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improprieties downgrade the level of harm
that may have occurred. When sensing that
others will believe their accusers’ versions of
events, individuals confronted with their
own bad behavior try to reduce legitimate
concerns to the level of mere words or
“‘slights’ that should be dismissed without
discussion.

Fortunately, we have made progress since
1991. Today, when employees complain of
abuse in the workplace, investigators and
judges are more likely to examine all the
evidence and less likely to simply accept as
true the word of those in power. But that
could change. Our legal system will suffer if
a sitting justice’s vitriolic pursuit of per-
sonal vindication discourages others from
standing up for their rights.

The question of whether Clarence Thomas
belongs on the Supreme Court is no longer
on the table—it was settled by the Senate
back in 1991. But questions remain about
how we will resolve the kinds of issues my
testimony exposed. My belief is that in the
past 16 years we have come closer to making
the resolution of these issues an honest
search for the truth, which, after all, is at
the core of all legal inquiry. My hope is that
Justice Thomas’s latest fusillade will not di-
vert us from that path.

———

THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON RULES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I think
this is the first time in the 110th Con-
gress that I have stood here taking out
a 1-hour Special Order, and I don’t do
this very lightly and obviously I don’t
do it terribly often. But, Mr. Speaker,
I am here to address an issue that,
frankly, doesn’t get a great deal of at-
tention either in this House or among
the American people.

Last week my very distinguished col-
leagues, with whom I am pleased to
serve on the House Rules Committee
on the minority side, the gentleman
from Miami, FL, LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART;
the gentleman from Pasco, WA, Doc
HASTINGS; and the gentleman from Dal-
las, TX, PETE SESSIONS; and I came to-
gether. And we, after a great deal of re-
search, have compiled a report and un-
veiled this.

This report, Mr. Speaker, is entitled
“Out of Order,” and I would commend
it to all of my colleagues. It is rel-
atively short, about 10 or 11 pages, has
got a number of graphs, and it is avail-
able for any one of our colleagues who
would like to see this report. You can
get it on the Web right now if you’d
like, Mr. Speaker, at rules-repub-
licans.house.gov. And I will repeat that
again. It’s rules-republicans.house.gov.

And what we are going to do, Mr.
Speaker, over the next hour is we are
going to hear about this report, and a
number of our very distinguished col-
leagues who have, for lack of a better
term, been victimized by the actions of
this Rules Committee are going to
share with our colleagues some of the
experiences that they have had.

Now, one might say that we are here
whining or complaining about our mis-
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treatment. Mr. Speaker, nothing could
be further from the truth. Nothing
could be further from the truth. We are
here because the American people,
Democrats, Republicans, and independ-
ents alike, were promised something
much different than what they have
gotten. We are not here to whine. We
are not here to complain. We are here
to fight on behalf of the American peo-
ple’s right to be heard, the right to en-
sure that our deliberative democracy
is, in fact, that; that our process of rep-
resentative democracy is able to flour-
ish. And, tragically, if one looks at this
report, over the last 9 months we have
found that that has not, in fact, been
the case.

Now, many might argue these guys
want to just talk about process. Mr.
Speaker, I say to my colleagues process
is substance. It has been through this
horrendous process that we have seen,
in the farm bill, a massive tax increase
that was written into place by the
Rules Committee. We have found,
through this Rules Committee, that
they have prevented us from having
the opportunity to bring gasoline
prices down, and we all know that gas-
oline prices are incredibly high. How
did they do that? By denying an oppor-
tunity for us to have an amendment
that would have done what virtually
everyone says is essential in our quest
to reduce gasoline prices, and that is to
increase refinery capacity. Unfortu-
nately, the permitting process is so on-
erous that it has been literally decades
since we have seen a new oil refinery
put online.

What happened? Right upstairs, just
one floor above where we are now, Mr.
Speaker, we saw that process utilized
to prevent us from having the ability
to even have a vote on whether or not
we would create the potential to in-
crease refinery capacity.

And then in the dead of night, in the
very dead of night on the so-called
SCHIP bill, which virtually every sin-
gle one of us want to make sure that
poor kids are able to have access to
health care, we want to do that, but we
don’t want us to proceed with some-
thing that was done in the dead of
night at 1 o’clock in the morning by
the Rules Committee, and that is take
the Medicare Advantage program and
basically throw that out the window,
undermining the ability for senior citi-
zens to have access to quality health
care.

And so this notion of our, as some
have liked to say, whining about proc-
ess is not the case. We are here fighting
on behalf of the American people so
that we can have some success with the
process of representing them as effec-
tively as possible.

Now, we know that throughout the
last couple of years and, in fact, at the
beginning of this year, we, as Members
of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, were promised an awful
lot. And, Mr. Speaker, I know that
often the other side will simply raise
criticism about how we as Republicans
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managed this institution. And I have
admitted that we have made mistakes.
I admitted that we didn’t do it per-
fectly. And I know we have three
present members of the Rules Com-
mittee and one former member of the
Rules Committee here, and I have ac-
knowledged to them that we didn’t do
everything perfectly.

But I will say this, Mr. Speaker: our
discussion here is not about what we
did. It is about what Members of the
new majority promised they were going
to do.

I would like to share a couple of
quotes, and we have got some charts
here. I don’t often use charts, Mr.
Speaker, but I think it is important to
point to some of the things that were
said.

Here is a quote from STENY HOYER,
the majority leader. Let’s look at this,
Mr. Speaker. In testimony that he gave
before the Rules Committee on June 23
of 2003, he said: ‘“Mr. Chairman,” I
guess he was addressing me at that
point. He said: ‘“The lack of a free and
fair debate on such important matters
is an embarrassment to the Members
who are privileged to serve here. It de-
means this House. It cheats the Amer-
ican people, and it offends our demo-
cratic traditions.”

So we were promised that there
would be a new day, a new day when
they became the majority. Let me just
take a moment to look at the track
record, and then I want to begin yield-
ing to some of my colleagues.

In the last 9 months, this Rules Com-
mittee has issued more than double, in
fact, many more than double the num-
ber of closed rules than our Republican
majority Rules Committee did. Now,
Mr. Speaker, for those of our col-
leagues who may not have been fol-
lowing this all that closely, it means
no amendments and very limited de-
bate. So we were promised this new
open process that was denied in the
past, and yet they have come forward
with more than twice as many com-
pletely closed rules, shutting out any
opportunity for amendment.

This Rules Committee has rejected
more minority-sponsored amendments
than the Rules Committee of the past
did.

O 1830

And Mr. Speaker, this Rules Com-
mittee has, unfortunately, reduced by
a full day the amount of time that
Members and their staff have to review
the bills and to submit their amend-
ments. So they promised that all this
great deliberation was going to take
place, and they’ve actually cut nearly
in half the amount of time the Mem-
bers have to review and look at and
offer amendments to measures.

One of the most outrageous things of
all, Mr. Speaker, one of the most out-
rageous policies to come forward is one
which is a slap in the face at any
American who has their Representative
here trying to offer an amendment for
them. For management purposes, if the
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Rules Committee obviously establishes
that they are going to have some Kkind
of structured rule, we have a deadline
for filing, and that deadline is stated,
for example, at 5 p.m. on a certain
date. And we have instance after in-
stance where Members have literally
arrived at the door 1 or 2 or3or4orb
minutes after 5 p.m. and they’ve been
told that their amendment can’t even
be considered, can’t even be submitted
for the Rules Committee to consider.
Now, I will say that this is something
that has never been done in the 220-
year history of this institution.

The Rules Committee was estab-
lished, Mr. Speaker, on the 2nd of
April, 1789, which was the second day of
the first Congress. Since that period of
time, we have never had this kind of
treatment of Members. And that’s a
new policy that has been put into place
under this so-called enhancement of
deliberativeness, openness, trans-
parency, disclosure and accountability,
and all of those words that we’ve con-
tinued to hear from so many in the
past who have touted all the changes
that need to be made.

So let’s see what we’ve got. Okay.
We’ve got a quote from the very distin-
guished chairwoman, the gentlewoman
from Rochester, New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER). Now, this was on the 20th
of April in 2005. And in this quote, she
was describing the job of ranking mi-
nority member of the Rules Committee
in a press release that was put out. It
is the job that I now hold as ranking
minority member. And in this press re-
lease she stated, “My job on the Rules
Committee is to serve as the guardian
of the democratic process in the House.
That process and the democratic values
of everyday Americans are under at-
tack by an out-of-control majority.
Someone has to step up to the plate
and ensure that the business of this
House is conducted in an ethical man-
ner, without corruption and without
arrogance. I didn’t ask for that job, but
I humbly accept the responsibility.”
Now, that’s a statement that was made
by the very distinguished present
chairman of the Committee on Rules.

Mr. Speaker, I have to say that when
we look at this record over the past 9
months, it is, to me, a very, very sad
commentary that every single Amer-
ican has had their rights undermined
on dealing with substantive public pol-
icy issues.

Just upstairs about 2 hours ago in
the Rules Committee, we, unfortu-
nately, reported out a rule dealing with
a very important issue that we’re going
to be considering this week, and there
were some questions that were raised.
The minority was promised last August
2, 2 months ago today, that that issue
would be resolved. And unfortunately,
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
FORBES), who serves as the ranking
member of a subcommittee of the Judi-
ciary Committee on the issue in ques-
tion, which is one that we want to ad-
dress, it’s one that’s getting a great
deal of attention now, but what hap-
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pened? The issue and the concerns that
were raised in a bipartisan way were
completely ignored; so, no opportunity
whatsoever to address that.

We offered two amendments upstairs
to try and address those and, unfortu-
nately, by a partisan vote we saw the
American people, through their Rep-
resentatives on the Rules Committee,
denied that chance to have this issue
dealt with in a bipartisan way, as had
been promised in the past.

There are a number of issues that I
would like to get into to discuss. We
know probably the one that has gotten
the most attention within the last
week had to do with the aftermath of
the unveiling of our very important
out-of-order report, which again I
would say to my colleagues, I encour-
age them to look at this report. It’s
available at rules-repub-
licans.house.gov. And any of our col-
leagues can go online right now and get
a copy of this. And Mr. Speaker, I
would encourage them to do that.

After we unveiled this plan last
week, Mr. Speaker, in which we talked
about this problem, the Rules Com-
mittee took action which I find to be
absolutely reprehensible, and there was
bipartisan concern voiced over the ac-
tion that was taken. We were consid-
ering a critical issue. In the aftermath
of Hurricane Katrina and the other
natural disasters that we faced in this
country, the issue of flood insurance is
one which clearly is not partisan at all.
I mean, Republicans, Democrats, inde-
pendents have tragically been victim-
ized by these natural disasters. They’ve
hit primarily the Gulf Coast, and my
friend from Florida certainly has been
often victimized by hurricanes in south
Florida, and others have dealt with
this very serious challenge. Well, there
were a number of amendments that had
been proposed. Our friend from Georgia
(Mr. PRICE) is here, and he is going to
talk about one.

When the Committee on Financial
Services went through its markup
process, there was an indication pro-
vided, and I will let him expand on
this, that the process of dealing with
flood insurance would be addressed
going through the process and that
there would be opportunity for amend-
ments to be considered. In fact, the
chairman of the Committee on Finan-
cial Services came before the com-
mittee on Rules and asked that a num-
ber of Republican amendments be made
in order.

Mr. Speaker, we couldn’t believe
what happened. There were 13 amend-
ments made in order on that bill; not
one single Republican amendment was
made in order on that bill. And what
happened? We saw bipartisan outrage.
There were people, including the chair-
man of the Committee on Financial
Services, who could not support that
rule. And that was unprecedented. I've
been here 27 years and I've never seen
a circumstance like that. And so what
this shows, Mr. Speaker, is the Rules
Committee is being used very arro-
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gantly to undermine the rights of the
American people to deal with an issue
as critical as flood insurance reform.

And so it saddens me that we’ve had
to take this time out, it truly does, be-
cause I know that I would very much
like to be able to work in a bipartisan
way on all of these issues. I'’ve contin-
ued to try and do that in the past, and
I will continue, as all of my colleagues
will, to strive for bipartisanship on be-
half of the American people in the fu-
ture.

Let me say that I am very privileged
again to be joined by my distinguished
colleagues on the Rules Committee,
and we now have two former members
of the Rules Committee who have come
to the floor as well. And I begin by rec-
ognizing my very good friend, the gen-
tleman from Miami, Florida (Mr. LIN-
COLN DIAZ-BALART). I'm happy to yield
to my friend.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. I thank my dear friend for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, it’s sad to have to take
the floor to discuss the issue that we
are discussing this evening. We recog-
nize we are in the minority, and in this
great representative democracy, as in
all representative democracies, the ma-
jority gets to rule. We recognize that.
But as indispensable and a key ingre-
dient of representative democracy as
the rule of the majority is respect for
the minority.

So what we are speaking about this
evening, Mr. Speaker, first, I would say
it’s the great contrast, the extraor-
dinary contrast between the promises
made by the new majority they would
institute fairness and transparency as
they ran and when they ran the House
of Representatives. The contrast be-
tween those promises and the perform-
ance of almost now the entire first
year of this Congress, first session of
this 110th Congress, the contrast be-
tween the promise and the performance
is really extraordinary.

I would like to read a quote by the
now distinguished chairman of the
Rules Committee last December. She
stated, “We are going to give people an
honest and contemplative body that
they can be proud of once more. We are
going to have a much more open proc-
ess.”

Mr. DREIER, our ranking member,
stated how the number of closed rules
in this first year of the rule of the new
majority, closed rules being rules that
bring bills to the floor to this great
body that do not permit amendments
by any and all Members of this body.
Rules that permit amendment by any
Member of this great body are called
open rules. Closed rules, obviously, are
the opposite. The number of closed
rules, of exclusivist rules, rules that
close out debate by this body on bills,
have more than doubled, more than
doubled in this first year by—they have
more than doubled during this first
year of rule by the new majority that
promised to go in the other direction,
in other words, to increase the amount
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of transparency and openness. So it’s
sad, it’s sad, Mr. Speaker, to have to
point out that extraordinary contrast
between their promise and their per-
formance.

Mr. DREIER. If I could reclaim my
time, I would just like to ask my friend
to repeat that again. We’ve got this
chart here that shows this, that if you
juxtapose the 109th and the 110th Con-
gress, you can see that if you look at
the number of closed rules, we have
had a dramatic increase in the number
of closed rules. I think it’s even more
than this chart has shown, more than
double. And again, today, we just, in
the last couple of hours, had more
closed rules.

And I’m happy to further yield.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. I think the ranking member is
pointing to a very important point, and
that is that as the time approached and
when we issued our report, and I think
it’s important to point out that that
report was put online last week. I
think other distinguished members of
the Rules Committee are going to
point out the problems that we had
with regard to even getting authority
to have a Web page.

Mr. DREIER. Now, is this the report
that our colleagues can actually get by
going to rules-republicans.house.gov?
Is that the same report?

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Yes. And I would, Mr. Speaker,
highly recommend to our colleagues
that they read this report. Because as
I'm sure will be explained, it was dif-
ficult for the minority even to get the
report posted because we couldn’t have
a Web page until last week.

What the ranking member has been
pointing to is that that posting of the
report, making public of our report
with regard to the great contrast be-
tween the promise and the perform-
ance, the promise of open transparency
and the promise, the reality of further
closing the process and making it even
more unfair, as the date approached
when we were going to make public
that report, the number of closed rules
increased. And we’ve seen, the ranking
member pointed out, that the day, that
same day, Mr. Speaker, that we made
public that report explaining the re-
ality of closed rules and the exces-
sively exclusivist process during this
entire year, the first year of the new
majority’s rule, that day, when we
made the report public, as the ranking
member pointed out, not one amend-
ment by the minority, not one Repub-
lican amendment was allowed in legis-
lation that was nonpartisan. Even the
chairman, the ranking member said
that in his 27 years he has never seen
something like that. In my 15 years
I've never seen something like that.
The chairman of the committee stated
that it was unfair, that it was unjusti-
fied. He is a very eloquent Member of
this Congress. So I'm not going to
quote him. I don’t aspire to remember
word for word what he said, but I do re-
member that the chairman said that it
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was unfair for the rule to have closed
out every single Republican amend-
ment. And he didn’t vote for the rule.
That’s something I've never experi-
enced in my 15 years here. I've never
seen that. That was so dramatic.

[0 1845

So I just want to point out, Mr.
Speaker, two examples. We have distin-
guished colleagues waiting to speak.
One I have never seen in my 15 years
here. I was appointed to the Rules
Committee in December of 1994. During
the entire time that I served in major-
ity in the Rules Committee, I never
saw anything like this. A Member
came to introduce an amendment.
Now, obviously, Mr. Speaker, as you
can see, there are many chairs here.
This is a House of 435. The reason that
on that second day of the first Con-
gress the Rules Committee was estab-
lished, even though the House was not
as large in membership, it still was a
large body even then, on the second
day of the Congress of the United
States, the first Congress, the Rules
Committee was created so that this
body could function. It is understood
by every Member of this House that if
every Member on every bill, on every
piece of legislation could debate an
amendment or two, that would, in ef-
fect, constitute a filibuster, because 435
Members, obviously, even though they
had only one amendment per bill,
would take up days and days of this
body. So the Rules Committee was de-
vised. It was created on that second
day of the first Congress to manage
this House.

Now, most of the time, at least much
of the time, it is understood by the
membership that you are not going to
be able to have your amendment de-
bated here on the floor of this great
test, Congress, in the world. But you
have somewhere where you can go
when you’ve worked hard and you have
an idea to improve legislation.

When you have an amendment,
there’s somewhere you can go. It is
right above here. We are on the second
floor. It is on the third floor right over
there. You can go to the Rules Com-
mittee with your idea, with the prod-
uct of your work and study, your idea
to improve a bill in the form of an
amendment. Your colleagues there, the
majority and the minority, they have
to listen to you, hopefully with re-
spect, listen to your idea, listen to
your amendment, and really pass judg-
ment on it in the sense, in the process
of managing this House, either making
in order or not making in order your
amendment. But there is that place
where you can go, and that is the Rules
Committee.

When I saw that one of our col-
leagues this year, a distinguished col-
league, TODD AKIN, was, because he was
a few minutes late and he got to the
Rules Committee with the product of
his hard work and dedication to im-
prove legislation, it was somewhat
technical, Mr. Speaker, it was called a
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second-degree amendment, in other
words an amendment to an amend-
ment. Obviously, he could not draft
that amendment to an amendment
until he had seen the amendments. So
he didn’t have time to get there before
the deadline. Well, as the ranking
member said, and we don’t espouse to
have been perfect, but one thing I
never saw, and never thought I would
see, is that Mr. AKIN, when he arrived
with the product of his hard work and
dedication, because he was literally a
few minutes late, he wasn’t even al-
lowed to enter the committee room to
file the amendment. That is something
that is very sad.

So I will say, Mr. Speaker, this may
seem technical and overly procedural
to some of our colleagues perhaps who
may be listening to the debate, or oth-
ers, the American people, perhaps, it
may seem like a technical debate. But
it is important for the following rea-
son: When Mr. AKIN is not allowed to
enter the committee room to present,
to introduce his amendment because he
is a few minutes late, that affects pol-
icy. That is profoundly unfair. As I said
before, it is just as important to de-
mocracy, to representative democracy,
for there to be rule of the majority, as
it is for there to be respect of the mi-
nority.

One final example, just last week, be-
fore us came legislation that the dis-
tinguished ranking member referred to
as ‘‘consensus’’ legislation. We all sup-
port, or almost all, certainly in this
body, support the health insurance pro-
gram for children of economically dis-
advantaged families. It 1is called
SCHIP, the State Children’s Health In-
surance Program. There is a consensus
here of support, bipartisan support for
that program.

Unfortunately, the Democrats have
come with a massive increase in the
program, and we were debating that,
the ranking member pointed out, the
first time we debated it was late at
night or early in the morning, and we
sought to have input for debate. I was
most disappointed in the last version
that, in my view, excessively and un-
reasonably increases taxes, and while
massively expanding that program, did
not include something that I thought
was elementally responsible to include,
and appropriate to include in a massive
increase of the program, and that is
legal immigrant children.

I pointed that out, how disappointed
I was. I had an amendment so that the
House could debate that issue. Well,
the amendment was not made in order.
But in addition to that, in something
that I think was very unfair, the rank-
ing member, the lead Republican in the
Energy and Commerce Committee, he
had been shut out from the discussions,
it is called conference committee, the
final discussions on formulation of the
bill, of the legislation. And he pointed
out, because, when I said how sad and
unfortunate it is that in this massive
expansion of this program, you are not
including legal, I repeat, legal immi-
grant children and pregnant women,
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and friends on the other side of the
aisle pointed out, well, the Senate in
conference didn’t want that, so it is
not in the bill.

Well, the lead Republican minority
member from the House Energy and
Commerce Committee, Mr. BARTON,
said, you know, if I would have been
called into the room to the conference
meeting, I would have pushed the Sen-
ate. Did you say the Senate Repub-
licans didn’t want that? Well, the
House Republican leadership, I, Mr.
BARTON, said this, in the Rules Com-
mittee, when we met, would have been
pushing that issue because we separate
the issue of illegal and legal immigra-
tion. While there is opposition to ille-
gal immigrants receiving benefits, Mr.
BARTON said, with regard to legal im-
migrant children and pregnant moth-
ers, pregnant women, I would have
been there, Mr. BARTON said.

Mr. DREIER. If I can reclaim my
time, I would say parenthetically it is
very interesting to note that this pro-
gram that has passed, which has now
been sent down to the President’s desk,
which he will veto tomorrow, is a pro-
gram that actually does include an op-
portunity for benefits for people that
are in this country illegally, which is
incredible.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. BARTON pointed out with
regard to the issue of legal immigrant
children and pregnant women, he
would have been there in the con-
ference room had he been allowed to be
in the conference advocating for the
position.

In summary, as I yield back to the
distinguished ranking member, Mr.
Speaker, I would say that an exces-
sively restrictive process is not only
technical; it leads to bad policy in ad-
dition to being most unfair. What is
truly sad is that this majority prom-
ised time and again to be the most fair,
the most open, and the most trans-
parent majority as it ran, in the way in
which it ran this House in history, and
in effect, it has been exactly the oppo-
site.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend for his very thoughtful re-
marks.

We have 256 minutes left, and we have
a lot of our colleagues who need to be
heard on this issue. I think the gen-
tleman from Miami makes the point
very, very clearly, the fact that this is
not simply a technical issue. This is
about the American people’s rights
being undermined by this new leader-
ship here in the House of Representa-
tives. It is very unfortunate.

I thank the gentleman for his fine
service on the Rules Committee and
again for his thoughtful remarks.

I am happy to yield to my very good
friend from Pasco, WA, who labors long
and hard on the Rules Committee, as
well.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I
thank the gentleman for yielding. I ap-
preciate your getting this time. I ap-
preciate my colleagues that are going
to speak later.
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Mr. Speaker, this issue is about
promises, because we live in the great-
est country in the world where people
make their decisions on who will gov-
ern them by the promises that they
made. I would really like to emphasize
the point that has been made several
times by the distinguished ranking
member and the gentleman from Flor-
ida, that process has consequences, be-
cause ultimately process turns into
substance, it turns into laws, and, of
course, that is what governs us.

Mr. DREIER. If I could point out, let
me just point to the statement that
was made by the new Speaker of the
House of Representatives, since my
friend mentioned the word ‘‘promise.” I
will point to this one first. It says: “We
promise the American people that we
would have the most honest and open
government and we will.” I am happy
to further yield to my friend.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I ap-
preciate the gentleman saying that. I
note that that statement was made
after the election. Presumably, there
was a decision made that the campaign
was about change, and so this state-
ment was made after the election.

The statement that I have up here by
the distinguished chairman now of the
Rules Committee, LOUISE SLAUGHTER,
was also made after the election. It
says: “It is our goal to use rules re-
sponsibly, opening up the workings of
the House and using it to usher in the
most honest and ethical Congress in
history. An open process will mean
that more commonsense legislation
written in the national interest will
get to the House floor and be voted
on.”

Mr. DREIER. If I could just interject,
I would like to make this point one
more time. ‘“‘An open process will mean
that more commonsense legislation
written in the national interest will
get to the House floor and be voted
on,” and here we are with twice the
number of closed rules, shutting out
any opportunity for amendment, lim-
iting debate, preventing Members from
having an opportunity to even submit
their amendments to the Rules Com-
mittee, and that is what we were prom-
ised?

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. We
were promised this after the election, I
remind my friend from California, this
was after the election.

The reason for this is very obvious.
The role of the Rules Committee is to
funnel legislation so that every Mem-
ber could have a possibility to be
heard. We have 19 standing commit-
tees. Because we have two vacancies,
there are 433 Members of the House
today. We simply couldn’t control this
unless we had the standing committees
doing their work.

Yet, Mr. Speaker, the Rules Com-
mittee this year is on track to rewrite
more bills in the Rules Committee
than we ever did during the 12 years
that we were in control of Congress.
They have done it with troops in Iraq.
They did it with lobby reform. They
did it with the farm bill legislation.
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Mr. Speaker, I want to talk a bit
about the farm bill. I come from rural
America. I was very much involved in
that process as we are going forward. I
recall very, very specifically that when
the farm bill came out of committee, it
came out of committee with strong bi-
partisan support. Yet, when we went to
the Rules Committee the next day to
report out a rule, there was a massive
tax increase that was put on that farm
bill.

I remember the distinguished rank-
ing member, last year’s chairman, of
the Agriculture Committee, BOB GOOD-
LATTE from Virginia, came to the Rules
Committee and testified. He said, I felt
betrayed by what went on, because he
was not a part of that process. I know,
I can speak to the bipartisan nature of
how this farm bill was put together as
it relates to the farm because there
was a hearing in my district. There
were four Republicans and four Demo-
crats that showed up to this hearing
last June, so this was a process in the
making. Yet, at the last minute, all
that process was thrown aside, and it
was a broken deal.

It is bad because of what is hap-
pening. The policies that we have in
place have potential detrimental ef-
fects to the farmers. The farm bill, I
might add, expired at the end of Sep-
tember.
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We put a 2-week extension on that. I
suspect we will probably have to have
another 2-week extension on that. It is
not right, in a body of this size, to re-
write bills in the Rules Committee.

I want to follow up on my friend from
Florida who talked about the SCHIP
bill. That bill was enacted on a bipar-
tisan basis in 1997. I supported that. It
was part of a larger bill. That was
probably the most egregious rewrite.
We met at 1:00 in the morning, only
had about an hour to look at what was
in the bill, and there was a lot of ru-
mors going around, but we met at 1:00
in the morning, a 500-page bill.

I got a heads-up from a clinic in my
district that is physician owned that
they would be out of business if this
bill were signed into law.

Mr. DREIER. If the gentleman would
yield, they said they would be out of
business if this were to pass?

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. They
said they would be out of a business be-
cause of a provision that related to the
Medicare part that they added to the
SCHIP bill as related to physician-
owned facilities. This facility was put
in place in 1940, 67 years ago, and yet
the provision within this bill said that
you could not have physician-owned
hospitals.

I might add, Mr. Speaker, that this
clinic in Wenatchee, Washington, cov-
ers an area the size of the State of
Maryland. Now, if the idea is to expand
health care, why would you potentially
shut down a facility that covers the ge-
ographic size of the State of Maryland?

We went around and around with
those that were testifying in favor of
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this particular bill, and they first
started out and said no, you’re mis-
taken, that is not in the bill. But after
discussions going on with my friend
from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) and me
going back and forth, they admitted at
nearly 3:00 in the morning that yes,
that provision was in there, and it was
intended to be in there.

Mr. DREIER. If I can reclaim my
time, they said, and I do remember this
very well, but I think it’s important
for my colleague to repeat this, they
said that they intended it to be here
because they didn’t want any physi-
cians to have even the slightest inter-
est in hospitals, so for that reason they
were going to deny the opportunity for
a health facility for a quarter of a mil-
lion people in an area that is geo-
graphically the size of the entire State
of Maryland in eastern Washington?

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. That
is exactly right. It was done purposely.
They first said we must be mistaken.
But after probing and asking questions,
they were essentially saying that you
could not get any Medicare reimburse-
ment if you were a physician-owned fa-
cility.

Now, I just don’t understand what
the motivation is behind that. But the
point is, and we are obviously working
on this because we don’t want this to
happen, but this is what happens when
the process gets all messed up and you
start rewriting bills in the middle of
the night.

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to point out
those two examples. I think it’s con-
trary to the promises that were made
by the new majority and what they
have carried out. I think that is some-
thing that needs to be talked about.

I want to thank the ranking member
for putting this Special Order together
so we can discuss these issues in an
open manner.

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for
his dedication, his hard work, and
thank God President Bush is going to
veto that SCHIP bill tomorrow, be-
cause if we end up with that legislation
potentially jeopardizing a quarter of a
million Washingtonians’ access to
health care at that health facility, it is
something that we all would find
frightening, and clearly no one wants
to see that happen. And yet they said,
I mean none of us want to see it hap-
pen, but they said they intended to
close down this facility.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. They
said they intended to. And let’s look at
this from a little different perspective.
This facility has been in business for 67
years. Clearly, clearly they have a fol-
lowing in that community, or they
wouldn’t have survived in that com-
petitive atmosphere unless there were
people that wanted to go to that facil-
ity.

Mr. DREIER. Is that in Pasco?

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. It’s in
Wenatchee, Washington, the
Wenatchee Valley Health Clinic. So it’s
an egregious abuse of the rules, in my
view. I don’t want to take all the time.
I yield back to my friend.
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Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for
his very thoughtful statement and his
hard work and dedication to his con-
stituents in the American people.

Mr. Speaker, we have a load of Mem-
bers here who have been victimized, for
lack of a better term, by the Rules
Committee. I would first like to yield
to my very good friend, the gentleman
from Marietta, Georgia (Mr. GINGREY),
who served long and hard on the Rules
Committee in the majority, and he now
sees what has happened, and it’s very
unfortunate. We miss him in the Rules
Committee, I will say, Mr. Speaker.
But we are very happy he is taking
time from his busy schedule to join us
here this evening. I am happy to yield
to my friend.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California, the dis-
tinguished ranking member and former
chairman of the Rules Committee, my
colleague, for yielding a little time. I
know we have got other Members, Mr.
Speaker, who want to address this
issue.

I do thank the ranking member and
all my former colleagues on the Rules
Committee for the work they have
done in regard to this issue. I look for-
ward and I encourage all my colleagues
and anybody who’s got a computer that
is interested not just in process, Mr.
Speaker, because bad process leads to
bad policy, but I would encourage any-
body to go to this address.

Mr. DREIER. I have got the address
right here.

Mr. GINGREY. I was just going to
say: rules-republicans.house.gov. That
is exactly right. The ranking member
is correct.

Mr. Speaker, my colleague from
Miami on the Rules Committee, my
former colleague on the Rules Com-
mittee, he is still there, LINCOLN DIAZ-
BALART, brought up that point about
the second-degree amendments in ref-
erence to the gentleman from Missouri,
Mr. AKIN.

Mr. Speaker, I had the same situa-
tion. As a former immediate past mem-
ber of the Rules Committee who en-
joyed, I thought, pretty  good
collegiality with both sides during the
two years that I was privileged to serve
on the Rules Committee, I had the
same situation, a second-degree
amendment, and I couldn’t really get it
filed until a first-degree amendment
was actually brought in under the
deadline.

There was no way. Mr. DIAZ-BALART
pointed that out. A second-degree
amendment, by its very nature, is
going to be a late amendment. They
absolutely shut the door; they, the new
majority. I was just absolutely as-
tounded that that happened to a
former member and colleague on the
Rules Committee.

The whole point is, as the gentleman
from California points out, this whole
process where they promised to bring
reform and openness has absolutely
been a farce, a fiasco. They have closed
down the process. They have done
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nothing of which they promised. I am
glad to be here tonight to weigh in just
a little bit.

Mr. Speaker, I want to yield back be-
cause other Members want to speak. I
thank the gentleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I will say
again we very much miss the gen-
tleman from Georgia’s active partici-
pation on the Committee on Rules. He
was very, very helpful to us time and
time again. It saddens me greatly that
his constituents, the American people,
are denied an opportunity to have
thoughtful proposals even considered
whatsoever by the Rules Committee,
not even a chance to be denied for con-
sideration here on the House floor.

I know that I want to recognize my
friend Mr. SESSIONS, who’s here, but we
also want to recognize another very
distinguished former member of the
Rules Committee. I again am saddened
that he is not able to serve with us on
the Rules Committee any longer.
That’s what happens when you go
under the minority. We look forward to
one day, I hope in the very, very, very
near future, to his return for that.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to yield to
my friend from Utah.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the ranking member. I realize
when we talk about procedure, it is
boring. People’s eyes start to glaze
over.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am fas-
cinated by it, I will tell you. It abso-
lutely intrigues me when my friends
talk about process here.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. You are 1 out of
435. But one of the current senior Dem-
ocrat chairmen 20 years ago wrote that
if I let you write substance and you let
me write procedure, I will win every
time. Actually, he didn’t use quite
those words, but I don’t think the ac-
tual verbiage can be used with the
rules of our House. But it is the same
sentiment that has to be there.

Poor procedure has been said creates
poor policy. And the ranking member
has already said there have been more
closed rules, fewer minority Members’
rules allowed this year than ever be-
fore.

I was in the Education Committee
when Representative EHLERS made his
amendment, accepted by the chairman
on a voice vote; and yet, when the bill
came out of the Rules Committee, the
amendment had magically disappeared,
a bill that affected my State in redis-
tricting.

Mr. GOHMERT from Texas had made
an excellent amendment in the Judici-
ary Committee, but when that bill
came out of the Rules Committee, once
again that amendment had basically
simply disappeared.

I realize the Rules Committee is a po-
litical type of committee, but it is
coming to the point right now when
someone says, ‘‘Well, you better go
make your case before the Rules Com-
mittee,” you simply abandoned all
hope. It is like being on the Titanic and
being told that the ship coming to res-
cue you is the Lusitania.
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I have been on the Rules Committee,
as has been said. I have been chairman
of a rules committee in Utah. And I re-
alize that more than just simply mov-
ing legislation, the committee should
try and find bipartisan solutions;
should make sure that we spend time
in debate on the floor vetting issues
that were not covered in committee,
especially when so many bills are being
written by the Rules Committee.

Mr. DREIER. To reclaim my time, I
will tell you we had a perfect example
of that, as I alluded to earlier, and my
Rules Committee colleagues know this
very well.

We were trying to deal with this
military justice issue. The ranking
member of the subcommittee said he
was promised an opportunity to ad-
dress these concerns that were there,
and neither the committee nor the
Rules Committee allowed that kind of
free-flowing discussion to which my
friend refers.

I am happy to further yield.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman. The amendments
I have actually brought to the Rules
Committee were, in my estimation,
trying to produce a bipartisan ap-
proach, or in dealing especially with
one that impacted my State of Utah,
an amendment that we were trying to
talk about a bill that had been changed
significantly in the Rules Committee
from what had been discussed in the
committee, but trying to do amend-
ments that would have saved my State
millions of dollars and allowed us to
have the flexibility of creating the
process that we wanted to have. Both
Mr. CANNON and I presented those in
Rules. All of them were totally shut
down.

The Rules, there is a little bit more
to that. Allow me to quote once again
from an issue that happened about 20
years ago when a Speaker of the House
was forced to resign in a very partisan
atmosphere. He said, all year, partisan-
ship had fed on itself, frustrating each
side, driven each side apart. The major-
ity at that time, the Democrats, were
looking at the majority. The majority
group contemptuous of it, the minor-
ity, more determined to govern in spite
of it, more arbitrary and faced with in-
creasing arbitrariness of the majority,
the minority grew more irresponsible
and more destructive of the institu-
tion.

The Rules Committee has a function
more than just establishing the param-
eters of what amendments will be dis-
cussed and the debate. They have a re-
sponsibility to establish an atmos-
phere, indeed, a tone, on the floor. And
they can either fan the flames of par-
tisanship or they can build a process
that encourages bipartisanship and en-
courages discussion of issues, issues
that have not been vetted before on the
floor. That is what the Rules Com-
mittee should be doing, and I am sad to
say it has not been in evidence so far
this year on the floor.

Mr. DREIER. Absolutely. Mr. Speak-
er, let me just say how much I appre-
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ciate, and, again, after having heard
him, miss my friend from my Utah’s
very, very thoughtful and incisive in-
sight on the Rules Committee.

I mentioned earlier the fact, Mr.
Speaker, that we have dealt with this
flood insurance bill. It should have
been very bipartisan. We have two
Members who were victimized by that
right here, the gentleman from Georgia
and the gentleman from New Jersey,
and I am happy to yield to them. We
just have a few minutes left. Obviously
we could go on and on and on because
there are so many Members.

I am happy to yield first to my friend
from Georgia.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my good friend and the ranking
member, my good friend from Cali-
fornia for yielding and for your leader-
ship on this issue and on so many oth-
ers that come to our House.

You mentioned, and folks have men-
tioned, that we have been victimized.
Well, Mr. Speaker, we haven’t been vic-
timized; the American people have
been victimized. Because we were
promised, we in the House of Rep-
resentatives were promised, but the
American people were promised, an
open process. They were promised a
fair process. And, as you mentioned,
the stories are too numerous to stipu-
late each individually.

But the story that I bring is one of
the flood insurance bill, the Flood In-
surance Reform and Modernization Act
that came just last week. We had an
amendment that we were essentially
assured would be made in order
through the assurances of the Chair of
that committee, that we would have an
open and deliberative process.

Mr. DREIER. In fact, as I recall, the
chairman testified and said he sup-
ported the notion of making the gen-
tleman’s motion in order.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. You are abso-
lutely correct. The amendment to file
with the Rules Committee was 5 p.m.,
an arbitrary deadline, but that is all
right. It is a deadline, 5 p.m.

My office submitted our amendment
electronically to the Rules Committee,
as we do all the time, 8 minutes before
5 o’clock, 4:52 p.m. In the process of
bringing that hard piece of paper over
to the Rules Committee, we got that
there at 5:03 p.m., 3 minutes after 5:00.

Mr. DREIER. So they had already the
amendment electronic submitted be-
fore the 5 o’clock deadline; am I cor-
rect in saying that?

Mr. PRICE of GEORGIA. You are ab-
solutely right. The amendment was
within the purview at that point of the
Rules Committee. They had notice.

Now, again, it is not that we were de-
nied the amendment. It is that the
American people were denied the op-
portunity to have a substantive amend-
ment debated on the floor of the House.
In fact, Mr. Speaker, I believe that the
President is going to veto that piece of
legislation, and I believe he is going to
do so because our amendment was not
allowed to be acted upon by the House,
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because he supported the amendment
that we would have offered, which was
a very substantive amendment, a sig-
nificant change in the flood insurance
reform bill.
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As my friend from California men-
tioned, there were 13 amendments
made in order to that bill, 13 Democrat
amendments, no Republican amend-
ments. I suggest, Mr. Speaker, that is
all politics, that is all politics. Again,
it doesn’t harm us personally. What it
does is disenfranchise nearly half of the
American people, and that is why this
matters. What it means is that nearly
half of this body is not given the oppor-
tunity and the right that they were
given in winning their election.

We all represent essentially the same
number of people. When the majority
does not allow a certain Member or
Members to offer amendments or to
offer their best ideas, what they do is
disenfranchise nearly half of the Amer-
ican people.

I can only think of three reasons why
that would be done. One, it is a broken
promise. We have seen the promises.
Two, it is for political expediency. Or,
three, it is what de Tocqueville called
the tyranny of the majority. That is
what I believe we have, a tyranny of
the majority that is running this House
right now. It doesn’t hurt me person-
ally, but it hurts the institution, it
hurts our democracy, and it disenfran-
chises nearly half of the American peo-
ple.

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend very
much, and I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT) who
was also victimized by this process.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. You
spoke about the flood bill and the prob-
lem we had here. Anytime we stifle de-
bate, and that is what occurred when
the Democrats did this, they alter sub-
stance.

What we were trying to do with an
amendment that went through com-
mittee and we worked on with the
chairman’s staff, an amendment that
the chairman said withdraw the
amendment from committee and he
will make sure that it gets through
Rules and to the floor, our amendment
simply said we should no longer have
the rich and the wealthy who live in
these great mansions on the coast and
what have you, have them be sub-
sidized by the poor widow in the house
right across the street. We thought
that was absurd. This amendment
would have fixed that situation. The
chairman was on board with us. He
went to the committee and testified in
favor of it as well.

Mr. DREIER. And what happened?

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. What
happened was the Rules Committee de-
cided to not allow the amendment to
come to the floor. So at the end of the
day, we have a bill where the rich are
still being subsidized by the poor. Sub-
stance was altered by the stifling of de-
bate.
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I will commend the chairman of the
committee for all he did and by not
voting ‘‘yes” on the rule because even
he, a Democrat chairman, saw the
error of their ways in what they did.

Mr. DREIER. He was quoted as say-
ing he believed it wrong that they were
denied. Tragically, this was done in the
aftermath of the unveiling of this re-
port that we put forward simply stat-
ing the facts of what has taken place in
the last 9 months.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 1
would just conclude by concurring with
the gentleman from Georgia on this.
Although we are in the minority here,
this is not an issue for the minority;
this is for half of America. And it
doesn’t matter whether the Americans
watching tonight are Democrat or Re-
publicans. Their voices are being si-
lenced because they cannot have their
voices heard through us in the Rules
Committee and have their important
issues made part of the process.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman and now yield to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS),
a hardworking member of the Rules
Committee.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the ranking
member from California for not only
putting together this Special Order to-
night, but also talking about the Rules
Committee which I think is so impor-
tant. I have had an opportunity to
serve on the Rules Committee for 9
years. For 9 years previous to this, I
have seen the Rules Committee as
being part of the process to make sure
that the agenda of policy is done prop-
erly by the Speaker of the House
through this committee. I would like
to note to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, as he remembers that, Repub-
licans utilized this committee to make
sure that we balanced the budget, to
make sure that we had responsibility
and the opportunity to make sure that
the American people benefited from
that which we did here in Washington,
D.C. by cutting taxes.

Republicans balanced the budget
when they said it was not possible in
1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, and 2001. We went
in and we balanced the budget. We uti-
lized the Rules Committee to make
sure that we had responsible govern-
ment.

I have now seen during the last 10
months that we have been in the mi-
nority that it is also true that the new
Democrat majority utilizes the Rules
Committee to do things that I don’t
think that the American people can
completely understand, and that is
that they want to raise taxes, they
want to raise spending, and they want
to make sure that what happens is that
loopholes are there in place for them to
do earmarks despite the debate that
has taken place on this floor.

So I am pleased to join the gen-
tleman from California tonight in sum-
marizing that the Rules Committee is
a very difficult place for all Members.
It is a difficult place whether you are
in the majority or the minority, but it
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is still the place where the political
work gets done, and nothing has
changed. The Democrat Party is still
here to raise taxes and raise spending
and to take away from the American
people that which they earn, and that
is called their hard-earned money.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague from Dallas for his very
thoughtful remarks and hard work.

I recommend to my colleagues going
to rules-republicans.house.gov to see a
copy of this very, very important re-
port that we have just unveiled, be-
cause it is on behalf of the American
people, not any bipartisanship, the
American people, that we are fighting
on behalf of their rights.

—————
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that Members be
able to revise and extend their remarks
and include extraneous material on the
subject of my Special Order.

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

There was no objection.

————
BLUE DOG COALITION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. R0oss) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. ROSS. Mr. Speaker, what we
have just witnessed on the House floor
is an example of why the American
people are sick and tired of all of the
partisan bickering that goes on up in
Washington.

Mr. Speaker, there are 47 of us who
are fiscally conservative Democrats
who want to put an end to the partisan
bickering. We are a group of conserv-
ative Democrats who quite frankly
don’t care if it is a Democratic idea or
a Republican idea. We want to know if
it is a commonsense idea and does it
make sense for the people that send us
here to be their voice.

Mr. Speaker, there are 47 Members of
the fiscally conservative Democratic
Blue Dog Coalition. As you walk the
Halls of Congress, it is easy to identify
which Members are members of the fis-
cally conservative Blue Dog Coalition
because you will see this poster as you
walk the hallways of the Cannon House
Office Building, the Longworth House
Office Building and the Rayburn House
Office Building.

This poster not only serves as a door-
mat to Blue Dog Coalition Members of
Congress, but also as a daily reminder
to Members of Congress on both sides
of the aisle and to the American people
that our Nation is in debt.

Today, the U.S. national debt is
$9,010,742,245,690. If you divide that
enormous number and put it in per-
spective by every man, woman and
child in America, every one of us, our
share of the national debt is $29,735. It

H11143

is what we have coined the phrase
“debt tax,” and that is one tax that
cannot be cut and that is one amount
that is not going to fund America’s pri-
orities but rather is going to simply
pay interest on the national debt and
to pay down the national debt.

I had a constituent from back home
in Arkansas in my office today. She
said she was in my office a couple of
years ago, and everybody’s share of the
national debt was some $27,000. Again,
today it is $29,735. Under this Repub-
lican administration, we have seen the
largest debt ever in our Nation’s his-
tory. We have seen the largest deficit
ever in our Nation’s history.

Contrast that with the past adminis-
tration, the Clinton administration.
President Clinton was the first Demo-
crat or Republican in 40 years to give
us a balanced budget; and yet here we
are 7 years later with the largest debt
ever in our Nation’s history, and as
members of the Blue Dog Coalition, we
want to restore fiscal discipline and
commonsense to our Nation’s govern-
ment.

That is why there was a lot of talk
about the first 100 hours on the House
floor in this new Democratic majority,
and we accomplished more in the first
100 hours I would dare say than the pre-
vious Congress did all together. In fact,
I believe we have done more on the
floor of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives in the past 9 months than the pre-
vious Republican Congresses have done
in 9 years.

Unfortunately, these bills are then
sent to the Senate where too many of
them remain. But I am proud of the
work that we are doing in the House
under this new majority. And, Mr.
Speaker, we are doing it with fiscal dis-
cipline. We are passing these bills, a
new vision for America, putting Amer-
ica’s priorities where they ought to be,
and that is putting our families and
children first again. But we are doing
it in a sensible and responsible way, a
way in which we pay for it.

One of the first things to happen on
the floor in this new Congress was to
reinstitute the PAYGO rules. PAYGO
is an acronym for ‘“‘pay as you go.”’ It
is what we do at the Ross home in
Prescott, Arkansas. It is what most
American families do.

Mr. Speaker, for the past 6 years, a
Republican-led Congress and a Repub-
lican President gave us the largest debt
ever in our Nation’s history, the larg-
est deficit year after year. To put it in
perspective, to put it in perspective,
this President has borrowed more
money from foreigners in the past 6
years than the previous 42 Presidents
combined.

We are going to put an end to that,
and we did so when we reinstituted the
PAYGO rules on the floor of the House
of Representatives. Every bill that
comes to the floor of the House in this
new Democratic Congress must be paid
for. Now, some of the Republicans say,
oh, that’s a disguise to raise taxes. The
Republicans now believe that the only
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