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Honorable MARTIN SABO for his service 
to this House and for his additions of 
the things he has brought forth in this 
legislation, not only working in a bi-
partisan basis but also his leadership 
on behalf of making sure that the next 
generation understands things like 
port security and other things which 
the gentleman has specialized in. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to 
thank our Speaker, DENNIS HASTERT, 
and majority leader, JOHN BOEHNER, for 
their vision and hard work to bring 
this bill forward today. They worked 
very closely with Chairman HAL ROG-
ERS and Chairman JERRY LEWIS of the 
Appropriations Committee, DUNCAN 
HUNTER of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, Chairman JIM SENSENBRENNER 
of the Judiciary Committee, and cer-
tainly STEVE CHABOT of the Judiciary 
Committee. 

This bill we bring forward today is a 
negotiated product, one where we have 
worked hard with not only members of 
the administration, but we have taken, 
as Members of Congress, trips to see 
our borders wherever they might be, 
the northern border or the southern 
border. We have our appropriators, who 
have taken time to understand the in-
tricate details and the needs of this 
great Nation. We have engaged with 
the Department of Defense to talk 
about those things that will be nec-
essary to protect our men and women 
on the battlefield. We have taken time 
to make sure that we have talked to 
our CIA, Central Intelligence Agency, 
about the way that they need to do 
business and those attributes about 
who they engage across the world and 
how we can treat fairly, yes, but treat 
properly those who would engage in 
killing Americans and bringing down 
reigning terror in our cities. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to say that this 
underlying legislation is very impor-
tant to America’s learning lessons 
from the prior years and bringing those 
lessons to bear to protect this great 
Nation. We will speak from a position 
of strength, not fear. We will not worry 
about the things that we cannot get 
done but the things that we can get 
done. We will learn from our mistakes, 
and we will learn that, as terrorism in 
the 21st century evolves, we will, too. 
That is what these bills are all about. 

I am proud of our country, and I say 
God bless America. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
for all the Members to support this 
bill. 

The material previously referred to 
by Ms. SLAUGHTER is as follows: 
PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR H. RES. 1054—RULE 

ON CONFERENCE REPORT FOR H.R. 5441 DE-
PARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY FY07 
APPROPRIATIONS 
Strike all after the resolved clause and in-

sert: 
‘‘That upon adoption of this resolution it 

shall be in order to consider the conference 
report to accompany the bill (H.R. 5441) 
making appropriations for the Department 
of Homeland Security for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2007, and for other pur-
poses. All points of order against the con-
ference report and against its consideration 

are waived. The conference report shall be 
considered as read. 

Sec. 2. (a) A concurrent resolution speci-
fied in subsection (b) is hereby adopted. 

(b) The concurrent resolution referred to in 
subsection (a) is a concurrent resolution 

(1) which has no preamble; 
(2) the title of which is as follows: ‘‘Pro-

viding for Corrections to the Enrollment of 
the Conference Report on the bill H.R. 5441’’; 
and 

(3) the text of which is as follows: 
(1) In subsection (a), strike: ‘‘Provided fur-

ther, That the Secretary may not disapprove 
a site security plan submitted under this sec-
tion based on the presence or absence of a 
particular security measure, but the Sec-
retary may disapprove a site security plan if 
the plan fails to satisfy the risk-based per-
formance standards established by this sec-
tion: Provided further, That the Secretary 
may approve alternative security programs 
established by private section entities, Fed-
eral, State, or local authorities, or other ap-
plicable laws if the Secretary determines 
that the requirements of such programs 
meet the requirements of this section and 
the interim regulations:’’ 

(2) In subsection (c), strike: ‘‘: Provided fur-
ther, That in any proceeding to enforce this 
section, vulnerability assessments, site secu-
rity plans, and other information submitted 
to or obtained by the Secretary under this 
section, and related vulnerability or security 
information, shall be treated as if the infor-
mation were classified material’’ 

(3) In subsection (d), strike: ‘‘: Provided, 
That nothing in this section confers upon 
any person except the Secretary a right of 
action against an owner or operator of a 
chemical facility to enforce any provision of 
this section’’ 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives, (VI, 308–311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution * * * [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-

lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: Although 
it is generally not possible to amend the rule 
because the majority Member controlling 
the time will not yield for the purpose of of-
fering an amendment, the same result may 
be achieved by voting down the previous 
question on the rule * * * When the motion 
for the previous question is defeated, control 
of the time passes to the Member who led the 
opposition to ordering the previous question. 
That Member, because he then controls the 
time, may offer an amendment to the rule, 
or yield for the purpose of amendment.’’ 

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of 
Representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question 
on a resolution reported from the Committee 
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question, 
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate 
thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda to offer an alternative plan. 

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

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

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the grounds that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XX, the 
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting, if or-
dered, on the question of adoption of 
the resolution. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 221, nays 
186, not voting 25, as follows: 

[Roll No. 504] 

YEAS—221 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 

Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 

Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
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