that Member
serves.

It also includes a rules change that
would require a two-thirds vote in the
House to waive the requirement in our
standing rules that Members must
have 3 days to read the committee re-
ports.
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Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert a statement as part of
that immediately prior to the vote on
the motion to commit.

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

There was no objection.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
urge a no vote on the previous ques-
tion.

I call on all Members of this House,
particularly the freshmen casting their
first vote, please vote for ethics today.
Do not vote against the Constitution.
Vote for this House that you will love
and revere as all of us do on both sides
of the aisle. Please vote no on the pre-
vious question and vote yes on the mo-
tion to recommit.

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

0 1630

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Chair may
reduce to 5 minutes the minimum time
for electronic voting on the motion to
commit and the vote on the adoption of
H. Res. 5 if the votes immediately fol-
low a 15-minute vote, notwithstanding
intervening proceedings attending the
administration of the oath of office to
Members-elect.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on this rules package.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, we have a great rules
package that is coming before us, a
rules package which I believe is deserv-
ing of bipartisan support. The reason I
say it is deserving of bipartisan sup-
port is that is the word that has been
used by Members on both sides of the
aisle to describe exactly what we have
been doing here and should be doing
here.

Mr. Speaker, this package includes a
number of very important provisions.
It allows us to deal with the prospect
of a horrendous attack on this institu-
tion, and it allows us to continue this
institution’s operations so the Amer-
ican people will understand that this
institution stands even at a time of
great crisis. This rules package allows
for the establishment of a new perma-
nent standing committee on homeland
security, as the Speaker outlined in his
opening remarks here today. I believe
that is something that will allow
Democrats and Republicans to spend
time working on that issue.

Mr. Speaker, this is a rules package
which allows for bipartisan process at
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the ethics committee level. The Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct is the committee which has the
responsibility of working to ensure the
integrity of all of the Members of this
institution. The package we have be-
fore us does just that.

I believe that the statement made by
the chairman of the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct, the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY), is
very clear. He understands that the
provisions included in this package
will in fact maintain the integrity of
this institution. He was not going to
support the earlier package; he is sup-
porting this package. The issue of bi-
partisanship is important because in
this package we ensure that we will
not see the politicization of the ethics
process which tragically we have seen
in the past, because it will require bi-
partisanship, which all Members are
talking about, if we do proceed with
the investigatory process.

That is the right thing to do, and I
believe this package should in fact
enjoy the support of Democrats and
Republicans alike because it is de-
signed to protect this institution and
its Members.

Mr. Speaker, the House is an institution built
upon its rules. Accordingly, it is appropriate
that one of the first orders of business of the
109th Congress will be to adopt a rules pack-
age which is both true to its traditions and for-
ward-thinking in its outlook.

The package we have before us represents
the work product of many Members. During
the initial stages of compiling this package,
back in November, the Rules Committee re-
ceived 40 difference proposals form both
Democrats and Republicans.

In addition, our committee staff has actively
sought the input of the officers of the House,
its committees, and its caucuses to get their
perspectives on the kinds of changes we can
make to facilitate the work of the House.

While not every proposal we received was
incorporated into this package, | assure you
that each received substantial consideration
by the Speaker and the Rules Committee.
And, as always, the Rules Committee will con-
tinue to review our rules and operations to see
where other improvements can be made.

Mr. Speaker, all of the ideals contained in
this resolution reflect the considered judgment
of our colleagues, and will ultimately improve
our ability to carry out our constitutional re-
sponsibilities. While | will detail each of these
changes in the section-by-section that | will
place in the RECORD, | want to elaborate on
just a few of these changes.

The gentlewoman from Virginia (Mrs. JO
ANN DAvVIS) is the author of one important pro-
vision directing committees to review matters
within their jurisdiction to ferret out duplicative
government programs as part of their over-
sight planning at the beginning of each Con-
gress.

There are a number of instances where we
are conforming the rules to reflect current
House practice, such as with the designation
of leadership members of the Budget Com-
mittee and the taking of recesses in committee
to allow flexibility on our schedules.

We are also making the ability to consider
suspensions on Wednesdays permanent in
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this Congress after our successful experiment
in the 108th Congress.

The package includes important provisions
to allow us to function in situations where
large numbers of Members are incapacitated.
The “provisional quorum” language includes a
number of safeguards to ensure that this insti-
tution can continue to operate during times of
turmoil and democracy will be preserved.

As we search for permanent solutions to the
problems facing us in the post-9/11 era, this is
an important step in meeting our responsibil-
ities.

We will also eliminate the Corrections Cal-
endar. While this was originally intended to
make it easier to consider legislation making
corrections to outright errors in law, it turned
out to be more cumbersome than other proce-
dures, such as consideration under suspen-
sion of the rules.

And yes, Mr. Speaker, in a change guaran-
teed to draw applause from my colleagues,
the House rules will now allow us to make ref-
erence to the Senate and its Members, so
long as those references are confined to the
question under debate and avoid personality.
The Senate has long had similar provisions
and this new rule merely conforms our rules to
theirs.

| know that my colleagues and | share the
desire to maintain our traditions of dignity and
decorum in proceedings, and will do so even
with this rules change.

On another topic, the package makes a se-
ries of changes to our ethics rules.

We included two provisions suggested by
the chairman and ranking member of the
Standards Committee: (1) clarifying the rule on
officially connected travel to allow a family
member other than a spouse or child to travel
with the member at the sponsor's expense,
and (2) conforming the rules of the House to
current law which allow the use of campaign
funds to pay for certain official expenses, such
as a cellphone.

We also included provision suggested by
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON)
to conform the rules of the House to current
law with regard to the 90-day pre-election limit
on franked mail.

The package also includes two other provi-
sions addressing our ethics rules. The first
gives Members the same rights to choose
their counsel before the Ethics Committee that
they would enjoy if they were a respondent in
a court case.

The second change addresses an inequity
in the Standards Committee process requiring
an investigative subcommittee if the chairman
and ranking member don’t act within 45 days.
This change restores the presumption of inno-
cence in our process.

As important as each of those changes are,
Mr. Speaker, perhaps the most important
change in this resolution will be the creation of
a new standing Committee on Homeland Se-
curity.

It represents a far-reaching and critically im-
portant part of our overall strategic effort to
protect the American people. The 9/11 Com-
mission unanimously called for this action.
They saw the need, and we believe most
Members do, too.

Over the past 3 years, the Congress has
asked the American people to accept change
in countless ways. We have mandated change
at the Federal, State, and local levels. We
have asked for change from our allies and
forced change upon our enemies.
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And we saw the need for change over 2
years ago, and we responded, first with the
enactment of the Homeland Security Act of
2002, and then with the formation of the Se-
lect Committee on Homeland Security. Their
final report, a thorough and complete study of
homeland security jurisdiction as it relates to
House rules, was transmitted to my committee
at the end of last year.

These measures made it clear to me and
many other Members that steps need to be
taken to further ensure the safety of the Amer-
ican people. The Rules Committee thoroughly
reviewed the Select Committee’s report and
recommended a comprehensive and thought-
ful reform effort that mirrors the recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission: the formation of
a permanent Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity.

This change in House rule X, which governs
the committee and their legislative jurisdic-
tions, is delicately crafted architecture. It
draws to the new committee only jurisdiction
directly related to our defense against ter-
rorism. Thus, it creates a primary committee
while recognizing the other legitimate over-
sight roles of existing committees. It acknowl-
edges the expertise and experience residing in
other committees and leaves with them juris-
diction that may have a homeland security im-
plication but not a direct policy relationship.

The House must have one central point
where we, as national legislators, sort out the
critical questions of securing our homeland
without sacrificing our free society or a stable
economy.

However, we envision a system of “pur-
poseful redundancy.” By that we mean more
than one level of oversight and an atmosphere
in which the competition of ideas is encour-
aged.

With this jurisdiction and the legislative his-
tory that | will place in the RECORD, the De-
partment of Homeland Security will have more
certainty as to which committee has the pri-
mary responsibility for homeland security. At
the same time, the American people will live
with the assurance that we are working to pre-
vent anything from falling through the cracks.

Mr. Speaker, the new committee will have
jurisdiction over: (1) Overall homeland security
policy; (2) the organization and administration
of the Department of Homeland Security; and
(8) functions of the Department of Homeland
Security relating to border and port security
(except immigration policy and non-border en-
forcement), customs (except customs rev-
enue), the integration, analysis, and dissemi-
nation of homeland security information, do-
mestic preparedness for and collective re-
sponse to terrorism, research and develop-
ment, and transportation security.

By approving this resolution, the House will
do what the Speaker and the 9/11 Commis-
sion has asked it to do: consolidate jurisdiction
of the House in one committee. This com-
mittee will be dedicated to setting national
homeland security policy and to effectively
overseeing that the Department of Homeland
Security carries out its mission.

Mr. Speaker, in making these changes, |
want to note several points for the record.

First, referrals to the Select Committee on
Homeland Security in the 108th Congress will
not be considered a precedent for referrals in
the 109th Congress.

Second, at the request of Mr. THOMAS, | am
placing a document into the RECORD regarding
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understandings between the Department of
Treasury and the Department of Homeland
Security.

Third, because the Department continues to
evolve, references to a department, agency,
bureau, office, or subdivision include a ref-
erence to successor entities to the extent that
the successor engages in homeland security
activities now conducted by the department,
agency, bureau, office, or subdivision referred
to in the legislative history.

For example, the Homeland Security Act of
2002 transferred the Office of Domestic Pre-
paredness to the Department of Homeland
Security, to “have the primary responsibility
within the executive branch of Government for
preparedness of the U.S. for acts of ter-
rorism.” Subsequently, its name has been
changed by the Department to “Office of State
and Local Government Coordination and Pre-
paredness (SLGCP)” although its mission
stays the same.

Finally, 1 welcome questions from my col-
leagues about jurisdictional matters related to
this change. However, | want to caution all
Members that referrals are solely within the
Speaker's power, and, in my answers, | will
not infringe upon the power.

Once again, | appreciate the input from all
of you regarding the 109th rules package, and
| feel that with your assistance, we will make
the rules of the House stronger and make for
a safer country.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, | strongly oppose
the changes in the House ethics rules that the
Republican majority is seeking to adopt today.
The proposed Republican rule changes would
cripple the ethics process in the House and
dramatically lower the bar for standards of offi-
cial conduct.

Late yesterday, the Republican majority in
the House released the details of its rules
package for the 109th Congress. Some of the
newspapers reported this morning that the
majority had abandoned its efforts to loosen
rules governing Members’ ethical conduct, but
this is not the case. While the majority backed
away from some of its rule changes, the most
egregious ethics change remains. This provi-
sion would make it much more difficult for the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct to
investigate allegations of wrongdoing by Mem-
bers of the House.

Under current rules, if the Ethics Committee
deadlocks on whether or not to pursue an eth-
ics complaint against a Member of the House,
the matter automatically goes to an investiga-
tive subcommittee. Under the proposed
change, a complaint against a Member would
be tabled unless a majority votes to take ac-
tion on it within 45 days. Since the committee
is evenly split with five Republicans and five
Democrats, either political party could simply
block an ethics complaint by stonewalling and
running out the clock.

There is no doubt that if the proposed rule
change had been in effect during the last Con-
gress, no action would have been taken
against the Members of the House who were
reprimanded as a result of the Ethics Commit-
tee’s investigation of bribery allegations raised
in connection with the vote on the Medicare
Prescription Drug Act of 2003. The committee
would have deadlocked and the entire matter
swept under the rug 45 days after the com-
plaint was made.

| was listening to the debate on this earlier.
The chairman of the Ethics Committee said
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that he does not favor this change. He said he
would like it removed. Why then is the majority
leadership pursuing this change, when it is op-
posed by the ranking Republican on the Ethics
Committee?

At a time when public confidence in Con-
gress is so low and the Nation faces so many
challenges, it is inexplicable that the first order
of business in the new session is to water
down the ethics rules in the House and make
it even more difficult to discipline lawmakers
who abuse their office.

This should not be a partisan matter. The
proposed rule change harms the integrity and
credibility of the House as an institution, and
that reflects badly on all of us, Republicans
and Democrats alike. | urge all my colleagues
to join me in opposing this assault on ethics
enforcement in the House.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition
to the rules package that we have before us
today.

It is outrageous that my Republican col-
leagues have placed before us a rules pack-
age that at best lacks integrity, and at worst is
completely unethical.

As the highest body of elected officials in
our country, we should be held to the highest
ethical standards.

But instead, my Republican colleagues have
opted to put before us a rules package that
actually lowers our ethics standards, so that
they may promote their own agenda, at what-
ever cost.

This rules package makes it far more dif-
ficult for ethics investigations to take place. By
requiring a majority of the ethics committee
before an investigation can even begin, we
are in great danger of diminishing the integrity
of our great institution.

With this new rule, the majority party can ef-
fectively block any ethics investigation of a
member of their party. This is an abuse of
power.

And it's not just Democrats who oppose this
plan. Americans across the country have ex-
pressed their opposition to this plan.

My Democratic colleagues and | have a bet-
ter plan that will strengthen the ethics rules to
improve congressional accountability and to
make sure that legislation is properly consid-
ered.

The Republican plan fails to close a loop-
hole that allows legislation to be considered
before members have read it. Last year this
led to the passage of a provision that would
have let the Federal Government deeply in-
vade citizens’ privacy by reading their tax re-
turns. | am appalled that the Republicans have
failed to include the Democratic provision to
tighten this loophole.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to vote
“no” on the resolution, so that we do not allow
this rules package to become law.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | am inserting for
the RECORD the following legislative history re-
garding the changes made by this resolution
to Rule X, along with supporting materials.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY TO ACCOMPANY
CHANGES TO RULE X
RULE X AND THE COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND
SECURITY
Legislative history

Overall homeland security policy—The ju-
risdiction of the Committee on Homeland
Security over ‘‘overall homeland security
policy’’ is to be interpreted on a government-
wide or multi-agency basis similar to the
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Committee on Government Reform’s juris-
diction over ‘‘overall economy, efficiency,
and management of government operations
and activities. . . .” Surgical addresses of
homeland security policy in sundry areas of
jurisdiction occupied by other committees
would not be referred to the Committee on
Homeland Security on the basis of ‘“‘overall”
homeland security policy jurisdiction. For
example, the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity shall have jurisdiction over a bill co-
ordinating the homeland security efforts by
all of the critical infrastructure protection
sectors. Jurisdiction over a bill addressing
the protection of a particular sector would
lie with the committee otherwise having ju-
risdiction over that sector.

Organization and administration of the De-
partment of Homeland Security—The juris-
diction of the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity would apply only to organizational or
administrative aspects of the Department
where another committee’s jurisdiction did
not clearly apply. The Committee’s jurisdic-
tion is to be confined to organizational and
administrative efforts and would not apply
to programmatic efforts within the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security within the juris-
diction of other committees.

Homeland Security Oversight—This would
vest the Committee on Homeland Security
with oversight jurisdiction over the home-
land security community of the United
States. Nothing in this clause shall be con-
strued as prohibiting or otherwise restrict-
ing the authority of any other committee to
study and review homeland security activi-
ties to the extent that such activity directly
affects a matter otherwise within the juris-
diction of that committee.

Individual committee concerns

Agriculture—The jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security over ‘‘border
and port security” shall be limited to agri-
cultural importation and entry inspection
activities of the Department of Homeland
Security under section 421 of the Homeland
Security Act of 2002. The Committee on Ag-
riculture shall retain jurisdiction over ani-
mal and plant disease policy including the
authority reserved to the Department of Ag-
riculture to regulate policy under section 421
of the Homeland Security Act of 2002, and
the Animal Health Protection Act, the Plant
Protection Act, the Plant Quarantine Act,
and the Agriculture Quarantine Inspection
User Fee Account. The Committee on Agri-
culture shall retain jurisdiction over the ag-
ricultural research and diagnosis mission at
the Plum Island Animal Disease Center.

Armed Services—The Committee on Armed
Services shall retain jurisdiction over
warfighting, the military defense of the
United States, and other military activities,
including any military response to ter-
rorism, pursuant to section 876 of the Home-
land Security Act of 2002.

Energy and Commerce—The Committee on
Homeland Security shall have jurisdiction
over measures that address the Department
of Homeland Security’s activities for domes-
tic preparedness and collective response to
terrorism. The words ‘‘to terrorism’ require
a direct relation to terrorism. The Com-
mittee on Homeland Security’s jurisdiction
over ‘‘collective response to terrorism”
means that it shall receive referrals of bills
addressing the Department of Homeland Se-
curity’s responsibilities for, and assistance
to, first responders as a whole. The Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce (and other
relevant committees) shall retain their juris-
diction over bills addressing the separate en-
tities that comprise the first responders. For
example, the Committee on Energy and
Commerce shall retain its jurisdiction over a
bill directing the Department of Health and
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Human Services to train emergency medical
personnel.

Financial Services—The Committee on Fi-
nancial Services shall retain jurisdiction
over the National Flood Insurance Program
and Emergency Food and Shelter Program of
FEMA, and the Defense Production Act. The
Committee on Financial Services shall re-
tain its jurisdiction over the anti-money
laundering, terrorist financing, and anti-
counterfeiting activities within the Depart-
ment of the Treasury and the financial regu-
lators.

Government Reform—The Committee on
Homeland Security shall have jurisdiction
over ‘‘the organization and administration of
the Department of Homeland Security.” The
Committee on Government Reform shall re-
tain jurisdiction over federal civil service,
the overall economy, efficiency, and manage-
ment of government operations and activi-
ties, including Federal procurement, and fed-
eral paperwork reduction. The Committee on
Government Reform shall retain jurisdiction
over government-wide information manage-
ment efforts including the Federal Informa-
tion Security Management Act. The Com-
mittee on Homeland Security shall have ju-
risdiction over integration, analysis, and dis-
semination of homeland security informa-
tion by the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, and the Committee on Government Re-
form shall retain jurisdiction over measures
addressing public information and records
generally including the Privacy Act and the
Freedom of Information Act. The Committee
on Government Reform shall have jurisdic-
tion over the policy coordination respon-
sibilities of the Office of Counternarcotics
Enforcement.

Intelligence—The Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence shall retain jurisdic-
tion over the intelligence and intelligence-
related activities of all departments and
agencies of the Federal Government, includ-
ing the Office of the Director of National In-
telligence and the National Counter-
terrorism Center as defined in the Intel-
ligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention
Act of 2004.

Judiciary—The Committee on the Judici-
ary shall retain jurisdiction over immigra-
tion policy and non-border enforceme4tn of
the immigration laws. Its jurisdiction over
immigration policy shall include matters
such as the immigration and naturalization
process, numbers of aliens (including immi-
grants and non-immigrants) allowed, classi-
fications and lengths of allowable stay, the
adjudication of immigration petitions and
the requirements for the same, the domestic
adjudication of immigration petitions and
applications submitted to the Department of
Labor or the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity and setting policy with regard to visa
issuance and acceptance. Its jurisdiction
over non-border enforcement shall be limited
to those aspects of immigration enforcement
not associated with the immediate entry of
individuals into the country, including those
aspects of the Bureau of Immigration and
Customs Enforcement. The Committee on
Homeland Security shall have jurisdiction
over border and port security including the
immigration responsibilities of inspectors at
ports of entry and the border patrol. As used
in the new Rule X(1)(1)(9) and this legislative
history, the word ‘‘immigration’ shall be
construed to include ‘‘naturalization’ and no
substantive change is intended by the new
rule’s not containing the word ‘‘naturaliza-
tion.”

Science—The Committee on Science shall
retain some jurisdiction over the research
and development activities of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security as such matters
are incidental to the Committee on Science’s
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existing jurisdiction (except where those ac-
tivities are in the jurisdiction of another
committee).

Transportation and Infrastructure—The
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure shall retain jurisdiction over the
Coast Guard. However, the Committee on
Homeland Security has jurisdiction over
port security, and some Coast Guard respon-
sibilities in that area will fall within the ju-
risdiction of both committees. Jurisdiction
over emergency preparedness will be split be-
tween the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure and the Committee on Home-
land Security. The Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure shall retain its ju-
risdiction under clause 1(r)(2) over ‘‘federal
management of emergencies and natural dis-
asters.” This means that the committee re-
tains its general jurisdiction over the emer-
gency preparedness and response operations
of the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA). Bills addressing FEMA’s
general preparation for disaster from any
cause shall be referred to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure. The Com-
mittee on Homeland Security shall have ju-
risdiction over the Department of Homeland
Security’s responsibilities with regard to
emergency preparedness only as they relate
to acts of terrorism. Thus, the Committee on
Homeland Security shall have jurisdiction
over the responsibilities of the Office for Do-
mestic Preparedness, in accordance with sec-
tion 430 of the Homeland Security Act of
2002.

As indicated earlier, the Committee on
Homeland Security’s jurisdiction over ‘‘col-
lective response to terrorism’ means that it
would receive referrals of bills addressing
the Department of Homeland Security’s re-
sponsibilities for, and assistance to, first re-
sponders as a whole and not over measures
addressing first responder communities indi-
vidually.

The Committee on Homeland Security
shall have jurisdiction over the functions of
the Department of Homeland Security relat-
ing to transportation security, while the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure shall retain its jurisdiction over
transportation safety. In general, the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security would have ju-
risdiction over bills addressing the Transpor-
tation Security Administration and the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure would have jurisdiction over bills
addressing the various entities within the
Department of Transportation having re-
sponsibility for transportation safety, such
as the Federal Aviation Administration and
the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Adminis-
tration. The jurisdiction of the Committee
on Homeland Security does not include ex-
penditures from trust funds under the juris-
diction of other committees, including but
not limited to the Highway Trust Fund, the
Airport and Airway Trust Fund, the Harbor
Maintenance Trust Fund, the Federal Build-
ings Fund, and the Inland Waterways Trust
Fund.

Ways and Means—The jurisdiction of the
Committee on Ways and Means over ‘‘cus-
toms revenue’ is intended to include those
functions contemplated in section 412(b)(2) of
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 and in-
cludes those functions as carried out in col-
lection districts and ports of entry and deliv-
ery.

SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Date: May 15, 2003.

SUBJECT: Delegation from the Secretary
of the Treasury to the Secretary of Home-
land Security of general authority over Cus-
toms revenue functions vested in the Sec-
retary of the Treasury as set forth in the
Homeland Security Act of 2002.
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By virtue of the authority vested in me as
the Secretary of the Treasury, including the
authority vested by 31 U.S.C. 321(b) and sec-
tion 412 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002
(Pub. L. 107-296) (Act), it is hereby ordered:

1. Consistent with the transfer of the func-
tions, personnel, assets, and liabilities of the
United States Customs Service to the De-
partment of Homeland Security as set forth
in section 403(1) of the Act, there is hereby
delegated to the Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity the authority related to the Customs
revenue functions vested in the Secretary of
the Treasury as set forth in sections 412 and
415 of the Act, subject to the following excep-
tions and to paragraph 6 of this Delegation
of Authority:

(a)(i) The Secretary of the Treasury re-
tains the sole authority to approve any regu-
lations concerning import quotas or trade
bans, user fees, marking, labeling, copyright
and trademark enforcement, and the comple-
tion of entry or substance of entry summary
including duty assessment and collection,
classification, valuation, application of the
U.S. Harmonized Tariff Schedules, eligibility
or requirements for preferential trade pro-
grams, and the establishment of record-
keeping requirements relating thereto. The
Secretary of Homeland Security shall pro-
vide a copy of all regulations so approved to
the Chairman and Ranking Member of the
Committee on Ways and Means and the
Chairman and Ranking Member of the Com-
mittee on Finance every six months.

(ii) The Secretary of the Treasury shall re-
tain the authority to review, modify, or re-
voke any determination or ruling that falls
within the criteria set forth in paragraph
1(a)(i), and that is under consideration pur-
suant to the procedures set forth in sections
516 and 625(c) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as
amended (19 U.S.C. 1516 and 1625(c)). The Sec-
retary of Homeland Security periodically
shall identify and describe for the Secretary
of the Treasury such determinations and rul-
ings that are under consideration under sec-
tions 516 and 625(c) of the Tariff act of 1930,
as amended, in an appropriate and timely
manner, with consultation as necessary,
prior to the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity’s exercise of such authority. The Sec-
retary of Homeland Security shall provide a
copy of these identifications and descrip-
tions so made the Chairman and Ranking
Member of the Committee on Ways and
Means and the Chairman and Ranking Mem-
ber of the Committee on Finance every six
months. The Secretary of the Treasury shall
list any case where Treasury modified or re-
voked such a determination or ruling.

(b) Paragraph 1(a) notwithstanding, if the
Secretary of Homeland Security finds an
overriding, immediate, and extraordinary se-
curity threat to public health and safety, the
Secretary of Homeland Security may take
action described in paragraph 1(a) without
the prior approval of the Secretary of the
Treasury. However, immediately after tak-
ing any such action, the Secretary of Home-
land security shall certify in writing to the
Secretary of the Treasury and to the Chair-
man and Ranking Member of the Committee
on Ways and Means and the Chairman and
Ranking Member of the Committee on Fi-
nance the specific reasons therefor. The ac-
tion shall terminate within 14 days or as
long as the overriding, immediate, and ex-
traordinary security threat exists, whichever
is shorter, unless the Secretary of the Treas-
ury approves the continued action and pro-
vides notice of such approval to the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security.

(c) The Advisory Committee on Commer-
cial Operations of the Customs Service
(COAC) shall be jointly appointed by the
Secretary of the Treasury and the Secretary
of Homeland Security. Meetings of COAC
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shall be presided over jointly by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury and the Secretary of
Homeland Security. The COAC shall advise
the Secretary of the Treasury and the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security jointly.

2. Any references in this Delegation of Au-
thority to the Secretary of the Treasury or
the Secretary of Homeland Security are
deemed to include their respective delegees,
if any.

3. This Delegation of Authority is not in-
tended to create or confer any right, privi-
lege, or benefit on any private person, in-
cluding any person in litigation with the
United States.

4. Treasury Order No. 1656-09, ‘“‘Maintenance
of delegation in respect to general authority
over Customs Revenue functions vested in
the Secretary of the Treasury, as set forth
and defined in the Homeland Security Act of
2002, dated February 28, 2003, is rescinded.
To this extent this Delegation of Authority
requires any revocation of any other prior
Order or Directive of the Secretary of the
Treasury, such prior Order or Directive is
hereby revoked.

5. This Delegation of Authority is effective
May 14, 2003. This Delegation is subject to re-
view on May 14, 2004. By March 15, 2004, the
Secretary of the Treasury and the Secretary
of Homeland Security shall consult with the
Chairman and Ranking Member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and the Chairman
and Ranking Member of the Committee on
Finance to discuss the upcoming review of
this Delegation.

6. The Secretary of the Treasury reserves
the right to rescind or modify this Delega-
tion of Authority, promulgate regulations,
or exercise authority at any time based upon
the statutory authority reserved to the Sec-
retary by the Act.

JOHN W. SNOW,
Secretary of the Treasury.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, | rise in op-
position to H. Res. 5, to the Republican rules
package. Specifically, | oppose the proposed
changes to rule X, which among other things
creates a permanent standing Committee on
Homeland Security and grants legislative juris-
diction to that committee. | am not opposed to
the creation of a permanent Homeland Secu-
rity Committee. Indeed, | believe that the
Homeland Security Committee should be
made permanent and should be granted juris-
diction over the overall homeland security pol-
icy of the Federal Government. Further, | be-
lieve that a Homeland Security Committee is
needed to oversee the internal administration
of such a large Federal agency as the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, DHS, which has
over 180,000 employees.

Although H. Res. 5 includes these provi-
sions, | oppose its grant of legislative jurisdic-
tion to the new committee of areas that have
previously been the jurisdiction of other com-
mittees. | oppose this grant of jurisdiction, not
because of some desire to protect existing
committees’ “turf’, but because transfer of
these security issues to a new committee di-
vests from the responsibility for those issues
from those Members who have substantial ex-
perience and expertise—in some cases devel-
oped through decades of work—on them. The
existing committees are best equipped to give
the full House the benefit of carefully thought
out recommendations that provide effective
security without unnecessary risks to safety or
economic efficiency. It will take years for a
new committee to be able to develop the ex-
pertise to provide the House and the Nation
with reports and recommendations of the qual-
ity that existing committees provide.
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It is not enough to say that members with
particular areas of expertise will have an op-
portunity to be heard on these issues. The
most effective way to influence policy is to be
part of the debate and discussion in the early
stages of policy formation; simply voting yes
or no when legislation makes it to the House
floor is generally not sufficient participation to
craft policy.

| take this position on the basis of my 30
years of experience in the House, during
which time | have given high priority to secu-
rity, particularly the security of our transpor-
tation system.

H. Res. 5 would divest responsibility for
DHS’ transportation and port security functions
from the Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee, T&l Committee, and transfer it to
the Homeland Security Committee. However,
transportation and port security cannot be con-
sidered in a vacuum. Developing sound secu-
rity legislation requires balancing security risks
against the economic and safety impacts of
such measures on transportation industries
and their customers. For example, we would
not want to install technology on aircraft to
protect against missile attacks if that tech-
nology would create disproportionate safety
risks.

In addition, security mandates are only one
type of requirement imposed on transportation
industries. Other requirements include safety,
consumer protection, environmental, accessi-
bility, and competitiveness statutory or regu-
latory mandates. Any security legislation or
regulation must be considered in the context
of the costs and benefits of all such require-
ments governing transportation industries.

The Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure has the responsibility and the exper-
tise to broadly consider security risks, weigh
all costs and benefits of proposed require-
ments, and determine the likely effects of such
actions on transportation industries, their cus-
tomers, and the existing framework of other
statutory and regulatory requirements. The T&l
Committee, time and again, has proven it's ca-
pable to ensure that the U.S. transportation
system is efficient and safe, as well as secure.
In the aftermath of the Pan Am Flight 103
tragedy, the T&l Committee developed the
landmark Aviation Security Improvement Act
of 1990 (P.L. 101-604), which mandated
background checks for airline and airport em-
ployees and the deployment of bomb detec-
tion equipment for baggage at our Nation’s air-
ports. During the 1990s, our committee contin-
ued to respond to the changing security needs
through oversight and legislation.

In the aftermath of the September 11 at-
tacks, the T&l Committee developed and con-
sidered the Aviation and Transportation Secu-
rity Act of 2001, ATSA. ATSA established a
new Transportation Security Administration,
TSA, federalized the screening workforce, and
required the screening of all checked baggage
to protect against terrorist threats. The Avia-
tion Subcommittee alone has held 19 hearings
on aviation security issues since September
11. Since September 11, the T& Committee
has also spearheaded important maritime and
port security legislation including the Maritime
Transportation Security Act of 2002, and the
Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation Act
of 2004.

The T&l Committee has the member exper-
tise, the staff, and the institutional memory to
deal with these issues. | believe that the qual-
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ity of congressional oversight and legislation
on these issues will suffer if these issues are
simply transferred wholesale to a new com-
mittee. It will take years for the new committee
to develop the institutional background and ex-
pertise that currently resides in our committee.

Finally, the Republican Conference drafted
these changes to rule X in isolation. Demo-
crats were afforded no role in crafting this crit-
ical security policy.

| believe the proposed changes to rule X do
not further the security of this Nation. Instead,
| fear that they will hamper security by divest-
ing from those Members with the experience
and institutional knowledge of these issues the
direct responsibility to craft security policy.

For all of these reasons, | oppose H. Res.
5.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased
that the rules package includes a provision
that will make the Homeland Security Com-
mittee a permanent committee. More impor-
tantly, we will be giving the committee real
oversight and legislative jurisdiction. But | am
disappointed that the majority has only given
shared jurisdiction to the Homeland Security
Committee in some areas. This creates the
potential for ongoing turf battles that the 9/11
Commission warned against.

| am also discouraged that the majority has
decided to add a third day of suspension bills
to the legislative calendar each week. An in-
creasing amount of legislation is being passed
by the House under a suspension of the
Rules. This is unnecessary and keeps us from
doing the real business of the House—budg-
eting, appropriations and oversight.

A perfect example of this is the massive
omnibus appropriations bill passed for fiscal
year 2005 just a few weeks ago. This bill was
rushed to the floor, ignoring the House rule re-
quiring a 3-day review period before voting on
conference reports. Only after the House
voted on the bill, careful scrutiny of the lan-
guage uncovered a provision allowing certain
Members and staff access to any American’s
tax return.

Not only was this an embarrassing episode
for the House leadership, it continued a trou-
bling trend. In 4 out of the last 5 years, the
majority has made a massive omnibus bill the
only option to fund the government. This take-
it-or-leave-it approach is not acceptable and is
fiscally irresponsible.

Congress has also been asleep at the
switch when it comes to funding for Iraq and
the war on terrorism. This administration con-
tinues to fund the war on terrorism by supple-
mental appropriations. This is not a temporary
war. Congress needs to stand up to this White
House, stand up for honest budgeting, and re-
quire that funding for Iraq and the war on ter-
rorism be made on-budget, and through the
regular appropriations process.

By appropriating through omnibus bills and
budgeting by supplemental, Congress is sur-
rendering its constitutional duties. The results
of this practice are ballooning deficits—the
CBO confirmed that the 2004 deficit is the
largest in history, $413 billion—a lack of fol-
low-through to determine how appropriated
funds are being spent.

Without proper oversight as a backstop,
problems in the executive branch can spin out
of control. Members are learning about prob-
lems for the first time through the newspapers,
not as a result of tough oversight hearings.
This kind of lax or nonexistent oversight con-
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tributes to situations like we saw in Abu
Ghraib prison. Now we have learned about se-
cret, permanent detention facilities in the
United States where possible terrorists are
held indefinitely, without any legal status.

Mr. Speaker, we need to take a hard look
at our priorities and get back to doing the
business of the House. We should be moving
forward with a tough, focused oversight agen-
da, and a schedule that devotes more time to
priority, must-pass legislation and less time to
suspension bills. Instead, it appears that we
are adopting a rules package today that will
bring us more of the same.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, as has been
the case for a number of years, the rules
package put forward by my Republican col-
leagues continues to trample on the rights of
the minority. It will do nothing to stop the abu-
sive practices in this House such as the 3-
hour vote on the Medicare bill in the middle of
the night. In fact, it allows the Speaker added
discretion to reconsider votes that the Repub-
lican majority loses. In addition, the new rules
require an affirmative vote by the Ethics Com-
mittee before any action can be taken. This, in
effect, gives my Republican colleagues the
right to block any investigation.

| would like to focus on one portion of the
package that will create a permanent Com-
mittee on Homeland Security. While | am sure
some of my colleagues believe that the new
committee will improve our security, unfortu-
nately this new committee will be nothing
more than a costly addition to the expendi-
tures of the legislative branch, and it will likely
breed a new wave of “turf warfare” among the
committees of the House. We simply do not
need a special committee every time we face
a crisis.

The process under which we are being
asked to approve this change is particularly
troublesome. | call your attention to the last
time the House felt compelled to create a new
committee. In 1980, some Members of the
House believed that it would be wise to create
an energy committee. It used a careful proc-
ess in which a committee on committees was
created, consisting of Democrats and Repub-
licans. When that committee reported its rec-
ommendations to the House, substitutes were
permitted, and the result reflected a thoughtful
understanding of how best to achieve the ob-
jectives.

In contrast, we are now being asked to con-
sider a proposal which was sent to us just
yesterday. It was hatched in secret by our Re-
publican colleagues without the input of any
Democrats. While many of my Democratic col-
leagues may agree with the need for a new
committee, the right of the minority to have
their views considered and voted upon has
been trampled once again.

| also oppose the notion that a new com-
mittee is needed. If the main concern is one
of oversight, we can use our existing commit-
tees to do the job. If Members still believed
that a new committee was necessary, it need
not have legislative jurisdiction.

| am certain that is such a committee had
legislative recommendations of merit, the ap-
propriate committees along with proper actions
by respective party leaders would ensure the
bill would come to the floor.

Instead, | foresee a new committee that will
seek to increase its powers by introducing bills
granting all manner of new authorities to the
Department of Homeland Security. In addition,
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thoughtful bills addressing aspects of home-
land security reported by the existing commit-
tees will now be delayed as the new com-
mittee will seek referrals. And needed respon-
siveness by the executive branch to the exist-
ing committees may be hindered.

While the 9/11 Commission urged a reorga-
nization of congressional committees to deal
with homeland security, it is odd that this new
committee will have no jurisdiction over the
issues that were identified by the Commission
that led to the 9/11 tragedy. The new com-
mittee will have no jurisdiction over the intel-
ligence community, the law enforcement com-
munity, or immigration enforcement.

It is a shame that the first day of this new
Congress should be marked by an attempt to
authorize a new committee without so much
as an open markup to consider its merits.
Moreover, it would be extremely unwise to ig-
nore the expertise and experience of existing
committees as we address homeland security
issues, but we are starting down that path
today.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, |
strongly oppose the radical new provision in-
cluded in this rules package resolution which
would violate the Constitution by allowing the
Speaker and a small group of Members to
usurp the powers of a majority of the House
and act with only a “provisional quorum” in-
stead of the real thing.

The proposal would deny the plain language
of section 5 of article | of the Constitution and
create a new category of quorum—a “provi-
sional quorum”—which the Constitution ex-
pressly forbids. It destroys the very idea of the
quorum. It would also demolish a 99-year-old
precedent, based on the Constitution, that a
quorum of the House consists of a majority of
the membership chosen, sworn, and living.

For each House Member deprived of the
right to exert an impact on the work of the
House, either through physical presence in or
absence from the Chamber, the approximately
600,000 persons represented by each Mem-
ber would be deprived of their rights to demo-
cratic representation in the legislative body
structured to be closest to the American peo-
ple. This proposal transfers the rights of those
“closest to the people” to those closest to the
House floor.

The proposal takes the guise of a rules
change which the House has no power to
pass, since the Constitution determines what
kind of body the House is, and what it can—
and can not—do.

Under this proposal, a majority of Members
of the House could be alive and well and fully
cognizant, but unable to reach the floor, while
the few who are present could usurp their au-
thority and the powers of the House.

Article |, section 5 of the Constitution states
that a quorum consists of a majority, and, in
the absence of a majority, all that the remain-
ing minority of Members of the House can do
is either adjourn from day to day or vote to
compel the attendance of absent Members.
There are no other options—no matter how in-
convenient that fact may be for any faction on
the floor of the House during a time of emer-
gency.

The fact that the Constitution authorizes a
minority to compel the attendance of the ab-
sentees clearly indicates that the absentees
are needed to conduct business. The Con-
stitution does not guarantee that a minority of
the House will necessarily succeed in compel-
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ling the attendance of absent Members to cre-
ate a constitutional quorum. And such a result
could indeed cause a crisis, which H. Res. 5
would do nothing to remedy. Unfortunately,
during the last Congress the House refused to
make serious progress toward ensuring con-
tinuity of government.

Let’s consider how the plan before us today
actually might operate.

Suppose that, in the aftermath of a cata-
strophic emergency which caused mass cas-
ualties and disrupted transportation and com-
munications nationwide, a presiding officer ex-
isted in the House who might either be the
Speaker or another Member of the House act-
ing as “Speaker pro tempore” from a list of
names left by a deceased Speaker.

Suppose that the presiding officer decided,
if a quorum of the majority of Members failed
to appear within a specified time period, that
Members who weren’t present on the House
floor or any other designated place of meeting
ceased to be Members for purposes of deter-
mining a quorum.

Suppose the rump minority of Members who
had managed to reach the floor wanted to
pass major legislation, including a declaration
of war or authorization for use of military force,
send constitutional amendments to the States
for ratification, expel Members from their
seats, or elect a new Speaker to become Act-
ing President of the United States, all using a
“provisional quorum” of one-half of the Mem-
bers present, plus one.

Could they do these things? The proposed
rule says they could. The Constitution says
they could not.

The resolution gives the Member presiding
the effective power to temporarily define out of
existence those Members who don’t respond
to a specified series of quorum calls. These
Members’ seats would not be considered va-
cant, but they would fall into a kind of extra-
constitutional limbo until the missing Mem-
bers—or a majority of the total membership—
reappeared in the House. It is even possible
that some states might seek to replace Mem-
bers who do not answer the “provisional
quorum” call in the House by ordering special
elections even though the Members might be
known to be alive.

All Members are equal under the Constitu-
tion, and the right to membership in this
House is not determined by a Speaker,
Speaker pro tempore, or a rump of a minority
of the body. It is determined by a vote of the
people, and only a constitutionally constituted
House may exercise the power to determine
the qualifications of its Members and whether
they have been duly elected.

The Supreme Court has ruled that the
House may not add qualifications for member-
ship beyond those expressly stated in the
Constitution. If a Member has been duly elect-
ed and taken the oath, he remains a Member,
and can only be removed through resignation,
or through expulsion. There is no constitu-
tional requirement that a Member must appear
on the floor to maintain membership, or that
House membership can somehow lapse.

It is surprising that some who only last year
during debate on the “Continuity of Represen-
tation Act”, H.R. 2844, spoke eloquently about
the status of a House consisting only of Mem-
bers elected by the people are now supporting
a proposal to define those elected Members
out of existence.

Members who are trapped at an airport be-
cause the transportation system is inoperative,
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for example, do not simply cease to exist, nor
can their powers be vested in other Members,
willingly or not. Their absence has potential
consequences, including the inability of the
House to act until the collective body is “as-
sembled” again, as the Constitution requires.

The resolution would also do an end run
around the issue of “disability”, a matter not
addressed in the Constitution and one which
requires a constitutional amendment to re-
solve, as the 25th Amendment did in the case
of the President. Disabled Members—whom
we might describe as those either physically
injured or mentally incapable so as to be in-
capable of participating in the work of the
House—have the same status as those who
are fully functional. The Constitution makes no
mention of disabled Members, but it does not
give the House the power to pretend they
don’t exist. The House has never expelled or
otherwise attempted to remove a sitting Mem-
ber on the grounds of disability.

Proponents of the proposal before us today
claim to address the problem of incapacitated
Members, but only by effectively ignoring it.
Under the provisional quorum rule, these
Members would presumably not be able to ap-
pear on the floor and would be automatically
excluded from the provisional quorum. It's a
very convenient solution to the disability prob-
lem, though blatantly unconstitutional.

The House could adopt the provisional
quorum plan as a House rule if the Constitu-
tion were amended to authorize it to do so;
however, the Constitution does not.

The argument that the House is somehow
exercising a constitutional power to make its
own rules is also spurious. The House may
only make rules which the Constitution permits
it to make. The House may not reinvent itself
at will as a different kind of legislative body by
pretending that it is simply changing its rules.

At the very least, the House should debate
the provisional quorum issue as a separate
resolution, following hearings by the Rules
Committee, with the Speaker in the chair to
signal the historic nature of the debate and the
radical action proposed to be taken. Burying
the issue within this resolution with other con-
troversial rule changes is an outrage.

The 108th Congress proved to be a huge
disappointment because of its failure to effec-
tively address many issues involving the sta-
bility of our structure of government, defi-
ciencies brought to the forefront by the Sep-
tember 11 attacks, as well as a disturbing
tendency to paper over controversies with leg-
islation which fails to substantively address the
problem.

For example, the House rejected a constitu-
tional amendment offered by Representative
BAIRD of Washington which would have recon-
stituted the House quickly through temporary
appointments, pending special elections, if a
large number of Members were killed. | had
introduced a different version of the proposal,
H.J. Res. 89. Members opposed to the con-
cept—which is admittedly extremely controver-
sial—refused to allow real hearings and de-
bate. Even though prospects for passage of a
constitutional amendment were extremely slim,
a substantial debate would have served to
educate the Congress and the American peo-
ple on the importance of these issues, and
perhaps provide impetus in a search for alter-
natives. A major effort like this has to start
somewhere.

Instead, the House passed, but the Senate
subsequently did not consider, H.R. 2844, the
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“Continuity of Representation Act”, which cre-
ated an unrealistically fast, unfair, undemo-
cratic and unworkable scheme to fill vacant
House seats through a mandatory national 45-
day special election period. This bill was re-
ferred principally to the House Administration
Committee, where | was able to make an offi-
cial record of its many flaws.

Neither House passed simple legislation
which would have corrected an oversight in
the legislation creating the Department of
Homeland Security in 2002, which failed to
place the supposedly critical new cabinet offi-
cer somewhere—anywhere—in the statutory
line of success to the Presidency.

Though hearings were held, neither House
addressed significant issues of Presidential
succession, such as the role of the Speaker
and President pro tempore and lame duck
Cabinet members in the succession lineup,
and the ability of some officials to “bump” oth-
ers serving as acting president under the cur-
rent Federal statute.

Mr. Speaker, | plan to urge further action on
congressional continuity issues in the new
year, to work with my colleagues on the Com-
mittee on House Administration to assert our
own jurisdiction more effectively and to push
other relevant committees to do the same. We
need both more effective action, and better in-
ternal cooperation, to accomplish these goals.

The material previously referred to
by Ms. SLAUGHTER is as follows:

EXPLANATION OF 3-DAY LAYOVER
SUPERMAJORITY VOTE REQUIREMENT

1. Committee Reports. Clause 4(a)(1) of
Rule XIII requires committee-reported bills
to lay over for three days before consider-
ation in the House. The purpose of this rule,
which dates from the legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1970, is to give Members who did
not participate in committee deliberations
time to consider the committee’s work. The
three-day layover period gives Members time
to familiarize themselves with the legisla-
tion and to prepare for House debate, which
could include drafting amendments to the
committee-reported bill. When he was a mi-
nority Rules Committee Member, Chairman
Dreier explained the importance of this rule
in the following way:

“Why is it that we have the 3-day layover?
Very simple, Mr. Speaker, I do not think you
would enter into a business agreement or
purchase a home or engage in any kind of
major activity without having read it first.
The idea behind the 3-day layover is very
simple. It is there so that we may in fact
allow Members to have the opportunity to
review legislation before they exercise their
constitutional right and vote for it or
against it.”

Althoug Chairman Dreier was very critical
of special rules that waived the 3-day layover
when he was a minority Rules Committee
member, his committee routinely reports
special rules waiving 3-day layover of com-
mittee-reported legislation. In the 108th Con-
gress, the Rules Committee waived the 3-day
layover of committee-reported legislation 31
times.

The purpose of this amendment is to re-
store regular order to the committee report-
ing process. It would allow the House to
adopt a rule waiving the 3-day layover of
committee-reported legislation only with a
two-thirds vote—in the same way the House
must approve a rule calling for same-day
consideration of a bill by a two-thirds vote.

2. Conference Reports. House-Senate con-
ferences are a critical part of the Congres-
sional deliberative process because they
produce the final legislative product that be-
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comes the law of the land. The conference is
where the final compromises are made and
the final statutory language on the bill’s
toughest issues is negotiated and drafted. As
Chairman Dreier wrote back in 1993:

“Deliberative democracy is just as impor-
tant at the end of the legislative process as
it is at the formative subcommittee stages
or the amendatory floor stage. In fact, the
case can be made that it is even more impor-
tant that Congress be fully informed and de-
liberate on that final product since that is
the version that will become law.”

Because only a restricted group of House
Members participate in conferences and be-
cause conference reports can contain signifi-
cant policy changes from the House-approved
version of a bill, the standing House Rules
provide Members a number of protections
against the conference process. Perhaps the
most important protection is the one found
in clause 8(a)(1)(A) of House Rules XXII,
which requires conference reports and joint
explanatory statements to lay over for three
days after publication in the Congressional
Record. The purpose of this rule is very
clear. Since most Members do not partici-
pate in the conference, they need time to
study and familiarize themselves with the
conference product. Conference reports on
major legislation run sometimes hundreds of
pages and often contain small, technical-
looking changes in bill language that can
have large policy effects. They can also con-
tain provisions that serve the interests of a
small group of conferees, but do not reflect
the intentions of the broader house member-
ship.

Although conference reports are privileged
and could come directly to the Floor for con-
sideration without a rule, they are routinely
considered under special rules because they
are often in technical violation of one or
more sections of Rule XXII or the Budget
Act of 1974. While it is understandable that
the majority may need to use special rules to
waive certain points of order against the
content or consideration of conference re-
ports in particular situations, the Majority
has made it the practice to grant ‘‘blanket
waivers” to virtually every conference re-
port the House considers. Twenty-five of the
28 special rules the Rules Committee granted
on conference reports in the 108th Congress
waived 3-day layover. In other words, it has
become standard practice to jam conference
reports through the House before most Mem-
bers know what is in them.

One of the troubling consequences of this
policy is that Members only learn about the
details of a conference report after it has al-
ready passed the House. Some of these con-
ference reports reconfirm the truth of the
old saying that ‘‘the devil is in the details.”
Chairman Dreier made this very same argu-
ment, when, as a minority Rules Committee
member, he opposed waiving the 3-day lay-
over on conference reports. He wrote:

‘““The House and Senate have been repeat-
edly embarrassed over the years by con-
ference reports on voluminous pieces of leg-
islation which have been voted on before
even properly printed or distributed, let
alone understood. Only after their enact-
ment have some of the provisions come back
to haunt the Congress.”

The 108th Congress has had its share of em-
barrassing episodes involving the quick ap-
proval of conference reports that were later
discovered to contain controversial provi-
sions added into bills during the conference
stage. For example:

One of the earliest actions of the 108th
Congress was to repeal the embarrassing pro-
vision Republican leaders had slipped into
the Homeland Security conference report at
the end of the 107th Congress that protected
Eli Lilly and a number of other pharma-
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ceutical companies from civil liability for
their production of the vaccine preservative
Thimerosal.

The Energy Bill conference added scores of
obscure provisions that had not appeared in
the House or Senate bills, including the em-
barrassing ‘‘greenbonds initiative,”” which
turned out to be subsidy to build a Hooters
restaurant in Shreveport, Louisiana.

The recent conference report for the FY05
Omnibus funding bill included a provision
giving Appropriations Committee Members
and staff access to the Internal Revenue
Service tax returns of U.S. Citizens.

To avoid future embarrassing episodes
such as these and to restore Members’ rights
to have three days to study a conference re-
port, this section would allow the House to
adopt a rule waiving the 3-day layover of
conference report only with a two-thirds
vote.

PREVIOUS QUESTIONS FOR H. RES. 5—109TH

CONGRESS OPENING DAY RULES PACKAGE

In section 2:

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 5 OFFERED BY MS.

SLAUGHTER OF NEW YORK

Strike section 2(k)(2) (relating to dismissal
of complaints) and redesignate the suc-
ceeding paragraph accordingly.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of today,
this vote will be followed by a 5-minute
vote on the motion to commit and a 5-
minute vote on the question of adop-
tion of the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 222, nays
196, not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 4]
YEAS—222

Aderholt Cantor Flake
Akin Capito Foley
Alexander Carter Forbes
Bachus Castle Fortenberry
Baker Chabot Fossella
Barrett (SC) Chocola Foxx
Bartlett (MD) Coble Franks (AZ)
Barton (TX) Cole (OK) Frelinghuysen
Bass Conaway Gallegly
Beauprez Cox Garrett (NJ)
Biggert Crenshaw Gerlach
Bilirakis Cubin Gibbons
Bishop (UT) Culberson Gilchrest
Blackburn Cunningham Gillmor
Blunt Davis (KY) Gingrey
Boehlert Davis, Jo Ann Gohmert
Boehner Davis, Tom Goode
Bonilla Deal (GA) Goodlatte
Bonner DeLay Granger
Bono Dent Graves
Boozman Diaz-Balart, L. Green (WI)
Boustany Diaz-Balart, M. Gutknecht
Bradley (NH) Doolittle Hall
Brady (TX) Drake Harris
Brown (SC) Dreier Hart
Brown-Waite, Duncan Hastings (WA)

Ginny Ehlers Hayes
Burgess Emerson Hayworth
Burton (IN) English (PA) Hefley
Buyer Everett Hensarling
Calvert Ferguson Herger
Camp Fitzpatrick (PA) Hobson
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Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis (SC)
Issa
Istook
Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCaul (TX)
McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McKeon

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capuano
Cardin
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carson
Case
Chandler
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett

McMorris
Mica

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

Nunes
Nussle
Otter

Oxley

Paul
Pearce
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts

Poe

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

NAYS—196

Doyle
Edwards
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth
Higgins
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kind
Kucinich
Langevin
Lantos
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
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Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Schwarz (MI)
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw

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

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Marshall
Matheson
McCarthy
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Menendez
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sabo
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta

Sanders Stark Velazquez
Schakowsky Strickland Visclosky
Schiff Stupak Wasserman
Schwartz (PA) Tanner Schultz
Scott (GA) Tauscher Waters
Scott (VA) Taylor (MS) Watt
Sherman Thompson (CA) Waxman
Skelton Thompson (MS) Weiner
Slaughter Tierney W:ﬁi
Smith (WA) Towns Woolse
Snyder Udall (CO) W v
Solis Udall (NM) u
Spratt Van Hollen Wynn
NOT VOTING—9
Capps Larsen (WA) Northup
Feeney McHugh Serrano
Jones (NC) Miller, Gary Watson
0 1705
Messrs. SANDERS, DeFAZIO, and

MEEHAN changed their vote from
“yea’ to “nay.”

Mr. WELLER changed his vote from
“nay” to Léyea“ﬂ?

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

MOTION TO COMMIT OFFERED BY MS. SLAUGHTER

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
offer a motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The Clerk will report the mo-
tion to commit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Ms. SLAUGHTER moves to commit the
resolution H. Res. 5 to a select committee
composed of the Majority Leader and the Mi-
nority Leader with instructions to report the
same back to the House forthwith with the
following amendments:

In section 2, add at the end the following
new subsections:

WAIVER OF THREE-DAY LAYOVER REQUIREMENT
REQUIRES TWO-THIRDS VOTE

SEC. . Clause 6(c) of rule XIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives is amended
by striking the period at the end of subpara-
graph (2) and by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subparagraphs:

‘“(3) a rule or order proposing a waiver of
clause 4(a)(1) of rule XIII or of clause 8(a) or
8(b) of rule XXII by a vote of less than two-
thirds of the Members voting, a quorum
being present; or

‘“(4) a rule or order proposing a waiver of
subparagraph (3) by a vote of less than two-
thirds of the Members voting, a quorum
being present.”’.

POST-EMPLOYMENT RESTRICTIONS FOR
MEMBERS

SEC. Rule XXIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives is amended by re-
designating clause 13 as clause 14 and by add-
ing after clause 12 the following new clause:

““13. No Member, Delegate, or Resident
Commissioner may negotiate for future em-
ployment with any person who has a direct
interest in legislation referred to any com-
mittee during this or the preceding Congress
while that Member, Delegate, or Resident
Commissioner serves on that committee.”.

Ms. SLAUGHTER (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion to commit be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to commit.

There was no objection.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to commit.

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 196, nays
219, not voting 12, as follows:

This

[Roll No. 5]

YEAS—196
Abercrombie Green, Al Oberstar
Ackerman Green, Gene Obey
Allen Grijalva Olver
Andrews Harman Ortiz
Baca Hastings (FL) Owens
Baird Herseth Pallone
Baldwin Higgins Pascrell
Barrow Hinchey Pastor
Bean Hinojosa Payne
Becerra Holden Pelosi
Berkley Holt Peterson (MN)
Berman Hooley Pomeroy
Berry Hoyer Price (NC)
B}shop (GA) Inslee Rahall
Bishop (NY) Israel Rangel
Blumenauer Jackson (IL) Reyes
Boren Jackson-Lee Ross
Boswell (TX) Rothman
ggughef je;fersonE 5 Roybal-Allard

N ohnson, E. B.
Brady (PA) Jones (OH) uappersberger
Brown (OH) Kanjorski R
. yan (OH)
Brown, Corrine Kaptur Sabo
Butterfield Kennedy (RI) Salazar
Capuano Kildee 2 :
Cardin Kilpatrick (MI) Sa,;mhez' Linda
Cardoza Kind y
. Sanchez, Loretta

Carnahan Kucmlqh Sanders
Carson Langevin Schakowsky
Case Lantos Schiff
Chandler Larson (CT) Schwartz (PA)
gii:ver Ezsin Scott (GA)
Clyburn Lewis (GA) Scott (VA)
Conyers Lipinski Shays
Cooper Lofgren, Zoe Sherman
Costa Lowey Skelton
Costello Lynch Slath“er
Cramer Maloney Smith (WA)
Crowley Markey Snyder
Cuellar Marshall Solis
Cummings Matheson Spratt
Davis (AL) McCarthy Stark
Davis (CA) McCollum (MN) ~ Strickland
Davis (FL) McDermott Stupak
Davis (IL) McGovern Tanner
Davis (TN) McIntyre Tauscher
DeFazio McKinney Taylor (MS)
DeGette McNulty Thompson (CA)
Delahunt Meehan Thompson (MS)
DeLauro Meek (FL) Tierney
Dicks Meeks (NY) Towns
Dingell Melancon Udall (CO)
Doggett Menendez Udall (NM)
Edwards Michaud Van Hollen
Emanuel Millender- Velazquez
Engel McDonald Visclosky
Eshoo Miller (NC) Wasserman
Etheridge Miller, George Schultz
Evans Mollohan Waters
Farr Moore (KS) Watt
Fattah Moore (WI) Waxman
Filner Moran (VA) Weiner
Ford Murtha Wexler
Frank (MA) Nadler Woolsey
Gonzalez Napolitano Wu
Gordon Neal (MA) Wynn

NAYS—219
Aderholt Biggert Boozman
Akin Bilirakis Boustany
Alexander Bishop (UT) Bradley (NH)
Bachus Blackburn Brady (TX)
Baker Blunt Brown (SC)
Barrett (SC) Boehlert Brown-Waite,
Bartlett (MD) Boehner Ginny
Barton (TX) Bonilla Burgess
Bass Bonner Burton (IN)
Beauprez Bono Buyer
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Calvert
Camp
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Castle
Chabot,
Chocola
Coble

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Cox
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis (KY)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeLay

Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English (PA)
Everett
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Flake

Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall

Harris

Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger

Capps

Doyle
Feeney
Fortenberry

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin and Mr. COX
changed their votes from

una,y‘n

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida changed

Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter

Hyde

Inglis (SC)
Issa

Istook
Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Keller
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Poe

Pombo
Porter
Portman
Price (GA)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)

Kelly
Kennedy (MN) ~ Bogers (KY)
King (IA) Rogers (MI)
King (NY) Rohrabacher
Kingston Ros-Lehtinen
Kirk Royce
Kline Ryan (WI)
Knollenberg Ryun (KS)
Kolbe Saxton
Kuhl (NY) Schwarz (MI)
LaHood Sensenbrenner
Latham Sessions
LaTourette Shaw
Leach Sherwood
Lewis (CA) Shimkus
Lewis (KY) Shuster
Linder Simmons
LoBiondo Simpson
Lucas Smith (NJ)
Lungren, Daniel Smith (TX)
Mack Sodrel
Manzullo Souder
Marchant Stearns
McCaul (TX) Sullivan
McCotter Sweeney
ﬁgg;?; Tancredo
McKeon Taylor (NC)
McMorris Terry

; Thomas
Mica Thornberry
Miller (FL) .
Miller (MI) Tiahrt

Tiberi
Moran (KS)
oy TG
ﬁ;iigsive Walden (OR)
Neugebauer Walsh
Ney Wamp
Nunes Weldon (FL)
Nussle Weldon (PA)
Otter Weller
Oxley Westmoreland
Paul Whitfield
Pearce Wicker
Pence Wilson (NM)
Petri Wilson (SC)
Pickering Wolf
Pitts Young (AK)
Platts Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—12
Jones (NC) Northup
Larsen (WA) Peterson (PA)
McHugh Serrano
Miller, Gary Watson
0O 1719

his vote from ‘“‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”
Stated against:

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Speaker, on roll-
call No. 5 | was inadvertently detained. Had |

been present, | would have voted “nay.”

So the motion to commit was re-

jected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the resolu-

tion.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that

0O 1715

the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, on

that I demand the yeas and nays.

“yea” to

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a

5-minutes vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 220, nays

195, not voting 12, as follows:

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

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry

[Roll No. 6]
YEAS—220

Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall
Harris
Hart
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis (SC)
Issa
Istook
Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCaul (TX)
McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McKeon
McMorris
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moran (KS)
Murphy
Musgrave
Myrick
Neugebauer
Ney

NAYS—195

Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capuano
Cardin

Nunes
Nussle
Otter

Oxley

Paul

Pearce
Pence

Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Platts

Poe

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

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

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

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Cardoza
Carnahan
Carson
Case
Chandler
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Cramer
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Crowley Kind Rahall
Cuellar Kucinich Rangel
Cummings Langevin Reyes
Davis (AL) Lantos RoSS
Davis (CA) Larson (CT) Rothman
Davis (FL) Lee Roybal-Allard
Davis (IL) Levin Ruppersherger
Davis (TN) Lewis (GA) Rush
DeFazio Lipinski Ryan (OH)
DeGette Lofgren, Zoe Sabo
Delahunt Lowey Salazar
DeLauro Lynch Sé .

. anchez, Linda
Dicks Maloney T
Dingell Markey y
Doggett Marshall 2323};}:’ Loretta
Edwards Matheson
Emanuel McCarthy Sch?‘kowsky
Engel McCollum (MN) ~ Schiff
Eshoo McDermott Schwartz (PA)
Etheridge McGovern Scott (GA)
Evans MclIntyre Scott (VA)
Farr McKinney Sherman
Fattah McNulty Skelton
Filner Meehan Slaughter
Ford Meek (FL) Smith (WA)
Frank (MA) Meeks (NY) Snyder
Gonzalez Melancon Solis
Gordon Menendez Spratt
Green, AL Michaud Stark
Green, Gene Millender- Strickland
Grijalva McDonald Stupak
Harman M%ller (NC) Tanner
Hastings (FL) Miller, George Tauscher
ngs?th Mollohan Taylor (MS)
Hinehey Moore (wp  Thompson (C4)
Hinojosa Moran (VA) ??;r:é);on (MS)
Holden Murtha Towns
Holt Nadler Udall (CO)
Hooley Napolitano
Hoyer Neal (MA) Udall (NM)
Inslee Oberstar Van’ Hollen
Israel Obey Velazquez
Jackson (IL) Olver Visclosky
Jackson-Lee Ortiz Wasserman

(TX) Owens Schultz
Jefferson Pallone Waters
Johnson, E. B. Pascrell Watt
Jones (OH) Pastor Waxman
Kanjorski Payne Weiner
Kaptur Pelosi Wexler
Kennedy (RI) Peterson (MN) Woolsey
Kildee Pomeroy Wu
Kilpatrick (MI) Price (NC) Wynn

NOT VOTING—12
Capps Jones (NC) Northup
Doyle Larsen (WA) Peterson (PA)
Feeney McHugh Serrano
Hastings (WA) Miller, Gary Watson
O 1530

Miss McMORRIS changed her 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.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, | was not able to
be present for the following rollcall votes and
would like the RECORD to reflect that | would
have voted as follows: Rollcall No. 3—"nay”;
rolicall No. 4—"nay”; rollcall No. 5—‘“yea”;
rollcall No. 6—*“nay.”

———

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO
COMMITTEE ON RULES

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Republican Conference,
I offer a privileged resolution (H. Res.
6) and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 6

Resolved, That the following Members be
and are hereby elected to the following
standing committee of the House of Rep-

resentatives:
Committee on Rules: Mr. Dreier, Chair-

man; Mr. Lincoln Diaz-Balart of Florida; Mr.
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Hastings of Washington; Mr. Sessions; Mr.
Putnam; Mrs. Capito; Mr. Cole and Mr.
Bishop of Utah.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———————

COMPENSATION OF CERTAIN
MINORITY EMPLOYEES

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
resolution (H. Res. 7), and I ask unani-
mous consent for its immediate consid-
eration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 7

Resolved, That pursuant to the Legislative
Pay Act of 1929, as amended, the six minor-
ity employees authorized therein shall be the
following named persons, effective January
3, 2005, until otherwise ordered by the House,
to-wit: George Crawford, George Kundanis,
Lorraine Miller, Brendan Daly, Mike Sheehy
and Arshi Siddiqui, each to receive gross
compensation pursuant to the provisions of
House Resolution 119, Ninety-fifth Congress,
as enacted into permanent law by section 115
of Public Law 95-94. In addition, the Minor-
ity Leader may appoint and set the annual
rate of pay for up to three further minority
employees.

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

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

—————

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed bills of the
following titles in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested:

S. Con. Res. 1. Concurrent Resolution to
provide for the counting on January 6, 2005,
of the electoral votes for President and Vice
President of the United States.

S. Con. Res. 2. Concurrent resolution to ex-
tend the life of the Joint Congressional Com-
mittee on Inaugural Ceremonies and the pro-
visions of S. Con. Res. 93 and S. Con. Res. 94
of the One Hundred Eighth Congress.

The message also announced that the
Secretary inform the House of Rep-
resentatives that a quorum of the Sen-
ate is assembled and that the Senate is
ready to proceed to business.

————

DAILY HOUR OF MEETING

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution (H. Res. 8) and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 8

Resolved, That unless otherwise ordered,
before Monday, May 16, 2005, the hour of
daily meeting of the House shall be 2 p.m. on
Mondays; noon on Tuesdays; and 10 a.m. on
all other days of the week; and from Monday,
May 16, 2005, until the end of the first ses-
sion, the hour of daily meeting of the House
shall be noon on Mondays; 10 a.m. on Tues-
days, Wednesdays, and Thursdays; and 9 a.m.
on all other days of the week.
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The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———
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REGARDING CONSENT TO ASSEM-
BLE OUTSIDE THE SEAT OF GOV-
ERNMENT

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 1) and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 1

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That pursuant to clause 4,
section b5, article I of the Constitution, dur-
ing the One Hundred Ninth Congress the
Speaker of the House and the Majority Lead-
er of the Senate or their respective des-
ignees, acting jointly after consultation with
the Minority Leader of the House and the
Minority Leader of the Senate, may notify
the Members of the House and the Senate,
respectively, to assemble at a place outside
the District of Columbia if, in their opinion,
the public interest shall warrant it.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

PROVIDING FOR A JOINT SESSION
TO COUNT ELECTORAL VOTES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOOD) laid before the House the fol-
lowing privileged Senate concurrent
resolution (S. Con. Res. 1) to provide
for the counting on January 6, 2005, of
the electoral votes for the President
and Vice President of the United
States.

The Clerk read the Senate concur-
rent resolution, as follows:

S. CoN. REs. 1

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the two Houses
of Congress shall meet in the Hall of the
House of Representatives on Thursday, the
sixth day of January 2005, at 1 o’clock post
meridian, pursuant to the requirements of
the Constitution and laws relating to the
election of President and Vice President of
the United States, and the President of the
Senate shall be their Presiding Officer; that
two tellers shall be previously appointed by
the President of the Senate on the part of
the Senate and two by the Speaker on the
part of the House of Representatives, to
whom shall be handed, as they are opened by
the President of the Senate, all the certifi-
cates and papers purporting to be certifi-
cates of the electoral votes, which certifi-
cates and papers shall be opened, presented,
and acted upon in the alphabetical order of
the States, beginning with the letter “A’;
and said tellers, having then read the same
in the presence and hearing of the two
Houses, shall make a list of the votes as they
shall appear from the said certificates; and
the votes having been ascertained and count-
ed in the manner and according to the rules
by law provided, the result of the same shall
be delivered to the President of the Senate,
who shall thereupon announce the state of
the vote, which announcement shall be
deemed a sufficient declaration of the per-
sons, if any, elected President and Vice
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President of the United States, and, together
with a list of the votes, be entered on the
Journals of the two Houses.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Senate concurrent reso-
lution was concurred in.

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONTINUATION OF
JOINT COMMITTEE TO MAKE IN-
AUGURATION ARRANGEMENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following privileged
Senate concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 2) to extend the life of the Joint
Congressional Committee on Inaugural
Ceremonies and the provision of S.
Con. Res. 93 and S. Con. Res. 94 of the
One Hundred Eighth Congress.

The Clerk read the Senate concur-
rent resolution, as follows:

S. CON. RES. 2

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That effective from
January 3, 2005, the joint committee created
by Senate Concurrent Resolution 94 (108th
Congress), to make the necessary arrange-
ments for the inauguration, is hereby contin-
ued with the same power and authority pro-
vided for in that resolution.

SEcC. 2. Effective from January 4, 2005, the
provisions of Senate Concurrent Resolution
93 (108th Congress), to authorize the rotunda
of the United States Capitol to be used in
connection with the proceedings and cere-
monies for the inauguration of the Presi-
dent-elect and the Vice President-elect of
the United States, are continued with the
same power and authority provided for in
that resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Senate concurrent reso-
lution is concurred in.

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

REAPPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
JOINT COMMITTEE TO MAKE
NECESSARY ARRANGEMENT FOR
THE INAUGURATION ON JANU-
ARY 20, 2005

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, pursuant to Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 2, 109th Congress, the
Chair announces the Speaker’s re-
appointment as members of the joint
committee to make the necessary ar-
rangements for the inauguration of the
President-elect and the Vice President-
elect of the United States on the 20th
day of January, 2005, the following
Members of the House:

Mr. HASTERT of Illinois,

Mr. DELAY of Texas,

Ms. PELOSI of California.

———
PROVIDING FOR ATTENDANCE AT
INAUGURAL CEREMONIES ON

JANUARY 20, 2005

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution (H. Res. 9) and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:
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H. RES. 9

Resolved, That at 10:30 a.m. on Thursday,
January 20, 2005, the House shall proceed to
the West Front of the Capitol for the purpose
of attending the inaugural ceremonies of the
President and Vice President of the United
States; and that upon the conclusion of the
ceremonies the House stands adjourned until
2 p.m. on Tuesday, January 25, 2005, pursuant
to such concurrent resolution of adjourn-
ment as may so permit.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

PROVIDING FOR AN ADJOURN-
MENT OR RECESS OF THE TWO
HOUSES

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 2) and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 2

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That when the House ad-
journs on the legislative day of Thursday,
January 6, 2005, on a motion offered pursuant
to this concurrent resolution by its Majority
Leader or his designee, it stand adjourned
until 10 a.m. on Thursday, January 20, 2005,
or until the time of any reassembly pursuant
to section 2 of this concurrent resolution,
whichever occurs first; that when the House
adjourns on the legislative day of Thursday,
January 20, 2005, it stand adjourned until 2
p.m. on Tuesday, January 25, 2005, or until
the time of any reassembly pursuant to sec-
tion 2 of this concurrent resolution, which-
ever occurs first; and that when the Senate
recesses or adjourns on Thursday, January 6,
2005, or Friday, January 7, 2005, on a motion
offered pursuant to this concurrent resolu-
tion by its Majority Leader or his designee,
it stand recessed or adjourned until noon on
Thursday, January 20, 2005, or at such other
time on that day as may be specified by its
Majority Leader or his designee in the mo-
tion to recess or adjourn, or until the time of
any reassembly pursuant to section 2 of this
concurrent resolution, whichever occurs
first.

SEC. 2. The Speaker of the House and the
Majority Leader of the Senate, or their re-
spective designees, acting jointly after con-
sultation with the Minority Leader of the
House and the Minority Leader of the Sen-
ate, shall notify the Members of the House
and the Senate, respectively, to reassemble
at such place and time as they may des-
ignate whenever, in their opinion, the public
interest shall warrant it.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

ADJOURNMENT TO THURSDAY,
JANUARY 6, 2005

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 11
a.m. on Thursday, January 6, 2005.

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

There was no objection.
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AUTHORIZING SPEAKER, MAJOR-
ITY LEADER, MINORITY LEADER
TO ACCEPT RESIGNATIONS AND
MAKE APPOINTMENTS DURING
THE FIRST SESSION OF 109TH
CONGRESS

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that during the first ses-
sion of the 109th Congress, the Speaker,
majority leader, and minority leader
be authorized to accept resignations
and to make appointments authorized
by law or by the House.

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

There was no objection.

————

GRANTING MEMBERS OF THE
HOUSE PRIVILEGE TO EXTEND
REMARKS AND INCLUDE EXTRA-
NEOUS MATERIAL IN THE CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD FOR THE
FIRST SESSION OF 109TH CON-
GRESS

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that during the first ses-
sion of the 109th Congress, all Members
be permitted to extend their remarks
and to include extraneous material
within the permitted limit in that sec-
tion of the RECORD entitled ‘‘Exten-
sions of Remarks.”

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

There was no objection.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair customarily takes this occasion
on the opening day of Congress to an-
nounce his policies with respect to par-
ticular aspects of process. The Chair
will insert in the RECORD announce-
ments by the Speaker concerning:
privileges of the floor; introduction of
bills and resolutions; unanimous-con-
sent requests for the consideration of
bills and resolutions; recognition for 1-
minute speeches, morning-hour debate,
and special orders; decorum in debate;
conduct of votes by electronic device;
distribution of written materials on
the House floor; use of wireless tele-
phones or personal computers on the
House floor; and jurisdictional issues.

These announcements, where appro-
priate, will reiterate the origins of the
stated policies. The Speaker intends to
continue in the 109th Congress the poli-
cies reflected in these statements.

The announcements referred to fol-
low and, without objection, will be
printed in the RECORD January 4, 2005:

There was no objection.

1. PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

The Chair will make the following an-
nouncements regarding floor privileges,
which will apply during the 109th Congress.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER WITH RESPECT

TO STAFF

The SPEAKER. Rule IV strictly limits those

persons to whom the privileges of the floor
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during sessions of the House are extended,
and that rule prohibits the Chair from enter-
taining requests for suspension or waiver of
that rule. As reiterated by the Chair on Jan-
uary 21, 1986, January 3, 1985, January 25,
1983, and August 22, 1974, and as stated in
Chapter 10, section 2, of House Practice, the
rule strictly limits the number of committee
staff on the floor at one time during the con-
sideration of measures reported from their
committees. This permission does not extend
to Members’ personal staff except when a
Member’s amendment is actually pending
during the five-minute rule. It also does not
extend to personal staff of Members who are
sponsors of pending bills or who are engaging
in special orders. The Chair requests the co-
operation of all Members and committee
staff to assure that only the proper number
of staff are on the floor, and then only dur-
ing the consideration of measures within the
jurisdiction of their committees. The Chair
is making this statement and reiterating
this policy because an increasing number of
Members have insisted on strict enforcement
of the rule. The Chair requests each chair-
man, and each ranking minority member, to
submit to the Speaker a list of those staff
who are allowed on the floor during the con-
sideration of a measure reported by their
committee. The Sergeant-at-Arms, who has
been directed to assure proper enforcement
of rule IV, will keep the list. Each staff per-
son should exchange his or her ID for a
“‘committee staff”’ badge, which is to be
worn while on the floor. The Chair has con-
sulted with the Minority Leader and will
continue to consult with her.

Furthermore, as the Chair announced on
January 7, 2003, in accordance with the
change in the 108th Congress of clause 2(a) of
rule IV regarding leadership staff floor ac-
cess, only designated staff approved by the
Speaker shall be granted the privilege of the
floor. The Speaker intends that his approval
be narrowly granted on a bipartisan basis to
staff from the majority and minority side
and only to those staff essential to floor ac-
tivities.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER WITH RESPECT
TO FORMER MEMBERS

The SPEAKER. The guidelines announced by
the Chair on August 1, 1996, and May 25, 1995,
with respect to the prohibition against
former Members exercising floor privileges
during the consideration of a matter in
which they have a personal or pecuniary in-
terest or are employed or retained as a lob-
byist will continue to apply in the 109th Con-
gress.

Clause 4 of rule IV and the subsequent
guidelines issued by previous Speakers on
this matter make it clear that consideration
of legislative measures is not limited solely
to those pending before the House. Consider-
ation also includes all bills and resolutions
that have been called up by a full committee
or subcommittee or on which hearings have
been held by a full committee or sub-
committee of the House.

Former Members can be prohibited from
privileges of the floor, the Speaker’s lobby,
and respective Cloakrooms should it be
ascertained they have a direct interest in
legislation that is before a subcommittee,
full committee, or the House. Not only do
those circumstances prohibit former Mem-
bers but the fact that a former Member is
employed or retained by a lobbying organiza-
tion attempting to directly or indirectly in-
fluence pending legislation is cause for pro-
hibiting access to the House Chamber. First
announced by Speaker O’Neill on January 6,
1977, again on June 7, 1978, and by Speaker
Foley in 1994, the guidelines were intended to
prohibit former Members from using their
floor privileges under the restrictions laid
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out in this rule. This restriction extends not
only to the House floor but adjacent rooms,
the Cloakrooms, and the Speaker’s lobby.

Members who have reason to know that a
former Member is on the floor inconsistent
with clause 4 of rule IV should notify the
Sergeant-at-Arms promptly.

2. INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

The SPEAKER. The policy that the Chair
announced on January 3, 1983, with respect
to the introduction and reference of bills and
resolutions will continue to apply in the
109th Congress. As Members are aware, they
have the privilege today of introducing bills.
Heretofore on the opening day of a new Con-
gress, several hundred bills have been intro-
duced. The Chair will do his best to refer as
many bills as possible, but he will ask the in-
dulgence of Members if he is unable to refer
all the bills that may be introduced. Those
bills that are not referred and do not appear
in the Record as of today will be included in
the next day’s Record and printed with a
date as of today.

The Chair has advised all officers and em-
ployees of the House that are involved in the
processing of bills that every bill, resolution,
memorial, petition or other material that is
placed in the hopper must bear the signature
of a Member. Where a bill or resolution is
jointly sponsored, the signature must be
that of the Member first named thereon. The
bill clerk is instructed to return to the Mem-
ber any bill which appears in the hopper
without an original signature. This proce-
dure was inaugurated in the 92d Congress. It
has worked well, and the Chair thinks that it
is essential to continue this practice to in-
sure the integrity of the process by which
legislation is introduced in the House.

3. UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUESTS FOR THE

CONSIDERATION OF LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER. The policy the Chair an-
nounced on January 6, 1999, with respect to
recognition for unanimous consent requests
for the consideration of certain legislative
measures will continue to apply in the 109th
Congress. The Speaker will continue to fol-
low the guidelines recorded in section 956 of
the House Rules and Manual conferring rec-
ognition for unanimous-consent requests for
the consideration of bills, resolutions, and
other measures only when assured that the
majority and minority floor leadership and
committee chairmen and ranking minority
members have no objection. Consistent with
those guidelines, and with the Chair’s inher-
ent power of recognition under clause 2 of
rule XVII, the Chair, and any occupant of the
Chair appointed as Speaker pro tempore pur-
suant to clause 8 of rule I, will decline rec-
ognition for the unanimous-consent requests
chronicled in section 956 without assurances
that the request has been so cleared. This de-
nial of recognition by the Chair will not re-
flect necessarily any personal opposition on
the part of the Chair to orderly consider-
ation of the matter in question, but will re-
flect the determination upon the part of the
Chair that orderly procedures will be fol-
lowed; that is, procedures involving con-
sultation and agreement between floor and
committee leadership on both sides of the
aisle.

4. RECOGNITION FOR ONE-MINUTE SPEECHES
AND SPECIAL ORDERS
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER WITH RESPECT
TO ONE-MINUTE SPEECHES

The SPEAKER. The Speaker’s policy an-
nounced on August 8, 1984, with respect to
recognition for one-minute speeches will
apply during the 109th Congress. The Chair
will alternate recognition for one-minute
speeches between majority and minority
Members, in the order in which they seek
recognition in the well under present prac-
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tice from the Chair’s right to the Chair’s
left, with possible exceptions for Members of
the leadership and Members having business
requests. The Chair, of course, reserves the
right to limit one-minute speeches to a cer-
tain period of time or to a special place in
the program on any given day, with notice to
the leadership.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER WITH RESPECT

TO SPECIAL-ORDER SPEECHES

The SPEAKER. The Speaker’s policy an-
nounced on February 11, 1994, and February
24, 1994, with respect to restricted special-
order speeches, will also continue through
the 109th Congress with the further clarifica-
tion that reallocations of time within each
leadership special-order period will be per-
mitted with notice to the Chair. Upon con-
sultation with the Minority Leader, the
Speaker’s policy, which began on February
23, 1994, was reiterated on January 4, 1995,
and was supplemented on January 3, 2001,
will continue to apply in the 109th Congress
as outlined below:

On Tuesdays, following legislative busi-
ness, the Chair may recognize Members for
special-order speeches up to midnight, and
such speeches may not extend beyond mid-
night. On all other days of the week, the
Chair may recognize Members for special-
order speeches up to four hours after the
conclusion of five-minute special-order
speeches. Such speeches may not extend be-
yond the four-hour limit without the permis-
sion of the Chair, which may be granted only
with advance consultation between the lead-
erships and notification to the House. How-
ever, at no time shall the Chair recognize for
any special-order speeches beyond midnight.

The Chair will first recognize Members for
five-minute special-order speeches, alter-
nating initially and subsequently between
the parties regardless of the date the order
was granted by the House. The Chair will
then recognize longer special orders speech-
es. A Member recognized for a five-minute
special-order speech may not be recognized
for a longer special-order speech. The four-
hour limitation will be divided between the
majority and minority parties. Each party is
entitled to reserve its first hour for respec-
tive leaderships or their designees. Recogni-
tion will alternate initially and subsequently
between the parties each day.

The allocation of time within each party’s
two-hour period (or shorter period if pro-
rated to end by midnight) is to be deter-
mined by a list submitted to the Chair by
the respective leaderships. Members may not
sign up with their leadership for any special-
order speeches earlier than one week prior to
the special order, and additional guidelines
may be established for such sign-ups by the
respective leaderships.

Pursuant to clause 2(a) of rule V, the tele-
vision cameras will not pan the Chamber,
but a ‘‘crawl’” indicating morning hour or
that the House has completed its legislative
business and is proceeding with special-order
speeches will appear on the screen. The Chair
may announce other television camera adap-
tations during this period.

The continuation of this format for rec-
ognition by the Speaker is without prejudice
to the Speaker’s ultimate power of recogni-
tion under clause 2 of rule XVII should cir-
cumstances so warrant.

5. DECORUM IN DEBATE

The SPEAKER. The Chair’s announced poli-
cies of January 7, 2003, January 4, 1995, and
January 3, 1991, will apply in the 109th Con-
gress. It is essential that the dignity of the
proceedings of the House be preserved, not
only to assure that the House conducts its
business in an orderly fashion but also to
permit Members to properly comprehend and
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participate in the business of the House. To
this end, and in order to permit the Chair to
understand and to correctly put the question
on the numerous requests that are made by
Members, the Chair requests that Members
and others who have the privileges of the
floor desist from audible conversation in the
Chamber while the business of the House is
being conducted. The Chair would encourage
all Members to review rule XVII to gain a
better understanding of the proper rules of
decorum expected of them, and especially: to
avoid ‘‘personalities’ in debate with respect
to references to other Members, the Senate,
and the President; to address the Chair while
standing and only when, and not beyond, the
time recognized, and not to address the tele-
vision or other imagined audience; to refrain
from passing between the Chair and a Mem-
ber speaking, or directly in front of a Mem-
ber speaking from the well; to refrain from
smoking in the Chamber; to disable wireless
phones when entering the Chamber; to wear
appropriate business attire in the Chamber;
and to generally display the same degree of
respect to the Chair and other Members that
every Member is due.

The Chair would like all Members to be on
notice that the Chair intends to strictly en-
force time limitations on debate. Further-
more, the Chair has the authority to imme-
diately interrupt Members in debate who
transgress rule XVII by failing to avoid ‘‘per-
sonalities” in debate with respect to ref-
erences to the Senate, the President, and
other Members, rather than wait for Mem-
bers to complete their remarks.

Finally, it is not in order to speak dis-
respectfully of the Speaker; and under the
precedents the sanctions for such violations
transcend the ordinary requirements for
timeliness of challenges. This separate treat-
ment is recorded in volume 2 of Hinds’ Prece-
dents, at section 1248 and was reiterated on
January 19, 1995.

6. CONDUCT OF VOTES BY ELECTRONIC DEVICE

The SPEAKER. The Speaker’s policy an-
nounced on January 4, 1995, with respect to
the conduct of electronic votes will continue
in the 109th Congress.

As Members are aware, clause 2(a) of rule
XX provides that Members shall have not
less than 15 minutes in which to answer an
ordinary [rollcall] record vote or quorum
call. The rule obviously establishes 15 min-
utes as a minimum. Still, with the coopera-
tion of the Members, a vote can easily be
completed in that time. The events of Octo-
ber 30, 1991, stand out as proof of this point.
On that occasion, the House was considering
a bill in the Committee of the Whole under
a special rule that placed an overall time
limit on the amendment process, including
the time consumed by [rollcalls] record
votes. The Chair announced, and then strict-
ly enforced, a policy of closing electronic
votes as soon as possible after the guaran-
teed period of 15 minutes. Members appre-
ciated and cooperated with the Chair’s en-
forcement of the policy on that occasion.

The Chair desires that the example of Oc-
tober 30, 1991, be made the regular practice of
the House. To that end, the Chair enlists the
assistance of all Members in avoiding the un-
necessary loss of time in conducting the
business of the House. The Chair encourages
all Members to depart for the Chamber
promptly upon the appropriate bell and light
signal. As in recent Congresses, the cloak-
rooms should not forward to the Chair re-
quests to hold a vote by electronic device,
but should simply apprise inquiring Members
of the time remaining on the voting clock.

Although no occupant of the Chair would
prevent a Member who is in the well of the
Chamber before the announcement of the re-
sult from casting his or her vote, each occu-
pant of the Chair will have the full support
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of the Speaker in striving to close each elec-
tronic vote at the earliest opportunity.
Members should not rely on signals relayed
from outside the Chamber to assume that
votes will be held open until they arrive in
the Chamber.

7. USE OF HANDOUTS ON HOUSE FLOOR

The SPEAKER. The Speaker’s policy an-
nounced on September 27, 1995, which was
prompted by a misuse of handouts on the
House floor and made at the bipartisan re-
quest of the Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct, will continue in 109th Con-
gress. All handouts distributed on or adja-
cent to the House floor by Members during
House proceedings must bear the name of the
Member authorizing their distribution. In
addition, the content of those materials
must comport with standards of propriety
applicable to words spoken in debate or in-
serted in the Record. Failure to comply with
this admonition may constitute a breach of
decorum and may give rise to a question of
privilege.

The Chair would also remind Members
that, pursuant to clause 5 of rule IV, staff is
prohibited from engaging in efforts in the
Hall of the House or rooms leading thereto
to influence Members with regard to the leg-
islation being amended. Staff cannot dis-
tribute handouts.

In order to enhance the quality of debate
in the House, the Chair would ask Members
to minimize the use of handouts.

8. USE OF EQUIPMENT ON HOUSE FLOOR

The SPEAKER. The Speaker’s policy an-
nounced on January 27, 2000, as modified by
the change in clause 5 of rule XVII in the
108th Congress, will continue in the 109th
Congress. All Members and staff are re-
minded of the absolute prohibition contained
in clause 5 of rule XVII against the use of a
wireless telephone or personal computer
upon the floor of the House at any time.

The Chair requests all Members and staff
wishing to receive or send wireless telephone
messages to do so outside of the Chamber,
and to deactivate, which means to turn off,
any audible ring of wireless phones before
entering the Chamber. To this end, the Chair
insists upon the cooperation of all Members
and staff and instructs the Sergeant-at-
Arms, pursuant to clause 3(a) of rule II and
clause 5 of rule XVII, to enforce this prohibi-
tion.

9. JURISDICTIONAL ISSUES

The SPEAKER. Based on discussions with
the relevant committees, the further mutual
understandings contained in the final two
paragraphs of the ‘‘Memorandum of Under-
standing Between Energy and Commerce
Committee and Financial Services Com-
mittee” dated January 30, 2001, shall no
longer provide jurisdictional guidance.

The policy announced in the 102d Congress
with respect to jurisdictional concepts re-
bated to clause 5(a) of rule XXI—tax and tar-
iff measures—will continue to govern but
need not be reiterated, as it is adequately
documented as precedent in the House Rules
and Manual.

The 109th Congress established the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security. The Chair
would announce that the Speaker’s referrals
of measures to the Select Committee on
Homeland Security of the 108th Congress will
not constitute precedent for referrals to the
new committee.

———

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER TO
THE PERMANENT SELECT COM-
MITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 11 of rule X, clause 11 of
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rule I, and the order of the House
today, the Chair announces the Speak-
er’s appointment of the following Mem-
ber of the House to the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence:

Mr. HOEKSTRA of Michigan, Chair-
man.

———

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING COM-
MISSION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to 40 United States Code, 175 and
176, and the order of the House of
today, the Chair announces the Speak-
er’s appointment of the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) and the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI)
as members of the House Office Build-
ing Commission to serve with himself.

———

REPORT OF COMMITTEE TO
NOTIFY THE PRESIDENT

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, your com-
mittee appointed on the part of the
House to join a like committee on the
part of the Senate to notify the Presi-
dent of the United States that a
quorum of each House has been assem-
bled and is ready to receive any com-
munication that he may be pleased to
make has performed that duty.

———

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, January 4, 2005.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Under Clause 2(g) of
Rule II of the Rules of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, I herewith designate Mr.
Gerasimos C. Vans, Deputy Clerk, to sign
any and all papers and do all other acts for
me under the name of the Clerk of the House
which he would be authorized to do by virtue
of this designation, except such as are pro-
vided by statute, in case of my temporary
absence or disability.

If Mr. Vans should not be able to act in my
behalf for any reason, then Ms. Marjorie C.
Kelaher, Assistant to the Clerk or Mr. Daniel
J. Strodel, Assistant to the Clerk should
similarly perform such duties under the
same conditions as are authorized by this
designation.

These designations shall remain in effect
for the 109th Congress or until modified by
me.

With best wishes, I am,

Sincerely,
JEFF TRANDAHL.

———

PROVIDING AMOUNTS FOR IN-
TERIM EXPENSES OF THE COM-
MITTEE ON HOMELAND SECU-
RITY IN THE FIRST SESSION OF
THE 109TH CONGRESS

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a reso-
lution (H. Res. 10) and ask unanimous

H35

consent for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

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

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I yield to the distinguished gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. NEY) to explain the pur-
pose of the resolution.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. LARSON) for yielding to me.

I rise today in support of the resolu-
tion to provide interim funding for the
Committee on Homeland Security in
the first session of the 109th Congress.
The Committee on Homeland Security
was not established as a permanent
committee until this Congress. It was a
select committee previously. There-
fore, they did not fall under the House
rules providing interim funding for
other committees. We have a series of
interim funding for our existing com-
mittees.

This resolution will provide the nec-
essary funds for the committee to con-
tinue its work from January 3 through
March 31. The committee will then re-
ceive funding, we hope, for the dura-
tion of the 109th Congress; and that is
when we will attempt by that time to
bring out a permanent funding resolu-
tion for all committees so it would
then receive its funding for the dura-
tion of the 109th Congress, all the pub-
lic committees of the House.

Once the committee funding resolu-
tion is adopted, then the system will go
back to its regular order. I ask support
for this legislation.

(Mr. LARSON of Connecticut asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, further reserving my right to
object, I want to take a moment to
both thank and applaud the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. NEY) for his diligence in
determining the need for and pursuing
the necessary funding for the authority
for the new Committee of Homeland
Security.

I think he has described amply the
need and the necessity under which the
circumstances arose and why this reso-
lution is so important.

Third, I wanted to just take a brief
moment to reflect on the extraordinary
efforts of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CoxX) and the former rank-
ing minority member, Jim Turner, who
is no longer with us, who took a skel-
etal concept of a committee and have
turned it into a robust working reality.

I would like to extend my own deep
sense of appreciation to former rep-
resentative Jim Turner for his extraor-
dinary leadership and contributions on
national security issues and, in par-
ticular, homeland security during the
108th Congress.

As the first ranking member of the
Select Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity, he vigorously pursued oversight
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and legislation to enhance the security
of the American people. His diligent
and purposeful efforts have prompted
the leadership of our country to move
faster with a strong and smart sense of
purpose to preserve and protect the se-
curity of our Nation.

During the first 2 years of the Select
Committee on Homeland Security’s ex-
istence, his work resulted in a number
of significant initiatives and related ef-
forts that we pause and honor today. In
particular, in April of last year former
Representative Turner released a 90-
page comprehensive plan to eliminate
the threat of al Qaeda to the United
States. The report, which includes over
a hundred specific recommendations,
sets forth a strategy to win the current
war against al Qaeda and like-minded
groups. Produced with the assistance of
Democratic leadership and other com-
mittees, winning the war on terror re-
affirms the commitment and need to
prevail in the U.S. struggle against ter-
rorism.

0 1745

The comprehensive plan played a
large role in the introduction later in
the 108th Congress of winning the War
on Terror Act, H.R. 5291, designed to
implement a series of initiatives and
defeat terrorists and enemies.

Mr. Turner’s accomplishments and
what he was able to do in conjunction
with the gentleman from California
(Mr. Cox) serve as a standard for the
way that committees should proceed in
this area. I cannot commend him
enough and will present further acco-
lades attesting to the attributes of Mr.
Turner and the outstanding job he did
on behalf of the State of Texas and this
great country of ours. His service was
exemplary, and I think this body owes
him a great deal of gratitude for the
performance that he undertook, along
with the gentleman from California
(Mr. Cox) on this committee, and to see
this committee today come to fruition
as a full standing committee I think is
a tribute to both of their hard work
and zeal.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
Cox) will continue on. Mr. Turner, of
course, is no longer in this body but
will long be remembered for his dili-
gent effort, his straightforward man-
ner, his gentleman-like way that he
dealt with both sides of the issue and
the manner in which he was able to
bring these very important issues to
the floor of this House to proceed in
protecting this great Nation of ours
from threat, from dangers abroad and
here at home.

Mr. Speaker, | want to say three things.
First, | want to thank Chairman NEY for his dili-
gence in determining the need for, and in pur-
suing the necessary funding authority for the
new Committee on Homeland Security.

Second, as the original co-sponsor of this
resolution with Chairman NEY, | want to take
a moment to ensure that Members understand
its purpose. Although House rule X provides
temporary interim funding for committees
which existed in the 108th Congress, and
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which the House rules have recreated in the
109th Congress, this temporary interim fund-
ing provision only applies to committees which
succeed themselves in the new Congress.
The former Select Committee on Homeland
Security no longer exists, and the House rules
have created a new, permanent standing
Committee on Homeland Security to take its
place. Because of this change, and in the ab-
sence of this resolution, the new Committee
on Homeland Security would not have re-
sources to operate until the House adopts the
Omnibus Committee Funding Resolution
sometime in March.

By adopting the resolution, the House puts
the new select committee on essentially the
same temporary funding basis as other com-
mittees.

Third, | want to take a moment to reflect on
the extraordinary efforts of Chairman Cox, and
Ranking Minority Member Jim Turner, who
took the skeletal concept of a committee, and
turned it into a robust, working reality.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to extend my own
deep sense of appreciation to Representative
Jim Turner for his extraordinary leadership
and contributions on national security issues
and, in particular, homeland security during
the 108th Congress. As the first ranking mem-
ber of the Select Committee on Homeland Se-
curity, he vigorously pursued oversight and
legislation to enhance the security of the
American people. His diligent and purposeful
efforts have prompted the leadership of our
country to move faster, with a strong and
smart sense of purpose, to preserve and pro-
tect the security of our nation. During the first
2 years of the Homeland Security Committee’s
existence, his work resulted in a number of
significant initiatives and related efforts that |
honor today. In particular:

In April of last year, Representative Turner
released a 90-page comprehensive plan to
eliminate the threat of al-Qaeda to the United
States. The report, which includes over 100
specific recommendations, sets forth a strat-
egy to win the current war against al-Qaeda
and like-minded groups. Produced with the as-
sistance of the Democratic leadership of other
committees, Winning the War on Terror reaf-
firms the commitment needed to prevail in the
U.S. struggle against terrorism. The com-
prehensive plan played a large role in the in-
troduction later in the 108th Congress of the
Winning the War on Terror Act, H.R. 5291, de-
signed to implement a series of initiatives to
defeat our terrorist enemies.

In February, 2004, Representative Turner, in
concert with his Democratic colleagues on the
Select Committee on Homeland Security, re-
leased a comprehensive report, entitled Amer-
ica at Risk: Closing the Security Gap, identi-
fying the significant security gaps that contin-
ued to remain across the United States more
than 2 years after the attacks of September
11. The comprehensive 135-page report iden-
tifies shortcomings in our homeland security
efforts and recommends specific actions to en-
sure America is as safe as it needs to be from
terrorist attack. An additional six oversight re-
ports were subsequently issued on specific
homeland security topics.

In September 2004, Representative Turner
released a comprehensive 130-page report,
entitted Transforming the Southern Border:
Providing Security and Prosperity in the Post-
9/11 World, calling for the transformation of
the U.S. Southern Border to enhance security
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and promote economic prosperity. The result
of a 6-month oversight effort, which included
visits to multiple U.S. border communities, the
report highlights the many security gaps that
exist on the southern border and offers policy
recommendations to close them. The com-
prehensive report was followed later in the
108th Congress with the introduction of the
Secure Borders Act, H.R. 5130, to strengthen
U.S. border security.

In addition to these efforts, Representative
Turner, either alone or in concert with his
Democratic colleagues, sponsored 12 home-
land security legislative initiatives during the
108th Congress. Among other subjects, Rep-
resentative Turner’s efforts resulted in the in-
troduction of the Prepare Act (H.R. 3158),
containing unprecedented proposals to reform
the U.S. first responder grant system by deter-
mining—for the first time—the essential capa-
bilities needed to protect American commu-
nities; and the Rapid Cures Act (H.R. 4258),
designed to develop a national plan to develop
countermeasures to protect Americans against
the threat of bioterrorism.

Mr. Speaker, these are only a few examples
of the extraordinary contributions made by
Representative Turner to our national home-
land security effort. His leadership within the
Democratic Caucus, and as a Member of the
House on national security matters, has set a
heightened standard for all of us to emulate.
On the day that we create the first-ever per-
manent Committee on Homeland Security, it is
fitting that we remember and honor the service
and dedication of Representative Jim Turner.

Mr. Speaker, needless to say, as an original
co-sponsor of this temporary funding resolu-
tion for the new Committee on Homeland Se-
curity, | urge each of my colleagues to support
our country’s continuing efforts to fight ter-
rorism by voting in favor of this resolution.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Con-
necticut, our ranking member, for sup-
porting the resolution and also agree
with his good and kind words about Mr.
Turner.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of
objection.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 10

Resolved,

SECTION 1. INTERIM EXPENSES OF THE COM-
MITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY.

For interim expenses of the Committee on
Homeland Security, there shall be paid out
of the applicable accounts of the House of
Representatives not more than $1,396,480.26.
SEC. 2. LIMITATION.

Amounts shall be available under this reso-
lution for expenses incurred during the pe-
riod beginning at noon on January 3, 2005,
and ending at midnight on March 31, 2005, ex-
cept that the amount available during any
month may not exceed $465,493.42.

SEC. 3. VOUCHERS.

Payments under this resolution shall be
made on vouchers authorized by the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security, signed by the
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chairman of such Committee, and approved
in the manner directed by the Committee on
House Administration.

SEC. 4. REGULATIONS.

Amounts made available under this resolu-
tion shall be expended in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Committee on
House Administration.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H. Res.
10.

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

There was no objection.

——————

MORNING HOUR DEBATE

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that during the first ses-
sion of the 109th Congress: One, on leg-
islative days of Monday when the
House convenes pursuant to House Res-
olution 8 the House shall convene 90
minutes earlier than the time other-
wise established by that resolution
solely for the purpose of conducting
morning hour debate; and

Two, on legislative days of Tuesday
when the House convenes pursuant to
House Resolution 8:

(a) before May 16, 2005, the House
shall convene for morning hour debate
90 minutes earlier than the time other-
wise established by that resolution;
and

(b) after May 16, 2005, the House shall
convene for morning hour debate one
hour earlier than the time otherwise
established by that resolution; and

Three, on legislative days of Monday
or Tuesday, when the House convenes
for morning hour debate pursuant to
an order other than House Resolution
8, the House shall resume its session 90
minutes after the time otherwise es-
tablished by that order;

Four, the time for morning hour de-
bate shall be limited to the 30 minutes
allocated to each party, except that on
Tuesdays after May 16, 2005, the time
shall be limited to 26 minutes allocated
to each party and may not continue be-
yond 10 minutes before the hour ap-
pointed for the resumption of the ses-
sion of the House; and

Five, the form of proceeding
morning hour debate shall be as
lows:

(a) the prayer by the Chaplain, the
approval of the Journal and the Pledge
of Allegiance to the flag shall be post-
poned until resumption of the session
of the House;

(b) initial and subsequent recogni-
tions for debate shall alternate be-
tween the parties;

(c) recognition shall be conferred by
the Speaker only pursuant to lists sub-

for
fol-
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mitted by the majority leader and by
the minority leader;

(d) no Member may address the
House for longer than 5 minutes, ex-
cept the majority leader, the minority
leader or the minority whip; and

(e) following morning hour debate,
the Chair shall declare a recess pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I until the
time appointed for the resumption of
the session of the House.

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

There was no objection.

———

EXPRESSING CONDOLENCES AND
SUPPORT FOR ASSISTANCE TO
VICTIMS OF EARTHQUAKE AND
TSUNAMIS THAT OCCURRED ON
DECEMBER 26, 2004, IN SOUTH
AND SOUTHEAST ASIA

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a res-
olution (H. Res. 12) expressing condo-
lences and support for assistance to the
victims of the earthquake and
tsunamis that occurred on December
26, 2004, in South and Southeast Asia,
and ask unanimous consent for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 12

Whereas on December 26, 2004, a powerful
earthquake measuring 9.0 on the Richter
Scale occurred off the west coast of Northern
Sumatra, Indonesia;

Whereas the undersea earthquake created
massive tsunamis that struck several coun-
tries throughout South and Southeast Asia,
as well as on the coast of East Africa;

Whereas the giant waves caused death and
destruction on a nearly unprecedented scale,
killing more than 140,000 people and leaving
millions homeless;

Whereas many thousands of people were
killed in Indonesia, Sri Lanka, India, and
Thailand, and numerous others were Kkilled
in Somalia, Malaysia, Maldives, Bangladesh,
Kenya, Burma, and elsewhere;

Whereas an estimated one-third of the
earthquake and tsunami victims were chil-
dren, and many thousands more have been
left orphaned or separated from their fami-
lies;

Whereas thousands of visitors and tourists
from nearly 40 countries were killed in this
natural disaster;

Whereas between 3,000,000 and 5,000,000 peo-
ple throughout the affected region are lack-
ing basic survival requirements as a result of
the tsunamis and there remains the risk of
numerous additional deaths due to shortages
of clean water, adequate shelter, food, sani-
tation, and basic healthcare;

Whereas the United States and other do-
nors have, to date, pledged an estimated
$2,000,000,000 in emergency and long-term re-
construction assistance; and

Whereas the human cost of this disaster
transcends mere statistics and has resulted
in deeply personal tragedies for countless
families in the region and throughout the
world: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—
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(1) mourns the horrific loss of life caused
by the earthquake and tsunamis that oc-
curred on December 26, 2004, in South and
Southeast Asia;

(2) expresses its deep condolences to the
families of the many earthquake and tsu-
nami victims;

(3) applauds the prompt humanitarian re-
sponse to the tsunami tragedy by govern-
ments, the United Nations and other inter-
national organizations, and nongovern-
mental organizations;

(4) recognizes the generous outpouring of
support for relief efforts from private citi-
zens around the world, including in the
United States;

(5) affirms its commitment to additional
generous United States support for relief and
long-term reconstruction efforts in areas af-
fected by the earthquake and tsunamis; and

(6) urges continued attention by donors
and relief agencies to the needs of vulnerable
populations in the stricken countries, par-
ticularly the thousands of children who have
been left parentless and homeless by this dis-
aster.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on H.
Res. 12, the resolution under consider-
ation.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield half
my time to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS) and ask unanimous
consent that he may control that time.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I stand in support of
House Resolution 12 which the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS),
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH)
and I introduced earlier today with nu-
merous of our colleagues. It expresses
the deep condolences of the House of
Representatives for the victims of the
massive earthquake and tsunamis that
struck South and Southeast Asia on
December 26, 2004, and affirms our com-
mitment to additional generous sup-
port for relief and reconstruction ef-
forts.

The destruction wrought by this dis-
aster is nearly incomprehensible. The
confirmed death toll is nearly 150,000,
approximately one-third of whom were
children. Those countries that were
hardest hit, Indonesia, Sri Lanka,
India and Thailand, each lost many
thousands, and the deadly effects were
felt as far away as the eastern coasts of
Africa. Millions of people are affected
and lack the basic food, water, shelter
and medical care necessary for sur-
vival. But, as the resolution notes, the
human cost of this disaster transcends
mere statistics and has resulted in
deeply personal tragedies for countless
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families in the region and throughout
the world. Our prayers are with the
victims, their families and the many
men and women working tirelessly to
provide critical assistance to those
still at risk.

I am proud of the swiftness and the
magnitude of the relief effort that has
been organized during the past week
and a half. The United States has
stepped forward with an initial com-
mitment of $350 million, and we are
providing crucial transportation and
logistic support for the larger relief ef-
fort. The current total of international
commitment stands at approximately
$2 billion. I fully expect additional re-
sources will be required, and we must
all recognize that reconstruction from
this epic catastrophe will not be a
short-term project.

It is fitting we consider this resolu-
tion on the first day of this new Con-
gress. This effort is the latest instance
in a long American tradition of human-
itarian generosity, and our actions
demonstrate our belief that the earth-
quake and the tsunamis of December 26
were not primarily an Asian tragedy
but a human tragedy. The people of the
United States and all people of good-
will stand in solidarity with the many
victims.

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

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I might consume,
and I rise in strong support of this res-
olution.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. HYDE), my good friend and
distinguished colleague, the chairman
of the Committee on International Re-
lations, for sponsoring this critical res-
olution, and I want to express my
thanks to the chairman and ranking
member of our Subcommittee on Asia
and the Pacific for their outstanding
work on this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I want to extend my
deepest and heartfelt sympathy to the
people of the countries so deeply
stricken by the earthquake, the
tsunamis and their after-effects.

This disaster has taken some 150,000
lives and left millions homeless, sepa-
rated from their families, with no ac-
cess to clean water, shelter, food, sani-
tation or health care.

Mr. Speaker, late in December we all
watched in shock as the news emerged
detailing the horrors from the earth-
quake and tsunami-affected region.
The initial reports of some 14,000 killed
were simply stunning at the time, but
a week later the numbers are 10 times
higher, and with the horrendous death
toll, we find there are countless more
who are missing, including many
American citizens.

The numbers of people killed, miss-
ing, wounded or left homeless are noth-
ing short of overwhelming, and the
mind struggles to grasp that a tragedy
of such dimensions is possible. But the
destruction and the numbers are all
too real, and the needs of the survivors
are real as well.
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Our resolution affirms the rock-solid
commitment of the American people
and the government of the United
States for relief and long-term recon-
struction assistance in the areas af-
fected by both the earthquake and the
tsunamis, and it urges continued atten-
tion by all donors to the needs of the
survivors, particularly the most wvul-
nerable population, the children.

Mr. Speaker, every country has the
moral obligation to help the millions
of people affected by the earthquake
and the tsunamis. There is a human
imperative to ensure that the survivors
of this tragedy obtain much-needed hu-
manitarian relief, but we must also
work with the international commu-
nity to help in the long-term recon-
struction of the disaster-stricken coun-
tries, reconstruction efforts which will
be needed for many years to come.

I want to pay particular tribute to
our military for their heroic assistance
in this gigantic humanitarian crisis.
No organization on the face of this
planet could perform the miracles that
our men and women in our military are
doing every minute of every day as this
crisis unfolds.

Mr. Speaker, I find it an outrage that
some of the wealthiest oil-rich States
have pledged only a pittance, even
though since oil prices are at sky-high
levels they have received an enormous
windfall; in the case of Saudi Arabia,
some $50 billion last year, that is
$50,000 million.

Our resolution applauds the prompt
humanitarian response of the United
States, the American people, many of
our friends and allies, international or-
ganizations and relief bodies. We must
continue to support these efforts as
long as they are necessary.

The gentleman from Illinois (Chair-
man HYDE) and I will continue to work
to determine the best way the Congress
and the American people can continue
to help the affected countries over the
long run. It is only fitting, Mr. Speak-
er, that the first legislative act of this
Congress is a truly bipartisan effort to
demonstrate the generosity and the
caring of the American people.
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I firmly hope that this spirit of bipar-
tisanship may spread to some of our
other efforts in the 109th Congress. I
urge all of my colleagues to support H.
Res. 12.

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

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. LEACH).

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
distinguished chairman and distin-
guished ranking member for bringing
this very thoughtful resolution to the
floor.

What the world is witnessing with
this tsunami in the Indian Ocean is a
tragedy of awesome dimensions which
the executive branch of the United
States, the Congress, and the American
people are determined to address in the
most compassionate way possible.
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I stress the word ‘‘compassion’ be-
cause in international affairs today,
the issue of motives is on everybody’s
mind. I would like to make it very
clear that the only motive of the
American people is compassion. There
may be geopolitical spinoffs to any ac-
tions any government at any time
makes or does not make, but this is an
issue of people; and it is the obligation
of the people’s House of the United
States to reflect the heart and soul of
our constituents, and this we are doing
in this resolution.

It is true that this issue is a long way
from home. It is also true that it is ex-
pensive. Beyond that, it is impressive
to me how unprecedented the initial re-
action has been. In less than 2 weeks,
hundreds of millions of dollars of as-
sistance have already been brought to
bear. Indeed, a kind of competitive
compassion has been precipitated in-
volving nation states, international or-
ganizations, nongovernmental organi-
zations, and faith-based institutions.

As the gentleman from California
(Mr. LANTOS) mentioned, it is particu-
larly impressive what the TUnited
States military has been able to do in
very short order. It is the institution of
our society that can act the quickest
in the face of every kind of emer-
gencies. Our military has become, in
essence, an instrument of peace in a
way that it was not necessarily de-
signed to be, but which we as the
American people want it to perform.

Finally, let me stress that in addi-
tion to the issue at stake, this is an in-
credibly important time in human his-
tory to attempt to develop models of
concern and action that bring people
together rather than tear them apart.
To the degree that a model of compas-
sion which may or may not be competi-
tive is contrasted with models of accel-
erating hate, we have hope that other
kinds of disasters that may be man-
made instead of nature-made can be
addressed in similar kinds of ways.

This is a beginning, somewhat hor-
tatory resolution of the United States
Congress; but it is meaningful because
it is a commitment. I would simply
like to stress how impressed I am how
every Member of Congress, every con-
stituent that has talked to me, every
member of the executive branch is
committed to doing the utmost we con-
ceivably can.

This is an issue, as the gentleman
from California (Mr. LANTOS) men-
tioned, of a human dimension, not any
other kind.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. MENEN-
DEZ), a distinguished member of the
Committee on International Relations
and the chairman of the House Demo-
cratic Caucus.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. LANTOS), the distinguished rank-
ing member of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, for his early work
on this, along with the chairman.
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As a cosponsor, I rise in strong sup-
port of this resolution expressing our
condolences and our support for addi-
tional assistance to the victims of the
natural disasters in South and South-
east Asia. It is hard to find words to ex-
press our sympathy, our condolences,
and for that fact our admiration for
the strength and courage of the people
in the many countries who survived
the devastating earthquakes and
tsunamis only 10 days ago.

I am proud that the United States
has pledged $350 million in aid, bring-
ing the total aid pledged worldwide to
approximately $2 billion; but we will be
called upon to do more.

It is almost impossible to com-
prehend that over 150,000 people died
and that an additional 3 to 5 million
are living without the basic necessities
to survive. Unfortunately, these sur-
vivors now face a new threat from dis-
ease and starvation. Right now, ruined
transportation, infrastructure, and
communication systems are hampering
some aid efforts. The international
community needs to address these seri-
ous problems to ensure aid reaches all
those who need it. We must house, feed,
and protect the people who survived
and help these same people rebuild
their homes, their economies, and their
lives. That is why the United States
and other donor countries have pledged
our involvement now and in the future.
But it is also the individual contribu-
tions of Americans that make the dif-
ference and show our collective com-
passion and understanding.

It is impossible to calculate the num-
ber of people who lost family members
or whose homes, towns, and villages
were destroyed; and I often think about
how would we feel if this catastrophe
happened in our homes, our towns, our
States, or our country. We must also
remember that each person lost was an
individual whose life touched many
others. In New Jersey in my own dis-
trict, we have families from the im-
pacted countries; and I extend my
deepest sympathy to anyone who has
lost a family member or a loved one.

I also want to recognize the gen-
erosity of Americans and private citi-
zens around the world. Just as the
world supported the United States and
the victims of the families of the vic-
tims of the 9/11 attacks, our citizens
have shown their sympathy and com-
mitment to the victims of the tsunami.
In particular, I want to thank our
troops who are on the front lines in the
disaster areas, bringing food, water,
medical assistance, and other relief to
those who need it most.

Finally, even in the midst of our
mourning, I believe that from the ashes
of this tragedy new opportunity will
arise. In Sri Lanka, rebels and the gov-
ernment are working to provide relief
together. In Indonesia, the TUnited
States and the international commu-
nity are all working to provide assist-
ance to those affected by the disaster.
In the United States, we have a great
opportunity to show our empathy and
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our generosity to the world. I believe
we can lead not only in war but in re-
lief, and that we need to be as com-
mitted to fighting disease, famine, and
tragedy as we are to fighting the war
on terror. Then we will win the hearts
and minds of many people in this coun-
try, as well as show America to be the
beacon of light that it is.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BURTON), my learned colleague.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
me this time and for his kind remarks.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very solemn
occasion on which we meet here to-
night: 150,000 people have perished in
an unforeseen disaster that took place
a little over a week ago. The world has
joined hands to try to help these people
who suffered in Indonesia and the en-
tire region.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
WEXLER) and I are co-chairmen of the
Indonesian Caucus, and we have been
working with people in the Indonesian
Government because they have moved
so rapidly towards democracy and the
things that we believe in in this coun-
try. It is tragic at this moment in his-
tory that they have suffered, along
with Sri Lanka, India, and the rest of
that region, so heavily because of this
horrible tragedy that occurred just a
short time ago. President Bush has re-
sponded. This country has responded to
the tune of $350 million, as the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS)
and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE) have just recently stated. That
is great. Our military has responded
very rapidly. That is important as well.

But the American people, if I were
able to talk to them tonight, could re-
spond in an equal fashion. If I were al-
lowed, Mr. Speaker, and I know I am
not allowed to speak directly to the
American people, but if I were, I would
say, if they want to make contribu-
tions to help our government help the
people of that region, they could con-
tact and make contributions through
www.usafreedomcorps.gov. I know I
cannot say that because we are not
able to make that kind of a plea from
the well to the American people. But if
I could, I would once again ask them to
make contributions through
www.usafreedomcorps.gov because that
would help augment what the United
States Government is trying to do to
help the people of this region.

As many as 5 million people, as many
as the people in the whole State of In-
diana, could adversely be affected if
they do not get the resources necessary
to help with the potential health prob-
lems and the infrastructure problems
that occur over there. We want to
make sure that the world tragedy that
has occurred in that region does not
get any worse, and the best way to do
that is to make sure the resources they
need get there as quickly as possible.

We are doing our part as a govern-
ment, but the American people and the
rest of the people could help as well if
they choose to do so.
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Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my col-
leagues, the gentleman from California
(Mr. LANTOS) and the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. HYDE), for bringing this
resolution forward tonight, along with
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH).
We really appreciate what our govern-
ment and the President is trying to do.
The President has appointed former
President Bush and President Clinton
to head up an effort to raise additional
resources. We appreciate that, and we
urge the American people to help as
well in any way that they can.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE), an indefati-
gable fighter on behalf of suffering peo-
ple across the globe.

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, let me add my great apprecia-
tion to the distinguished gentleman
from California (Mr. LANTOS), the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Chairman HYDE),
and the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
LEACH) for recognizing the need for
this Congress on the very day of our
swearing-in ceremonies to offer to the
people of the world our deepest sym-
pathy, and also our ability to be able
to understand a horrific tragedy that is
unspeakable.

We note 140,000 who may have died by
the tsunami, but it may be growing,
150,000, 160,000. As I listened to the re-
marks being made by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), I noted as we
have worked together on these issues
that more than one-third are children,
and how we can all recall the day of 9/
11 when it came to our attention in
New York that so many children had
been left behind because of the tragedy
and death of their parents.

Now not only do we have children
that have died, but we have children
that are left behind. So I say to those
in Indonesia and Sri Lanka, Thailand
and India, Somalia, Malaysia,
Maldives, Bangladesh, Kenya, Burma,
and many other places, that we recog-
nize that no words can comfort you for
this tragedy.

But out of this enormous tragedy I
believe that the world can now take its
rightful place as a healer, as a place
where there is caring, there is nur-
turing. And so for the $350 million, al-
though many of us recognize that the
initial response was not what we want-
ed it to be, today we come in celebra-
tion and acknowledgment of the lead-
ership that has been given by this Na-
tion. We are grateful for the $350 mil-
lion; but more importantly, I am grate-
ful for the words of the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. HASTERT) that we will do
more.

I think it is also important to state
for the record $2 billion around the
world has been promised. That shows
that the world can work together for
peace for humanitarian causes. Might I
also say in a special note and special
prerogative that I would like to con-
gratulate those in the city of Houston
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and acknowledge the work that was
done by that city.

On December 27, 2004, over 75 persons
joined in a very small room in my Fed-
eral building and organized a Houston’s
Solution For Tsunami Victims. The
representatives were from the council
offices of Indonesia, Sri Lanka, the
Council Office of Thailand, Pakistan,
India and the Vietnam community and
others.

[ 1815

What we wanted to do is not to be
selfish and to separate ourselves but we
wanted to have the Houston mark on
this terrible tragedy. And so to my col-
leagues, the City of Houston is orga-
nizing as a city. Some of our ideas will
be, of course, to adopt cities in those
regions to be part of the long-term re-
build of schools and hospitals and as
well to provide medical supplies and
other dollars to be part of the larger ef-
fort. My hat is off to that effort. In
fact, our first event will be this Sun-
day, January 9, in Houston, Texas.

Might I close by saying this is what
can be done all over the Nation and I
know it is being done. I will also ask
my colleagues to join me in supporting
legislation that I am filing, a resolu-
tion on temporary protective status of
those individuals in this country whose
documentation may be expiring and
therefore are not able to go back to
these devastated countries will be al-
lowed to stay here until their nations
are rebuilt. I look forward to working
with my colleagues on this important
effort.

I thank the leaders who have put for-
ward this resolution. They are vision-
aries but most importantly they are
humanitarians. I am glad today this
Congress is standing up to be called not
just a Congress but people who care,
who believe in the world family.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
(Mr. ROHRABACHER).

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise in support of this resolution. I
would like to express my appreciation
to the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS) again leading,
being the moral leaders of this body
concerning issues of human rights and
humanitarian concerns. I appreciate
their leadership. I am a very grateful
follower. I would like to thank the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) for his
leadership on this issue as well.

This resolution does express our con-
dolences to the people of Asia and East
Africa devastated by this incredible
tsunami which on December 26 hit this
region and has cost at least 140,000
lives. It is a staggering number of lives.
It is hard to comprehend how many
people have lost loved ones and are suf-
fering. In this time of need, the world
has responded in a manner unprece-
dented in its size and scope to a catas-
trophe that is unprecedented. Between
private and public donations, the relief
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effort so far has totaled over $3 billion.
The distorted characterization of a
confused United Nations official not-
withstanding, America can be espe-
cially proud that in this time of need
our people and our government have
stepped forward. In addition to govern-
ment aid, which sometimes people
overseas only recognize the govern-
ment aid, a significant amount of dona-
tions have come from charitable orga-
nizations and private donations in
which our people voluntarily give out
of a loveness in their heart and a con-
cern for humanity. As we speak, finan-
cial and material donations, private
sector as well as public, continue to be
pledged.

However, all the relief does not di-
minish the anguish and personal pain
of so many tens of thousands, hundreds
of thousands of people who have lost
loved ones. And to those people, you
have the prayers of the American peo-
ple and our hearts are with you. Every
day there are new stories of a family
having lost both mother and father or
parents who have lost their children.
Communities have been demolished
and the hard work in piecing these peo-
ple’s lives together will take many,
many years.

The people of the United States stand
with these people who are in need and
who have been affected by this horrible
tragedy. Incidentally, many of those
who have been suffering from this nat-
ural disaster are Muslims. I would hope
that these people in the Islamic world
understand that America is stepping
forward with generosity to help these
people not because they are Muslims or
whatever their faith is but because we
care about them as human beings. We
hope that they put that in perspective
when they are trying to analyze what
the United States is all about.

Compounding this tragedy, of course,
is an economic issue that we need to
discuss as well and that is the lapse of
a 30-year-old WTO agreement for man-
ufactured apparel. This would not even
come up and people would not under-
stand it had it not been for the tsu-
nami. A critical part of Sri Lanka’s
and Thailand’s as well as Indonesia’s
economy deals with producing this ap-
parel. With the ending of this agree-
ment, of the quota system for apparel,
we can expect that China will benefit
dramatically even though China has
not suffered from this natural disaster.
It will benefit and $2.5 billion of trade
will be taken from Sri Lanka alone, for
example.

I think in light of this tsunami trag-
edy and the current labor practices in
China that an extension of this agree-
ment is not only in the best interests
of our friends in Thailand and Sri
Lanka but for all countries who believe
in standards of labor and human rights
practices. I would suggest that we go
back to those quotas as of January 1
and postpone the elimination of the
quotas for 2 years in order to help
those countries that are now suffering.

I would also like to recognize the
people of Thailand and the royal fam-
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ily of Thailand who have cared for
thousands of refugees and people over
the years from Burma, Laos, Cambodia
and Vietnam. For over 30 years they
have taken in refugees and so gener-
ously cared for them. Now they are in
need of help and it is up to us to help
the people of Thailand. Our relief ef-
forts and our donations go with a great
deal of understanding that the Thais
have themselves been generous and it
is our time to be generous to them. Re-
lief workers are now struggling to re-
unite families and find loved ones that
are dead and their remains brought
back to the family. As they do, the
people of Thailand are going to be suf-
fering. We know that. I know those
people. Let us keep them in mind and
their suffering in mind. As we move
forward, let us do ourselves proud by
doing what is right and that is what is
happening throughout America and the
free world today.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PALLONE).

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, let me
also thank the chairman and the rank-
ing member for putting forth House
Resolution 12, of which I am a cospon-
sor, which I do think is very significant
in light of what we have witnessed in
the aftermath of the tsunami over the
last 10 days.

I want to say, first of all, that this
resolution as we know talks about a
number of things that we need to do
and that to some extent we have al-
ready done. One is to provide humani-
tarian assistance. I know the President
has pledged $350 million, which may
seem like a lot, but I frankly think
that we probably will end up needing
significantly more in terms of humani-
tarian assistance. In addition to that,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LANTOS) mentioned long-term recon-
struction, development assistance be-
cause we must remember that many of
the people no longer have a means of
livelihood, fishermen who no longer
have their fishing boats, farmers whose
land may be salted and have no longer
the ability to farm. We have to think
in terms of long-term reconstruction
and development aid.

And finally what I call the early
warning system. There has been a lot
of discussion and I think there is a
need to expand the tsunami early
warning system that exists in the Pa-
cific not only to the Indian Ocean but
also possibly to the Atlantic Ocean and
throughout the world. We know that
this can be done fairly inexpensively.
We are talking about maybe 5 to $10
million for the Atlantic, maybe $20
million at the most for the Indian
Ocean. I think this has to be part of
our effort to make sure that this event
never occurs again.

I just also wanted to say I was, of
course, disappointed with the early
stages of the President’s response, but
when he said that he wanted now to
provide all appropriate assistance, I
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certainly take him at his word and I
appreciate the fact that now we are
moving forward. He has not only pro-
vided a public element with the $350
million but sent his brother and Sec-
retary of State Powell overseas and
now we have the private element with
the two former Presidents that are in-
volved. We should be very happy with
the fact that more private American
assistance has been pledged than even
the $350 million in government assist-
ance that the President has promised. I
know that at some point we may have
to do an appropriations bill, perhaps an
emergency appropriations bill to re-
plenish the assistance that has already
been out there, and I certainly know
that over the next few weeks that the
chairman and the ranking member and
the members of the Appropriations
Committee will be looking at that. I
think it is very important.

The last thing that I did want to
mention is the fact that in my district,
as many of my colleagues have men-
tioned, we have a large number of In-
dian Americans, Sri Lankan Ameri-
cans, South Asians from many of the
countries that have been impacted. It
is amazing to see the outpouring from
these communities and from the public
in general in terms of providing money,
providing clothing, providing medical
supplies. The outpouring that we have
seen I think is really a symbol and a
reality of what Americans are all about
from all walks of life.

Again I want to thank my colleagues
for putting this resolution together
and the other commitments that I ex-
pect will be forthcoming over the next
few weeks.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. FERGUSON).

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the chairman and thank the
gentleman from California as well for
bringing this resolution to the floor. As
a mark of respect for the victims of the
Indian Ocean earthquake and the re-
sulting tsunamis, I rise today in strong
support of this resolution, as a cospon-
sor of this resolution, to honor the vic-
tims and to show my support for the
humanitarian aid that our country is
helping to provide with our partners
from around the world. My prayers go
out to the victims and their families
who have been struck by this horrific
tragedy, in particular, the large Asian
and Indian community that resides in
my district and, in fact, in all of our
State of New Jersey.

Currently the estimated death toll is
more than 140,000, in some cases over
150,000 people in South and Southeast
Asia and East Africa. Between 3 and 5
million people throughout the affected
region are lacking basic survival re-
quirements, access to clean water, ade-
quate shelter, food, sanitation and
health care. Contaminated water
sources in the affected countries have
increased the risk of cholera, dysentery
and malaria. Approximately 500,000
people have been displaced in Indo-
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nesia; more than 889,000 are displaced
in Sri Lanka; 3.5 million people are af-
fected in India; and more than 10,000
are injured in Thailand. In addition,
between 15,000 and 30,000 may be af-
fected in Somalia; 12,000 are displaced
in Malaysia; and approximately 12,000
are displaced and 300,000 affected in the
Maldives. These numbers are astound-
ing. We must continue to do all that we
can to help the millions who have been
affected by this disaster. I strongly
support all efforts by our country and
the many others that are helping to
meet the call for financial and vol-
untary relief. In fact, it is my hope to
travel to the affected areas very soon
to help do my part in seeing that the
relief effort under way is a success.

Further, I would like to recognize the
strong support of the American people.
They have heeded the call to help their
neighbors across the globe with a dedi-
cation and a determination that is an
embodiment of our American spirit. We
have banded together as a Nation and
have continued our longstanding tradi-
tion of donating our considerable re-
sources to our fellow men and women
around the world. Again, let me thank
Chairman HYDE and Ranking Member
LANTOS for bringing this important
resolution to the floor. I am proud to
be a cosponsor.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to yield 2 minutes to my good
friend, the distinguished gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from California
for yielding me this time. I also want
to commend him and the chairman of
the committee, my colleague from Illi-
nois, and all of those who have spoken.
I rise in strong support of this resolu-
tion. I also want to commend the peo-
ple of my district and people through-
out America who have risen to the oc-
casion.

I noted with pride on New Year’s Eve
African-American churches in my dis-
trict who had turned their traditional
watch meeting night into an appeal for
the people who have been affected. I
took great pride in Chinatown in my
district a few days ago when my Chi-
nese constituents, Chinese Americans,
were organizing relief efforts to send
money and medical aid. I also took
great pride when my Tamilian friends
from Sri Lanka came to express the
support that they not only were seek-
ing but were also giving. This is a tre-
mendous effort on the part of not only
organized governments but organized
citizens throughout America. I am
pleased to be a part of it. Again I com-
mend Chairman HYDE, Ranking Mem-
ber LANTOS and all of those who have
spearheaded this resolution.
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Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROYCE).

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
chairman for yielding me this time.

I rise in support of this resolution. I
think we all watched in shock at the
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devastation caused by the December 26
earthquake and the subsequent tsu-
nami. I led a delegation to Gujarat in
2001 to assess the damage after the
earthquake that shook India, and that
devastation, that tragedy, was inde-
scribable. And after that quake, the
world community pulled together, as
did the people of India, including In-
dian Americans, to address the human-
itarian disaster. But the quake there in
magnitude was less than this quake.
This quake was 9.0. And the effect has
been such that the death toll today is
over 150,000.

As we have heard on the floor, mil-
lions have been left homeless. Indeed
the images of death and destruction
that we have seen on television are so-
bering. It is difficult to comprehend
the extent of the damage because the
devastation stretches across 5,000 miles
and 12 countries. It stretches across
geographical and cultural and religious
lines.

As is often the case in extreme dis-
aster, we also see the best in the
human spirit. There has been an out-
pouring of support across our country
from both individuals and from busi-
nesses. Members from the Los Angeles
County Fire Department’s disaster re-
sponse team have been dispatched to
Sri Lanka. Niagara Water Company of
Irvine, California, has donated 55,000
gallons of water.

The actions taken by the United
States Government speak louder than
any statement can. Not surprisingly,
first on the scene was the TUnited
States military. An aircraft carrier
task force was immediately diverted
from Hong Kong to the Gulf of Thai-
land, and a Marine Expeditionary
Force from Guam was dispatched to
the Bay of Bengal. No other organiza-
tion in the world can tackle the
logistical challenge of getting these
types of assets on location to assist the
people in need. As a matter of fact, the
local governor in Aceh said that the
U.S. Navy helicopters appeared to him
like ‘“‘angels,” in his words, as they ar-
rived to deliver supplies to those peo-
ple in need.

Through this challenge we see oppor-
tunities for the United States to make
a lasting impression in South and in
Southeast Asia. Cooperation between
the U.S. and India is expanding like
never before. The U.S. regional com-
mand center for this unprecedented re-
lief operation has been established in
Thailand. And the U.S. and Indonesian
military forces are working together
for the first time in many years.

The United States stands by the peo-
ple of South and Southeast Asia during
this catastrophe.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. ZOE LOFGREN), the dean of
the California delegation.

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. Mr.
Speaker, I give thanks to the chairman
and ranking member for having this
resolution before us this evening. When
we turn on the TV, when we read the



H42

news and we learn of just the scope of
the magnitude of this disaster, it is
simply staggering. In India and Sri
Lanka and Thailand and Indonesia,
Malaysia, the Maldives, Bangladesh,
Burma, even Kenya and Somalia on the
African coast, the devastation is sim-
ply stunning. And it is important that
the United States show leadership to
the world and to the victims in coming
to grips with this. I really cannot
think of an event in my lifetime that
has been this enormous in terms of loss
of life and long-term implications for
this part of the world. So I am glad
that we are here on this first day of the
109th Congress to show the world that
we stand ready and in solidarity with
those who have lost their lives, those
who have lost members of their family,
and certainly there are those from
other parts of the world visiting South
Asia.

I want, as others have mentioned, to
give great thanks to my constituents
in Silicon Valley first started by Amer-
icans who were from South Asia or
whose families were originally from
South Asia, organizing volunteer ef-
forts; and the response has been dra-
matic and huge from every corner of
Silicon Valley to step forward and to
help with the relief effort. However, as
others have mentioned, our assistance
is going to be needed for some time to
come.

I heard on the radio news this morn-
ing that in some of the towns, 80 per-
cent of the teachers have been lost, 85
percent of all the police officers have
died. The infrastructure of civilization
for many of the towns and localities is
simply gone. So we will look to so
many of our fellow citizens to do vol-
unteer efforts and to donate gener-
ously. They are not disappointing us.
But it is the institution of the United
States Government that is going to
have to be in with a helping hand to
help these parts of the world become
civilized again, to come up from the
muck that the tsunami brought to
them and to take once again their
place in the world. I am pledged to
work with all of my colleagues in the
House towards that end. I am proud
that the Speaker and the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI), our lead-
er, each made this tragedy part of their
opening remarks at the start of the
109th Congress. I thank them for that.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Long before she joined the Congress,
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI) was a fighter for all humane
and humanitarian endeavors across the
globe. She expresses the views of all
Democrats on this important humani-
tarian crisis.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as she
may consume to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished ranking member of
the committee for his kind words and
for his great leadership. And I thank
the gentleman from Illinois, the two of
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them, for bringing this very important
resolution both to the floor. They both
have been champions for humanitarian
causes and human rights throughout
the world. I thank the gentleman from
California (Mr. LANTOS), especially for
his work on the Human Rights Caucus.
And, in fact, the definition of human
rights and our attention to the condi-
tion of mankind extends to the issue
that is before us today.

As the world knows, 9 days ago we
witnessed on television the most de-
structive power of nature, a powerful
earthquake and subsequent tsunami
that took more than 150,000 lives and
seriously injured hundreds of thou-
sands more across Asia. The unspeak-
able devastation the world has wit-
nessed in these areas presents a chal-
lenge not only for the millions of peo-
ple who are struggling to recover and
rebuild but also for all of us who are
called by our faith and our common hu-
manity to help those in need.

Nothing can give back all that has
been lost, but the actions we take
today and in the days ahead help to
keep the epic disaster from becoming
even more far reaching. In a tragedy
such as this one, there is only the
smallest measure of inspiration that
can be taken from the devastation.

But if there is anything hopeful to be
found in the aftermath of the tragedy,
it is that the worst of Mother Nature
has brought out the best in human na-
ture. Americans have donated hundreds
of millions of dollars in private dona-
tions. The coordinated efforts by
USAID, the International Red Cross,
UNICEF, OXFAM and Care and many
others are providing quick and vital re-
sources. Relief workers are struggling
24 hours a day to distribute supplies
and medical care to the injured and
homeless. The United States Govern-
ment has pledged $350 million in emer-
gency assistance for the region. And
when the victims of the disaster in
Asia see our soldiers and ships and hel-
icopters bringing food, supplies, and
medical care, they see the compassion
that is the best of America.

The chairman and ranking member
of the Committee on International Re-
lations and I in my capacity as ranking
member on the Foreign Operations, Ex-
port Financing and Related Programs
of the Committee on Appropriations,
we have traveled the world to see our
assistance at work, and we know that
when the U.S. military becomes in-
volved in humanitarian assistance,
they are the best. They are well orga-
nized. They get the job done in record
time. We are very proud of them and
all that they do and certainly in the
case of the tsunami.

All of these things are critical, but
much more needs to be done. It is esti-
mated by the United Nations that 1.8
million people will need food aid, 1.8
million people. Roads and bridges will
need to be rebuilt to get that aid to the
people who need it. Millions of people
are homeless and in need of shelter.
The statistics are daunting, but we
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must not lose sight of the power of the
United States to soften nature’s blow.
The statistics are staggering, but we
remember every single individual as a
person who is affected by this. A com-
passionate and generous response from
the United States is essential to save
these individual lives and to stabilize
the entire region.

While there has been a strong initial
response to the crisis, there must be
initiative to assist in the longer-term
reconstruction process. The TUnited
States must take the lead by providing
a multi-year assistance package that
does not come at the expense of other
disaster relief efforts around the world.
I hope that a package of aid and assist-
ance for the victims of last week’s
tsunamis will be the first significant
bipartisan accomplishment of this
109th Congress, and I know under the
leadership of the gentleman from Illi-
nois and the gentleman from California
(Mr. LANTOS) and our distinguished
Speaker in his beautiful words today
about the disaster that we have a good
chance that that will be possible.

There is a passage in the Bible that
speaks to the power of the spirit at
times such as this: ‘“The bricks have
fallen down, but we will rebuild with
dressed stone; the fig trees have been
felled, but we will replace them with
cedars.”” As one who kind of likes vic-
tories, I understand the strength of ce-
dars, but we will replace and rebuild.

I kind of think another passage from
the Bible is appropriate here. It is ap-
propriate on many occasions, but I
thought of it the minute I saw the tsu-
nami, and that is in the Old Testament
they tell us that to minister to the
needs of God’s creation is an act of
worship, to ignore those needs is to dis-
honor the God who made us and them.
So we can have an act of worship by
ministering to the needs of these peo-
ple.

I especially want to mention the
country of Indonesia that has been dev-
astated by the crisis. Indonesian health
authorities reported Sunday that the
tsunami may have killed 100,000 people
in the Aceh province alone. This nat-
ural disaster comes after the Indo-
nesian Government has performed mas-
sive military operations and frankly
brutal acts of violence against the ci-
vilian population of Aceh in recent
years.

The international response presents
an opportunity for the government of
Indonesia to form a new partnership, a
fresh start, with the people of Aceh. It
is critical that the Indonesian Govern-
ment continue to open the region to re-
lief organizations, nongovernmental
organizations, and the media. It will
take a long time. It will require a great
deal of help. The scars may never heal
entirely, and the memories of loved
ones lost will linger forever. But with
the help of people of the world, the peo-
ple of the affected countries will re-
cover and rebuild.

Already we see people who were
strangers to each other before the dis-
aster standing together, some of them
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right in this very room, and today with
this resolution and with the actions
that will be necessary in the coming
days to give substance to our words, we
say to them the people of the United
States stand with them. We can say
that with great assurance because of
the leadership of the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. LANTOS) and those
kind words, again, of the Speaker this
morning.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the leader for her powerful and elo-
quent statement.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA), a distinguished mem-
ber of the Committee on International
Relations and ranking member of the
Asia and the Pacific Subcommittee.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from California
for yielding me this time and also ex-
tend my appreciation to the chairman
of our committee for the support and
cosponsorship of this important resolu-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, this certainly has been
a tragic crisis in Southeast Asia, and I
do not know if my colleagues know
that I am probably one of the few Mem-
bers who has ever personally experi-
enced what it means to go through a
tidal wave and so sad to hear from the
media reports and learning in some
parts of this region when the reefs and
the beaches are sucked into the ocean
and the water recedes some 300 yards
from the reefs and the children and
people not knowing the nature, that
this is how a tidal wave comes about.

[ 1845

And then, the children playing and
the fish flopping all over the place
thinking this is a blessing from God,
and then knowing that they should be
running in the opposite direction when
the tidal wave hits. This is really a sad
situation.

Mr. Speaker, what I really wanted to
address and share with my colleagues
is a certain criticism that has been
brought not only to the world commu-
nity, but to our Nation, suggesting
that our country has been stingy in
giving assistance to those who are in
need. Nothing could be further from
the truth.

Mr. Speaker, in the Wall Street Jour-
nal article on 31 January, and accord-
ing to a USAID report, in the year 2000,
our country donated over $56 billion in
international assistance. Eighteen per-
cent of that alone came from the gov-
ernment. $33.6 billion, or 60 percent,
came from private donors, $3 billion
from corporations, $3.4 billion from re-
ligious organizations, $18 billion from
individual donations alone, not even
counting foundations and from public
organizations and universities.

I suggest that the next time we get
criticisms from others suggesting that
our Nation has not been generous in
giving assistance to those in need real-
ly needs to be corrected. And I am
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very, very glad not only from Sec-
retary Powell, but from President
Bush, that we need to make certain
corrections.

Mr. Speaker, I will insert for the
RECORD the full text of this editorial
commentary in the Wall Street Jour-
nal of 31 January. I urge my colleagues
to support this resolution.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Jan. 3, 2005]
FAR FROM STINGY

Across the world, the reaction to Asia’s
tsunami is bringing out the best in human
nature. Fund-raising appeals, disaster-relief
teams, military assets—all are being mar-
shaled for the victims of this tragedy.

Which makes it all the more outrageous
that a top United Nations official chose this
week to accuse the U.S. and other Western
nations of being stingy with assistance to
poorer nations. ‘“We were more generous
when we were less rich,” Undersecretary-
General for Humanitarian Affairs Jan
Egeland lectured on Monday. ‘‘And it is be-
yond me why we are so stingy, really.”

Now, complaints about U.S. miserliness
are more routine than the earthquakes and
floods that strike the globe. A favorite
“fact” of international critics is that while
the U.S. government nearly always ranks
first in absolute amounts of foreign aid, it
tends to fall last among industrial countries
in aid as a percentage of gross national prod-
uct. The one-tenth of one percent that Wash-
ington devoted to foreign assistance, they
say, is nothing compared with what the U.S.
could afford.

The problem is that, as with so many ques-
tions of accounting (say, Oil for Food), the
U.N. and other international bodies rely on
unreliable ledgers. Groups like the Develop-
ment Assistance Committee (part of the Or-
ganization for Economic Cooperation and
Development) tend to look only at ‘‘official”’
government aid. What this misses is that
Americans have never trusted government
institutions to dole out assistance. Instead,
we open our wallets for private groups that
are better at targeting money where it’s
needed, tracking projects, cutting waste—
and getting results.

When it comes to this sort of giving, no-
body beats Americans. According to a 2003
report from the U.S. Agency for Inter-
national Development, U.S. international as-
sistance to developing countries in 2000 was
$56 billion. Yet just 18% of that was ‘‘offi-
cial” government assistance. Some $33.6 bil-
lion—or 60%—came from the private sector.
Corporations shelled out nearly $3 billion.
Religious groups weighed in with $3.4 billion.
Individuals provided $18 billion. To say noth-
ing of funds from foundations, private and
voluntary organizations, or universities.

Cynics mark this generosity down to a
U.S. tax code that encourages giving. Yet
most research shows that Americans view
donations as a duty. Philanthropy magazine
reports a study showing the average U.S.
contribution outweighs the average German
or French one seven- or eight-fold. This
sense of responsibility is often motivated by
faith; some 60% of American donations go to
religious groups or causes.

None of this sits well with the U.N., whose
own budget relies on state dollars. A chas-
tened Mr. Egeland was forced later this week
to claim he’d been misinterpreted and to ac-
knowledge U.S. generosity. But behind this
apology is the U.N.’s longstanding belief that
what’s really needed is for the U.S. and oth-
ers to raise taxes to pay for more public for-
eign aid.

That approach reigns in Western Europe
and explains what’s wrong with so much of
current foreign aid. Europeans have come to
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view private donations as a failure of the
state and expect their governments to col-
lect billions in taxes to shuffle along to slow-
moving and unaccountable international bu-
reaucracies. The result is a lose-lose situa-
tion. Giving countries see their own econo-
mies depressed by higher taxes and receiving
countries find the aid too often enabling
strongmen or perpetuating poor policies.

A far better approach, at least in the pub-
lic sphere, are initiatives such as President
Bush’s Millennium Challenge Account. By
tying long-term assistance to improvements
in specific economic and political goals—
such as cracking down on corruption or es-
tablishing rules of law—foreign aid brings
about real reform. This approach drives U.N.
bureaucrats nuts, a sure sign it’s on the
right track.

Today’s priority in Asia is immediate hu-
manitarian relief. The list of U.S.-based pri-
vate and religious organizations already
working in the area is stunning. And it’s
good to see the U.S. decision effectively to
go around U.N. bureaucracy by working di-
rectly with a coalition of Japan, Australia
and India to coordinate relief. Meanwhile, we
can expect the federal government to con-
tinue its tradition of generosity in the up-
coming weeks—a tradition that resulted in
$2.4 billion in humanitarian relief last year
along, or 40% of the world total.

But future money, both public and private,
should be aimed at developing the sort of
governments and economies that will be
equipped to deal with disasters on their own.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, we have
no additional requests for time. In con-
cluding, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I again want to express my deep ap-
preciation to my friend and distin-
guished colleague, the chairman of our
committee, the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HYDE). I want to say that all
of us here are profoundly proud of the
generosity of the American people, the
generosity of our government, and the
extraordinary skill and heroism of our
military in facing up to this crisis.
Those who cannot get over their mind-
less anti-Americanism should look at
what the American people, the Amer-
ican government, and our military
have done in the last few days con-
cerning this crisis, and they will need
to rethink their mindless hatred of this
great Nation.

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

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER).

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I stand
in support of H.R. 12 expressing the
condolences of this House and the sup-
port for the people of the countries
that have been impacted by the tsu-
nami in Asia.

A friend of our country, Sri Lanka,
was one of the countries most dev-
astated. Sadly, Sri Lanka lost at least
30,000 of its citizens, and that toll may
rise well into the 40,000 range. I serve
as co-chairman of the Sri Lanka Cau-
cus in the House and I have traveled
personally to Sri Lanka. I have seen
firsthand many of the areas now dev-
astated by the tsunami, and my heart
and prayers and those of my colleagues
go out to the people of Sri Lanka at
this difficult time.
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Today many Americans are still un-
accounted for who were in Sri Lanka
when this tragedy struck, but as we
deal with that loss and also work to
help the nearly 1 million living sur-
vivors who are now displaced in Sri
Lanka, we continue to move forward
and we want to express our support.

Secretary of State Colin Powell plans
to be in Sri Lanka this Friday to ex-
press our support and to see firsthand
what more we can do, and I am proud
of the support that the United States
Government has been providing. In the
early hours of the day after Christmas,
top U.S. Government officials began
the work of aiding Sri Lanka and the
entire region, immediately moving
money to the affected areas and send-
ing out teams to survey the damage for
accurate assessment of needs. To date
our President, President Bush, has
pledged $350 million in relief in recov-
ery assistance, and already $13 million
has been allocated to our friend Sri
Lanka alone.

The Department of Defense and
USAID have established a regional co-
ordination center in Sri Lanka to co-
ordinate our relief efforts to the region
as well as this friendly country. Hun-
dreds of USAID and military personnel
are on the ground in Sri Lanka helping
to assist the relief efforts. I would also
note that the men and women of the
United States military are fully en-
gaged helping Sri Lanka. In this re-
gion, the United States has committed
a vast majority of military assets to
the region: 20 ships, 14 strategic lift
cargo planes, and 48 helicopters. The
USS Bonhomme Richard Expeditionary
Strike Group is in route to Sri Lanka,
as well as a ship capable of producing
90,000 gallons of fresh water every day.
We have also instituted a cash for work
program, helping the local economy
and cleanup efforts at the same time.

Mr. Speaker, there is so much that
we can do, and I want to thank our
friends in the private sector who have
stepped forward. We in the TUnited
States are doing our part and we want
to do more. We are working in partner-
ship with the world in this effort to aid
Sri Lanka, and the Indian government
in particular has been very helpful in
the Sri Lanka mission.

The United States will continue to
help Sri Lanka and the entire region as
long as needs are there. We stand in
support and we express our condo-
lences, and our prayers go out to the
people of Sri Lanka.

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, like people every-
where, | mourn the devastation and loss of life
caused by the massive tsunami in South Asia.
The enormity of the disaster is staggering and
| extend my condolences to those around the
world touched by this tragedy. My thoughts
and prayers are with the victims and their fam-
ilies in this time of overwhelming need.

| applaud the outpouring of support by the
many nations, organizations and individuals
across the world who have responded quickly
to the disaster. By working together, we will
help rebuild the lives of the residents of South
Asia.
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I will travel to South Asia next week and,
through the generosity of numerous hospitals
in my district of El Paso, Texas, will deliver
medical supplies to assist in some small way
with the relief and rebuilding process.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to sup-
port the resolution before us today, and ask all
Americans to continue to keep the victims of
this terrible tragedy in their prayers.

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of my-
self, my family and the constituents of the 17th
District of California, | would like to express
our heartfelt condolences to the victims and
their families of the tsunami natural disaster.
As the number of victims continues to in-
crease, America is united in mourning the
staggering loss of lives—many, many of whom
are children.

In the last week, the millions of people af-
fected by the tsunami have faced terrifying ob-
stacles. But the global community stands in
solidarity with the 12 affected nations. While
the United States and other governments have
promised humanitarian aid, private citizens in
the United States have also shown an amaz-
ing outpouring of generosity and compassion.
In my own congressional district, which has
experienced a number of natural disasters, a
number of compassionate people are reaching
out to the South Asia disaster victims. For ex-
ample, the Salinas Rotary Club, along with
other Rotary Clubs across the country, is or-
ganizing to supply “Shelter Boxes” that con-
tain basic necessities like tents and sleeping
bags.

Humanitarian assistance is desperately
needed on an unprecedented global scale.
The international community has pledged $2
billion, with a contribution of $350 million from
the United States, but it is clear that more will
be required of many. | intend to support an
emergency funding bill for U.S. tsunami aid
and | urge the President and the Republican
leadership to be generous, as the world com-
munity was to the United States in the wake
of 9/11.

In addition to our efforts to help the sur-
vivors of this tragedy, we must also work to
ensure that we can better alert people to simi-
lar events in the future. The United States
should lead the world in implementing a global
ocean observing system. The recently-re-
leased U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy final
report noted the importance of using observa-
tion systems to help us to prevent the loss of
life and property and be better stewards of the
oceans. One of my priorities in the coming
year will be to continue pushing for implemen-
tation of the U.S. Commission recommenda-
tions.

Millions of people were left homeless and
facing terrifying obstacles as a result of this
tsunami. But | hope they can take some sol-
ace in knowing that people across the globe
stand in solidarity with them. Not only have
governments promised extensive support, but
private citizens everywhere are digging into
their own pockets to give what they can. This
outpouring of generosity and compassion is
amazing and reaffirming. No matter cultural
differences or physical distance, in times of
crisis we always come together to help one
another. As the New Year begins, | pray for
the quick recovery of those affected by the
disaster and hope that the compassion shown
during this crisis continues far into the future.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| rise to support the resolution and join all
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Americans in an expression of condolences to
the people and countries that have been dev-
astated by last week’s tsunami. In particular, |
want to offer my personal sympathy to: Am-
bassador Sen of India, Ambassador
Brotodiningrat of Indonesia, Ambassador
Subasinghe of Sri Lanka, and Ambassador
Piromya of Thailand.

Tsunamis are walls of water that inundate
coastal areas with little or no warning, often
taking many lives and causing extensive prop-
erty damage. They are initiated by sudden un-
derwater disruptions and in this regard they
differ from wind generated waves because the
power they pack is not limited to the surface.
Tsunamis are usually started as a result of an
undersea earthquake, which for years was
considered to be the sole cause of tsunamis.
Research is now showing that tsunami gen-
eration involves intricate interactions between
earthquakes, landslides, and sympathetic vi-
brations between the quake and the ocean
above it.

Tsunamis have been known since 426 B.C.,
and between 1990 and 2001 there were 11
major tsunami events in the Pacific Rim, killing
over 4,000 people and causing hundreds of
millions in property damage. Before this week,
the most devastating tsunami occurred in
1755 in the Atlantic which killed 60,000 people
and destroyed much of Lisbon. By compari-
son, the death toll from the Banda Aceh tsu-
nami could exceed 150,000 on top of the un-
thinkable numbers of displaced, orphaned,
and injured. Subsequent disease and un-
treated injuries will undoubtedly add to these
statistics.

The President has already pledged $350
million in direct support to the affected coun-
tries on top of the medical, infrastructure, and
logistics support from the U.S. Military. | want
to encourage my colleagues in the Congress
to work together as we did last fall to provide
nearly $14 billion in relief to the Southeastern
states and Caribbean nations following the
four devastating hurricanes.

Former Presidents Clinton and Bush are
leading the Nation’s private fundraising activi-
ties, and | want to ask all Americans, to con-
tribute whatever they can to the relief efforts
for what is likely history’s most deadly natural
disaster.

Beyond these immediate needs, | want to
encourage you to work with me in developing
programs that will help to minimize losses suf-
fered in future natural disasters. The National
Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion and the U.S. Geological Survey lead the
United States in the research, monitoring, and
warning of tsunamis and other natural disas-
ters. For example, the Deep-ocean Assess-
ment and Reporting of Tsunamis Project
(DART) can detect ocean level anomalies as
small as 2 inch in 20,000 feet of water to de-
termine if a tsunami event is occurring in the
deep sea. This system was useful to avoid a
false alarm in response to an Alaskan earth-
quake in 2001. DART stations cost about
$250,000 to purchase and around $125,000
per year to maintain. Stations are now located
off the coasts of Alaska, the Pacific Northwest,
and Chile, but we need to consider how this
system can be expanded to other parts of the
world.

Even with detection systems such as DART,
notification alarms and awareness programs
must be implemented for them to be effective.
The first waves took 2—-3 hours to hit Phuket
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(Thailand), Sri Lanka, and India after the initi-
ating quakes. Even a few minutes of warning
can make a huge difference if preceded with
the proper awareness training. For example a
1993 tsunami followed an earthquake in Japan
by a mere 6 minutes. Although 200 people
perished, 1,200 people escaped the waves by
running inland as soon as they felt the shak-
ing.

Research on the causes of tsunamis is also
needed. One of the most severe tsunamis in
recent history occurred in Papua New Guinea
in July 1998. The initiating earthquake was
unexceptional at a magnitude of 7.1—the size
of an earthquake that strikes somewhere in
the world about every 3 weeks. Geological
modeling strongly suggested that the quake
caused an underwater landslide that together
triggered the exceptional size tsunami. Other
preliminary research indicates that under
some conditions, tsunamis may be detectable
from aircraft or satelltes using radar or
radiometers miles away from coastal areas.

In this regard, | look forward to working with
the Science Committee to identify opportuni-
ties for natural disaster detection and warning,
and | look forward to hearing tomorrow’s brief-
ing from Dr. David Applegate from USGS and
General D.L. Johnson from NOAA.

In addition to these financial and research
initiatives, | want to remind my colleagues of
the friends and families of the victims within
the United States who also need our assist-
ance.

Many national from affected countries that
reside in the United States on either a perma-
nent or temporary basis. Some have no one
left to provide monetary support and no home
due to demolition by the violent waves and
flooding. It is in the spirit of rebuilding and
internationalism that | will introduce legislation
to give nationals from affected countries that
reside in the United States an opportunity to
establish eligibility for Temporary Protected
Status (TPS).

This legislation would grant TPS to eligible
nationals from specified countries who pres-
ently reside in the United States. TPS relief
under this proposal will provide a necessary
but temporary respite from deportation that will
permit eligible applicants to work and live law-
fully in the United States pending the restora-
tion of a habitable homeland that is not laden
with disease. Additionally, this proposal will
allow eligible aliens to travel abroad and to re-
turn to the United States and be treated the
same as any returning alien provided TPS—
which will be helpful to family members of tsu-
nami victims. | ask all of you to support this
legislation and to join together in pledging the
maximum level of resources to make the re-
covery of the affected areas expedient.

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, | join my House
colleagues in extending condolences to the
victims of the earthquake and tsunamis that
recently battered South and Southeast Asia as
well as parts of East Africa. Generated by a
magnitude 9.0 earthquake on December 26,
massive tsunamis devastated whole villages in
Thailand, Indonesia, Sri Lanka, and India.

The degree of this calamity has shocked
and saddened all Americans, and | am
pleased that through their representatives, the
American people have an opportunity to for-
mally express their grief for the more than
150,000 people who perished.

Our sorrow for those lost, however, should
not distract us from the immediate humani-
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tarian crisis gripping the region. The World
Health Organization (WHO) has suggested
that between three to five million people lack
basic survival requirements, including access
to clean water, adequate shelter, food, sanita-
tion, and health care.

The WHO is also warning of an imminent
health crisis, as contaminated water sources
increase the risk of cholera, dysentery, ma-
laria, and dengue fever.

As the world community responds to this
natural disaster, | hope and expect that the
United States Government and the American
people will be on the forefront of efforts to pro-
vide immediate and long-term aid. President
Bush has so far committed $350 million for
disaster relief, and | am hopeful that this
amount will increase as we get a clearer pic-
ture of the devastation that has taken place.

In the meantime, U.S. Government agencies
are on the ground. The U.S. Air Force has
transported 43,000 Ibs of food, supplies, and
equipment to the region, and helicopters from
the USS Abraham Lincoln are shuttling sup-
plies into northern Sumatra. The Defense De-
partment is deploying Navy and Marine Corps
supply ships and dispatching military medical
teams to the most isolated and hard-hit areas.

In addition, USAID, the federal agency re-
sponsible for the distribution of foreign aid, is
now assessing the damage and individual
country needs. These assessments will help
better direct the emergency aid that is already
flowing to the region. USAID will also identify
the long-term goals to rebuild local economies,
housing and infrastructure.

The President has also enlisted former
Presidents George H.W. Bush and Bill Clinton
to lead nationwide private fundraising efforts
which are sure to generate large amounts of
private donations. The American people are
compassionate, and they will certainly give
generously to help tsunami victims regain their
health and their livelihoods.

My thoughts and prayers go out to all those
impacted by the tsunamis, including the esti-
mated 5,000 Americans in the region who
have not yet been heard from. | urge my col-
leagues to support this resolution.

Mr. WEXLER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today with
a heavy heart to share my condolences with
the victims of the tsunami in South Asia. The
magnitude of destruction and devastation left
in the wake of this tragic disaster is incompre-
hensible. | join all Americans who are heart-
broken by the images of towns and villages
washed away and of the thousands of or-
phaned children who will grow up as survivors
of this disaster.

As the United States and the international
community work to provide relief for the vic-
tims of this tragedy, | urge my colleagues to
ensure that our efforts to assist in the recon-
struction not be short-lived. While it is impera-
tive that we immediately provide the nec-
essary funds for relief work and humanitarian
aid, we must ensure that as we assist in this
recovery effort, and provide long term assist-
ance to rebuild the infrastructure and commu-
nities devastated by this disaster. Beyond fi-
nancial and humanitarian assistance, the
United States must lead an international effort
to implement a global tsunami warning and
detection system so we can avoid future trag-
edies.

During this time of recovery, governments
and citizens from around the world have
worked together to help those in need, regard-
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less of politics, race and religion. It is my sin-
cere hope that out of this tragic situation a
lasting spirit of cooperation and mutual respect
can emerge. Hopefully this unprecedented co-
operation can be used as a trigger to
jumpstart the prospects for peace and coexist-
ence throughout the region.

My thoughts and prayers are with the vic-
tims and their families.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, it is a peculiar and
embarrassing mark of man’s fallen nature that
so often it takes tragedy for human beings to
see past our differences and into each others’
hearts. Two weeks ago, a tragedy of incom-
prehensible magnitude struck our brothers and
sisters on the other side of the world. It was
the day after Christmas, actually, when much
of the world was still celebrating, that an
earthquake beneath the Indian Ocean set off
massive tsunamis that have devastated island
and coastal countries in southeast Asia and
east Africa. The sum total of those killed, in-
jured, diseased, and orphaned by the tsunami
is larger than the populations of many coun-
tries. And yet, it is also a mark of the dignity
of man that, in the face of such tragedy, we
do see beyond our differences—cultural, polit-
ical, religious—and see to it, with all our
strength, that right is done.

The tsunami’'s waters will recede, Mr.
Speaker, but the waves of prayers, love, and
generous support—already making their way
over the ocean—will not. Nor will the attention
of the world—nor the attention of this body—
until the victim nations recover.

As we meet today, millions of people have
been displaced from their homes and commu-
nities, and millions more are without the basic
needs of survival—food, shelter, clean water,
and health care. Countless children have lost
their parents, and are now at the mercy of, at
best, the crippled social institutions of their
homelands, and at worst, we now learn,
human traffickers. When faced by devastation
and misery of this magnitude, when we see
the grief of parents who had to choose which
of their children to save, or hear stories of en-
tire villages destroyed by the waves, there
seems so little we can do.

But on the contrary, Mr. Speaker, there is
so much we must do. President Bush has
pledged $350 million in relief and recovery as-
sistance, dispatched Secretary of State Powell
and Florida Governor Bush to the region to
assess the situation, and tasked former Presi-
dents Clinton and Bush to lead American fund
raising for the relief effort. Thousands of our
armed forces and America’s civilian relief
agencies are already on the scene helping the
relief effort—transporting food, medical sup-
plies, mobile hospitals, and water-purifying
equipment to the scene. And the generosity of
the American people will continue to lead the
way in the recovery, and in the effort to miti-
gate the long-term consequences of the dis-
aster. The waters will recede, and life will one
day return to normal. All humanity’s mission is
to bring that day about before another life is
needlessly lost. And the world should know
that the American people and their Congress
will help until no more help is needed.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to express my most sincere condolences to
everyone affected by the devastating tsunami
that ravaged Southeast Asia on December 26.
My thoughts and prayers go out to those who
perished that day and to their families.

The destructive tsunami that shook South-
east Asia claimed the lives of over 156,000.
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Just this morning, | read the heart-wrenching
story of a 13-year-old boy in Indonesia who
lost his father, mother, and brother to the
shocking natural disaster. Countless other
families have been altered: thousands of chil-
dren have lost their mothers and fathers, par-
ents have lost their sons and daughters, men
and women have lost their husbands and
wives. The world has not seen a tragedy of
this magnitude in decades, and my heart
breaks for those who grieve the death of their
family and friends.

Despite the horrendous impact of this over-
whelming tragedy, | am moved by the inter-
national outpouring of support and compas-
sion to help the tsunami victims as they strug-
gle to overcome the loss of loved ones and
piece their lives together. The people of the
world and of Southeast Asia have come to-
gether to take care of one another. Strangers,
who themselves are struggling to find suffi-
cient food and clean water, are taking in or-
phans who lost their families. International aid
workers from countries, rich and poor, and
large and small, have traveled to Southeast
Asia to help provide essential materials to tsu-
nami victims.

Back in my district, a telethon hosted by a
local television station along with efforts of the
local branch of the American Red Cross
helped Rochesterians raise $365,000 to help
fund the disaster relief efforts. In Buffalo, var-
ious religious organizations have come to-
gether to raise money. The India Association
of Buffalo raised $38,000 in a benefit held last
Thursday and plans to continue fundraising.

The number of people attempting to give
money overwhelmed charity organizations col-
lecting money for tsunami relief. Donations
have ranged from $10 to thousands of dollars,
and people from all economic brackets are
giving what they can to help alleviate the suf-
fering of their fellow fathers, mothers, hus-
bands, wives, and children.

When speaking of international natural dis-
aster relief, President Dwight Eisenhower once
said, “These are deeds of peace. They speak
more loudly than promises or protestations of
peaceful intent.” | hope that the worldwide
generosity will continue until the need no
longer exists, and that the solidarity among
people from around the world will persist.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, today |
rise representing the great people of South
Florida and join with them in extending our
most heartfelt condolences and thoughts to
the people who have been devastated by the
most recent tsunami in Asia. We offer them
our prayers.

Mr. Speaker, as the world continues to
focus on the wrath of this dreadful disaster, it
is important to remember the people who have
perished. It is important to help the people
who have survived and are now picking up the
pieces and restarting their lives.

Across 11 nations, over 155,000 people are
dead and millions were left homeless. These
incredulous numbers, rising by the day, hide
the human facet of this appalling disaster.
Countless images of men and women holding
their children tight, frantically running towards
the helicopters with aid. Never-ending lines of
families hoping for clean water and food.
Thousands upon thousands of men, women
and children desperately looking among the
rubble upon what was once their homes and
lives.

Mr. Speaker, this catastrophe is one of un-
believable magnitude and challenges all na-
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tions to join in the relief efforts. | am proud of
our brave men and women in the military who
are currently manning the lifeline to the dev-
astated regions. From the crew of the USS
Lincoln to the Seahawk pilots, these young
Americans continue to show the generosity—
the heart and conscience of—our Nation. | am
also tremendously proud of the volunteers
across the globe who, in a moment’s notice,
picked up and journeyed to Asia to help in any
way they could. | applaud President Bush’s
decision to call upon former Presidents Clinton
and Bush to raise money for victims.

As we know Mr. Speaker, the greatest
source of America’s generosity—our es-
sence—is not our government; it's the heart of
the American people. | call upon all Americans
to give and give generously to organizations
that are on the ground, helping the countless
victims in the devastated region. In South Flor-
ida, organizations such as the American Red
Cross of Greater Miami & The Keys, The As-
sociation of Indians in America, Catholic Char-
ities of the Archdiocese of Miami, and the
Greater Miami Jewish Federation; to name a
few.

Mr. Speaker, we in Congress also have an
obligation to help the people who have been
devastated by the tsunami. As the newly se-
lected co-chair of the India Caucus, | am con-
fident that Congress will do its part in bringing
assistance to the peoples of the regions that
were hit. In India itself Mr. Speaker, the gov-
ernment increased its death toll to 9,571 dead
and also raised its missing total to 5,914 peo-
ple missing. As horrific as these numbers are,
it is encouraging to hear of the joint coopera-
tion between our two peoples and nations.
The joint cooperation between the two nations
to aid the people of India is clearly evident Mr.
Speaker, as the Navies of India and the
United States continue to work together and
share information. America stands ready to aid
the people of India.

Again, | would like to extend our deep con-
dolence to the families of the many earth-
quake and tsunami victims. We also affirm our
commitment to the peoples of the affected re-
gions and urge continued attention by relief
agencies to the needs of the vulnerable popu-
lations. Our prayers and thoughts are with the
victims of this horrible devastation.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in support of the resolution expressing support
and condolences to the victims of the earth-
quake and tsunami in South and Southeast
Asia. | also want to commend Chairman HYDE
and Ranking Member LANTOS for their leader-
ship on the resolution.

Mr. Speaker, the people of South and
Southeast Asia are faced with a natural dis-
aster of an unprecedented scale. Over
150,000 people are dead and the World
Health Organization estimates that between 3
and 5 million people are lacking basic survival
requirements. Unfortunately, these numbers
seem to rise with each passing day. Our con-
dolences and prayers go out to all of those
who have been affected by this deeply per-
sonal tragedy. But beyond our prayers, the
people affected will need the assistance of the
international community to prevent the out-
break of disease which threatens to take as
many lives as the tsunami.

The humanitarian response by the affected
governments, the United Nations, and NGOs
working in the region has been impressive in
the face of tremendous need and daunting lo-
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gistics. The outpouring of private contributions
from all over the world should reaffirm our
faith in humanity. But the magnitude of the
need will remain long after the initial humani-
tarian response has provided people with shel-
ter, food, clean water, and medical care.

The $2 billion already pledged by the United
States and other donors is an excellent down-
payment, but | think we are only beginning to
glimpse the massive undertaking that recon-
struction will be. | hope that the House will
rapidly consider the legislation that Chairman
HYDE and Mr. LANTOS are working on to pro-
vide substantial emergency assistance to the
affected survivors, to help them rebuild their
homes and their lives.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to sup-
port the resolution and to commit themselves
to supporting the additional relief we can cer-
tainly expect to be necessary.

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today to offer my condolences to the hun-
dreds of thousands affected by the tsunami in
Indonesia, Sri Lanka, India, Thailand, Somalia,
Malaysia, and other countries.

December 26 will ever be a day etched in
our memories and in our hearts as we strug-
gle to comprehend the magnitude of loss as-
sociated with this disaster.

Our great country is often viewed as a lead-
er in the world and | know that the President
will ensure that our country maintains this role
by mobilizing the necessary humanitarian and
economic assistance for both immediate and
long-term relief, whether it be the $350 million
already pledged or more as each day brings
us a deeper understanding of the total impact
of this disaster.

We have long held prosperous relationships
on economic and security issues with many of
the countries that have been affected such as
India and Malaysia.

If we fail to adequately meet the needs of
those affected by committing to advancing a
strong recovery in both the Asian and African
nations that have been affected, the long-term
worldwide economic and political con-
sequences of this natural disaster could be
even more severe.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to express
my deepest condolences and support to those
affected by the earthquake-generated
tsunamis that struck numerous countries in
South Asia and East Africa on December 26,
2004. This enormous natural disaster, which
has so far claimed more than 150,000 lives,
including many Americans, requires a robust
response from the international community.

| am pleased that the United States is taking
a leading role in the relief and recovery efforts.
We should continue to partner with the United
Nations, non-governmental organizations, and
other members of the international community
to render humanitarian assistance throughout
the region. | look forward to working in Con-
gress to increase America’s contributions to
this effort as additional needs required for
long-term rebuilding are identified.

Over the past 10 days, the outpouring of
condolences and financial support from the
American people has been tremendous. The
efforts of the thousands of Americans who are
giving of their time, money, and resources are
truly reflective of the American spirit, and they
exemplify our Nation’s values and ideals. | join
with my colleagues today in support of the
House resolution.
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Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay
my respects and give my deepest condo-
lences to those who have suffered through
one of the worst natural disasters in history.

As our nation celebrated the holiday season
with our loved ones, a tragedy of epic propor-
tions was occurring half a world away. An
earthquake with a magnitude of 9.0 off the
coast of Indonesia triggered a massive tsu-
nami that engulfed several countries through-
out South and Southeast Asia. The total after-
math is not yet known as the number of lives
lost continues to rise to immeasurable levels.

Though this tragic disaster destroyed lives,
families, and entire economies, it did not de-
stroy the strength of character and sense of
purpose displayed by the victims who continue
to fight daily for survival. The victims of this
tsunami are not alone in their struggle. Across
our great Nation, Americans, together with the
world community, have exhibited their gen-
erosity of spirit as they pray for the suffering
families and continue to give monetary assist-
ance to those in need.

More than 150,000 people have been killed
with millions more affected. These numbers
are already impossible to comprehend yet
countless others are missing.

We are now presented with a defining his-
torical moment as a nation and as an inter-
national community. We must share the fiscal
and emotional burden that will only get worse
for our brothers and sisters in Southeast Asia.
We cannot under-fund, undercut, or under-
mine our relief efforts by failing to follow
through on our promises as a government or
our compassion as Americans.

9/11 will always be remembered in our na-
tion as a time of crisis and devastation, yet
also a time of perseverance and unity. We
survived this horrific event because of the re-
solve exhibited by our Nation’s people and the
support received from the international com-
munity. The tragedy that has struck Southeast
Asia is no less of a crisis and no less dev-
astating.

It is the responsibility of the United States
and the world community to continue the aid
and assistance of these countries during their
time of need. During times of crises are when
the integrity of a nation and its people are
judged in history. | am encouraged by the
overwhelming response and generosity shown
by the people across this world. It is the
human way to respond; it is the American way
to respond.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RENZI). Without objection, the previous
question is ordered on the resolution.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The

———

EXPRESSING SORROW OF THE
HOUSE AT THE DEATH OF THE
HONORABLE ROBERT T. MATSUI,
MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution (H. Res. 11) and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:
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H. RES. 11

Resolved, That the House has heard with
profound sorrow of the death of the Honor-
able Robert T. Matsui, a Representative
from the State of California.

Resolved, That a committee of such Mem-
bers of the House as the Speaker may des-
ignate, together with such Members of the
Senate as may be joined, be appointed to at-
tend the funeral.

Resolved, That the Sergeant-at-Arms of the
House be authorized and directed to take
such steps as may be necessary for carrying
out the provisions of these resolutions and
that the necessary expenses in connection
therewith be paid out of applicable accounts
of the House.

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate
these resolutions to the Senate and transmit
a copy thereof to the family of the deceased.

Resolved, That when the House adjourns
today, it adjourn as a further mark of re-
spect to the memory of the deceased.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. STARK) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER), pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on this reso-
lution.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, as the dean
of the California delegation, I offer this
privileged resolution expressing the
profound sorrow of all of us within the
House of Representatives at BoB MAT-
SUT’s passing. I am honored to sponsor
this resolution in an attempt to memo-
rialize BOB’s contributions to Congress
and to our Nation.

Like all of us, I was shocked to hear
the news that someone as vibrant as
BOoB MATSUI is no longer with us. He
has been a forceful leader in Congress,
and he will be missed. I will miss his
counsel and his friendship, having been
honored to serve with him during his
time in Congress as a fellow Califor-
nian and on the Committee on Ways
and Means.

But first of all, my thoughts and con-
dolences go to his family, BoB’s wife
Doris, his son Brian, daughter-in-law
Amy, and granddaughter Anna.

I just got around I guess to opening
his Christmas card a day or so before
the sad news came and was reminded of
a night early on when Brian, who is
now an adult with an adult life, and he
could not have been more than 5 or 6 at
the time, and he was at a reception
with BOB and Doris and myself and
choked on a chicken bone, and the con-
sternation we all had, patting Brian on
the back and getting him through the
chicken bone incident. So as I say to
Brian and to Doris, BoB’s memory will
live with them and give them great
support as they move ahead in their
lives.
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In his time here, BOB demonstrated
and embodied the utmost integrity. He
knew and understood the purpose, the
greater purpose, really, which we in
the House are entrusted with. He lived
by and set high standards in public
service. In a word, he was a statesman.
He went through the experience of
being interned during World War II,
and it never made him bitter. He never
lost his spirit. Rather, it gave him re-
solve for his own convictions and his
sense of public service.

He started in Sacramento after a
brief career in law, and then he came
to Congress in 1979, starting out with
the Committee on the Judiciary and
then with the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, and then later join-
ing the Committee on Ways and Means
where he really became our resident
expert on Social Security and was ac-
tive in trade and tax policy issues as
well. He tackled those issues, as I am
sure any of my colleagues who have
discussed Social Security with him
know, with sharp intellect, deep con-
victions, and compassion for what was
right. But he was fair. He had a sense
of humility and one of respect I think
of his colleagues on both sides of the
aisle.

I do know one thing, that BoB MAT-
sul would have wanted to be here to
lead the Democrats in the fight to pro-
tect Social Security in this coming ses-
sion of Congress. He was prepared for
it. He was geared up for it. He had been
spending his time over the last several
weeks before his sad passing to lead us
in the effort to protect Social Security.
His convictions of compassion mark his
work on behalf of disadvantaged chil-
dren and families in our country as
well.

BoB championed expanded health
care coverage for children and was a
tireless advocate for child welfare. In-
deed, he joined many of us in opposing
our own administration during the wel-
fare reform issues in 1996, and he intro-
duced key legislation to expand job
training and education programs to
help people in poverty. We lost that
battle in 1996, but he remained stead-
fast in his commitment to ensure that
people got lifted out of poverty, not
just kicked off the welfare rolls.

So as the new year began, I had
looked forward to his counsel and
working with him side-by-side as it
were on our committee on important
issues.

His spirit will continue to inspire us
in the days ahead and with gratitude
for all he has done, we will carry on his
work and do all we can to honor his life
and his contributions to the American
people. I know that the House tonight
will adjourn in his honor, and on New
Year’s he adjourned sine die. We say so
long, old friend.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me begin by express-
ing my appreciation to my California
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colleague (Mr. STARK). We have worked
jointly on this resolution, and it is
with a great deal of sadness obviously
that we are here at this moment.

We just completed the debate on the
resolution that had to do with the loss
of now it appears about 150,000 lives
from the tsunami that has taken place
in South and Southeast Asia. And then
we come to the next resolution, talking
about one man, an individual who has
made a great contribution. And when
you juxtapose the resolution with the
loss of 150,000 lives and now we are
talking about BOB MATSUI, we cannot
help but think about the fragility of
life.

BOB MATSUI is an individual who of-
fered so much to this institution, but
he offered so much to me personally,
just as I know he did to others of my
colleagues who are going to be speak-
ing tonight and many of those who are
not going to be able to be here this
evening.
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The gentlewoman from California
(Ms. PELOSI) in her statement when she
was turning the gavel over to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Speaker
HASTERT) this morning I think said it
very well when she talked about the
combination of intellect and passion
that BoB MATSUI demonstrated in his
life.

We all know that BOB was a tremen-
dous intellect, very thoughtful, very
deliberative on issues that he tackled,
but he also at the same time had a
deeply felt passion in the pursuit of his
agenda, and I will tell my colleagues
that I shared that agenda in some
areas and I shared his passion. I do not
know that I have quite the intellect
that BoB had, but I shared his passion.

We worked together through the
1980s and the 1990s in pursuit of the
global trade agenda, and I know there
is a lot of controversy in this House on
that issue, but BoB and I worked arm
in arm to try and get Bill Clinton trade
promotion authority. I remember the
kind of energy and the thought that
BOB put into this, and he had boundless
energy when it came to this. He was a
slight person, but boy, I will tell my
colleagues, when he put his mind to an
issue, he really was very, very diligent
in pursuit of that.

We worked together on a wide
of individual trade agreements,
back to the North American Free
Trade Agreement. Every single year,
BoB MATSUI and I worked together to
try and grant what we used to call
most-favored nation trading status for
the People’s Republic of China, and
then ultimately we worked together on
the granting of permanent normal
trade relations.

I happen to believe that that vision
that BoB had was a very positive one
and has played a big role in improving
the quality of life and the standard of
living for people all over the world, and
I think that when we look at this insti-
tution it is a tragic irony, I mean, that

range
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this has come. We are not only sad but
we are very shocked.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
STARK) and I, Mr. Speaker, were just
talking about the news and what BOB
went through at the end because it did
come as a great surprise to him and to
Doris and to Brian and Amy and little
Anna that he was going in for a check-
up, and then it ended up, of course,
that because of this infection he was
going to not survive. So when this news
came out it was a shock to all of us.

I heard it just as I was getting on the
airplane to fly back here on Sunday,
and I was just taken and I could not
help but think about immediately all
of the great experiences that I had
traveling, working on joint California
issues, working, as I said, on the trade
agenda and realizing how dedicated
this guy was and what a horrible loss
this will be for this institution and for
us as individuals.

So I join, as the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. STARK) has just said, in ex-
tending personally my thoughts and
prayers to Doris and Brian and his fam-
ily as well. We all got that picture of
their family that was just sent to us,
and we could not help but be moved
seeing that photograph of them, know-
ing what a wonderful, wonderful family
they are.

I just have to say that I am very,
very saddened, and my thought and
prayers go to those family members.
We have learned how fragile life truly
is.

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

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMPSON).

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
California (Mr. STARK) for the time.

Mr. Speaker, I am both saddened and
honored to rise today in memory of our
friend BOB MATSUI. We can barely
glimpse a man’s greatness in a single
floor statement, but I will try.

American heroes have customarily
run toward towering figures of many
words, but today, our Chamber and our
Nation honors a man whose contribu-
tion was not the quantity and volume
of words but, rather, the quality and
the effectiveness of both his spirit and
his skill.

Many will speak from the floor to-
night of the landmark, legislative
achievements of this extraordinary
man. Many more will honor his life-
time of legislative victories and how
they directly improved the lives of mil-
lions of Americans spanning several
generations. Single mothers with in-
fants. Civil rights. Our Nation’s most
vulnerable seniors. BoB provided more
than a voice for those who could not
speak for themselves. He provided vic-
tory. He provided results. He won mon-
umental battles, not by being the loud-
est but by being the smartest and the
most informed person in the debate.

The Greeks have told us that death is
hardest on those it leaves behind. This
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House has lost a rare statesman. Doris,
Brian, Amy and Anna have lost a de-
voted and loving husband, father and
grandfather. I have lost a mentor and
my best friend in this Congress, and
our Nation has lost a tireless, compas-
sionate and brilliant leader. To the
Members I say, in the year that lies
ahead of us, let us make sure that this
Chamber is worthy of his grace and his
legacy.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DooO-

LITTLE), my very good friend from
Rocklin.
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I

thank the gentleman very much for the
time.

Mr. Speaker, while I, like our other
colleagues, was really shocked to learn
of this sad news, I think it was exactly
a month ago today on the final day of
the 108th Congress that BoB and I ex-
changed a warm greeting in the eleva-
tor, wished each other happy holidays
and fully expected to see him back here
with all the rest of us starting out
today in the 109th Congress.

I had the privilege of representing
the adjoining region to BOB MATSUI,
who represented the City of Sac-
ramento and certain surrounding
areas. He and I got to know each other
pretty well. We had some real conten-
tious issues, one specific contentious
issue that the Chamber is aware of
dealing with water supply and flood
control in our region, and we battled
over that for a long time.

BoB was a fearless advocate for his
constituency, and it always impressed
me as we went through this process of
advocating our points of view and com-
ing to the realization that we would be
best served by trying to find some com-
mon ground and putting that into law.
We got to know each other on a per-
sonal basis, and it was really a delight-
ful experience. I think our constituents
assumed we were bitter enemies, but
that was not the case. The disagree-
ments were never personal, and we ac-
tually became friends, and I always en-
joyed seeing him.

I knew he was a good family man. He
cared a great deal about that, and from
time to time we would sit back there in
the back rows and visit with each other
a little bit about that. He was very
proud of his son Brian, first love Doris
a great deal, and proud of his daughter-
in-law and of his new granddaughter,
relatively new, 16 months old I believe.

Like the gentleman from California
(Mr. STARK), I was opening that Christ-
mas card myself, well, just last week in
Rocklin. That was one of the ones I
saw, big beautiful card and filled with
pictures of his family, and he was a
very committed man, a very effective
representative.

Sacramento has a lot today because
of work that he did, a lot of fine ac-
complishments from improving the air-
port to light rail taking off, getting
started with him, and developing and
extending the lines and so forth, the
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massive amount of flood control work
on the levies and so forth that is going
on, a lot. He has left quite a legacy.

I shall miss him and I am truly sorry
that this has happened. It is a shocking
event, and my prayers are with Doris
and Brian and Amy, his daughter-in-
law, and Anna, the granddaughter. I
thank my colleagues for this oppor-
tunity to offer my thoughts.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN).

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is
very difficult to come to terms with
BoOB’s loss. It was a shock and so tragic.
He was kind and decent beyond meas-
ure. He put a human face on the all too
often theoretical debates on health
care, Social Security, child welfare and
tax policy, and he was always a voice
of reason.

BoOB cared about the challenges real
people faced, children in foster care,
workers struggling for a fair shot and
seniors whose Social Security checks
make the difference between life in or
out of poverty.

In 1988, BOB helped the Nation come
to terms with the terrible wrong our
government committed against Japa-
nese Americans during World War II.
BoOB and his family were forced into an
internment camp when he was 6
months old. His parents were both
U.S.-born citizens, but they lost their
home and family business during the
three-and-a-half years their family was
interned.

BOB became the first Japanese Amer-
ican elected to the Sacramento City
Council and one of the first Japanese
Americans in Congress. He spent his
career fighting injustice. Among his
many efforts, he established a task
force I was privileged to co-chair with
him to give Members of Congress with
diverse backgrounds a better under-
standing of the grave threats that
Israel and the Israeli people face.

On a personal level, I considered BoB
one of my closest friends in this insti-
tution. We spent time together, often
when I took advantage of the fact that
our Bethesda homes were close by each
other and hitched a ride with him.

I know BOB’s center of gravity was
his family, his wife Doris, his son
Brian, his daughter-in-law Amy and
what he made clear was the most ador-
able granddaughter in the whole world,
Anna. He was so proud of Brian and his
accomplishments, his clerking for the
Supreme Court of the United States
and making more money in his first
year in a law firm than even Members
of the United States Congress.

He cared deeply about his efforts to
make a difference through public serv-
ice and the principles and values of the
Democratic Party, and this took him
to the position of sacrifice as chairman
of the Democratic Congressional Cam-
paign Committee.

Janet and I were so grateful for our
friendships over the decade with BOB
and Doris. We want to extend our deep
condolences to the family, the entire
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family during this sorrowful time. This
is an enormous loss for his family, for
his friends and for this entire country.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
very distinguished gentleman from
California (Mr. HERGER).

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California for the
time.

Mr. Speaker, today we mourn a
friend and able colleague. It is a tre-
mendous loss to each of us and to our
country.

BOoB MATSUI was someone that vir-
tually everyone in the Sacramento
area knew and respected. Indeed, I was
not elected to Congress until 1986, al-
most 10 years into BOB’s service in the
House, but my wife Pam and I already
knew BOB and his wife Doris. One real-
ly could not be from the Sacramento
area and not know and have tremen-
dous respect and admiration for the
Matsuis and for their work in the com-
munity.

As a representative of a congres-
sional district to the north of Sac-
ramento, I worked frequently with BoB
on issues of regional importance to
northern California. He was a pas-
sionate and effective advocate for his
constituents on a myriad of issues, par-
ticularly on flood control, one of the
most critically important issues for
those of us who live in flood-prone
northern California.

He will certainly be remembered by
all of us as a leader on these and many
other issues important to the region
and as an able and dedicated voice for
his constituents.

I also had the pleasure of serving
with BOB for many years on the House
Committee on Ways and Means. A
long-time supporter of free trade, BOB
was willing and determined to reach
across the aisle and work together on
the challenging issue of trade policy.
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He worked hard for policies that ex-
panded trade, but that also ensured
that it was fair and that the playing
field was level for American companies
and agricultural producers. Those ef-
forts went a long way to helping ex-
pand economic opportunities for our
northern California region as well as
the Nation.

In all his dealings, both public and
private, BOB MATSUI personified integ-
rity. It was an honor to have called
him a friend. On behalf of my wife,
Pam, and me, I would like to extend
our personal, heartfelt condolences to
the Matsui family, his wife, Doris; his
son and daughter-in-law, Brian and
Amy; and his granddaughter, Anna, for
their tremendous loss. They can be
proud knowing that their husband, fa-
ther, and grandfather worked incred-
ibly hard to serve the people he rep-
resented, always with the noblest of in-
tentions and always with the level of
intellectual honesty, ability and skill
that commanded enormous respect
from everyone who knew and worked
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with him. He will be greatly missed by
all.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

I rise to join my colleagues in paying
tribute to an extraordinary human
being, BoB MATSUI. Like so many oth-
ers across this country, the celebration
of this new year was for me shaken by
the incredibly sad news of BOB’s de-
mise. I awoke this Sunday expecting to
be consumed with the challenges and
work of the new year, only to be
stunned to learn of the passing of an
old friend.

Libby and I had only a couple of days
before shared the beauty of BOB’s fam-
ily that he and Doris send out each
year at this time, reflecting on the last
time we shared a meal with them, only
a couple weeks before at a dinner table
here in Washington, knowing of the
pride that BOB felt in Doris’ profes-
sional accomplishments and how often
he mentioned Doris and Brian and his
family in conversations on subjects
here in Washington.

There is a Greek proverb: ‘“The meas-
ure of man is what he does with
power.” By this measure, or really by
any measure, BoB was indeed a great
human being. Although he had signifi-
cant power here in Washington as a
senior Member of this House, he was
viewed as a soft-spoken advocate for
the things that he believed in and the
people he represented. And yet on more
than one occasion I have seen his tem-
per flare at injustice.

BoB was a great and principled pol-
icymaker. He gave a great deal of
thought to the issues and the decisions
before he spoke, and often took posi-
tions that were not popular but that
represented his principles. He also was
willing to grow and adjust those prin-
ciples, certainly being committed to
more trade, and yet over time he recog-
nized that trade was more than just
counting how many widgets crossed
country lines, but how that trade af-
fects people.

He was committed to not only Social
Security but to retirement security,
and took a very forceful stance in this
House about the concern that we do
more to help those who have no retire-
ment, not just to add to the retirement
of those who already have much.

It was my good fortune to serve with
him on the Committee on Ways and
Means, to come on that committee as a
new member and find BOB as someone
that I could turn to when I had a prob-
lem for personal advice and always get
a thoughtful hearing and sound advice.

While his passing is most premature,
we can only seek to renew our strength
inspired by his very strong example, to
remember the causes that he cham-
pioned and how he championed them,
and to be strengthened in our efforts
by his spirit and his fight for fairness,
to stand up for what is right for the
American people.



H50

It is fitting for us to honor BOB with
our words, but certainly we must honor
him in this Congress with our actions,
to continue to champion the causes
that he would champion and had so
often, from this very microphone. Cer-
tainly that is true with regard to So-
cial Security, as he stood up to those
who would destabilize, privatize and
piratize it. Without our ally, our work
will be harder, our burden will be
greater, and our responsibility will also
be greater.

As the Los Angeles Times editorial-
ized about BOB recently, ‘“‘He epito-
mized an ideal of public service that
has largely vanished in a partisan Con-
gress.”’

Mr. Speaker, we salute BOB by our
deeds as well as our words tonight.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEARCE). Without objection, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HERGER)
will control the time.

There was no objection.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr. THOM-
AS), the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means, a committee that BoB
MATSUI served on for many years.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, it is true
that BoB and I were on the Committee
on Ways and Means together; but,
frankly, BoB and I go back a long way.

This is especially difficult since just
a very short time ago I was going
through the Members’ Christmas cards.
If you have been around a long time
one tends to see the march of time in
the cards. You get a very formal card
from a new Member. Maybe he is not
married. Or if married, it is just a very
bright, young couple. Over the years,
the family grows, not just in stature
but in numbers. We just received one
from the Matsui’s with a grandbaby
prominently displayed.

In 1978 in November in Sacramento,
Members who had been elected to Con-
gress in that election got together as
Members-elect in Sacramento. I had
known BOB by virtue of his being on
the Sacramento City Council. I was an
assemblyman at the time and of course
spent some time in Sacramento. There
were three other Democrats, colleagues
in the assembly, Vic Fazio, Julian
Dixon, and Tony Coelho who had been
an aide to a Congressman and been
elected in that same election. To show
Members how much things do not
change, one of the freshmen in that
class was the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LUNGREN) who has joined us
once again as a Member. Another mem-
ber from the State Assembly who
joined us that year, was the gentleman
from California (Mr. LEWIS).

All of us got together as newly elect-
ed Members from California. We stayed
together because when you are in the
same class, even if you are of a dif-
ferent party, you have common ties,
notwithstanding the differences of pol-
icy positions that you take or often-
times the different committee direc-
tions that you take. It was my privi-
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lege and pleasure to serve not only at
the same time as BOB, but for a signifi-
cant number of years on the same com-
mittee.

He was, as we now know even more so
than we thought, in many ways a very
private person. It was, I think, person-
ality as well as culture. But if one
could get inside there, all of the com-
ments that Members have made in a
very public way were also true of the
private person. You often wonder, as is
the case with some Members, how BOB
would get elected if he had to go out
and be gregarious among people. But
when one meets Doris, you figure out
how he did it easily: he just kept her in
front of him. As some people have said
with my wife, Sharon, they understand
better once they have met the spouse
how you get elected. But the most im-
portant thing was the couple and the
union they formed.

One of the things that some of the
newer Members need to realize is that
what occurs in committee and on the
floor is business, and people go about
their business in different ways. The
reason we are going to hear a number
of Members talk about BOB in the way
that we will talk about BOB is because
if you spend a little time getting to
know the other businessmen, you can-
not help but get to know them as a per-
son. All of us are lamenting the passing
of Congressman BOB MATSUI, but those
of us who knew the person of BOB MAT-
SUI are perhaps lamenting even more.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield for
the purpose of making a unanimous
consent request to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. HARMAN).

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

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
tribute to a gentleman and a gentle
man, BOB MATSUI.

I will sorely miss my good friend and col-
league BoB MATsSUI. California and America
have lost a champion for justice, Social Secu-
rity, fair trade and opportunity for all.

BoOB’s courage was remarkable. Imprisoned
in an internment camp as a young child, he
worked to give freedom and dignity to others.

Serving more than 25 years in the U.S.
House of Representatives, most recently as a
Senior Member of the powerful Ways and
Means Committee, and Ranking Member of its
Social Security Subcommittee, as well as
Chairman of the Democratic Congressional
Campaign Committee, BoB was an unfailing
gentleman and a loyal friend.

I met him early in his House career. Long
before | thought of running for Congress | con-
sulted him, and he offered his support.

Shortly thereafter, my key advisor and law
firm colleague Vic Raiser died in a plane
crash. BOB knew our relationship and called
me. He said, “I cannot take Vic’s place, but I'll
sure try.” He made my race his top priority
and personally contacted his donor base on
my behalf. His efforts were critical to my vic-
tory and | referred to him thereafter as my
“mother.”

At this time of sadness, my thoughts and
prayers are with BOB’s extraordinary wife,
Doris, son Brian and beautiful granddaughter,
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Anna. BOB leaves a huge void in this nation
and a big hole in my heart.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL).

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
all Members for participating in this
tribute to someone whom we all be-
lieve was our best friend. This is so
very unusual in a Congress that does
not allow us to meet often or travel
very much together that each one of us
treasures so much those special per-
sonal relationships that we have.

At a time when hundreds of thou-
sands of lives are being lost in Asia and
in the Middle East, God has a way of
reducing all of this and making it a lot
more personal when it appears in the
middle of the night. He just snatches
away someone that you may have just
taken for granted. Certainly the loss of
BOB had everyone startled. How could a
person with such fierce commitment to
legislation and to the Congress who
was so involved, and appeared to be
looking so hard toward the next chal-
lenge, how could God have just
snatched him away without any warn-
ing? But I have found over the years
that it eases the pain, it does not re-
move it, but it eases the pain if during
times like this you can think of how
fortunate you were that in your life-
time you came across a person like BoB
MATSUI.

It also helps if you can thank God
that you do not have to say I wish I
had spent more time with him or I wish
I had gotten to know him better or I
wish I had told him how fond I was of
him, or how much I appreciated his
dedication to the committee, to the
Congress, to the causes that he so truly
believed in. And then it makes you feel
a little better that you had a chance to
say BOB MATSUI, we love you.

It is hard for me to think of anyone
that felt so strongly about his beliefs,
and at the same time we hear over and
over tonight that he was indeed a
gentle man, how we can hear Members
from both sides of the aisle saying we
are human beings, we are dedicated, we
do have different beliefs, but here was
a guy who was able to take all of this
and still manage to have friends on
both sides of the aisle.
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Yes, the chairman of the Committee
on Ways and Means is so correct, be-
cause we always felt that we had two
Members as being friends, because
Doris was a partner, she was a friend,
she was a supporter and, of course,
Brian and Amy, they all had an oppor-
tunity to share their love and dedica-
tion to their father, to her husband, be-
fore he left. He did not just walk away
from our lives but in his classy way he
said good-bye to the family and left us
here in the Congress and especially us
in the Democratic Caucus with such a
sense of pride and feeling how proud we
were to be able to have a person of his
caliber not only politically being our
leader but on the Committee on Ways
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and Means where so often we hear that
he was an expert in Social Security
legislation, but those of us who were
privileged to serve on the committee
knew that he was an expert in any-
thing that came before the committee.
He was an expert in trade, he was an
expert in pensions, he was an expert in
welfare issues. And not because he was
just a good lawyer and a good law-
maker but because he was compas-
sionate and understood where he came
from and his commitment was trying
to improve the quality of life of Ameri-
cans and human beings all over. He
never forgot the struggles that he and
his family had gone through and he al-
ways led us to believe that we could
achieve even things beyond our expec-
tations in working with him.

And so with all of this loss and in
searching for something to thank God
for doing, I can say I thank Him for
sharing BoB with us and I thank Him
for giving me the opportunity of hav-
ing told BoB MATSUI how much I loved
him.

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

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I am happy
at this point to yield 3 minutes on be-
half of the Congressional Asian and Pa-
cific Islanders Caucus to the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. WU).

(Mr. WU asked and was given permis-
sion to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, today we stand
together here in the people’s House to
honor and mourn the loss of one of its
true servants, BOB MATSUI. I am filled
with sadness as we remember an out-
standing Member of Congress, an inspi-
ration to a generation of Asian Ameri-
cans, a leader and a good friend. It is
not only a loss for those of us who had
the privilege to serve with him, not
just a loss for Asian Americans but a
loss for this Congress and all Ameri-
cans. His wisdom and counsel will cer-
tainly be missed. Our thoughts and
prayers are with his family during this
time, with Doris, with Brian and Amy.

BoB MATSUI believed in the value of
public service. As a Congressman for 26
years and as a city councilman and
vice mayor of his beloved Sacramento
before that, he understood that govern-
ment had a positive role to play in peo-
ple’s lives. Inspired by the calling of
President Kennedy’s speech chal-
lenging Americans to ask what they
could do for their country, BOB MATSUI
dedicated his life to that challenge.

BoB MATSUI was a mentor, a states-
man and a role model. As a founding
member of the Asian Pacific American
Caucus, he was able to provide his in-
sight and experience about the impor-
tance of public service and how to get
the job done to many of us junior Mem-
bers. Several members of that caucus
join me today in honoring BOB MAT-
suT’s life and selfless service.

As a senior member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, BOoB MAT-
SUI was intricately involved in that
committee’s complex portfolio and im-
portant public policy issues, including
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tax policy, international law and trade,
Social Security, health care and wel-
fare reform. Most notably in recent
years, BoB fought to preserve Social
Security because he believed that the
elderly and the disabled are entitled to
the stability of a guaranteed income
that allows them to live in dignity.
Many of us will miss his voice in the
coming debates on the future of Social
Security.

Those of us who had the privilege to
know BOB MATSUI and to serve with
him will be forever in his debt. His in-
tellect, his passion for justice, his dedi-
cation to the value of public service
will continue to be guideposts for us
all. BoB, wherever you are, it is a far,
far better place now that you are there.
Thank you for all the sound advice
that I received from you over the
years. My only regret is that I did not
take a little bit more of it. Today we
mourn the loss of a great man and a
friend. He will be missed.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I am happy
to yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise this
evening to pay tribute to a great lead-
er, to an extraordinary human being,
our beloved BOoB MATSUI. I rise with a
heavy heart tonight as we remember
BOB. I remember him as a fighter for
justice, for our senior citizens, and for
all those who have yet to realize the
American dream. BOB’s quiet strength
always amazed me. He was brilliant,
yvet he always listened and valued ideas
and input from others.

When I first ran for Congress, I re-
member that BOB came to my district
and he helped me with my campaign
with a variety of constituencies. Of
course, my colleagues know I have a
very vibrant port in my district and
trade is such a critical issue. BOB
taught me a lot about trade and helped
me tremendously as we debated our
trade policy in this body. Like myself,
my constituents were inspired by BOB’s
life as they got to know him, knowing
that he spent his first formative years
in an internment camp. But rather
than turn bitter, BoB worked to ensure
that those interned during those dark
moments of American history were
granted reparations for such a shame-
less act. BoB MATSUI used his personal
experiences not in a selfish way but to
heal the wounds of so many Japanese
Americans and our entire country. For
that, we owe him a debt of gratitude.

Several years ago, BOoB asked me to
come to Sacramento to keynote the
NAACP, I think it was the Sacramento
NAACP’s annual Martin Luther King
dinner. The respect and the love that
BoB’s multiracial constituency had for
him and for Doris was something to be-
hold. He was the epitome of a public
servant and his constituents knew it,
year after year after year.

As we move into this very critical de-
bate to save Social Security, let us re-
member BOB’s commitment to save So-
cial Security and to ensure that our
seniors in their golden years live the
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life that they deserve. We will have to
fight, of course, twice as hard now that
we do not have BOB with us, but BOB
would want us to do just that. May the
insights and the inspiration that BOB
MATSUI brought to this and so many of
our debates guide us to do the right
thing and to uphold his extraordinary
legacy. To BOB’s loving family, to
Doris, to Brian, Amy and Anna, my
thoughts and my prayers are with you.
Thank you for sharing this giant of a
human being with all of us. Our coun-
try and the world is a better place.
May his soul rest in peace.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. MENEN-
DEZ), the chairman of the Democratic
Caucus.

Mr. MENENDEZ. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, as the chairman of the
Democratic Caucus, I rise to pay trib-
ute to a great American, a dear col-
league, a good friend, one of our own,
the late Congressman BOB MATSUI.

I would like to offer my condolences
to Doris, to Brian, to Amy, to Anna,
and to his staff, both in California and
in Washington, for the wonderful job
they have done for him and the people
of his State over the past 26 years. It is
unique when a colleague of ours dies
because we are called to look back at
their accomplishments over the years
and we begin to realize what a great
human being they really were. We see
our colleagues on the floor every day
and we obviously know them, we like
them, we have friendships but unfortu-
nately not until they leave us do we
have an opportunity to think back on
their careers. Looking at BOB’s career,
it is easy to see that his passing is a
great loss for America, a great loss to
his constituents, a great loss to the
United States Congress. He was and
will be remembered for his work in the
House of Representatives, for being a
leading opponent of Social Security
privatization, a supporter of free and
then fair international trade, and a
fair-minded tax writer who was a
strong proponent of fiscal responsi-
bility. These contributions as a public
servant over the past decades helped
move our Nation towards a better and
brighter future and that will be his
lasting legacy. BoB MATSUI was held in
the highest regard by all who knew
him for his unquestionable honor, his
keen intelligence and his heartfelt
kindness.

All of us in this institution are re-
ferred to as the gentlelady or gen-
tleman from the day we are sworn in as
a Member of this body. However, BOB
MATSUI truly deserved that title since
he was truly the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

On a different level, BOB was a loving
husband, father and grandfather. To as-
cribe so many positive qualities to one
individual might be seen as the usual
gilding of the lily. In case of BOB MAT-
SUI, it was simply the truth. My life,
this House, and our country are better
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off thanks to his life here on Earth
with us. God bless you, BOB.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN),
who does not realize that among the
other things that he has to thank BOB
for is the fact that he will learn now he
will have to sit next to me on the com-
mittee and he has been spared that all
these years.

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I look for-
ward to that but I must say I loved sit-
ting next to BOB MATSUI.

When I came here Monday morning,
having heard the news a few hours be-
fore, here is what I said to myself: This
place is truly a different place without
BoB MATSUI. There is for us a large
hole in our ranks and in our hearts. He
added so much to this institution that
he loved. He added his exceptional vi-
tality to the notion we often say, this
is the people’s House. BOB underlined,
this was the House of all the people. He
identified with the underdog, with
those trying to climb up the ladder of
life more than those who were already
at the top. Opportunity meant every-
thing to BoOB. Tax policy, his interest
in EITC, to help those working lift
themselves up, his interest in child
care and health care for those who
were leaving welfare for work. He
fought also, we know, for the seniors of
this Nation. And how hard he was
fighting as illness overtook them, try-
ing to make sure that there was oppor-
tunity for elder citizens and not depri-
vation.

In trade policy, as has been men-
tioned, my brother the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL) is here, I think
I would describe it this way about BOB.
He saw opportunities in expansion of
trade, but more and more he came to
believe that as globalization expanded
it was critical that expanded trade lev-
eled up and not leveled down. Where all
of his ardor came from, I am not sure.
Some no doubt from his family’s life
experience and some of my colleagues
knew more about that than I did. From
him, he did not talk very much about
it. I read in some of the reports that
BoB was described as low-key and quiet
and I see some of my colleagues shak-
ing their heads. Those press reports did
not quite capture BoB MATSUI.
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He was gentle, that is true. And he
was very dignified and in a way quiet.
But he was a gentle person, focused,
dedicated, tenacious, and tough. He did
not claim to know all of the answers;
but when witnesses came before the
committee, he was insistent that they
give straight answers to his questions.
And the mightier they were, the wit-
ness, the mightier was BOB MATSUI’s
determination. I will not mention the
members of administrations who
learned that firsthand.

There has been reference to this
Christmas card and I wish everybody

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

who may be viewing this could see this
picture, how it moved us. And let me
close by reading just the last para-
graph of this card: ‘“‘As we look at this
special season through Anna’s eyes,”
the granddaughter, ‘‘we feel a renewal
of our family’s traditions. Let us cher-
ish these special moments and be
thankful for what is most important in
our lives, our family, our friends, and
the blessings of everyday life. BOB,
Doris, Brian, Amy, and Anna Matsui.”

Our condolences to the family, to
Doris, Brian, Amy, and Anna. BOB
MATSUI was always looking to the fu-
ture. Now it is up to us to look to the
future on behalf of BoB MATSUI. BOB,
we love you.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

It has really been a great honor and
privilege for me to be able to at least
control part of the time on our side on
someone who is one of the most re-
spected and most honorable and out-
standing individuals that I have known
in my lifetime, my friend BoB MATSUI.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield the balance
of my time to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. STARK).

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California for
yielding me this time, and I yield 2%
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FARR).

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

I remember BOB MATSUI from young-
er days. We were all Sacramentons. I
was newly married. Shary and I went
to Sacramento to work in California
State politics. And there in Sac-
ramento was this new enthusiastic po-
litical community rising because Cali-
fornia had just amended its constitu-
tion to set the legislature to hire full-
time staff, and so it was a can-do city.

And in the midst of this was this
young graduate from the University of
California who was a big champion of
Berkeley and the Cal Bears, and he
chose to run for city council. And a
wonderful staff member named Steve
Thompson introduced BOB to every-
body, and Steve was a staff member
and active in Democratic clubs and po-
litical social life. My wife, Shary, was
working for John Moss, who was the
predecessor to BoB MATSUI. He was the
Congressman at the time; and when
John Moss retired, the city Democrats
were split over who to support for that
seat: the mayor, Phil Isenberg, a great
popular person in Sacramento; or the
young BOB MATSUI. And it was a rau-
cous grass roots primary battle. BOB
won, and as they say, the rest is his-
tory.

It is a shock that BOB is gone. He was
too young, too talented, too much
going for him as a new grandfather to
have been taken from us. As Chair of
the Democratic Congressional Cam-
paign Committee, he raised a record
amount of money for the congressional
Democrats. We counted on him to lead
us into battle against the President’s
proposals to privatize Social Security.
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When one is speaking about BOB, one
has to talk about Doris, who conquered
Washington politics in her own right
and ended up in the Clinton White
House. She and BOB were a classic po-
litical couple, really well known in
D.C. as well as Sacramento. My heart
goes out to Doris and the family, to
Brian, Amy, and little Anna.

BOB’s congressional district is one of
the most significant in the TUnited
States because he represents the best
staffed, most productive, best known
political celebrities in the Nation’s big-
gest State capital, Sacramento. He was
the Congressman for the Federal tax
issues relating to California’s tax
needs. I remember that BOB MATSUI
had to carry the tax exemption for
State legislators’ per diem. Can my
colleagues imagine the likes of Jess
Unruh, Willie Brown, Jerry Brown, and
the entire 120 members of the senate
and assembly counting on his ability to
convince Chairman Rostenkowski that
the California State legislators should
have something that no Member of
Congress had, a tax exempt per diem 7
days a week for the entire legislative
session? BOB had every legislator in
California breathing down his throat.
Their power in Sacramento meant ab-
solutely nothing here in Washington.
They needed BOB to do it for them. No
one thought he could pull it off, not
against Rosty. But he did.

California Democrats had a lot of po-
litical sorrow this last year. They lost
the governorship in a recall election,
lost many seasoned politicians like
John Burton and Willie Brown and
John Vasconcellos and Bryon Sher,
just to name a few notables, to term
limits. They lost in the unexpected
death of former State senator Henry
Mello and even lost their long beloved
staffer, Steve Thompson. And now Con-
gressman BOB MATSUI is lost to us all,
the biggest loss of all.

BoB was a Member’s Member. His
death has sent the State capital into a
frenzy trying to decide who will run in
the special election to replace him.
Congress is abuzz with who will take
his seat on the Committee on Ways and
Means. The political world is won-
dering who will succeed him as Chair of
the Democratic Congressional Cam-
paign Committee.

But the fact of the matter is that no
one can take his place. The son of Jap-
anese immigrants, whom our own gov-
ernment interred, he rose to be one of
our Nation’s most respected Congress-
man. No one will take his place. They
can only try to emulate what his serv-
ice means to the American spirit of
public service in a democracy. When
the Nation is experiencing what most
people will certainly remember as a
horrible year in the annals of modern
history, a year that encompasses war,
pestilence, and disease, thank God we
had the goodwill of BoB MATSUI, a real
American role model.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, in order to
accommodate a number of speakers on
both sides of the aisle, I ask unanimous
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consent to extend my time for 1 hour
and that the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. ZOE LOFGREN) control my
time.

Pending that, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
ESHO00).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NEUGEBAUER). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
distinguished dean of the California
Democratic delegation for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight with a
broken heart. And the way I would like
to formulate my remarks tonight is
having a conversation with BOB, be-
cause it is the best way I know how. I
would say to him almost every time we
were on the floor together, BoB, I want
to tell you something. So, BOB, tonight
I want to tell you some more things.

We are broken hearted that you are
gone and we cannot believe it. We have
a hole in our hearts, and we have a hole
in our caucus; and everywhere we have
turned, we have seen you on the floor
today. Our joy in being sworn in as new
Members of Congress has been dimin-
ished because you are not standing
here physically next to us. Thank you
for being the kind of friend that you
were. Just the best. Loyal, fun, serious,
aggressive on all the right things.
Thank you for never being embittered
by the experience that your family,
American citizens, third-generation
Americans, were subjected to by their
own government. And you grew and
you rose, and you were an example to
our country of what one can become
because of the opportunity of America.

You wunderstood, BoOB, thank you,
that America is the best idea that was
ever born. But you went beyond that
because you reached deep inside of
yourself and brought out the best in
everyone, in the ideas that you brought
here, in the ideas that you fought for.

Remember how grateful we are to
you that you carried us in the last 2
years, that you believed and we were so
proud that you were a Democrat, and
you were the kind of Democrat that
understood that if it was only good for
the Democratic Party that that was
not good enough, that we needed to be
great for our country; and you believed
that.

Thank you for believing in Social Se-
curity. Thank you for the countless
times that you said we are going to win
that battle. Thank you for what you
said to me the last time we were to-
gether: you know, Anna, that corpora-
tions by the law of the Congress cannot
dip into their pension funds and borrow
from them. Now why would it stand to
reason that the American government,
the Congress, the administration con-
tinues to dip into Social Security?
That is not the right way to go.

So all of your dignity, BoB, that mag-
nificent face of yours that took on age
with wisdom, thank you for laughing
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when I said to you how proud I am,
BoB, that your granddaughter bears
the name Anna. He really laughed
when I said that, said, I did not realize
that you loved me so much.

BoB, we all loved you. You showed us
what it is to be a Member of the Con-
gress of the United States. In the
House of the people of all of the people,
you are always going to be standing
next to us. What you did here is not
lost.

Thank you, Doris, for being the part-
ner that you are and always will be.
Thank you, Brian, for being the son
that you have been. Thank you, Amy,
and thank you, Anna. We are going to
treasure you always. But the most im-
portant thing is, BoB, we will never
ever lose what you did here. We are
going to carry it every day. It is the
gold and the myrrh of all of us. Thank
you, BOB. We love you.

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT).

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

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
with heavy heart to pay tribute to a
dear friend, an exemplary Member of
this institution, and a great American.
BOoB MATSUI did more than represent
the Fifth District of California. He rep-
resented the best in American politics.
Indeed, if one asked me to describe an
ideal Congressman, BoB MATSUI would
be Exhibit A. In an institution that is
sometimes short on comity and civil-
ity, BoB was mellow and civil by na-
ture. He had a first-class temperament
as well as a first-class intelligence.
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But make no mistake about it: he
was a fighter for what he believed in.
He was a politician of principle and
passion and prodigious energy as
proved by the way he stumped the
country for Democratic candidates,
even as he suffered from the blood con-
dition that finally claimed his life.
Whether the issue was taxes or trade or
Social Security, the earned income
credit, he always had an arsenal of
facts at his disposal. On whatever the
issue, your issue, you were always bet-
ter off if you ran your arguments by
BoOB and sought his support here in the
well of this House. He became a leader
in this House and an influence, not so
much because of seniority or position,
but because everyone liked him, re-
spected him, and knew his intelligence.

When BOB spoke, he knew his stuff.
He spoke with authority. He spoke sub-
stance and sense. I was last with him
on December 15 for the better part of
the day. We had a teleconference with
36 reporters calling in. It lasted for
more than an hour. We literally had to
cut it off. Afterwards when I spoke
with BOB, he was on the ceiling, just
delighted with the response we had got-
ten, and ready to suit up, ready to do
battle over Social Security. It was this
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sort of zest that made BOB MATSUI a
delight and a joy to work with.

On our side we have a deep bench and
we will fill his committee position with
a competent successor, but no one can
surpass BOB’s mastery of the subjects
which were his domain on either side of
the aisle. The Congress has lost a great
leader and the country a true patriot, a
citizen, a third generation American
who was interned as a child with his
family who suffered an awful, terrible,
unforgivable injustice. But he loved his
country nevertheless and committed
his life to making it better.

We do not ask today for whom the
bells toll. They toll for all of us, but es-
pecially for those of us who served with
BoB MATSUI, loved him as a friend, and
wonder if we will ever see his like
again. To Doris and to Brian and Amy
and little Anna, 