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

——————

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
March 16, 2011.

I hereby appoint the Honorable RENEE
ELLMERS to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

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

————

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

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

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

————

“FEARLESS”—STAFF SERGEANT
MARK C. WELLS, U.S. ARMY

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker,
most Americans are not personally af-
fected by the two wars that America is
engaged in the countries of Iraq and
Afghanistan. We go about our daily
routine. We are concerned about March
Madness, the gasoline prices, but war
does not really affect most Americans
personally. The media doesn’t put
those events on the front page. They
are more concerned about the personal

lives of celebrities than they are about
the personal sacrifice of our warriors
overseas.

But war is real. Real Americans are
tenaciously fighting on two fronts for
the rest of us. For them, it is personal;
and for their families, it is very per-
sonal. The United States is engaged in
the longest continuous combat in
American history as our troops serve
overseas.

Staff Sergeant Mark C. Wells was 31
years of age. He was a member of the
United States Army, and he was killed
on March 5, 2011, in the Helmand prov-
ince of Afghanistan by an IED. That is
an improvised explosive device. That is
the way the cowards that we do battle
with fight our troops. Of course, they
wouldn’t come out in the open because
they would be overwhelmingly de-
feated.

Mark was born in San Jose, Cali-
fornia, and his parents live in Spring,
Texas, in my district. He joined the
United States Army in 2003. Growing
up he always said, ‘I want to be in the
Army.”

He was a volunteer, Madam Speaker,
as all of those that are serving in Iraq
and Afghanistan are. They are volun-
teers. They have the motto, ‘“‘Here am
I. Send me.” And Mark went. He went
to Iraq for 14 months serving on active
duty, and he has been in Afghanistan
since August of last year. He was a
member of the 303 EOD Battalion and,
get this, Madam Speaker, an explosive
ordinance disposal technician. And,
yes, that means exactly what it says.

His dad, Burl, told me this week that
his son was ‘‘fearless.” What a great
attribute for an American warrior. And
he also wanted to be a soldier. Also, at
the age of 12, he learned how to play
the bagpipes. It goes back to his Irish
heritage. He grew up eating corned beef
and cabbage. And when he was in Iraq,
one of his assignments was to play the
bagpipes at funerals for other soldiers
that had been killed in combat.

He would continually say, ‘I love the
Army.” His dad said of his son Mark,
‘““He was my personal hero.”

His family said he was patriotic, he
was a great dad, and he loved America.
He leaves behind a wife, Danielle, who
is 8 months pregnant, also a son named
Finn that is 2 years of age.

His father would say that, ‘“‘Mark un-
derstood the risk involved in being in
the Army, but he loved what he was
doing. And, what I miss most is I won’t
be able to talk to him anymore.”

Madam Speaker, being in the Army
affects people personally, like his fa-
ther, Burl, and his mother, Sharon; his
wife, Danielle; Finn, their son; and a
baby yet to be born.

Mark Wells’ memorial service will be
on St. Patrick’s Day. Yes, that Irish
heritage comes into play.

Many of us in this House have been
down the street at Arlington Cemetery
to attend the funerals of our warriors
that have been killed overseas. We all
know about those bagpipers that stand
on the hill and play ‘‘Amazing Grace”
in the fog as we bury our war dead. So
I suspect that on St. Patrick’s Day an-
other bagpiper will play for the funeral
of Mark Wells, Staff Sergeant of the
United States Army, and play that
amazing song, ‘‘Amazing Grace.”

Madam Speaker, the cause for Amer-
ica and the cause for freedom is expen-
sive. It cost America a son, it cost
America a husband, and it cost Amer-
ica a daddy.

Where does America get such great
men? They are the rare breed. They are
the American breed. And our prayers
go out for his family. But while we
mourn the loss of Mark Wells, we
should also thank the good Lord that
such men as Mark Wells ever lived.

And that’s just the way it is.

————

TAX EXPENDITURES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER) for 5 minutes.
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Mr. HOYER. Last week, as I have
been doing for a number of weeks, I
have been speaking about our budget
and the crisis that confronts us and the
challenge that confronts us.

Last week, former Republican Con-
gressman Joe Scarborough said this
about the hard work of getting Amer-
ica out of debt: ‘“The belief of some on
the right that America can balance the
budget by cutting education, infra-
structure, the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting, and home heating assist-
ance to the poor is tantamount to
budgetary witchcraft.”” That was Joe
Scarborough, a former conservative
Republican Member of Congress from
northern Florida.

Last week, Budget Committee Chair
PAUL RYAN expressed a similar thought
when he said this: “If you literally
think you can just balance the budget
by cutting waste, fraud, and abuse, for-
eign aid, and NPR, it doesn’t work like
that,” said PAUL RYAN, chairman of
the Budget Committee.

Both Congressman Scarborough and
Congressman RYAN are exactly right.
Last week I explained why Repub-
licans’ spending plan, even as it crip-
ples America’s competitiveness, barely
makes a dent in our debt. That is be-
cause the spending targeted by Repub-
licans, non-security discretionary
spending, only amounts to 14 percent of
the entire budget. Should we focus on
that? Yes. Can we get to where we need
to be from there? No.

If you want to meet an arbitrary goal
of cutting $100 billion and you confine
yourself to just 14 percent of the budg-
et, you severely damage investments in
education, in innovation, and in com-
petitiveness without making our fiscal
condition significantly healthier.

That is why, to really get our debt
under control, we have to go beyond
that 14 percent. We have to stop mak-
ing the cuts that, while reckless, are
politically easy. We have to start doing
what is in the best interests of our
country even though it is politically
hard.

That means addressing the defense
spending that takes in more than one
quarter of our budget. It means making
hard choices that can keep our entitle-
ments strong for generations to come.
But we also need to pass deficit-reduc-
ing tax reform.

Our Tax Code is a monumental col-
lection of rules and regulations riddled
with loopholes and preferences which
are a drain on job creation and, frank-
ly, exacerbate the deficit.
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Many of those loopholes, or tax ex-
penditures, as they are also called, are
popular with all sorts of special inter-
ests. But they exact a high price from
the rest of us: billions of dollars and
more than 225 million collective hours
spent on tax preparation, money and
time that could be invested in more
productive activity.

Just as importantly, when the Tax
Code is full of loopholes, businesses and
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families start making decisions on
maximizing tax breaks, not on their
economic common sense. Closing those
loopholes in return for lower tax rates
frees us all to make more economically
sensible choices; in other words, fewer
preferences, lower rates.

Closing those loopholes can also re-
duce the deficit. In the spending bill on
the floor this week, total discretionary
spending for fiscal year 2011 adds up to
$1.1 trillion, an awful lot of money.
How much do our tax expenditures cost
for the same fiscal year? Coinciden-
tally, $1.1 trillion. This chart reflects
that realty: $1.077 trillion in expendi-
tures, $1.068 trillion, almost exactly
the same sum, in tax expenditures.
How much do our tax expenditures cost
for the same fiscal year? Just as much
as we spend on non-security discre-
tionary spending and security spend-
ing.

Clearly, tax expenditures must be
part of the answer. The two commis-
sions that met to try to focus on get-
ting our deficit under control, making
sure that we are economically viable
into the next century and making sure
that our children are not left in a deep
economic hole, that they will have the
resources necessary to meet the chal-
lenges of their time and will not look
at our generation as the generation of
debt, said as much.

It must be part of the answer, tax ex-
penditures, because if we attempt to
solve our debt without addressing de-
fense, entitlements, and revenues, we
are fighting with one hand and four fin-
gers behind our back.

———

HONORING THE WORK OF THE
PIEDMONT WOMEN’S CENTER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. DUNCAN) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina.
Madam Speaker, I rise today to honor
life and the work of a ministry that is
literally saving lives in the State of
South Carolina. But before I begin, let
us pause to recognize our friends in
Japan and the tragic loss of life there.

The Piedmont Women’s Center is a
Christian ministry in the Upstate, pro-
viding love and compassion to literally
thousands of young women each year
who face unplanned pregnancies. By of-
fering free pregnancy tests, limited
ultrasounds, and confidential coun-
seling, they have protected the most
innocent among us, the unborn.

The doors of this life-affirming min-
istry opened 20 years ago this day next
door to the largest abortion clinic in
South Carolina. In 1991, a group of
Christians came together and decided
to collectively start a ministry funded
by individuals, churches, and busi-
nesses to offer real alternatives to
those in crisis.

The staff and volunteers of the Pied-
mont Women’s Center can hold new-
born babies who have been given the
gift of life because of their ministry.
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They have countless stories of real peo-
ple, like Liza and her boyfriend, Peter,
who came into their center early one
Saturday morning with the intent of
ending their pregnancy at the abortion
clinic next door, a story that I would
like to submit and share with you
today.

Minutes before this young couple
came through the door, the four volun-
teers at the center joined hands and
prayed that God would do a work of re-
demption in someone’s life that morn-
ing. Their ‘“Amen” had barely been
voiced when the door opened and Liza
and Peter, mistaking the center for an
abortion clinic, entered and announced
they were there for their appointment.
In 10 minutes, the life of their 12-week-
old unborn child was scheduled to end.

Realizing that they were not at the
abortion clinic, they started to leave.
The director boldly stepped up and
asked them to use the 10 minutes be-
fore their appointment to talk about
their decision. They agreed.

Alone, Liza went into the counseling
room with the director while a volun-
teer talked with Peter about their un-
born child. Later, Peter was invited to
join Liza, who had made the decision to
trust our director and have an
ultrasound. This decision would change
their lives forever.

Our volunteer nurse sonographer si-
lently prayed, and with her highly
skilled touch, the cold steel of the
ultrasound machine came alive with
activity. Liza and Peter were mesmer-
ized as they observed the antics of the
little life they had conceived. They
both melted at the sight of their pre-
cious child and completely changed
their minds about their abortion.

They wept as they tried to contain
their excitement. Not only had a baby
been saved, but before their eyes the
King of Kings, the Lord of Lords had
penetrated their hardened hearts and
allowed them to see past their fears
and enabled them to accept their child
as God’s creation.

Liza shared that she was an adopted
child, and Peter said his family had of-
fered to help financially so they could
continue their college education. They
walked out of the center teary-eyed
and full of joy, their shining coun-
tenance giving evidence to the change
that had taken place in their hearts.

Lenna Fox Neill, the CEO for the
past 20 years at the Piedmont Women’s
Center, said she is continually encour-
aged as she sees more and more in her
community who are giving of their
time, energy, and resources to see that
all life is protected and respected.

Piedmont Women’s Center helped es-
tablish the South Carolina Association
of Pregnancy Care Centers 10 years ago
for the purpose of providing a network
across the State of compassionate min-
istries to care for women in need. The
abortion rate through collaborative ef-
forts of ministries and legislation has
reduced the rate of abortions in my
home State of South Carolina almost
50 percent in the last 20 years.
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While Congress is fighting to defund
Planned Parenthood and protect life at
conception, the staff and volunteers at
the Piedmont Women’s Center are on
the front lines every day literally sav-
ing lives.

I would like to congratulate the
Piedmont Women’s Center and their
CEO, Lenna Neill, on reaching their
20th anniversary. I thank them for
their commitment to protecting the
most innocent among us and wish them
God’s blessing as they continue to
spread their ministry across the Pal-
metto State.

May God bless you, the unborn, and
may God continue to bless America.

———

STOPPING THE ASSAULT ON
PUBLIC BROADCASTING

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker,
the Republican assault on public broad-
casting continues. We are told that to-
morrow we will be considering H.R.
1076, which really goes further than
anything that we have considered to
date. It would prohibit the purchase of
any content for public broadcasting re-
sources using Federal money.

Now, I think we are going to see in
the course of the debate some unfortu-

nate, and I hope unintended, con-
sequences.
It is ironic that my Republican

friends who came to Congress this time
with a pledge of regular order, that ev-
erybody would have 72 hours to review
legislation online, that we are going to
have the committee process working in
a robust fashion, have again decided to
violate their own rules by rushing this
to the floor without extensive com-
mittee work and without being avail-
able for Americans to review this legis-
lation for 72 hours.

I don’t understand why, but I can
guess that if they really want to try to
pass this, they would be far better off
rushing it, not having it carefully ex-
amined.

First and foremost, the whole point
of public broadcasting is the develop-
ment and broadcast of content that
doesn’t have commercial value, that
doesn’t inspire the networks, the chan-
nels, radio and television, to be able to
sell advertising for this particular type
of program.

You will search in vain reviewing the
thousands of commercial radio and tel-
evision stations, cable channels and
networks, to find the type of edu-
cational programming that we rely on
PBS for, for example, to supply to our
children. There is no content for our
children on the vast commercial sea of
broadcasting that doesn’t come from
people who are trying to sell something
to our kids, not educate them.
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You're at a time when news is
shrinking in the commercial arena.
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Newspapers are getting thinner. Broad-
cast networks are withdrawing cor-
respondence from overseas at precisely
the time that the American public
needs to know what is happening in the
Middle East, in Japan. At precisely the
time commercial coverage is shrink-
ing, public broadcasting has actually
expanded coverage and, in fact, at
times devotes a lot of time and atten-
tion to boring news—boring news
which often we find is some of the most
important for us to understand.

This proposal would prohibit not just
purchase of NPR, which is the target.
Ironically, National Public Radio has a
miniscule level of support from the
Federal Government. Most of this
money flows to provide content and
programing to smaller stations in rural
and small-town America, where they
don’t have the financial base to be able
to provide robust public broadcasting.

We’re always going to have public
broadcast stations in New York and
San Francisco, Los Angeles. Even Port-
land, Oregon, a medium-size city, will
have that resource. It will be dimin-
ished if we don’t have the program sup-
port, but it will be there. In rural
Burns, Oregon, where it costs 11 times
as much to send a signal, that’s where
it’s going to be hit.

Now, denying the ability to purchase
content doesn’t mean just NPR. It’s
“Car Talk.” It’s “Prairie Home Com-
panion.” And most significantly, in my
mind, it is some of the special pro-
grams that have been developed for the
Pacific Northwest. Again, no commer-
cial station would do it because no ad-
vertiser will pay for it. But it serves a
market for important news that people
need to have about their communities.
It’s not just in the Pacific Northwest.
It’s in the Rocky Mountain States, in
the Upper Midwest. In fact, some of
these stations are the sole source of
programming. And so by prohibiting
the use of this resource, it’s going to
cut them off at the knees.

Well, that’s unfortunate because pub-
lic broadcasting is the most trusted
name in American media. It’s why Re-
publicans and Democrats alike don’t
want it cut. In fact, some would even
increase it. I hope my colleagues will
listen to what the American public
wants and reject this legislation.

GENERAL PETRAEUS AND “THE
CHARLIE SHEEN COUNTERINSUR-
GENCY STRATEGY”

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

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker, the
American people are rapidly losing
confidence in the Nation’s Afghanistan
policy. Public opposition has reached
an all-time high. According to the new
ABC News/Washington Post poll, near-
ly two-thirds of Americans, or 64 per-
cent, say this war isn’t worth fighting.
I wonder if any of the programs that
my Republican colleagues want to cut
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have sunk to that level of nonsupport.
And yet this charade goes on.

The July drawdown, the date we
should be leaving Afghanistan, is rap-
idly approaching; and there are pre-
cious few signs of preparations for a
massive military redeployment. In
fact, top officials have been ‘‘walking
back’” the July 2011 commitment from
almost the moment the President made
it.

General Petraeus has returned to
Capitol Hill this week to pat us on the
head and tell us the same things he’s
told us before. During testimony he
gave last year, he offered up this—I
call it a doozy—describing the July
deadline as ‘‘the point at which a proc-
ess begins to transition security tasks
to Afghan forces at a rate to be deter-
mined by conditions at the time.”” With
all due respect to the general, Madam
Speaker, that’s an awful lot of weasel
words.

His testimony in the Senate yester-
day didn’t inspire much confidence ei-
ther. He continues to offer the same
bland and tone-deaf talking points—a
lot of vague reassurances about
progress we’'ve supposedly made, while
being sure to say that challenges re-
main so he can continue justifying a
substantial troop presence. He’s over
here on the House side today. I hope
my colleagues on the Armed Services
Committee will hold his feet to the
fire, demanding the clarity and candor
that the American people deserve.

With everyone hanging on General
Petraeus’ every word, even though he
is the symbol of a discredited and un-
popular policy, I thought some of us
should speak for the overwhelming ma-
jority opinion—for that 64 percent. So
yesterday, the Congressional Progres-
sive Caucus Peace and Security Task
Force held a briefing with a fascinating
group of panelists. We heard from Rob-
ert Pape, the suicide terrorism scholar,
who posed an interesting analogy—if
suicide bombings are the lung cancer of
terrorism, then foreign occupation is
the smoking habit, the lethal but pre-
ventable addiction that’s feeding the
illness.

Matthew Hoh, the former marine
captain and State Department official,
noted that we’re laying off police offi-
cers here at home while building up a
corrupt and ineffective police force in
Afghanistan. And Rolling Stone con-
tributing editor Michael Hastings, who
recently broke the story about the
Army using psyops propaganda on U.S.
Senators, was also there; and he made

this observation. He said General
Petraeus is giving us ‘‘the Charlie
Sheen counterinsurgency strategy,

which is to give exclusive interviews to
every major network and keep saying
you’re winning and hope the public ac-
tually agrees with you.”

Madam Speaker, it was a compelling
briefing. I hope all of us in the 112th
Congress will listen to people like Pro-
fessor Pape, Mr. Hoh, and Mr. Hastings.
But, most of all, I hope we’ll listen to
the American people, who are angry,
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disillusioned, and pleading with us to
bring our troops home. They want us to
do that so there will be no more deaths
like Staff Sergeant Mark Wells, the
young man from Congressman POE’s
district.

HONORING DALE EVERETT CRANE

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

Mr. QUAYLE. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to honor a man who lived a life
that epitomized the American Dream—
a man who put his family and country
first, yet never asked for anything in
return. We here in Washington talk a
lot about the American Dream. Unfor-
tunately, we often talk about this
dream in abstract terms. Yet, every
day there are people all across this
great country who are living this
dream without any recognition.

And for many of them, that’s exactly
how they like it. They don’t want acco-
lades or praise. They simply want to
live a happy life and be surrounded by
the people they love. They believe that
building a strong family and serving
their country is nothing special. They
believe it’s ordinary. Madam Speaker,
that mindset and that belief is what
makes these people extraordinary, and
that is what made Dale Everett Crane
extraordinary.

Dale Crane came from humble begin-
nings in southern California. After he
graduated from high school, Dale brief-
ly attended college until he found an-
other calling. Instead of furthering his
education, Dale joined the marines and
went on to fight for our country in
Vietnam. After being honorably dis-
charged from his beloved corps, he met
the love of his life, Shawn, and married
her. Dale went on to be a successful
small businessman. He scraped and he
saved; but in the end, he built up one of
those small businesses that make our
country strong.

Although Dale built a tremendous
small business, this was not his great-
est accomplishment. In Dale’s mind,
his greatest accomplishment was his
family. His marriage to Shawn and his
four children were far and away the
most important thing in his life. I
don’t know this because I read a story
about Dale in a newspaper. I know this
because I felt it firsthand. Dale Crane
was my father-in-law. The love he
knew for his family knew no bounds—
and if we all embraced this love of fam-
ily and country, we would be in a bet-
ter place.

Madam Speaker, on February 19 of
this year, Dale Crane’s family and
friends mourned his death. But more
importantly, we celebrated his life. We
will never forget the sacrifices he made
for his family and his country.
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REPUBLICANS RESCHEDULE DE-
BATE ON HOME AFFORDABLE
MODIFICATION PROGRAM

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

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, 1
am here to report that the Republican
follies continue today.

Today, we were scheduled to debate
the Republicans’ proposal to terminate
the President’s foreclosure prevention
program called HAMP. But late last
night, the Republican leadership de-
cided to postpone debate until after re-
turning from the recess.

As the country faces a number of
problems, including a serious housing
crisis, the House Republican leadership
decided that today wasn’t the Dbest
time to terminate a program that has
helped more than half a million home-
owners stay in their homes.

See, tomorrow, the House will close
up shop until March 28, and Repub-
licans recognize that killing a fore-
closure prevention program today
would be bad politics. It would force
Republican Members to go home and
defend this feckless move for 10
straight days—to defend ending a fore-
closure prevention program face to
face with the people they represent,
many of whom are struggling right
now to keep their mortgage and keep
their home. But, after the 10-day re-
cess, when House Republicans come
back out of the sight of their constitu-
ents, they’ll move forward with their
plans to end the home loan modifica-
tion program.

This kind of leadership is disgraceful.
American homeowners are struggling.
Nearly 7 million homeowners are fac-
ing foreclosure in this country. One in
every four houses are owned by people
who owe more than the house is worth.
Nearly half a million homeowners have
been able to stay in their homes be-
cause of the Affordable Modification
Program, or HAMP. Ending that pro-
gram will undoubtedly Kkick families
out of their homes. That’s something
the Republicans realized they didn’t
want to do before a 10-day recess.

I’'ll be the first to admit the Afford-
able Modification Program is not per-
fect. So let’s fix it or replace it with
something better. However, I have yet
to see a legitimate alternative from
House Republicans. They just want to
cut, cut, cut, cut. Cutting deficits is
important, but the Republicans’ poli-
cies and scheduling gimmicks indicate
that they don’t really care about the
American people.

Every Republican Member should
watch the ‘60 Minutes’ special, enti-
tled, ‘“‘Hard Times Generation.” It
aired two Sundays ago, on March 6.
The special focused on families that
were homeowners and part of the mid-
dle class before the 2007 recession start-
ed. Now hundreds of thousands of those
American people are homeless and hun-
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gry for the first time in their lives. The
children of one former home-owning
family described what it was like to
live in their parents’ van. Before
school, they’d go to a Walmart bath-
room to brush their teeth, wash their
faces, and get cleaned up to go to
school. The kids and their parents are
now living in a motel room, the whole
family of six, which is, quote, ‘‘better
than the van,” although it’s small.

Is this the America that Republicans
want our children to grow up in? Are
Republicans really comfortable killing
a program that has prevented 500,000
people from moving out of their house
and living in their car? Clearly, my Re-
publican colleagues need a wake-up
call today, and I am here to help.
Watch that ‘60 Minutes’ special.

I've made it easier for you to watch
the ‘60 Minutes” segment. All you
have to do is go to my Web site,
mcdermott.house.gov, then click on
the very first slide in the slideshow
that says, ‘60 Minutes Special: Pov-
erty.” If you see that, click on it and
you can watch what’s going on.

And when my colleagues, Madam
Speaker, are back in their districts
over the 10-day recess after they’ve
watched this, then they should meet
with some of these people and see what
their thoughts are about ending the
program and doing nothing to help
American families. If they still believe
that they should simply do away with
the modification program, my belief is
they have forgotten why they were
elected and who they represent.

The housing program that we will de-
bate after the 10-day recess has saved
the homes of over half a million people,
or 500,000 families. It’s far from perfect,
but we need to focus on improving it or
replacing it with something better, not
just killing it.

How many more kids have to take
their morning bath in the Walmart
bathroom or the Exxon gasoline bath-
room before we begin to help the home-
owners who were caught in the debacle
from Wall Street from which not one
person has gone to prison or served one
single day?

———

RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 36
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until noon.

——
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AFTER RECESS

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

———
PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:
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Come and help us, Lord our God.
Those wounded returning from war are
not afraid to submit themselves to
physicians. In this humility, they live
patience and offer You alone the glory.
By their being faithful to the course
outlined for them, they learn that it
takes many small steps to make full
recovery.

In the same light, O Lord, grant this
Nation patience. Give this representa-
tive government wise discernment and
courageous action to excise whatever
poisons the whole system while pre-
serving each healthy member.

As we pray today, we ask You, Divine
Physician, to bless, sustain and reward
the Navy medical team that cares for
Members, staff and guests here on Cap-
itol Hill. With them, may we give full
measure as we serve in Your holy
name.

Amen.

———

THE JOURNAL

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

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS) come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. PITTS 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.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain up to 15 requests for 1-minute
speeches on each side.

————

RECOGNIZING DEVELOPMENTAL
DISABILITIES AWARENESS MONTH

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

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, in 1987,
President Ronald Reagan officially de-
clared March as Developmental Dis-
abilities Awareness Month. He called
upon our Nation to provide under-
standing, encouragement and opportu-
nities to help persons with develop-
mental disabilities lead productive and
fulfilling lives. There are currently
over 7 million Americans who experi-
ence developmental disabilities. Dis-
abilities have no boundaries. They cut
across the lines of racial, ethnic, edu-
cational, social and economic back-
grounds and can occur in any family.

As an individual with significant
hearing disability and a grandfather of
a child with special needs, I am very fa-
miliar with the hardships of over-
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coming the obstacles of disabilities.
My grandson, Maxwell, has CHARGE
syndrome and deals with intensive de-
velopmental and medical challenges
every day of his life. He is a true inspi-
ration to our family and our commu-
nity.

During Developmental Disabilities
Awareness Month, I encourage us all to
learn more about the people in our
community who have developmental
disabilities and to recognize that all of
us have talents and abilities that we
can offer to make this a better Nation.

———

REPUBLICANS PUSH SPENDING
CUTS THAT DESTROY JOBS

(Ms. BASS of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Ms. BASS of California. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in strong opposition to the ma-
jority’s spending plan that would cost
jobs and threaten our economic recov-
ery. Republicans have held the major-
ity for 11 weeks now, and we have yet
to see a jobs plan. Instead of focusing
on jobs, which is the number one pri-
ority of Americans, the majority is
pushing spending cuts that destroy
thousands of jobs.

Mr. Speaker, the majority is ignoring
the warnings from economists that the
sharp cuts they propose would guar-
antee major job losses in the public and
private sectors. The Economic Policy
Institute shows that the majority’s
plan would destroy more than 800,000
jobs. Mark Zandi, JOHN MCCAIN’S
former economic adviser, puts the job
loss figure at 700,000. No matter who is
right, the number is far too high.

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle don’t par-
ticularly like public employees, but we
do need to ask just who are these pub-
lic employees. Just one example is the
staff at the tsunami warning center.
Under the majority’s plan, the Na-
tional Weather Service, the agency
that houses the tsunami center that
issued alerts after Friday’s earth-
quake—and there was significant dam-
age in California after the tsunami—
would be cut by $126 million. These
cuts would result in furloughs and of-
fice closures affecting the center’s abil-
ity to issue future warnings.

The type of cuts proposed by the ma-
jority does not create jobs; it destroys
them. I urge the majority to work with
us on a responsible spending plan that
drives economic growth and job cre-
ation.

———

GAS PRICES

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

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, where do we
get the gasoline to power our cars and
jet fuel to power our airplanes? We all
know that it comes from oil and that
its price is dictated by supply and de-
mand.
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President Obama realizes this. In
fact, his advisers have considered open-
ing up the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve in order to stabilize supply. But
if we are willing to open up this emer-
gency supply, then why are we not tak-
ing advantage of the natural reserves
that we have throughout our Nation?

Following BP’s careless accident in
the gulf, six deepwater drilling rigs left
for foreign shores, some even moving
to Egypt. Deepwater drilling will con-
tinue, but off foreign shores. America
will continue to need oil, but it will in-
creasingly come from foreign nations.
Rather than reducing our dependence
on foreign fossil fuels, the actions of
this administration are increasing
them.

With instability in the Middle East,
our gas prices naturally rise. Let’s
open our natural reserves off our
shores and throughout our country.
Let’s create energy jobs here and sta-
bilize the price of gasoline in the
United States.

———

COMMEMORATING ST. JOSEPH’S
DAY

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

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor and recognize the rich
history of the Italian American com-
munity in the United States as we cele-
brate the Feast of St. Joseph—La
Festa Di San Giuseppe—on March 19.
St. Joseph was credited with pre-
venting a famine in Sicily in the Mid-
dle Ages, and the Feast of St. Joseph is
celebrated widely among Italian Amer-
icans—including my family and many
others across my home State of Rhode
Island—and is an opportunity to recall
the many contributions of Italian
Americans to our country and to honor
the patron saint of the family.

Here in the United States, we recog-
nize the powerful impact of the Italian
American experience, which began five
centuries ago with the explorations of
Vespucci and Verrazano. Italian Ameri-
cans represent some of this country’s,
and indeed the world’s, foremost
innovators—in health and science,
business and industry, politics and gov-
ernment, arts and culture.

In celebrating the many milestones
of the Italian American heritage on
this Feast of St. Joseph, we honor the
lives, work, and rich history of Italian
Americans throughout our Nation.

Buona Festa Di San Giuseppe, Happy
St. Joseph’s Day, to everyone.

———

HONORING WES LEONARD AND
THE FENNVILLE BLACKHAWKS
BASKETBALL TEAM

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

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to honor a young
man named Wes Leonard in Michigan,
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the Fennville Blackhawks, and the
community that rallied around that
family.

Wes was a star basketball player
who, after winning a basketball game
with the final shot of the game on
March 3, collapsed and passed away a
short while later. That was an
undefeated season for the Blackhawks,
and they went on 3 days later to start
their first playoff game. They won four
additional games.

At the visitation for Wes’s family, 1
was struck by the rival teams that
showed up in their letter jackets to
come and honor and pay respects to
Wes, his family, and the team that he
led. This team played admirably
throughout all of their final games. On
Monday, this run came to an end. But
a true mark of character, as I said to
these young players, is how they re-
spond to adversity. These young men
truly are of character.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that we rise today
and honor Wes, the team, and the fans
that supported them and that they ac-
cept condolences on my behalf and the
behalf of so many others who have
asked, as I have been wearing this rib-
bon, to pass those condolences along to
the community and to his family.

We thank Wes for his leadership and
all that he has done for his community.

————
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DEVASTATING EARTHQUAKE AND
TSUNAMI IN NORTHERN JAPAN

(Ms. HIRONO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Speaker, I grew up
in Fukushima, Japan, where earth-
quake preparedness is part of life, but
nothing could have prepared any na-
tion for the natural disasters that oc-
curred on Friday.

While my mother has successfully
contacted our relatives in Japan, many
families haven’t been able to find or
contact their loved ones. Thousands of
victims are in shelters. Many are still
missing. The death toll continues to
rise.

“Tsunami” is a Japanese word that
the world understands. We have seen
the 30-foot walls of water sweeping
across farmlands, wiping out every-
thing in its path.

“Gaman’’ is a Japanese word that de-
scribes strength and endurance. Gaman
will help the Japanese people through
this tragedy, but they do not stand
alone. People from all over the world
have sent messages of support, and do-
nations continue. In the midst of trag-
edy, common humanity transcends
geopolitical boundaries.

Hawaii’s ties to Japan are deep. Ha-
waii’s banks are donation dropoff
points. The Hawaii blood bank is co-
ordinating a national drive.
Fukushima and Miyagi Kenjin Kai and
the Honolulu Japanese Chamber of
Commerce are among many helping.

Minasan, doomo arigatou
gozaimasu—everyone, thank you very
much.
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OBAMA’S IRRESPONSIBLE ENERGY
POLICY

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

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Speaker, we in
Louisiana had to suffer through the BP
spill, which is bad enough, but look
what the President has done to us
since. First, he placed a moratorium on
offshore drilling, killing thousands of
Louisiana jobs. Then the President was
held in contempt of court for not
issuing permits, and now we have two
token permits created when gas prices
are headed to $4 a gallon. On top of
that we have a tax on coal, domestic
oil, and hydrofracking, which is nec-
essary for natural gas production. Fi-
nally, Secretary Chu told us higher
prices may be a good thing.

Perhaps we’re discovering President
Obama’s real agenda, and that is delib-
erately constraining fossil fuel produc-
tion to make prices go higher so alter-
native energy sources, which aren’t
really cutting it in the marketplace,
will appear more competitive.

———————

NO JOBS PLAN AND ASSAULT ON
MIDDLE CLASS HOMEOWNERS

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

Mr. SIRES. Mr. Speaker, the Repub-
licans have had control of this Cham-
ber for 11 weeks now, and yet there’s
still no plan to create jobs or spur our
economic recovery. Instead of tackling
unemployment, my Republican col-
leagues are again targeting vital pro-
grams designed to keep families in
their homes.

The Republicans are proposing to ter-
minate the Home Affordable Modifica-
tion Program, which provides critical
mortgage modifications to deserving
homeowners who are facing dev-
astating foreclosures. To date, more
than 600,000 homeowners have received
a permanent mortgage modification,
and tens of thousands of Americans are
joining their ranks each month.

The Republicans also want to elimi-
nate the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program, which works to stabilize
areas hard-hit by the housing crisis by
helping States and cities purchase fore-
closed homes and protect the value of
our communities. My home State of
New Jersey is slated to receive $11.5
million through this program.

Mr. Speaker, this is funding that my
constituents need to help redevelop our
communities, create jobs, and grow our
local economies. I urge my colleagues
to stop blindly cutting programs and
focus on legislation to create jobs and
bring the economy around.

———

NO MORE SHORT-TERM
CONTINUING RESOLUTIONS
(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)
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Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker,
no more short-term continuing resolu-
tions. All respected economists and the
deficit commission have told us we
should not make cuts in this fiscal
year.

Is no one listening? These short and
the longer CRs will make our recession
worse and destroy jobs. At a time when
the recovery is beginning to make
small steps forward, these cuts will de-
stroy the progress we have made.

Yesterday, the Republican majority
cut wildfire suppression by $200 mil-
lion. Oklahoma, are you hearing this?
Flood prevention, again. Are you hear-
ing that, New Jersey? Funding for po-
lice. Don’t Americans deserve safe
neighborhoods? Programs that protect
our food supply. Good for salmonella
and E. coli but not for the American
people

It isn’t enough for Republicans to
deny the science on greenhouse gases;
H.R. 44 and 48 cut funding from EPA
programs that keep our air clean and
our water safe. Are we creating jobs?
No. Are we making a dent in the def-
icit? No. But are we hurting families?
Yes.

Don’t stop the recovery our people
need. Listen to the experts. Extend the
CR at 2010 levels. No more cuts this
year.

———

THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET

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

marks.)
Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publicans’ budget would endanger

American lives while it destroys Amer-
ican jobs. It will increase every Ameri-
can’s likelihood of getting sick from
unsafe meat and poultry, contaminated
drinking water, and foreign food addi-
tives. Fewer police will make our
streets less safe. The chances of curing
cancer, Parkinson’s, and Alzheimer’s
disease are all seriously diminished.
Most of the cuts target poor people,
but the hundreds of program cuts will
also endanger all of our lives.

We’ve thrown hundreds of programs
into a dump truck Republicans call
H.R. 1 bound for the trash compactor.
Let’s reach in, though, and look at just
one of those: meat inspection. The law
requires a Federal inspector to be
present at all 6,000 slaughterhouses and
packing plants across the country, but
this Republican budget’s 19 percent cut
will require 8,600 such inspectors to be
furloughed for 22 days, which means
that packing plants like Hormel’s may
have to lay off thousands of people for
that period of time.

Why do this when Federal inspectors
stopped 9.5 million pounds of poisoned
meat just last year alone in 71 recalls.
Let’s derail this dump truck -called
H.R. 1.

———

GET AMERICA WORKING AGAIN

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

Mr. WALZ. Mr. Speaker, we’'ve all
been here since January, dutifully col-
lecting paychecks, and no budget for
the American public, creating uncer-
tainties in the businesses and keeping
job growth down. It’s straining our na-
tional security forces and making dif-
ficult choices for our Reserve com-
manders to plan ahead. It’s putting po-
litical ideology above job creation and
facts.

My Republican colleague friends
have often told me what they thought
last November’s election meant and
what the American people were saying.
I will tell you what they weren’t say-
ing: We want you to go to Washington
and put party above what’s good for
America; we want you to play chicken
with America’s economic future; we
want you to protect millionaire CEO’s
and then blame the middle class and
make sure you cut programs to their
children; we want you to hold count-
less hearings on issues that do nothing
except divide America and won’t create
a single job; oh, yeah, and we want you
to point fingers at the other side and
blame them, even though you run the
House.

Here’s what I think they might have
been saying: Be leaders, compromise
for the good of the country, and get
America working again.

———

PROVIDE HOMEOWNERS TIME

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

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, our homeowners need help
right now, and I'm asking this Con-
gress to provide homeowners with
something they don’t have when
they’re facing foreclosure. It’s time—
time to find more income, time to find
another buyer to pay off the mortgage,
and most importantly, time and lever-
age to negotiate with their lender and
mortgage holder, who typically keeps
losing the paperwork until the home-
owner runs out of time.

So I'm asking this Congress to freeze
all foreclosures for homeowners who
deserve it, for homeowners who can af-
ford to maintain their property, be-
cause that’s the best way to stabilize
our economy and to save family homes.

——
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NOAA FUNDING CUTS

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

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today because I am really concerned
about the continuing resolution we
passed yesterday with over $1 billion in
cuts to one of the most important Fed-
eral agencies, NOAA. That’s right, our
weather and natural disaster folks.
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When some people think of NOAA, they
think of an agency that only impacts
the coastal States, so cuts to this agen-
cy wouldn’t impact them or their fami-
lies. But it’s important to know that
every time we get the day’s weather so
we can prepare and make sure we are
warm or dry, we use NOAA technology.
Every time we get alerts about torna-
does or earthquakes, it’s NOAA’s tech-
nology.

In the wake of the tsunami that dev-
astated Japan, the House yesterday
passed a measure that would hamper
our own ability to detect tsunamis.
Currently, seven of the 39 Deep-ocean
Assessment and Reporting of
Tsunamis, DART, stations are non-
operational due to broken moorings
and equipment failures. And the cuts
that we made yesterday put us in jeop-
ardy—that’s right—in the Pacific
Ocean, in the Atlantic, and in the gulf.
We are all in jeopardy because of those
cuts yesterday, and NOAA won’t have
an opportunity to repair them and to
restore them, degrading the quality of
our warnings.

Mr. Speaker, this is senseless, and
it’s time for the American people to
speak up against this senseless policy.

———

THE REPUBLICAN WAR ON THE
MIDDLE CLASS

(Ms. CLARKE of New York asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. CLARKE of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in opposition to
the majority’s aggressive war on the
middle class and those who aspire to be
in the middle class. Today we’re debat-
ing two bills that, if passed, will leave
Americans with no Federal support to
save their homes, and the worsening of
the foreclosure crisis. Which, in effect,
is a ‘“‘body blow’’ that will leave mil-
lions of Americans who are struggling
to find jobs even more vulnerable to
losing their homes.

We are now in the 11th week of the
112th Congress, and the majority has
yvet to bring a single jobs bill to the
floor for a vote. Instead, the majority
has proposed a long-term continuing
resolution that would eliminate 700,000
jobs while at the same time protecting
tax cuts for multimillionaires and bil-
lionaires, the so-called job creators.
The question remains, what exactly is
the majority proposing to incentivize
and encourage job creation? Where are
the jobs? Mr. Speaker, the American
people are waiting for the majority to
stop the recalcitrant assault on the
middle class and those who are aspiring
to be in the middle class and work in a
bipartisan way to do what we all were
elected to do, which is to work for
them, not against them.

——
WE NEED A REAL BUDGET

(Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)
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Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I know we’re not supposed to
remind us of our history. I won’t be
long. But if you will recall, some 8
years prior to this present administra-
tion, day after day after day, our budg-
et was simply imploding with millions,
trillions of dollars going into the war
in Iraq. So here we are. Someone wants
to blame the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act. Well, let me explain
to you, we were in double-digit unem-
ployment. Look where we are today,
going up and not down in terms of job
creation and going down in terms of
unemployment. The economy was sick,
and it is coming back. But what do our
colleagues want to do? Pass CRs that
every economist says is the wrong di-
rection to go in 2011.

It’s like you started out with $150 for
the household expenses that you have.
You had that money to pay for the ex-
penses of that month, and all of a sud-
den, somebody came and said, You
know what, I'm taking $75 away from
you, so you don’t have that money to
pay your expenses. And guess what,
you are in the hole. Why are you cut-
ting budgets in 2011? Why are you cut-
ting 16,000 law enforcement jobs? Why
are you cutting 800,000 jobs? Why are
you cutting 800 Border Patrol jobs?
This is the wrong direction to go. We
need a real budget. We need real lead-
ership. Adults need to come to the
table and work together and solve this
budget crisis.

————

HAPPY 100TH BIRTHDAY TO
WESTMINSTER, COLORADO

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in recognition of the 100th birthday of
the city of Westminster, Colorado, one
of the Colorado Front Range urban cor-
ridor’s principal cities. Westminster is
framed by the natural beauty of the
nearby Rocky Mountains. West-
minster’s scenic and convenient setting
is located between the economic hubs
of Denver and Boulder, which has at-
tracted many residents and businesses
to the city. Settlers from the East first
came to the area of Westminster in the
1870s. It used to be known as the Vil-
lage of Harris and was formally found-
ed as the town of Westminster on April
4, 1911.

Westminster is notable in the Front
Range urban area for its long-term
commitment to the preservation of
open spaces. It has received numerous
national rewards and recognition for
sustainable development, technology
integration in city government, and
quality of life. The miles of trails pro-
vide public access for outdoor rec-
reational activities that are so impor-
tant to Colorado residents. I congratu-
late the people of Westminster on 100
years of progress and prosperity and
look eagerly forward to what the fu-
ture holds for this forward-looking Col-
orado city.
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STILL NO JOBS PLAN AFTER 11
WEEKS

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

Mr. HINCHEY. We have now gone 11
weeks and still there hasn’t been any
action in committee or on this House
floor on anything resembling a jobs
plan from our friends here in the ma-
jority. In fact, we’ve seen just the op-
posite. Economists are estimating that
from the initial action here, an esti-
mated 800,000 jobs will be lost under
their first plan and many more over
the course of the rest of this issue.
Hundreds of New York Head Start
teachers will be fired, and thousands
more teachers will be fired all across
America. Thousands of my constitu-
ents won’t be able to find jobs because
of cuts to the Workforce Investment
Act that will close job centers through-
out New York, as well as thousands of
others that will be closed in other
States all across America. And jobs in
the Hudson Valley’s growing solar en-
ergy industry will be hurt by cuts to
investments in renewable energy, just
as it will be cut all across America.
After 11 weeks, it’s clear that the Re-
publicans don’t just have a no-jobs
agenda, they have an anti-jobs agenda.
And New Yorkers and millions of oth-
ers across America will pay the price
for their bad policies.

————

MAKING IN ORDER CONSIDER-
ATION OF H. CON. RES. 28, AF-
GHANISTAN WAR POWERS RESO-
LUTION

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
at any time to consider House Concur-
rent Resolution 28 in the House, if
called up by the chair of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs or her des-
ignee; that the concurrent resolution
be considered as read; that the previous
question be considered as ordered on
the concurrent resolution to final
adoption without intervening motion
except: number one, 1 hour of debate
controlled by Representative KUCINICH
of Ohio or his designee; and, number
two, 1 hour of debate equally divided
and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs; and that section 7
of the War Powers Resolution not
apply to the concurrent resolution.

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

There was no objection.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 839, HAMP TERMINATION
ACT OF 2011; AND PROVIDING
FOR CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 861,
NSP TERMINATION ACT

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 170 and ask
for its immediate consideration.
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 170

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 839) to amend
the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act
of 2008 to terminate the authority of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to provide new assist-
ance under the Home Affordable Modifica-
tion Program, while preserving assistance to
homeowners who were already extended an
offer to participate in the Program, either on
a trial or permanent basis. The first reading
of the bill shall be dispensed with. All points
of order against consideration of the bill are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chair and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Financial Services. After general debate
the bill shall be considered for amendment
under the five-minute rule. It shall be in
order to consider as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment under the five-minute
rule the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Committee on
Financial Services now printed in the bill.
The committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute shall be considered as read. All
points of order against the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute are
waived. No amendment to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be in order except those printed in part
A of the report of the Committee on Rules
accompanying this resolution. Each such
amendment may be offered only in the order
printed in the report, may be offered only by
a Member designated in the report, shall be
considered as read, shall be debatable for the
time specified in the report equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment,
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi-
sion of the question in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole. All points of order
against such amendments are waived. At the
conclusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem-
ber may demand a separate vote in the
House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

SEC. 2. At any time after the adoption of
this resolution the Speaker may, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 861) to rescind the
third round of funding for the Neighborhood
Stabilization Program and to terminate the
program. The first reading of the bill shall be
dispensed with. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived. General
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Financial
Services. After general debate the bill shall
be considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider
as an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Financial
Services now printed in the bill. The com-
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mittee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be considered as read. All points
of order against the committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute are waived. No
amendment to the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute shall be in order
except those printed in part B of the report
of the Committee on Rules accompanying
this resolution. Each such amendment may
be offered only in the order printed in the re-
port (except that amendment number 9 and
amendment number 10 may be offered only
en bloc), may be offered only by a Member
designated in the report, shall be considered
as read, shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent,
shall not be subject to amendment, and shall
not be subject to a demand for division of the
question in the House or in the Committee of
the Whole. All points of order against such
amendments are waived. At the conclusion
of consideration of the bill for amendment
the Committee shall rise and report the bill
to the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted. Any Member may de-
mand a separate vote in the House on any
amendment adopted in the Committee of the
Whole to the bill or to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my friend, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS),
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time is
yielded for the purpose of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 170 provides for a struc-
tured rule designed and designated by
the Rules Committee for consideration
of H.R. 861 and H.R. 839. This rule al-
lows the amendments submitted to the
Rules Committee to be made in order
as long as they were not subject to a
point of order and were germane to the
underlying text of H.R. 861 and H.R.
839.

This rule provides for debate and
amendment opportunities for members
of the minority and the majority to
change the legislative text of the un-
derlying bill.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of this rule and the two underlying
bills. The first piece of legislation, the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program
Termination Act, was introduced by
my friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARY MILLER) on March 1,
2011, and went through committee
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markup in the Financial Services Com-
mittee last week on March 9. The sec-
ond bill, H.R. 839, the Home Affordable
Modification Program Termination
Act, was introduced by my dear friend,
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. MCHENRY) on February 28 and
marked up last week as well.

Both of these bills went through reg-
ular order, which allowed Members
from both sides of the aisle the oppor-
tunity to offer amendments in the Fi-
nancial Services Committee and in the
Rules Committee yesterday.

The chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee, DAVID DREIER, has once again
provided Members of this body a trans-
parent and accountable structure
under the rule that we are discussing
today, allowing Members from both
sides of this body to offer amendments
and both sides to join in debate of the
underlying legislation.

Mr. Speaker, last fall, Republicans
pledged to the American people that we
would stop the wasteful spending and
put Americans back to work. These
two bills that we’re discussing today
continue to roll back the abuse of tax-
payer funds, the diminishment of jobs,
and the creation of a proper govern-
ment responsibility with any balance
in the housing sector.

By the way, Mr. Speaker, we also
said that we would make sure that we
went through regular order and would
allow Members time to read the bills.
That is what Republicans bring forth
to the floor today as we debate these
two important aspects that have gone
through regular order through the Fi-
nancial Services Committee.

H.R. 861, the NSP Termination Act,
terminates the Neighborhood Stability
Program and rescinds $1 billion in un-
obligated funds that was authorized in
the Dodd-Frank bill last year.

Congress has appropriated approxi-
mately $7 billion in three rounds of
funding for this program. Eligible users
for the funds include emergency assist-
ance to State and local governments to
acquire, develop, redevelop, or demol-
ish foreclosed homes. So this doesn’t
stop or assist folks in getting through
foreclosures. It gives money to lenders
to fix up the houses to sell, while re-
turning not one cent of the $7 billion
back to the American taxpayer.

The NSP has done little to resolve
the root causes of the increase in fore-
closures. In fact, the NSP continues to
extend and further exacerbate the cur-
rent housing downturn. This program
represents a costly bailout for lenders,
servicers, and real estate speculators
who made risky bets on the housing
market, all at the expense of the Amer-
ican taxpayer and our debt.

While putting billions of taxpayer
dollars at risk, we should understand
that this is a program, two programs
that must be halted. There should be
an appropriate accountability and re-
porting, and this program lacks both.
This is just another two examples, fol-
lowing up what we did last week with
two other examples, of the Democrats’
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solution of throwing money at a prob-
lem rather than something that would
work and be cost effective.

Taxpayers from all over this Nation
are struggling with their mortgage
payments, keeping their jobs, and pro-
viding for their families. Allowing for a
stable economy, a future, and reining
in government spending by eliminating
wasteful government spending will pro-
vide for more transparency and govern-
ment accountability across economic
markets. That is why we are elimi-
nating these two programs today on
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives.

Let’s be honest about this. Repub-
licans are here to try and save jobs
that are on the chopping block from
what wasteful government spending
has done for us the last 4 years of Dem-
ocrat control. Today, Republicans are
on the floor to stop wasteful Wash-
ington government spending, which
says directly to the taxpayers we don’t
want 40 cents out of every dollar that
we spend to be put on a credit card, a
future debt that our children and our
future will be put at risk by mort-
gaging our future. Republicans are not
going to allow that. That is why we’re
on the floor of the House of Represent-
atives. That is why we will encourage
every Member of this body, Republican
or Democrat, to make tough decisions
today about not just today, but about
our future.

The second bill under this rule today,
H.R. 839, rescinds the Home Affordable
Modification  Program known as
HAMP. This is another unnecessarily
and poorly managed housing program
that wastes tens of billions of dollars of
taxpayer dollars. Terminating this pro-
gram would prevent the use of $29 bil-
lion of TARP funds, $29 billion of
TARP funds we do not think should be
spent.

HAMP was established in February of
2009 with the goal of assisting with
loan modifications for up to 4 million
homeowners. Over the life of this pro-
gram, only 521,306 loans have been per-
manently modified, and the redefault
rate for these loans is very high.
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So what we started with is trying to
help 4 million people. Thus far, we have
only helped 521,000, but it comes at a
high cost to the taxpayer. Only $840
million of the $29 billion earmarked for
this purpose has been used—only $800
million of the $29 billion.

We need the money back, Mr. Speak-
er. We need the money back because
this is another case in which the pro-
gram actually made matters worse for
many of the homeowners who were
seeking to participate. The govern-
ment is pushing a program which
harms these homeowners. It creates a
perverse incentive for borrowers to de-
liberately and willfully stop making
their mortgage payments in the hopes
that they can get government loans to
reduce their payments.

This program that the government
has actually encourages people to quit
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making payments, which still add up,
including the interest on what they
owe. It harms their credit ratings and
adds, what I think, is a further unfair
circumstance in which the government
is pushing ‘‘we’re here to help you”
when, in fact, it doesn’t know the rules
of the game or whether a homeowner
will even be able to qualify, making
the homeowner wait months to then
find out, ‘“Whoops. Sorry. You didn’t
qualify. Now you need to continue
what you’re doing.”

A false hope, Mr. Speaker.

The Washington Times, which is a
great newspaper here in Washington,
published an article on this program on
March 1 of this year. It stated that in,
perhaps, hundreds of thousands of
cases, homeowners are far worse off
after HAMP than they were before
being talked into and getting involved
with the program. Borrowers are typi-
cally not told all the potential con-
sequences of falling behind on their
mortgages. They’re simply told that
there’s a government plan out there to
help you when, in fact, they do fall be-
hind on their mortgages.

Services have repeatedly lost docu-
mentation and have provided false in-
formation to home borrowers who were
in need of assistance and good discus-
sion about how to pay their bills—in-
stead, trying to talk them into partici-
pating in a government program and,
in some instances, even pushing indi-
viduals into default, individuals who
could have continued making their
payments.

In a report from the Inspector Gen-
eral of TARP to Secretary of the
Treasury Geithner on March 25, 2010—
that is 1 year ago—he notes: ‘“Several
aspects of the HAMP design make it
particularly vulnerable to redefaults.”

It is time to pull the plug. That is
why Republicans are on the floor today
to say straight up: We need to look at
what is not working. We need to look
at the $29 billion that has been spent
on this program, and we need to be
honest with ourselves, as has been
noted in newspapers across the coun-
try, as to what the Democrats have
done. What this administration and
this House have done has been adver-
sarial in helping people who needed as-
sistance. Today, we can save the tax-
payers $28 billion that has not been
spent on this program.

Continued government intervention
and the questionable use of taxpayer
dollars only prolong our current eco-
nomic crisis and ensure that the hous-
ing market will simply continue to
struggle. The market needs to find its
own footing free of government inter-
vention and manipulation by this gov-
ernment so that we can get on with a
full recovery. The deficit is expected to
reach a record under President Obama:
using his numbers, $1.65 trillion this
year while our national debt is well
over $14 trillion. The U.S. and its citi-
zens cannot afford to spend billions of
taxpayer dollars that will not be re-
paid, and it ends up, in many instances,
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harming the people it was intended to
help.

Job creation is the most effective
foreclosure prevention tool. Job losses
rather than unsustainable mortgage
terms are now the driving force behind
foreclosures and mortgage defaults.
Eliminating these programs will not
only save taxpayer dollars; it will en-
courage more responsible government
spending by the Federal Government.

So, Mr. Speaker, as no surprise to
you, I encourage a ‘‘yes’”’ vote on the
rule and a ‘‘yes’” vote on the under-
lying legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

Here we are again. At a time when
Americans are calling for more jobs to
improve the economy, my Republican
colleagues want to pass legislation
that won’t create a single job and that
will hurt the middle class by further
destabilizing our housing markets.

Mr. Speaker, this week, we take up
two more bills to continue weakening
our housing markets and abandoning
families who are working hard, strug-
gling to stay in their homes, both of
which show that my friends on the
other side of the aisle continue to put
partisan politics ahead of creating jobs
and growing the economy.

Yesterday, in the Rules Committee,
when we had several Members there
from both sides who were testifying,
the question was asked: Are we in a
housing crisis? Everybody there
agreed—and I think most of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
and on my side of the aisle agreed as
well—that we are in a housing crisis.
So the answer is: What is and what
should be the response?

Now, this response is what we have.

My colleague from Dallas said that
the current program, HAMP, lacks ac-
countability. Well, it seems like the
logical answer to that would be to cre-
ate accountability for the program, not
to eliminate the program. We are talk-
ing about repeal without replace. We
are talking about ending rather than
mending. If there is truly a housing
crisis, as I believe Members across both
sides of the aisle agree there is, it calls
for a public policy response. Rather
than talking about what we shouldn’t
do, I think it would be more construc-
tive to talk about what we should do.

We are leaving nothing in the wake if
this proposed repeal moves forward. At
a time when our economy is finally be-
ginning to show signs of strong, sus-
tained growth, we need to do every-
thing we can to put people back to
work and create jobs. Instead, here we
have legislation after legislation that
will increase burdens on already strug-
gling middle class families. Rather
than improving and building upon or
even replacing programs that Kkeep
families in their homes, the Repub-
licans have chosen to eliminate these
four programs that keep families in
their homes, and they have no plan to
strengthen the housing market or to
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help the families who will, quite lit-
erally, be left on the street as a result.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 839 will eliminate
one of the last lifelines available to
many homeowners. According to Treas-
ury Secretary Geithner, ending the
HAMP program would cause a huge
amount of damage to a very fragile
housing market and would leave hun-
dreds and hundreds of thousands, if not
millions of Americans, without the
chance to take advantage of mortgage
modifications that would allow them
to stay in homes that they can afford.

Now, we could go into how we got
into this mess in the first place, and we
all know, Mr. Speaker, that there is
plenty of blame to go around. Yes, peo-
ple who got in over their heads with
mortgages they couldn’t afford deserve
some of the blame. So do the brokers
who shouldn’t have sold them on those
mortgages. So do the banks that
underwrote those mortgages. So does
Wall Street for packaging those mort-
gages and creating derivative prod-
ucts—and yes, so does the government
for being asleep at the regulatory
switch. There is plenty of blame to go
around.

When the bankers needed help, they
came to the government, and the gov-
ernment helped them. When the regu-
lators needed help, they came to the
government, and we passed financial
regulatory reform last year. Well, the
people who are most affected, the peo-
ple who literally risk being tossed out
on the street, rely on these programs
to help them. How in good conscience
can this Congress even consider bailing
out Wall Street and bankers and not
help mainstream America stay in their
homes?

Yes, there is plenty of blame to go
around. Believe me, many of these peo-
ple facing this situation, who are bare-
ly able to make their mortgages, are
not being rewarded for their bad deci-
sions. They would much rather spend
half as much on homes and not be
under water, suffering as they are
today. Yet the least we can do as a
country to help them is to acknowl-
edge that, yes, personal responsibility
and blame don’t just fall on their
shoulders.

My Republican colleagues will argue
that this is a failed government pro-
gram and that this program hasn’t
helped the 3 million to 4 million home-
owners it was originally projected to
help. What they fail to mention is that
HAMP, A, has helped to stabilize the
housing market and that, B, it has
helped over half a million families.
Yes, that’s not the 3 million or 4 mil-
lion, and yes, our side of the aisle
would be very open to suggestions
about improving this program, whether
it’s the accountability of this program,
the scale of this program, how it’s de-
livered, or whether it’s replacing it
with another program to help those
who are barely able to make their
mortgage payments.
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But what we are talking about today
is to eliminate the tool that has kept
one-half million American families in
their homes, Mr. Speaker.

There is no doubt that many folks on
the other side of the aisle are also call-
ing this program a waste of taxpayer
money. According to the CBO, the av-
erage cost per assisted homeowner in
HAMP is $13,000. Now, that is a small
price and actually a sound investment.
It is far smaller than the $60,000 that it
has been estimated to cost Freddie,
Fannie, and large banks to foreclose on
a home. So $13,000 to prevent the banks
from foreclosing on a home, keeping
that family in a home, allowing them
to go to work and make their pay-
ments and pay back what is due; or,
$60,000 to foreclose on that home and
leave that family on the streets. The
money for this program is well spent.

If an individual shows they can’t stay
current on their programs, they are re-
moved from HAMP at no cost to tax-
payers. In fact, of the homeowners that
have had their trial modifications can-
celled through the end of 2010, only 5.1
percent have been foreclosed on, and
only 14.9 percent are at all in the fore-
closure process.

Mr. Speaker, the program keeps fam-
ilies in their homes. Mortgages that
have been modified under HAMP have a
sustainability rate of 85 percent. Yes,
we can do better. Yes, we would love to
bring this program or others to keep 3
million to 4 million families in their
home and stabilize housing prices. But
what the bill before us does is repeal
one of the only tools we have to help
keep American families in their homes.

I understand the program hasn’t
reached the initial projections that the
Obama administration put forward.
But there is no question, talking to
some of the families that this program
has benefited, that it does work for
them. With our help, the Treasury can
continue to take steps to improve the
effectiveness of this program and in-
crease compliance from banks and bor-
rowers.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 861 would rightly
be titled the ‘‘Illegal Trade Commer-
cial Real Estate Act.” The majority
seeks to undermine the efforts of our
Nation’s mayors, city councils, and
real estate developers and ensure that
areas which have suffered due to eco-
nomic downturn remain safely in con-
trol of those who do damage to commu-
nities. This is a critical program to
help reform our communities.

The Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram, which I remind my colleagues
was established and signed into law by
President Bush, was designed to turn a
crisis into an opportunity. In 2008, al-
most $4 billion was appropriated and
helped 307 State and local agencies ac-
quire, rehabilitate, and sell abandoned
and foreclosed properties, exactly what
is most needed now not only to revi-
talize our blighted areas but to help
prevent the housing crisis and commer-
cial real estate crisis from getting
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worse. I remind my colleagues that
every dime of this program that is not
spent by the sunset of this program
will already, under statute, be returned
to the Treasury.

By creating a mechanism for commu-
nities to acquire, rehabilitate, and sell
back to the private market abandoned
and blighted properties, we give local
governments a very powerful tool for
economic growth and fighting crime
and keeping our communities safe.

In the midst of our ongoing liquidity
crisis, where many developers are hav-
ing a tough time finding financing for
many of their prime projects, it is a
matter of public safety and critical
economic importance that we continue
this vehicle by which blighted prop-
erties are returned to being productive
economic engines, particularly in our
Nation’s most troubled neighborhoods.

I also want to point out that this pro-
gram isn’t limited to commercial prop-
erty. In my district in Adams County,
Colorado, which like other areas of the
country was devastated by the wave of
foreclosures, we have used this pro-
gram to revitalize residential neighbor-
hoods. The Neighborhood Stabilization
Program allows local governments to
build communities with home rehabili-
tation, down payment and closing cost
assistance for low- and middle-income
families. By using these Federal dol-
lars to leverage local efforts, many
struggling families have been able to
find and keep a home, and a modest
Federal investment has been magnified
severalfold by private investment, city
investment, and county investment.

Mr. Speaker, I think most people in
this country agree, yes, there is a hous-
ing crisis and, yes, there is plenty of
blame to go around and, yes, we need a
public policy response. These programs
aren’t perfect. We hope to work in a bi-
partisan way with our colleagues
across the aisle on improving these
programs, coming up with new market-
oriented programs to help end the cri-
sis in real estate. But the answer is not
to simply repeal one of the only instru-
ments that we have to keep families in
their homes with only the vaguest of
assurances that someday, somehow
Congress might think up a better plan.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s comments about
our being here today on the floor in a
bipartisan way with a bill that went
through regular order with an oppor-
tunity for any Member that would
choose that has any ideas that are ger-
mane to the issue and that fall within
the rules to be included. And you are
going to see where there are a bunch of
amendments today.

Mr. Speaker, the conversation that
the gentleman and I were having
should further extend, and that is the
common sense that is related to why
we are on the floor today, the discus-
sion about whether we should make it
better or simply repeal it. And I would
quote from the IG of the TARP fund in
his report to Secretary Geithner:
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‘““Although in the final analysis it is
up to the policymakers in the adminis-
tration and the Congress to determine
whether it is worth spending tens of
billions of taxpayer dollars on a pro-
gram that is assumed at its outset to
fail ultimately for 40 percent of the
participants, several aspects of
HAMP’s design make it particularly
vulnerable to redefaults.”

I think the IG has said it best. When
any objective person looked at what
the Democrat Congress passed, they
would have to question whether it was
worth spending tens of billions of dol-
lars on a program at the outset we
should have known would fail for 40
percent of the participants. I think
that is good reason to say, common
sense should say, let’s stop the plan,
not continue it.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I yield 4
minutes to the chairwoman of the Fi-
nancial Services Committee, the gen-
tlewoman from Illinois (Mrs. BIGGERT).

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

Mr. Speaker, I do rise in support of
House Resolution 170, the rule for con-
sideration of H.R. 861, the Neighbor-
hood Stabilization Program, NSP, Ter-
mination Act, and H.R. 839, the Home
Affordable Program (HAMP) Termi-
nation Act. H.R. 861 would end NSP
and rescind 1 billion taxpayer dollars
that would otherwise be spent to con-
tinue this troubled program.

In total, Congress has already spent
$7 billion for NSP. And instead of stabi-
lizing neighborhoods or helping people
whose mortgages are underwater, the
program allows lenders and servicers to
offload their bad investments onto tax-
payers and delay market recovery.
Even more disturbing is that critics
warn that NSP creates incentives for
banks and other lenders to foreclose on
troubled borrowers, worsening the cri-
sis and kicking families out of their
homes.

This program is not about helping
homeowners. They have already lost
their house to foreclosure. They are
not involved in this. This is help for
lenders and bankers to take the money
and build more homes through the
counties, through the States, through
not-for-profits, and then to sell these
homes and reap the benefits of the
money. There is no place in this bill to
tell us where that money goes. It prob-
ably is in a slush fund.

The GAO, the inspector general for
HUD, and other auditors have noted
the program is plagued with problems,
including lax reporting requirements
and poor accountability. There is little
evidence to suggest that the funds
spent through NSP are producing cost-
effective results.

Finally, the program lacks any re-
quirement that remaining NSP funds
are returned to taxpayers when a spon-
sored property is sold. Instead, the
money is treated like a fund, some-
where, never to be returned.

The other bill approved by our com-
mittee is H.R. 839. This bill would ter-
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minate HAMP, which has become the
poster child for failed foreclosure miti-
gation programs. According to the
CBO, this bill would save $1.4 billion
over 10 years.

Announced by the Obama adminis-
tration in February of 2009, the HAMP
program to date has spent $840 million
out of the $30 billion in TARP funds
that were set aside for the program.
For this extraordinary investment, the
administration predicted that up to 4
million homeowners would receive
help. Instead, only 580,000 homeowners
have received mortgage modifications.

Sadly, a failure to meet expectations
is the least of the program’s troubles.
Of those who were promised help,
740,000 homeowners have had their
modifications cancelled. In many
cases, these homeowners were strung
along on a false hope, only to end up in
worse financial straits than if they had
never heard of HAMP.

O 1300

Mr. Speaker, I would like to share a
statement from a March 2 sub-
committee hearing during which Neil
Barofsky, the Special Inspector Gen-
eral for the TARP program, or
SIGTARP, exposed the most hazardous
failings of the program. He said that
there had been countless published re-
ports on HAMP participants who
wound up worse off, having engaged in
a false attempt. Failed modifications
often leave borrowers with more prin-
cipal outstanding on their loans.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. I would like to yield
the gentlewoman an additional minute.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Numerous oversight
bodies, including the GAO, have cited
the Treasury for failing to respond to
recommendations to increase the
transparency, accountability, and con-
sistency of the program. Americans for
Tax Reform called the program ‘‘a
costly failure.”

Out-of-control spending has left us
with a $14.1 trillion national debt that
is damaging our recovery and harming
job growth. Economists agree that re-
ducing government spending will cre-
ate a more favorable environment for
private sector jobs; and that is what
Americans need, a job and a paycheck,
not more failed experiments and tax-
payer-funded housing.

I urge my colleagues to support this
rule.

Mr. POLIS. It is my honor to yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Ms. EDWARDS).

Ms. EDWARDS. I thank the gen-
tleman from Colorado.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today really trou-
bled because I am opposed to termi-
nating the HAMP program and the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.
But I am troubled because these pro-
grams have actually been very trou-
bled. They are not perfect. They
haven’t helped every homeowner that
we want, but we shouldn’t be in a posi-
tion of just destroying the programs.
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The Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram in particular was established to
help communities acquire, rehabili-
tate, and resell abandoned and fore-
closed properties as a result of the
growing foreclosure crisis. There are so
many economists across this country
who tell us every single day that until
we get the housing market straight, we
will not get this economy straight. So
I believe in theory in these programs.

Declining home values in my commu-
nity have led to lower tax revenues for
our local jurisdictions that are already
suffering from the impacts of the eco-
nomic downturn. The statewide fore-
closure crisis has hit particularly hard
in my district and the counties that I
represent, in Prince George’s and
Montgomery Counties, in Maryland.
They have the first and third highest
number of foreclosures in our State
and account for 40 percent of the fore-
closures statewide.

Through the Neighborhood Stabiliza-
tion Program, Montgomery County re-
ceived $2 million and Prince George’s
County nearly $12 million in funding.
This has helped in these communities.
I would urge the majority to look at
the benefits, and let’s try to fix the
programs.

At the beginning of this crisis, sure,
there were bad loans. There were bad
actors all over the place. But we also
know that people have lost their jobs
and that has contributed to fore-
closures, and these families should not
be punished because we can’t seem to
get it straight. Neighborhood stabiliza-
tion does stabilize communities. It
doesn’t do any good to have homes that
are empty and in decline and neighbor-
hoods that will never bring the market
back.

So while I am concerned about some
of the programs and would like to work
to try to fix these, it is not right for us
to simply throw them out and mini-
mize the impact of helping 521,000 fami-
lies to stay in their homes.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I would like to yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from Cherryville, North
Carolina (Mr. MCHENRY), the author of
one of the pieces of underlying legisla-
tion.

Mr. MCHENRY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the bill that I am spon-
soring is the HAMP Termination Act,
and it is a bill that will protect at-risk
homeowners across the country from a
government program that has proven
to be an abysmal failure.

The Home Affordable Modification
Program, or HAMP, was originally sup-
posed to help as many as 3 million to 4
million struggling homeowners avoid
foreclosure by modifying loans to a
level that is affordable to borrowers
now and sustainable over the long
term. That was the intention. However,
nearly 800,000 of the 1.4 million home-
owners who enrolled in this program
have subsequently been rejected or ter-
minated.

In his most recent testimony to Con-
gress, the Special Inspector General for
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TARP, Neil Barofsky, stated: It is
just not working. The Home Affordable
Modification Program has to date been
a failure.” ‘A failure,” in the words of
the independent individual to oversee
this program. A failure.

Now, there is no doubt that people of
good will created this program. There
is no doubt about that. The intention
was to help those that are facing fore-
closure. That was the intention.

Unfortunately, the design of this pro-
gram has led to more people being
harmed than actually helped. Under-
stand that. We have a government pro-
gram that harms more people than it
was designed to help because it strings
them along with a so-called verbally
modified change to their payments,
and so it drains their savings. At the
end of the day, the majority of the peo-
ple enrolled in this program are kicked
out, and they are left not only with
their savings depleted, which is bad
enough that a government program
strings people along for that, but it
also ruins their credit rating, because
this government program only verbally
modifies their loan terms.

In the end, you have folks that have
depleted their savings, ruined their
credit, and lost their house. And this is
a Federal Government program paid
for by the American people’s tax dol-
lars. It is an abject failure. Worse than
that, it is destroying people’s lives.

I would ask my colleagues to vote for
this rule. It allows for a number of
amendments, some of which are wise,
others that I think are very flawed
from my colleagues across the aisle.

But this HAMP program, we have to
come to a consensus on it. All the folks
that oversee this, nonpartisan, bipar-
tisan, have all looked at this and de-
scribed it as a failure.

So if we can’t eliminate this govern-
ment program, then I ask my col-
leagues, What government programs
can we eliminate? Vote for the rule;
and, please, I ask my colleagues to vote
for the HAMP Termination Act as well.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to yield 1%2 minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CLARKE).

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. You are
right, it is all about debt. Debt. Our
homeowners, they are very concerned
about debt. It may not be the Federal
debt that their grandchildren may have
to pay decades from now, but it is defi-
nitely that mortgage payment that is
due next month. That is the debt that
our homeowners cannot afford to pay.

So here is what I am asking this Con-
gress to do: hold off on cutting back on
these foreclosure initiatives before we
directly help our homeowners. And we
can help them in a way that won’t cost
much more money.

As a matter of fact, let’s give home-
owners something that they typically
don’t have when they are facing fore-
closure, and that is time. Time. Time
to find a home buyer to pay off their
mortgage; time to get more income to
pay off their bills; and, most impor-
tantly, the time and the leverage to
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voluntarily negotiate with a mortgage
servicer that typically will keep losing
their loan modification papers until
the homeowner runs out of time. Time.

I am asking this Congress to first do
this: freeze all foreclosures to those
homeowners who deserve the help and
who can afford to stay in their homes
and maintain their homes. That is the
best way to stop our property values
from dropping, from providing the rev-
enue that our police officers and fire-
fighters and emergency medical pro-
viders definitely need; and, finally,
that is the best way to help save family
homes, by providing time to our home-
owners.
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Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, it is my
honor to yield 1%2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Hawaii (Ms. HIRONO).

Ms. HIRONO. I thank the gentleman
from Colorado for the time.

I rise in strong opposition to H.R. 861,
the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram Termination Act, NSP.

We keep hearing from the other side
about wasteful government spending.
Nothing represents wasteful govern-
ment spending more than the con-
tinuing billions and billions of dollars
of taxpayer money that we give to Big
0Oil, which is making record profits.
This bill continues the Republican as-
sault on the middle class and the work-
ing people.

For the sake of our communities, we
cannot afford to terminate NSP. By re-
developing foreclosed and abandoned
properties, this program is stabilizing
neighborhoods nationwide. This not
only increases property values but also
reduces the number of foreclosures.
NSP provides a lifeline to struggling
families who are trying to secure af-
fordable housing or simply stay in
their homes.

Like the rest of the country, Hawaii
has a foreclosure crisis. We rank 10th
in the Nation in the rate of fore-
closures. The $19.6 million in NSP fund-
ing that Hawaii received is helping our
communities in the greatest need
throughout my State. The City and
County of Honolulu will use these
funds to redevelop vacant properties
and build two affordable rental housing
projects in Ewa and Waianae. In Ha-
waii County, an affordable rental hous-
ing project will be built on vacant
property in Kailua-Kona. In the coun-
ties of Maui and Kauai, NSP funds will
be used to buy and rehabilitate aban-
doned or foreclosed homes and residen-
tial properties throughout both coun-
ties.

So you can see that this is money
that is not represented as wasteful
spending. Our communities need our
help. Vote against this bill.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. I yield 1%2 minutes to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS).
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(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank my friend for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, as we began this week,
there were 15 million unemployed
Americans looking for this Congress to
work together to try to get something
done for entrepreneurs and small busi-
nesses to create jobs. What has the
Congress done? Yesterday, the major-
ity managed, only with the help of a
few dozen Democrats, to keep the gov-
ernment running for the next 3 weeks
because they couldn’t agree among
themselves as to what to do with the
budget. Today, they’re taking up this
bill that, rather than fixing a flawed
program, they rip it up from the roots
and throw it out. Tomorrow, they’re
going to pull the plug on National Pub-
lic Radio.

Now, I would suggest if you’re like
some of those 15 million Americans
who are spending the day at the public
library in front of Monster.com or
looking at the want ads in the news-
papers, wearing out your shoe leather
to figure out where your next job is
going to come from, this has not been
a great week. Eleven weeks the major-
ity has been in control-—no jobs bill, no
jobs plan, no jobs idea. Not one word,
not one bill, not one minute.

The priorities of this majority are
wrong.

Republicans and Democrats should
come together, work together to create
an environment where small businesses
and entrepreneurs can create jobs for
the American people. Eleven weeks—no
jobs, no sense of priorities. That’s the
record of this majority.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I was
just reminded by the gentleman, Mr.
MicA, the favorite son of Florida, who’s
the chairman of our Transportation
and Infrastructure Committee, that
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
ANDREWS) had referred that we’ve done
nothing about jobs. But the gentleman,
Mr. MicA, as chairman of the com-
mittee reminded me that this House
passed just 2 weeks ago a transpor-
tation bill that had been lagging, wait-
ing since 2009, that will add a substan-
tial number of jobs. And that was a
good jobs bill.

So I wouldn’t expect to get credit for
anything, necessarily, on the floor, but
at least we need to be honest about
this. The Republicans did pass a bill
that was adding jobs as opposed to this
massive undertaking that we are try-
ing to save jobs that are at risk as a re-
sult of the outlandish spending and
wasteful government spending taking
place here.

Secondly, the gentleman said, Why
are Republicans now trying to get rid
of this? Why didn’t we do something to
fix the program? But I would remind
the American people that this is a re-
port that went to the Secretary of the
Treasury over a year ago. And I would
ask the question: Why did the Demo-
crats, why did this administration con-
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tinue a failed program? Why did they
continue it? That’s because they were
happy with it. In fact, as we’ve already
read, a 40 percent failure rate and thou-
sands of more people harmed. That’s
why Republicans are trying to fix
this—because we have tried to work.

Today, we’re going to pass this on
the floor. It’s a great bill. And we’re
going to ask every single person to be
able to vote for this opportunity.

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS).

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank my friend.

I want to agree with my friend from
Texas that investing in transportation
construction creates jobs. We agree
with him. And I would ask the gen-
tleman if he would support our Build
America bill that offsets the deficit by
cutting job outsources and creates
more transportation construction jobs.
Would he agree to put that on the
floor?

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. SESSIONS. As soon as it’s on the
floor, I'1l consider that.

Mr. ANDREWS. Reclaiming my time,
we’ll give the gentleman a chance on
the previous question motion, perhaps
tomorrow.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 30 seconds.

I would point out that the one bill
that the gentleman from Texas has
pointed to as a jobs bill is one bill that
contained many, many earmarks from
previous sessions. Also included is con-
tinuing funding for a bridge to nowhere
in Alaska. So if this is the best jobs bill
that a Republican Congress can bring
forward, I think the American people
deserve better.

It is my honor to yield 1%2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Alabama (Ms.
SEWELL).

Ms. SEWELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to H.R. 861, which would ter-
minate all funding for the Neighbor-
hood Stabilization Program. The pro-
gram has really helped families and
communities in Alabama’s Seventh
Congressional District tremendously.

Our Nation is recovering from one of
the worst recessions experienced in our
lifetime, and in my district, the eco-
nomic downturn happened long before
the rest of the Nation began to experi-
ence it. The foreclosure rate in my dis-
trict has reached 8 percent. These fore-
closures have devastated homeowners.
The foreclosures have had a debili-
tating effect on the neighborhoods,
leading to blight, decay, and reduced
property values.

The NSP program provides States
and hard-hit cities with program fund-
ing to help them recover from the ef-
fects of foreclosures, abandoned prop-
erties, and declining property values.
The City of Birmingham, the City of
Bessemer, Jefferson County, and the
State of Alabama have received fund-
ing from this program. In my district,
the NSP program has revitalized 259
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homes, relocated 69 families, and has
saved at least nine distressed neighbor-
hoods.

In speaking recently with the mayor
of the City of Birmingham, Mayor Bell,
about the effectiveness of this pro-
gram, he informed me that the pro-
gram has benefited greatly distressed
neighborhoods in Birmingham. I've
also heard from families whose neigh-
borhoods have been improved because
of this funding.

My colleagues across the aisle want
to terminate NSP, but I respectfully
disagree. There’s still much work to be
done for our families and our commu-
nities. Without a doubt, we must re-
duce our national budget and Congress
must work together to make the tough
cuts. However, such cuts cannot be
made on the backs of our communities,
families, and seniors.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to yield 172 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH).

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker and my
friends on both sides of the aisle, we
could very easily come up with money
to save this program if we would just
put a windfall profits tax on the oil
companies.

I'm here today to point out the crit-
ical importance of the Neighborhood
Stabilization Program and to urge my
fellow Members to vote against cancel-
ling it.

Over the past decade, the people of
my State in Ohio, and my district in
particular, have weathered a terrible
storm of foreclosures, devastating en-
tire communities. While some neigh-
borhoods in my district have been
hollowed out by the effects of this
storm, the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program funds have made neighbor-
hoods and communities safer. Those
communities faced the constant risk of
crime and vandals taking advantage of
empty structures, and Neighborhood
Stabilization funds have been used to
demolish hundreds of abandoned homes
in the neighborhood, to help protect
existing home values, and prevented
neighborhoods from falling apart.

But the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program has not just financed demoli-
tion of abandoned structures. In Cuya-
hoga County alone, this program fund-
ed the creation of 237 units of afford-
able rental housing and 25 single-fam-
ily home renovations and neighborhood
green space improvements.
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It has also been used to leverage non-
Federal money to fund the innovative
Land Bank, a public entity that buys
vacant and abandoned land and puts
ownership of that land back in the
hands of the public so that it can be
used again, often in conjunction with
private development, to renew and re-
vitalize communities. Anyone who has
ever spent any time in blighted com-
munities knows that they cry out for
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innovative solutions like the Land
Bank.

When NSP was first being developed,
I held hearings to find out how specifi-
cally HUD planned to allocate the
funds. I convinced them of the wisdom
of using U.S. Postal Service and census
tract data on residential home vacan-
cies. Because of that, they adopted a
need-based formula for allocating the
money to neighborhoods and commu-
nities that needed it most.

Vote against this bill.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. POLIS. It is my honor to yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE).

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, we are facing a CR of $61 bil-
lion in cuts causing the loss of 800,000
jobs. What is more precious to America
than the opportunity to own a home?

The Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram has gone into inner city and
urban areas and recaptured neighbor-
hoods, giving them a boost of energy
that they needed. There is always the
opportunity for reform, Mr. Speaker,
but I would simply raise the question:
Let’s mend it, don’t end it. Let’s not
leave cities abandoned with broken
down, ramshackle homes that would in
fact create more blight, more gang op-
portunities, more dangerous condi-
tions.

And, yes, HAMP needs reform. But
what does it mean to eliminate a pro-
gram? Of course the HAMP has a
grandfather provision. But all America
wants is to get these programs to work.
Neighborhood stabilization  works.
HAMP can work. Now you’re letting
banks off the hook, so that every day a
homeowner calls, they can hear the
sound ‘‘foreclosed.” At least the inter-
vention allowed those hardworking
Americans to keep their home and to
provide for their family and to keep
jobs will be lost if these bills are
passed. Vote no.

Mr. SESSIONS. I continue to reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, it is my
honor to yield 1¥%2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. CICILLINE).

Mr. CICILLINE. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

I rise in strong opposition to the bill
to end the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program. It is time for Americans to
seriously question the Republican lead-
ership’s dedication to job creation.
After 11 weeks in Congress, they’ve of-
fered no jobs plan, no jobs bill.

What’s worse, by their own expert
witness’s testimony, the Neighborhood
Stabilization Program, or NSP, sup-
ports 93,000 jobs nationally. In light of
this estimate, I submitted an amend-
ment to the NSP Termination Act that
would require the Congressional Budg-
et Office to study and report to Con-
gress the impact of this legislation on
job creation or job loss. However, my
friends on the other side of the aisle
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prevented consideration of my amend-
ment on the floor of the House.

Last week, the Republicans waged an
attack on American homeowners by
voting to eliminate foreclosure mitiga-
tion programs that help underwater
homeowners refinance their mortgage
as well as assist temporarily unem-
ployed Americans to remain current on
their mortgage; all of this in the midst
of one of the worst housing crises in
the history of America. And now the
Republicans are putting our most vul-
nerable communities at even greater
risk. Terminating the Neighborhood
Stabilization Program will damage our
neighborhoods, devastate home values,
and will slow our economic recovery.

Now is the time to protect our most
vulnerable neighborhoods, families who
are struggling, and now is the time to
invest in the future of our communities
and help to restore the American
dream of homeownership, recognizing
that stabilization of our housing mar-
ket is key to our economic recovery.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the termination of this program. I've
seen it work in Rhode Island. It’s
worked well. It’s making a difference.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, once
again, my friends and colleagues are
talking about a no jobs bill, nothing
about jobs. But at least there’s a purist
on the floor and, that is, there was one
Democrat in the House who voted
against the Republican jobs bill, trans-
portation bill. That was the gentleman,
Mr. PoLis. So I would think that he
would have great standing on saying
we’ve never had a bill that added jobs,
but everybody else I would have to
question that because they voted for
the bill, because, in fact, it’s a good
jobs bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

With regard to the jobs bill, I ac-
knowledge that that was the bill that
my colleague from Texas cited as the
one jobs bill the Republicans have
brought before us. This was a bill that
had dozens and dozens of earmarks,
which is why, in standing with Presi-
dent Obama, I opposed that bill, includ-
ing an indefensible earmark on which
we proposed an amendment on the
floor, which was voted down, I might
add, without a single Republican vote,
to eliminate funding for what I
thought there was broad consensus we
should eliminate funding for; namely, a
$300 million bridge in Alaska. There
was a $70 million bridge to an island
with 50 people, and an additional
project that is another bridge.

This is an example of earmarks at
their worst, of pork barrel politics at
their worst. I'm beginning to think if
the Republicans do come up with a job
bill, we need to ask at what price jobs?
Is it going to be so filled up with Re-
publican pork that we have to either
take it or leave it? That’s a choice the
American people don’t want to face.

Mr. Speaker, I will be the first to
admit that we can improve HAMP. We
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can improve the Neighborhood Sta-
bilization Program. There’s no doubt
about that. I would advance that we
should be doing exactly that. My col-
league from Michigan (Mr. CLARKE)
had some excellent ideas about improv-
ing these programs. I am a cosponsor of
a bill to provide for a capital gains tax
exemption for investment in commu-
nity banks to help them shore up their
balance sheets. Why not look at, for in-
stance, allowing investment properties
to have the same mortgage deduct-
ibility as primary residences? There’s a
number of great ideas that I'm sure
Members on both sides of the aisle
could discuss and agree upon to address
our housing crisis. But what the an-
swer isn’t is to repeal one of the only
tools we have and to replace it with si-
lence.

It is my honor to yield 1%2 minutes to
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I thank the gen-
tleman.

I just want to use an example here
from a district in northeast Ohio, an
old industrial district. We’ve had
chronic foreclosures for 30 years. The
census just came out. The city of
Youngstown went from 180,000 people
down to about 65,000 people. The tax
base has been eroded. And in the last
few years, Youngstown has been cited
as one of the top 10 best cities to start
a business by Entrepreneur magazine.
Site Selection magazine says it’s one of
the top 10 places to start or grow a
business.

In part, the renaissance of Youngs-
town is because of Federal investments
like this that help us downsize and
shrink our community. And I find it
ironic that our friends who are trying
to reduce government spending, we’re
trying to get rid of dilapidated housing
where it increases crime, prostitution,
drug use. This all puts more pressure
on the safety services within a town
like Youngstown.

This bill to repeal this money is ac-
tually going to cost cities and rural
areas more money because you’re not
allowing us to reinvest into these
places, downsize them, shrink them,
make them more manageable and, over
time, reduce the tax burden on the
local taxpayer. These are critical in-
vestments that are needed in the
United States of America. This should
have been $5 billion, not just $1 billion.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, if it
worked that way, we’d be for it.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10
seconds to the gentleman to respond.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I would invite the
gentleman to Youngstown, Ohio. He
can see it for himself.

Mr. POLIS. It is my honor to yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from Col-
orado who serves on the Financial
Services Committee, Mr. PERLMUTTER.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. 1 thank my
friend from Colorado.

I would invite my friend from Texas
to come to Aurora, Colorado, where
we’ve actually, with the Neighborhood
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Stabilization Program, had tremendous
successes. This country was on its back
financially 2 years ago, 2% years ago.
We’re just now getting back on our
feet, and my friends from the Repub-
lican side of the aisle want to just pull
the rug right back out. You’ve got to
get strong before you can do away with
some of these programs.

So let’s talk about Aurora, Colorado.
They got $4.7 million to go and buy
homes that were vacant because there
had been foreclosures which were caus-
ing blight and lots of property devalu-
ation. They went in, fixed the homes,
and sold them to good families. The
neighborhood starts growing again. Au-
rora has taken that $4.7 million and
turned it into $7.8 million by the sales
of these properties, so that the neigh-
borhoods get strengthened, families are
helped, and we stop this cycle of fore-
closure in tough neighborhoods.
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My friends on the Republican side of
the aisle are blaming all sorts of things
for the debt that have nothing to do
with it and are taking away things
that are really helping middle Amer-
ica. I’d urge them to rethink this whole
bill, and I know my friend from Colo-
rado has seen these same things, the
benefits of these programs.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I will
assure the gentleman I will be in Au-
rora, Colorado, and I'll be pleased to be
there this year and probably next year,
also.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to get some items on the schedule for
the gentleman from Dallas during his
visit to Colorado as well.

I'm the last speaker for my side, and
I would like to inquire if the gentleman
has any further requests for time.

Mr. SESSIONS. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s asking. I have no further re-
quests for time, and I appreciate the
collegiality the gentleman has ex-
tended me.

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to share with
you a few stories from constituents in
my district that the HAMP program
has helped. My office has helped a num-
ber of constituents with this program,
and I'm not alone in doing that.

Last year, I had a local artist who
ran her own small business contact my
office asking for help with her mort-
gage. Her income had declined signifi-
cantly and unexpectedly due to the
tough economy. She tried to find a sec-
ond job but it wasn’t enough. With the
help of a HAMP loan modification,
she’s still in her home today.

We also helped a truckdriver who had
become ill and needed dialysis. Al-
though he still receives Social Secu-
rity, he couldn’t afford his mortgage
payments without his old salary. He
had nowhere else to turn, but with the
HAMP modification, he was able to
lower his interest rate by 2 percent and
convert his loan from an adjustable
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rate to a 30-year fixed and stay in his
home.

Mr. Speaker, the stories don’t end
there. HAMP has proven that it can
save families on the brink of fore-
closure and keep them there for the
long haul. It’s not the ideal program. It
hasn’t reached the 3 million families
that were initially projected, but you
ask any of those 500,000 families that
HAMP has helped keep in their home
and they will agree that this program
works for them.

Mr. Speaker, we should be focusing
on jobs. Last month, I'm proud to say,
our economy added over 150,000 private
sector jobs, and instead of working to
increase that number, we’ve been pass-
ing legislation that threatens to re-
verse the progress that has been made
by creating additional uncertainty
within the real estate sector and leav-
ing more families at risk of losing
their homes.

Republicans promised to promote job
creation and economic growth with
their new majority. Instead of deliv-
ering on these promises, they’ve al-
ready used their majority to raise
taxes on middle class Americans, to at-
tack the middle class, and promote
their own social agenda. This is not the
change that the American people asked
for.

It is time to get our fiscal house in
order. I’'d like to make it clear that
this is not the way to solve our budget
problems, by repealing a program that
helps keep middle class families in
their home. Mr. Speaker, the best way
to get our deficit under control is
through creating jobs, not through cut-
ting the safety net of hardworking
Americans and preventing our cities
and counties from revitalizing their
blighted neighborhoods.

Most distressing, however, is that
through these bills the promise of job
creation is broken yet again. I ask my
colleagues to join me and vote ‘“‘no’ on
this rule and ‘‘no”” on the underlying
legislation so we can keep our promise
to help all of our communities rebuild
and succeed, and work in a bipartisan
fashion to get the very best ideas on
the table about what our proper public
policy response should be with regard
to the housing crisis and the jobs crisis
that this Nation faces.

I ask for a ‘“‘no’” vote on the rule and
the underlying bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman from Colorado
for not only engaging in a spirited de-
bate here on floor but also for his
collegiality in that endeavor.

Mr. Speaker, this Nation is being
overrun still by too high a taxation,
borrowing, and spending, and just last
month, we hit a record deficit, $223 bil-
lion in 1 month. That is simply unac-
ceptable. With the debt looming at
over $14 trillion and unemployment
hovering still around 9 percent, Ameri-
cans want solutions, not handouts. And
that is why we are here on the floor
today, to protect the taxpayer and the
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integrity, I think, of the government,
rather than creating more problems, at
least trying to alleviate some of those
and give the taxpayer back some
money. The American people asked
Congress to rein in spending and for ef-
ficiency, and that is what Republicans
are here to do today.

We did this in an open process where
every single Member of this body had a
chance through regular order to pre-
pare themselves and to come to the
floor today. Since Republicans have
gained the majority in January we
have cut $1.2 trillion worth of spending,
first of all, by repealing ObamaCare;
secondly, by cutting $61 billion in H.R.
1, $8 billion last week in additional un-
necessary government housing pro-
grams, and another $30 billion with
this rule today. We're getting our job
done.

By gaining control of government
spending and eliminating wasteful gov-
ernment handouts, the private sector
can, again, gain confidence in our econ-
omy and the direction of the future of
this country to begin investing in jobs
and our economic future. After all, we
finally decided last year that what we
would do is extend tax cuts which will
help save jobs and grow our economy.

I applaud my colleagues for intro-
ducing the bills we are discussing here
today. In just a few minutes, you will
see the chairman of the Financial
Services Committee or his designee
lead that discussion through lots of
amendments, lots of ideas by Members.

I want to thank the young chairman
of the Rules Committee, the gentleman
from California, DAVID DREIER, for pro-
viding us such a great, open, and trans-
parent process. I encourage a ‘‘yes”’
vote on the rule and perhaps, more im-
portantly, on the resolution before us
today.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 241, nays
180, not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 181]

YEAS—241
Adams Bilbray Calvert
Aderholt Bilirakis Camp
Akin Bishop (UT) Campbell
Alexander Black Canseco
Altmire Blackburn Cantor
Amash Bonner Capito
Austria Bono Mack Carter
Bachmann Boustany Cassidy
Bachus Brady (TX) Chabot
Barletta Brooks Chaffetz
Bartlett Broun (GA) Coble
Barton (TX) Buchanan Coffman (CO)
Bass (NH) Bucshon Cole
Benishek Buerkle Conaway
Berg Burgess Cravaack
Biggert Burton (IN) Crawford
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Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesdJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck

Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Inslee

Issa

Jenkins

Ackerman
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barrow
Bass (CA)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen

Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Quayle
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Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costello
Courtney
Critz
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
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Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
Kissell
Kucinich
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack

Lofgren, Zoe Pelosi Serrano
Lowey Perlmutter Sewell
Lujan Peters Sherman
Lynch Peterson Sires
Maloney Pingree (ME) Slaughter
Markey Polis Smith (WA)
Matheson Price (NC) Speier
Matsui Quigley Stark
McCarthy (NY) Rahall Sutton
McCollum Rangel Thompson (CA)
McDermott Reyes Thompson (MS)
McGovern Richardson Tierney
McIntyre Richmond Tonko
McNerney Ross (AR) Towns
Meeks Rothman (NJ) Tsongas
Michaud Roybal-Allard Van Hollen
Miller (NC) Ruppersberger Velazquez
Miller, George Rush Visclosky
Moore Ryan (OH) Walz (MN)
Moran Sanchez, Linda Wasserman
Murphy (CT) T. Schultz
Napolitano Sanchez, Loretta Watt
Neal Sarbanes Waxman
Olver Schakowsky Weiner
Owens Schiff Welch
Pallone Schrader Wilson (FL)
Pascrell Schwartz Woolsey
Pastor (AZ) Scott (VA) Wu
Payne Scott, David Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—11
Cardoza Giffords McHenry
Carnahan Labrador Nadler
Costa Langevin Waters
Crowley Lee (CA)

0 1359

Messrs. FARR and DAVID SCOTT of
Georgia changed their vote from ‘‘yea”
to ‘“‘nay.”

Mr. ALTMIRE changed his 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.

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow.

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

There was no objection.

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, March 16, 2011.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
The Speaker, U.S. Capitol, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
March 16, 2011 at 11:08 a.m.:

That the Senate agreed to S.J. Res. 7.

That the Senate agreed to S.J. Res. 8.

That the Senate agreed to S.J. Res. 9.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS.
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COMMUNICATION FROM FORMER
CONSTITUENT SERVICES REP-
RESENTATIVE, THE HONORABLE
JOHN P. SARBANES, MEMBER OF
CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from Margaret Stephenson,
former Constituent Services Rep-
resentative, the Honorable JOHN P.
SARBANES, Member of Congress:

MARCH 9, 2011.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you
formally pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives that I have
been served with a subpoena, issued by the
District Court of Maryland for Baltimore
County, to appear as a witness in the crimi-
nal trial of a third party who contacted Con-
gressman JOHN P. SARBANES’ District office.

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with
the precedents and privileges of the House.

Sincerely,
MARGARET STEPHENSON,
Former Constituent
Services Representa-
tive, Office of U.S.
Representative John
P. Sarbanes.

——
GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 861 and to insert extra-
neous material thereon.

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

There was no objection.

———
NSP TERMINATION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 170 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 861.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 861) to
rescind the third round of funding for
the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram and to terminate the program,
with Mr. BASS of New Hampshire in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.

The gentlewoman from Illinois (Mrs.
BIGGERT) and the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. FRANK) each will con-
trol 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Illinois.

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.
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Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 861, the Neighborhood Stabiliza-
tion Program Termination Act, and I
commend my colleague Mr. MILLER for
introducing this bill that would end
NSP.

As I mentioned during the debate on
the rule for this bill, in total, Congress
has appropriated $7 billion for NSP.
This bill could save taxpayers up to $1
billion. Instead of stabilizing neighbor-
hoods, NSP allows lenders and
servicers to off-load their bad invest-
ments onto taxpayers, and some critics
point to the hazard of NSP, which ac-
tually may speed up foreclosures for
families.

If the lenders and servicers know
that they can quickly sell a property
to a nonprofit or local government
with NSP funds, why wouldn’t they do
this? Why wouldn’t they simply evict
the homeowner instead of doing a pro-
prietary, private sector-funded modi-
fication of the mortgage that would
allow the homeowner to keep his
home?

This program does not help home-
owners facing foreclosure; and the bot-
tom line is that, if the lenders and
servicers own a home due to fore-
closure—not the taxpayers but these
same lenders and servicers—they are
responsible for the upkeep, security
and eventual sale of that home. Why
should the taxpayers pay for this re-
sponsibility which rightly belongs to
the lender or servicer? They shouldn’t.

The GAO, the HUD Inspector General
and other auditors have noted that the
program is plagued with problems, in-
cluding lax reporting requirements and
poor accountability. There is no evi-
dence to suggest that funds spent
through NSP have produced cost-effec-
tive results.

Finally, upon the sale of a property,
NSP does not require these groups to
return the profit to the taxpayer. In-
stead, the money is treated like a slush
fund. This money is never returned to
the taxpayer but will stay with the
local governments and nonprofit enti-
ties that received it. Of course, any
group would support keeping the prof-
its of homes sold instead of returning
it to the taxpayer. Who wouldn’t?

We need to break down barriers that
have delayed recovery in the housing
market, including expensive and inef-
fective government programs like NSP.
We need to stop funding programs that
don’t work with money we don’t have.
NSP doesn’t stabilize neighborhoods. It
simply spends billions of taxpayer dol-
lars to allow a few homes, scattered
here and there, to be purchased, reha-
bilitated and resold. Again, upon the
sale, the money is never returned to
the taxpayer. We are facing a $14.1 tril-
lion national debt. This debt is dam-
aging our economic recovery and is sti-
fling job growth.

We have been warned. Economists
say, if we don’t address our debt, in a
couple of years we could end up bank-
rupt like Greece. Economists also
agree that we must reduce our out-of-
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control government spending to create
a more favorable environment for pri-
vate-sector job growth. Unemployed
Americans and homeowners need a job
and a paycheck, not a handout or an-
other failed, taxpayer-funded program.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to a mem-
ber of the committee, the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. LYNCH).

Mr. LYNCH. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I do want to point out
that the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program that we’re talking about here
today isn’t just dealing with fore-
closures. As we all know in this coun-
try, there have been pockets where the
foreclosure phenomenon and the wave
of foreclosures and property abandon-
ment have been concentrated. I have
an area like that in my district, in the
area of Brockton, Massachusetts, but I
can point to other areas all across this
country.

What the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program allows is for cooperation be-
tween communities, banks, lenders,
homeowners, and servicers to either
preserve homeownership; or in areas
across this country such as in Illinois,
Nevada, California, and Florida, where
thousands and thousands of units have
been abandoned in one concentrated
area, it allows us to address those
abandoned properties where the lender
has taken a walk, where the home-
owner has taken a walk, where the
servicer has taken a walk.

The surrounding communities of
homeowners who are trying to stay in
their homes are having, first of all,
their property values lowered because
of the density of abandoned properties
in their neighborhoods. This Neighbor-
hood Stabilization Program provides
the only opportunity for us to address
that crisis. We are trying to put a floor
under the housing market in this coun-
try—some of us are—and this is one
program that allows us to do that.

So I rise in opposition to this bill. I
ask that we rethink this idea about
eliminating the four voluntary pro-
grams that we’ve got to support hous-
ing and to support families who are in
a tough spot right now. I would just
urge my colleagues to oppose the un-
derlying bill and to try to preserve the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GRIMM), a member of
the Financial Services Committee.

Mr. GRIMM. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to support
this bill because it doesn’t do what it’s
supposed to do.

This is exactly why I came to Con-
gress.

This bill hurts struggling home-
owners. It doesn’t help them, because
it gives some type of perverse incentive
for the banks to foreclose. That’s what
this program actually does. It pur-
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chases these homes from the lenders,
from those who are already foreclosed.
That is not helping struggling home-
owners. I don’t deny that the intent
was very good, but it is not following
through on that intent. It’s reckless;
it’s being misused; and it’s wasting
millions of taxpayer dollars. It really
ends up being nothing more than an-
other bailout. That’s the last thing
that we need is another bailout.

It’s a double hit to the taxpayer.
Why? Very simple. Because when the
city or municipality purchases this
home, that means there are no taxes
paid. The argument is, ‘‘well, there are
no taxes being paid now because it’s
abandoned,”” but that’s not true. There
is something called a ‘‘tax lien,” and
the private sector at some point will
buy that tax lien, and that munici-
pality will get its incentive.
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So for many, many reasons this bill
is failing. It does not follow through on
the intent. And we must stop the out-
of-control reckless spending. And this
is exactly where we need to start, this
type of program, $1 billion of hard-
working taxpayer dollars. Let’s end the
bailouts. Let’s stop and remember that
the answer to everything is not the
government. Often, it is the govern-
ment that is the problem.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 30 seconds to
say that the gentleman has just ex-
plained why this is bad for the cities.

Every organization representing cit-
ies and counties and local governments
and local economic development agen-
cies disagree with him. They have writ-
ten to us and asked us to support this
program because he is simply wrong
about the tax implications.

HR.

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Emergency
Mortgage Relief and Neighborhood Stabiliza-
tion Programs Cost Recoupment Act of
2011,

SEC. 2. COST RECOUPMENT.

Subtitle H of title XIV of the Dodd-Frank
Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protec-
tion Act (Public Law 111-203; 124 Stat. 2205 et
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section:

“SEC. 1499. FUNDING OFFSET FOR EMERGENCY
MORTGAGE RELIEF AND NEIGHBOR-
HOOD STABILIZATION PROGRAMS.

“The Secretary of the Treasury shall, for
the purpose of offsetting the costs of assist-
ance under sections 1496 and 1497 of this Act
and not later than the expiration of the 6-
month period beginning on the date of the
enactment of the Emergency Mortgage Re-
lief and Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
grams Cost Recoupment Act of 2011, make
risk-based assessments in the total amount
of $2,500,000,000 on financial companies that
manage hedge funds with $10,000,000,000 or
more in assets under management on a con-
solidated basis and on other financial compa-
nies with $50,000,000,000 or more in total con-
solidated assets, subject to such terms and
conditions as the Treasury Secretary may
establish with the concurrence of the Board
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of Governors of the Federal Reserve System
and the Board of the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation. Any such assessments col-
lected shall be covered into the General
Fund of the Treasury.”’.
PROVISIONS AND POLICIES TO ENSURE THAT
NSP FuNDS USED EFFECTIVELY

STATUTORY PROVISIONS

All purchases of foreclosed properties must
be below current market appraised value,
taking condition into account.

Rehabilitation of foreclosed properties can
only be to extent necessary to comply with
housing safety, quality and habitability
codes, laws, regulations in order to sell, rent
or redevelop.

No profit can be earned on the sale of an
abandoned or foreclosed upon home or resi-
dential property to an individual as a pri-
mary residence—the sale must be in an
amount equal to or less than the cost to ac-
quire and redevelop or rehabilitate the home
or property up to a decent, safe and habit-
able condition.

All funds must be used to assist individuals
and families with incomes at or below 120%
AMI.

At least 256% of funds must be used to pur-
chase/redevelop abandoned or foreclosed resi-
dential properties that will be used to house
individuals or families with incomes at or
below 50% of AMI.

Requires HUD to ensure by rule ‘“to the
maximum extent practicable and for the
longest feasible term’ that properties as-
sisted under program remain affordable to
households at/below 120% AMI.

HUD

Current fair market appraisals are re-
quired for all NSF-funded acquisition of fore-
closed property except where property value
is below $25,000.

Requires grantees to establish minimum
rehabilitation requirements and affordable
rent policy pursuant to HERA.

Weekly tracking of performance against
the requirement that 25% of funds be used to
benefit households at or below 50% of AMI.

Requires that program income to be used
in accordance with NSP rules. Program in-
come is gross income received by a grantee
or a subrecipient directly generated by use of
program funds.

Establishment of grantee internal audit re-
quirement as an NSP2 award condition.

Monitors NSP grantees for compliance
with program requirements.

Conducts a risk assessment process to
identify grantees having potential issues.

Can impose sanctions on the grantee by
HUD for programmatic violations.

OIG audits the NSF program and grantees.

ORGANIZATIONS SUPPORTING THE
NEIGHBORHOOD STABILIZATION PROGRAM

Given the impact the Neighborhood Sta-
bilization Program (NSP) has had through-
out the country, over 50 national, state and
local organizations have expressed their
strong support for continued funding of the
program and their strong opposition to H.R.
861.

National Association of Counties, National
League of Cities, U.S. Conference of Mayors,
National Community Development Associa-
tion, National Association for County Com-
munity and Economic Development, Council
of State Community Development Agencies,
Enterprise Community Partners, Inc., Asso-
ciation for Neighborhood and Housing Devel-
opment, Arizona Foreclosure Prevention
Task Force, Atlanta Neighborhood Develop-
ment Partnership, Inc., Center for Commu-
nity Progress, Center for New York City
Neighborhoods, Citizens’ Housing and Plan-
ning Association, City of Chicago Depart-
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ment of Housing and Economic Develop-
ment, City of Newark, Columbus Housing
Partnership, Council of State Community
Development Agencies, Cypress Hills Local
Development Corporation, Detroit Office of
Foreclosure Prevention and Response, Dia-
mond State Community Land Trust.

Enterprise Community Partners, Habitat
for Humanity International, Healthy Neigh-
borhoods, Inc., HousingWorks RI, Greater
Rochester Housing Partnership, Local Initia-
tives Support Corporation, Louisiana Hous-
ing Alliance, Massachusetts Housing Part-
nership, Mercy Housing, National Associa-
tion of Housing and Redevelopment Officials,
National Community Land Trust Network,
National Community Reinvestment Coali-
tion, National Community Stabilization
Trust, National Council of State Housing
Agencies, National Housing Conference, Na-
tional Housing Institute, National Law Cen-
ter on Homelessness & Poverty, National
NeighborWorks Association, Neighborhood
Housing Services of Phoenix, Inc., Neighbor-
hood Housing Services of South Florida.

New York Mortgage Coalition, Northfield
Community LDC of Staten Island, Inc., Omni
New York, LLC, PolicyLink, Rebuilding To-
gether, Restoring Urban Neighborhoods,
LLC, RISE, America!, Smart Growth Amer-
ica, St. Ambrose Housing Aid Center, Stew-
ards for Affordable Housing for the Future,
The Community Builders, Inc., The Housing
Partnership Network, The Wisconsin Part-
nership for Housing Development, Inc.,
Urban Housing Solutions, Inc.

I now yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BACA).

Mr. BACA. I thank the gentleman
from Massachusetts for yielding.

Today we are here again not to dis-
cuss any piece of legislation that will
create jobs, but to eliminate a program
that helps communities across the
country—and 1 state, communities
that are helped across the country.

The Neighborhood Stabilizing Pro-
gram allows local governments to pur-
chase, rehab, and sell foreclosure prop-
erties. Without these programs, houses
would stay empty—and I say, would
stay empty—so we would have to look
at our neighborhoods and other areas,
causing the value of property to plum-
met. Local neighborhoods would be
forced to use their own funds for main-
tenance measures and legal fees. Addi-
tionally, any empty properties also
force communities to adjust and deal
with the missing tax revenue—and I
say, missing tax revenue—at a time
that we need the additional revenue
within our communities.

A lot has been made by my col-
leagues on the other side about one
particular group that receives NSP
funds, Chicanos por la Causa. What if it
was another name? It doesn’t matter.
But because it has the name of ‘““Chi-
canos,” the stereotypes and the images
are there. It is about programs that are
doing good, not because of the name
that is there.

Chicanos por la Causa has unmatched
records of providing affordable hous-
ing, stabilizing neighborhoods, and
serving the needs of low-income com-
munities. They offer a broad range of
programs and services and serve over
1,000 clients each year, many of whom
live below the Federal poverty, which
in a family of four is only $22,000.
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In 2009, the Chicanos led the applica-
tion for a group of 13 members of the
National Association of Latino Com-
munity Asset Builders. Together, this
group received over $130 million in NSP
funds and put this money to use in
projects like in California, where we
have a high deficit, Arizona, and 16
other States.

Instead of looking out for Wall
Street, instead of looking out for Wall
Street and protecting the banks that
caused the crisis—and I say, that
caused the crisis—NSP awards this
funding to invest in Main Street.

This award represents one of the
largest single Federal investments ever
made that target Latinos and low-in-
come communities, the same commu-
nities that have seen a higher rate of
foreclosure and unemployment than
the national average.

I would ask my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle to go to the com-
munities where Chicanos or Hispanics
or Latinos and their parents spend
their money. Instead of using this tun-
nel vision—I say, this tunnel vision—
solely looking at the numbers, I would
ask my friends to look at the actual
work that is done in the communities
and how those communities have im-
proved and have gotten a lot better.

It is time to stop letting partisan
talking points set the agenda for our
government. It is time that we start fo-
cusing on programs—I say, it is time
that we start focusing on programs
like NSP and the Chicanos por la Causa
that help the Americans get back on
their feet.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this.

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from California, the
sponsor of this bill and the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Financial Serv-
ices on International Monetary Policy
and Trade, Mr. MILLER.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I enjoyed the comments of my good
friend, Mr. BACA, from San Bernardino
County. I have some correspondence
from San Bernardino County that
might interest him.

According to the county offices,
there is no one at the county that
would support current NSP programs,
period. The letters of support did not
come from San Bernardino County,
which is one of the hardest hit in the
Nation. In fact, the county might have
supported the current NSP, but this is
before they fell victim to complete
lack of direction from HUD, mixed

messages from HUD, and gross
misallocation of awards that were re-
leased.

As it applies to my bill, the county
says, ‘““We believe it is a means for Con-
gress to get its financial house in
order, just like the challenges we are
facing at the local level.”

Mr. BACA made a very nice written
speech, but his own county that he rep-
resents does not support the program.
And I was disappointed that a group
called Chicanos por la Causa was men-
tioned. Well, let me just talk about the
numbers that I have a problem with.
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This NSP allocation program was
meant to be a one-time program. It
ended up three times. Now, the alloca-
tions applied, the problems I had when
you look at a county the size of Los
Angeles County, they got $26.3 million;
San Bernardino County, Mr. BACA’s
county, got $33.2 million; Orange Coun-
ty got $4.3 million; and San Diego
County got $5.1 million.

Now, all of these counties had to
apply Davis-Bacon rules and wage
standards to rehab these houses, which
meant it cost 25 percent more to do it
than the private sector could have done
it on a competitive bidding nature.

Now, my good friend Mr. BACA men-
tioned one group, as if I had something
against Chicanos. The problem I have
is that nongovernment agencies, such
as Neighborhood Lending Partners, got
$50 million—$50 million; the Commu-
nity Builders, Inc. got $78.6 million;
Los Angeles Neighborhood Housing
Services, Inc. got $60 million; Neigh-
borhood Lending Partners of West
Florida, Incorporated got $50 million;
Chicanos por la Causa got $137 million.

Understand, L.A. County got $26.3
million; San Bernardino County got
$33.2 million; Orange County got $4.3
million; San Diego County got $4.5 mil-
lion. The largest population base in
California got less money than Chi-
canos por la Causa. Does that make
anybody in America happy?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I yield to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Does
the gentleman not want to mention
that Chicanos por la Causa——

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I reclaim my time.

If it had been Germans for Affordable
Housing, I would have opposed it. If it
had been Italians for Affordable Hous-
ing, I would have opposed it. Had it
been Irish Germans for Affordable
Housing at $137 million, I would have
opposed it.

Understand, these are taxpayer dol-
lars from people who lost their houses,
people who are behind in their pay-
ments, people who are facing fore-
closure, and none of this money does
one thing to help you. It was not an eq-
uitable application based on who got
money and how they got it. In fact, a
lot of these private groups write off 17
percent off the top for overhead and
costs—17 percent.

Now, we talked about banks. When
we lent banks the money in TARP 1,
they paid us interest. We paid money
because we got our money back.
Freddie and Fannie, the money we allo-
cated to them, we are charging them 10
percent interest and they have to pay
us back, and the American public is fu-
rious at that.

We just gave away $50 million to one
private group, gave $78 million to an-
other, $60 million to another, $50 mil-
lion to another. And as my good friend
JOE BACA says, Chicanos por la Causa,
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the poor group, got $137 million given
to you. We are not charging you inter-
est. We gave you the money.

Now, are we helping housing this
country? No. Housing starts fell 22 per-
cent in February, the lowest levels
since 1959. It has done nothing for hous-
ing: 11.8 percent fall in single-family,
47 percent fall in multifamily. Tell me
one thing this has done. It has not kept
one person in their house.

Now, let’s assume this is supposed to
be helping poor people buy houses. You
just lost your house. In Hawaii, a per-
son making $73,825 can buy a house
through these organizations. A person
in California making over $68,000 can
buy a house through these organiza-
tions. A group in Virginia, $74,000; New
Jersey, $78,000; Massachusetts, $72,000;
Utah, $75,000; Alaska, $76,000; Colorado,
$73,000; New Hampshire, $79,000.

So a group, an entity, a State, a
county, a city can buy a house. They
have to sell it for less than they have
in it, and they can sell it to people
making more than the person who may
have lost the house.
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Now, how in the world does that do
one thing for poor people? It does not
do one thing for poor people.

Now let’s talk about jobs. If we had
invested $1 billion in the construction
industry to build houses, you would
have got $2.8 billion in economic ac-
tivities.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 2 minutes.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
If you would have invested $1 billion,
you would have generated $2.8 billion
in economic activities: $5.5 million in
wages, $138 million in income for small
businesses, $156 million in corporate
profits, $1.98 billion in spending on
goods and services from the above
three line items. It is huge. So if we are
talking about jobs, let’s create jobs.

Now, they say we have had no alter-
native to what they did. In 2008, I en-
dorsed a bill and introduced it called
the Public-Private Partnership Com-
munity Stabilization Act. It took gov-
ernment dollars and invested them
with private groups to do the same
thing, to buy houses that were fore-
closed upon and rehab them in commu-
nities. And when the houses were sold,
guess what? The money would have
been paid back to the Federal Govern-
ment. We would have probably made a
profit. We wouldn’t have given a dime
away. We would have made money on
doing the same thing.

Now, the other side talks about aban-
doned houses. Not a dime of this money
can be used for eminent domain, so ei-
ther the house is for sale or it can’t be
bought. It can’t be foreclosed upon by
the government through eminent do-
main. So to say that some private
group could not have bought this house
and rehabbed it themselves is ludi-
crous, because the house has to be for
sale.
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Now, this group can go out and buy
the house, demolish it and end up with
a vacant lot. They can go out and buy
a house, rehab it and sell it for a dol-
lar, 10, any amount they want to sell it
for, to anybody they want to sell it to,
as long as it is less than they have in
it.

I had a bill passed out of this House
that Mr. FRANK cosponsored—he
thought it was a good bill—that al-
lowed banks to take foreclosed prop-
erties and lease them for 5 years. If you
want to get rid of foreclosed properties,
allow banks to take the property,
rehab it, put it on the marketplace, or
lease it out for 5 years. It would have
done the same thing, and perhaps
banks would not have driven the mar-
ketplace down on resales because they
were glutted with foreclosures.

We could have taken these houses,
leased them, and in 5 years when the
market turned around, they could have
sold them. And guess what. They could
have given a lease option to the person
losing the house to stay in the house
for 5 years and buy it back at the end
of 5 years. It would have at least helped
foreclosure projects.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
myself the 30 seconds the gentleman
wouldn’t allow me to mention—Chi-
canos Por la Causa, which he keeps in-
voking, in what I must say is an in-
flammatory way, yes, it has $137 mil-
lion in eight States. It is a consortium
of several groups. Comparing it to one
county is quite misleading. It is $137
million to an organization that has
eight States in which it works and
which has produced affordable housing
units. And as to his argument that it is
not for the poor people, almost all of
the groups in this country that advo-
cate for housing for low-income groups
have sent us a letter urging that this
go forward, Habitat for Humanity and
others. I take them as more credible on
this than my friend.

I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. CARSON).

Mr. CARSON of Indiana. Thank you,
Ranking Member FRANK.

As our Nation’s economy moves for-
ward, we must not forget about our
neighborhoods, and we must continue
to help those areas that are still strug-
gling to come back. That is why I am
appalled at the efforts to terminate the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

In my own district of Indianapolis,
the neighborhood of Mapleton Fall
Creek has been revitalized with NSP
funds. What were once eyesores and
magnets for crime, they have been ren-
ovated, and they are now for resale.
These improvements have encouraged
low- and middle-income residents to
settle into areas known for abandon-
ment and blight. New businesses have
opened, and an area once in decline is
actually blossoming again. This was all
possible because of NSP funding.

We must continue this program for
the neighborhoods in Indianapolis and
across this great Nation.

| would like to express my support for the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP)
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and to oppose the majority’s plans to termi-
nate the program.

All three rounds of NSP are critical because
they provide emergency assistance to states,
local governments, and nonprofits to acquire
and redevelop foreclosed, vacant, and aban-
doned properties. Many of these properties
have become blights on the community and
are driving down neighboring property values.
The first two rounds of the NSP program im-
pacted an estimated 80,000 foreclosed, aban-
doned, or vacant properties, and it is esti-
mated that NSP3 will impact tens of thou-
sands more. Terminating the program in the
middle of the worst foreclosure crisis since the
Great Depression would further harm neigh-
borhoods and many struggling American fami-
lies. This would most certainly slow the recov-
ery of the housing market.

Specifically in the 7th district of Indiana, the
district | represent, | would like to highlight the
work of Mapleton Fall Creek Development
Corporation which has used NSP funds effec-
tively. On March 14, 2011, Mapleton Fall
Creek Development Corporation reported they
are halfway through their NSP work. They
have completed renovations on 50 units of
rental housing and 47 of them are rented.
Many of these properties sat empty and
boarded up for 5 years and 25 of them were
foreclosure properties. They have also ac-
quired 32 houses and 28 lots that will be ren-
ovated for new homes. The rebuilt homes will
vary from low income apartments to market
rate homes for purchase. Lastly, they have de-
molished 12 vacant and blighted structures, le-
veraged funds from local banks and other not
for profits to increase cash flow and stretch
their NSP dollars further, and provided work
for four construction managers and numerous
contractors.

Mr. Chair, in the 7th district of Indiana, near-
ly $3 million of NSP funds were used to obtain
and rehab 32 residences as part of the 2012
Super Bowl Housing Legacy Project on Indian-
apolis’ near eastside. NSP 3 funds will also be
used to demolish blighted structures in key
neighborhoods that have high foreclosure
rates, including the old Winona Hospital and
Keystone Towers—two enormous blighted
structures that have been plagued with crime
and environmental concerns for years.

| strongly urge the majority to permit the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program to con-
tinue. As our nation’s economy moves forward
we must not forget about our neighborhoods
and middle class families. We must help those
families and communities that are still strug-
gling to come back.

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield 30 seconds to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GARY G. MILLER).

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I seem to have hit a nerve with my
good friends on the other side of the
aisle when I said Chicanos Por la
Causa. It is not who it went to if it is
not a government agency, if it was Ger-
mans for Affordable Housing. It is $137
million that I object to going to a
group that is a non-government entity
that has the money that we will not
get back.

And we keep talking about letters of
support. Now, if you are a city, a coun-
ty, or if you are one of these nonprofit
groups that received the money, you
would be an absolute hypocrite to take

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

the money and then not send a letter
saying, thank you for the money. I
think the money was well spent be-
cause you gave it to me to spend. No-
body would take money that they
didn’t want to take.

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
PEARCE).

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of H.R. 861, the Neigh-
borhood Stabilization Program Termi-
nation Act. The program has been ill-
fated from the start. It has been
plagued with problems. We have given
almost $7 billion into a program that
has yet to work. HUD was slow in get-
ting the money out the door. Poor re-
porting has hampered our ability to
even measure what has been happening
on the program.

Further, the NSP simply acts as a
taxpayer bailout for risky lenders,
servicers and real estate speculators
who bet on the housing market and
now can’t sell their properties. It has
become an even bigger example of
those people who believe that the gov-
ernment is the solution to the prob-
lems. Government is not the solution
to the problem; government is the
problem.

We are spending $3.5 trillion in our
annual government spending, and we
are bringing in $2.2 trillion. Next year
we are going to have a deficit of $1.6
trillion; and it is composed of programs
exactly like this, programs that do no
good, that don’t really cause the mar-
ket to cure itself, and instead tax-
payers pay the bill for people who have
been speculating and people who just
want out.

I had a friend in the office today who
talked about his situation with a house
in Tucson where he got in at a higher
price than it should have been. He was
willing to settle for a lesser amount.
He was willing to pay. But because the
bank could go to the government and
make up the difference, they did not
have to negotiate with this individual
homeowner. Instead, this program
causes lenders to say, the taxpayer will
make us whole and we are not going to
take our losses.

The market will cure the problems
we face if we allow the markets to
work, but this government program
does not allow the market to work.
This Nation is dying for jobs, and it is
government spending, government reg-
ulation and government taxation that
are causing the jobs to be killed and to
be sent out of this country.

If we will get our focus correct on
lowering taxes, lowering the regulatory
environment, especially to lenders who
would be out lending now except they
are afraid to because of the regulatory
environment, we would begin to create
jobs for the first time in a long time.

With 9 percent unemployment, it is
time for us to cure the problems of the
economy, to quit spending on wasteful
programs, and to give this country a
leg up on prosperity. That is the thing
we are missing right now.
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The hope of prosperity for the middle
class is gone, and it is because of pro-
grams like this soaking the taxpayer
and giving money to people who prob-
ably could do something different. It is
not fixing up any neighborhood. I don’t
see the reports in any magazine or
newspaper telling us of the flock of
people moving to these rehabilitated
neighborhoods.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I rise to ex-
press support for H.R. 861.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
myself 15 seconds.

The gentleman from California says
he is not singling out Chicanos Por la
Causa, that there are other private or-
ganizations, but he never mentions
them. And he says, well, they are not a
government entity. That is right. We
don’t think it all has to go through the
government. We think places like
Habitat for Humanity and others have
a role to play.

I yield 3 minutes to the former
mayor of the city of Somerville, Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. CAPUANO).

Mr. CAPUANO. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the most legitimate
argument I have heard is we have a def-
icit and we have to deal with it. That
is a fair and reasonable point to make.
However, it is not a fair and reasonable
approach towards the problem to begin
with programs like this. We can’t even
talk about what we are spending on the
Iraq war. We can’t talk about any
money in the Defense Department or
anyplace else. The first programs we
start with are these types of programs.

Let me be clear about what this pro-
gram is. I am a former mayor in a
strong mayor form of government.
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We get a fair amount of Federal and
State money, and we use some of our
own money on occasion to buy and re-
habilitate property. Sometimes it
meant knocking it down, sometimes it
meant making a recreational area,
sometimes it meant building a school,
whatever it might be, to improve a
neighborhood. And to say this money is
not improving neighborhoods is just to
be blind. There are stories all over the
country where improvements are being
made.

I'm not going to argue that every
single penny of this program or any
other program has been perfectly well
spent. That would be crazy. I have no
problem at all looking at this program
or any program to come up with things
we don’t like; to change the rules as to
who might be eligible tomorrow. And
on and on and on. Those are fine and
fair things to say. I'm not going to de-
fend one group or any formula. Those
are legitimate things to argue about.
But to say that the program doesn’t
work and this is where we should start
addressing our deficit, I think, is to be
shortsighted.

It also says to me, if you don’t like
the program, that’s fine. Then I would
strongly suggest that anybody who
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doesn’t like the program pick up the
phone to their mayor, to their county
administrator, to their Governor, and
say, Send the money back. Every State
in the country has gotten money. Cali-
fornia has gotten over $886 million. If
you don’t want it, send it back. Massa-
chusetts only got $106 million. Now, we
think it’s doing pretty well, so we're
going to keep it. But if you don’t want
it, send it back. Nevada, a much small-
er State than Massachusetts, got al-
most as much money because they got
hit harder than we did in this economy.

To argue that a few problems that
you have—and I'm not even going to
suggest that I agree or don’t agree. The
points are well made. If you don’t want
one entity, any entity to get $137 mil-
lion, fine. Let’s talk about it. Let’s say
they don’t do it. That’s not a problem.
If you want to say that we have to
change about how this money is being
used, fine. Let’s limit it. No problem.

But to pretend that a neighborhood,
any neighborhood, is well served by ig-
noring boarded-up properties, by say-
ing, Walk away from your home, walk
away from your business, and the
neighborhood will recover without you,
is shortsighted and wrong. And to pre-
tend that somehow because we're giv-
ing this money away, that that is an
inherent evil in and of itself, ignores
all the grants that this government
gives away, that other governments
give away, not just in housing, but in
research, in any number of fields.
Again, if you want to cut out all
grants, fine. That is a reasonable and
consistent argument. But you also
then have to cut out tax credits, be-
cause we give out billions of dollars in
Federal tax credit dollars that do the
same thing in housing.

All ’'m saying is if you want to fix
the program, fix it. If you want to turn
your back on neighborhoods, go ahead
and do that. But not with my help.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARY G. MILLER).

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Mr. Chair, I appreciate my good friend
admitting that we’re giving the money
away, because we are. I struck a nerve
for some reason when everybody keeps
bringing up Chicanos Por La Causa for
$137 million. The reason I think it’s
egregious is we gave $1.3 billion away
to nongovernment entities. And this
one entity got 10 percent of all the non-
government funding that went out. No-
body has mentioned that I mentioned
other groups that got $50 million, $70
million, $60 million, $560 million each. I
mentioned those groups. But what did
HUD say about the money? When I
quizzed Mercedes Marquez of HUD, her
quote was ‘‘The money is going to
homeowners and to American -citi-
zens.”’

The problem I have with this, how do
you feel about the people who lost the
home? You’ve got a family, they put
money into the home. The last couple
of years have been tough. They
couldn’t repair the plumbing, they
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couldn’t replace the appliances, they
couldn’t afford to replace the broken
window, they couldn’t paint the house
because their house was in foreclosure.
They 1lost that house. Now, we’re
spending $7 billion, and we have not
helped one person in this country re-
main a homeowner.

If your house is going into fore-
closure, you’re going to lose it. And
these dollars are going to be spent to
rehab your house and sell it to some-
body else.

Wake up, America.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chair, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. ELLISON).

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, it’s
amazing to me that we’re here at this
time when we’ve seen 4 million fore-
closures across America, perhaps 7 mil-
lion. We’ve seen neighborhoods dev-
astated. And instead of the majority
conference offering solutions to this
foreclosure crisis, instead of them com-
ing forth and saying, You know what,
here’s what we think we need to do for
the American people to stay in their
homes, all they want to do is destroy
what Democrats have done. It’s amaz-
ing. It’s really something that I hope
the American people pay very close at-
tention to.

The gentleman on the other end says
that, Look, somebody’s going to buy
the house that you lost in foreclosure.
If we can be successful with programs
like the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program, we will create an environ-
ment where people will not lose their
homes because the value of their homes
will not plummet. They will not end up
underwater. And people will have
somewhere that they can live and a
neighborhood that they can be proud
of.

But because the Republican con-
ference is making itself abundantly
clear, I think it needs to be clear to the
American people whose side we’re on.
The Democrats are on the side of the
American people staying in their
homes. The Republican conference is
on the side of throwing people out and
foreclosing on Americans. And it’s a
sad, sad day in our Congress. We are in
the middle of an enormous debate on
the proper role of government. We be-
lieve the proper role of government is
to have fair rules, to have real enforce-
ment of our financial regulations, to
have real consumer protection, and to
intervene when people’s neighborhoods
are being destroyed by foreclosure.

The Republicans say, You’re on your
own. The market has all the answers.
The market answers every question.
Well, it doesn’t answer every question,
especially when the market doesn’t
have any cops on the beat, and when
you let the people engage in all sorts of
nefarious practices that caused the
economic conditions that we’re in
today.

The Republican conference was in
power when the regulations that led to
this destruction were in place—and
they did nothing. When the Democrats
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got in charge, we solved it. And now
they’re trying to disassemble it.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Chairman, at
this time I yield 4 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. BACHUS), the chairman of the Fi-
nancial Services Committee.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to address two things that the mi-
nority has raised. One is they’ve talked
about fairness. And I will tell you that
there’s nothing fair about this pro-
gram. In fact, it’s an unfair program.
It’s unfair for most Americans. The
second thing they’ve talked about is
foreclosures. This program causes fore-

closures. This program encourages
foreclosures. This program promotes
foreclosures.

Now let’s talk about the foreclosures
first and then we’ll talk about fair.
What does this program do? Does it
prevent foreclosures? No. It encourages
foreclosures. It allows nonprofits, com-
munity organizations, and cities and
counties to buy foreclosed properties.
In other words, to create a market for
foreclosed properties. The minority
supplied us with pictures of two of
these properties. This is the one in Bal-
timore, Maryland. This was one of two.
I think the other one was in Los Ange-
les, as I recall. This is the property.

Now, just like all these properties,
it’s not owned by a homeowner. There’s
no homeowner there. It’s owned by a
bank or a real estate speculator. It
might have been somebody that put
someone in this house with what we
call an exploding loan. Put someone in
that house that couldn’t afford it.

So, what do we do? We construct a
program that says to this bank that
owns this property, that’s paying taxes
to the government on this property—
we don’t say to tear this down, or we
don’t say we’re going to condemn it
and convert it, and we’re going to get
it with no charge. No. We buy it. Now,
is that right?

You said the banks caused this, the
lenders. We ought to penalize those
that are at fault. Well, how does penal-
izing a lender who made a loan on this
property, how is writing them a check
fair? No, it’s not. This is a bailout for
lenders and speculators. Now, is it fair?
Well, is it fair to our grandchildren and
our children, $4 billion every day that
goes out of our Treasury, more than we
bring in. Four billion dollars a day. In
fact, the deficit for February was 230-
something billion dollars.

Now, every day they talk about fair-
ness, and I have quoted this with every
one of these failed programs. I have
quoted Mike Mullen, chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, who says our debt
is the biggest threat to our national se-
curity, the existence of our country.
Well, let’s just talk about one thing we
do every day. We owe China 9% percent
of our debt; 9 to 9% percent is owed to
China. Every day we write a check to
China because we won’t face up to this
exploding spending of $120 million a
day.
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They could buy a Joint Strike Force
Fighter every day and still put $20 mil-
lion in their pocket. Every day. They
could build an Air Force bigger than
our Air Force in 5 years on money they
earn from us and that our taxpayers
pay because we won’t confront pro-
grams like this. Because ‘‘fair’” to us is
saying yes to everyone except the tax-
payers.

And, oh, there are 4 million fore-
closures in this country this year.
That’s a terrible figure. But I tell you,
this program will do nothing but in-
crease that number. And to think that
it’s fair to our children and grand-
children to devise a program but not
have the money to pay it and stick it
on our children and grandchildren, it
ought to infuriate any of us who are
grandparents. It does me.

It’s time now to end this foolishness
which threatens the very existence of
our country.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
myself 2 minutes to say I am struck by
the incongruity of Members who have
voted for the war in Iraq, a trillion-dol-
lar huge mistake, ongoing, who vote to
continue what seems to me a futile ef-
fort now in Afghanistan.

The gentleman from Alabama, and
we’ve talked about this before, he said
that because the Obama administra-
tion told him he had to, he voted to
send $150 million a year last year, next
year, for the next 2 years to the cotton
farmers of Brazil. The gentleman op-
posed a $250,000 limit on subsidies to
any individual farmer. In the budget,
the gentleman voted, as did most on
his side, to send $1.2 billion to beef up
Iraqi security forces. What about
American security forces? What about
giving some money to the cities so
when they have to deal with abandoned
property, they don’t have to take that
out of the hides of their police depart-
ments and fire departments?

Yes, we should reduce the deficit. But
to be for the enormous waste in the
Pentagon—and, by the way, Members
cite Mike Mullen. I wish, in addition to
citing the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, they would make a simple
commitment not to vote for the Pen-
tagon money he doesn’t want. Because
Members on that side cite his warning
about the defense budget, about the
deficit, and then force money on him
that he thinks is useless.

So let’s talk about the disparity be-
tween people who vote enormous
amounts of money; $400 million goes to
Afghan infrastructure, we’re told. Well,
let’s have it be done efficiently. I can-
not think that in any program in
America we are going to be spending
the money less efficiently than the $400
million my friends over there have
voted to send to Afghanistan.

So let’s look at this in a reasonable
way. And we also believe that this bil-
lion dollars, in fact, helps our cities.
And there’s one fundamental error
they make: the assumption is that for
every piece of property—by the way, it
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is not simply foreclosed property; it is
abandoned property—for every piece of
property that’s out there, there is a re-
sponsible financial institution whom
you can sue and get the money from.
That simply isn’t true.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
myself 30 more seconds.

For many of these pieces of property,
the cities are left with no recourse.
There is no one to do it. One of the
Members said the other day in com-
mittee, Well, they can send out their
bulldozer. Yeah, they can pull a fire-
fighter off and hire a bulldozer oper-
ator.

The fact is that it is not simply for
foreclosed property. It’s for foreclosed
and abandoned property, and the no-
tion that there are no buildings out
there in the cities where there is no re-
sponsible financial entity is nonsense.
And so what we’re telling the cities is,
It’s tough. You’ve had these fore-
closure problems. You'’ve had this
abandonment problem. You could sell
it to the private sector, and the private
sector will buy some, but they won’t
buy it all.

I now yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS).

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman and
Members, I think that my colleague
from Minnesota said it all: Whose side
are you on? Are you on the side of the
American taxpayers who trusted us to
regulate this industry that had respon-
sibility for these mortgages? Are you
on the side of taxpayers who simply
wanted to live the American Dream,
who simply wanted to get into a mort-
gage so that they could own a home
and do what it is the American Dream
says we can do and we can accomplish?

They trusted us to make sure that
our regulators did their job. We all let
them down. We allowed these mortgage
firms, these loan initiators, these big
banks to create these exotic products,
products we had never heard of before.

Nobody questioned what was a no doc
loan. Nobody asked what is this teaser
loan. Nobody talked about what hap-
pens when these loans reset. And the
American taxpayer was confronted
with a mortgage with 30, 40 pieces of
paper and they signed on the dotted
line, because they wanted to live the
American Dream. Little did they know
that they would not be able to meet
the reset amount, 6 months, 1 year, 2
yvears from now; and so they got caught
up in the scheme. It was a huge, fraud-
ulent scheme perpetrated on the Amer-
ican people by major financial institu-
tions.

Americans didn’t decide all of a sud-
den that they didn’t want to pay their
bills, that they didn’t want to pay their
mortgage. Something big happened.
And what happened was this big fraud
that was perpetrated on the American
people came to reality and the devil
came due, and now it was time to pay,
and they couldn’t afford it.

Added to that, the recession that was
caused by the subprime meltdown
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caused people to be in situations where
they lost their jobs, or they were now
in jobs that paid less than the jobs that
they had when the economy was good.
And so now we have people who have
lost all these homes. They’re foreclosed
on, they’re boarded up, they’re aban-
doned. And, guess what, they’re bring-
ing down the neighborhoods. Those
people who stay in the neighborhoods
and keep up their homes, they’re losing
value because of these boarded-up prop-
erties and because of these abandoned
properties.

So the government said, and I said
and BARNEY FRANK said, those of us
who created this program said, we have
a responsibility to help the American
people, because, through no fault of
their own, now their homes are under-
water, their homes have lost value, and
so we have the Neighborhood Stabiliza-
tion Program. The Neighborhood Sta-
bilization Program does give money to
counties and cities and nonprofits and
all to go in and rehab these properties,
put them back on the market, upgrade
the neighborhood, reduce the cost to
fire and police and all of those city
agencies that now have got to look
after these boarded-up properties,
where the animals are coming in and
the weeds are growing up and neigh-
bors are saying, My government, please
help me.

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle-
woman has expired.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
the gentlewoman 1 additional minute.

Ms. WATERS. That’s what the Neigh-
borhood Stabilization Program is all
about. And it creates jobs. It creates
jobs, because now we’ve got the con-
tractors, the subcontractors, the paint-
ers, the Realtors all involved in helping
to rehab this neighborhood, helping to
stabilize these communities, creating
jobs, assisting the American taxpayers
who got into these situations through
no fault of their own.

Whose side are you on? Are you on
the side of those who rip off our tax-
payers? Or are you on the side of the
taxpayers who sent you here to look
after them and to be responsible?

Mrs. BIGGERT. May I inquire of the
Chair how much time each side has re-
maining.

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from
Illinois has 972 minutes remaining. The
gentleman from Massachusetts has 11Va
minutes remaining.

Mrs. BIGGERT. At this time I would
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. BACHUS), the chairman
of the Financial Services Committee.

Mr. BACHUS. Well, there you go
again. Instead of talking about this
program, you want to talk about the
Brazil cotton deal, or you want to talk
about Afghanistan. And I'll talk about
those.

But before I do, I have a question for
you, for my colleagues on the Demo-
cratic side who talk about investing in
this property. I want you to get a good
look at this.

Are you willing to put your money up
to buy that?
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Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BACHUS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. No, I
don’t think any private entity would—
I’'m sorry. May I answer the question?

That’s why we want to give money to
the cities so they can tear it down, be-
cause otherwise they’ll be stuck with
it. I don’t think any private investor
would put money in that. There’s no
other way to deal with it, and the way
to deal with it is to give them the
money so they can tear it down.
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Mr. BACHUS. Let’s tear it down. I
agree with you. And let’s make the per-
son who owns it tear it down. And this
idea that this person can’t be found,
that this person——

I would ask for order.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIR

The CHAIR. The Chair will remind
Members to address their comments to
the Chair.

Mr. BACHUS. And I would say to the
Chair—and I appreciate that—that if
any of my colleagues want to buy this
property and think it’s a good invest-
ment, they can hire painters and Real-
tors and put all these people to work,
but the taxpayers, they’re having trou-
ble paying their own mortgages.
They’re having trouble financing their
own children’s education. And whose
side are we on?

Listen, this program has benefited
less than 2,000 pieces of property—
banks—but we’ve got 12 million Amer-
ican families who are underwater on
their mortgage. And do you think it’s
even fair to pay off, as y’all proposed,
a half a million of those mortgages?
How about the other 21 out of 22?7 You
know, you can’t pay off all 12 million.
You will break the country. So you
say, well, we’re going to do the best we
can. You're going to pick winners and
losers.

Let me tell you something. The tax-
payers that are paying their mortgages
or own their own homes or didn’t get
into this problem—don’t you get the
message from November? The Amer-
ican people don’t want us paying—they
don’t want to pay for someone else’s
obligations.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 1 minute.

Mr. BACHUS. Now, let’s talk about
this Brazilian cotton, and let me tell
you, if I were you—I'd say to the Chair,
if I were the ranking member, I would
talk about anything but buying this
property and fixing it up. I'd do any-
thing to avoid that conversation. I'd
avoid anything to talk about that
we’'re paying the banks with taxpayer
money.

But you mentioned Brazil and you
said it was a stupid deal. You said it
took a Flip Wilson to do this. Well, it
was Ron Kirk, trade ambassador, that
entered into the agreement. And who
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hired him? President Obama. So you

ought to take it up with the Demo-

cratic administration who saddled us
with this $150 million obligation.

I close with Afghanistan. I have a son
who’s in the U.S. Marines. He was in
there for 10 years and he’s out now, but
let me tell you something. I will spend
money to build up an Afghan force so
we can bring our young men and
women home.

[From the Office of the United States Trade
Representative, Executive Office of the
President]

U.S., BRAZIL AGREE ON FRAMEWORK
REGARDING WTO COTTON DISPUTE

WASHINGTON, DC.—Today Brazil’s Min-
isters reached a decision in support of a
Framework regarding the Cotton dispute,
which would avert the imposition of counter-
measures of more than $800 million this year.
This includes more than $560 million in coun-
termeasures against U.S. exports which were
scheduled to go into effect on Monday, June
21, 2010, as well as possible countermeasures
on intellectual property rights that could
have taken effect later. We are pleased with
this decision, and look forward to signing
the Framework soon.

The findings in the Cotton dispute concern
U.S. cotton support under the marketing
loan and countercyclical payment programs,
and the GSM-102 Export Credit Guarantee
Program. In line with these findings, the
Framework has two major elements.

First, it would provide, as a basis for a dis-
cussion toward reaching a mutually agreed
solution to the dispute, a limit on trade-dis-
torting cotton subsidies. Second, the Frame-
work would provide benchmarks for changes
to certain elements of the current GSM-102
program. In the Framework, the United
States and Brazil would agree to meet quar-
terly to discuss the successor legislation to
the 2008 Farm Bill as it relates to trade-dis-
torting cotton subsidies and the operation of
GSM-102. The Framework would not serve as
a permanent solution to the Cotton dispute.
However, it would provide specific interim
steps and a process for continued discussions
on the programs at issue with a view to
reaching a solution to the dispute.

“I am pleased that we have been able to
negotiate a Framework regarding the WTO
Cotton dispute that would avoid the imposi-
tion of countermeasures against U.S. trade,
including goods and intellectual property,”
said Ambassador Kirk. ‘“While respecting the
role of the United States Congress in devel-
oping the next Farm Bill, this Framework
would now allow us to continue to work to-
ward a final resolution of the Cotton dispute.
I believe this Framework will go a long way
in alleviating the uncertainty in our busi-
ness communities and enhance the ability of
the United States and Brazil to build upon
our dynamic trading relationship.”’

“This framework agreement provides a
way forward as we work with Congress to-
ward a new farm bill in 2012, said Secretary
of Agriculture Tom Vilsack. ‘‘Although it is
not a permanent solution, I am pleased that
it allows us to maintain our programs while
considering adjustments and avoiding the
immediate imposition of countermeasures
against U.S. exports as a result of the WTO
cotton decision.”

Background

The Cotton dispute is a long-running dis-
pute brought by Brazil against the United
States. In 2005 and again in 2008, the World
Trade Organization (WTO) found that certain
U.S. agricultural support payments and
guarantees are inconsistent with WTO com-
mitments: (1) payments to cotton producers
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under the marketing loan and counter-
cyclical programs; and (2) export credit guar-
antees under the GSM-102 program, a USDA
program used to provide guarantees for cred-
it extended by U.S. banks or exporters to ap-
proved foreign banks for purchases of U.S.
agricultural exports.

On August 31, 2009, WTO arbitrators issued
arbitration awards in this dispute. These
awards provided the level of counter-
measures that Brazil could impose against
U.S. trade. The annual amount of counter-
measures has two parts: 1) a fixed amount of
$147.3 million for the cotton payments and 2)
an amount for the GSM-102 program that
varies based upon program usage. Using the
data that we have given Brazil (in accord-
ance with the arbitrators’ award), the cur-
rent total of authorized countermeasures is
more than $800 million.

The arbitrators also provided that Brazil
could impose cross-sectoral countermeasures
(i.e. countermeasures in sectors outside of
trade in goods, specifically intellectual prop-
erty and services). It may impose cross-sec-
toral countermeasures to the extent that it
applies total countermeasures in excess of a
threshold. The threshold varies annually,
but is currently approximately $560 million.
Therefore, of the approximately $820 million
in countermeasures Brazil could impose now,
about $260 million of that could be cross-sec-
toral.

On March 8, 2010 Brazil announced a final
list of products that would face higher tariffs
beginning on April 7, 2010. Goods on the list
include autos, pharmaceuticals, medical
equipment, electronics, textiles, wheat, fruit
and nuts, and cotton. Brazil had not made a
final decision on which U.S. intellectual
property rights might be affected by cross-
sectoral countermeasures, but it had begun
the process to make this determination.

On April 1, Deputy USTR Miriam Sapiro
and USDA Undersecretary for Farm and For-
eign Agricultural Services Jim Miller met
with Ambassador Antonio Patriota, Sec-
retary General of Brazil’s Ministry of Exter-
nal Relations to discuss possible resolution
of the dispute. As a result of that dialogue,
the Government of Brazil agreed not to im-
pose any countermeasures on U.S. trade at
that time. In exchange, the. United States
agreed to work with Brazil to establish a
fund of approximately $147.3 million per year
on a pro rata basis to provide technical as-
sistance and capacity building to the cotton
sector in Brazil, and for international co-
operation related to the same sector in cer-
tain other countries. Under the Memo-
randum of Understanding that the United
States and Brazil signed on April 20, 2010, the
fund would continue until passage of the
next Farm Bill or a mutually agreed solution
to the Cotton dispute is reached, whichever
is sooner. The fund is subject to trans-
parency and auditing requirements.

The United States also agreed to make cer-
tain near term modifications to the oper-
ation of the GSM-102 Export Credit Guar-
antee Program, and to engage with the Gov-
ernment of Brazil in technical discussions re-
garding further operation of the program. In
addition, the United States published a pro-
posed rule on April 16, 2010, to recognize the
State of Santa Catarina as free of foot-and-
mouth disease, rinderpest, classical swine
fever, African swine fever, and swine vesic-
ular disease, based on World Organization for
Animal Health Guidelines, and to complete a
risk evaluation and identify appropriate risk
mitigation measures to determine whether
fresh beef can be imported from Brazil while
preventing the introduction of foot-and-
mouth disease in the United States.

The parties further agreed on April 1 that
they would work to develop a Framework re-
garding the Cotton dispute by June 21, which



H1868

would provide a path forward for a nego-
tiated solution to the Cotton dispute and
allow both countries to avoid the impact of
countermeasures. Negotiators from Brazil
and the United States have been engaged in-
tensively over the past several months, and
successfully concluded this Framework.

Brazil is the United States’ 10th largest
trading partner with a total two-way goods
trade of approximately $60 billion in 2009.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
myself 3 minutes.

First of all, the gentleman says why
are you talking about other programs,
why don’t you just talk about this pro-
gram, but he talks about hundreds of
billions of dollars of deficit, and this is
a billion dollar program. So he hardly,
Mr. Chairman, follows his own rules.
He talks about hundreds of billions of
dollars about a billion dollar program.
I am joining him in saying, yes, we
have a large deficit, of which this pro-
gram is an infinitesimal part.

Secondly, I am puzzled that my Re-
publican friends, who generally tell us
that the President is not very good at
his job, hide behind him when it’s po-
litically convenient. Yes, this is an
Obama deal. The President was wrong.
And unlike the gentleman from Ala-
bama, if I think the President has
made a foolish decision, I'm going to
vote against it, not to send the money
to Brazil. It wasn’t the President who
told you to vote not to limit the sub-
sidies to $250,000 per person.

And as to bringing people home from
Afghanistan, we will have a chance to-
morrow to bring people home from Af-
ghanistan. I will vote for that. Sending
$400 million for corrupt infrastructure
expenditures isn’t bringing anybody
home. So let’s bring them home. The
gentleman will have a chance to do
that tomorrow.

But then I want to go back to his
thing about do you want to invest? No.
He just ignored the facts. This is not
just about foreclosed properties. It’s
about abandoned properties. He says do
I want to invest? He said do I want to
buy it? Does he know who owns that?
Could he give me the address? And
what the gentleman said, he said of
course you can find out who owns it;
it’s not hard.

We believe that there are properties
where you can’t find the owner. Now,
the gentleman got the picture. He must
know about the property.

Would you give us the address and
the name of the responsible owner so
we can tell the city not to use public
money?

I yield to the gentleman from Ala-
bama.

Mr. BACHUS. Well, let me ask you
this—

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. No. I
will yield for the purpose of asking the
gentleman a question.

He said it’s possible to find the ad-
dress and the owner. I am asking him
to live up to what he said. Can he tell
us who the owner is? He’s got the pic-
ture of the property. He says, no, you
don’t have to spend public money to
tear it down. Go after the responsible
owner.
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I ask the gentleman, can he tell us
who is the responsible owner?

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BACHUS. It was the person that
you wrote the check to. You have to
buy it, and you wrote the check out. So
you know who the owner is.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. The
gentleman is wrong.

I reclaim my time.

Mr. BACHUS. You wrote the check to
somebody.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Please
instruct the gentleman as to the rules.
He is blatantly wrong. It is not simply
purchasing property. This gives the
city money, and maybe that’s why they
are so wrong on this. They don’t under-
stand the program. It includes giving
the city money to go in——

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
myself another minute, because these
people take a lot of work to get them
to explain it.

The fact is that it isn’t simply to buy
it from a responsible owner. It includes
money, as we have tried to explain to
them, to demolish property. In fact, in
the cities of Detroit and Cleveland,
they specifically asked us—the gentle-
woman from Los Angeles amended it—
you can use city money to demolish
property when there is no owner. So,
no, there is no—you don’t write a
check to someone who has abandoned
the property.

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BACHUS. Well, let me ask you
this: The IG said they couldn’t trace
some of this money, and I think we’ve
all figured that out. If we don’t know
whom we’re paying——

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I re-
claim my time to point out the eva-
sion.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
myself another 30 seconds.

The gentleman made a big point of
saying, buy the property from this per-
son. He doesn’t know who owns the
property. No one knows who owns the
property because no one owns the prop-
erty. They walked away from it.

And what we’re saying is part of this
is not to pay off the bank. And I will
say, last point, and as you know, the
taxpayers shouldn’t do it. In the bill
that passed the conference committee
which authorized this billion dollars,
we said that the money should come
not from the taxpayers but from large
financial institutions that have more
than $50 billion in assets and hedge
funds with more than $10 billion. Re-
publican opposition killed it. I'm going
to refile that bill today.

So I invite my Republican colleagues
to join me and we will sponsor this bill,
and it’s in the committee that the gen-
tleman chairs. Let’s pass a bill that
says the money that will go to cities to
knock down property where they can’t
find the owner will get it from the
large banks and from the large hedge
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funds. And if the gentleman will agree
with that, then this whole argument
about the deficit will disappear.

But I will predict, Mr. Chairman,
that they will find that that’s not so
persuasive, and they will put up with
the deficit when it means saving
money for the large banks.

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GARY G. MILLER).

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Well, my good friend Mr. FRANK knows
you can go to any land title company
and they’ll tell you who owns the prop-
erty: either the person lost it to a bank
that had a loan on it or the bank owns
it now; and if they didn’t have a loan
on it, they still own the property. And
if the property’s been abandoned, under
rules of public safety, the city can go
and demolish a property for public
safety measures.

But the difference is—I'm glad that
Mr. FRANK said he disagrees with the
Obama administration because I think
they’re wrong, too, but in this case I
think you’re wrong.

This proposal does not make any
sense. We believe we’re on the side of
the people who are paying taxes in this
country. Many are going through fore-
closure. Many are out of work. We've
taken your tax dollars and we’ve de-
cided to give it to somebody else to buy
property from the very banks that they
take and say are so awful.

Now, there’s been a lot of predatory
loans made in this country. Lenders
should not have made loans to people.
They took advantage of people, no
doubt. But then they foreclosed on
those very people and we give private
groups and government entities the
ability to go buy the property from
those banks, take and refurbish it, and
sell it to people.
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Now I will state again, in California,
you can earn over $68,000 and buy one
of these homes. You can earn between
$73,000 and $80,000 and live in Hawaii,
Virginia, New Jersey, Massachusetts,
Utah, Alaska, Colorado, New Hamp-
shire, and qualify to pick up a very
good deal. Sometimes it might be
based on who you know that has the
house currently. Are you affiliated
with somebody at the city at a good
level or the county? Or do you know
one of these people at the nongovern-
ment agencies on the board of direc-
tors, and you say, Hey, my cousin
would like to buy one of these houses.
And by the way, he’d like a good deal.
There is nothing in the bill that pre-
cludes that. The bill says clearly that
you have to sell it for less than you
paid and reinvested in it. It does not
say how much less you have to sell it
for or how much you sell it for.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Chairman, I yield myself 30 seconds.

First of all, this program has been
going on for some time. If there were
any of the horror stories to match
those hypotheticals, we would have

Mr.
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heard from them. But I will say this to
the gentleman from California. He ad-
mits under public safety, the city
might have to go in and tear it down
with no recompense. Here is my pro-
posal, and I invite my Republican col-
leagues again to do this. Come back
with us to when we had a bill that said,
This program will be paid for not by
the taxpayers but by an assessment on
financial institutions with more than
$50 billion in assets and hedge funds
with more than $10 billion in assets. I
will introduce this bill tomorrow. They
can give us a hearing on it, mark it up,
and it won’t cost the taxpayers a cent.
And it will save the cities money.

I now yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms.
VELAZQUEZ). |

(Ms. VELAZQUEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I thank the rank-
ing member for yielding.

As the ranking member stated be-
fore, this is not only about foreclosed
properties, this is about abandoned
properties. The Neighborhood Sta-
bilization Program will help rehabili-
tate over 600 properties in New York
City alone, but this is not just an issue
for New York. This is a national prob-
lem. It was created by a decade of over-
heated mortgage lending and excess on
Wall Street. It makes sense that our
cities should have a national response.
But contrary to common sense, the bill
we consider today would abandon our
cities and towns and force them to deal
with this issue on their own.

The foreclosure crisis has a ripple ef-
fect on our whole economy. Foreclosed
and abandoned homes consume limited
city resources. At the same time, these
homes lower property values for every-
one in the neighborhood. Assistance
from the NSP can not only rehabilitate
empty homes, it can also reverse the
downward spiral in property values.
This bill eliminates the only housing
mitigation program committed to
stemming these ripple effects. Fore-
closures are costly to everyone. With-
out the NSP, Main Street will bear the
costs of the problem created on Wall
Street.

Nationwide, nearly 100,000 projects
will be undertaken with NSP funds.
Property values will be restored in
these neighborhoods, and working fam-
ilies will once again have access to af-
fordable housing. Yet if this legislation
is enacted, 200 projects in New York
City will go unfinished. Withdrawing
support for the NSP at this stage will
slow the budding recovery in our hous-
ing sector not just for New York City
but also for cities and towns across
America. Mr. Chairman, I urge a ‘“‘no”’
vote on this ill-conceived and, I have to
say, mean-spirited legislation.

Mrs. BIGGERT. At this time, Mr.
Chairman, I would like to yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. CANTOR), the majority leader.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentlelady.

Mr. Chairman from day one, the ma-
jority of this Congress promised the
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American people that we would focus
like a laser on producing results. And
over the past 2 months, we have al-
ready begun to deliver on that promise
by upending the culture of spending
that prevailed in Washington and re-
place it with a culture of savings. The
most important thing government can
do right now is to create an environ-
ment that fosters opportunity for peo-
ple. But if you talk to the small busi-
nesses and entrepreneurs who create
jobs, they will tell you that the explo-
sion of government debt is threatening
their ability to innovate and compete.
Unless we move swiftly to change
course, our economy will be consumed
by fears of future tax increases, infla-
tion, and higher borrowing costs.
That’s why our majority is dedicated
to our cut-and-grow agenda, cutting
spending and job-destroying regula-
tions and growing private sector jobs
in the economy.

Yesterday we took another signifi-
cant step toward returning spending to
2008 levels. Today we offer Members a
chance through the YouCut program to
cut an additional $1 billion in waste.
This legislation, endorsed by millions
of voters in the YouCut program,
would terminate the Neighborhood
Stabilization Program, a pot of money,
as the other side will tell you, that en-
ables State and local governments to
buy and rehabilitate foreclosed homes.
Instead of benefiting at-risk home-
owners facing foreclosure, however,
this program may instead create per-
verse incentives for banks and other
lenders to foreclose on troubled bor-
rowers. The people’s House is drawing a
firm line in the sand against wasteful
spending and inefficient government
programs, and I urge my colleague the
to support this legislation.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. How
much time remains on both sides, Mr.
Chairman?

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Massachusetts has 4 minutes remain-
ing. The gentlewoman from Illinois has
3% minutes remaining.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield 1%2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GARY G. MILLER).

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
My good friend Mr. FRANK brought up a
good point. He said, Well, show me
where any of these egregious things
and illegal things have occurred where
somebody has cut somebody a deal.
Well, I can’t show you any because
there are no requirements. You could
take one of these nonprofit, nongovern-
ment entities out here that bought a
house. They have $180,000 in the house.
One of the board members’ cousins
could buy that house for $100,000, and it
does not violate the requirements with-
in the bill because it says you have to
sell that house for less than the acqui-
sition and rehabilitation prices. It does
not say how much less. It says that you
must not exceed an amount.

So my good friend is absolutely cor-
rect. I cannot show you an egregious
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act because there is no egregious act
defined within the legislation. And
that’s the problem with the bill. I be-
lieve we are trying to say that the Re-
publicans are on the side of the tax-
payers. We believe that we need to do
everything we can in this country to
create jobs. And if we leave $7 billion in
the economy based on the basic money
multiplier of 10 percent, it creates $70
billion worth of economy and genera-
tion. We believe in that. We do believe
in fair rules. And we believe that if a
person has to watch their home go into
foreclosure, and they live in California,
and they watch a county, a city, or a
nonprofit group buy that home, that
they can sell that home to someone for
$68,000 and all that person can do that
lost their home is wipe the tears away.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
myself the balance of my time.

I appreciate the gentleman’s ac-
knowledgement. With all of their ef-
forts, they are out finding pictures of
abandoned houses, they couldn’t find
one example of where that abuse took
place. In fact, there are a set of rules
and restrictions that HUD has that I
will submit under general leave. But
again, let’s review some of their errors.
The fundamental error is the argument
that this is a program which buys
money from banks that have foreclosed
and own the property. In fact, it is
foreclosed and abandoned property.
There are also entities that foreclose
that weren’t banks, that are not in ex-
istence anymore. Yes, it does not deal
with all the properties. Where there is
a responsible bank that you can go
after, the cities go after them. But the
suggestion that in Detroit, in Cleve-
land, in Boston, in Chicago, in all of
our cities and in our rural areas there
are no abandoned properties that lack
someone you can sue is unreality. This
is a triumph of ideological reflex over
empirical observation. What this says
to cities is, where you cannot find a re-
sponsible owner to go after, and the
property is festering, if it’s too far
gone, you can tear it down. If it’s not
too far gone, you can take it and resell
it for an affordable unit. Yes, it’s got
to be a limited income situation.
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So that just disputes the whole no-
tion that there’s always somebody else
you can get. But I still believe it’s true
that we shouldn’t let this come from
the taxpayer.

But I want to reiterate, and I'll make
this offer. In the conference committee
on Financial Reform, when this bill
was passed—that’s true also, by the
way, of the emergency homeowners’ re-
lief—we said, let’s not have it come
from the taxpayer. Let’s have it come
from financial institutions with $50 bil-
lion or more in assets, except for hedge
funds, where it’s $10 billion or more in
assets.

If that had passed, it would have cost
the taxpayers, the general revenue
nothing. It would not have added to the
deficit. And to the extent that some fi-
nancial institutions were benefiting,
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they would have had to contribute. In
fact, it would have had the larger fi-
nancial institutions help the smaller
financial institutions.

The Republicans killed that before,
but I believe in repentance, Mr. Chair-
man. I believe in second chances for
miscreants. I'm going to give, Mr.
Chairman, my Republican colleagues a
second chance. So for all their rhetoric
about the deficit, here’s the response.
Here are the choices:

You can tell Detroit and Cleveland
and other cities, you tear down that
property when there’s nobody else to
go to and you pay for it and lay off
some teachers and cops and fire-
fighters, or you leave the property up
there to fester. Or you do it our way.
You join in assessing the large finan-
cial institutions. And I don’t mean to
demonize Citicorp or Bank of America,
Goldman Sachs, Blackstone. These are
decent people. They are trying to make
a profit. I don’t always agree with
them. Why don’t we let them pay the
billion dollars?

So if there is a genuine concern
about the deficit—I'm skeptical when
people want to send the money to Af-
ghanistan and Iraq and to Brazilian
cotton farmers. Obama made them do
that. Whenever they have a tough po-
litical decision, Mr. Chairman, Obama
did it. Why can’t they solve the prob-
lems of Fannie and Freddie? Well,
Obama won’t tell them how to do it. So
they always hide behind the President
when it’s convenient.

But here’s the deal. It is undeniable.
Let’s go back to the gentleman from
Alabama. He found a building that was
so decrepit he had a picture, and he
said to us, You can go to the owner of
that building and get the money. Well,
he could find the building to take a pic-
ture, but he couldn’t find the owner.
Because I asked him, If that’s the case,
if we can go to the owner, tell me who
the owner is and let’s try and go after
him. And he left the floor because he
doesn’t know who the owner is because
in some cases nobody knows who the
owner is because the property has been
abandoned or it was foreclosed upon by
an entity that’s no longer in existence.

So join with us, make the large fi-
nancial institutions and the hedge
funds pay for this, and save the cities
money that they do not have.

MARCH 3, 2011.
OPPOSE BILLS THAT SHUT OUT HOMEOWNERS
AND ABANDON COMMUNITIES
House Financial Services Committee, House of
Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The following civil
rights and consumer organizations are writ-
ing to urge you to vote AGAINST the four
bills coming before the House Financial
Services Committee tomorrow that would
eliminate the primary foreclosure preven-
tion lifelines available to homeowners and
communities struggling to make it out of
our economic recession. For the reasons
stated below, now is precisely the wrong
time to end these programs.

It is in the nation’s interest to prevent
foreclosures. Everyone benefits when we can
help families stay in their homes. Prevent-
able foreclosures cripple the overall economy
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by adding vacant houses to the already
flooded housing market, further depressing
housing prices and adding harmful uncer-
tainty to this critical market sector. An es-
timated 11.57 million borrowers—1 in 5—are
currently in danger of losing their homes.
And unemployment and foreclosure now go
hand-in-hand. Despite the average length of
unemployment now at eight months, so
many families who have lost their jobs or
seen a drop in income as a result of the re-
cession are now also losing their homes. We
need to do more, not less, to help these fami-
lies and stabilize the economy.

It is in the nation’s interest to bring com-
munities back. When families fail, commu-
nities fail. Families who have suffered fore-
closure will feel the impact of foreclosure for
years to come. Among many destabilizing
consequences, they must confront their
lives’ disruption, the loss of their credit
standing, and the higher cost and limited
availability of future credit. But the impact
of the foreclosure crisis is being felt far be-
yond the immediate home and neighborhood.
This crisis has devastated entire commu-
nities, which suffer from a loss of commu-
nity members, the disruption of community
institutions, a decline in property values,
and an increase in vacant and abandoned
properties. Virtually every community
across the country is feeling the fallout in
the form of falling tax revenues and growing
budget crises. Now is not the time to cut the
programs created to prevent the foreclosures
that fuel these broader problems.

Foreclosures continue to proceed at record
levels, with disproportionately heavy im-
pacts on communities and families of color,
who are facing foreclosure at twice the rate
of other families because of discrimination.
Foreclosure prevention is a civil rights issue,
and communities of color are suffering a dis-
proportionate loss of wealth. Several studies
have documented pervasive racial discrimi-
nation in the distribution of subprime loans.
One such study found that borrowers of color
are more than 30 percent more likely to re-
ceive a higher-rate loan than white bor-
rowers even after accounting for differences
in creditworthiness.! Another study found
that high-income African Americans in pre-
dominantly Black neighborhoods were three
times more likely to receive a subprime pur-
chase loan than low-income white bor-
rowers.2 An analysis of loan, credit, and cen-
sus data has shown that even after control-
ling for percent minority, low credit scores,
poverty, and median home value, ‘‘racial
segregation is clearly linked with the pro-
portion of subprime loans originated at the
metropolitan level.””3 This research supports
the conclusion that racial segregation is
itself an important determinant of subprime
lending. The resulting flood of high cost
loans in communities of color has artifi-
cially elevated the costs of homeownership
for residents of those neighborhoods.*

Homeowners need more help, not less, and
the mortgage and servicing industry has
proven to be particularly ill-equipped in pro-
viding it. A massive body of recent evidence
exists which shows pervasive lender fore-
closure processing problems and problems
with mortgage transfers and assignments
within the securitization process. These
shortcomings show a deep disregard for legal
requirements among lenders and servicers,
and also demonstrate that they are badly
understaffed, perform poorly, and lack ac-
countability. Problems uncovered in the
foreclosure process mirror the problems that
homeowners seeking loan modifications have
experienced: borrowers frequently report an
inability to reach bank staff, loss of paper-
work that they have sent in, and little over-
sight or enforcement.

We cannot leave the important job of fore-
closure mitigation solely to an industry that
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has repeatedly refused to do the job cor-
rectly. Just two days ago, HSBC suspended
all foreclosures after an investigation by fed-
eral regulators uncovered ‘‘problems in the
company’s processing, preparation, and sign-
ing off of affidavits and other documents
supporting foreclosures, and in HSBC’s man-
agement of third-party law firms retained to
carry out foreclosures.””® Rather than elimi-
nating the only lifelines that help people
from losing their homes, we should be in-
creasing that help. It is irresponsible to
eliminate these programs at a time when our
nation needs them most.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

AFL-CIO,

Americans for Financial Reform,

Bazelon Center for Mental Health Law,

Center for NYC Neighborhoods,

Center for Responsible Lending,

Community Reinvestment Association of
North Carolina,

Consumer Action,

Consumer Federation of America,

Empire Justice Center,

Family Equality Council,

HomeFree-USA,

The Leadership Conference,

NAACP,

National Association of Consumer Advo-
cates,

National Community Reinvestment Coali-
tion,

National Consumer Law Center (on behalf
of its low-income clients),

National Fair Housing Alliance,

National Gay and Lesbian Task Force Ac-
tion Fund,

National Law Center on Homelessness and
Poverty,

National Urban League,

Neighborhood Economic Development Ad-
vocacy Project,

PICO National Network,

SEIU,

Woodstock Institute.
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Hon. SPENCER BACHUS,

Chairman, Financial Services Committee, House
of Representatives, 2129 Rayburn House Of-
fice Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BACHUS: I am writing to
express my strong opposition to H.R. 861, the

Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP)
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Termination Act. NSP has helped cities
across the country address and mitigate the
deleterious effects that vacant and blighted
properties have on neighborhoods and prop-
erty values. As a result of the foreclosure
crisis, communities throughout the country,
including Los Angeles, face significant chal-
lenges as foreclosed homes create a vicious
cycle of blight, neighborhood decay, and
lower property values. NSP has been instru-
mental in helping to stem this downward spi-
ral by addressing the negative effects of
abandoned and foreclosed properties.

In the City of Los Angeles, where, over the
past four years, we have an estimated 39,000
foreclosed properties, NSP has played a crit-
ical role stabilizing our fragile housing mar-
ket and helping to construct and rehabilitate
a total of 1,200 housing units. Furthermore,
at a time when unemployment in our con-
struction industry is at an all-time high,
NSP has created more than 900 jobs spurring
Los Angeles’ economic recovery.

Given the economic challenges facing cit-
ies today, I urge the committee to continue
funding for the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program.

Very truly yours,
ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA,
Mayor.
NEW YORK CITY DEPARTMENT OF
HOUSING PRESERVATION & DEVEL-
OPMENT,
New York City, March 9, 2011.
Rep. SPENCER BACKUS, Chairman,
Rep. BARNEY FRANK, Ranking Member,
House Financial Services Committee, House of
Representatives, Washington, DC.
Re H.R. 839—‘The HAMP Termination Act of
2011;” H.R. 861— ‘NSP Termination Act”

DEAR REPRESENTATIVES: I am writing this
letter to express the City of New York’s op-
position to the above-referenced bills coming
before the House Financial Services Com-
mittee. These measures would eliminate cru-
cial foreclosure prevention and neighborhood
stabilization support available to home-
owners and communities grappling with the
devastating effects of the foreclosure crisis
here in New York City.

The Home Affordable Modification Pro-
gram (HAMP) has been an invaluable tool for
homeowners throughout the city who have
unsustainable mortgages.

Data shows us that permanent HAMP
modifications have on average saved home-
owners almost $400 more in monthly pay-
ments than the savings achieved by non-
HAMP modifications ($1200 vs. $828).

Of the permanent modifications reported
by the Center for New York City Neighbor-
hood’s extensive network of service pro-
viders, 46% are HAMP modifications (479 out
of 1036), which is on par with the national av-
erage of 41%, as reported by the OCC (http:/
tinyurl.com/4qajkkt).

HAMP has had a tremendous impact in
New York. In the NYC MSA, there have been
41,785 HAMP modifications (32,785 permanent
and 9,000 active trials), which represents 6%
of all HAMP activity nationwide.

Without HAMP foreclosure prevention ef-
forts would be greatly diminished. HAMP
has been critically important in moving the
mortgage industry to make more affordable,
sustainable modifications for homeowners
who have the ability to stay in their homes.
We know from counselors on the ground that
the banks’ own proprietary modifications
have become more affordable and ‘‘HAMP-
like” since the full roll-out of the program,
further illustrating HAMP’s impact. How-
ever, HAMP must be preserved because even
as the quality of non-HAMP modifications
improves, they are not nearly as beneficial
as HAMP modifications.

The Neighborhood Stabilization Program
(NSP) provides states and municipalities
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with much-needed funds to stabilize neigh-
borhoods hardest-hit by the foreclosure cri-
sis. In NYC, we have used NSP funds to ac-
quire and rehabilitate foreclosed homes for
resale as affordable housing.

NSP funds are reducing the city’s stock of
vacant, foreclosed homes that are a blight on
communities. To date, we have acquired 65
homes that are in various stages of rehab,
and on track to buy and restore 25 more. We
are poised to launch a program that will
offer NSP funds as downpayment assistance
to encourage homeowners to buy foreclosed
homes. These programs accomplish dual
goals of incentivizing homeownership while
also improving the housing stock in neigh-
borhoods devastated by foreclosure.

NSP funding has also been used to assist
multifamily, rental buildings in distress,
providing long-term affordability for in-
come-eligible families. As a result of the eco-
nomic downturn, New York City is wit-
nessing an increase in the number of rental
buildings with deteriorating physical condi-
tions, with many of these buildings in de-
fault on their mortgages. Addressing the
needs of these properties is putting a strain
on our typical funding sources, making NSP
a particularly valuable tool. We have ex-
pended over $3M of NSP funds on the acquisi-
tion of foreclosed multi-family buildings,
creating over 200 affordable rental units in
The Bronx and Brooklyn. At least $10 million
in future NSP funds will be targeted towards
stabilizing some of the most distressed
multi-family rental housing in the City.

As outlined here, the aforementioned pro-
grams offer critical assistance to New York
City families and neighborhoods suffering
from the harmful effects of the foreclosure
crisis. These programs’ positive impacts are
extensive and they are compelling. To elimi-
nate them now would be unwise. For these
reasons, The City of New York opposes their
termination.

Sincerely,
RAFAEL E. CESTERO,
Commissioner.

Mrs. BIGGERT. 1 yield myself the
balance of my time.

The gentleman might be interested
to know that there was a HOPE VI bill
that was an amendment to that, to
H.R. 3524, made by Representative SES-
SIONS. The amendment sought to main-
tain HUD’s authority to issue demoli-
tion only grants, and that failed by a
recorded vote of 186-221. Voting ‘‘no”’
on that was the gentleman, Mr. FRANK
and Ms. WATERS, Mr. ELLISON, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ.

I have been listening to all of this,
and I think that everybody knows, we
all want to get the housing market
back on track. We all want to be able
to help those that are in trouble.

But many of my colleagues on the
other side have said that if you end
these programs there will be nothing,
and that’s just not true. Of the 4.1 mil-
lion mortgage modifications that were
completed, 3.5 million were done by the
private sector with no government pro-
gram and not a dime from the tax-
payers. So there is a market out there.

There is also the Home Affordable
Refinance Program, HARP, for home-
owners. And don’t forget the Hardest
Hit Fund, which President Obama es-
tablished. And in 2008, $300 million in
guarantees were committed for home-
owners, a voluntary FHA program. $475
million had been appropriated to
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Neighbor Works for foreclosure coun-
seling. And finally, there are countless
local, State and private sector initia-
tives.

So let us not forget that this is being
taken care of. And rather than have a
program that really doesn’t affect
those that have been foreclosed on, it
really is a program for counties, not-
for-profits, for States, and it can cause
incentives for banks and other lenders
to foreclose on troubled borrowers,
worsening and prolonging the housing
credit crisis.

So let’s get back to what this bill
really does, and it doesn’t help tax-
payers.

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chair, | rise today to urge
my colleagues to vote no on H.R. 861 the
“Neighborhood Stabilization Program Termi-
nation Act”. Mr. Chair, the termination of a
program designed and dedicated to the sta-
bilization of neighborhoods suffering through
the foreclosure crisis is simply the wrong ap-
proach.

NSP was created to help stabilize commu-
nities that have suffered from foreclosures and
abandonment. The program will continue to
work towards accomplishing these goals by
purchasing and redeveloping foreclosed and
abandoned homes in communities that were
distressed by the economic downturn. NSP
grants provide much needed assistance to
state and local governments to acquire, de-
molish and rehabilitate blighted properties.

NSP funds also help to redevelop hard-hit
communities, create jobs and grow local
economies. HUD estimates that NSP alone
will support 93,000 jobs nationwide once fully
implemented. Mr. Chair, with unemployment at
9 percent and many communities still seriously
suffering from slow job growth, it is imperative
that we support programs like NSP that create
jobs.

Mr. Chair, vacant and blighted properties
have a serious effect on neighborhoods and
property values. The U.S. Conference of May-
ors and the National Community Development
Association and many others have spoke out
in favor of NSP. | urge this body to listen to
the voices from the people on the ground in
these communities. H.R. 861 does not ad-
dress the urgent needs of these distressed
communities. | urge a no vote on H.R. 861.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
opposition to H.R. 861, the Neighborhood Sta-
bilization Program Termination Act. The depth
of our foreclosure crisis is astounding. Accord-
ing to Realty Trac we witnessed over one mil-
lion foreclosures last year and they predict we
are on track to break that unfortunate record
once again this year.

Furthermore, the same group found that
foreclosure proceedings were initiated against
2.9 million of our nation’s households in 2010.
They predict this number to increase by 20
percent this year.

With no apparent slowing of this trend, the
Miami Valley region of Ohio has averaged
roughly 7,000 foreclosures each of the last
three years; there were more than 1100 fore-
closures in just the first two months of this
year. This is a three-fold increase from a dec-
ade ago.

This crisis hurts individuals, families, neigh-
borhoods, and communities. In my area of
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Ohio, the foreclosures were not due to an irre-
sponsible home buying “boom and bust” cycle
with dramatic increases and falling home val-
ues—but rather due to high unemployment
caused by the deep recession; sharp declines
in population, along with families who were
victimized by predatory lenders and the lack of
loan modification standards.

The result has been an almost doubling of
the vacancy rate made up mostly of abandon
foreclosed properties. The City of Dayton cur-
rently has 15,000 vacant excess units with
some neighborhoods seeing half of their units
vacant.

Foreclosed properties sit vacant for long pe-
riods of time, and not only become an eye-
sore, but a threat to public health and safety.
In response, the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program was created to help address this cri-
sis with which our communities struggle.

The resources that this program has
brought to bear are continuing to make a con-
siderable difference. Not only have hundreds
of vacant units have been demolished, but the
structures with value were rehabilitated and
sold. In addition, the program has allowed lo-
calities to partner with local builders, trade
schools for at-risk youth, universities and non-
profits, to further leverage these funds.

| have stood on this floor and voted time
and again to cut wasteful spending and termi-
nate ineffective government programs, but |
cannot vote to end the Neighborhood Sta-
bilization Program. In Southeast Ohio NSP
has proven its value and demonstrated its ef-
fectiveness at addressing one of the biggest
problems to confront my communities.

In Southeast Ohio this program has re-
moved long standing blight. It is positively af-
fecting real estate values, training at risk youth
and also creating jobs. For all of these rea-
sons, | urge my colleagues to join me in voting
against H.R. 861, The Neighborhood Stabiliza-
tion Program Termination Act.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair, | rise
today to oppose this spurious legislation to
eliminate a program that has helped our towns
and cities recover from the horrible housing
crisis that has taken hold of these commu-
nities.

The intent of this program which | voted for
was to stabilize neighborhoods. The legislation
allowed hard-working American families in
danger of losing their homes to refinance into
lower-cost  government-insured  mortgages
they can afford to repay.

| was able to hold foreclosure workshops in
cities and towns throughout my district to help
these families at risk of losing their homes.
With my community’s help, many families
were able to stay in their homes, keeping
neighborhoods intact.

| believe that more money should be used
to keep people in their homes. To the adminis-
tration’s credit, they attempted to create other
programs that would do that. The Republican
majority has spent the last weeks attempting
to eliminate those programs also.

The intent of the NSP legislation, begun
more than three years ago, was to quickly and
efficiently distribute funds to neighborhoods
and communities that have a large number of
foreclosed, vacant, or bank-owned properties.
The local government’s goal should be to uti-
lize the funds to secure communities and
neighborhoods that have unique needs as a
result of the foreclosure crisis.

The use of non-governmental agencies in
the NSP program was innovative. HUD could
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have further been innovative and used rent to
own to keep people in their homes.

NSP also seeks to prevent future fore-
closures by requiring housing counseling for
families receiving homebuyer assistance. HUD
seeks to protect future homebuyers by requir-
ing States and local grantees to ensure that
new homebuyers under NSP receive home-
ownership counseling and obtain a mortgage
loan from a lender who agrees to comply with
sound lending practices.

Defeat this legislation and vote to keep peo-
ple in their homes and our communities living
and vibrant.

| would like to submit this article from the
Florida Times-Union into the RECORD about
the amount of Jacksonville homes underwater.

[From the Florida Times-Union, March 8,

2011]

NEARLY HALF OF JACKSONVILLE HOME
MORTGAGES UNDERWATER AT END OF 2010
(By Kevin Turner)

MARCH 8.—Nearly half of mortgages resi-
dences in Jacksonville were underwater at
the end of 2010—47 percent—primarily be-
cause their values have sunk below the
amount their owners owe on their mort-
gages.

The phenomenon is also known as ‘‘nega-
tive equity.” According to real estate data
aggregator CoreLogic, another 4.8 percent of
all mortgaged Jacksonville mortgages were
in ‘“‘near negative equity’’ status, or owed
the same or nearly the same as much as
their homes were worth.

Combined, 51.8 percent of Jacksonville
homes are underwater or nearly so, accord-
ing to a report released today by real estate
data aggregator CoreLogic.

Although sinking values are thought to be
the chief cause, increases in mortgage debt
are also a factor, CoreLogic noted.

The local combined underwater percentage
is significantly higher than the national av-
erage of 27.9 percent of mortgaged homes na-
tionwide that are underwater or near under-
water. Some 23.1 percent were fully under-
water.

The difference in the statistic locally and
nationally underscores the lingering effects
of bursting of the real estate value bubble in
hardest-hit Florida, Nevada, Arizona and
California.

The Associated Press also reported:

Nationally, the number of Americans who
owe more on their mortgages than their
homes are worth rose at the end of last year,
preventing many people from selling their
homes in an already weak housing market.

The percentage of homes underwater at the
end of the fourth quarter, at 23.1 percent,
was up from 22.5 percent, or 10.8 million
households, in the third quarter.

The number of underwater mortgages na-
tionally had fallen in the previous three
quarters, mostly because more homes had
fallen into foreclosure.

Underwater mortgages typically rise when
home prices fall. Home prices in December
hit their lowest point since the housing bust
in 11 of 20 major U.S. metro areas. In a
healthy housing market, about 5 percent of
homeowners are underwater.

About 2.4 million people have only 5 per-
cent equity or less in their homes, putting
them near the tipping point if prices in their
area fall.

Roughly two-thirds of homeowners in Ne-
vada with a mortgage had negative home eq-
uity, the worst in the country. Arizona, Flor-
ida, Michigan and California were next, with
nearly 50 percent of homeowners with mort-
gages in those states underwater.

Oklahoma had the smallest percentage of
underwater homeowners in the October-De-
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cember quarter, at 5.8 percent. Only nine
states recorded percentages less than 10 per-
cent.

When a mortgage is underwater, the home-
owner often can’t qualify for mortgage refi-
nancing and has little recourse but to con-
tinue making payments in hopes the prop-
erty eventually regains its value.

The slide in home prices began stabilizing
last year. But prices are expected to con-
tinue falling in many markets due to still-
high levels of foreclosure and unemploy-
ment.

That means homes purchased at the height
of the real estate boom are unlikely to re-
cover lost value for years.

Underwater mortgages also dampen home
sales. Homeowners who might otherwise sell
their home refuse to take a loss or can’t get
the bank to agree to a short sale—when a
lender lets a borrower sell their property for
less than the amount owed on the mortgage.

Home sales have been weaker in areas
where there are a large number of home-
owners with negative equity.

The total amount of negative equity in-
creased to $751 billion nationwide, up from
$744 billion in the previous quarter.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chair, | rise today in
opposition to the Neighborhood Stabilization
Termination Act, or H.R. 861, a bill to elimi-
nate the Neighborhood Stabilization Program
(NSP). | would like to shed light on the posi-
tive impact the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program has had on neighborhoods and com-
munities across the country and particularly in
Chicago, lllinois, as well as dispel myths my
Republican colleagues have been passing off
as the truth.

The Neighborhood Stabilization Program is
one of several programs targeted for elimi-
nation by House Republicans. These are pro-
grams that are helping middle-class and work-
ing-class Americans avoid losing their homes
through the calamity of foreclosure. While im-
perfect, these programs are literally keeping a
roof over people’s heads, keeping families to-
gether, and preserving the fabric of American
neighborhoods.

Let’s not forget, Congress bailed out finan-
cial institutions when they hit rock bottom and
Congress acted to shore up the economy
when it was on the brink of a deeper crisis.

But now Republicans are saying we can'’t
afford programs that lend a hand to American
homeowners in their hour of greatest need?
That's not the America | know, that’s not the
America that families need, and that is not the
America we were sent to Washington to pro-
tect. Let’'s help our neighbors and our neigh-
borhoods and not leave them to fend for them-
selves during these tough times.

Recently, several worthy and notable orga-
nizations, such as Chicanos Por la Causa
(CPLC), have been specifically targeted by my
Republican colleagues for the funds they've
received under the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program. Let me make this clear, Chicanos
Por La Causa is the lead applicant for a na-
tional consortium of non-profit affordable hous-
ing developers that have received federal
funding to revitalize neighborhoods in eight
states and the District of Colombia that have
been negatively impacted by foreclosures and
abandoned properties. CPLC, which was
awarded $137 million to address foreclosed
and vacant properties, submitted one of the
highest scoring grants. The grant to CPLC in-
creased the equitable allocation of NSP funds
by providing the Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) with important
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tools to help American communities. Specifi-
cally, it provided HUD with a method for in-
vesting through 13 consortium members in a
mix of urban and rural communities that have
been hardest hit by the foreclosure crisis, and
in predominately Latino communities through
organizations that provide culturally and lin-
guistically competent services.

Currently, there are approximately 1.3 mil-
lion Latinos who are in the process of fore-
closure or have already lost their homes.
There is no doubt the Latino community has
been disproportionately affected by the fore-
closure crisis. For this reason, Chicanos Por
La Causa, together with the National Associa-
tion for Latino Community Asset Builders,
have helped blighted communities repair the
devastation and distress that comes with
abandoned properties. The Resurrection
Project is one of the organizations under this
consortium that is in my own backyard in Chi-
cago. The Resurrection Project has served the
Back of the Yards community in my district by
investing $12 million in NSP funds to help sta-
bilize the community. Back of the Yards is one
the poorest and most blighted communities in
my district and one of the hardest hit by the
foreclosure crisis. These funds will certainly
assist with the recovery efforts and revitalize
this historic neighborhood in the city of Chi-
cago.

Mr. Chair, our nation is facing extraordinarily
dire economic times. American homeowners,
our neighborhoods, and our communities do
not deserve to have Congress turn our backs
on them in the hour of greatest need. | believe
the Neighborhood Stabilization Program is
vital to our states, to our cities, and to our
communities that have been hardest hit by the
largest housing crisis of our generation. This is
why | am opposing the Neighborhood Sta-
bilization Termination Act. Two weeks ago |
submitted a letter for the record during the In-
surance, Housing and Community Opportunity
Subcommittee hearing on foreclosure mitiga-
tion programs targeted for elimination. The let-
ter was submitted on behalf of the National
Association of Counties, National League of
Cities, U.S. Conference of Mayors, National
Community Development Association, National
Association for County Community and Eco-
nomic Development, Council of State Commu-
nity Development Agencies, and the Enter-
prise Community Partners, Inc., all of whom
support this very valuable neighborhood revi-
talization program. | ask my colleagues to
stand with our neighborhoods and our commu-
nities and vote no on this bill.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.
Mr. Chair, | rise in opposition to H.R. 861, the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program Termi-
nation Act.

The Neighborhood Stabilization Program
was established in 2008 to help stabilize com-
munities across American that has suffered
from foreclosures and abandonment.

Neighborhood Stabilization Program funds
give states and local governments the tools
needed to purchase and redevelop foreclosed
and abandoned homes.

Without this funding whole neighborhoods
suffer sliding real estate values, increases in
crime, and decreases in the overall morale of
its citizens.

From the total Neighborhood Stabilization
Program appropriations of $7 billion, HUD esti-
mates that 100,000 properties in the hardest-
hit areas will be impacted.
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In my district, Dallas, Texas, a little over 7.9
million dollars was awarded through Neighbor-
hood Stabilization Program funding.

At the beginning of the foreclosure crisis
Dallas’ housing market suffered from an aver-
age of 300 foreclosures a month.

The City of Dallas has identified 13 areas in
the city that can benefit from this funding.

Without programs like the Neighborhood
Stabilization Program, neighborhoods in my
area would have nowhere else to turn.

Neighborhood Stabilization Program funds
help to redevelop hard-hit communities, cre-
ates jobs, and grows local economies.

With nearly 14 million Americans out of a
job, Americans need a Republican Congress
that works to create jobs and strengthen the
economy.

In the last 11 weeks, the House Repub-
licans have passed reckless spending pro-
posals estimated to destroy 700,000 jobs and
stall our economic growth.

| encourage my colleague to stand by strug-
gling neighborhoods and vote no on this
measure.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chair, | rise in strong
opposition to H.R. 861, the Neighborhood Sta-
bilization Program (NSP) Termination Act. This
bill stops in its tracks the successful efforts to
rebuild neighborhoods hardest hit by the fore-
closure crisis. The Neighborhood Stabilization
Program has provided resources to allow cit-
ies and states to rehabilitate foreclosed and
abandoned homes that are driving down home
prices and destabilizing neighborhoods.

In Rhode Island, we were hit early and hard
by the housing crisis. We currently have the
fourth highest unemployment rate, and Rhode
Islanders are struggling with mortgage pay-
ments due to the loss of jobs through no fault
of their own. This program has provided the
state with much needed resources to stabilize
our housing market and create new low-in-
come housing. Rhode Island housing agencies
have warned me that ending this program
would be detrimental to their efforts to build
homes, save buildings, stabilize blighted
neighborhoods, and most importantly, put
Rhode Islanders to work.

In my district, $800,000 out of Rhode Is-
land’s NSP funds went to creating a new
building that houses 12 homeless veterans, a
police station, and commercial space. This
funding also helped create two additional
apartments for homeless veterans in a nearby
building that also includes a social services of-
fice for the residents. This legislation would
stop projects that are already planned to cre-
ate jobs that would support 90 affordable
homes and apartments in the most at-risk
neighborhoods.

Mr. Chair, without the Neighborhood Sta-
bilization Program, Rhode lIsland would not
have been able to undertake this remarkable
partnership, as well as numerous other suc-
cessful examples around the State that have
brought together Federal, State, business and
community organization efforts.

| urge my colleagues to vote against this
measure.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chair, | rise in opposition
to H.R. 861, which will terminate an important
Federal response to the mortgage crisis that
continues to threaten American economic
growth.

Last week, House Republicans voted to ter-
minate the Federal Housing Administration
(FHA) Refinance Program, a promising fore-
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closure prevention program directed toward

responsible homeowners. Today, we are con-

sidering terminating a program that helps sta-
bilize communities rocked by massive fore-
closure and home abandonment. With about

13.7 million Americans struggling with unem-

ployment, | urge the Republican leadership to

focus on creating jobs, not on terminating pro-
grams. It is time to be constructive, not de-
structive.

Mr. Speaker, | am starkly opposed to H.R.
861, which would terminate the Neighborhood
Stabilization Program (NSP). This important
program provides grants to State and local
governments and eligible entities to buy and
restore abandoned and foreclosed properties.
This funding allows the hardest hit commu-
nities, like those in my home state of Michi-
gan, to start tearing down dilapidated prop-
erties with an eye toward shrinking struggling
cites and rehabilitating healthy neighbor-
hoods. This funding helps increase nearby
property values and decrease the risk of fore-
closure for remaining residents. It also enables
communities to cut down on havens for crimi-
nal activity, reducing law enforcement costs.
Several communities in my Congressional Dis-
trict, like Dearborn, Taylor, and Inkster have
benefited from this program, and its continued
funding is crucial for local governments to re-
spond to the mortgage crisis. If my Republican
colleagues refuse to believe NSP is a wise
public investment, | extend an invitation for
them to visit my home state and witness the
critical impact this program has on hard-hit
communities.

Mr. Chair, | strongly urge my colleagues to
vote against this bill.

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

The CHAIR. All time for general de-
bate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
in the nature of a substitute printed in
the bill shall be considered as an origi-
nal bill for the purpose of amendment
under the 5-minute rule and shall be
considered read.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

H.R. 861

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “NSP Termi-
nation Act’.

SEC. 2. RESCISSION OF $1 BILLION FUNDING FOR
3RD ROUND OF NEIGHBORHOOD
STABILIZATION PROGRAM.

Effective on the date of the enactment of
this Act, there are rescinded and perma-
nently canceled all unobligated balances re-
maining available as of such date of enact-
ment of the amounts made available by sec-
tion 1497(a) of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street
Reform and Consumer Protection Act (Pub-
lic Law 111-203; 124 Stat. 2209; 42 U.S.C. 5301
note).

SEC. 3. TERMINATION OF NEIGHBORHOOD STA-
BILIZATION PROGRAM.

(a) REPEAL.—Sections 2301 through 2303 of
the Housing and Economic Recovery Act of
2008 (Public Law 110-289; 122 Stat. 2850; 42
U.S.C. 5301 note) are hereby repealed.

(b) TREATMENT OF REMAINING FUNDS.—

(1) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Notwithstanding the
repeal under subsection (a), any amounts
made available under the provisions speci-
fied in paragraph (2) of this subsection shall
continue to be governed by any provisions of
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law applicable to such amounts as in effect
immediately before such repeal.

(2) REMAINING FUNDS.—The provisions spec-
ified in this paragraph are as follows:

(A) Section 2301(a) of the Housing and Eco-
nomic Recovery Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-
289; 122 Stat. 2850; 42 U.S.C. 5301 note).

(B) The second undesignated paragraph
under the heading ‘‘Department of Housing
and Urban Development, Community Plan-
ning and Development, Community Develop-
ment Fund” in title XII of division A of the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of
2009 (Public Law 111-5, 123 Stat. 217).

(c) TERMINATION.—Upon the obligation of
all amounts made available under the provi-
sions specified in subsection (b)(2), and out-
lays to liquidate all such amounts, the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
shall terminate the Neighborhood Stabiliza-
tion Program authorized under the provi-
sions specified in subsections (a) and (b)(2).
SEC. 4. PUBLICATION OF MEMBER AVAILABILITY

FOR ASSISTANCE.

Not later than 5 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development shall pub-
lish to its Website on the World Wide Web in
a prominent location, large point font, and
boldface type the following statement: ‘“The
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP)
has been terminated. If you are concerned
about the impact of foreclosed properties on
your community, please contact your Mem-
ber of Congress, State, county, and local offi-
cials for assistance in mitigating the im-
pacts of foreclosed properties on your com-
munity.”.

The CHAIR. No amendment to the
committee amendment is in order ex-
cept those printed in part B of House
Report 112-34. Each such amendment
may be offered only in the order print-
ed in the report (except that amend-
ment No. 9 and amendment No. 10 may
be offered only en bloc), may be offered
only by a Member designated in the re-
port, shall be considered read, shall be
debatable for the time specified in the
report equally divided and controlled
by the proponent and an opponent,
shall not be subject to amendment, and
shall not be subject to a demand for di-
vision of the question.

MOTION TO RISE

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, I have
a preferential motion at the desk.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. ELLISON moves that the Com-
mittee do now rise and report the bill
to the House with the recommendation
that the enacting clause be stricken.

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Minnesota is recognized for 5 minutes
in support of his motion.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chair, I rise to
make this motion today because I'm
opposed to the underlying bill, the NSP
Termination Act.

Mr. Chair, in the course of this de-
bate on the termination of foreclosure
mitigation programs, including this
bill, we’ve been enmeshed in a huge de-
bate around what the proper role of
government is.

The Republican Caucus clearly
thinks that government has no role,
that citizens are on their own, and that
no matter how much devastation a par-
ticular phenomenon like the fore-
closure crisis has caused, that citizens
just have no help in the government.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

The government can’t be there for
them.

And, on the other hand, the Demo-
cratic Caucus, we believe that, in the
proper circumstances, the government
has an important role and does need to
be there for the American people, and
when we see property values dropping,
whole neighborhoods destroyed, that
we should do something about it.

This motion to strike the enacting
clause, according to Rule XVIII, clause
9, ““if carried in the House, shall con-
stitute a rejection of the bill.”

And, Mr. Chair, I urge that we do re-
ject this bill. This bill is an affront and
an insult at a time when Americans
have seen over 4 million foreclosures
across this Nation, devastating whole
communities, devastating communities
and wiping out city and municipal
budgets, so that cities, when they have
abandoned properties in their neighbor-
hoods, are left with tearing them down
and demolishing them on the nickel of
the taxpayer in that city when, in fact,
this is a community-wide problem.

There’s no money in many cities to
do the demolition. So what will happen
is that an old, burned-out hulk will sit
there and sit there as neighbors look
on and see the property values in their
homes plummet. And what we’ll see,
Mr. Chair, is people leaving dogs there.
Perhaps the house will be an attractive
nuisance. Perhaps some crime will be
committed there, drug dealing there,
dead animals left there, and neighbor-
hoods will fall deeper and deeper in de-
spair.

I grew up in the city of Detroit. I'm
honored to represent the Fifth District
of Minneapolis today, but I grew up in
the city of Detroit, and I saw how the
foreclosures in that city ripped that
town apart. And the good people of
that city had to sit by and watch folks
burn houses. They would put them on
fire, and years later, no money to de-
molish them that the city had, and it
just helped folks say that, You know
what? I'm going to leave this city be-
cause I can’t stand to live here with
that big hulk right next to my home.
Who’s going to help out?

Well, according to the Republican
Caucus, that’s not the proper role of
government. And this is really what
this is all about.

Mr. Chairman, I've heard our friends
in the Republican Caucus talk about
jobs, yet they haven’t introduced one
single jobs bill, and we’ve been here for
11 weeks.

They talk about the deficit and go on
and on ad nauseam about putting debt
on our children and grandchildren. And
yvet, when they had the chance to raise
revenue so that we could, in fact, pay
the bills of this country, they were ab-
solutely and adamantly opposed to it.

But now, when we see Americans
have their neighborhoods slipping into
oblivion, slipping into a situation
where people can’t live in their neigh-
borhood and people can’t sell their
homes so they’re just suffering, the Re-
publican Caucus said, There’s nothing
we can do for you either.
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They don’t really demonstrate a
commitment to jobs. They don’t really
demonstrate a commitment to even
dealing with the deficit, at least not
through revenue raising. They have a
commitment to set Americans adrift,
on their own.

I make this motion to correct the
record on this Neighborhood Stabiliza-
tion Program. This isn’t a broken or
ineffective program that should be
eliminated. It is a vitally important
program for local and State govern-
ments that need all the resources they
can get to address neighborhoods that
are overrun by foreclosures.

According to HUD, the Neighborhood
Stabilization Program has supported
close to 100,000 jobs nationwide. They
will be eliminated if we pass this bill.
That’s right. The Republicans, again,
are cutting another 100,000 jobs for
working Americans.

So, Mr. Chair, what does the Neigh-
borhood Stabilization Program do?

It helps local and State governments
renovate abandoned and foreclosed
properties. It helps local governments
revitalize communities instead of
watching these neighborhoods deterio-
rate. It gives communities the ability
to get back on their feet as quickly as
possible.

In my district, the city of Min-
neapolis has put NSP funding to good
use. Thomas Streitz is the director of
Housing and Policy Development for
the city of Minneapolis, and he ex-
plains: ‘“The Neighborhood Stabiliza-
tion Program has enabled the city of
Minneapolis to stabilize neighborhoods
throughout the city affected by fore-
closure. Funding to date has impacted
more than 530 properties, and with the
additional funding sought, 56 more
properties could be rehabilitated,
bringing even more homeowners back
into neighborhoods.”

I believe the NSP is a good invest-
ment.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

The question is on the preferential
motion offered by the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON).

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chair, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 183, noes 240,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 182]
AYES—183

Ackerman Blumenauer Carney
Andrews Boswell Carson (IN)
Baca Brady (PA) Castor (FL)
Baldwin Braley (IA) Chu
Barrow Brown (FL) Cicilline
Bass (CA) Butterfield Clarke (MI)
Becerra Capps Clarke (NY)
Berkley Capuano Clay
Bishop (GA) Cardoza Cleaver
Bishop (NY) Carnahan Clyburn
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Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)

Adams
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Coble

Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee

Kind

Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Napolitano
Neal

Olver

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis

Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel

NOES—240

Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
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Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Ross (AR)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper

Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck

Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones

Jordan

Kelly

King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Lamborn
Lance

Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta

Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo

Long Pence Scott, Austin
Lucas Petri Sensenbrenner
Luetkemeyer Pitts Sessions
Lummis Platts Shimkus
Lungren, Daniel  Poe (TX) Shuster

E. Pompeo Simpson
Mack Posey Smith (NE)
Manzullo Price (GA) Smith (TX)
Marchant Quayle Southerland
Marino Rahall Stearns
McCarthy (CA) Reed Stivers
McCa'ul Rehberg Stutzman
MecClintock Relcherlc Sullivan
McCotter Rgnacm Terry
McHenry R}bble Thompson (PA)
McKeon Rigell Thornberry
McKinley Rivera Tiberi

A iberi

McMorris Roby Tipton

Rodgers Roe (TN) Turner
Meehan Rogers (AL) Upt
Mica Rogers (KY) pror
Miller (FL) Rogers (MI) Walberg
Miller (MI) Rohrabacher Walden
Miller, Gary Rokita Walsh (IL)
Mulvaney Rooney Webster
Murphy (PA) Ros-Lehtinen West
Myrick Roskam Westmoreland
Neugebauer Ross (FL) Whitfield
Noem Royce Wilson (SC)
Nugent Runyan Wittman
Nunes Ryan (WI) Wolf
Nunnelee Scalise Womack
Olson Schilling Woodall
Palazzo Schmidt Yoder
Paul Schock Young (AK)
Paulsen Schweikert Young (FL)
Pearce Scott (SC) Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—9
Berman Garrett Nadler
Burton (IN) Giffords Perlmutter
Cohen Labrador Smith (NJ)
O 1549
Messrs. BENISHEK, MANZULLO,

ALTMIRE, HELLER and TERRY and
Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER changed
their vote from ‘‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Messrs. GENE GREEN of Texas and
RUPPERSBERGER and Ms. LEE
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.”

So the motion was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. ELLISON

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 1 printed in part
B of House Report 112-34.

Mr. ELLISON. I have an amendment
at the desk.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 5, line 4, before ‘Effective’ insert
‘“‘(a) RESCISSION.—".

Page 5, after line 10, insert the following
new subsection:

(b) IDENTIFICATION OF AMOUNTS SUBJECT TO
POSSIBLE RESCISSION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development has allocated fund-
ing to the States, including city, county, and
municipal governments, under the 3rd round
of funding for the Neighborhood Stabiliza-
tion Program, as set forth in paragraph (2).
Amounts from the allocations set forth in
paragraph (2) of this subsection will be sub-
ject to possible rescission and cancellation,
to the extent provided in subsection (a).

(2) ALLOCATION.—The allocations set forth
in this paragraph for the following States
are the following amounts:

(A) Alaska: $5,000,000.

(B) Alabama: $7,576,151.

(C) Arizona: $45,377,073.

(D) Arkansas: $5,000,000.

(E) California: $149,308,651.

(F) Colorado: $17,349,270.

(G) Connecticut: $9,322,756.
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(H) District of Columbia: $5,000,000.

(I) Delaware: $5,000,000.

(J) Florida: $208,437,144.

(K) Georgia: $50,421,988.

(L) Hawadii: $5,000,000.

(M) Iowa: $5,000,000.

(N) Idaho: $5,000,000.

(0) Illinois: $30,143,105.

(P) Indiana: $31,509,101.

(Q) Kansas: $6,137,796.

(R) Kentucky: $5,000,000.

(S) Louisiana: $5,000,000.

(T) Massachusetts: $7,387,994.

(U) Maryland: $6,802,242.

(V) Maine: $5,000,000.

(W) Michigan: $57,5624,473.

(X) Minnesota: $12,427,113.

(Y) Missouri: $13,110,604.

(Z) Mississippi: $5,000,000.

(AA) Montana: $5,000,000.

(BB) North Carolina: $5,000,000.

(CC) North Dakota: $5,000,000.

(DD) Nebraska: $6,183,085.

(EE) New Hampshire: $5,000,000.

(FF) New Jersey: $11,641,549.

(GG) New Mexico: $5,000,000.

(HH) Nevada: $43,314,669.

(IT) New York: $19,834,940.

(JJ) Ohio: $51,789,035.

(KK) Oklahoma: $5,000,000.

(LL) Oregon: $5,000,000.

(MM) Pennsylvania: $5,000,000.

(NN) Puerto Rico: $5,000,000.

(00) Rhode Island: $6,309,231.

(PP) South Carolina: $5,615,020.

(QQ) South Dakota: $5,000,000.

(RR) Tennessee: $10,195,848.

(SS) Texas: $18,038,242.

(TT) Utah: $5,000,000.

(UU) Virginia: $6,254,970.

(VV) Vermont: $5,000,000;

(WW) Washington: $5,000,000.

(XX) Wisconsin: $7,687,949.

(YY) West Virginia: $5,000,000.

(ZZ) Wyoming: $5,000,000.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 170, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. ELLISON) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota.

[ 1550

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chair, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

The middle class is shrinking and
deficits are rising because the Repub-
licans are giving a pass to special in-
terests who cheated homeowners and
wrecked our economy. Instead of work-
ing to keep middle class families in
their homes, the Republican plan is to
foreclose on the American middle
class. The American people sent us
here to protect the American Dream,
not to perpetuate a Wall Street night-
mare. Democrats are standing with the
American people to create good-paying
American jobs and to keep them in
their homes. Democrats are working to
ensure that every American who wants
a good job, can find one, and that mid-
dle class Americans can afford to buy a
home and live the American Dream.

The legislation on the floor today
proposes cutting funding for the Neigh-
borhood Stabilization Program. Repub-
licans want to foreclose on the middle
class, and my amendment forces Mem-
bers to look at how this legislation will
impact their State. So far, for each
Member, if you read my amendment,
you will see how much funding may be
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cut from your State. My feeling is that
before Republicans vote to cut funding
for a successful housing program and a
foreclosure mitigation program, they
should know how much funding is at
risk for their State and what the peo-
ple back home are going to think about
their vote.

This legislation to cut housing fund-
ing makes it clear that the majority is
not focused on creating jobs. The
Neighborhood Stabilization Program
helps 1local communities redevelop
abandoned and foreclosed properties,
and that funding helps to create jobs.
It takes workers to demolish an aban-
doned building.

Overall, the Neighborhood Stabiliza-
tion Program has created about 93,000
jobs. This legislation to cut NSP fund-
ing is just another bill offered up by
the majority that will actually cut
jobs. The unemployment rate is cur-
rently 8.9 percent. This rate is far too
high. It is wasting human capital. Peo-
ple’s skills and talents are sitting on
the sidelines instead of being put to
good use and earning a good paycheck.
Unemployed Americans are ready to
get back to work, and we must use
every tool at our disposal to create new
jobs.

Instead of creating jobs, the Repub-
lican majority is launching an attack
on American workers and foreclosing
on the American Dream. The Repub-
lican plan to cut funding and cut jobs
won’t help our economy. It’s going to
do the opposite. It’s going to hold back
our economic recovery. The continuing
resolution passed last month by the
majority would cut $60 billion from
programs and agencies that help the
middle class and working families.

Economist Mark Zandi has estimated
these cuts would result in the loss of
700,000 jobs. We can’t afford to add to
the already unacceptably high level of
unemployment in this country. Repub-
licans in Congress are pushing a reck-
less and irresponsible plan that pro-
tects tax breaks for millionaires and
giveaways for corporate special inter-
ests at the expense of the middle class.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment and to vote against the un-
derlying bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Mr. Chair, I rise to claim time in oppo-
sition.

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I'm not opposed to this amendment.
This amendment only deals with stage
three of a project that should have
only been one phase. Now, I wish they
would have talked about phase two be-
cause I wish you would study where the
money went on phase two. Because in
phase two alone, we give away $1.3 bil-
lion to nongovernment entities, incor-
porated businesses that are nonprofit.

But you have to say we did not stop
a foreclosure. We just gave away in
NSP2 $1.3 billion. Of that, Neighbor-
hood Lending Partners received $50
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million. They do not have to pay it
back. Now, they can take that $50 mil-
lion—I'm sure they’re a very reputable
company. I'm not accusing anybody of
anything. But they can sell those
houses for any amount to whomever
they want as long as it’s below the
price they have invested in business.

Community Builders, Inc., $78.6 mil-
lion; Los Angeles Neighborhood Hous-
ing, Services, Inc., $60 million; Neigh-
borhood Lending Partners of West
Florida, Inc., $560 million; Chicanos Por
la Causa, Inc., $137 million.

I wish we would have taken the time
to review those and say how was the
money spent, but HUD did some work
for us. So let’s see what HUD did.

HUG and OIG audited the State of
Kansas Neighborhood Stabilization
Program, NSP1, and found that the
State improperly obligated more than
$12 million of its NSP1 funds. HUD and
OIG audited the Sacramento Housing
Redevelopment Agency of Sacramento,
California, and found the agency did
not administer its NSP funds in ac-
cordance with HUD rules and regula-
tions. Specifically, it allowed ineligible
properties to be rehabilitated; did not
adequately monitor projects, which re-
sulted in ineligible costs; permitted the
developer to make unnecessary up-
grades and overinflated construction
budgets; did not ensure that it met the
reporting requirements; and lacked
management controls. I wish we would
have audited this one in this amend-
ment, too.

HUD and OIG audited the city and
county of Denver, Colorado, NSP1, and
found that the city improperly obli-
gated more than $1.5 of its NSP funds
by recording its funds as obligated.
HUD and OIG reviewed the city of
Chattanooga, Tennessee, and found
that the city generally administered
its program, however sometimes incon-
sistent with identifying obligations
and was not always accurate on report-
ing to HUD. On Louisville, Kentucky,
again, very similar to the previous.

Augusta, Georgia. Did not have inter-
nal controls in place to perform contin-
uous and routine monitoring of its ob-
ligation process to ensure its obliga-
tions were processed as intended. HUD
and OIG reviewed Clark County, Ne-
vada NSP and found that Clark County
needs to revise its written procedures
and developer agreements to ensure
that properties to be sold to eligible
home buyers will be sold at a price per-
mitted by NSP requirements, which
means they probably were selling it at
too much money.

So although I do support the amend-
ment at hand, I wish it would have re-
viewed phase one and two.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

Two particular points, Mr. Chair. One
is that, first of all, there’s never been a
program from any State, Federal, or
local program that did not need review.
I can tell you that in the city of Min-
neapolis, and in many other places,
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this program has been high quality and
has been well, well run.

Now, the question is interesting be-
cause if the gentleman wanted to talk
about inefficiencies in a program, we
could talk about fixing those programs.
We’re not talking about fixing the NSP
program. We’re talking about elimi-
nating it. So I think if this was a sin-
cerely made point, that we would be
talking about how we can improve the
program. We should mend it, not end
it.

Secondly, this amendment that I'm
offering tries to inform Members as to
the losses that their communities will
endure by cutting the program. This
program elimination will be felt across
America in local communities where
foreclosures are happening, and in
those particular communities Members
should know what is going to happen:
that expenditures for demolishing and
rehabilitating abandoned homes are
not going to be there any more. And I
think it’s important the Members
should know. And I think it’s impor-
tant that the people who live in the
Members’ communities should know.

And so I ask that the amendment be
adopted.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Mr. Chair, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

I disagree. It’s not time to amend and
pretend. It’s time to end.

The problem with this program is I
highlighted you a few violations, but
it’s really hard to violate the program
requirements because there are so few
requirements. It says, We’re going to
give you money. You can buy property,
you can demolish houses. You can buy
property, you can rehabilitate those
properties. You have vast guidelines on
how you rehabilitate them. In fact, an
organization is not even required to
have competitive bids. I can say I need
some framing done, I can lend a sole
source contract. Only one person ap-
plied—that’s the person I asked to
apply—and I can pay them the moneys
I deem appropriate.

It says you have to sell the house for
less than you have in it. It doesn’t say
you should attempt to try to sell at
fair market wvalue, although I have
given you a list previously of how
much you can make, which is quite a
bit of money, and buy these houses. It
just says you cannot sell them for
more. It does not restrict them on who
you sell them to; it does not restrict on
whose affiliation you have that might
be buying them. In fact, it’s almost im-
possible to have a conflict of interest
because there’s conflict designed with-
in the bill.

So we can say let’s amend and pre-
tend, but let’s just end.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIR. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON).

The question was taken; and the
Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.
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Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota will be postponed.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. HURT

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 2 printed in part
B of House Report 112-34.

Mr. HURT. Mr. Chairman, I have an
amendment at the desk made in order
under the rule.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 5, line 10, after the period add the fol-
lowing: ‘“All such unobligated balances so re-
scinded and permanently canceled should be
retained in the General Fund of the Treasury
for reducing the budget deficit of the Federal
Government.”’.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 170, the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. HURT) and a Member opposed each
will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. HURT. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank my
colleagues, Mr. MILLER, Chairman

BACHUS and Chairman BIGGERT, for
their leadership on this very important
issue.

The Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram is another misdirected, multibil-
lion-dollar bailout that hurts strug-
gling homeowners by incentivizing
lenders to foreclose properties rather
than continue to work with those who
are facing tough economic challenges.

At a time when our Nation faces over
$14 trillion in debt, $1.6 trillion in def-
icit spending, and we are borrowing
over 40 cents on every dollar we spend,
we cannot continue to have taxpayers
foot the bill for these unaccountable
government programs that do nothing
to solve the problems for which they
were originally intended and harm our
economic recovery. That is why I am
offering an amendment to H.R. 861
which would direct all unobligated
funds to be returned to the Treasury to
reduce the deficit of the Federal Gov-
ernment once the program is termi-
nated.

The people of Virginia’s Fifth Dis-
trict called for serious and bold change
last November. By working to reduce
the size and scope of the Federal Gov-
ernment, save taxpayer dollars and
rein in out-of-control spending, we are
listening to the people and taking the
first steps to change the culture in our
Nation’s Capitol so that we can grow
the economy and create jobs for all
central and southside Virginians and
all Americans.

I ask my colleagues to support this
amendment and the underlying bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I don’t think there’s any-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

body exactly in opposition to the
amendment because it doesn’t do any-
thing, but there is some opposition to
the rhetoric; so I will claim the time in
opposition to the gentleman’s speech.

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. In the
first place, there is a consistent mis-
understanding on the Republican side
manifested by their talking about this
as a program that there was foreclosed
property. That, of course, allows them
conveniently to pretend that, for every
piece of property that a city is stuck
with, there is an entity that stood be-
hind it that foreclosed and can be sued.
But that’s not true.

This is not only about foreclosed
property. It is about foreclosed and
abandoned property, and there is prop-
erty that has been abandoned. It has
been abandoned by the owner who’s
walked away. It has been abandoned by
some financial institutions that did
not have the substance of banks. There
is demonstrably property in the cities
which cannot be traced.

The chairman of the committee dis-
played a picture before of a beat-up
piece of property and said, Look at this
piece of property. It’s so far gone, who
would want to buy it?

We said, No one would. It should be
demolished. Tell us who owns it.

He said, You can always find out who
owns it—except for that piece of prop-
erty.

So it’s not just about foreclosed prop-
erty. Somebody has to demolish prop-
erty where there is no owner. Some-
body has to demolish property where
there is no responsible party standing
behind it. I just left the Chamber to
meet with three firefighters from the
city of Fall River in my district. They
were appalled at the notion that they
would be left in the city of Fall River
to deal with abandoned property, which
is a set of fire traps, and not have any
help. So for that reason, I believe that
we ought to be clear that this is not
about only foreclosed property. And
some property, by the way, has been
foreclosed upon by entities that are
bankrupt, by entities that have no
funds.

The other point I would make,
though, is this. I do agree with my col-
leagues that we should do something
about the deficit. Now, I wish that they
listened to that when we subsidized ag-
riculture or when we sent money to Af-
ghanistan and Iraq for their social pur-
poses. But I have an alternative. I will
repeat again, and they’ll ignore it all
day, I know. In the bill that originally
authorized this billion dollars, we re-
quired that it be funded not by the gen-
eral revenues but by a special assess-
ment on financial institutions that
have $50 billion or more in assets and
hedge funds at $10 billion.

Now let’s be clear, Mr. Chairman.
Members on the other side know this
bill is unlikely to become law. Indeed,
some have even said they understand
the money will be spent before it can
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move. So the billion dollars is almost
certainly going to be spent. My col-
leagues now have a choice. They can
allow it to be spent by the taxpayers,
or they can reconsider their opposition
to our proposal of last summer and as-
sess this on the large financial institu-
tions and hedge funds. By the way,
some of it, it is true, was caused by
banks and some of it will go to banks.

But here’s the answer. Instead of
complaining that some of this will go
to banks, join us and have it all come
from banks and from hedge funds. But
please, Mr. Chairman, let’s not perpet-
uate the myth that, for every piece of
property with which our poorer cities
and rural areas are burdened, there is
somebody they can go and sue and get
it down. In fact, the gentleman from
California himself has said, well, they
can get a bulldozer and tear it down.
Those bulldozers cost money. The peo-
ple driving the bulldozers cost money.

So we believe that the approach
should be to take money from the large
financial institutions and from the
hedge funds and take the billion dollars
from them and provide it to munici-
palities and groups like Habitat for Hu-
manity and others who will use it ei-
ther to tear down the property, in some
cases, or rehabilitate the property and
make it affordable housing.

That, Mr. Chairman, is the choice be-
tween us. Again, I want to stress, this
notion that it is only foreclosed prop-
erty is a misstatement with a purpose,
because it means that you ignore the
fact that much of the property existing
in the cities is abandoned and will only
be dealt with by the city spending its
own money or, by our preferred mode,
having the large financial institutions
and the hedge funds join us.

So I hope at some point today, one
member of the majority will tell us
whether or not they agree, Mr. Chair-
man, that if this program survives, we
should get it not from the taxpayer and
not from the property taxpayers of our
cities or rural areas but from the large
financial institutions. That’s what I
hope will happen.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. HURT. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from California (Mr. MILLER).

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Thank you for yielding.

I totally support the gentleman from
Virginia’s amendment. This is doing
the right thing. It is saying, we’re
going to take a billion dollars back of
your money, the taxpayers, and we’re
going to pay off the deficit that we’ve
created for you.

It’s about time we start paying down
the debt. We cannot continue to spend
dollars we don’t have. Forty percent of
every dollar we spend today is financed
through the Treasury because we don’t
have the money. We’re spending deficit
dollars and it has to stop.

But I want to return to the argument
that my good friend makes. And I re-
spect my good friend. He knows that.
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Somebody owned a home sometime,
someplace, somewhere. Now, the indi-
vidual who owned it, because it wasn’t
created by a miracle. Somebody built
the house, somebody sold it to some-
body, the individual might have gotten
a loan on it from the bank. If the indi-
vidual defaulted on the loan, the bank
might have taken the house back. But
the Federal Government and the local
agencies look at taxes. We look at in-
come taxes. The local governments, the
city, the county, looks at property
taxes. Somebody, some institution, is
listed on the property tax bill.

Now, at some point in time, they’re
going to continue to notice the owner,
whoever it might be. If it’s an heir,
you’re going to get a notice, and it’s
going to say you did not pay your prop-
erty taxes. At some point in time, that
piece of property, home, vacated, aban-
doned, whatever it may be, is going up
for a sale for property taxes.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I yield to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. What
if it is abandoned and it is of not much
value and has to be torn down, so peo-
ple buy it and tear it down?

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I reclaim the balance of my time.

If it’s a public safety issue, a local
government has a right to demolish
property based on public safety. That
assessment could be placed against the
tax bill. At some point in time, the
local government, if they so choose, if
nobody wants to pay a dollar for that
property, can buy it based on the tax
basis for a dollar. The problem with
that is, once the government entity
buys the property, it’s taken off the
tax rolls.

Some of my colleagues have talked
about police and fire and the benefit to
them. The worst thing you can do is
eliminate funding through taxation to
police and fire.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I would be happy to.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. We
were told, for instance, by Detroit and
Cleveland, they have abandoned prop-
erty. There is no owner they can find.
Who’s going to pay to knock it down?

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I reclaim the balance of my time.

If you go to any title company, it
will list who the owner of record is. Re-
gardless, if you can find that entity or
individual, it will list it. Regardless of
who it is, at some point in time, it goes
to a tax sale.
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At that point in time, the local gov-
ernment or an investor can buy it at a
much reduced price for just the tax lien
against it, and if it’s abandoned and de-
molished and not worth anything, the
tax bill is going to be very low. So
somebody can pick up a very good deal
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on a piece of property by waiting for a
tax sale. But if they choose not to and
they want to go out and just buy it as
a city or a county, they can do that
and get a very good deal on it. So to as-
sume that because nobody can find an
owner out there, somebody is listed,
and the government has a right to fore-
close based on taxes.

I ask for an ‘‘aye”
amendment.

The CHAIR. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. HURT).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. ELLISON

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the voice vote by which amend-
ment No. 1 was rejected be vacated to
the end that the Chair put the question
de novo.

The CHAIR. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts?

There was no objection.

The CHAIR. The earlier voice vote is
vacated.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. ELLISON).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. ELLISON

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 3 printed in part
B of House Report 112-34.

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

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 4, after line 25, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds that—

(1) the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram has assisted local governments across
the United States in alleviating many of the
impacts of abandoned and foreclosed prop-
erties, including the increased code enforce-
ment, maintenance, and demolition costs re-
sulting from abandoned and/or foreclosed
properties;

(2) the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram has assisted local governments across
the United States in alleviating many of the
impacts of abandoned and foreclosed prop-
erties, including the decreased property tax
revenues due to unpaid property taxes on
abandoned and/or foreclosed properties;

(3) the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram has supported 93,000 jobs nationwide
and impacted over 100,000 properties across
the country;

(4) the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram, including the third round of funding
made available by section 1497(a) of the
Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Con-
sumer Protection Act, provides funding for
State and local governments to redevelop
abandoned and foreclosed homes; and

(5) by voting to terminate the Neighbor-
hood Stabilization Program under this Act
without a suggested replacement, the Con-
gress is eliminating an effective program
that has been used to provide affordable
housing, create jobs, leverage private invest-
ment, and improve communities.

Page 5, line 1, strike “SEC. 2.”” and insert
“SEC. 3.”.

vote on the

March 16, 2011

Page 5, line 11, strike “SEC. 3.”” and insert
“SEC. 4.”.

Page 6, line 17, “SEC. 3.”” and insert ‘‘SEC.
5.7,

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 170, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. ELLISON) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota.

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

Mr. Chair, the middle class is shrink-
ing and deficits are rising because the
Republicans are giving a pass to special
interests who cheated some home-
owners and wrecked our economy. In-
stead of working to keep the middle
class families in their homes, the Re-
publican plan is to foreclose on the
American middle class.

The amendment I have right here in
front of you describes findings which
talk about the positive benefits of the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.
This program is a good program, and
no matter what may happen here
today, the record should reflect the
benefits of this program. This program
was good, and the amendment offers
language which sets forth findings, and
the findings state the positive impacts
of the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram, including assisting local govern-
ments, supporting jobs, and impacting
approximately 100,000 properties.

The highlights of this amendment
about the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program talk about the positive bene-
fits to the communities that the Neigh-
borhood Stabilization Program bene-
fited—it helped local governments, and
the fact is, Mr. Chair, local govern-
ments really did benefit from this pro-
gram, and the record should reflect and
the bill should report language that
talks about those benefits.

I'd like to just say this as well, Mr.
Chair. The fact is that it is true that
once an abandoned property is sitting
there on the tax rolls after a certain
amount of time somebody may at some
point buy it, as the gentleman on the
other side says. But what happens in
the meantime? In the meantime, the
grass grows, dead cats and dogs get left
there. In the meantime, the windows
are broken. In the meantime, people’s
property values plummet. In the mean-
time, we have an attractive nuisance
where young people might be pulled in
and taken advantage of. Horrible sto-
ries have happened, Mr. Chair.

So the gentleman has been right in
his argument that sometime in the fu-
ture maybe somebody will buy this
rundown, abandoned, stripped-out
property with no copper left in it, with
neighbors who have just been deci-
mated in the value of their homes, but
that would be a far cry from what we
could do. And if we’re going to termi-
nate this program, which has helped so
many local governments, we should at
least put language and findings in the
record which reflect the positive as-
pects of this program, including the
93,000 jobs that we’re getting rid of and
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the 100,000 properties that we’ve al-
ready helped, and the more that we
could help.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I rise in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
If you want to talk about attractive
nuisances, let’s talk about next April
when people have to pay their taxes.
You’re going to find out that govern-
ment has become an incredible attrac-
tive nuisance to most people.

We’re talking about middle class is
shrinking, yeah, we’re taxing them to
death, and we’re not only taxing them
to death, but we’re spending money on
programs like this that is not an in-
vestment but is just a giveaway of tax
dollars. Now we say we can’t find the
data to support that we bought 100,000
properties, but let’s say we bought
100,000 properties. Somebody has the
money, the $6 billion going on $7 bil-
lion, that we’ve given them. That’s
about 20,000 homes per State. Now you
break that down to high-impact coun-
ties, compared to the millions of homes
out there that are in foreclosure, these
100,000 homes have already been aban-
doned or foreclosed. I will say aban-
doned because the other side of the
aisle wants to talk about abandoned
homes, but they’re homes that some-
body does not live in anymore, and the
people who lost them, yes, they lost
them.

And how many jobs were created?
Nobody can definitively give me a
number because nobody knows for sure
how much money was spent on jobs.
Now, we can say we spent $6 billion,
but understand clearly, we bought
properties with the bulk of that
money. Now, how much money did we
spend after the local groups, the non-
profits took 17 percent off the top for
overhead and expenses, how much did
we spend for jobs? Now, if we had taken
that $6 billion, going on $7 billion, and
invested it in residential construction,
just $1 billion, as I said, in residential
construction creates $5.5 million in
wages. It creates $1.98 billion in spend-
ing on goods and services as a result of
the new earnings and profits that were
created through that.

Now, those goods and services, those
companies employ workers. The wages
are paid to workers. So you can defini-
tively come up with a number based on
a $1 billion investment that we would
generate in the economy. Now, we
spent $6 billion, and if we were able to
create what $1 billion would have cre-
ated in private residential construc-
tion, we’re probably lucky, but the
problem with that is investing in resi-
dential construction is different than
giving $6 billion away of the taxpayers’
money.

Now, the people listening to this de-
bate understand, when you write your
check to the Federal Government next
month, we just gave away $6 billion of
it, we’re going to give away another
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billion. Now, that infuriates me. I
would assume it infuriates you. You
tell me, middle class America, what
this does to help you? I told you the
amounts earlier of how much you can
earn to buy a house or how little you
might have to pay for the house, de-
pending on whoever bought the house
what they want to charge and who they
want to sell it to.

So the basis I would argue here is the
amendment does nothing. I oppose it.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. ELLISON. May I inquire as to
the remaining time?

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Minnesota has 2% minutes remaining.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, let me
only add this: that this language,
which should be put in the bill and this
amendment calls for, sets forth in the
record the positive impacts of the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program,
which should be memorialized in the
bill, things like job creation, saving
the neighborhood, saving local govern-
ments exorbitant costs. The Repub-
lican caucus has not created a single
job, and now they’re even eliminating
jobs.

I yield back the balance of my time.
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Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I yield myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-
nized for 2 minutes.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
The facts speak for themselves. When
you can say $1.3 billion was given away
to nongovernmental agencies—and I
have listed the groups, and I have told
you how many millions of your dollars
were given to these groups that they
get to keep—they are not coming back
to us right now. These people are going
to keep these moneys, and there is a
wide array of things they can use them
for. This was a bad investment. In fact,
it was not an investment. It was a bad
giveaway.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIR. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON).

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

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

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota will be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MS. LORETTA

SANCHEZ OF CALIFORNIA

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 4 printed in part
B of House Report 112-34.

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I have an amend-
ment at the desk.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 4, after line 25, insert the following
new section:
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SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS.

The Congress finds that, if the amounts
that are rescinded and canceled under sec-
tion 2 of this Act were instead made avail-
able under the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program authorized under the provisions of
law specified in subsections (a) and (b)(2) of
section 3 of this Act, the Congress could have
helped to rebuild neighborhoods throughout
the United States where foreclosures on
home mortgage loans are common.

Page 5, line 1, strike “SEC. 2.” and insert
“SEC. 3.”.

Page 5, line 11, strike “SEC. 3.”” and insert
“SEC. 4.”.

Page 6, line 17, “‘SEC. 3.” and insert ‘‘SEC.
5.,

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 170, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California.

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support
of my amendment.

My amendment would state simply
that the Congress acknowledges that
we could have helped to rebuild neigh-
borhoods where foreclosures are com-
mon through the Neighborhood Sta-
bilization Program, or as we know it,
NSP.

You see, my Republican colleagues
are offering today a bill that would ter-
minate NSP. This program, I believe,
has been particularly successful in
helping to rebuild neighborhoods in my
district and throughout Orange Coun-
ty, California. The city of Anaheim,
which I represent, acquired and reha-
bilitated 17 single-family homes and
sold them to low- to moderate-income
families.

It also acquired and rehabilitated a
four-unit multifamily complex for
lease to persons with developmental
disabilities. This project was crucial
because it is very difficult to find prop-
erties for people who have develop-
mental disabilities.

In Anaheim, one in 303 homes is in
foreclosure. Not only does this have an
emotional impact, as you can imagine,
when you lose your home—it is the in-
stability, especially for your kids; par-
ents are worried, and children can see
that—but it also has economic impacts
on our neighborhoods. With the help of
this program, the city of Anaheim im-
proved neighborhoods and provided the
families with homes.

And I know that my colleague on the
Republican side also represents Ana-
heim. And if he would have spoken to
some of the staff from Anaheim, he
would have realized that they really
believe that this program was impor-
tant to keep blight from happening in
neighborhoods and to attempt to keep
the prices of the homes level for those
families that were struggling to make
their payments and to stay in their
homes and to keep up their neighbor-
hoods.

The city of Garden Grove, where one
in 348 homes is in foreclosure, also ac-
quired and rehabilitated property.
They acquired and rehabilitated five
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homes and sold them to first-time
home buyers. And, of course, the city
of Santa Ana, where one in 252 homes
is in foreclosure, they acquired and re-
habilitated 13 single-family homes and
27 condos, and they sold them to first-
time home buyers. They acquired and
renovated a 13-unit multifamily com-
plex and have leased them now to low-
income families. They assisted five
families with down payment assist-
ance, and they are also in the process
of acquiring 16 single-family homes
that will be sold to first-time home
buyers.

Now, I know that my colleague on
the other side mentioned that some of
this money went to nongovernmental
agencies, to private companies; but I
would like him to really take a look at
the fact that cities really stepped up to
work very hard to keep families in
their homes, to keep neighborhoods
afloat as we work through this very
difficult time of the financial melt-
down and the housing crisis.

In Orange County, the Neighborhood
Housing Services, with the assistance
of what we call NSP Round One mon-
eys, acquired and rehabilitated a total
of 11 single-family homes and condos.
And with Round Two moneys, the
Neighborhood Housing Services ac-
quired and rehabilitated 17 single-fam-
ily homes/condos and sold them to
first-time home buyers.

This program has helped to rebuild
our neighborhoods, to stabilize our
neighborhoods, and have given families
the opportunity to become home-
owners. So it is my hope that my col-
leagues on the other side reconsider
eliminating what I believe has been a
successful program in Orange County,
California, one that has benefited not
just those who got to buy their first
home but those neighborhoods and
those cities that so desperately needed
to keep up the neighborhood and get
people in their homes.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Mr. Chair, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

My good friend, she mentioned the
Neighborhood Housing Services of Or-
ange County. They got $7.5 million for
17 houses. Orange County, overall in
the whole county, got $4.3 million for
the whole county. You have to say, is
that a good investment? We have spent
$6 billion on this program, and we’re
saying, let’s not spend the last billion.
And Congress could have rebuilt neigh-
borhoods. There is only $1 billion left.

Now I don’t see that the U.S. neigh-
borhoods have been rebuilt for $6 bil-
lion. I see $6 billion that has been given
away of taxpayers’ moneys. And Or-
ange County itself, which is a huge
area, irrespective of the few examples
that were given by my good friend,
only got $4.3 million. That’s not equi-
table.
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San Bernardino County, one of the
hardest hit counties in this country,
got a mere $33.2 million. One of the
hardest hit. That’s the county. That
had to go to all these cities that did
not receive any distribution in NSP1 or
NSP2, nothing. And they’re having to
take—and in Orange County, with $4.3
million—take that and distribute it to
all these cities that did not receive a
dime. That’s not fair.

And to say that we spent $6 billion—
and all the counties and cities haven’t
been rehabilitated, it’s obvious—and to
say we’re going to spend $1 billion
more, and that’s going to solve the
problem? No, it’s not. It’s just going to
take it and put us another $1 billion in
debt that our children and our grand-
children are going to have to pay for.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I would remind
the gentleman from California that
some cities, it’s true, did not receive
moneys and did not go through the
process of buying up homes, et cetera,
and trying to get neighborhoods back.
One of the reasons they did not is it’s
really a competitive situation. You
have to want to do it, and some cities
simply did not have the need or did not
want to do it. I mean, I would assume
that in some places in Orange County,
you could probably do as the gen-
tleman said, and that is to sell at a fire
sale some of those homes on Newport
Beach or other places.

But with respect to the central por-
tion of Orange County where you really
have households that are working fam-
ilies, this program was very, very im-
portant; and the city stepped up. The
city of Anaheim, the city of Garden
Grove, the city of Santa Ana stepped
up to do the right thing to work
through and to ensure that their neigh-
borhoods again were stabilized and to
get new people into those homes.
Again, I do believe that it worked for
those cities, and I would encourage a
‘“‘yes” vote on this amendment, Mr.
Chairman.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

The problem I have with the pro-
gram—I have just mentioned San
Bernardino County; and according to
the county, there is no one at the coun-
ty level that would support the current
NSP program. And they state very spe-
cifically the county might have sup-
ported the concept of NSP, but this is
before they fell victim to a complete
lack of direction from HUD, mixed
messages from HUD, and gross
misallocations of the awards that were
released. And the county, in support of
my bill, said, We believe it is a means
for Congress to get its financial house
in order, just like the challenges we are
facing at the local government level.
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And not only is government facing
challenges, the American people are
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facing challenges. They’re working
hard. They’re trying to support their
families. They’re trying to make their
house payments. Nothing in this last
billion dollars will stop one foreclosure
from occurring.

I yield the balance of my time to the

gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
SCHWEIKERT).
Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman,

look, I've been a Member now of this
august body for 75-some days. And I'm
starting to learn much of what we do
seems to be more based in theater than
reality.

If T read this amendment correctly,
what we’re trying to do here is add lan-
guage that basically says, well, we
could repair neighborhoods with the
last billion dollars. Of course it didn’t
happen with the previous money.

But think about it, if we take a step
back. What’s the money been used ulti-
mately for? It’s been used to bail out
lenders. In many ways this is another
back-door bailout to the very folks
that my constituents are furious with,
and handing them more government
dollars in the name that, well, this
time we passed the cash to those lend-
ers, but this time we did it through
local governments.

The CHAIR. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LORETTA
SANCHEZ).

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MS. RICHARDSON

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 5 printed in part
B of House Report 112-34.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill, add the following
new section:

SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, this Act shall take effect on, and
any reference in this Act to the date of the
enactment of this Act shall be construed to
refer to, the earlier of the following dates:

(1) The date of the expiration of the 5-year
period beginning on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(2) The first date occurring after the date
of the enactment of this Act on which both
of the following conditions exist:

(A) The percentage of existing mortgages
on 1- to 4-family residential properties lo-
cated in the United States and under which
the outstanding principal balance exceeds
the value of the property subject to the
mortgage is 10 percent or less.

(B) In the case of the State that, on such
date, has the highest percentage, among all
States, of existing mortgages on 1- to 4-fam-
ily residential properties located in the
State and under which the outstanding prin-
cipal balance exceeds the value of the prop-
erty subject to the mortgage, such percent-
age for such State is 15 percent or less.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 170, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. RICHARDSON) and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California.
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Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman,
the Richardson amendment to H.R. 861,
the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram Termination Act which we’ve
been talking about this afternoon, is a
vehicle to discuss a program that was
really urgently needed when it was es-
tablished, when it was funded in the
Recovery Act, and why it’s still needed
today.

The Richardson amendment is sim-
ple, it’s straightforward, and it’s nec-
essary. It takes the politics out of it. It
says that the programs should be ter-
minated based upon whether they’re
needed or not, not based upon using
funny numbers.

Now, let’s talk about this particular
bill. I’'m suggesting, with the Richard-
son amendment, that we could consider
two things: One, that it would be based
upon a termination of 5 years after the
initial date of enactment. Two, that
the date would be triggered when the
national average of underwater mort-
gages would be at a point that it’s 10
percent or less, or in the highest State
that happens to have high mortgages,
that it would be at least 15 percent,
and if it didn’t meet that test then it
would be terminated.

Now, the most current data available
in the third quarter of 2010 reported by
Corelogic, a leading provider of mort-
gage information, indicates that of the
Nation’s 47.8 million residential mort-
gages, approximately 10.8 million,
that’s 22.5 percent, are underwater.

In Nevada the percentage is 67 per-
cent. In Arizona it’s 48.6 percent. In
Florida it’s 45.5 percent. And in Mr.
MILLER’s and mine, our great State,
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I will insert into the RECORD a chart
indicating the underwater mortgage
percentages for each State in the Na-
tion.

Now, clearly the housing crisis is far
from over, and anyone who thinks that
we’ve stabilized the neighborhoods in
this country is not really living in the
real world; certainly, not with Ameri-
cans like who live in my district.

So now it’s time to not terminate
NSP. Instead, it should be phased out
gradually after it serves the purpose of
what it was intended to do.

I offered the Richardson amendment
because the NSP grants provide crit-
ical assistance to State and local gov-
ernments and nonprofit developers that
collaborate. How do they collaborate?
To demolish or rehabilitate blighted
properties, to establish financing
mechanisms such as down payment
programs for low to middle-income
home buyers, and it also helps the
grantees with at least 25 percent of the
funds to be appropriated to house indi-
viduals and families whose incomes do
not exceed 50 percent of the area’s me-
dian income.

When I look at this—it’s also impor-
tant: NSP funds and is helping to rede-
velop hard-hit communities and to cre-
ate jobs. In fact, 9,700 blighted prop-
erties have been demolished or have
been cleared.

HUD estimates that NSP will support
93,000 jobs nationwide. I think we need
those.

And then finally, when we look at
some of the groups that are supporting
these programs, it’s not about who’s on
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other one. It’s the National Associa-
tion of Counties, the National League
of Cities, the U.S. Conference of May-
ors. That’s what the housing officials
in my district are talking about—hav-
ing a way to be able to solve the prob-
lem.
MARCH 7, 2011.

Hon. SPENCER BACHUS,

Chairman, Financial Services Committee, House

of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BACHUS: I am writing to
express my strong opposition to H.R. 861, the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP)
Termination Act. NSP has helped cities
across the country address and mitigate the
deleterious effects that vacant and blighted
properties have on neighborhoods and prop-
erty values. As a result of the foreclosure
crisis, communities throughout the country,
including Los Angeles, face significant chal-
lenges as foreclosed homes create a vicious
cycle of blight, neighborhood decay, and
lower property values. NSP has been instru-
mental in helping to stem this downward spi-
ral by addressing the negative effects of
abandoned and foreclosed properties.

In the City of Los Angeles, where, over the
past four years, we have an estimated 39,000
foreclosed properties, NSP has played a crit-
ical role stabilizing our fragile housing mar-
ket and helping to construct and rehabilitate
a total of 1,200 housing units. Furthermore,
at a time when unemployment in our con-
struction industry is at an all-time high,
NSP has created more than 900 jobs spurring
Los Angeles’ economic recovery.

Given the economic challenges facing cit-
ies today, I urge the committee to continue
funding for the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program.

Very truly yours,
ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA,

California, it’s 31.6 percent. this side of the aisle and who’s on the Mayor.
TABLE 1: NEGATIVE EQUITY BY STATE*
Properties With a Mortgage Outstanding $ Outstanding
State . N . . N .
Negative Equity Equity Negative Equity Near** Negative Mortgage Debt . Loan-to-

Vortgages Mortgages Mortgages Share Equity share Total Property Value Outstanding Net Homeowner Equity Value Ratio
Alabama 340,665 35,610 19,188 10.5% 5.6% 65,482,055,550 43,970,078,384 21,511,977,166 67%
Alaska 87,286 7,801 5,160 8.9% 5.9% 23,773,756,773 15,920,518,570 7,853,238,203 67%
Arizona 1,333,398 648,387 63,304 48.6% 4.7% 263,693,025,194 243,760,655,061 19,932,370,133 92%
Arkansas 238,011 27,580 14,360 11.6% 6.0% 37,303,484,103 27,450,225,612 9,853,258,491 74%
California 6,870,914 2,172,700 299,067 31.6% 4.4% 2,864,273,476,858 2,008,766,937,342 855,506,539,516 70%
Colorado 1,125,434 221,097 91,187 19.6% 8.1% 301,289,945,528 217,120,459,818 84,169,485,710 2%
Connecticut 816,560 97,244 29,957 11.9% 3.7% 294,814,146,661 171,517,175,208 123,296,971,453 58%
Delaware 179,322 23,906 8,937 13.3% 5.0% 47,059,588,802 31,949,546,484 15,110,042,318 68%
Florida 4,459,951 2,029,128 182,323 45.5% 4.1% 853,646,775,841 757,212,788,734 96,433,987,107 89%
Georgia 1,605,825 449,971 120,854 28.0% 7.5% 319,934,838,691 255,319,644 351 64,615,194 340 80%
Hawaii 229,600 24,664 8,280 10.7% 3.6% 117,791,198 842 65,339,432,694 52,451,766,148 55%
Idaho 243589 61,566 12,927 25.3% 5.3% 48,204,517 879 35,737,930,659 12,466,587,220 74%
lllinois 2,221,602 431,050 108,239 19.4% 4.9% 534,999,520,161 377,625,407,977 157,374,112,184 71%
Indiana 603,484 68,196 28,936 11.3% 4.8% 91,672,823,585 64,195,877,062 27,476,946,523 70%
lowa 334,689 28,976 14,366 8.7% 43% 51,019,867,858 34,150,823,254 16,869,044,604 67%
Kansas 295,839 32,781 16,284 11.1% 5.5% 53,431,665,604 37,737,206,158 15,694,459,446 71%
Kentucky 279,187 24,880 14,092 8.9% 5.0% 47,549,597 328 32,335,774,221 15,213,823,107 68%
Louisiana NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Maine NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Maryland 1,358,672 298,554 67,580 22.0% 5.0% 433,409,001,574 298,109,259,531 135,299,742,043 69%
Massachusetts 1,494,099 222,599 51,704 14.9% 3.5% 546,053,917,907 329,062,834,394 216,991,083 513 60%
Michigan 1,381,232 519,716 76,403 37.6% 5.5% 198,169,103,537 169,373,043,369 28,796,060,168 85%
Minnesota 554,535 90,090 27,608 16.2% 5.0% 124,901,317,584 81,787,965,185 43,113,352,399 65%
Mississippi NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Missouri 779,328 122,543 44,131 15.7% 5.7% 137,735,363,892 98,445,466,785 39,289,897,107 71%
Montana 112,444 8,650 3,939 7.1% 3.5% 28,244,797,730 16,968,913,610 11,275,884,120 60%
Nebraska 221,686 21,388 13,072 9.6% 5.9% 35,462,342,354 25,920,022,837 9,542,319,517 73%
Nevada 586,515 390,192 23,037 66.5% 3.9% 103,720,996,430 123,072,698,809 -19,351,702,379 119%
New Hampshire 211,489 37,488 11,351 17.7% 5.4% 51,974,243 397 35,837,313,271 16,136,930,126 69%
New Jersey 1,882,603 286,293 78,230 15.2% 4.2% 678,172,085,088 415,710,918,011 262,461,167,077 61%
New Mexico 234,004 29,375 10,847 12.6% 4.6% 55,009,963,072 36,551,762,344 18,458,200,728 66%
New York 1,838,917 129,633 40,013 7.0% 2.2% 835,125,621,032 415,765,632,474 419,359,988,558 50%
North Carolina 1,521,406 160,007 101,945 10.5% 6.7% 317,535,658,347 223,145,876,102 94,389,782,245 70%
North Daketa 48,415 3,582 1,478 7.4% 3.1% 8,291,290,055 4,967,349,459 3,323,940,596 60%
Ohio 2,204,754 441,379 137,601 20.0% 6.2% 324,006,229,515 242,010,058,915 81,996,170,600 75%
OKlal 408,155 24,411 14,962 6.0% 3.7% 60,039,397,170 42,451,471,333 17,587,925,837 71%
Oregon 693,304 108,335 38,849 15.6% 5.6% 179,130,635,748 122,988,902,147 56,141,733,601 69%
Pennsylvania 1,794,563 132,805 58,312 7.4% 3.2% 401,020,775,572 248,939,681,403 152,081,094,169 62%
Rhode Island 227,897 45,511 8,120 20.0% 3.6% 64,414 910,589 39,693,719,643 24,721,190,946 62%
South Carolina 598,223 85,226 37,091 14.2% 6.2% 131,254,482,178 92,349,858,129 38,904,624,049 70%
South Dakota NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
T 962,894 133,956 67,386 13.9% 7.0% 166,572,683,790 118,119,771,078 48,452,912,712 71%
Texas 3,286,505 367,954 194,944 11.2% 5.9% 602,239,776,419 418,772,404,728 183,467,371,691 70%
Utah 472,867 98,093 30,339 20.7% 6.4% 114,775,697,922 84,499,611,037 30,276,086,885 74%
Vermont NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
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TABLE 1: NEGATIVE EQUITY BY STATE*—Continued
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Properties With a Mortgage Outstanding

$ Outstanding

State
Mortgages

Negative Equity

Equity Negative Equity
Mortgages Share

Near** Negative

Mortgages Equity share

Total Property Value

Loan-to-
Value Ratio

Mortgage Debt

Outstanding Net Homeowner Equity

Virginia
Washington DC
West Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming

1,252,705
1,407,416
100,340

NA
619,792
NA

276,910
209,577
15,240

NA
81,267
NA

73,763
75,920
4,513

22.1%
14.9%
15.2%
NA

13.1%
NA

5.9%
5.4%
4.5%

NA NA
30,026 4.8%
NA NA

419,006,811,369
441,789,933,181
49,085,895,573

NA
120,246,415,775
NA

295,429,338,477
292,406,352,738
28,782,522,751

123,577,472,892
149,383,580,443
20,303,372,822

NA NA
80,769,544,053 39,476,871,722
NA NA

Nation 47,871,838

10,780,236 2,376,159 22.5% 5.0%

12,711,358,863,378

8,850,515,659,256 3,860,843,204,122

*This data only includes properties with a mortgage. Non-mortgaged properties are by definition not included.

**Defined as properties within 5% of being in a negative equity position.

Source: CoreLogic. The data provided is for use only by the primary recipient or the primary recipient’s publication. This data may not be re-sold, republished or licensed to any other source, including publications and sources owned by
the primary recipient’s parent company without prior written permission from CorelLogic. Any Corelogic data used for publication or broadcast, in whole or in part, must be sourced as coming from Corelogic, a real estate data and ana-
Iytics company. For questions, analysis or interpretation of the data contact Lori Guyton at Iguyton@cvic.com or Bill Campbell at bill@campbelllewis.com. Data provided may not be modified without the prior written permission of
CorelLogic. Do not use the data in any unlawful manner. This data is compiled from public records, contributory databases and proprietary analytics, and its accuracy is dependent upon these sources.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Madam Chair, I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR (Mrs. EMERSON).
The gentleman is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I guess the question should be how
long do we need to wait? How many
more billions of dollars needs to be
given away? We’ve already spent $6 bil-
lion. I guess we could spend more if
somebody wanted to.

And when we talk about phasing out
a program, it speaks to the argument
that we need to spend more money on
a program and continue the program. I
think we’ve already spent too much
money.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I yield to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. MILLER, the
question that was asked is how long we
should wait. In my amendment that’s
my exact point. It’s not how long we
should wait; it’s whether it’s needed or
not. So if we find that the mortgages
are above 10 or 15 percent, then the
program should exist.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I reclaim my time. On this issue, how
long we wait is predicated on how
much we are going to spend. And my
colleagues on this side of the aisle be-
lieve the American people, the tax-
payers have given too much of their
money away, and they are saying we
want it stopped, and we want you to be
responsible for this money.

If this were our dollars, and we’re
getting in her purse and my wallet and
handing the money out, that’s a pre-
rogative we have. That’s not what’s oc-
curring, other than we are taxpayers
too.

We’ve just got our hands in your
pocket and your purse and spent your
money on a giveaway program.

I ask for a ‘‘no’’ vote.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Madam Chair, in
regards to the comments that have
been recently stated, for the largest
city that’s in our State of California,
from Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa, he
states that the NSP has helped cities

across the country to address and miti-
gate the terrible effects of what this
crisis has done.

In closing, what I would also say is
that my amendment is really building
upon what I hope both sides of the aisle
would consider, and that is, this pro-
gram should be based upon if there is a
need, then it should assist. If there is
no longer a need, then I would support
phasing it out.

And what I would also say is that the
key point to keep in mind is, when
we’re looking at this program, this pro-
gram, people need—it’s for the counties
and the cities to determine to be able
to help improve their programs. And
that’s the way the program is intended.
And if there’s unintended consequences
or things that can be done to support
the program, I would work with my
colleague on the other side of the aisle
to fix those changes.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Madam Chair, I ask unanimous consent
to reclaim my time.

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I am happy to yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT).

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for up to 3% minutes.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Madam Chair-
man, on this Richardson amendment,
it’s interesting because I always like
amendments that are trying to do
something technical. But where I'm
finding actually sort of a problem in
the flow of logic is—think about this:
We have a neighborhood stabilization
program down to its last billion dol-
lars, we’ve already spent what, 6 bil-
lion? And the concept written in this
amendment is saying that, well, it’s
going to keep acquiring one, two, three
to four units, fourplexes, properties,
and it’s going to keep acquiring them
until a certain number of mortgages
are—only this percentage are under-
water, or the mortgage value is greater
than the value of the house. Does that
seem like I'm going in the right direc-
tion?

Ms. RICHARDSON. Fairly.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. But here’s the
classic problem in the design of that. If
the Neighborhood Stabilization Act

does what I think it does, it’s either a
municipality, a nonprofit, this and
that, buying a property, sometimes
rehabbing it, sometimes removing the
boarded-up windows, sometimes just
buying a property and competing with
the private investors and the first-time
home buyers in that neighborhood and
then turning around and putting it
back on the market.

Well, if one of our problems out there
is we have a glut of properties on the
market, and that’s one of the things
holding down our values, and I’'m going
to continue to support a program
that’s going to drop another billion
dollars buying properties and then put-
ting them back on the market. We
have a circular logic here where I can’t
imagine the mechanics within this,
well meaning as they may be, actually
have any basis in economics or particu-
larly real estate economics.
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Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

The other point that is significant
and that needs to be dealt with here is
the $6 billion that has already been
given away. That money continues to
recycle with those groups. It should. As
to the cities, the counties, the non-
profits, when they buy a house, refur-
bish it and sell it and when the money
comes back at whatever level, they
could take that money and buy an-
other piece of property.

Nothing in my bill does anything
with the $6 billion that’s out there. It
just says: We’re not going to give you
another $1 billion. We’re going to try
to give that back to the taxpayers.

If we could get the $6 billion back
and could find a way to do it, I believe
we’d be trying to attack that vein, too,
but that will not occur and cannot
occur as the money has already been
given away. They’re going to continue
to recycle it, hopefully to some ben-
efit—hopefully somebody will benefit
from this—but it’s $6 billion given
away. My colleague was exactly cor-
rect in his statements. As for the $1
billion that we have not given away,
we’'re saying it is time to stop giving
away taxpayer dollars.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Madam Chair, I
ask unanimous consent to reclaim my
remaining time.
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The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from California?

There was no objection.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from California has 30 seconds remain-
ing.

Ms. RICHARDSON.
Madam Chairwoman.

Just to summarize again what my
amendment is talking about, it is the
ability of State and local governments
to revitalize, to rehab and to help the
neighborhoods so that those property
values can go up and so we can improve
the economy. I would venture to say
it’s not giving away the money. It’s ac-
tually helping to revitalize and stimu-
late our economy.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I yield back the balance of my time.

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

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MS. WATERS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 6 printed in
part B of House Report 112-34.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill, add the following
new section:

SEC. 5. NOTIFICATION TO
QUIRED.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment shall inform each covered entity (as
such term is defined in subsection (b)) in
writing—

(1) that the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program has been terminated;

(2) of the name and contact information of
such entity’s Member of Congress that rep-
resents its district; and

(3) that such entity should contact such
Member of Congress directly for assistance
in mitigating foreclosed properties.

(b) COVERED ENTITY DEFINED.—For pur-
poses of this section, the term ‘‘covered enti-
ty”’ means any nonprofit, government, or
other organization that—

(1) received or was scheduled to receive
funding pursuant to section 2301 of the Hous-
ing and Economic Recovery Act of 2008 (Pub-
lic Law 110-289; 122 Stat. 2850) or title XII of
division A of the American Recovery and Re-
investment Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-5; 123
Stat. 218) through the Neighborhood Sta-
bilization Program; and

(2) as a result of the rescission of funding
under section 2 and termination of the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program under
section 3, will have funding for the entity
made available under the provision of law
specified in section 2 rescinded and canceled.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 170, the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WATERS) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, my
amendment would simply require the

Thank you,

NSP GRANTEES RE-
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Secretary of the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development to send a
notice to all of the NSP grantees who
would have received funding under the
third round of NSP that the program
has been terminated. Further, the no-
tice would include the name and con-
tact information for the Member of
Congress representing that grantee’s
district, along with a notice saying
that the grantee can contact that
Member directly for assistance in miti-
gating foreclosed properties.

As you know, we passed such an
amendment off the floor when we took
up the FHA bill, which would have ba-
sically allowed the homeowners to refi-
nance their properties. So we have one
such amendment with the elimination
of that program.

The CBO has scored this amendment
at zero cost. Since the passage of the
Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and
Consumer Protection Act of 2010, which
provided the NSP funds that are now
subject to this repeal, my office has re-
ceived many calls from potential
grantees about the status of the pro-
gram and what funding they could ex-
pect.

Because this act would rescind those
funds nearly 8 months after the pas-
sage of Dodd-Frank, I think that a sim-
ple letter from HUD, sent to States,
counties and cities, which would sim-
ply notify them of this change, is in
order. Moreover, a note to these
States, counties and cities saying that
their Members of Congress are avail-
able to assist them in mitigating fore-
closed properties can help these grant-
ees find alternative solutions.

I’ve discovered there are any number
of Members starting to do this kind of
thing. They are getting calls from their
constituents who are asking for help
with loan modifications, and the Mem-
bers are able to, not get involved with
the particular problem, but to help
guide them and send them to the prop-
er servicers to get their loan modifica-
tions. This is similar to that. Simply,
our office has been able to say: Yes, the
program is no longer in existence, but
this is what you can do if there is an
alternative.

Now, I would prefer not to rehash the
back-and-forth we saw in the Financial
Services Committee about the termi-
nation of this program. Members on
my side of the aisle showed pictures,
talked about the problems caused by
abandoned properties, and even show-
cased letters from their districts, let-
ters which talked about the good work
NSP was doing. Yet the debate, it
seems, will not sway my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle. Instead, I
think it’s best to focus on my amend-
ment.

I believe this is a commonsense pro-
vision that can be accepted by both
sides of the aisle regardless of whether
they agree with the underlying bill.
Grantees should be made aware of this
funding recision, and Members of Con-
gress should stand ready to help com-
munities mitigate the effects of blight-
ed properties.
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I would ask for the support of my col-
leagues.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Madam Chair, I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

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

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Madam Chair, the Congresswoman’s
amendment does nothing to help at-
risk borrowers, and the notification
the Congresswoman proposes would
apply only to community groups, lead-
ers and speculators currently partici-
pating in the program. It is not a seri-
ous attempt to address the underlying
problem homeowners are facing today.

If we are going to have a notification
requirement, it makes more sense to
have the recipients of these funds to
date notify taxpayers how much, in
what way they have spent taxpayer
dollars and what return taxpayers can
expect from their investments.

Unfortunately, the answer is: none.
Many have questioned HUD’s ability to
properly monitor the use of such ex-
traordinary amounts of money being
spent at the State level and in various
ways. The Inspector General of HUD
has already identified multiple misuses
of NSP money at the State level. The
GAO has questioned the information
system in place at HUD, and has ques-
tioned its ability to track the NSP
funds.

I wish the amendment had said:
Please continue using the $6 billion in
an appropriate way, and in some way,
do everything you can to create jobs
for the American workers with the $6
billion we’ve given you.

It does not say that, and I cannot
support the amendment the way it is
drafted.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I have
heard so many convoluted arguments
today about this legislation from the
opposite side of the aisle.

My colleague from California, my
friend and someone I highly respect,
knows that he does not have to wish
what an amendment would say. If he is
interested in an amendment, he can
offer it. My colleague from California
did not offer the amendment that he
has just alluded to, and he did not sug-
gest when we were in committee that
somehow he would like to have an al-
ternative. So I find it rather curious
that he would come to the floor and
start wishing what my amendment
would say.

Secondly, I want to straighten out
something. My colleague from Cali-
fornia keeps talking about how this
bill does not stop any foreclosures. The
NSP legislation was not intended to
stop foreclosures. It was intended to do
exactly what the name implies, which
is to stabilize communities by taking
these boarded up and abandoned prop-
erties, rehabbing them or tearing them
down so that they discontinue the de-
valuing of the properties of those
homeowners who are trying to keep
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their properties up and stay in the
community.
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If he, in fact, was concerned about
helping homeowners, he would have
supported the FHA refi programs. That
program, he voted against. The FHA
refi program was basically a program
for middle class people who paid their
bills on time, but who simply knew
that their homes were underwater.
They were not worth what they
thought they should be worth when
they got into the market, and they
want to refinance them. He voted
against that.

So I am not so sure, when he talks
about this NSP program not helping
anybody stay in their homes, whether
or not he really, really wants to help
people stay in their homes when he is
voting against something like the FHA
refi.

As for jobs, this bill creates jobs; and
I think my colleague knows that.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Well, I did not introduce an amend-
ment because I introduced the bill. I
think that bill speaks for itself.

But I am glad that my good friend
admitted that this was not meant to
mitigate the foreclosure process for
people going through. I am glad you
admitted that, because that is not
what your amendment says. It says
that: such entities should contact such
Members of Congress directly for as-
sistance in mitigating foreclosed prop-
erties. You can’t mitigate a foreclosure
when you don’t help anybody with the
foreclosure.

I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT).

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Madam Chair,
first, this is one of those few moments
I get to stand behind the microphone;
and I say, having met the good woman
from California, she has actually been
very gentle to me as a freshman, so far.

But one of my concerns here is very,
very simple: there is $6 billion out
there. And I won’t call it a slush fund.
Back in my days as Maricopa County
Treasurer, we would call it a revolving
fund. There is $6 billion out there al-
ready that goes out, and if the property
is sold, comes back; and that I believe
operates for 5 years from the enact-
ment of the bill.

Well, a letter like this goes out and
says, Oh, well, the last $1 billion isn’t
going to be there for you, but please
keep using the $6 billion you already
have to go do more good works in the
neighborhood.

My great fear is something like this
doesn’t really accomplish much good.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I yield myself the balance of my time.

As much as I respect my good
friend—and she knows—we  have
worked together on a lot of issues, and
I don’t believe anything between us has
ever been personal in all the years we
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have known each other. And nothing in
this debate is personal. We both are
well intended. We both really want to
help the American people. And I say
that from the heart, and you know
that. And I know your efforts are for
the right purposes. But good people can
disagree in a good way. And on this
amendment, I have to respectfully dis-
agree, and I would ask for a ‘‘no’’ vote.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

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

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MS. WATERS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 7 printed in
part B of House Report 112-34.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill, add the following
new section:

SEC. 5. STUDY ON IMPACTS REQUIRED.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development shall conduct a
study to determine the approximate number
of foreclosed and abandoned properties that
will not be purchased or rehabilitated with
amounts appropriated or otherwise made
available under section 2301 of the Housing
and Economic Recovery Act of 2008 (Public
Law 110-289; 122 Stat. 2850; 42 U.S.C. 5301
note) in the district of each Member of Con-
gress as a result of the rescission and termi-
nation of funding under sections 2 and 3 of
this Act.

(b) REPORT.— Not later than the expiration
of the 60-day period beginning on the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall submit to the Congress a report setting
forth the results of the study under sub-
section (a).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 170, the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WATERS) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

My amendment would direct the Sec-
retary of HUD to conduct a study to
determine the approximate number of
foreclosed and abandoned properties
that will not be purchased or rehabili-
tated in the district of each Member of
Congress as a result of the rescission
and termination of funding under this
act. The Secretary would then report
these findings to Congress. CBO has
scored this amendment at zero cost.

Now, personally, I do not believe that
the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram should be terminated because
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NSP creates jobs. So far, about 72,000
housing units are projected to be im-
pacted by round one of NSP. HUD
projects that an additional 24,000 hous-
ing units are projected to be impacted
by NSP2.

BEach of these projects requires the
work of contractors, such as roofers
and painters and landscapers and pav-
ers. And through the program, other
real estate professionals like Realtors
and title insurance agents have also re-
ceived employment and contracting op-
portunities. This NSP program really
does create jobs, and this is a program
that creates jobs by doing important
work in the community.

Contrary to what some say, the prob-
lem of homes abandoned by banks is
common, and it is difficult for munici-
palities to mitigate their effects. As
GAO has noted in a report from No-
vember 2010, servicers sometimes
charge off properties or fail to formally
foreclose on borrowers because the
costs of maintaining the property post-
foreclosure exceed the costs of just
writing the property off. These charge-
offs typically occur after the fore-
closure proceedings were initiated.
However, borrowers aren’t aware that
the servicers are stopping short of tak-
ing their title.

Because borrowers think that their
servicer has finalized the foreclosure
process, they may move away and be-
come unreachable by the municipal
agency now dealing with the upkeep of
the property.

Additionally, it may become
logistically difficult or cost prohibitive
to track down thousands of borrowers
now responsible for property mainte-
nance, taxes, and code violations be-
cause of servicers’ failure to formally
foreclose.

Additionally, NSP provides an alter-
native to speculative investors pur-
chasing foreclosed properties. Unlike
homeowners and municipalities, some
speculative investors often purchase
properties for cash and in bulk, some-
times sight unseen, buying them up be-
fore others have a chance to bid. Some
of these investors may not resell prop-
erties to owner-occupants, but let them
sit on the market without any im-
provements while the investor waits
for housing prices to rebound.

Alternatively, anecdotal evidence
suggests that investor-owners some-
times rent properties out to tenants
with little or no rehabilitation or
maintenance of the property.

We had a field hearing in Minneapolis
in January 2010. At that field hearing,
State Senator Linda Higgins said,
‘““Homes are being snapped up by inves-
tors. Some are clueless about how to
rehabilitate a building and get good
tenants. Others think that the laws
really aren’t meant for them. They buy
a house for pennies, paint the wall,
scrub the kitchen appliances, and rent
it out. They forget the small details
like the condemnation order and the
requirements for lifting the condemna-
tion and getting a new certificate of
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occupancy and the need for a rental li-
cense.”’

That is not to say that all private in-
vestment is bad, but we must recognize
that the work NSP is doing is a critical
counterweight to some of these bad
practices. For all of these reasons, I
will defend the work that NSP is doing
across the country. However, we are
here now because we need to talk about
this amendment and what it would do
once this program is terminated.

My NSP study amendment would
provide critical information to Mem-
bers of Congress. If Members knew the
number of abandoned and foreclosed
properties in their district that will
not be mitigated because of this rescis-
sion of funds, they would be better pre-
pared to help grantees access respon-
sible private market sources of funds
that can help community revitaliza-
tion. I would ask my colleagues’ sup-
port.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Madam Chair, I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

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

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

My friend has said that we need to
determine the approximate number of
foreclosed and abandoned properties
that will be purchased or rehabilitated
because of termination of NSP. That is
impossible. We have no idea how many
times the money will be recycled, be-
cause the $6 billion that is out there
could be recycled over and over and
over. We don’t know. We don’t know
how much money is going to be given
away to somebody who bought the
house, how much is going to be taken
back in the sale. So that is an unknown
quantity.

But my good friend did say that
72,000 units were impacted by NSP 1.
So, America, for $6 billion you im-
pacted 72,000 units. How do you feel
about that? Now, I am not sure what
we did to impact them, but we im-
pacted them. We sure spent a lot of
your money impacting them.

Now, at the same time, we are asking
HUD to do a study. That is like the fox
guarding the hen house. I am really
sorry. Because when I asked Mercedes
Marquez of HUD at our committee
hearing to discuss where the money
went, she finally said, The money is
going to homeowners and to American
citizens. And they strongly support the
program and they are strongly encour-
aging the President to veto this bill,
should it get to him.

So let’s just have the very organiza-
tion do a study on a program that they
said they support and love and, if we
are successful in getting the bill
passed, would encourage the adminis-
tration to veto it.

That is the biggest conflict of inter-
est I have ever had presented to me to
vote on, but it is an easy conflict of in-
terest that I say is a conflict of inter-
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est. I would strongly encourage my col-
leagues to vote ‘“‘no.”

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

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

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from California will
be postponed.
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AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MRS. MALONEY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 8 printed in
part B of House Report 112-34.

Mrs. MALONEY. Madam Chair, I
have an amendment at the desk which
is in order under the rule.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Add at the end the following new section:
SEC. 5. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:

(1) The Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram funds have the potential to rehabili-
tate housing units in all 50 states:

(A) There are 13369 homes in Alabama that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(B) There are 974 homes in Arkansas that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(C) There are 52511 homes in Arizona that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(D) There are 92186 homes in California
that have been vacant 90 or more days and
could be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(E) There are 20671 homes in Colorado that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(F) There are 8501 homes in Connecticut
that have been vacant 90 or more days and
could be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(G) There are 224 homes in the District of
Columbia that have been vacant 90 or more
days and could be eligible to receive funding
under the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram.

(H) There are 549 homes in Delaware that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(I) There are 203882 homes in Florida that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(J) There are 92950 homes in Georgia that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(K) There are 754 homes in Hawaii that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(L)) There are 2609 homes in Iowa that have
been vacant 90 or more days and could be eli-
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gible to receive funding under the Neighbor-
hood Stabilization Program.

(M) There are 375 homes in Idaho that have
been vacant 90 or more days and could be eli-
gible to receive funding under the Neighbor-
hood Stabilization Program.

(N) There are 49043 homes in Illinois that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(O) There are 74100 homes in Indiana that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(P) There are 2311 homes in Kansas that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(Q) There are 1191 homes in Kentucky that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(R) There are 2439 homes in Louisiana that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(S) There are 7331 homes in Massachusetts
that have been vacant 90 or more days and
could be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(T) There are 1878 homes in Maryland that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(U) There are 167 homes in Maine that have
been vacant 90 or more days and could be eli-
gible to receive funding under the Neighbor-
hood Stabilization Program.

(V) There are 120365 homes in Michigan
that have been vacant 90 or more days and
could be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(W) There are 13937 homes in Minnesota
that have been vacant 90 or more days and
could be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(X) There are 20084 homes in Missouri that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(Y) There are 4431 homes in Mississippi
that have been vacant 90 or more days and
could be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(Z) There are 172 homes in Montana that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(AA) There are 4510 homes in North Caro-
lina that have been vacant 90 or more days
and could be eligible to receive funding
under the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram.

(BB) There are 7 homes in North Dakota
that have been vacant 90 or more days and
could be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(CC) There are 2911 homes in Nebraska that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(DD) There are 155 homes in New Hamp-
shire that have been vacant 90 or more days
and could be eligible to receive funding
under the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram.

(EE) There are 10859 homes in New Jersey
that have been vacant 90 or more days and
could be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(FF) There are 41297 homes in Nevada that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(GG) There are 16422 homes in New York
that have been vacant 90 or more days and
could be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.
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(HH) There are 116325 homes in Ohio that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(IT) There are 2961 homes in Oklahoma that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(JJ) There are 32 homes in Oregon that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(KK) There are 847 homes in Pennsylvania
that have been vacant 90 or more days and
could be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(LL) There are 3142 homes in Rhode Island
that have been vacant 90 or more days and
could be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(MM) There are 11172 homes in South Caro-
lina that have been vacant 90 or more days
and could be eligible to receive funding
under the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram.

(NN) There are 18141 homes in Tennessee
that have been vacant 90 or more days and
could be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(0O0) There are 33982 homes in Texas that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(PP) There are 85 homes in Utah that have
been vacant 90 or more days and could be eli-
gible to receive funding under the Neighbor-
hood Stabilization Program.

(QQ) There are 5638 homes in Virginia that
have been vacant 90 or more days and could
be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(RR) There are 71 homes in Washington
that have been vacant 90 or more days and
could be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(SS) There are 5413 homes in Wisconsin
that have been vacant 90 or more days and
could be eligible to receive funding under the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

(2) Congress finds that by voting to termi-
nate the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram these housing units may not be able to
be rehabilitated and may remain vacant.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 170, the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York.

Mrs. MALONEY. Madam Chair, I rise
in support of my amendment to the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program
Termination Act which will quantify
the number of vacant homes across the
country and add findings to the bill
listing these numbers in every State so
that it will be transparent exactly
what the impact will be in not con-
tinuing this program that is needed.

The Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram is one of four programs that my
friends and colleagues on the other side
of the aisle are attempting to elimi-
nate. All of these programs in one way
or another help to stabilize neighbor-
hoods and help to provide affordable
housing to keep people in their homes.

Economists have testified before our
committee and other committees that
housing is as much as 25 percent of our
economy, so it is critical that we do
what we can to stabilize housing, not
just for the benefit of the families ben-
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efiting from the housing, but also for
their neighbors, for their localities, for
their cities, for their States and for the
overall economy.

Foreclosed properties lead to volatile
housing prices, blight and the deterio-
ration of communities. The mayor of
New York cited at a recent meeting of
the delegation how important the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program
has been to help New York recover
from the housing crisis. He said that
over 500 units were rehabbed and con-
verted into affordable rental housing
through the three rounds of funding
that have come forward.

Now, some of my colleagues say this
is not important or should not be a pri-
ority, but I can tell you it has been a
lifesaving program, particularly to the
families that are living there now and
to their neighbors and to the housing
prices and the neighbors where these
housing units are located.

Funding has also been used to assist
multifamily buildings in distress and
has provided long-term affordability
for renters. It also has provided jobs.
The two main priorities of most com-
munities across this country are hous-
ing and jobs, and this program helps
provide both.

My amendment points out why the
program is so desperately needed by
listing, through findings, the number
of vacant homes that could be eligible
for funding by State. For example, in
the home State of my good friend and
colleague Mr. MILLER, California, there
are over 92,000 homes that have been
vacant for 90 or more days. In my State
of New York, there are over 16,000
homes that have been vacant for over
90 days.

The amendment clarifies that by ter-
minating the program, vacant homes
across the country cannot benefit from
the Neighborhood Stabilization funds
that could help acquire, demolish in
some cases, rehab in some cases and re-
develop in other cases.

We have all seen the pictures on tele-
vision of bulldozers plowing vacant
homes under because they are pulling
down the prices and are a blight in
neighborhoods. This is one program
that I have received phone calls on, not
just from the mayor in the city in
which I serve, but in cities across this
country, where they have expressed the
importance of the program in helping
them to stabilize and to recover from
this financial crisis caused primarily
from the subprime mortgages.

The Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram accomplishes the dual goals of
incentivizing homeownership while
also improving the housing stock in
neighborhoods devastated by fore-
closures. Vacant, foreclosed properties
have a very negative effect on the sur-
rounding neighborhoods and on the
property values of homes in those
neighborhoods.

I believe this is an important amend-
ment to highlight the potential hous-
ing stock in this country that Neigh-
borhood Stabilization funds could be
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used to help, to rehab, to redevelop, to
resell, to preserve neighborhood prop-
erty values in communities across our
great country; so I urge my colleagues
to support my amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Madam Chair, I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

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

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Well, I know my good friend Mrs.
MALONEY has the best of intentions in
putting this amendment forward, but
you are talking about the number of
homes in each State that have been va-
cant 90 days or more and could ulti-
mately receive funding under the NSP.

Well, the homes are not eligible to
receive funding. Entities are eligible to
receive funding. Then those entities,
whether they be government or private
sector, can go buy those homes. The
problem is they can buy any home they
want to. The only restriction on the
program is that you can only earn up
to 120 percent of the median income in
an area to qualify to buy the house, but
it does not restrict the price of the
home being bought by the agency or
the nonprofit. They can buy virtually
any home they want to, and that is one
of the flaws in the bill.

For example, if you have any home
that has been vacant 90 days or more,
well, I have a partner of mine and my-
self, we had four homes for sale in the
last year that were on the market
more than 90 days. The houses were in
perfect condition, but yet they re-
mained on the market for over 90 days.
So based on this encouragement, one of
these groups, whether it be a city, a
county, a private entity that is not af-
filiated with government, could have
bought those houses and resold the
houses for far less than they paid for
them. That is the flaw with this pro-
gram here.

We are saying that what this wants
us to do here is congressional findings
to the bill listing all 50 States and the
District of Columbia in separate sub-
paragraphs and the number of homes in
each State that have been vacant 90
days or more and could be eligible to
receive funding in NSP.

What you mean is any home vacant
for over 90 days would have to be list-
ed, because there is not a dollar
amount in the bill saying how much
you can pay for a house. There is only
a dollar amount saying how much a
person can earn to buy the house.

For example, if you live in Hawaii,
you can make up to $73,825.20 a year
and qualify to buy a home. In Cali-
fornia, you can earn $68,416.80 a year
and qualify to buy a home. It might be
an $800,000 home, but you can still
qualify, if they sell it to you cheap
enough. In Virginia, you could earn
$74,382 and buy a home; in New Jersey,
$78,367; in Massachusetts, $72,384; in
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Utah, $75,044; in Alaska, $76,786; in Col-
orado, $73,131; and in New Hampshire,
$79,411.

So the concept of this program is just
helping people at the lower rungs who
are really struggling. I am not saying
people aren’t struggling in these in-
come brackets. That is not what I
mean. But I don’t want the American
people to have the perception we are
just trying to pick up deals and sell
them to the lowest of income levels.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I yield to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. The
gentleman is listing those numbers.
Would the gentleman tell us what the
maximum number is he thinks people
should be eligible to get a house
through the FHA and Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Reclaiming my time, I was in the
building industry from my early
twenties, and the most excitement you
could ever see on a person’s face was
when they bought a home and they
were moving into that home and they
thought about raising their family.

I would love a country that every
person in this country has the ability
and the opportunity at some point in
their life to buy a home. But, in some
fashion, lenders have put people in po-
sitions to put them in homes that they
could not afford, and those homes, in
many cases the individuals lost those
homes through foreclosures. And those
people, who were well-intentioned,
moved into homes that they could not
afford because the lender perhaps did
not describe it exactly or they thought
the way the economy is going, in 3 or
4 or 5 years the house is going to be
worth 40 percent more than I paid and
I am going to make a lot of money. The
problem is the market went the other
way, as it did in 1974-1975, 1981-1983,
1990-1996, and recently in 2007 to cur-
rent the market slid.
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And then we’re saying we’re going to
go out and we’re going to ask to do a
survey and we’re going to list any
home throughout the United States in
separate paragraphs that have been va-
cant for 90 days or more that could be
eligible. Well, all of them would be eli-
gible.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. From
my recollection, I was struck by the
gentleman talking about those figures,
that they were too high, because the
last I heard, the gentleman and I were
together in trying to establish—

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Reclaiming my time, Mr. FRANK, what
specifically has been said throughout
this debate, as if we’re trying to help
people at the lower rungs, which I have
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no problem with, but I'm saying that
there was not a restriction on the
amount that could be paid for the
house and there was not a requirement
of how much it should be sold for.

I ask for a ‘“‘no’ vote.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from New York has 30 seconds remain-
ing.

Mrs. MALONEY. The problem is the
other side of the aisle wants to abolish
four programs that help people stay in
their homes, helps affordable housing.
They have no idea or no program to be
helpful. They say it will be taxpayers’
money. But if they supported the
Democratic plan, it would have come
out of an assessment on the banks.

I understand the chairman will be in-
troducing a bill, and I would like to co-
sponsor that.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MALONEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I just
would say that the gentleman from
California previously had agreed with
some of us that you could be able to
get a house in the FHA for up to

$729,000.

Mrs. MALONEY. Reclaiming my
time, I urge a ‘‘yes” vote on the
amendment.

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY
H.R. 861—NSP TERMINATION ACT
(Rep. Miller, R-CA, and 4 cosponsors)

The Administration strongly opposes
House passage of H.R. 861, which would
eliminate the Department of Housing and
Urban Development’s Neighborhood Sta-
bilization Program (NSP) and rescind $1 bil-
lion of funding from the program’s current
efforts. This program allows States and se-
lect local governments to stabilize neighbor-
hoods by redeveloping foreclosed and aban-
doned properties, leading to increased prop-
erty values and lowered risk of foreclosure
from remaining residents. The Administra-
tion is committed to helping struggling
American homeowners stay in their homes,
and has taken many steps over the last two
years to stabilize what was a rapidly-declin-
ing housing market. With many commu-
nities still struggling with the impact of the
severe decline in the housing market, the
Administration believes that continued
funding of the NSP grants is important to
the Nation’s sustained economic recovery.

If the President is presented with H.R. 861,
his senior advisors would recommend that he
veto the bill.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES,
March 7, 2011.
Hon. SPENCER BACHUS,
Chairman, Financial Services Committee, House
of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BACHUS: I am writing to
express my strong opposition to H.R. 861, the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP)
Termination Act. NSP has helped -cities
across the country address and mitigate the
deleterious effects that vacant and blighted
properties have on neighborhoods and prop-
erty values. As a result of the foreclosure
crisis, communities throughout the country,
including Los Angeles, face significant chal-
lenges as foreclosed homes create a vicious
cycle of blight, neighborhood decay, and
lower property values. NSP has been instru-
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mental in helping to stem this downward spi-
ral by addressing the negative effects of
abandoned and foreclosed properties.

In the City of Los Angeles, where, over the
past four years, we have an estimated 39,000
foreclosed properties, NSP has played a crit-
ical role stabilizing our fragile housing mar-
ket and helping to construct and rehabilitate
a total of 1,200 housing units. Furthermore,
at a time when unemployment in our con-
struction industry is at an all-time high,
NSP has created more than 900 jobs spurring
Los Angeles’ economic recovery.

Given the economic challenges facing cit-
ies today, I urge the committee to continue
funding for the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program.

Very truly yours,
ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA,
Mayor.

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR,
CITY OF CHICAGO,
March 8, 2011.
Hon. BARNEY FRANK,
Ranking Member, House Committee on Finan-
cial Services, Washington, DC.

DEAR RANKING MEMBER FRANK: I under-
stand that the Financial Services committee
is marking up two bills on Wednesday,
March 9, and marked up two more last week.
I am concerned that these bills would elimi-
nate four important programs that help both
homeowners facing foreclosure and localities
facing increasing numbers of vacant and
abandoned properties. I am especially con-
cerned with the NSP Termination Act, which
would terminate the Neighborhood Stabiliza-
tion Program and eliminate a third round of
funding, known as NSP 3, crated under the
dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform bill.

Localities, like Chicago, are in desperate
need of funding such as NSP 3 to assist
neighborhoods that are facing unprecedented
numbers of foreclosures. In 2010, for example,
there were 23,364 foreclosure filings in Chi-
cago. To put this in perspective, before the
housing crisis began in 2007, Chicago saw an
average of 8,375 foreclosure filings per year.

As you are aware, foreclosures are dev-
astating for neighborhoods—vacant and
abandoned properties depress home values,
weaken the tax base, breed crime, and drive
up government costs as municipalities bear
the burden of securing and maintaining
them. Cities are already stretched thin fi-
nancially and need as much support as pos-
sible from the federal government.

We have already used funds from previous
NSP programs to revitalize neighborhoods
and create jobs. To date, the City of Chicago
has committed funds from the first two
rounds of NSP to assist 579 units in 120 prop-
erties in targeted hard-hit areas, rep-
resenting more than $75 million in NSP in-
vestment. In addition, our NSP work thus
far has created 344 construction jobs.

Using the $15.9 million the City of Chicago
expects to receive in NSP 3 funds, we esti-
mate we can acquire and rehabilitate ap-
proximately 70 vacant units and demolish
approximately 100 vacant, blighted units.
These funds will allow us to continue the
work we have started in communities across
Chicago that have been hardest hit by fore-
closure. Every vacant property that is
rehabbed moves us closer to stabilizing these
neighborhoods.

Thank you for your consideration in this
matter.
Sincerely,
RICHARD M. DALEY,
Mayor.
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MARCH 1, 2011.
Re Neighborhood Stabilization Program.

Hon. JUDY BIGGERT,

Subcommittee on Insurance, Housing and Com-
munity Opportunity, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

Hon. LUls GUTIERREZ,

Subcommittee on Insurance, Housing and Com-
munity Opportunity, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRPERSON BIGGERT AND RANKING
MEMBER GUTIERREZ: The undersigned organi-
zations representing local elected officials,
State and local program practitioners, and
community-based organizations write in sup-
port of the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram—NSP1, NSP2, and NSP3. The collapse
of the housing market in 2008 wreaked havoc
on neighborhoods across America; fore-
closures were rampant and abandoned homes
dotted both urban and rural landscapes. This
national crisis threatened to bring down
local economies. Congress stepped in to pro-
vide funding for NSP1—the first round of
funding under the Neighborhood Stabiliza-
tion Program—to abate the crisis. This fund-
ing was quickly followed by NSP2 and NSP3
to further aid local neighborhoods. While
more funding is needed, the contribution
these programs have made have been impor-
tant to abating the foreclosure crisis and ar-
resting neighborhood decline. NSP3 is needed
to continue the reverberating effect of the
activities started under NSP1 and NSP2.

According to the Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD), NSP1 and
NSP2, combined, have assisted approxi-
mately 100,000 properties. The programs have
assisted a wide mix of income levels, from
very-low income persons at or below 50% of
area median income to middle-income people
with incomes up to 120% of area median in-
come.

NSP funds are efficiently allocated and
managed. NSP funds are highly targeted to
communities with the most severe neighbor-
hood problems associated with the fore-
closure crisis. Grantees are under very tight
deadlines to obligate and expend the funds,
ensuring that funds are spent quickly. The
programs have strict reporting requirements
that allows HUD to see that the funds are
being spent as directed by statute and regu-
lation and in a timely fashion.

The programs could not have been imple-
mented in such an efficient and quick man-
ner without the guidance and technical as-
sistance that has been provided by HUD.
HUD staff have devoted a lot of time and re-
sources to NSP grantees to ensure they have
the capacity and tools to allocate funds
quickly and implement program activities to
arrest neighborhood decline.

We urge you and the other Subcommittee
members to support these valuable neighbor-
hood revitalization programs.

Sincerely,

National Association of Counties, National
League of Cities, U.S. Conference of Mayors,
National Community Development Associa-
tion, National Association for County Com-
munity and Economic Development, Council
of State Community Development Agencies,
Enterprise Community Partners, Inc.

NYC DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING
PRESERVATION & DEVELOPMENT,
New York, NY, March 9, 2011.

Re H.R. 839— ‘The HAMP Termination Act of

2011”’; H.R. 861—‘NSP Termination Act’.

Hon. SPENCER BACHUS,
Chairman,
Hon. BARNEY FRANK,
Ranking Member, Financial Services Committee,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVES: I am writing this
letter to express the City of New York’s op-
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position to the above-referenced bills coming
before the House Financial Services Com-
mittee. These measures would eliminate cru-
cial foreclosure prevention and neighborhood
stabilization support available to home-
owners and communities grappling with the
devastating effects of the foreclosure crisis
here in New York City.

The Home Affordable Modification Pro-
gram (HAMP) has been an invaluable tool for
homeowners throughout the city who have
unsustainable mortgages.

Data shows us that permanent HAMP
modifications have on average saved home-
owners almost $400 more in monthly pay-
ments than the savings achieved by non-
HAMP modifications ($1200 vs. $828).

Of the permanent modifications reported
by the Center for New York City Neighbor-
hood’s extensive network of service pro-
viders, 46% are HAMP modifications (479 out
of 1036), which is on par with the national av-
erage of 41%, as reported by the OCC (http:/
tinyurl.com/4qajkkt).

HAMP has had a tremendous impact in
New York. In the NYC MSA, there have been
41,785 HAMP modifications (32,785 permanent
and 9,000 active trials), which represents 6%
of all HAMP activity nationwide.

Without HAMP foreclosure prevention ef-
forts would be greatly diminished. HAMP
has been critically important in moving the
mortgage industry to make more affordable,
sustainable modifications for homeowners
who have the ability to stay in their homes.
We know from counselors on the ground that
the banks’ own proprietary modifications
have become more affordable and “HAMP-
like”’ since the full roll-out of the program,
further illustrating HAMP’s impact. How-
ever, HAMP must be preserved because even
as the quality of non-HAMP modifications
improves, they are not nearly as beneficial
as HAMP modifications.

The Neighborhood Stabilization Program
(NSP) provides states and municipalities
with much-needed funds to stabilize neigh-
borhoods hardest-hit by the foreclosure cri-
sis. In NYC, we have used NSP funds to ac-
quire and rehabilitate foreclosed homes for
resale as affordable housing.

NSP funds are reducing the city’s stock of
vacant, foreclosed homes that are a blight on
communities. To date, we have acquired 65
homes that are in various stages of rehab,
and on track to buy and restore 25 more. We
are poised to launch a program that will
offer NSP funds as downpayment assistance
to encourage homeowners to buy foreclosed
homes. These programs accomplish dual
goals of incentivizing homeownership while
also improving the housing stock in neigh-
borhoods devastated by foreclosure.

NSP funding has also been used to assist
multifamily rental buildings in distress, pro-
viding long-term affordability for income-el-
igible families. As a result of the economic
downturn, New York City is witnessing an
increase in the number of rental buildings
with deteriorating physical conditions, with
many of these buildings in default on their
mortgages. Addressing the needs of these
properties is putting a strain on our typical
funding sources, making NSP a particularly
valuable tool. We have expended over $3M of
NSP funds on the acquisition of foreclosed
multi-family buildings, creating over 200 af-
fordable rental units in The Bronx and
Brooklyn. At least $10 million in future NSP
funds will be targeted towards stabilizing
some of the most distressed multi-family
rental housing in the City.

As outlined here, the aforementioned pro-
grams offer critical assistance to New York
City families and neighborhoods suffering
from the harmful effects of the foreclosure
crisis. These programs’ positive impacts are
extensive and they are compelling. To elimi-
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nate them now would be unwise. For these
reasons, The City of New York oppose their
termination.
Sincerely,
RAFAEL E. CESTERO,
Commissioner.

REPORT ON THE NUMBER OF HOMES VACANT 90 DAYS OR

MORE
Number of Homes
State Vacant 90 Days or
More

Alabama 13,369
Arkansas 974
Arizona 52,511
California 92,186
Colorado 20,671
Connecticut 8,501
Washington, DC 224
Delaware 549
Florida 203,882
Georgia 92,950
Hawaii 754
lowa 2,609
Idaho 375
lllinois 49,043
Indiana 74,100
Kansas 2,311
Kentucky 1,191
Louisiana 2,439
M husetts 7,331
Maryland 1,878
Maine 167
Michigan 120,365
Minnesota 13,937
Missouri 20,084
Mississippi 4,431
Montana 172
North Carolina 4510
North Dakota 7
Nebraska 2,911
New Hampshire 155
New Jersey 10,859
New Mexico 0
Nevada 41,297
New York 16,422
Ohio 116,325
Okla ,961
Oregon 32
Pennsylvani 847
Puerto Rico 0
Rhode Island 3,142
South Carolina 11,172
T 18,141
Texas 33,982
Utah 85
Virginia 5,638
Vermont 0
Wachingh 71
Wisconsin 5,413
Wyoming 0

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

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

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

Mrs. MALONEY. Madam Chair, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

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

EN BLOC AMENDMENTS NO. 9 AND 10 OFFERED BY
MS. CASTOR OF FLORIDA

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider en bloc amendments No. 9
and 10 printed in part B of House Re-
port 112-34.

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Madam
Chair, I have en bloc amendments at
the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the en bloc amendments.

The text of the en bloc amendments
is as follows:
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AMENDMENT NO. 9
At the end of the bill, add the following
new section:

SEC. 5. GAO STUDY OF ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF
ROUND 3 NSP FUNDING.

The Comptroller General of the United
States shall conduct a study to determine
the economic impacts that providing assist-
ance under the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program, using the funding identified in sec-
tion 2, would have on States and commu-
nities in the United States, if such funding
were not rescinded and canceled under such
section, but remained available and was used
in accordance with the provisions of law ap-
plicable to such amounts as in effect imme-
diately before the repeal under section 3(a).
Not later than the expiration of the 90-day
period beginning on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Comptroller General
shall submit to the Congress a report setting
forth the results and conclusions of the
study under this section.

AMENDMENT NO. 10

At the end of the bill, add the following

new section:

SEC. 5. GAO STUDY OF ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF
ROUNDS 1 AND 2 NSP FUNDING.

The Comptroller General of the United
States shall conduct a study to determine
the economic impacts that providing assist-
ance under the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program has had on States and communities
in the United States. The study shall iden-
tify such impacts resulting from the funding
under the each of the provisions of law speci-
fied in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of section
3(b)(2). Not later than the expiration of the
90-day period beginning on the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Comptroller Gen-
eral shall submit to the Congress a report
setting forth the results and conclusions of
the study under this section.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 170, the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. CASTOR) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida.

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Madam
Chair, my amendments are very sim-
ple. They say that 90 days after enact-
ment of this bill, we will commence a
Government Accountability study to
determine the impact of Neighborhood
Stabilization rounds 1, 2, and 3 on com-
munities all across the country.

Now, I have to tell you, Madam
Chair, I do not need a study to tell me
that in my community Neighborhood
Stabilization has provided terrific ben-
efits. Neighborhood Stabilization in
the Tampa Bay area in Florida, a com-
munity that was very hard hit by pred-
atory lending, subprime mortgage, and
the foreclosure crisis, Neighborhood
Stabilization has given us the tools to
create vital housing in the midst of
this horrendous crisis and it has cre-
ated jobs.

Things have been tough in my neck
of the woods, and Neighborhood Sta-
bilization has given communities in
our neighborhoods and our nonprofit
agencies a little bit of hope. Property
values in the Tampa Bay area have
plummeted by over 40 percent since
2007. Neighborhood Stabilization has
helped us to stop the bleeding. Neigh-
borhood Stabilization has helped us
protect our property values. And
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Neighborhood Stabilization has turned
some of the worst abandoned and fore-
closed homes that were causing blight
all across our community into rehabili-
tated properties. And here are just a
few examples of what Neighborhood
Stabilization has done in Tampa and in
Hillsborough County.

First, with the help of our local non-
profit partners, in East Tampa we have
taken an abandoned, dilapidated resi-
dential property and we are turning it
into housing for 18 homeless female
veterans and their families. If you
come down to my neck of the woods,
unfortunately, you will see folks out
on the street corner. We have a pan-
handling problem like never before—
nothing I have ever seen in my lifetime
in my hometown—and it’s very dif-
ficult to deal with. A lot of the home-
less are veterans, and some of them are
female veterans. So we’ve taken that
Neighborhood Stabilization money and
plugged it into buying an old aban-
doned residential property, and we’re
now providing housing for those home-
less veterans. We broke ground last
fall, and all of the construction work-
ers, the architects, the engineers, they
were there to thank us because they
also needed the work.

Here’'s a second example. We also
breathed new life into a new downtown
redevelopment mixed use initiative.
Years ago, the Tampa community tore
down what was the worst public hous-
ing project anywhere around. It was
named Central Park Village. Well,
thanks to Neighborhood Stabilization,
next week we are going to break
ground on the first residential piece of
this new community. The first residen-
tial piece will provide affordable apart-
ments to seniors. Neighborhood Sta-
bilization did that. We did not have the
funds and our local partners did not
have the funds to continue on that
mixed use public-private partnership.
And it gets even better, because that
big mixed use project is going to create
4,000 construction jobs in an area that
really needs them and 1,000 permanent
jobs once the new redevelopment is fin-
ished.

Third, through our community, we
have targeted those ugly, abandoned,
dilapidated houses and duplexes on the
street or boarded-up apartment com-
plexes. We put people to work cleaning
them up. We’ve sold them or rerented
to a family that met eligibility stand-
ards. A renovated home can sometimes
set off a chain reaction of home im-
provement throughout your neighbor-
hood, and that is what we’re seeing.

The alternative would be letting
houses stay vacant, continuing to drag
down property values in my commu-
nity even further. We’re putting fami-
lies back into these homes. Our local
nonprofit partners are returning them
to the fabric of the neighborhoods rath-
er than just having them sit there or
seeing them flipped by out-of-town in-
vestors.

In addition to the meaningful tools
Neighborhood Stabilization gives to
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local communities like mine and the
thousands of jobs it has helped create,
I would like you to take one step back
and consider the modest investment
Neighborhood Stabilization has pro-
vided—overall, $7 billion over the past
few years. I can’t help but compare
that to the $700 billion that was pro-
vided to Wall Street through the Wall
Street bailout that I did not support
because that was not directing the big
banks to provide any help to our local
communities. Well, Neighborhood Sta-
bilization, this very modest invest-
ment—1 percent of the Wall Street
bailout funds—now is providing greater
stabilization throughout our commu-
nities.

So I urge my colleagues to support
my amendments and oppose H.R. 861.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Madam Chair, I rise to claim the time
in opposition.

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

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Some of the arguments that the gentle-
lady made are heart-wrenching. You
hate to think about homeless people.
Veterans are suffering in this country,
there’s no doubt about it. Veterans are
coming back. Some of them have prob-
lems from being on the front in com-
bat. In our church every week, our pas-
tor talks about that, and we pray for
these veterans. You feel sorry for
them.

But we talk about elderly; we talk
about veterans; we talk about children;
we talk about homeless. Nothing in
this bill prioritizes them in any fash-
ion. There are groups that could be
helped as a consequence of it, and I un-
derstand that, but nothing prioritizes.

I'm going to accept the gentlelady’s
amendment because I have no problem
with trying to determine the economic
impact of the Neighborhood Stabiliza-
tion Program. I think there’s been a
huge impact on the economy because
we’ve given away, to date, $6 billion of
taxpayers’ money on this program. And
I think we could have done a much bet-
ter job at investing that money in an-
other fashion that wouldn’t have put
the taxpayers at risk and perhaps cre-
ated jobs in doing that.

But I met with the NAHB, National
Association of Home Builders, to talk
about all the people in the industry out
of work. I've talked to BIA, talking
about all the Building Industry Asso-
ciation members out of work, and
they’re trying to put them to work.
This bill does not help them.

We talk about a giveaway to banks.
In TARP 1, we lent money to banks,
yes, and they paid it back with inter-
est. Freddie and Fannie, yes, we’re
lending money to Freddie and Fannie.
They’re paying 10 percent interest on
the money. So to create this straw man
out there of the bank giveaway and
Wall Street and Freddie and Fannie is
fallacious. Freddie and Fannie are pay-
ing 10 percent interest on the money.

We did not just, the people who voted
for the first half of TARP, vote to give
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banks money and forget it, go home. It
was to stop a major run on the banks
and to stop this economy from plum-
meting. And Bernanke and Paulson and
the administration, everybody on both
sides of the aisle agreed it had to be
done. And the money was paid back,
and we made money on it. Shock.

This money was given away and we
will not be getting it back.

I yield 1%2 minutes to the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT).

O 1720

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Madam Chair-
man, I am pleased that we’re actually
accepting this amendment, because if
we get an honest study from it, it could
be some very interesting numbers. But
I hope it’s an honest study that also
looks from top to bottom. Such as in
the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro-
gram in the previous $6 billion that has
been spent, what crowding out has it
done? What first-time homebuyers,
what investors, found themselves com-
peting with government? It would be
interesting to know.

Also, we keep hearing the numbers of
saying, well, with our government
money we created this many jobs. How
many jobs were being created if they
were private investors or first-time
homebuyers or other families that were
acquiring the same sort of properties
and fixing them up? If we’re going to
get like for like, it will be fascinating.

Then we also have to deal with the
reality of it as we saw in the previous
amendment. In that amendment, it was
claiming there were about 1,061,000,
we’ll call them vacant units in the
country. Okay. If we start doing the
math with the remaining billion dol-
lars of additional money, how much
impact does that have? And will the
study also step up and say, with the $6
billion that’s out there that’s supposed
to be acting like a revolving fund, 5
years from the beginning of this pro-
gram, which was what, last summer?
How is that money being used? How
much velocity is it really getting? Or is
it now sitting in houses that are com-
peting with other neighbors who are
trying to sell theirs.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I would be happy to yield to the gentle-
lady. I was not meaning to be rude or
forget about you.

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. I thank my
colleague very much for agreeing to ac-
cept my amendments.

My point on comparing neighborhood
stabilization to the Wall Street bailout
was just to point out—and I know both
sides of the aisle were involved in the
Wall Street bailout. It was the Bush
administration, but a number of Demo-
crats worked to do that, and I'm not
here to criticize that. It’s just to com-
pare the scale. There was $700 billion
provided to Wall Street banks, just to
compare, and 1 percent of that to com-
munities under neighborhood stabiliza-
tion.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Madam Chair, I reclaim my time.

I was going to allow for adequate
time on that, but it was not a give-
away. It was a loan. You’re comparing
$350 billion in the first half that was
lent to lenders to stabilize the econ-
omy versus $700 billion that was a give-
away.

It’s my time, Madam Chair.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
has 15 seconds remaining.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will
the gentleman yield to me briefly?

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Regular order, Madam Chair.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Massachusetts will allow the gen-
tleman from California to continue.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I think we’re comparing things that
have nothing to do with the bill before
us. So we can talk about Wall Street.
We can talk about banks. If anything,
this has helped banks because it’s
taken foreclosed properties that
they’ve had and it’s bought them. So
we can add all these straw men to the
debate that we want to. The thing is,
should we give away taxpayer dollars?
I say no and I ask for an ‘‘aye’ on the
gentlelady’s amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendments en bloc offered by
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
CASTOR).

The en bloc amendments were agreed
to.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will
now resume on those amendments
printed in part B of House Report 112—
34 on which further proceedings were
postponed, in the following order:

Amendment No. 3 by Mr. ELLISON of
Minnesota.

Amendment No. 6 by Ms. WATERS of
California.

Amendment No. 7 by Ms. WATERS of
California.

Amendment No. 8 by Mrs. MALONEY
of New York.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. ELLISON

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

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 183, noes 244,
not voting 5, as follows:
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Ackerman
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barrow
Bass (CA)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge

Adams
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
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[Roll No. 183]

AYES—183

Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Napolitano
Neal
Olver

NOES—244

Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree (ME)
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Ross (AR)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
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Harper McClintock Ros-Lehtinen
Harris McCotter Roskam
Hartzler McHenry Ross (FL)
Hastings (WA) McKeon Royce
Hayworth McKinley Runyan
Heck McMorris Ryan (WI)
Heller Rodgers Scalise
Hensarling Meehan Schilling
Herger Mica Schmidt
Herrera Beutler Miller (FL) Schock
Holden Miller (MI) Schrader
Huelskamp Miller, Gary Schweikert
Huizenga (MI) Mulvaney Scott (SC)
Hultgren Murphy (PA) Scott, Austin
Hunter Myrick Sensenbrenner
Hurt Neugebauer Sessions
Issa Noem Shimkus
Jenkins Nugent Shuster
Johnson (IL) Nunes Simpson
Johnson (OH) Nunnelee Smith (NE)
Johnson, Sam Olson Smith (NJ)
Jones Palazzo Smith (TX)
Jordan Paul Southerland
Kelly Paulsen Stearns
King (IA) Pearce Stivers
King (NY) Pence Stutzman
Kingston Peterson Sullivan
Kinzinger (IL) Petri Terry
Kline Pitts Thompson (PA)
Lamborn Platts Thornberry
Lance Poe (TX) Tiberi
Landry Pompeo Tipton
Lankford Posey Turner
Latham Price (GA) Upton
LaTourette Quayle Walberg
Latta Reed Walden
Lewis (CA) Rehberg Walsh (IL)
LoBiondo Reichert Webster
Long Renacci West
Lucas Ribble Westmoreland
Luetkemeyer Rigell Whitfield
Lummis Rivera Wilson (SC)
Lungren, Daniel ~ Roby Wittman
E. Roe (TN) Wolf
Mack Rogers (AL) Womack
Manzullo Rogers (KY) Woodall
Marchant Rogers (MI) Yoder
Marino Rohrabacher Young (AK)
McCarthy (CA) Rokita Young (FL)
McCaul Rooney Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—b5
Cohen Labrador Schwartz
Giffords Nadler
O 1749

Messrs. BERG, PENCE, PITTS, and
YOUNG of Indiana changed their vote
from ‘‘aye’’ to “‘no.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MS. WATERS

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 5-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 174, noes 248,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 184]

AYES—174
Ackerman Barrow Bishop (GA)
Andrews Becerra Bishop (NY)
Baca Berkley Blumenauer
Baldwin Berman Boswell

Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Costello
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Dreier
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Harris
Hastings (FL)

Adams
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Cardoza
Carter
Cassidy

Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Napolitano
Neal
Olver
Pallone

NOES—248

Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cooper
Costa
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)

Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Pingree (ME)
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Ross (AR)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar

Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck

Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones

Jordan

Kelly

King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
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Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marino
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo

Bass (CA)
Cohen
Franks (AZ)
Giffords

Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Peters
Peterson
Petri

Pitts
Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Quayle
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
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Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Visclosky
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—10

Labrador
Marchant
Nadler
Owens

Schwartz
Welch

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There are 2 minutes remaining in this

vote.

0 1757

Mr. MEEHAN changed his vote from
ééaye77 to ééno.77

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MS. WATERS

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 178, noes 249,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 185]

is a b-

AYES—178
Ackerman Becerra Boswell
Andrews Berkley Brady (PA)
Baca Berman Braley (IA)
Baldwin Bishop (GA) Brown (FL)
Barrow Bishop (NY) Butterfield
Bass (CA) Blumenauer Capps
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Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Harris
Hastings (FL)
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa

Adams
Aderholt
AKkin
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot

Hirono
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Napolitano
Neal
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi

NOES—249

Chaffetz
Chandler
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cooper
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
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Perlmutter

Pingree (ME)

Polis

Price (NC)

Quigley

Rahall

Rangel

Reyes

Richardson

Richmond

Ross (AR)

Rothman (NJ)

Roybal-Allard

Ruppersberger

Rush

Ryan (OH)

Sanchez, Linda
T.

Sanchez, Loretta

Sarbanes

Schakowsky

Schiff

Scott (VA)

Scott, David

Serrano

Sewell

Sherman

Shuler

Sires

Slaughter

Speier

Stark

Sutton

Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)

Tierney

Tonko

Towns

Tsongas

Van Hollen

Velazquez

Walz (MN)

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters

Watt

Waxman

Weiner

Welch

Wilson (FL)

Woolsey

Wu

Yarmuth

Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar

Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna

Harper
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones

Jordan

Kelly

King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline

Lamborn Olson Schweikert
Lance Palazzo Scott (SC)
Landry Paul Scott, Austin
Lankford Paulsen Sensenbrenner
Latham Pearce Sessions
LaTourette Pence Shimkus
Latta Peters Shuster
Lewis (CA) Peterson Simpson
Lipinski Petri Smith (NE)
LoBiondo Pitts Smith (NJ)
Long Platts Smith (TX)
Lucas Poe (TX) Smith (WA)
Luetkgmeyer Pompeo Southerland
Lummis ) P0§ey Stearns
Lungren, Daniel  Price (GA) Stivers

- Quayle Stutzman
Mack Reed Sulli

ullivan
Manzullo Rehberg
. Terry
Marchant Reichert
: . Thompson (PA)

Marino Renacci Thornberry
McCarthy (CA) Ribble Tiberi
McCaul Rigell .
MecClintock Rivera Tipton
McCotter Roby Turner
McHenry Roe (TN) Upton
McKeon Rogers (AL) Visclosky
McKinley Rogers (KY) Walberg
McMorris Rogers (MI) Walden

Rodgers Rohrabacher Walsh (IL)
Meehan Rokita Webster
Mica Rooney West
Miller (FL) Ros-Lehtinen Westmoreland
Miller (MI) Roskam Whitfield
Miller, Gary Ross (FL) Wilson (SC)
Mulvaney Royce Wittman
Murphy (PA) Runyan Wolf
Myrick Ryan (WI) Womack
Neugebauer Scalise Woodall
Noem Schilling Yoder
Nugent Schmidt Young (AK)
Nunes Schock Young (FL)
Nunnelee Schrader Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—5

Cohen Labrador Schwartz
Giffords Nadler

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There are 2 minutes remaining in this
vote.
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MRS. MALONEY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This is a b5-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 179, noes 246,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 186]

AYES—179
Ackerman Bishop (NY) Carnahan
Andrews Blumenauer Carney
Baca Boswell Carson (IN)
Baldwin Brady (PA) Castor (FL)
Barrow Braley (IA) Chu
Bass (CA) Brown (FL) Cicilline
Becerra Butterfield Clarke (MI)
Berkley Capps Clarke (NY)
Berman Capuano Clay
Bishop (GA) Cardoza Cleaver

Clyburn
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)

Adams
Aderholt
AKkin
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Coble
Coffman (CO)
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Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee

Kind

Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
MeclIntyre
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Napolitano
Neal

Olver

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree (ME)
Polis

Price (NC)

NOES—246

Cole
Conaway
Cooper
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Dayvis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)

Quigley

Rahall

Rangel

Reyes

Richardson

Richmond

Ross (AR)

Rothman (NJ)

Roybal-Allard

Ruppersberger

Rush

Ryan (OH)

Sanchez, Linda
T.

Sanchez, Loretta

Sarbanes

Schakowsky

Schiff

Scott (VA)

Scott, David

Serrano

Sewell

Sherman

Shuler

Sires

Slaughter

Smith (WA)

Speier

Stark

Sutton

Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)

Tierney

Tonko

Towns

Tsongas

Van Hollen

Velazquez

Walz (MN)

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters

Watt

Waxman

Weiner

Welch

Wilson (FL)

Woolsey

Wu

Yarmuth

Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna

Harper

Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck

Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones

Jordan

Kelly

King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Lamborn
Lance

Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta

Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long

Lucas
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Luetkemeyer Petri Sessions
Lummis Pitts Shimkus
Lungren, Daniel  Platts Shuster

E. Poe (TX) Simpson
Mack Pompeo Smith (NE)
Manzullo Posey Smith (NJ)
Marchant Price (GA) Smith (TX)
Marino Quayle Southerland
McCarthy (CA) Reed Stearns
McCaul Rehberg Stivers
McClintock Reichert Stutzman
McCotter Ribble Sullivan
McHenry Rigell Terry
McKeon Rivera Thompson (PA)
McKinley Roby
McMorris Roe (TN) %s;f;bm v

Rodgers Rogers (AL) Tipton
Meehan Rogers (KY) Turner
Mica Rogers (MI) Upton
Miller (FL) Rohrabacher isclosk
Miller (MD) Rokita Visclosky
Miller, Gary Rooney Walberg
Mulvaney Ros-Lehtinen Walden
Murphy (PA) Roskam Walsh (IL)
Myrick Ross (FL) Webster
Neugebauer Royce West
Noem Runyan We§tmoreland
Nugent Ryan (WI) Whitfield
Nunes Scalise Wilson (SC)
Nunnelee Schilling Wittman
Olson Schmidt Wolf
Palazzo Schock Womack
Paul Schrader Woodall
Paulsen Schweikert Yoder
Pearce Scott (SC) Young (AK)
Pence Scott, Austin Young (FL)
Peterson Sensenbrenner Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—17

Cohen Labrador Schwartz
Giffords Nadler
Johnson (OH) Renacci

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There are 2 minutes remaining in this
vote.
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIR. Under the rule,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
CHAFFETZ) having assumed the chair,
Mrs. EMERSON, Acting Chair of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 861) to rescind the
third round of funding for the Neigh-
borhood Stabilization Program and to
terminate the program, and, pursuant
to House Resolution 170, reported the
bill back to the House with an amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the amendment re-
ported from the Committee of the
Whole?

If not, the question is on the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 1
have a motion to recommit at the
desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. I am in its cur-
rent form.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Braley of Iowa moves to recommit the
bill, H.R. 861, to the Committee on Financial
Services with instructions to report the
same back to the House forthwith with the
following amendment:

In section 3(b)(1), before ‘‘shall continue”
insert the following: *‘, and all amounts
made available for use pursuant to sub-
section (d),”.

In section 3(c), before ¢, and outlays’ in-
sert ‘‘or under subsection (d)”’.

At the end of section 3, add the following
new subsection:

(d) CONTINUATION OF STATE PROGRAM; PRI-
ORITY FOR RURAL AREAS.—There is author-
ized to be appropriated an amount equal to
the portion of the unobligated balances de-
scribed in section 2 that, pursuant to the
provision of law specified in section 2, was
allocated to States. Any amounts made
available pursuant to the authorization
under this subsection shall be used for assist-
ance under the same provisions of law appli-
cable to the amounts made available by the
provision of law specified in section 2, except
that assistance made available pursuant to
the authorization under this subsection shall
be allocated only to States and any State
that receives an allocation from such
amounts shall, in distributing such allocated
amounts, give priority emphasis and consid-
eration to rural areas (within the meaning
given such term for purposes of the provision
of law specified in section 2).

In section 4, after ‘“(NSP)” insert the fol-
lowing; ‘‘for assistance for units of general
local government’’.

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to dispense with the reading.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I reserve a point of order
against the amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A point
of order is reserved.

The gentleman from Iowa is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
this picture tells the story of why this
amendment is so important. This isn’t
Wall Street. You don’t see any hedge
fund managers or investment bankers
here. They are doing pretty well these
days. This isn’t the headquarters of
BP.

Most small towns are lucky to have a
single convenience store, and they are
even luckier if that convenience store
sells gasoline. This is a Main Street in
my State of Iowa, and there are far too
many of these in communities in my
State and in my district. And I guar-
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antee you, there are far too many of
these in rural communities in your
States. Because while Wall Street and
big corporations are doing fine, our
rural communities and small towns are
facing a real crisis, and the Neighbor-
hood Stabilization Program is making
a real difference in rural America.

I want to tell you about a woman
from Oelwein, a small town in my dis-
trict. She is 23 years old. She only
makes $22,000 a year working at a day
care. She grew up in Oelwein and she
wants to raise her children in Oelwein,
and the national Neighborhood Sta-
bilization Program is helping her be-
come a first-time homeowner.

Now, our amendment would simply
take the money that has already been
allocated for this program and
prioritize it for our rural communities
so we can change the way that streets
like this look, and so we can make sure
that more moms can raise their kids in
the towns where they grew up. This
amendment doesn’t cost any money. It
allows a mom to raise a child in her
home community. And our amendment
will not kill this bill. It would simply
give our rural communities the ability
to weather the worst crisis they have
faced in a generation.

Now, maybe our small towns or this
young mom should incorporate as a
bank. Maybe then they would get the
same kind of attention that we have
given to Wall Street. Because, folks,
Wall Street is getting through this cri-
sis; Main Streets are not. And it is
time we answer this question: Are we
going to stand with Wall Street and
Big 0Oil and corporate CEOs, or are we
going to stand up for small towns all
across America that need our help now
more than ever?

At this time, I yield to my good
friend from the State of Iowa, Con-
gressman BOSWELL.

Mr. BOSWELL. I appreciate the op-
portunity to speak on this. And, again,
I want to say this amendment does not
kill the bill.

Republicans have put forth a bill
that again forces our middle class and
our working families to sacrifice, sac-
rifice, and sacrifice so they can con-
tinue the giveaways for Big Oil, bil-
lionaires, and corporations that
outsource American jobs.

As a former professional soldier, I ap-
proach our economy with a military
eye to take the hill and get our econ-
omy going again, and we need all of our
troops behind us. In this case, our
troops are our workers, the middle
class Americans who must be healthy
and armed with the tools to rebuild the
economy. Our camps are the commu-
nities that must have the resources to
do just that. So why are our troops and
communities in rural America being
left behind?

Rural Main Streets in Iowa have been
devastated as Republicans have re-
warded outsourcing. Manufacturing
plants in my district, like Maytag—all
of you know who Maytag is—in New-
ton, Iowa, they have packed up and
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moved their jobs to Mexico. Many of
you have similar situations.

Rural workers have lost jobs in eth-
anol, biodiesel, and wind turbine plants
because we have given tax breaks to
Big 0Oil while cutting investments in
renewable energy. These communities
have weathered farm crisis after crisis,
as Republicans defend Wall Street
speculators tinkering with the markets
that they depend on.

I urge my colleagues to say ‘‘yes’ to
rural America and the middle class by
supporting this amendment to H.R. 861.
Rural America is not blue or red. Rural
America is simply hardworking com-
munities that are already struggling to
keep the American Dream alive for
their residents who live, work, and be-
lieve in them.

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
to many people, rural America is a pol-
icy or a program. To Congressman BOS-
WELL and me, it is where we came
from. That is why I urge all of my col-
leagues to vote for this motion to re-
commit.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from California continue to
reserve his point of order?

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
I withdraw my point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
That was a very nice picture of a store-
front. It was not a picture of a home.
Now, why would you impose a terrible
program on rural America that you
don’t want on urban America?

You have to say we have given away
$6 billion of taxpayer monies and it
will never come back to the Federal
Government. We are saying let’s pre-
serve the last billion dollars.

There is a huge lack of account-
ability in this program. The inspector
general of HUD has already identified
multiple misuses of NSP money at the
State level. The GAO has questioned
the information system that places
HUD at risk using the tracking system.

How many of you want to use your
money to buy this house that Chair-
man BACHUS has pointed out? Nobody.
But, taxpayers, guess what? We are
using your money. The biggest problem
with this program is unfair allocation.

Now, rural America, you probably
got ripped off in this whole process like
everybody else did because, let’s see,
where did the money go? In the NSP 1,
we spent $4 billion. In the NSP 2, $1.93
billion. We are saying the last billion
dollars, let’s at least save that for the
taxpayers and use it for some bene-
ficial purpose.

Where did the money go? Let’s see if
it was fairly distributed. Let’s look at
my area. LL.A. County got $26.3 million.
San Bernardino County, one of the
hardest hit, got $33.2 million. Orange
County got $4.3 million. San Diego
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County, $5.1 million. A total of $68.9
million on hard-hit counties.

Now, let’s see. What did nongovern-
ment agency groups get out there that
are incorporated? Neighborhood Lend-
ing Partners, Incorporated got $50 mil-
lion; the Community Builders, Incor-
porated got $78.6 million; Los Angeles
Neighborhood Housing Service, Incor-
porated got $60 million; Neighborhood
Lending Partners of West Florida, In-
corporated got $50 million; and Chi-
canos por la Causa, Inc. got $137 mil-
lion.

Now, all of my counties got $68.9 mil-
lion; the Community Builders got $78.6
million; Chicanos por la Causa got $137
million. Is that considered nonequi-
table qualification? It is nonequitable,
period. It does not make sense. And we
say $1.3 billion went to nongovernment
agencies.

Now, somebody said I was racist be-
cause I said Chicanos por la Causa got
$137 million. They got 10 percent of all
the funds given to nongovernment
agencies. If it was Germans for Afford-
able Housing that got $137 million, I
would oppose it just like I oppose this
one.

Now, taxpayers understand, clearly,
it did not prevent one foreclosure in
this entire country. Not one person got
to keep their home because we spent $6
billion. In fact, imagine the family who
owned the home. Maybe the ma or pa
got in trouble with their job. They
couldn’t quite make the payments. For
the last 3 years, they have been unable
to repair the plumbing. They couldn’t
replace the oven that wasn’t working.
A couple windows were broken out.
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The house needed painting. And they
had to sit there and let their house go
back to the lender, to watch some enti-
ty, a nonprofit or government agency,
buy that home, fix it up, and sell it to
somebody else. How would you feel
when nobody came to your aid when
you were losing your home, but yet
your tax dollars were used to buy that
home to give it to somebody else?

Now, understand clearly, the argu-
ment they have made is look at all the
money we gave to bail out the banks.
Well, I got an update from Treasury
today. Ninety-nine percent of the
money that we lent to banks has been
paid back. And, guess what? We made
$20 billion on it. But we gave $7 billion
away to this program. So, yes, we made
20, and we ended up with a net 13, by
lending the money that you say bailed
out the banks. It was a loan.

This program does nothing but say
we are going to send you a check, and
you never send us a dime back. And the
sweet part is you can pay any amount
of money you want for the house. It is
almost impossible to violate the terms
of this deal, because there are no condi-
tions. You can pay $800,000 for a house
and sell it for $560. The requirement is
whatever you pay for the house, plus
whatever you pay to rehabilitate the
house, you have to sell it for less.
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And it doesn’t say who you have to
sell it to. A nonprofit, I am not saying
they would, could have a cousin who
wanted to buy the house that they paid
$180,000 for and they could sell it legiti-
mately for $20,000, and, guess what?
You have not violated the terms of
NSP 1, 2 or 3, and you have not broken
the law. And when you sell the house,
if you sell it, you can take the money
and recycle it again. You could even
take this money and do a private ven-
ture with a private group, splitting
profits, and, falling under the condi-
tions of how you buy the house and sell
the house, money gets split. There are
very few restrictions in this bill.

This is a terrible bill. I would encour-
age a ‘“‘no’”” vote on the motion to re-
commit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

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

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for any electronic vote on the
question of passage.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 153, noes 272,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 187]

AYES—153
Ackerman Edwards Lujan
Andrews Ellison Maloney
Baca Engel Matsui
Baldwin Eshoo McCarthy (NY)
Barrow Farr McCollum
Bass (CA) Fattah McDermott
Bishop (GA) Filner McGovern
Bishop (NY) Frank (MA) McIntyre
Blumenauer Fudge McNerney
Boren Garamendi Meeks
Boswell Gonzalez Michaud
Brady (PA) Green, Al Miller (NC)
Braley (IA) Grijalva Miller, George
Brown (FL) Gutierrez Moore
Butterfield Hanabusa Moran
Capps Hastings (FL) Murphy (CT)
Cardoza Heinrich Napolitano
Carnahan Higgins Olver
Carson (IN) Hinchey Owens
Castor (FL) Hinojosa Pallone
Chandler Hirono Pascrell
Chu Holden Pastor (AZ)
Cicilline Holt Payne
Clarke (MI) Honda Pelosi
Clarke (NY) Hoyer Perlmutter
Clay Inslee Pingree (ME)
Cleaver Israel Polis
Clyburn Jackson (IL) Price (NC)
Conyers Johnson (GA) Rahall
Costa Johnson, E. B. Rangel
Courtney Kaptur Reyes
Critz Keating Richmond
Crowley Kind Ross (AR)
Cuellar Kissell Rothman (NJ)
Cummings Langevin Ruppersberger
Davis (CA) Larsen (WA) Rush
Davis (IL) Larson (CT) Ryan (OH)
DeFazio Levin Sanchez, Linda
DeLauro Lewis (GA) T.
Deutch Lipinski Sanchez, Loretta
Dicks Loebsack Sarbanes
Doggett Lofgren, Zoe Schakowsky
Doyle Lowey Schrader
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Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Shuler

Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier

Adams
Aderholt
AKkin
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Benishek
Berg
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Capuano
Carney
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Cooper
Costello
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
DeGette
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett

Stark

Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney

Tonko

Towns

Van Hollen
Velazquez

NOES—272

Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Himes
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
Kildee
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Kucinich
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Markey
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
MecCotter
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
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Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neal
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Peters
Peterson
Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

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

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schiff
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Webster
Weiner
West

Westmoreland Wolf Young (AK)
Whitfield Womack Young (FL)
Wilson (SC) Woodall Young (IN)
Wittman Yoder

NOT VOTING—T7
Cohen Lamborn Wasserman
Giffords Nadler Schultz
Labrador Schwartz

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote.
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Messrs. WATT, MARKEY,
KUCINICH, Ms. TSONGAS, Ms. RICH-
ARDSON, and Ms. BERKLEY changed
their vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”’

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above record.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 242, noes 182,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 188]

AYES—242
Adams Crenshaw Hastings (WA)
Aderholt Culberson Hayworth
AKkin Davis (KY) Heck
Alexander Denham Heller
Amash Dent Hensarling
Austria DesJarlais Herger
Bachmann Diaz-Balart Herrera Beutler
Bachus Dold Holden
Barletta Dreier Huelskamp
Bartlett Duffy Huizenga (MI)
Barton (TX) Duncan (SC) Hultgren
Bass (NH) Duncan (TN) Hunter
Benishek Ellmers Hurt
Berg Emerson Issa
Biggert Farenthold Jenkins
Bilbray Fincher Johnson (IL)
Bilirakis Fitzpatrick Johnson (OH)
Bishop (UT) Flake Johnson, Sam
Black Fleischmann Jones
Blackburn Fleming Jordan
Bonner Flores Kelly
Bono Mack Forbes King (IA)
Boren Fortenberry King (NY)
Boustany Foxx Kingston
Brady (TX) Franks (AZ) Kinzinger (IL)
Brooks Frelinghuysen Kline
Broun (GA) Gallegly Lamborn
Buchanan Gardner Lance
Bucshon Garrett Landry
Buerkle Gerlach Lankford
Burgess Gibbs Latham
Burton (IN) Gibson Latta
Calvert Gingrey (GA) Lewis (CA)
Camp Gohmert LoBiondo
Campbell Goodlatte Long
Canseco Gosar Lucas
Cantor Gowdy Luetkemeyer
Capito Granger Lummis
Carter Graves (GA) Lungren, Daniel
Cassidy Graves (MO) E.
Chabot Griffin (AR) Mack
Chaffetz Griffith (VA) Manzullo
Chandler Grimm Marchant
Coble Guinta Marino
Coffman (CO) Guthrie McCarthy (CA)
Cole Hall McCaul
Conaway Hanna McClintock
Cooper Harper McCotter
Cravaack Harris McHenry
Crawford Hartzler McKeon

McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Quayle
Reed

Ackerman
Altmire
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barrow
Bass (CA)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi

Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson

NOES—182

Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
LaTourette
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Napolitano
Neal
Olver
Owens
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Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree (ME)
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Ross (AR)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth
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NOT VOTING—8

Cohen Moore Schwartz
Giffords Nadler Wasserman
Labrador Schrader Schultz

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote.

O 1845

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 1076, PROHIBITING FEDERAL
FUNDING OF NATIONAL PUBLIC
RADIO

Mr. DREIER, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 112-35) on the resolution (H.
Res. 174) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 1076) to prohibit Federal
funding of National Public Radio and
the use of Federal funds to acquire
radio content, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

———

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 979

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to have my name re-
moved as cosponsor of the bill (H.R.
979) to amend chapter 89 of title 5,
United States Code, to ensure program
integrity, transparency, and cost sav-
ings in the pricing and contracting of
prescription drug benefits under the
Federal Employees Health Benefits
Program.

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

There was no objection.

————

RECOGNIZING THE CONTRIBU-
TIONS OF THE MIAMI HEBREW
ACADEMY

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to recognize an extraor-
dinary school in my south Florida com-
munity, the Miami Hebrew Academy.
Founded in 1947 with just a handful of
students, the Hebrew Academy was the
first Jewish day school in the south-
eastern United States.

Today, the Hebrew Academy has
grown to over 600 students and serves
with distinction the educational and
religious needs of our Jewish families
and students. In addition to a phe-
nomenal general education, students of
the Miami Hebrew Academy are taught
the values of the Torah, the benefits of
a strong American-Israeli partnership,
and the importance of Holocaust edu-
cation.
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I cannot thank the Hebrew Academy
enough for its leadership in both the
general and spiritual education of our
south Florida community.

———
YUCCA MOUNTAIN

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

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to express my sympathy for the
people of Japan as they battle a nu-
clear disaster that threatens lives and
their environment, and I rise to reject
calls for more wasteful spending, $100
billion more of wasteful spending, on
the Yucca Mountain project in re-
sponse to Japan’s nuclear tragedy.

Dumping radioactive waste on top of
an earthquake fault located inside a
volcanic zone 90 miles outside of Las
Vegas will only increase the danger to
Americans from radioactive waste pro-
duced at nuclear power plants. Nuclear
industry plans call for decades of waste
shipments to be unleashed on commu-
nities across the United States that are
unprepared to deal with the death and
destruction that this radioactive gar-
bage can cause.

Whether it’s a tragic accident involv-
ing a train or a truck carrying nuclear
waste or a deliberate 9/11 style ter-
rorist attack on even one shipment,
the risk to human lives and the poten-
tial for billions of dollars in economic
damage is staggering.

Let us stop pushing Yucca Mountain
and start focusing on securing waste at
existing plant sites, stored in hardened
bunkers engineered to keep this mate-
rial isolated from our fellow citizens.
With what we are witnessing in Japan,
these pro-dump forces should put con-
cern for safeguarding lives above con-
cerns about profits.

————————

IN MEMORY OF DERRY
BROWNFIELD

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

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, it is
with a heavy heart that I come to the
floor today to mourn the passing of
Derry Brownfield, a pioneer in the farm
broadcasting industry. As the only
agri-reporter and farm broadcaster in
Congress, I feel compelled to honor him
today.

Derry’s influence across the farm
broadcasting industry was far-reach-
ing, and it will be felt for years to
come. While many overlook the impor-
tance of agri-reporting, Derry under-
stood the necessity. He prided himself
on ‘‘speaking as a farmer, to the farm-
er, for the farmer, from the farm.”

His vision and passion for informing
and educating rural America was un-
paralleled and an inspiration to the
farmers and farm broadcasters he influ-
enced. There is now a noticeable hole
in the agriculture community, but we
can take what Derry taught us and
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honor his legacy by continuing the tra-

dition of quality agricultural
reporting.
———
O 1850

HONORING ST. PATRICK’S DAY

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

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
honor of the great holiday of St. Pat-
rick’s Day. My district is home to the
largest population of Irish Americans
in the Nation. Like many of my con-
stituents, my paternal grandparents
emigrated from Ireland at the turn of
the 20th century. When they came to
this country, they had all their worldly
possessions in one trunk each. There-
after, they had eight children, five of
whom served in our Armed Forces, one
of whom gave his life for this country.

So many of my friends and neighbors
share similar stories of sacrifice and
dedication to family and to their new
country. It is no wonder that Irish
Americans have come to embody the
values of loyalty, community, and hard
work in the fabric of our Nation.

As they say, everyone is Irish on St.
Patrick’s Day. So let us all embody
those values as we tackle the chal-
lenges facing our Nation currently.

May the road rise up to you,

May the wind be always at your
back,

May the sun shine warm upon your
face,

The rains fall soft upon your fields
and,

Until we meet again,

May God hold you in the palm of His
hand.

—————
RETREAT?

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 9
months after the administration sent
1,200 National Guard troops to the bor-
der, Washington has decided that it is
time for the troops to withdraw. In my
opinion, this decision is dangerously ir-
responsible. Violence has already
spilled into the United States from
Mexico. The 16 Texas border counties
are packed with foreign mnationals
charged with serious crimes in the
United States.

According to the GAO, 56 percent of
the border is wide open; and instead of
fulfilling their duty to protect the peo-
ple of this country, Washington orders
retreat. It defies logic that we would
remove the National Guard from the
border. If anything, we need more
troops on the ground.

Doesn’t Washington know that the
border is a war zone? To abandon the
third front puts Americans at risk with
cross-border crime. This is a national
security issue that cannot be ignored.
It is the first duty of the Federal Gov-
ernment to protect the people and the
homeland, not order retreat.
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And that’s just the way it is.

——————

EXPRESSING SUPPORT FOR JAPAN

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to rise this evening on behalf of
the people of the State of Ohio to offer
our great heartfelt support to our
brothers and sisters in the nation of
Japan. Every person in the world really
is bound with compassion and with
hope that we can find a way to help
heal the great damage that is occur-
ring there and has occurred. I know
that we have over 12 naval vessels that
have moved across the Pacific to offer
assistance, and nations around the
world will try to help the people of
Japan.

My message this evening is one of
hope to the Japanese people, so many
that I have met in my own career, cer-
tainly their national leaders in the
Diet, in their executives, so many edu-
cational leaders, and just the people of
Japan who have been so kind to us on
our visits there. I hope they know that
Japanese Americans living in our coun-
try, certainly in Ohio’s Ninth District,
are bound with them in an attitude of
rebuilding and healing.

As the State of Ohio’s name mean
“hello,” we offer tonight a very special
hello to the valiant people of Japan.

————

OUR NATURAL RESOURCES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LoNG). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January b5, 2011, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I do
echo the comments of my friend from
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). Our hearts do go
out, our prayers do go out for the peo-
ple in Japan, difficult time there.

At the same time, there are so many
people struggling in this country.
There are so many people out of work;
and although in the last week gas
prices have come down some, sadly in
the wake of the Japan tragedy, there is
no doubt speculation will eventually go
back up unless this administration
stops, ceases, desists in putting our
natural resources off limits for our use
to help our economy to create jobs for
our citizens. You know, certainly other
countries welcome the pigheadedness
of those in charge of this administra-
tion who are determined to keep us
from using our own resources.

We had a hearing today in the Nat-
ural Resources Committee, and the
chairman of the Railroad Commission,
the regulating body in Texas, Ms. Eliz-
abeth Jones, had indicated—and I was
not aware of what exactly she had
said—but, apparently, this administra-
tion is making a big deal of reopening
and granting a permit that actually
was not a new permit. This is some-
thing that had been pending that was a
re-release and was not a new permit.
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And how ironic, the ultimate irony,
that this administration’s first sup-
posed new permit would be to a drilling
project in which British Petroleum,
BP, would be the major investor. How
about that? This administration sim-
ply cannot get away from trying to
help their buddies at BP.

It was interesting to hear our friend
across the aisle from Massachusetts in
our hearing today indicate that in the
European waters, off their coasts, they
have the same driller, the same inter-
national companies; and yet, the safety
records over there are much better
than they are in the Gulf of Mexico.
Quite interesting because the only dif-
ference is, in this country, the adminis-
tration is run by those who help out
President Obama, and they have sadly
looked the other way while BP racked
up safety violation after safety viola-
tion, after dozens of safety violations.

In the meantime, the other major
drillers had one, two violations over
the same period. BP racked up dozens
of violations and then hundreds of vio-
lations until they had reached around
800 safety violations. But did this ad-
ministration rein them in? No.

And then we later read that actually
when this administration could not
bring itself to really come down on BP
after the disastrous blowout of the
Deepwater Horizon, that BP executives
were negotiating and working out the
day, the time, the place that they
would come out in support of President
Obama’s and our Democratic col-
leagues’ great pride and joy called the
cap-and-trade bill. I don’t want to of-
fend people by calling it the crap-and-
trade bill, so we will call it the cap-
and-trade bill instead of what I really
think it is.

But they were negotiating to come
out and be the administration’s one big
international energy company that em-
braced this whole cap-and-trade bill.
Why? Because they had special perks
they were getting out of it with regard
to carbon sales, and so they were com-
ing onboard.

O 1900

Well, of course this administration
did not want to come down on BP when
they were going to be the big energy
company that came out saying, Yes,
we’re for this cap-and-trade bill. Yes,
we think it’s good. Why? Because we’re
going to get rich off of it even though
Americans are going to be paying out
the nose for energy once this thing
kicks in. Americans will be losing their
jobs right and left; but, boy, we will
make a lot of money because we’re cro-
nies with the administration. So they
were going to come out in support.

The administration didn’t want to
shut them down. They were hoping
that what BP was telling them about it
not really being that big of a deal
would be true. So of course the Presi-
dent didn’t fly down there imme-
diately, like he had said about Presi-
dent Bush that he should have after
Katrina. This President waited and
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waited, really didn’t want to come
down on BP because these were his
buddies that were going to help him
get across the finish line the cap-and-
trade bill. They were the guys that had
safety violation after safety violation.
So it gets a little difficult to hear
friends across the aisle talk about cro-
nyism when we know that when you
really examine the facts where the cro-
nyism lies.

We have heard people talk about how
offensive it was that there were off-
shore leases that had language re-
moved from the pricing from which
royalties were paid that cost the
United States Treasury billions of dol-
lars in royalties that rightfully would
have been the U.S. Treasury’s, except
that our hearings indicated that there
was actually at least one or two people
in the Clinton administration who had
it pointed out, Hey, we need this lan-
guage in here that allows us to get the
amount of royalties we should. But
they were instructed, We are leaving it
out here.

When we had a hearing with a friend
of the Clinton administration, a former
appointee of the Clinton administra-
tion who had done his research, I asked
him why he had not questioned those
people who had ordered that that lan-
guage be kept out. He said, Well, they
left the administration, so we really
can’t question them. They are in the
private sector now.

Well, you do a little further research,
and you find out that the private sec-
tor, these people that cost the United
States Government billions of dollars
and made billions of dollars for the cro-
nies of the Democrats in the Big O0il,
they actually had gone to work for
British Petroleum. How about that. So
to have heard the former Clinton ap-
pointee who did the investigations say,
Well, I couldn’t possibly question these
people because they left, and they were
in the private sector, I was surprised
because if someone intentionally and
knowingly defrauds the government,
it’s a crime. And the FBI doesn’t have
any trouble normally going after folks,
subpoenaing records. They know how
to do it. They do it quite well. But they
didn’t go after these individuals be-
cause—well, they had left government
service, and this one in particular had
gone to work for British Petroleum.
How about that.

So imagine our surprise in 2009 when
we find out that the person who was
most knowledgeable about the lan-
guage being taken out that cost us bil-
lions of dollars and had gone to work
for British Petroleum had now been
brought on to the Obama administra-
tion to supervise these offshore leases.
How about that. Or to quote our friends
from Saturday Night Live: “What’s up
with that?”’ It cost the country billions
of dollars, went to work for British Pe-
troleum, and then you bring them back
on and put them in charge of the off-
shore leases?

Then we find out that those who
worked for the Interior Department,
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the offshore rig inspectors who stand
between this country and disastrous
problems off the coast that are man-
made, were the ones within the Bureau
of Land Management that were allowed
to unionize.

Well, that sounds kind of strange be-
cause, you know, union negotiations—
normally, if you go back to the incep-
tion of unions, it was to overcome
issues of corporate greed. It didn’t
seem to fit here because here were peo-
ple that were supposed to stand be-
tween our Nation and man-made disas-
ters off our coast. And they were al-
lowed to unionize because we know
unions, they’ll negotiate—oops, these
folks can’t work too many hours, can’t
work too many hours in succession.
You have got to do this. You can’t go—
you know, there are all kinds of things
negotiated. It would be like negoti-
ating a union contract on behalf of the
military soldiers. You can’t overwork
them. You can’t expect them to work
too late into the evening, travel too
much.

When people are standing between us
and disaster, it just is not appropriate
to have contracts negotiated in a union
manner, because they stand between us
and disaster. It’s not appropriate for
people in the military, and it’s not ap-
propriate for our offshore rig inspec-
tors. If they have to work extra hours,
if they have to travel extra, if they
have to do some task to ensure that
our country does not get devastated be-
cause of man-made negligence, a dis-
aster off our coast, they will have to do
that job; and if you don’t like it, go to
work for the private sector.

That is the way it was supposed to
be, not to have unions organize people
who stand between us and disaster. Be-
cause if you go back to the founding,
the Founders anticipated—and some of
them wrote in their letters, in their
diaries that we had within our grasp,
they indicated, the chance to do what
philosophers had only dreamed about,
to govern ourselves.

We can understand the need for union
collective bargaining, to overcome cor-
porate greed in cases where it’s oc-
curred; but to need unions to extort
things from the government that is
supposed to be ‘“We, the people,” in a
democratic Republic? Offshore inspec-
tors standing between us and disaster,
and they get to have a bargaining ses-
sion where, Gee, we don’t want them to
work too many hours even if it meant
saving America, saving thousands of
jobs.

Well, in the hearing where we heard
from the director of the Bureau of
Land Management who was over that
whole system, when I asked, What are
the checks and balances? Since you
have these offshore inspectors union-
ized, what are the checks and balances
that protect us from disaster? It should
be these offshore inspectors. So how do
you ensure that the allegations that we
read and have been hearing that some
of the administration’s offshore inspec-
tors had been bribed, have been given
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perks to look the other way with safe-
ty violations, and they had done so—
we’ve read allegations of that kind of
thing. So what is it that protects us
and ensures there are checks and bal-
ances to make sure offshore inspectors
are not bribed, are not given things to
make them look the other way?

And the director indicated they do
have a solid system of checks and bal-
ances for such offshore inspectors.
They send them out in teams of two
people at a time. That way, we can rest
assured that if one inspector were sub-
jected to some type of bribe or perk,
something to look the other way, the
other inspector would report them,
would refuse to accept the bribe or the
perk to look the other way, so that we
could rest assured that we were pro-
tected.

0 1910

Apparently, she was not aware that I
was aware that the last two-person
team of inspectors that went out, sent
by this administration out to the Deep-
water Horizon before the disastrous
blowout, was a father and son union-
ized inspection team. That’s who was
sent to stand between us and disaster.

Now, there are some disasters, like
earthquakes, like tsunamis, that insur-
ance companies call acts of God. I still
do, too. I don’t believe that God causes
those things to happen to punish peo-
ple. I think He has the power to do so.

But we do have the power to build
and to inspect and to prepare for disas-
ters so that we can mitigate and mini-
mize damages after such things occur.
But you can’t very well mitigate and
minimize when you’re allowing the
kind of abuses that have gone on from
this administration with the cronies in
Big Oil like British Petroleum.

And it’s interesting to have heard,
today, friends across the aisle trying to
wrap British Petroleum around Repub-
licans’ necks as an albatross when, ac-
tually, the group that has protected
British Petroleum over and over has al-
lowed them to continue to drill, and
when this administration finally got
around to granting a new permit that
really wasn’t new after all, it happens
to be to their cronies, their buddies—
good old crony capitalism—where BP is
the major investor. How about that?
Another ‘‘and what’s up with that?”’

BP gets the latest right to drill in
the gulf when others have lost thou-
sands of jobs, families have been left
destitute. And that means not just that
the workers who work on those oil rigs
have been hurt, their families have
been hurt, and then all the places
where they did business have been
hurt. The restaurants, clothing stores,
everybody who did business with those
have been suffering because this ad-
ministration did not punish the com-
pany responsible for nearly 800 safety
violations. It punished all those who
were not their cronies.

And how ironic that the biggest fi-
nancial supporter of this administra-
tion and Democratic politics, in George
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Soros, had as his biggest individual in-
vestment in Brazilian drilling, oil and
gas.

How ironic that when this adminis-
tration granted a $2 billion loan from
the United States of money—we don’t
have over 40 cents of every dollar of
that $2 billion that we have to borrow
and pay interest on—we loaned it to
Brazil to do offshore drilling that we
won’t allow here.

Oh, but by the way, that helps the
Democrats’ biggest supporter finan-
cially, George Soros, with his biggest
individual investment; so, therefore,
it’s okay to drill off the coast of Brazil
with money borrowed from America at
low interest rates that we have to bor-
row from other countries at a different
interest rate. That’s just astounding.

And then we have calls to eliminate
the method that has produced over 100
years, perhaps 200 years, of natural gas
reserves. We’ve been provided informa-
tion that indicates that if all of the 18-
wheelers in America started utilizing
natural gas instead of gasoline or die-
sel, then we would cut our dependency
on those who hate us by 50 percent. But
no, we’re not going to do that.

In fact, there are measures being
pushed by this administration and the
EPA to eliminate our ability to utilize
over 100, 200 years of natural gas that
could provide our electricity, even cut-
ting the need for more nuclear power
plants. It could be of tremendous as-
sistance in cutting our reliance on for-
eign oil. And this administration wants
to eliminate that ability. It makes no
sense.

Our hearts still go out to Japan for
the decimation that’s occurred, for the
loss of life and the livelihoods, and this
administration has expressed that so
eloquently. But not so for this adminis-
tration’s actual activities to help the
lives and livelihoods in the gulf coast
area of those who this administration
didn’t save their job. They cost them
their job. They cost them their liveli-
hood. They caused gasoline prices to go
up because we will not help ourselves.

We were told when gasoline reached
$4 a gallon that probably 25 percent or
more of that was speculation. Well,
when speculators see that we’re doing
nothing to help ourselves with our own
energy needs and, in fact, we’re making
it more and more difficult to produce
our own oil, gas, natural resources to
take care of ourselves and instead are
going deeper and deeper in debt to
countries that don’t like us—thank
goodness we’'re friends with Canada,
and they’re helpful in our energy
needs. But we’re funding some of the
very terrorism we’re concerned about
in the Middle East because we refuse to
use our own natural resources.

I was told by a Chinese gentleman
that he thought he had figured out
what our energy policy was, because
often the Chinese, they look farsighted.
They look down the road. They try to
examine issues and policies in a far-
sighted manner generations down the
road, when we here in America some-
times have a hard time looking at what



March 16, 2011

we’re going to do tonight. Certainly,
tomorrow is a stretch.

But, anyway, this Chinese gentleman
had said, I think we figured out what
you are doing. You continue constantly
to put your own natural resources off
limits, and that forces the rest of the
world to use all of their natural re-
sources. And then eventually everyone
will have used their natural resources
but you, and then you’ll be the only
one with natural resources. You’ll still
be the superpower, and you’ll still be
the superdominant country in the
world because everyone else lost their
resources. They’re used up, and you
still have yours.

And I told him, I wish I could take
credit and say you caught us; that’s
our plan. Everybody else used up their
natural resources. But we haven’t been
that strategic in our thinking. No,
we’re just having people say it may
devastate the economy. Obviously, it
is. It does when you put your natural
resources off limits.

But they claim that will save the en-
vironment, not understanding that
when you devastate an economy and
people are losing their jobs and they
can’t pay their bills, they’re not con-
cerned about the environment. They’re
concerned about getting by and just
living. And it’s only when you have a
vibrant economy, like we did have,
that you have a country where we’re
concerned about pollution of air and
water, and we rein it in.

Instead, policies of this administra-
tion are sending more and more jobs
overseas where they pollute four to ten
times more than we do doing the same
job, and yet that pollution goes into
the same atmosphere and often floats
over into our country. Mercury, toxic
materials come floating up because we
ran those manufacturers off in think-
ing we were doing some good for the
economy and for the environment, and
we were hurting both.
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That’s not the way it works when
you have natural resources, when you
have been so richly blessed, as we have
been in this country, with so many re-
sources. You're expected to be good
stewards, to use those resources wisely,
but don’t be an idiot and not use them.
We’ve been blessed with them. TUse
them.

Help the environment, help the econ-
omy, and you help the world.

As I mentioned here before—but I've
not forgotten—a West African told me
last year when I was over in West Afri-
ca that they were all excited when we
elected an African American as Presi-
dent; but they have seen this Presi-
dent’s policies weakening America, and
he asked me to make sure people here
understood that, when we weaken or
allow America to grow weaker, we hurt
the peace-loving people around the
world, particularly Christians, who
want to live in peace.

He said, When you allow the United
States to get weaker, we don’t have
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hope of anyone coming to our rescue
when people come after us. You're our
hope in this world. Please tell your
friends in Congress and in the adminis-
tration, Don’t keep weakening your
country. You’re hurting those who
hope and want peace around the world.

We owe it to ourselves. We owe it to
all of those who want peace around the
world and who count on us to act re-
sponsibly.

I know the Obama administration
and those in the Interior Department
have said, Gee, we’re not going to be
allowing these risky ventures out in
the Gulf of Mexico. Yet they turn
around and let the most unconscion-
able violator of safety regulations be
the major investor in the permit they
just released.

And what about these major oil com-
panies that keep being demonized? A
moratorium in the gulf has caused
many of them to move rigs to other
countries. They won’t be back for a
number of years, if at all. We’re costing
ourselves thousands of jobs, and we’re
forcing ourselves to send more money
to countries that hate our guts.

And what about those who are unable
to just move because they’re inter-
national, big companies—the inde-
pendent o0il companies—of which we
have numerous in Texas and in Lou-
isiana and in other Gulf States? Well,
they can’t just take off and go to
Brazil or go to other countries. They
go out of business. They’ve got no-
where else to go because this adminis-
tration is putting them and those they
hire and those they buy from out of
business.

It makes no sense to keep shooting
ourselves in the foot and hurting those
who rely on us.

Now, we’ve had a temporary ces-
sation in the explosion in gas prices.
There is a chance here that the admin-
istration will take advantage of it and
will quit running off more jobs with
more regulations and continuing an ac-
tual moratorium, in fact, on offshore
drilling. There is a chance that the ad-
ministration will take advantage of
this time-out to say, You know what?
We’ve seen the light. We’ve heard the
human cry from across America about
expensive gas prices. We’ve heard the
human cry about 100-plus years of nat-
ural gas, so we’re going to encourage
cars or 18-wheelers to start utilizing
natural gas for their fuel. It does not
produce carbon monoxide, which truly
is poisonous and dangerous to human
life.

So it’s a good idea. My friend across
the aisle, DAN BOREN, has a great bill.
I'm hoping that the House will move it,
that the Senate will take it up and
that the President will sign it, and we
can help ourselves get off such an in-
credible reliance on foreign oil.

It’s time to start helping ourselves.
It’s time for people to stop helping
those simply because they’ve helped
them get elected. It’s time for people
here in Washington to follow our oath,
to protect our country, and that in-
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cludes helping to create a strong econ-
omy. That means, like doctors who
have taken the oath to do no harm, we
should take the same oath:

First, do no harm. Quit trying to
force people out of business because
you don’t like them.

Once we do that, we’ll be on the road
to a greater economy than this Nation
has ever experienced.

Now I want to finish up. I was given
a book of an historical nature. It’s
called, “Mr. JONES, Meet the Master.”
It has sermons and prayers of Peter
Marshall during his time as Chaplain of
the United States Senate during the
1940s. It has got some wonderful mate-
rial in here, and I would just like to
finish my time by reading a prayer by
the Chaplain of the U.S. Senate as he
prayed it in the U.S. Senate. Senate
Chaplain Peter Marshall prayed these
words in the U.S. Senate:

“Our Father in Heaven, give us the
long view of our work and our world.

‘““Help us to see that it is better to
fail in a cause that will ultimately suc-
ceed than to succeed in a cause that
will ultimately fail.

‘“May Thy will be done here, and may
Thy program be carried out, above
party and personality, beyond time and
circumstance, for the good of America
and the peace of the world. Through
Jesus Christ Our Lord, amen.”

That was the prayer of Chaplain
Peter Marshall during his time as
Chaplain of the United States Senate.

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

———
THE PROGRESSIVE CAUCUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. ELLISON) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, my name
is KEITH ELLISON. I claim the time on
behalf of the Progressive Caucus. I
want to thank you, Mr. Speaker, for
providing the time so that we can
share our views and opinions about the
world we live in and about the impor-
tance of Congress’ being responsive to
the American people.

Tonight, I am here on behalf of the
Progressive Caucus. The Congressional
Progressive Caucus is a caucus in the
United States Congress, 83-member-
strong, who can be counted on to stand
up for peace as opposed to war, who can
be counted on to stand up for working
and middle class people and economic
justice and a fair distribution of our
Nation’s resources, who can be counted
on to stand up for civil and human
rights, who believe that color, culture,
sexual orientation, and things like this
are not important as they relate to the
worth or merit of a human being, and
we can be counted on to stand up for
these ideas that make our country
great.

In fact, for every great movement in
our country, whether it has been the
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civil rights movement, the women’s
rights movement, whether it has been
the right to expand the vote to 18-year-
olds, whether it has been the fight to
end slavery or to support the rights of
working people on the job, including
our public employees so imperiled
today, it has been Progressives who
have made these struggles. It has been
conservatives who have always fought
progress. They fought against ending
slavery. They fought against integra-
tion. They fought against women’s
rights. Always the conservatives have
been the ones against moving our coun-
try forward, and they are today again.

So we are the Progressive Caucus,
and we are proud to be Members of this
Congress. We are proud to be able to
stand up and articulate a people-fo-
cused, American-focused agenda that
we know and believe is going to be to
the benefit of the American people. We
are the Congressional Progressive Cau-
cus, and we are very pleased to be
Members of the Congress, standing up
for the American people.

Tonight, I am here to talk about the
Progressive message.

0 1930

The Progressive message. The mes-
sage that we are going to share tonight
is protecting the American Dream.
Protecting the American Dream, stop-
ping corporate tax cheats, and having a
sane budget. That’s what we want to
talk about tonight, protecting the
American Dream.

What is the American Dream? The
American Dream is the dream, not the
fantasy, but the dream that if you
work hard and you live life by the
rules, that you will be able to be suc-
cessful in America; that you will be
able to get a job, go to school; that if
you live long enough and are blessed to
do so, that you will be able to retire
with Social Security and Medicare;
that your children and grandchildren
will be able to get a quality education
at a public school if they want to; and
that, no matter what color they are or
what culture they are or what religion
they are, they are welcomed, because
Americans are Americans are Ameri-
cans. That’s the American Dream.

This is a dream shared by people who
go back 14 generations in America, like
my family does, or people who are
brand-new arrivals in America, the
newest person who just got their green
card or just got their citizenship,
sworn in and just got naturalized yes-
terday. The American Dream. This is
the dream we are talking about.

Now, I believe that the conservatives
in this body have another kind of
dream. Their dream, based on the poli-
cies that they pursue, is to get the
rights of workers away from them.
They are all applauding what happened
in Wisconsin so that in the workforce
and workplace you have got no democ-
racy; you have no say-so on what hap-
pens to you. They want to have us
working for China wages. They want us
competing with the people in the Third
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World, and they want to drive wages
down so that we can be price competi-
tive with people who basically don’t
make anything.

They want to have a Tax Code that
allows the richest of the richest to
keep their money and not contribute to
society, and push the expenses of soci-
ety onto the working and middle class
people. They envision a society where
you have a tiny elite and a vast num-
ber of Americans who are desperate
and will work for anything, because
they will have gotten rid of the social
safety net that we as a society come
together and put in place. They want
to get rid of LIHEAP, which is home
heating o0il; get rid of Pell Grants,
which help our students from moderate
and low incomes have a chance to get
ahead; get rid of foreclosure mitigation
programs so that Americans could try
to keep their homes; get rid of all this
stuff that helps people and just say,
Yeah, you can work, but you had better
work for whatever the big boss pays
you, and you can’t have a union. And if
you are lucky enough to be among the
top 1 percent, then life is going to be
good.

This is the Progressive message.
That is what we are here to talk about
today, the American Dream. But the
dream I am talking about is rooted in
the Pledge of Allegiance.

I have got to confess to you, Mr.
Speaker, I love coming here to say the
Pledge of Allegiance. Whenever I am
privileged enough to be able to be on
the House Floor at 10 a.m. or 12, when-
ever we open, I always feel good about
saying the Pledge of Allegiance. I
teach it to my children, the Pledge of
Allegiance. And my favorite part of
it—and of course I love the whole
thing. But my favorite part of it is
when we say, ‘‘liberty and justice for
all.” T love that part of it. ““For all.”

Now see, the conservatives in this
body, they like to talk about liberty.
And then when they are talking about
liberty, they are not talking about a
woman’s right to choose, because that
is liberty. They are not talking about
the freedom of worship to be Muslim,
Christian, Jewish, Baha’i. No religion
at all. They don’t believe in that. They
believe only one way to seek the Di-
vine, and they get more radical with it
every single day. They don’t believe in
liberties like that. They don’t believe
you should be able to say whatever you
want to say. They don’t necessarily be-
lieve in the liberties that I am talking
about.

They believe in property rights.
That’s the liberty they are talking
about. They mean that you ought to be
able to own as much as you want. And
if you can buy the whole State of
Texas, Oklahoma or Minnesota and you
have got the money for it, you ought to
be able to do it. That is what they are
talking about. They are talking about
property.

Now, I believe in property rights, too.
I am a very firm believer that you
ought to own your home, you ought to
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own your business. You ought to be
able to have some things that are
yours, and they are not for the govern-
ment to control. I share that belief
with them, not to the extreme they be-
lieve it, but I do believe that there is
an important role for property rights. I
also believe that there is a right for
personal liberties, too, and they are
not so hot about that.

But it seems like they end the whole
discussion after ‘“‘and justice for all.”
They are okay with the liberty part as
long as it is property rights, but they
are against the ‘‘and justice for all” be-
cause it is the ‘‘and justice,” not ‘‘or
justice.” ‘“And justice.”

Justice has to do with treating peo-
ple equally—all colors, all cultures, all
faiths. Justice means that you marry
who you want to marry in America. It
is not the government’s business. Jus-
tice means treating people with fair-
ness. That is what it means. Justice in
the economic sphere means that all of
us have to share the burden of expense
of this great country of ours and that
none of us can reap all the goodies of
being in America but don’t have to pay
anything when it comes to footing the
bill. That is justice.

Now, this last part, in some ways, is
the best part, ‘‘for all.” For everyone.
Last week, we had some hearings in
the Homeland Security Committee
where one particular religious group
was pointed out for persecution, actu-
ally. That was a sad day. For all,
though. America is about for all. For
everybody. All Americans of whatever
faith group, of whatever color, of what-
ever, rural or urban, straight, gay. All
of us. Liberty and justice for all. It
ought to make you feel good.

And when you think about liberty,
this means you can do what you want
to do. My conservative friends think it
only means property, but it really
means property or personal liberty.
Justice means we treat people fairly in
America. You have got a right to a fair
trial. Even if you are accused of a
crime, we can’t take your liberty or
your justice away or your money until
it is proven beyond a reasonable doubt.
Justice.

We have the Fourth Amendment that
says the government has to have a rea-
sonable basis and has to get a warrant
before they go snooping on you. That is
justice. Justice, the right to a lawyer.
These things are important. And we
don’t give up on justice. Even if you
are a person accused of something real-
ly bad and it looks like you really did
it, still you get justice in this America
I love so much. And it is for all. Every-
body. We have no exceptions.

It seems like some of my friends on
the conservative side of this body
would have ‘‘and liberty and justice for
all except gays, Muslims, and immi-
grants.” That is what it seems like
their opinion is. That is how they be-
have anyway.

Anyway, I am just going to leave
that up there for a moment because I
am going to refer to it. But I want to
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say, the fact is that Democrats aren’t
afraid to stand up for the middle class.
We are not afraid to say that Ameri-
cans, if you want, if you are ready to
work hard, ought to be able to get a
piece of that American Dream. If you
are ready to study hard, we ought to do
something to make sure that you can
go to school and get a quality edu-
cation. And the government, the Amer-
ican Government has a role, a certain
responsibility to make sure that is
there for you.

One of the big debates we are having
in Congress now, Mr. Speaker, is sim-
ply this: On the one side, we have peo-
ple on this side of the aisle, and they
are under the impression that the gov-
ernment can’t do anything for you,
shouldn’t do anything to help you out.
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On the other side, we believe in
mixed government. Yes, the govern-
ment should be there for you, but you
should be able to do—I mean, of course
you have liberty and you have the pri-
vate sector and the mixture with the
public sector together. They say the
private sector. We say private and pub-
lic sector. This is the debate going on
in Congress right now.

When I think about the things that
we worked on today, they wanted to
get rid of all the foreclosure mitigation
programs. In America, 4 million fore-
closures, and perhaps 7 million before
it is all done, and we literally voted on
the House floor today that all those
people can just let the market deal
with their problem. That is it.

Now, we didn’t let the market deal
with its problems when they came here
and asked for $700 billion for Wall
Street. We didn’t let the market deal
with them. They get some socialism
when they are in a jam.

But really, when that bailout hap-
pened to those banks and Republicans
voted for it, Democrats too—I voted for
it, full disclosure—what happened is we
said, Look, you have been irrespon-
sible. You have done the wrong thing.
You are like a person who has been
smoking cigarettes in bed. You are like
a person who has been drinking and got
busted, and you are in jail.

And like that person who smoked in
bed, your house burned down. But I
can’t run out and lecture you about
how smoking in bed is wrong. I have
got to go get some water and put the
fire out, because the fire you started
can burn my house down if I don’t do
something.

And just like that friend who got
drunk and was out, you call me up at 2
o’clock in the morning and say, Man, I
am really wasted. Yes, I am going to
tell you off and tell you how wrong you
are, but I am going to get up out of
bed, and I am going to pick you up be-
cause I don’t want you to get in the car
and hurt yourself or hurt somebody
else.

So, yes, I voted for the bailout. I
voted for the bailout because, if Wall
Street went down, it was going to take
all the rest of us with it.
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But the point is, under the Bush ad-
ministration, they asked us to step up,
and they asked all of America. This is
a representative democracy. We rep-
resent our districts. And they asked
the American people, through us as
their representatives, to say, Could you
please help Wall Street out? They were
very irresponsible, but if we don’t help
them, we are all going to suffer. So can
you help them?

And the American people, through
us, their representatives, came up with
the majority that said, Okay, we will
help. We don’t want to go through this
again. We want our money back. We
have rules we are going to impose, but
we are going to help. And today, guess
what? We pretty much are going to get
all that money back.

But when the American people need-
ed a hand, as soon as the Republican
caucus got in the majority, they start-
ed tearing down all the foreclosure
mitigation programs. This is a sad day,
and it is wrong. It is morally reprehen-
sible, and I am sad they did it. I fought
against it. I voted against it every time
I could. But we go by the rules, and the
rules are the majority decides. There is
another election coming up, Mr.
Speaker.

Anyway, there are two things that
should be pointed out about the Repub-
lican caucus. They say two things, two
things that don’t make much sense.
Well, they say a lot of things that
don’t make much sense, but they say
two things in particular. One is that
they are fighting for jobs. They are not
fighting for jobs, because if they were
fighting for jobs, you would see them
introduce at least one jobs bill. We
have been here for 11 weeks. They have
introduced exactly zero job bills. None.

I know people listening, Mr. Speaker,
might think, well, maybe. I am sure
they introduced at least one or two.
No. Check it. None. They have intro-
duced none. Absolutely none. They
have introduced no bills for jobs. In
fact, they introduced these spending
cuts that are going to cut jobs.

We showed today the Neighborhood
Stabilization Program, which they cut
and voted to eliminate today, offered
100,000 jobs across America. One of
those people was looking forward to
that job so they could put groceries on
the table, pay their rent, take care of
business. But we cut that program out,
and they are all fine with that.

The budget they introduced, H.R. 1—
that bill—experts, even conservative
economists, say, will cut 700,000 jobs.
They are not even embarrassed about
it. It is amazing.

Then they also say we’ve got to cut
it. We’ve got to cut it because—you
know what?—We have got this enor-
mous debt, and we don’t want to put
this debt—and they always say this,
they always say this—on our children
and grandchildren. They always say it.
You know what they are about to say
once they start saying it. We are
broke. We can’t put this debt on our
children and grandchildren.
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You know what? America is not
broke. America is the biggest economy
in the world. As a matter of fact, this
economy is three times bigger than the
Chinese economy. You wouldn’t know
that listening to them, because they
are always running around like Chick-
en Little. Oh, my god, the sky is fall-
ing. The sky falling. America has got
doom and gloom.

Well, I don’t believe America is doom
and gloom. I believe the best days of
this country are yet to come. I think
we have got to stop all this crying, and
we have to understand that we have to
grow ourselves out this deficit, not just
cut everything so that we get rid of the
social safety net that people rely on in
order to climb up the ladder to the
middle class. That is right, Mr. Speak-
er. We can’t allow that to happen.

We have got to say that there are two
things that Republicans say but are
wrong. They are, one, not about jobs,
because if they were, they would have
introduced at least one jobs bill. They
are not about cutting the deficit, be-
cause if they were, they wouldn’t have
forced President Obama into this bar-
gain where they basically extended tax
cuts for the richest, extended all of the
tax cuts, which cost this country $858
billion. And they forced him into that
bargain all so that we could extend un-
employment benefits for people who
have been out of work because of Re-
publican mismanagement of the econ-
omy.

This is the reality. They say they are
about the deficit. When we try to do
anything to get some more revenue in,
they are against it. They want to ex-
tend tax cuts for the richest Ameri-
cans, and they are letting $858 billion
go right out the door. If we had just let
those tax cuts expire, it would have
gone down to the rates when Bill Clin-
ton was in office. And, do you know
what? We had a booming economy
then, because Democrats are just bet-
ter at managing money than the Re-
publicans are.

During the Bush years, we had slow
job growth. We had very abysmal job
growth. Middle class people had flat
pay. We didn’t have any increases. Of
course, rich people had huge growth.
They had precipitous growth in their
income. It is amazing how much in-
come the rich got during the Bush ad-
ministration.

I will never forget that, at a big fund-
raiser that George Bush was having, he
was talking to a body of people where
there was an $800 a plate dinner, and
the President said, ‘‘Some people call
you the elite. I call you my base.”” You
know what? He wasn’t lying when he
said that, and he went into office and
he took care of those people too.

So, they are not really about deficits,
because if we didn’t extend any of the
tax cuts, we would eliminate the def-
icit in 4 years. I am for that. I will sign
up for that. If we did not extend any of
the tax cuts and if we let them all ex-
pire, the deficit would be wiped out in
4 years. But you know the Republicans
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aren’t serious about deficit reduction,
so they would never do that.

So they are not serious about jobs.
They are not serious about deficit re-
duction. I will tell you what they are
serious about. They are absolutely seri-
ous about giving the richest Americans
as much as they possibly can. That is
what they are serious about. They are
serious about giving the richest Ameri-
cans as much as they can, and they are
serious about taking and depriving
lower income and working class Ameri-
cans of a social safety net. They are se-
rious about those two things, but they
are not serious about jobs or deficit re-
duction.

But we in the Progressive Caucus are
serious about liberty and justice for
all. I really like this board, so I hate to
take it down, but I will put it back up.

Now, I just said that the Republicans,
conservatives, are absolutely not really
about deficit reduction. They are really
about cutting out the social safety net,
cutting out aid for students, cutting
out aid for poor people who need heat
in our northern climates. They are for
that kind of stuff. And they are for cut-
ting out Head Start.

What they do is they extend these
Bush tax cuts, and then they say, Oh,
we don’t have any money. And then
they say the only way we can solve the
deficit is through cuts. So you, grand-
ma, you sonny boy who is in school,
you little kid who is in Head Start, all
of you guys are out of luck.
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But that doesn’t happen to some peo-
ple.

Now here’s a board, Mr. Speaker. And
this board is what I call an interesting
board. This board has on it Bank of
America, General Electric, Citigroup,
ExxonMobil, Wells Fargo. Mr. Speaker,
in my pocket right now, I have $25.
That’s what I've got in my pocket. I
went to the ATM today because I need
a little bit of money. That’s all I got.

Mr. Speaker, I got more money in my
pocket than all of these companies
paid in taxes. Mr. Speaker, I got $25 in
my pocket, and it’s $256 more than Bank
of America, General Electric,
Citigroup, ExxonMobil, and Wells
Fargo altogether paid in taxes. I need
you to look this up, Mr. Speaker. I
need you to investigate this. You
might think, Oh, that’s just a politi-
cian talking. I'm telling you. And I will
back this up. They didn’t pay any
taxes.

And guess what? The Republican cau-
cus is telling us that the students can’t
have any Pell Grants, that we can’t af-
ford a foreclosure mitigation program.
They’re telling us that we’ve got to cut
Head Start, and we’ve got to cut home
heating assistance. They’re telling us
that we’ve got to cut the basics that
people rely on. We've got to cut re-
search programs. We’ve got to cut pro-
grams that are going to help us inves-
tigate new scientific breakthroughs.
But these guys don’t want to pay. You
don’t want to pay anything?
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Wait a minute, Bank of America.
Wait a minute, GE. Aren’t you guys
proud to be American companies?
Didn’t you guys benefit from being
here in the United States? Don’t you
feel good about being here in the
United States of America, the greatest
country in the world, where you’re free
to pursue profit all you want? All we
want to do is ask you to do a little
something for people who are still try-
ing to climb the ladder. And, appar-
ently, the Republicans say, Don’t
worry about it, guys. You don’t have to
pay anything. Oh, my goodness. This is
really quite amazing.

Mr. Speaker, this board here is a
challenge to all these companies and
any other ones—the big ones that
didn’t pay any taxes. It’s a challenge.
It’s a challenge to support tax policy to
help America. It’s a challenge to sup-
port the policy of ‘‘and liberty and jus-
tice for all.” They benefit from being
here. They’re protected by our Nation’s
fighting men and women in our mili-
tary. They’re protected by local police.
If any one of their members gets in-
jured or hurt or sick on the job, the
emergency medical services come to
their rescue.

They drive their big trucks and prob-
ably put more wear and tear on our
roads than the regular citizens do.
They use as much water as anybody
else, sometimes even pollute it. In
their cafeterias, they rely on the meat
that’s going to be served to be in-
spected by our government agencies.

Yet they don’t want to pay nothing.
And the sad thing about it is they prob-
ably wouldn’t mind paying, but the Re-
publican caucus insists that they pay
nothing. Look at it, Mr. Speaker. They
didn’t pay. But on April 15, me and you
are going to pay. We're going to pay
big time. But guess what? Those com-
panies didn’t pay.

Also, it’s not just corporations. It’s
individuals. I have no problem with Mr.
Trump. I’'m sure he’s a nice person.
Doesn’t really seem like it on tele-
vision, but he probably is. That’s prob-
ably just an act. And I'm sure Ms. Hil-
ton is a nice person, too. I've got noth-
ing against them personally at all.
Nothing bad to say about them. But I
don’t think they need a tax break. I
don’t think they need a tax break. I
think they should pay their fair shares.
I think the billionaires should pay
their fair share.

As we are in the middle of a mighty
budget battle, Mr. Speaker, I think pa-
triotic Americans should say, We need
a progressive Tax Code that asks the
most privileged of all of us to pony it
up, too. If you’re going to ask Mildred,
who bangs it out nine hours a day at a
diner on $9 an hour for money for
taxes; if you’re going to ask teachers
and cops, firefighters, and EMTs to
bang it out and pay up on April 15, I
think Donald Trump and Paris Hilton
should pay up, too.

Now, I don’t have any problem with
these people. I hope nobody thinks that
this is a personal attack on them. It’s
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not. It’s just the statement that in all
your houses that you own—both of
them probably have many—somebody
has got to heat them houses, somebody
has got to protect those houses if
somebody breaks in them. Somebody
has got to come put the fire out should,
heaven forbid, it should ever happen.
The road has got to be built; the sewer
lines have got to be maintained and
put out there.

That’s the government. That’s our
American Government. And I just
think these good folks here ought to
feel good about writing a check so that
the cops and the teachers can stay on
the job; so that the kids who need a
Pell Grant can get it; so that the kids
who are in Head Start can have a pro-
gram; so that there can be home heat-
ing assistance for our seniors. I would
just think that they would do that.
And I hope that they do. Again, noth-
ing personal.

Mr. Speaker, I've looked at the Re-
publican program, and I've looked at it
carefully. I ask myself about their pro-
gram, and I say to myself, Mr. Speaker,
you know what? I don’t want to just
say their program is this or that; I
want to look at what their program is
and see what is actually there. And
then after we can see what is there,
then we can determine what actually
their program is.

We can’t go by what they just say,
because they say, Oh, we just want to
take the debt off of our children and
grandchildren. Oh, we just want to get
rid of this debt, or we don’t have any
money. None of that is true. But what
is true? I think it’s important to really
dig into what’s actually true, and I
think it’s important for us to really
try to figure out what their program is
based on their behavior.

So what I have come up with is the
plan for a Republican recession. This is
their plan. They want a permanent tax
break for billionaires at the expense of
working families. I'm sure these bil-
lionaires are nice people. In fact, you
don’t see too many billionaires down
here saying, Hey, I need more money,
Keith. We hear the Republicans saying
that, who are supposed to be elected by
the people. Which people?

The second thing is put BP, British
Petroleum, in charge of our energy pol-
icy because the last speaker got up,
going on and on about BP. I would
check the facts. But here’s a fact that
you don’t need to check, but you
should. Leaders in their caucus—lead-
ers on the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee and their caucus—accuse Presi-
dent Obama of doing a shakedown of
BP when you have to clean up the oil
spill in the gulf, and now we have Mem-
bers attacking him. That’s an inter-
esting fact right there. I found that
quite remarkable.

Anyway, put Goldman Sachs in
charge of our economic policy. Put in-
surance companies between you and
your doctor. They always are saying,
Oh, government takeover. They want
to repeal health care, the Affordable
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Care Act, which will put you back at
the whim of an insurance company bu-
reaucrat. At least the government you
can vote on. You can’t vote on the in-
surance company. That’s a privately
held company.

Bonuses for CEOs who ship American
jobs oversees. Privatize Social Secu-
rity. Oh, yes, they did. Raise the retire-
ment age. Gut Medicare. And some of
them have even stood for repeal of the
14th Amendment and the 17th Amend-
ment.

This is a Republican plan. This is
what they stand for. This is what
they’re about. This is what they be-
lieve in. I think that they should be
proud and come down here and claim it
and say, Yeah, we are for the very rich.
We’re not for you working class people.
Because that’s their program. That’s
what they stand for.

O 2000

The conservative position is to call
for tax cuts and deregulation because
they believe that will unleash the com-
petitive economy. Tax cuts and deregu-
lation resulted in the worst financial
disaster since the Great Depression.
But even though we’ve seen massive
drops in home values, we’ve seen 8.9
percent unemployment, the longest un-
employment since the Great Depres-
sion, even though we’ve seen so much
economic devastation, they’re back
here right now calling for the same old
thing. It’s crazy, it’s amazing, and it’s
actually quite scary.

But we stand for the American
Dream. We stand for liberty and justice
for all. Folks, unless you actually live
by it, it’s just words. You’ve got to put
meaning into these words in order for
them to really make a difference. Lib-
erty and justice for all. Shared pros-
perity. Shared costs. Not just one or
the other.

Bank of America, as I said, didn’t pay
a single penny in Federal income tax in
2009.

Despite receiving billions from the
Federal Government every single year
in taxpayer giveaways, Boeing didn’t
pay a dime in U.S. Federal corporate
income tax in 2008, 2009 or 2010.

Citigroup, deferred income taxes for
the third quarter in 2010, amounted to
a grand total of zero. At the same time,
Citigroup has continued to pay its staff
lavishly. A gentleman by the name of
John Havens, head of Citigroup’s in-
vestment bank, is expected to be the
bank’s highest paid executive for the
second year in a row. He got $9.5 mil-
lion. Citigroup is a big TARP recipient,
by the way.

ExxonMobil, Big O0il tax dodgers,
used offshore subsidiaries in the Carib-
bean to pay their fair share. Although
ExxonMobil paid $15 billion in taxes in
2009, not a single penny of it went to
the American Treasury. This is the
same year that the company overtook
Wal-Mart in the Fortune 500. Mean-
while, total compensation of
ExxonMobil’s CEO was $29 million.

General Electric, 2009, the world’s
largest corporation, filed more than

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

7,000 tax returns and still didn’t pay
anything to America’s government. GE
managed to do this with the aid of a
rigged Tax Code that essentially sub-
sidizes companies for losing money.
With the aid of Republicans in Con-
gress whose campaigns they financed,
they exploit our Tax Code to avoid pay-
ing their fair share.

And who do Republicans blame? The
middle class. Republicans blame public
employees, who are really America’s
everyday heroes. Public employees are
America’s everyday heroes. Think
about it. If somebody breaks into your
house, who are you going to call? A
public employee, who’s going to help
apprehend the people who stole your
stuff, known as a police officer.

If your house starts burning, who are
you going to call? A public employee,
also known as a firefighter. If your kid
wants to go to school, public school,
who’s staying after working on that al-
gebra, working on that geometry, mak-
ing sure that kid gets that lesson, who
believes in that child’s ability to learn.
Who’s doing that? Teachers.

Heaven forbid, you get a heart attack
or a stroke and you need an emergency
medical technician. Who’s that? A pub-
lic employee. These public employees,
who have been viciously slandered in
Wisconsin and in other places, they
don’t deserve that. They’re hard-
working people and they help us every
single day. When we are running out of
burning buildings, they are running
into them, and I think they deserve
better than what they’ve been getting.
That goes for Federal employees, too.
These are the people who inspect our
water, who take care of our national
forests and our parks. These are people
who make our government run. I think
they do a pretty good job.

In order for them to have a decent
life, in order for them to do well, in
order for them to be able to prosper—
to hear the Republicans talk, you’d
think that being a government em-
ployee, a public employee, a person
who’s an American hero, who takes
care of us every single day, you’d think
that they’re just the ones living lav-
ishly and getting too much. They’ve
got nothing to say about these bonuses.
You ever hear anything on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle talk about how
it’s ridiculous for the CEO of
ExxonMobil to be making $29 million a
year? You don’t hear that. You don’t
hear that.

But I think that it’s time for those
folks, those millionaires and billion-
aires, to start ponying up. That’s why
today 1 was happy to join JAN
SCHAKOWSKY and several other Progres-
sive Caucus members to introduce the
Fairness in Taxation Act. During these
times, millionaires and billionaires
should be giving in charity, not getting
charity. They should be giving in char-
ity, not getting charity. The middle
class is shrinking and deficits are ris-
ing because Republicans are giving a
pass to the special interests who aren’t
paying their fair share. It’s time to put
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that money in the hands of people who
work for a living. The Fairness in Tax-
ation Act is part of a plan to level the
playing field.

According to the NBC News/Wall
Street Journal poll of March 2, 2011,
with 81 percent of support, the most
popular way to reduce the deficit is by
placing a surtax on Federal income
taxes for those who make more than a
million a year. And if you don’t think
there’s plenty of people who make
more than a million a year, you’d be
surprised to know that if we taxed
them, it would raise about $78 billion.

It’s time for millionaires and billion-
aires to pay their fair share. The mid-
dle class is disappearing, and it’s no ac-
cident. Over the last 30 years, there has
been the most dramatic and deliberate
redistribution of wealth from the mid-
dle class up to the millionaires and bil-
lionaires. Not since 1928, right before
the Great Depression, has income in-
equality in this country been this ri-
diculous. Wages have stagnated for
middle and lower income families, de-
spite enormous gains in productivity,
meaning that we’re making more with-
in the same amount of time, because
they’re working us harder and we’re
just doing more. We’ve got technology
and we’re just pretty good at what we
do.

Where did the money go? Where did
the extra money go? The money went
to the richest 1 percent which owns 34
percent of the Nation’s wealth, more
than the entire bottom 90 percent who
owns just 29 percent of the country’s
wealth. The top one-tenth of 1 percent,
I'm talking about the richest of the
rich, now makes an average of $27 mil-
lion per household. The average income
for the bottom 90 percent of Americans
is $31,000 a year.

Mr. Speaker, a lot of people who tune
into C-SPAN make $31,000 a year. They
have relatives and friends who make
$31,000 a year. You might be a brand
new teacher making $31,000 a year. You
might be a brand new cop making
$31,000 a year. But the top one-hun-
dredth of 1 percent makes $27 million a
year on average. They can’t pay any-
thing. They don’t want to pay to help
Head Start. They don’t want to pay to
help Pell Grants. It’s a shame. I would
think that they would pony up and
want to do the right thing.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I want to say
that it is always a pleasure to come be-
fore the House for the Special Order for
the Progressive Caucus, but tonight I
just want to leave one thought, and
that one thought is liberty and justice
for all. No exceptions. Everybody.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. NADLER (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today after 1 p.m. and for
the balance of the week on account of
medical reasons.

Mr. LABRADOR (at the request of Mr.
CANTOR) for today and the balance of
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the week on account of family medical
reasons.

————

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S.J. Res. 7. Joint resolution providing for
the reappointment of Shirley Ann Jackson
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

S.J. Res. 8. Joint resolution providing for
the reappointment of Stephen M. Case as a
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution; to the Committee
on House Administration.

S.J. Res. 9. Joint resolution providing for
the reappointment of Robert P. Kogod as a
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution; to the Committee
on House Administration.

———

ADJOURNMENT

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

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 10 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, March 17, 2011, at 9 a.m.

——————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

883. A letter from the Under Secretary, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting notice
that the Department is taking essential
steps to award a Multi-Year Procurement
(MYP) contract; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

884. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting the
Bank’s annual report for fiscal year 2010; to
the Committee on Financial Services.

885. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a
report on transactions involving U.S. exports
to Ireland pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of the
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended;
to the Committee on Financial Services.

886. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, transmitting the
Department’s Vehicle Fleet Report on Alter-
native Fuel Vehicles for fiscal year 2010, pur-
suant to 42 U.S.C. 13218; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

887. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Ad-
ministrator, Bureau for Legislative Affairs,
Agency for International Development,
transmitting a formal response to the GAO
report GAO-11-124; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

888. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Ad-
ministrator, Bureau for Legislative Affairs,
Agency for International Development,
transmitting a formal response to the GAO
report GAO-11-428U; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

889. A letter from the Director, Defense Se-
curity Cooperation Agency, transmitting
Transmittal No. 10-10, pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Section 36(b)(1) of
the Arms Export Control Act, as amended; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

890. A letter from the Under Secretary, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a letter of
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justification for the implementation of Coop-
erative Threat Reduction; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

891. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting the Department’s re-
port on progress toward a negotiated solu-
tion of the Cyprus question covering the pe-
riod October 1, 2010 through Novemeber 30,
2010; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

892. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting report prepared by the
Department of State concerning inter-
national agreements other than treaties en-
tered into by the United States to be trans-
mitted to the Congress within the sixty-day
period specified in the Case-Zablocki Act; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

893. A letter from the Senior Program Ana-
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule —
Amendment of Class E Airspace; Sturgis, KY
[Docket No.: FAA-2010-0992; Airspace Docket
No. 10-AS0-36] received February 24, 2011,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

894. A letter from the Assistant Chief
Counsel for General Law, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Hazardous Materials:
Limiting the Use of Electronic Devices by
Highway [Docket No.: PHMSA-2010-0221 (HM-
2566)] (RIN: 2137-AE63) received February 28,
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

895. A letter from the Assistant Chief
Counsel for General Law, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Pipeline Safety: Mechan-
ical Fitting Failure Reporting Requirements
[Docket No.: PHMSA-RSPA-2004-19854, Amdt.
Nos. 191-22; Amdt. 192-116] (RIN: 2137-AE60)
received February 28, 2011, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

896. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Amendment
to Class B Airspace; Cleveland, OH [Docket
No.: FAA-2009-0514; Airspace Docket No. 07-
AWA-1] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received February
28, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

897. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Amendment of
Class E Airspace; Muncie, IN [Docket No.:
FAA-2010-1032; Airspace Docket No. 10-AGL-
20] received February 28, 2011, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

898. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Establishment
of Class E Airspace; Martinsville, IN [Docket
No.: FAA-2010-1031; Airspace Docket No. 10-
AGL-19] received February 28, 2011, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

899. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Revision of
Class E Airspace; Savoonga, AK [Docket No.:
FAA-2010-1103; Airspace Docket No. 10-AAL-
18] received February 28, 2011, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

900. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Revision of
Class E Airspace; Shungnak, AK [Docket
No.: FAA-2010-1104; Airspace Docket No. 10-
AAIL-19] received February 28, 2011, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.
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901. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Revision of
Class E Airspace; Barrow, AK [Docket No.:
FAA-2010-0722; Airspace Docket No. 10-AAL-
17] received February 28, 2011, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

902. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Revision of
Class E Airspace; Platinum, AK [Docket No.:
FAA-2010-1105; Airspace Docket No. 10-AAL-
20] received February 28, 2011, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. MICA: Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure. Supplemental report on
H.R. 658. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, to authorize appropriations for
the Federal Aviation Administration for fis-
cal years 2011 through 2014, to streamline
programs, create efficiencies, reduce waste,
and improve aviation safety and capacity, to
provide stable funding for the national avia-
tion system, and for other purposes (Rept.
112-29, Pt. 2).

Mr. NUGENT: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 174. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1076) to prohibit
Federal funding of National Public Radio
and the use of Federal funds to acquire radio
content (Rept. 112-35). Referred to the House
Calendar.

——————

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia:

H.R. 1109. A bill to raise achievement in
international education in elementary
schools and secondary schools through
grants to improve teacher competency and
to support programs in international edu-
cation that supplement core curricula in
such schools, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. MCNERNEY (for himself, Mr.
WALz of Minnesota, and Mr. FILNER):

H.R. 1110. A bill to amend title 37, United
States Code, to increase the maximum
monthly rate for the military special pay
known as hostile fire pay, imminent danger
pay, or hazardous duty pay, to increase the
maximum monthly rate for the family sepa-
ration allowance paid to deployed members
of the Armed Forces, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. PRICE of Georgia (for himself,
Mrs. BLACK, Mr. BUCSHON, Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana, Mr. CANSECO, Mr.
CHAFFETZ, Mr. COBLE, Mrs. ELLMERS,
Mr. FLORES, Ms. FOXX, Mr. GARRETT,
Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. GUINTA, Mr. SAM
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr.
LONG, Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr.
POMPEO, Mr. ROKITA, Mr. SESSIONS,
Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
WESTMORELAND, and Mr. WILSON of
South Carolina):

H.R. 1111. A bill to rescind $45 billion of un-
obligated discretionary appropriations, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.
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By Mr. NEUGEBAUER (for himself,
Mr. DAVID ScoTT of Georgia, Mr.
BACHUS, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mrs. CAPITO,
Mr. GARRETT, Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky,
Mr. AKIN, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr.
BOREN, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. BRALEY of
Iowa, Mr. CANSECO, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr.
CARSON of Indiana, Mr. CHANDLER,
Mr. CLAY, Mr. DOLD, Mr. DONNELLY of
Indiana, Ms. FoxX, Mr. GERLACH, Mr.
AL GREEN of Texas, Ms. HAYWORTH,
Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. HUIZENGA of Michi-
gan, Mr. JONES, Mr. KINZINGER of Illi-
nois, Mr. LANCE, Mr. LARSON of Con-

necticut, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr.
LUETKEMEYER, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr.
MANZULLO, Mr. MARCHANT, Mr.

MCHENRY, Mr. MILLER of North Caro-
lina, Ms. MOORE, Mr. MURPHY of Con-
necticut, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
PERLMUTTER, Mr. POSEY, Mr.
RENAccI, Mr. Ross of Arkansas, Mr.
SCHRADER, Mr. STIVERS, Mr. TERRY,
Mr. WALSH of Illinois, and Ms.
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ):

H.R. 1112. A bill to reform the National As-
sociation of Registered Agents and Brokers,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Financial Services.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia (for him-
self, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Ms. JACKSON LEE of
Texas, Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr.
TOwWNS, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. CLARKE
of Michigan, Ms. LEE of California,

Mr. COHEN, Mr. WEINER, Mr.
SERRANO, and Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida)

H.R. 1113. A bill to amend the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 to prohibit discrimination on the
basis of unemployment status; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mrs. MALONEY:

H.R. 1114. A bill to establish an employ-
ment-based immigrant visa for alien entre-
preneurs who have received significant cap-
ital from investors to establish a business in
the United States; to the Committee on the

Judiciary.

By Mr. FLORES (for himself, Mr.
LANDRY, Mr. DUNCAN of South Caro-
lina, Mr. GOHMERT, and Mr.
CANSECO):

H.R. 1115. A bill to amend the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf Lands Act to establish a dead-
line and other requirements for issuance of
drilling permits under that Act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Ms. BALD-
WIN, Mr. PoLis, Mr. CICILLINE, Mr.
CONYERS, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. HOYER, Mr.
LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. ACKER-
MAN, Ms. BASs of California, Ms.
BERKLEY, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. CAPUANO, Ms.
CAsTOR of Florida, Ms. CLARKE of
New York, Ms. CHU, Mr. CLEAVER,
Mr. CoNNOLLY of Virginia, Mr.
COURTNEY, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. DAVIS
of Illinois, Mrs. DAVIS of California,
Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
DEUTCH, Mr. DOYLE, Ms. EDWARDS,
Mr. ELLISON, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. ESHOO,
Mr. FARR, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. FILNER,
Ms. FUDGE, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr.
GRIJALVA, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. HEINRICH,
Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. HIMES, Mr. HINCHEY,
Ms. HIRONO, Mr. HoLT, Mr. HONDA,
Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois,
Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas, Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. JOHN-
SON of Georgia, Mr. KEATING, Mr.
KuciNIicH, Ms. LEE of California, Mr.
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LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN
of California, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr.
LYNCH, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. MARKEY,
Ms. MATSUI, Ms. McCoLLUM, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
MEEKS, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Ms. MOORE, Mr. MORAN, Mr.
MURPHY of Connecticut, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Ms. NORTON, Mr. OLVER,
Mr. PALLONE, Mr. PASTOR of Arizona,
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. PETERS, Ms. PINGREE
of Maine, Mr. PRICE of North Caro-
lina, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
ROTHMAN of New Jersey, Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of
California, Mr. SARBANES, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. SCOTT
of Virginia, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SHER-
MAN, Mr. SIRES, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms.
SPEIER, Mr. STARK, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr.
TONKO, Mr. TOWNS, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr.
VAN HOLLEN, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Ms.
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. WAXMAN,
Mr. WEINER, Mr. WELCH, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. WU, and Mr. YARMUTH):

H.R. 1116. A bill to repeal the Defense of
Marriage Act and ensure respect for State
regulation of marriage; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mrs. MILLER of Michigan (for her-
self and Mr. ALTMIRE):

H.R. 1117. A bill to recognize and clarify
the authority of the States to regulate the
medical aspects of intrastate air ambulance
services pursuant to their authority over
health care services, patient safety and pro-
tection, emergency medical care, the quality
and coordination of medical care, and the
practice of medicine within their jurisdic-
tions; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure, and in addition to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. WEINER (for himself, Ms. WIL-
SON of Florida, Ms. JACKSON LEE of
Texas, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr.
FILNER, and Mr. DEUTCH):

H.R. 1118. A bill to establish a point of
order against any efforts to reduce benefits
paid to Social Security recipients, raise the
retirement age, or create private retirement
accounts under title IT of the Social Security
Act; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. WEINER (for himself, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia, Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
OLVER, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, and Mr. HONDA):

H.R. 1119. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to establish the position
of National Nurse for Public Health; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself and Mr.
LYNCH):

H.R. 1120. A bill to require a site operator
of an international travel Web site to pro-
vide information on its Web site to con-
sumers regarding the potential health and
safety risks associated with overseas vaca-
tion destinations marketed on its Web site;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. BACHUS (for himself, Mrs.
CAPITO, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. GARRETT,
Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. GARY G. MILLER
of California, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr.
GRIMM, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. ROYCE,
Mr. DoLD, Mr. YODER, Mr. MANZULLO,
Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr. LUETKEMEYER,

Mr. PEARCE, Mr. STIVERS, Mr.
MCHENRY, Mr. CANSECO, Mr. SEs-
SIONS, Mr. POSEY, Mr. DUFFY, Mr.

HUIZENGA of Michigan, Mr. LUCAS,
Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. KING of New
York, and Mr. HULTGREN):
H.R. 1121. A bill to replace the Director of
the Bureau of Consumer Financial Protec-
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tion with a five person Commission; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

By Ms. RICHARDSON:

H.R. 1122. A bill to provide for merit-based
investment in the freight transportation sys-
tem of the United States to ensure economic
growth, increase vitality and competitive-
ness in national and global markets, address
goods mobility and accessibility issues, re-
duce air pollution and other environmental
impacts of freight transportation, better
public health conditions, enhance energy se-
curity, and improve the condition and
connectivity of the freight transportation
system, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, and in addition to the Committees on
Ways and Means, and Rules, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. RICHARDSON:

H.R. 1123. A bill to amend title 23, United
States Code, to revise certain infrastructure
finance provisions; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY (for herself, Mr.
GRIJALVA, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. JACKSON
of Illinois, Ms. EDWARDS, Mr. FILNER,
Mr. NADLER, Mr. COHEN, Mr.
YARMUTH, and Mr. DEFAZIO):

H.R. 1124. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to impose increased rates
of tax with respect to taxpayers with more
than $1,000,000 taxable income, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. FATTAH:

H.R. 1125. A bill to establish a fee on trans-
actions which would eliminate the national
debt and replace the income tax on individ-
uals; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
and in addition to the Committees on the
Budget, Rules, and Appropriations, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. CHAFFETZ (for himself, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mrs.
MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. MCcCLIN-
TOCK, Mr. BARTLETT, and Mr. FLAKE):

H.R. 1126. A Dbill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to sell certain Federal lands in
Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Ne-
braska, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah,
and Wyoming, previously identified as suit-
able for disposal, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. PASCRELL (for himself, Mr.
PLATTS, and Mr. WEINER):

H.R. 1127. A bill to encourage and ensure
the use of safe football helmets and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Ms. RICHARDSON (for herself, Ms.
BAss of California, Ms. WILSON of
Florida, Mr. BACA, Mr. SABLAN, Ms.
JACKSON LEE of Texas, Ms. NORTON,
and Mr. FILNER):

H.R. 1128. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Homeland Security to establish a com-
petitive program to make emergency pre-
paredness planning and implementation
grants to local educational agencies and dis-
tricts located in areas under a high threat of
terrorist attacks, natural disasters, or public
health emergencies; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, and in
addition to the Committees on Homeland Se-
curity, and Energy and Commerce, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Ms. RICHARDSON (for herself, Ms.
BAss of California, and Ms. HIRONO):
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H.R. 1129. A bill to amend the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to prohibit requiring the
use of a specified percentage of a grant under
the Urban Area Security Initiative and State
Homeland Security Grant Program for spe-
cific purposes, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Homeland Security.

By Mr. ALEXANDER:

H.R. 1130. A bill to amend title 38, United
State Code, to provide authority for certain
members of the Armed Forces who have
served 20 years on active duty to transfer en-
titlement to Post-9/11 Educational Assist-
ance to their dependents; to the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. COHEN:

H.R. 1131. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development to pro-
vide grants to State and local governments
to carry out programs to provide mediation
between mortgagees and mortgagors facing
foreclosure; to the Committee on Financial
Services.

By Mr. COHEN (for himself, Mr. DUN-
CAN of Tennessee, Mr. WU, and Ms.
HIRONO):

H.R. 1132. A bill to direct the Adminis-
trator of the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency to establish a grant program to
improve the ability of trauma center hos-
pitals and airports to withstand earth-
quakes, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

By Mr. FILNER:

H.R. 1133. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to authorize the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to enter into agreements
with States and nonprofit organizations to
collaborate in the provision of case manage-
ment services associated with certain sup-
ported housing programs for veterans, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. HUNTER (for himself, Mr.
BILBRAY, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Ms.
Foxx, Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, Mrs.
BACHMANN, Mrs. MILLER of Michigan,
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. KING-
STON, Mr. CARTER, Mr. ROHRABACHER,
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. POSEY,
Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr.
BARTON of Texas, Mr. COFFMAN of
Colorado, Mr. JONES, Mr. AKIN, and
Mr. KING of Iowa):

H.R. 1134. A bill to amend section 241(i) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act to
deny assistance under such section to a
State or political subdivision of a State that
prohibits its officials from taking certain ac-
tions with respect to immigration; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. JORDAN (for himself, Mr.
ScoTT of South Carolina, Mr. GAR-
RETT, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and Mr.
GOHMERT):

H.R. 1135. A bill to provide information on
total spending on means-tested welfare pro-
grams, to provide additional work require-
ments, and to provide an overall spending
limit on means-tested welfare programs; to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, and in
addition to the Committees on Agriculture,
the Budget, Rules, and Energy and Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. LANGEVIN (for himself, Mr.
BARTLETT, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Ms.
LORETTA SANCHEZ of California, Mr.
ANDREWS, and Mr. DICKS):

H.R. 1136. A bill to amend chapter 35 of
title 44, United States Code, to create the
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National Office for Cyberspace, to revise re-
quirements relating to Federal information
security, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form, and in addition to the Committee on
Homeland Security, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.
By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. KUCINICH,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. HONDA, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. NADLER, Mr. DEFAZIO,
and Mr. GRIJALVA):

H.R. 1137. A Dbill to amend the Truth in
Lending Act to provide coverage under such
Act for credit cards issued to small busi-
nesses, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

By Ms. MOORE (for herself, Mr. TOWNS,
Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
Mr. FILNER, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
CARSON of Indiana, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr.
COHEN, Mr. PoLIs, and Mr. HOLT):

H.R. 1138. A bill to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to es-
tablish a grant program to fund additional
school social workers and retain school so-
cial workers already employed in high-need
local educational agencies; to the Committee
on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. PAUL:

H.R. 1139. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide that tips shall
not be subject to income or employment
taxes; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. POSEY (for himself, Mr. RI-
VERA, Mr. Ross of Florida, Mr. WEST,
and Mrs. BLACKBURN):

H.R. 1140. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal taxes on the in-
come of senior citizens and to improve in-
come security of senior citizens; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SABLAN (for himself, Mr. AUS-
TRIA, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. YOUNG of
Alaska, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr.
GRIJALVA, and Ms. BORDALLO):

H.R. 1141. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to study the suitability and
feasibility of designating prehistoric, his-
toric, and limestone forest sites on Rota,
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, as a unit of the National Park Sys-
tem; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. WEST (for himself, Mr. GRIFFIN
of Arkansas, Mr. NUGENT, Mrs.
MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. WESTMORE-

LAND, Mr. Ro0OSs of Florida, Mr.
KISSELL, Mrs. ELLMERS, and Mr.
STIVERS):

H.R. 1142. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to ensure the equitable treat-
ment of members of the Armed Forces and
civilian employees of the Department of De-
fense who are killed or wounded in an at-
tack, occurring outside of a combat zone,
that targeted the members or employees on
account of their status as members of the
Armed Forces or civilian employees of the
Department of Defense; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:

H.R. 1143. A bill to amend title 46, United
States Code, to require delivery by United
States mail of any transportation security
card issued to an individual who resides in a
remote location; to the Committee on Home-
land Security.

By Mr. POE of Texas (for himself and
Mr. GOHMERT):
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H. Res. 173. A resolution amending the
Rules of the House of Representatives to pro-
hibit the consideration of any bill or joint
resolution that appropriates foreign assist-
ance for more than one country; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. LATTA:

H. Res. 175. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that in
order to continue aggressive growth in the
Nation’s telecommunications and tech-
nology industries, the United States Govern-
ment should ‘““Get Out of the Way and Stay
Out of the Way*‘‘; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, and in addition to the
Committee on the Judiciary, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

———

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY
STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or
joint resolution.

By Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia:

H.R. 1109.

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress
shall have Power to lay and collect Taxes,
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the debts
and provide for the common Defense and
general Welfare of the United States; but all
duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uniform
throughout the United States.

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3: The Congress
shall have Power to regulate Commerce with
foreign Nations, and among the several
States, and with the Indian Tribes.

By Mr. McNERNEY:

H.R. 1110.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution (Clauses 12, 13, 14, and 16),
which grants Congress the power to raise and
support an Army; to provide and maintain a
Navy; to make rules for the government and
regulation of the land and naval forces; and
to provide for organizing, arming, and dis-
ciplining the militia.

By Mr. PRICE of Georgia:

H.R. 1111.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 7 of Section 9 of Article I whereby
Congress is given the authority to appro-
priate moneys in the Treasury.

By Mr. NEUGEBAUER:

H.R. 1112.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3: The Congress
shall have Power to regulate Commerce with
foreign Nations, and among the several
States, and with the Indian Tribes.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia:

H.R. 1113.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3.

By Mrs. MALONEY:

H.R. 1114.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 4, which reads:
To establish a uniform rule of naturaliza-
tion, and uniform laws on the subject of
bankruptcies throughout the United States.

By Mr. FLORES:

H.R. 1115.
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con-
stitution of the United States.

By Mr. NADLER:

H.R. 1116.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 18 of Section 8 of Article I of the
Constitution, and Section 5 of Amendment
XIV to the Constitution.

By Mrs. MILLER of Michigan:

H.R. 1117.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is authorized under the Tenth
Amendment of the United States Constitu-
tion, restoring power to regulate medical
services to the States.

By Mr. WEINER:

H.R. 1118.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. WEINER:

H.R. 1119.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. MARKEY:

H.R. 1120.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 3 of Section 8 of Article I of the
Constitution.

By Mr. BACHUS:

H.R. 1121.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 (relating to
the general welfare of the United States);
and Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 (relating to
the power to regulate interstate commerce).

By Ms. RICHARDSON:

H.R. 1122.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8, Clause 3 of the United States Constitution.

By Ms. RICHARDSON:

H.R. 1123.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8, Clause 3 of the United States Constitution.

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY:

H.R. 1124.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Sixteenth Amendment: The Congress shall
have power to lay and collect taxes on in-
comes, from whatever source derived, with-
out apportionment among the several
States, and without regard to any census or
enumeration.

By Mr. FATTAH:

H.R. 1125.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8, Clause 1 of the United States Constitution,
which states the Congress shall have power
to lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and
Excises, to pay the Debts and provide for the
common defence and general Welfare of the
United States.

By Mr. CHAFFETZ:

H.R. 1126.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 2.

By Mr. PASCRELL:

H.R. 1127.
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United
States Constitution.

By Ms. RICHARDSON:

H.R. 1128.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8, Clauses 1 and 18 of the United States Con-
stitution.

By Ms. RICHARDSON:

H.R. 1129.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8, Clauses 1 and 18 of the United States Con-
stitution.

By Mr. ALEXANDER:

H.R. 1130.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 which says
‘““The Congress shall have power to lay and
collect taxes, duties, imposts and excises to
pay the debts and provide for the common
defence and general welfare of the United
States; but all duties, imposts and excises
shall be uniform throughout the TUnited
States.”

Article I, Section 8, Clause 16 which says
“To provide for organizing, arming, and dis-
ciplining the Militia, and for governing such
part of them as may be employed in the serv-
ice of the United States.”

By Mr. COHEN:

H.R. 1131.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1 (relating to
the general welfare of the United States) and
Clause 3 (relating to the power to regulate
interstate commerce).

By Mr. COHEN:

H.R. 1132.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. FILNER:

H.R. 1133.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8, Clause 18 of the United States Constitu-
tion.

By Mr. HUNTER:

H.R. 1134.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 1 of Article 1, Section 8, which
grants Congress the authority to provide for
the common defense and general welfare of
the United States and Clause 18 of Article 1,
Section 8, which allows the authority to
make laws deemed necessary and proper.

By Mr. JORDAN:

H.R. 1135.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The bill makes specific changes to existing
law in a manner that returns power to the
States and to the people, in accordance with
Amendment X of the United States Constitu-
tion.

By Mr. LANGEVIN:

H.R. 1136.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority on which this
bill rests is the power of Congress to make
all Laws which shall be necessary and proper
for carrying into Execution the foregoing
Powers, and all other Powers vested by the
Constitution in the Government of the
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United States, or in any Department or Offi-
cer thereof, as enumerated in Article I, Sec-
tion 8, Clause 18 of the United States Con-
stitution.

By Mrs. LOWEY:

H.R. 1137.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 3, of Section 8, of Article 1 of the
Constitution.

By Ms. MOORE:

H.R. 1138.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8.

By Mr. PAUL:

H.R. 1139.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This legislation is authorized by Article I,
Section 8 of the Constitution: ‘“The Congress
shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes”

By Mr. POSEY:

H.R. 1140.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United
States Constitution; The 16th Amendment to
the United States Constitution.

By Mr. SABLAN:

H.R. 1141.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Under Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 and Ar-
ticle IV, Section 3, Clause 2 of the Constitu-
tion.

By Mr. WEST:

H.R. 1142.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

““The constitutional authority of Congress
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti-
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con-
stitution (Clauses 12, 13, 14, 16, and 18), which
grants Congress the power to raise and sup-
port an Army; to provide and maintain a
Navy; to make rules for the government and
regulation of the land and naval forces; to
provide for organizing, arming, and dis-
ciplining the militia; and to make all laws
necessary and proper for carrying out the
foregoing powers.”’

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:

H.R. 1143.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3.

———————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 5: Mr. WALSH of Illinois.

H.R. 58: Mr. MicA, Mr. CANSECO, and Mr.
WEBSTER.

H.R. 100: Mrs. MYRICK.

H.R. 114: Mr. GUINTA and Mr. YOUNG of In-
diana.

H.R. 118: Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia.

H.R. 122: Mr. POMPEO and Mr. POE of Texas.
. 124: Mr. RIGELL.
. 136: Mr. BIsHOP of New York.
. 153: Mrs. ADAMS.

H.R. 172: Mr. RIGELL.

H.R. 178: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. MCCOTTER,
and Mr. ELLISON.

H.R. 181: Mr. MCKINLEY.

H.R. 186: Mr. MICA.

H.R. 187: Mr. RIGELL.
. 213: . DUNCAN of South Carolina.
. 282: . MCCOTTER.
. 303: . ELLISON.
. 324: . GERLACH.
.R. 361: . MANZULLO, Mr. LEWIS of Cali-
fornia, and Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas.
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H.R. 376: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 440: Mrs. NAPOLITANO.

H.R. 481: Ms. BALDWIN.

H.R. 497: Mr. TURNER.

H.R. 498: Mr. GIBBS.

H.R. 520: Mr. THOMPSON of California and
Ms. McCOLLUM.

H.R. 521: Mr. THOMPSON of California and
Ms. McCOLLUM.

H.R. 535: Mr. DEUTCH.

H.R. 539: Mr. COHEN.

H.R. 546: Mrs. ELLMERS, Mr. GARAMENDI,
Mr. PLATTS, Mr. MARINO, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mrs.
MCcCARTHY of New York, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr.
GRIMM, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mrs. SCHMIDT,
Mr. HIMES, Mr. NEAL, and Mr. FLORES.

H.R. 567: Mr. ROKITA.

H.R. 610: Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 615: Mr. HARRIS and Mr. CANSECO.

H.R. 625: Mrs. BLACKBURN.

H.R. 645: Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. DIAZ-BALART,
Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr. WEST, Mr.
PosEY, Mrs. ADAMS, Mr. HARRIS, Mr.
STEARNS, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. RIVERA, Mr.
CANSECO, and Mr. MICA.

H.R. 657: Mr. ROKITA.

H.R. 676: Ms. BAss of California, Ms. JACK-
SON LEE of Texas, and Mr. JOHNSON of Geor-
gia.

H.R. 713: Mr. PoLIS.

H.R. 714: Mr. PoLIS.

H.R. 715: Mr. RANGEL and Ms. WILSON of
Florida.

H.R. 716: Ms. RICHARDSON.

H.R. 733: Ms. DEGETTE.

H.R. 750: Mr. PEARCE, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr.
HULTGREN, Mr. WALSH of Illinois, Mr. KING-
STON, Mr. BisHOP of Utah, Mr. FLEMING, Mr.
GINGREY of Georgia, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr.
RIBBLE, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. ROYCE,
Mr. PENCE, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. FRANKS of Ari-
zona, and Mr. CONAWAY.

H.R. 758: Mr. DENHAM.

H.R. 763: Mr. CUELLAR, Mrs. BLACKBURN,
and Mr. STUTZMAN.

H.R. 764: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

H.R. 776: Ms. MATSUL.

H.R. 790: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 795: Mr. FORTENBERRY.

H.R. 801: Mr. SCHOCK.

H.R. 820: Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Mr.
MCNERNEY, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. CASTOR of
Florida, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. BOREN, Mr. Bos-
WELL, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. HONDA, Ms. MOORE,
Ms. HANABUSA, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. Ross of
Arkansas, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. BLUMENAUER,
and Ms. LEE of California.

H.R. 822: Mr. DENT, Mr. TIBERI, Mr.
ALTMIRE, Mr. THORNBERRY, and Mrs. MILLER
of Michigan.

H.R. 831: Mr. JONES, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, and Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 840: Mr. NEUGEBAUER.
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H.R. 862: Mr. DEFAZIO and Mr. STARK.

H.R. 872: Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. PETRI, Mr.
STIVERS, and Mr. FARENTHOLD.

H.R. 875: Mr. NEUGEBAUER.

H.R. 878: Mrs. MALONEY.

H.R. 895: Mr. PoLis, Mr. WALBERG, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, and Mr. SCHOCK.

H.R. 900: Mr. PETERS and Mr. COHEN.

H.R. 909: Mr. ROKITA and Mr. HUNTER.

H.R. 910: Mr. PENCE and Mr. CARTER.

H.R. 912: Mr. BACHUS and Mr. WOLF.

H.R. 930: Mr. DEFAZzIO, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mrs.
MALONEY, and Mr. MICHAUD.

H.R. 931: Mr. HARRIS, Mr. WALBERG, and
Mr. FITZPATRICK.

H.R. 949: Mr. FARR.

H.R. 951: Mr. DENT.

H.R. 967: Mr. SOUTHERLAND.

H.R. 977: Mr. WALBERG.

H.R. 993: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina.

H.R. 998: Mr. BOSWELL and Mr. LOEBSACK.

H.R. 999: Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. DEUTCH, Mr.
COHEN, and Mr. CARNAHAN.

H.R. 1000: Mr. SCHOCK.

H.R. 1002: Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. MARINO, Mr.
Ross of Florida, Ms. CLARKE of New York,
Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. SCHOCK, Mr.
WALSH of Illinois, Mr. TowNs, Mrs. CAPPS,
Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN,
Mr. ALTMIRE, Mr. BAcA, Mr. BRALEY of Iowa,
Mr. PENCE, Mr. FLORES, Mr. CUELLAR, Mr.
BOSWELL, Mr. BUCSHON, and Mr. MCCOTTER.

H.R. 1016: Ms. BORDALLO, Ms. BROWN of
Florida, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. CAPUANO, Ms.
CLARKE of New York, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Ms. MOORE, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
RUSH, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. THOMPSON
of Mississippi, and Mr. TOWNS.

H.R. 1044: Mr. BUCSHON.

H.R. 1046: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois,
RUSH, Mr. PIERLUISI, and Mr MICHAUD.

H.R. 1057: Mr. BOSWELL, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. MEEKS, and Mr.
HoLT.

H.R. 1058: Mr. LATTA, Mr. RIBBLE, Mr.
MULVANEY, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. GARRETT, Mr.
ROE of Tennessee, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. HARRIS,
Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. WALBERG, Mr. HUIZENGA
of Michigan, Mr. HUELSKAMP, Mr. WALSH of
Illinois, Mr. BisHOP of Utah, Mr. GINGREY of
Georgia, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and Mr.
GOHMERT.

H.R. 1062: Mr. PoOsSEY, Mr. KING of New
York, Mr. DoLD, Mr. CANSECO, and Mr.
GRIMM.

H.R. 1065: Mr. MCKINLEY.

H.R. 1075: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina.

H.R. 1081: Mr. SIRES, Mr. TIPTON, Mr. SES-
SIONS, and Mr. BURTON of Indiana.

H.R. 1085: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
COHEN, and Mr. BERMAN.

H.J. Res. 13: Ms.
FITZPATRICK.
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H.J. Res. 42: Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. YODER, Mr.
PAULSEN, and Mr. PAUL.

H. Con. Res. 12: Mr. SIRES, Mr. ANDREWS,
Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. WALSH of Illinois, and
Mr. CAPUANO.

H. Con. Res. 13: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan,
Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. HALL, Mr. NEUGEBAUER,
Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas, Mr. GOODLATTE,
Mr. POE of Texas, and Mr. BISHOP of Utah.

H. Con. Res. 25: Mr. PRICE of Georgia and
Mr. RIGELL.

H. Con. Res. 28: Mr. NADLER.

H. Con. Res. 29: Mr. Ross of Florida, Mr.
LANDRY, and Mr. ROYCE.

H. Res. 25: Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. AUSTIN
ScoTT of Georgia, Mr. RUNYAN, Mr. GRIMM,
and Mr. BURTON of Indiana.

H. Res. 60: Mr. RUSH, Mr. KINGSTON, and
Ms. WOOLSEY.

H. Res. 86: Mr. DENT.

H. Res. 102: Mr. RIVERA.

H. Res. 130: Mrs. NAPOLITANO and Mr.
BECERRA.

H. Res. 134: Mr. OLVER.

H. Res. 137: Mr. SCHIFF, Ms. BAss of Cali-
fornia, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, Ms.
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska,
Ms. ESHOO, Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Mr. DEFAZIO,
Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California, Mr.
CARDOZA, and Ms. HIRONO.

H. Res. 140: Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia.

H. Res. 164: Mr. CHABOT and Mr. GOWDY.

H. Res. 172: Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. AL GREEN of
Texas, Mr. CLARKE of Michigan, Mr. KING of
New York, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. CROW-
LEY, and Mr. MARKEY.

———————

CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM-
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM-
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS

Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or
statements on congressional earmarks,
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff
benefits were submitted as follows:

OFFERED BY MR. UPTON

H.R. 1076, a bill to prohibit Federal funding
of National Public Radio and the use of fed-
eral funds to acquire radio content, does not
contain any congressional earmarks, limited
tax benefits, or limited tariff benefits as de-
fined in clause 9 rule XXI.

———

DELETION OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 979: Mr. CLAY.
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