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IDAHO
Minnick Simpson
ILLINOIS
Bean Halvorson Manzullo
Biggert Hare Roskam
Costello Jackson Schakowsky
Davis Kirk Schock
Foster Lipinski Shimkus
INDIANA
Burton Donnelly Pence
Buyer Ellsworth Souder
Carson Hill Visclosky
IOWA
Boswell King Loebsack
Braley Latham
KANSAS
Jenkins Moran
Moore Tiahrt
KENTUCKY
Chandler Guthrie Whitfield
Davis Rogers Yarmuth
LOUISIANA
Alexander Cassidy Scalise
Boustany Fleming
Cao Melancon
MAINE
Michaud Pingree
MARYLAND
Bartlett Hoyer Sarbanes
Cummings Kratovil Van Hollen
Edwards Ruppersberger
MASSACHUSETTS
Capuano Markey Tierney
Delahunt McGovern Tsongas
Frank Neal
Lynch Olver
MICHIGAN
Camp Kildee Peters
Conyers Kilpatrick Schauer
Dingell Levin Stupak
Ehlers McCotter Upton
Hoekstra Miller
MINNESOTA
Bachmann McCollum Peterson
Ellison Oberstar Walz
Kline Paulsen
MISSISSIPPI
Childers Taylor
Harper Thompson
MISSOURI
Akin Clay Graves
Blunt Cleaver Luetkemeyer
Carnahan Emerson Skelton
MONTANA
Rehberg
NEBRASKA
Fortenberry Smith Terry
NEVADA
Berkley Heller Titus
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Hodes Shea-Porter
NEW JERSEY
Adler Lance Rothman
Andrews LoBiondo Sires
Frelinghuysen Pallone Smith
Garrett Pascrell
Holt Payne
NEW MEXICO
Heinrich Lujan Teague
NEW YORK
Ackerman Gillibrand Lee
Arcuri Hall Lowey
Bishop Higgins Maffei
Clarke Hinchey Maloney
Crowley Israel Massa
Engel King McCarthy
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McHugh
McMahon
Meeks
Nadler

Butterfield
Coble
Etheridge
Foxx
Jones

Austria
Boccieri
Boehner
Driehaus
Fudge
Jordan

Boren
Cole

Blumenauer
DeFazio

Altmire
Brady
Carney
Dahlkemper
Dent

Doyle
Fattah

Kennedy

Barrett
Brown

Blackburn
Cohen
Cooper

Barton
Brady
Burgess
Carter
Conaway
Cuellar
Culberson
Doggett
Edwards
Gohmert
Gonzalez

Bishop

Boucher
Cantor
Connolly
Forbes

Baird
Dicks
Inslee
Larsen

Capito

Baldwin
Kagen
Kind

Rangel
Serrano
Slaughter
Tonko

Kissell
McHenry
McIntyre
Miller
Myrick

RHODE ISLAND

Langevin

Clyburn
Inglis

Herseth Sandlin

TENNESSEE

Davis
Duncan
Gordon

TEXAS

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

UTAH
Chaffetz

VERMONT
Welch

VIRGINIA

Goodlatte
Moran
Nye
Perriello

WASHINGTON

McDermott

McMorris
Rodgers

Reichert

WEST VIRGINIA

Mollohan

WISCONSIN

Moore
Obey
Petri

WYOMING

Lummis

Towns
Velazquez
Weiner

NORTH CAROLINA

Price
Shuler
Watt

NORTH DAKOTA

Pomeroy
OHIO
Kaptur Schmidt
Kilroy Space
Kucinich Sutton
LaTourette Tiberi
Latta Turner
Ryan Wilson
OKLAHOMA
Fallin Sullivan
Lucas
OREGON
Schrader Wu
Walden
PENNSYLVANIA
Gerlach Platts
Holden Schwartz
Kanjorski Sestak
Murphy, Patrick  Shuster
Murphy, Tim Thompson
Murtha
Pitts

SOUTH CAROLINA

Spratt
Wilson

SOUTH DAKOTA

Roe
Tanner
Wamp

Neugebauer
Olson

Ortiz

Paul

Poe

Reyes
Rodriguez
Sessions
Smith
Thornberry

Matheson

Scott

Wittman
Wolf

Smith

Rahall

Ryan
Sensenbrenner
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The CLERK. The quorum call dis-
closes that 428 Representatives-elect
have responded to their name. A
quorum is present.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CLERK

The CLERK. Credentials, regular in
form, have been received showing the
election of:

The Honorable PEDRO R. PIERLUISI as
Resident Commissioner from the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico for a term of
4 years beginning January 3, 2009;

The Honorable ELEANOR HOLMES
NORTON as Delegate from the District
of Columbia;

The Honorable MADELEINE Z.
BORDALLO as Delegate from Guam;

The Honorable DoNNA M.
CHRISTENSEN as Delegate from the Vir-
gin Islands;

The Honorable ENI F. H. FALEOMA-
VAEGA as Delegate from American
Samoa; and

The Honorable GREGORIO SABLAN,
Delegate from the Commonwealth of
the Northern Mariana Islands.

RESIGNATION FROM THE HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES

The CLERK. The Clerk is in receipt
of a letter of resignation from the Hon-
orable Rahm Emanuel from the State
of Illinois.

Without objection, the letters relat-
ing to his resignation will be printed in
the RECORD.

There was no objection.

DECEMBER 30, 2008.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER PELOSI: I am writing to in-
form you that I have notified the Governor
of Illinois of my resignation from the U.S.
House of Representatives effective January
2, 2009, at the end of the 110th Congress. I do
not intend to take the office of Representa-
tive for the Fifth Congressional District in
the 111th Congress. A copy of that letter is
attached.

It has been a privilege to serve the con-
stituents of Illinois’ 5th District for the last
six years and to work with you and our col-
leagues in Congress.

Sincerely,
RAHM EMANUEL,
Member of Congress.
JANUARY 2, 2009.
Hon. ROD BLAGOJEVICH,
Govenor, State of Illinois,
Statehouse, Springfield, IL.

DEAR GOVERNOR BLAGOJEVICH: I am writing
to resign my position as United States Rep-
resentative from the Fifth Congressional
District of Illinois, effective January 2, 2009.

It has been a tremendous privilege to serve
the people of the Fifth District over the past
six years. I am grateful for the opportunity
to represent the hopes and dreams of a
quintessentially American district, from
hardworking families to new immigrants to
the senior citizens who built this great coun-
try. It has been my particular privilege to
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represent the district’s many military troops
and veterans, who put their lives on the line
to protect the values we cherish. Their sense
of duty and sacrifice has been an inspiration,
which I will carry with me to my new duties
as chief of staff to President-elect Barack
Obama.

As sons of immigrants to this country, you
and I have a deep appreciation for the oppor-
tunities America provides to those who are
willing to work hard and sacrifice for their
children. As a member of the next Adminis-
tration in Washington, I will strive to main-
tain and expand that opportunity for all
families, because the chance to work hard
and build a better life is the principle that
unites all Americans. Over the past few
years, our government in Washington has
lost sight of that principle by catering to the
wealthiest Americans and powerful special
interests—leaving middle-class Americans to
struggle with rising health care costs, re-
duced pensions and a collapsing economy.
The recent election was a clarion call for a
change in direction, so we can recapture the
values that have made our nation a beacon
of hope and opportunity.

As I go to work everyday in the incoming
Obama Administration, I will keep in mind
the stories of the working families and sen-
ior citizens who I met during the past six
years in grocery stores, schools and churches
across the Fifth District. I will strive to
make our government work for them and
their children, because that is the true meas-
ure of our success as a nation.

With gratitude and best wishes,

Sincerely,
RAHM EMANUEL,
Member of Congress.

————

ELECTION OF SPEAKER

The CLERK. Pursuant to law and
precedent, the next order of business is
the election of the Speaker of the
House of Representatives for the 111th
Congress.

Nominations are now in order.

The Clerk recognizes the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON).

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Our de-
mocracy renews itself every 2 years as
Members gather with their family
members eager to fulfill the aspira-
tions of our great Nation. While Amer-
ica watches with anticipation, they
know that hope and help are on their
way. The Democratic Caucus has met
and unanimously endorsed NANCY
D’ALESANDRO PELOSI for Speaker.

Two years ago, the Speaker took the
gavel, historically, on behalf of Amer-
ica’s children. She has taken this Con-
gress and the country in a new direc-
tion and provided the foundation for
change that America yearns for and
needs. How fitting, on the birthday of
Sam Rayburn, legendary Speaker of
the House from Texas, that I, as chair-
man of the Democratic Caucus, have
been directed by the unanimous vote of
the Caucus, to present for election to
the Office of the Speaker of the House
of Representatives for the 111th Con-
gress, the name of the Honorable
NANCY D’ALESANDRO PELOSI, a Rep-
resentative-elect from the great State
of California.

The CLERK. The Clerk now recog-
nizes the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
PENCE).

Mr. PENCE. Madam Clerk, as chair-
man of the Republican Conference, I
am also directed by unanimous consent
of that conference to present for elec-
tion an individual today, but let me
say also from my heart it is one of the
great privileges of my life to do so, to
present for election to the office of
Speaker of the House for the 111th Con-
gress the name of a man from the
heartland of America, a man of humble
beginnings who came to Washington
during a time of reform and led and is
prepared, starting this day, to lead this
Congress back to the aspirations and
ideals of the American people, the
name of the Honorable JOHN A.
BOEHNER, a representative-elect from
the State of Ohio.

The CLERK. The names of the Hon-
orable NANCY PELOSI, a Representative-
elect from the State of California, and
the Honorable JOHN A. BOEHNER, a Rep-
resentative-elect from the State of
Ohio, have been placed in nomination.

Are there further nominations?

There being no further nominations,
the Clerk appoints the following tell-
ers:

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. BRADY);

The gentleman from California (Mr.
DANIEL E. LUNGREN);

The gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
KAPTUR); and

The gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN).

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

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

The Reading Clerk will now call the
roll.

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

The following is the result of the
vote:

[Roll No. 2]

PELOSI—255
Abercrombie Cardoza Dicks
Ackerman Carnahan Dingell
Adler (NJ) Carney Doggett
Altmire Carson (IN) Donnelly (IN)
Andrews Castor (FL) Doyle
Arcuri Chandler Driehaus
Baca Childers Edwards (MD)
Baird Clarke Edwards (TX)
Baldwin Clay Ellison
Barrow Cleaver Ellsworth
Bean Clyburn Engel
Becerra Cohen Eshoo
Berkley Connolly (VA) Etheridge
Berman Conyers Farr
Berry Cooper Fattah
Bishop (GA) Costa Filner
Bishop (NY) Costello Foster
Blumenauer Courtney Frank (MA)
Boccieri Crowley Fudge
Boren Cuellar Giffords
Boswell Cummings Gillibrand
Boucher Dahlkemper Gonzalez
Boyd Davis (AL) Gordon (TN)
Brady (PA) Dayvis (CA) Grayson
Braley (IA) Dayvis (IL) Green, Al
Bright Davis (TN) Green, Gene
Brown, Corrine DeFazio Griffith
Butterfield DeGette Grijalva
Capps Delahunt Hall (NY)
Capuano DeLauro Halvorson
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Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson

Aderholt
AKkin
Alexander
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole

Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McMahon
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Nye

Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz

Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne

Pelosi
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel

Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush

Ryan (OH)
Salazar

BOEHNER—174

Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
Fallin

Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Guthrie

Hall (TX)
Harper
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hoekstra
Hunter
Inglis

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
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Sanchez, Linda
T

Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis (CA)
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Jones
Jordan (OH)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline (MN)
Lamborn
Lance
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (NY)
Lewis (CA)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E

Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moran (KS)
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes
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Olson Rooney Stearns
Paul Ros-Lehtinen Sullivan
Paulsen Roskam Terry
Pence Royce Thompson (PA)
Petri Ryan (WI) Thornberry
Pitts Scalise Tiahrt
Platts Schmidt Tiberi
Poe (TX) Schock Turner
Posey Sensenbrenner Upton
Price (GA) Sessions Walden
Putnam Shadegg Wamp
Radanovich Shimkus Westmoreland
Rehberg Shuster Whitfield
Reichert Simpson Wilson (SC)
Roe (TN) Smith (NE) Wittman
Rogers (AL) Smith (NJ) Wolf
Rogers (KY) Smith (TX) Young (AK)
Rohrabacher Souder Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—5
Boehner Hastings (WA) Rogers (MI)
Gutierrez Miller, Gary

O 1350

The CLERK. The tellers agree in
their tallies that the total number of
votes cast is 429, of which the Honor-
able NANCY PELOSI of the State of Cali-
fornia has received 255 votes, and the
Honorable JOHN A. BOEHNER of the
State of Ohio has received 174 votes.

Therefore, the Honorable NANCY
PELOSI of the State of California, hav-
ing received a majority of the votes
cast, is duly elected Speaker of the
House of Representatives for the 111th
Congress.

The Clerk appoints the following
committee to escort the Speaker-elect
to the chair:

The gentleman
BOEHNER)

The gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER)

The gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. CLYBURN)

The gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
CANTOR)

The gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. LARSON)

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
PENCE)

The gentleman from California (Mr.
BECERRA)

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
MCcCOTTER)

And the Members of the California
delegation:

Mr. STARK

Mr. GEORGE MILLER

Mr. WAXMAN

Mr. LEWIS

Mr. DREIER

Mr. BERMAN

Mr. GALLEGLY

Mr. HERGER

Mr. ROHRABACHER

Ms. WATERS

Mr. CALVERT

Ms. ESHOO

Mr. FILNER

Mr. MCKEON

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD

Mr. ROYCE

Ms. WOOLSEY

Mr. FARR

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN

Mr. RADANOVICH

Mr. SHERMAN

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ

Mrs. TAUSCHER

Mrs. CAPPS

Mrs. BONO MACK

from Ohio (Mr.
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Ms. LEE

Mr. GARY G. MILLER

Mrs. NAPOLITANO

Mr. THOMPSON

Mr. BACA

Ms. HARMAN

Mrs. DAVIS

Mr. HONDA

Mr. ISSA

Mr. SCHIFF

Ms. SOLIS

Ms. WATSON

Mr. CARDOZA

Mr. NUNES

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN

Mr. COSTA

Ms. MATSUI

Mr. CAMPBELL

Mr. BILBRAY

Mr. MCCARTHY

Mr. MCNERNEY

Ms. RICHARDSON

Ms. SPEIER

Mr. HUNTER, and

Mr. McCLINTOCK

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

The Majority Floor Services Chief
announced the Speaker-elect of the
House of Representatives of the 111th
Congress, who was escorted to the
chair by the Committee of Escort.

Mr. BOEHNER. Madam Speaker,
Leader HOYER, fellow Members, and a
special welcome to our new Members
and their families and friends who are
here today.

We begin this new Congress at a
great time of challenge for the Amer-
ican people. This winter, working fami-
lies are struggling to pay their bills
and keep their homes; small businesses
are being forced to choose between cut-
ting jobs and closing their doors;
health costs are rising; college savings
funds and 401(k)s have declined in value
substantially; parents are deeply wor-
ried about their children’s future.

I think it’s a time of anxiety for mil-
lions of Americans, some of whom face
economic challenges not seen in this
country for generations. When things
are at their worst for the American
people, we owe them our best. This
Congress must rise to the occasion.

Two weeks from today, we will inau-
gurate a new President. President-elect
Obama has expressed a desire to govern
from the center and put the needs of
our country first. I think all of you
know Washington is a difficult town,
and it won’t always be easy for him to
do these things. But when our new
President extends his hand across the
aisle to do what is right for our coun-
try, Republicans will extend ours in re-
turn.

During the 111th Congress, Repub-
licans will strive not to be the party of
opposition, but the party of better so-
lutions.

President-elect Obama’s calls for in-
clusiveness are already being put to
the test. He’s called on Congress to
move quickly and in a bipartisan fash-
ion on legislation to help our economy.
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And at this time of economic anxiety,
the American people deserve open de-
bate and transparency in their Con-
gress—a Kkey ingredient needed to
produce good legislation. And my hope
is we will adopt a Rules package for
the new Congress that encourages
transparency and debate and helps en-
sure our institution is accountable to
the people it serves.

Our Nation has faced adversity be-
fore, and we have never failed to meet
the challenge. This is because America
is a land of limitless potential, and
when we harness the will of the Amer-
ican people, commit ourselves to mak-
ing the most of the blessings God has
bestowed on this great country, and
bring all of these gifts to bear on a
common goal, there is no obstacle that
we cannot overcome.

America’s potential is unlimited, but
government’s potential is not. And we
must not confuse the two.

We can’t simply spend our way back
to prosperity. Our responsibilities as
elected leaders in a flagging economy
is to craft policies that allow our coun-
try’s potential to be unleashed. Amer-
ica runs on freedom. It’s the fuel of our
economy, and it is the fuel of our de-
mocracy. The more we spend and the
more we tax, the less freedom we will
have left.

So we need to take responsible action
together to help put our economy back
on a path toward prosperity. The
months ahead can be a time of hope
and renewal in America. The American
people are giving their best. Here in
Congress, we need to do the same.

Madam Speaker, as we start the new
Congress, we stand ready to work with
you and your fellow Democrats for gen-
uine solutions, for real reforms that
put the needs of our country first and
bring the blessings of liberty fully to
bear on the challenges the American
people face.

In that spirit, it is my privilege to
present to you the gavel of the 111th
Congress.

Ms. PELOSI. Thank you very much,
Leader BOEHNER.

Together, we welcome the many new
Members of Congress who today join
the House of Representatives of the
United States of America. Congratula-
tions to all of our new Members and to
our re-elected Members.

Your constituents have placed great
trust in you. Your families have given
you the love and support to make your
leadership possible. Let us join to-
gether now and salute the families of
the 111th Congress.

I also want to thank my own family:
my husband of 45 years, Paul Pelosi;
and our children, Nancy Corinne,
Christine, Jacqueline, Paul, and Alex-
andra; and our grandchildren, Alex-
ander and Madeleine, Liam, Sean,
Ryan, Paulie, and Thomas.

And I also want to acknowledge my
brother, Thomas D’Alesandro, the
former mayor of Baltimore.

I wish to express my appreciation of
the people of San Francisco for grant-
ing me the privilege of representing
them and serving them in Congress.
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And I thank my caucus. Thank you,
Mr. HOYER, Mr. CLYBURN; thank you,
Mr. LARSON, for your nomination this
morning. Thank you to the Members of
the caucus for granting me the historic
opportunity of breaking the marble
ceiling and to serve, once again, as the
first woman Speaker of the House.

Leader BOEHNER, thank you for your
generous words and for your commit-
ment to put country ahead of party.
Without reservation, let us stand to-
gether, not just today, but in the days
ahead to live up to that resolve.

Few Congresses and few Presidents in
history have been given the responsi-
bility and the privilege of serving the
Nation in a time of such profound chal-
lenge. We do so renewed and refreshed
by the new Members who join our
ranks today. Again, welcome to our
new Members.

It is in that spirit that I pledge to
you—Ilet us all pledge to the American
people that we will look forward, not
backward; we will join hands, not point
fingers; we will rise to the challenge,
recognizing that our love of country is
stronger than any issue which may di-
vide us.

This is the lesson and the legacy of
the last election: The American people
demanded a new era of change and ac-
countability. Yes, we have problems as
grave as our country has faced in gen-
erations. But now we enter a new Con-
gress with a new era with a powerful
sense of hope and pride in our great
country.

Two weeks from today, as Mr.
BOEHNER indicated, on the steps of this
Capitol, we will inaugurate the 44th
President of the United States. From
the inaugural platform, he will walk
down the long stretch of the National
Mall and see the steps of the Lincoln
Memorial from which Rev. Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr., called us to the deepest
truth of our founding dream.

When Barack Obama raises his right
hand and takes the oath of office, we
will know—and the world will wit-
ness—how far America has come. We
will celebrate that moment, but recog-
nize it as only a beginning.

Together, with our new President,
we, as a Congress and a country, must
fulfill the rest of America’s promise.

All of that promise will not be re-
deemed quickly or easily, but it must
be pursued urgently with spirited de-
bate and without partisan deadlock or
delay.

Hardworking and still hopeful Ameri-
cans who are losing their jobs, their
businesses, their retirement savings,
their homes that are facing fore-
closure, cannot wait any longer for us
to move from the depths of a recession
to the solid ground of an honest and
fair prosperity for the many, not just
the few.

We need action, and we need action
now.

Families and children without health
care, and millions more who fear losing
coverage or who are facing rising costs,
cannot afford to wait any longer.
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We need action, and we need action
now.

States facing financial crises, which
are threatening the education and the
health of our children, the well-being
of our seniors, and the public safety of
our communities, cannot afford to wait
any longer.

We need action, and we need action
now.

Our country is challenged by the cli-
mate crisis, by the need for energy se-
curity, and the need for 2lst-century
infrastructure. On all of these issues
and many more, we cannot afford to
wait.

Our Nation needs action, and we need
action now.

America’s crises at home are
matched by conflicts abroad—a ter-
rorist threat that could strike there or
here. We cannot afford to wait to renew
our alliances, our leadership, and our
respect in the world. We cannot afford
to wait to deploy the power of our
ideals. For the sake of our security, for
the courageous Americans who serve
on the front lines, and for our veterans
who have bravely served our country,
we cannot afford to wait to modernize
and rebuild our military.

Every chance we get we must express
our appreciation to our heroic men and
women in uniform and their families
for their service and their sacrifice to
our country.

Let us show America and the world
that we are equal to every test of a tur-
bulent and unprecedented time. Let us
listen to each other. Let us respect
every voice and every view, and then
together, let us act.
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As we in Congress pledge to reach
across the aisle, we recognize that his-
tory will measure this decisive mo-
ment not just by what we do here in
Washington, but how we reflect and re-
spect how all Americans work together
for the common good to strengthen
America’s future and faith in itself.

As we take the oath of office today,
we accept a level of responsibility as
daunting and demanding as any that
previous generations of leadership have
faced. With the help of God, the light of
our values, the strength of the Amer-
ican people, and the hopes that we have
for our children and their future, God
will bless us so that America will con-
tinue to be as our Founders predicted
more than 200 years ago, ‘‘a rising not
a setting sun.”

Today, Cardinal McCarrick honored
us by asking God’s blessing on our
work. May God bless our work, and
may God continue to bless America.
Thank you all.

I am now ready to take the oath of
office as Speaker. Before I call the
Dean of the Congress forward, I want to
invite my grandchildren and any other
children in the Congress—they’ve
asked me can we come up again this
year. They certainly can.

Now, it is my privilege to ask the
Dean of the House of Representatives,
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the Honorable JOHN DINGELL of Michi-
gan, to administer the oath of office.

Mr. DINGELL then administered the
oath of office to Ms. PELOSI of Cali-
fornia, as follows:

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

(Applause, the Members rising.)

Mr. DINGELL. Congratulations,
Madam Speaker.

The SPEAKER. I want to thank the
children for joining me at the podium
so that, as we called the House to order
earlier today, it will be clear that the
House will be called to order for all of
America’s children. And now I am
going to administer the oath of office
to your parents. You are welcome to
stay here, or you may wish to join your
parents as they take the oath of office.

————

SWEARING IN OF MEMBERS

The SPEAKER. According to prece-
dent, the Chair will swear in the Mem-
bers-elect en masse.

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

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

The SPEAKER. Congratulations. You
are now Members of the 111th Congress.

————

MAJORITY LEADER

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam
Speaker, as chairman of the Demo-
cratic Caucus, I have been directed to
report to the House that the Demo-
cratic Members have selected as major-
ity leader the gentleman from Mary-
land, master of the procedures of this
floor, the Honorable STENY H. HOYER.

———————

MINORITY LEADER

Mr. PENCE. Madam Speaker, as
chairman of the Republican Con-
ference, I am directed by that con-
ference to notify the House of Rep-
resentatives officially that the Repub-
lican Members have selected as minor-
ity leader the gentleman from Ohio,
the Honorable JOHN A. BOEHNER.
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MAJORITY WHIP

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam
Speaker, as chairman of the Demo-
cratic Caucus, I have been directed to
report to the House that the Demo-
cratic Members have selected as their
majority whip the gentleman from
South Carolina, the son of a preacher
man, the Honorable JAMES E. CLYBURN.

———

MINORITY WHIP

Mr. PENCE. Madam Speaker, as
Chair of the Republican Conference, I
am directed by that conference to no-
tify the House of Representatives offi-
cially that the Republican Members
have selected as minority whip the
gentleman from Virginia, the Honor-
able ERIC CANTOR.

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

Mr. BECERRA. Madam Speaker, I
offer a privileged resolution and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 1

Resolved, That Lorraine C. Miller of the
State of Texas, be, and is hereby, chosen
Clerk of the House of Representatives;

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

That Daniel P. Beard of the State of Mary-
land be, and is hereby, chosen Chief Adminis-
trative Officer of the House of Representa-
tives; and

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

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

The SPEAKER. The question will be
divided.

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

That portion of the resolution was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PENCE

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PENCE:

That Paula Nowakowski of the State of
Michigan be, and is hereby, chosen Clerk of
the House of Representatives;

That Steve Stombres of the Common-
wealth of Virginia be, and is hereby, chosen
Sergeant at Arms of the House of Represent-
atives; and

That Jo-Marie St. Martin of the State of
Tennessee be, and is hereby, chosen Chief
Administrative Officer of the House of Rep-
resentatives.
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The SPEAKER. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

The amendment was rejected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the remainder of the resolution offered
by the gentleman from California.

The remainder of the resolution was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will now
swear in the officers of the House.

The officers presented themselves in
the well of the House and took the oath
of office as follows:

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

The SPEAKER. Congratulations.
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NOTIFICATION TO THE SENATE

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, 1 offer a
privileged resolution and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 2

Resolved, That the Senate be informed that
a quorum of the House of Representatives
has assembled; that Nancy Pelosi, a Rep-
resentative from the State of California, has
been elected Speaker; and Lorraine C. Miller,
a citizen of the State of Texas, has been
elected Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives of the One Hundred Eleventh Congress.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

COMMITTEE TO NOTIFY
PRESIDENT

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 3

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

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ROss). Without objection, pursuant to
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House Resolution 3, the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of
the following Members to the com-
mittee on the part of the House to join
a committee on the part of the Senate
to notify the President of the United
States that a quorum of each House
has assembled and that Congress is
ready to receive any communication
that he may be pleased to make:

The gentleman from Maryland (Mr.

HOYER) and

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER)

There was no objection.

———

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 4

Resolved, That the Clerk be instructed to
inform the President of the United States
that the House of Representative has elected
Nancy Pelosi, a Representative from the
State of California, Speaker; and Lorraine C.
Miller, a citizen of the State of Texas, Clerk
of the House of Representatives of the One
Hundred Eleventh Congress.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

RULES OF THE HOUSE

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 5

Resolved, That the Rules of the House of
Representatives of the One Hundred Tenth
Congress, including applicable provisions of
law or concurrent resolution that con-
stituted rules of the House at the end of the
One Hundred Tenth Congress, are adopted as
the Rules of the House of Representatives of
the One Hundred Eleventh Congress, with
amendments to the standing rules as pro-
vided in section 2, and with other orders as
provided in sections 3, 4, and 5.

SEC. 2. CHANGES TO THE STANDING RULES.

(a) INSPECTOR GENERAL AUDITS.—Amend
clause 6(c)(1) of rule II to read as follows:

‘(1) provide audit, investigative, and advi-
sory services to the House and joint entities
in a manner consistent with government-
wide standards;”’.

(b) HOMELAND SECURITY.—In clause 3(g) of
rule X, designate the existing text as sub-
paragraph (1) and add thereafter the fol-
lowing new subparagraph:

‘“(2) In addition, the committee shall re-
view and study on a primary and continuing
basis all Government activities, programs,
and organizations related to homeland secu-
rity that fall within its primary legislative
jurisdiction.”.

(c) ADDITIONAL FUNCTIONS OF THE COM-
MITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION.—In clause
4(d)(1) of rule X—

(1) redesignate subdivisions (B) and (C) as
subdivisions (C) and (D) and insert after sub-
division (A) the following new subdivision:
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‘“(B) oversee the management of services
provided to the House by the Architect of
the Capitol, except those services that lie
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure under
clause 1(r);”’; and

(2) in subdivision (D) (as redesignated)
strike ‘“(B)”’ and insert *‘(C)”’.

(d) TERMS OF COMMITTEE CHAIRMEN.—In
clause 5 of rule X—

(1) amend paragraph (a)(2)(C) to read as fol-
lows:

“(C) A Member, Delegate, or Resident
Commissioner may exceed the limitation of
subdivision (B) if elected to serve a second
consecutive Congress as the chair or a sec-
ond consecutive Congress as the ranking mi-
nority member.”’; and

(2) in paragraph (c)—

(A) strike the designation of subparagraph
(1); and

(B) strike subparagraph (2).

(e) CALENDAR WEDNESDAY.—

(1) In clause 6 of rule XV—

(A) in paragraph (a)—

(i) strike ‘‘the committees”
“‘those committees’’; and

(ii) strike ‘‘unless two-thirds’ and all that
follows and insert ‘‘whose chair, or other
member authorized by the committee, has
announced to the House a request for such
call on the preceding legislative day.”’; and

(B) strike paragraphs (c), (d), and (f) (and
redesignate paragraph (e) as paragraph (c)).

(2) In clause 6(c) of rule XIII, strike sub-
paragraph (1) and the designation ‘“(2)”.

(f) POSTPONEMENT AUTHORITY.—In clause 1
of rule XIX, add the following new para-
graph:

‘(c) Notwithstanding paragraph (a), when
the previous question is operating to adop-
tion or passage of a measure pursuant to a
special order of business, the Chair may
postpone further consideration of such meas-
ure in the House to such time as may be des-
ignated by the Speaker.”.

(g) INSTRUCTIONS IN THE MOTION TO RECOM-
MIT.—In clause 2(b) of rule XIX—

(1) designate the existing sentence as sub-
paragraph (1);

(2) in subparagraph (1) (as so designated)—

(A) strike ““if”’; and

(B) strike ‘‘includes instructions, it’’; and

(3) add the following new subparagraph at
the end:

‘(2) A motion to recommit a bill or joint
resolution may include instructions only in
the form of a direction to report an amend-
ment or amendments back to the House
forthwith.”.

(h) ConpuUCT OF VOTES.—In clause 2(a) of
rule XX, strike ‘A record vote by electronic
device shall not be held open for the sole pur-
pose of reversing the outcome of such vote.”.

(i) GENERAL APPROPRIATION CONFERENCE
REPORTS.—In clause 9 of rule XXI—

(1) insert after paragraph (a) the following
new paragraph (and redesignate succeeding
paragraphs accordingly):

‘“(b) It shall not be in order to consider a
conference report to accompany a regular
general appropriation bill unless the joint
explanatory statement prepared by the man-
agers on the part of the House and the man-
agers on the part of the Senate includes—

‘(1) a list of congressional earmarks, lim-
ited tax benefits, and limited tariff benefits
in the conference report or joint statement
(and the name of any Member, Delegate,
Resident Commissioner, or Senator who sub-
mitted a request to the House or Senate
committees of jurisdiction for each respec-
tive item included in such list) that were
neither committed to the conference com-
mittee by either House nor in a report of a
committee of either House on such bill or on
a companion measure; or

and insert
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‘“(2) a statement that the proposition con-
tains no congressional earmarks, limited tax
benefits, or limited tariff benefits.”’; and

(2) in paragraph (c) (as redesignated)—

(A) in the first sentence, after ‘‘paragraph
(a)”” insert ‘“‘or (b)’’; and

(B) amend the second sentence to read as
follows:

‘“‘As disposition of a point of order under
this paragraph or paragraph (b), the Chair
shall put the question of consideration with
respect to the rule or order or conference re-
port, as applicable.”.

(j) PAYGO.—

(1) Amend clause 10 of rule XXI to read as
follows:

¢“10.(a)(1) Except as provided in paragraphs
(b) and (c), it shall not be in order to con-
sider any bill, joint resolution, amendment,
or conference report if the provisions of such
measure affecting direct spending and reve-
nues have the net effect of increasing the
deficit or reducing the surplus for either the
period comprising—

‘““(A) the current fiscal year, the budget
year set forth in the most recently com-
pleted concurrent resolution on the budget,
and the four fiscal years following that budg-
et year; or

‘(B) the current fiscal year, the budget
year set forth in the most recently com-
pleted concurrent resolution on the budget,
and the nine fiscal years following that
budget year.

‘“(2) The effect of such measure on the def-
icit or surplus shall be determined on the
basis of estimates made by the Committee
on the Budget relative to baseline estimates
supplied by the Congressional Budget Office
consistent with section 257 of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985.

‘““(b) If a bill, joint resolution, or amend-
ment is considered pursuant to a special
order of the House directing the Clerk to add
as new matter at the end of such measure
the provisions of a separate measure as
passed by the House, the provisions of such
separate measure as passed by the House
shall be included in the evaluation under
paragraph (a) of the bill, joint resolution, or
amendment.

“(c)(1) Except as provided in subparagraph
(2), the evaluation under paragraph (a) shall
exclude a provision expressly designated as
an emergency for purposes of pay-as-you-go
principles in the case of a point of order
under this clause against consideration of—

““(A) a bill or joint resolution;

‘(B) an amendment made in order as origi-
nal text by a special order of business;

“(C) a conference report; or

‘(D) an amendment between the Houses.

‘“(2) In the case of an amendment (other
than one specified in subparagraph (1)) to a
bill or joint resolution, the evaluation under
paragraph (a) shall give no cognizance to any
designation of emergency.

“(3) If a bill, a joint resolution, an amend-
ment made in order as original text by a spe-
cial order of business, a conference report, or
an amendment between the Houses includes
a provision expressly designated as an emer-
gency for purposes of pay-as-you-go prin-
ciples, the Chair shall put the question of
consideration with respect thereto.”.

(2) In clause 7 of rule XXI, strike ‘‘the pe-
riod comprising the current fiscal year and
the five fiscal years beginning with the fiscal
year that ends in the following calendar year
or the period comprising the current fiscal
year and the ten fiscal years beginning with
the fiscal year that ends in the following cal-
endar year’” and insert ‘‘period described in
clause 10(a)”’.

(k) DISCLOSURE BY MEMBERS OF EMPLOY-
MENT NEGOTIATIONS.—In clause 1 of rule
XXVII, strike ‘“‘until after his or her suc-
cessor has been elected,”.
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(1) GENDER NEUTRALITY.—

(1) In the standing rules—

(A) strike ‘‘chairman’ each place it ap-
pears and insert ‘‘chair’’; and

(B) strike ‘‘Chairman’ each place it ap-
pears and insert ‘‘Chair” (except in clause
4(a)(1)(B) of rule X).

(2) In rule I—

(A) in clause 1 strike ‘‘his’’;

(B) in clause 7, strike ‘‘his”’
“such’;

(C) in clause 8—

(i) in paragraph (b)(1) strike ‘‘his’’; and

(ii) in paragraph (b)(3)(B), strike ‘‘his elec-
tion and whenever he deems’ and insert ‘‘the
election of the Speaker and whenever’’; and

(D) in clause 12—

(i) in paragraph (c) strike ‘“he’” and insert
‘“‘the Speaker’’; and

(ii) in paragraph (d) strike ‘‘his opinion”
and insert ‘‘the opinion of the Speaker’’.

(3) In rule II—

(A) in clause 1—

(i) strike ‘‘his office” and insert ‘‘the of-
fice’’;

(ii) strike ‘‘his knowledge and ability’’ and
insert ‘‘the knowledge and ability of the offi-
cer’”’; and

(iii) strike ‘‘his department’
‘“‘the department concerned’’;

(B) in clause 2—

(i) in paragraph (b) strike ‘‘he is required
to make’ and insert ‘‘required to be made by
such officer’’;

(ii) in paragraph (g) strike ‘‘his temporary
absence or disability’” and insert ‘‘the tem-
porary absence or disability of the Clerk’’;
and

(iii) in paragraph (i)(1) strike ‘‘“Whenever
the Clerk is acting as a supervisory author-
ity over such staff, he”” and insert ‘“When
acting as a supervisory authority over such
staff, the Clerk’’; and

(C) in clause 3—

(i) in paragraph (a) strike ‘“him’’ and insert
‘“‘the Sergeant-at-Arms’’;

(ii) in paragraph (b) strike ‘“him’ and in-
sert ‘‘the Sergeant-at-Arms’’;

(iii) in paragraph (c) strike ‘‘his employ-
ees’’ and insert ‘‘employees of the office of
the Sergeant-at-Arms’’; and

(iv) in paragraph (d)—

(I) strike ‘‘; and” and insert ‘‘and,’; and

(II) strike ‘‘he”’.

(4) In rule III—

(A) in clause 1 strike ‘‘he has’ and insert
“having’’; and

(B) in clause 2(a)—

(i) strike ‘‘his vote’’ and insert ‘‘the vote of
such Member’’; and

(ii) strike ‘‘his presence’ and insert ‘‘the
presence of such Member”’.

(5) In rule IV—

(A) in clause 4(a) strike ‘‘he or she’ and in-
sert ‘‘such individual’’; and

(B) in clause 6(b) strike ‘‘his family” and
insert ‘‘the family of such individual’’.

(6) In rule V—

(A) strike ‘“‘administer a system subject to
his direction and control” each place it ap-
pears and insert ‘‘administer, direct, and
control a system’’;

(B) strike ‘‘he” each place it appears and
insert ‘‘the Speaker’’; and

(C) in clause 3 strike
“the”.

(7) In rule VI, strike ‘‘he”’ each place it ap-
pears and insert ‘‘the Speaker”’.

(8) In clause 7 of rule VII, strike ‘‘his of-
fice”” each place it appears and insert ‘‘the
office of the Clerk’.

(9) In clause 6(b) of rule VIII, strike ‘“he”’
and insert ‘‘the Speaker”’.

(10) In clause 2(a)(1) of rule IX, strike ‘‘his”’
and insert “‘an”’.

(11) In rule X—

and insert

and insert

“his” and insert
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(A) in clause 4(f)(1), strike ‘‘President sub-
mits his budget’” and insert ‘‘submission of
the budget by the President’’;

(B) in clause 5—

(i) in paragraph (a)(4)—

(I) strike ‘‘his designee’ each place it ap-
pears and insert ‘‘a designee’’; and

(IT) strike ‘‘his respective party’ each
place it appears and insert ‘‘the respective
party of such individual’’;

(ii) in paragraph (b)(1) strike ‘‘he was’’; and

(iii) in paragraph (c) strike ‘‘chairman-
ship’ and insert ‘‘chair’’;

(C) in clause 8—

(i) strike ‘‘his expenses’ each place it ap-
pears and insert ‘‘the expenses of such indi-
vidual’’; and

(ii) strike ‘‘he”’ each place it appears;

(D) in clause 10(a) strike ‘‘he is’’; and

(E) in clause 11—

(i) in paragraph (a)(3) strike ‘‘member of
his leadership staff to assist him in his ca-
pacity’” and insert ‘‘respective leadership
staff member to assist in the capacity of the
Speaker or Minority Leader’’;

(ii) in paragraph (e)(1) strike ‘‘his employ-
ment or contractual agreement’” and insert
‘“‘the employment or contractual agreement
of such employee or person’’; and

(iii) in paragraph (g)(2)—

(I) in subdivision (B)—

(aa) strike ‘“he” and insert
dent’’; and

(bb) strike ‘‘his’’; and

(IT) in subdivision (C) strike ‘‘his’’.

(12) In rule XI—

(A) in clause 2—

(i) in paragraph (c)(1) strike ‘‘he” and in-
sert ‘‘the chair”’; and

(ii) in paragraph (k)(9) strike ‘‘his testi-
mony’’ and insert ‘‘the testimony of such
witness’’;

(B) in clause 3—

(i) in paragraph (a) strike ‘‘his duties or
the discharge of his responsibilities’” each
place it appears and insert ‘‘the duties or the
discharge of the responsibilities of such indi-
vidual’’;

(ii) in paragraph (b)—

(I) in subparagraph (2)(B) strike ‘he’ and
insert ‘‘such Member, Delegate, or Resident
Commissioner’’; and

(IT) in subparagraph (5) strike ‘‘disqualify
himself”’ and insert ‘‘seek disqualification’’;

(iii) in paragraph (g)—

(I) in subparagraph (1)(B) strike ‘‘he is’’;

(IT) in subparagraph (1)(E) strike ‘‘his or
her employment or duties with the com-
mittee’” and insert ‘‘the employment or du-
ties with the committee of such individual’’;
and

(III) in subparagraph (4)—

(aa) strike ‘‘his or her personal staff’’ and
insert ‘‘the respective personal staff of the
chair or ranking minority member’’; and

(bb) strike ‘‘he’ and insert ‘‘the chair or
ranking minority member’’;

(iv) in paragraph (p)—

(I) in subparagraph (2) strike ‘‘his counsel”
and insert ‘‘the counsel of the respondent’’;

(IT) in subparagraph (4)—

(aa) strike ‘‘his or her counsel” and insert
‘“‘the counsel of the respondent’’; and

(bb) strike ‘‘his counsel’” and insert ‘‘the
counsel of the respondent’’;

(ITI) in subparagraph (7) strike ‘‘his coun-
sel” and insert ‘‘the counsel of a respond-
ent’’; and

(IV) in subparagraph (8) strike ‘‘him” and
insert ‘‘the respondent’; and

(v) in paragraph (q) strike ‘‘his or her’’ and
insert ‘‘the”.

(13) In rule XII—

(A) in clause 2(c)(1) strike ‘“‘he’’ and insert
‘“‘the Speaker’’; and

(B) in clause 3 strike ‘‘he shall endorse his
name’’ and insert ‘‘the Member, Delegate, or
Resident Commissioner shall sign it”’.

“‘the Presi-
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(14) In clause 6(d) of rule XIII, strike ‘‘his”.

(15) In clause 4(c)(1) of rule XVI strike ‘‘his
discretion” and insert ‘‘the discretion of the
Speaker’’.

(16) In rule XVII—

(A) in clause 1(a) strike ‘“‘himself to ‘Mr.
Speaker’’’ and insert ‘‘the Speaker’’;

(B) in clause 6 strike ‘‘his discretion” and
insert ‘‘the discretion of the Chair’’; and

(C) in clause 9 strike ‘‘he”’ each place it ap-
pears and insert ‘‘such individual’’.

(A7) In clause 6 of rule XVIII, strike ‘“‘he”’
each place it appears and insert ‘‘the Chair’’.

(18) In rule XX—

(A) in clause 5—

(i) in paragraph (b) strike ‘“him’’ and insert
‘“‘the Sergeant-at-Arms’’;

(ii) in paragraph (c)(3)(B)(I) strike ‘‘his”
and insert “‘a’’; and

(iii) in paragraph (d) strike ‘‘he’’ and insert
‘‘the Speaker’’; and

(B) in clause 6(b)—

(i) strike ‘‘he” and insert ‘‘the Member’’;
and

(ii) strike ‘‘his”’ and insert ‘‘such’.

(19) In clause 7(c)(1) of rule XXII, strike
“his”.

(20) In rule XXIII—

(A) in clause 1 strike ‘‘conduct himself”
and insert ‘‘behave’’;

(B) in clause 3—

(i) strike ‘‘his beneficial interest’” and in-
sert ‘‘the beneficial interest of such indi-
vidual’’; and

(ii) strike ‘‘his position” and insert ‘‘the
position of such individual”’

(C) in clause 6—

(i) in paragraph (a)—

(D) strike ‘‘his campaign funds’ and insert
‘‘the campaign funds of such individual’’; and

(IT) strike ‘‘his personal funds’ and insert
‘‘the personal funds of such individual’’; and

(ii) in paragraph (c) strike ‘‘his campaign
account’ and insert ‘‘a campaign accounts of
such individual’’;

(D) in clause 8—

(i) in paragraph (a) strike ‘‘he’ and insert
‘‘such employee’’; and

(ii) in paragraph (¢c)—

(I) in subparagraph
spouse’ insert
vidual’’; and

(IT) in subparagraph (1)(B) strike ‘‘his
spouse’ and insert ‘‘the spouse of such em-
ployee’’;

(E) in clause 10—

(i) strike ‘‘he is a’ and insert ‘‘such indi-
vidual is a’’;

(ii) strike ‘‘his innocence’ and insert ‘‘the
innocence of such Member’’; and

(iii) strike ‘‘he is reelected”
‘‘the Member is reelected’’; and

(F) in clause 12(b)—

(i) strike ‘‘advises his employing author-
ity” and insert ‘‘advises the employing au-
thority of such employee’’; and

(ii) strike ‘‘from his”’ and insert
such’’; and

(G) in clause 15 strike ‘‘his or her family
member’’ each place it appears and insert ‘“‘a
family member of a Member, Delegate, or
Resident Commissioner’.

(21) In rule XXIV—

(A) in clause 1—

(i) in paragraph (a) strike ‘‘his use’’ and in-
sert ‘‘the use of such individual’’; and

(ii) in paragraph (b)(1) strike ‘‘his principal
campaign committee’ and insert ‘‘the prin-
cipal campaign committee of such indi-
vidual’’;

(B) in clause 7 strike ‘‘he was’’;

(C) in clause 8 strike ‘‘he is” and insert
‘‘such individual is’’; and

(D) in clause 10 strike ‘‘he was’ and insert
‘‘such individual was’’.

(22) In rule XXV—

(A) in clause 2(b) strike ‘‘his name’’ and in-
sert ‘‘the name of such individual’’;

(1)(A) after ‘‘his
‘“the spouse of such indi-

and insert

“from
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(B) in clause 4—

(i) in paragraph (c) strike ‘‘his residence or
principal place of employment’” and insert
‘‘the residence or principal place of employ-
ment of such individual’’; and

(ii) in paragraph (d)(1)—

(I) in subdivision (B) strike ‘‘he’’ and insert
“‘such individual’’;

(IT) in subdivision (C) strike ‘“him’’ and in-
sert ‘‘such individual’’; and

(III) in subdivision (D)—

(aa) strike ‘‘he or his family” and insert
“‘such individual or the family of such indi-
vidual’’; and

(bb) strike ‘“him” and insert ‘‘such indi-
vidual’’;

(C) in clause 5—

(i) strike ‘‘his official position’ each place
it appears and insert ‘‘the official position of
such individual’’;

(ii) strike ‘‘his actual knowledge’ each
place it appears and insert ‘‘the actual
knowledge of such individual’’;

(iii) strike ‘‘his duties’ each place it ap-
pears and insert ‘‘the duties of such indi-
vidual’’;

(iv) in paragraph (a)(3)(D)({i)(I) strike ‘‘his
relationship’ and insert ‘‘the relationship of
such individual’’; and

(v) in paragraph (a)(3)(G)(i) strike ‘‘his
spouse’’ and insert ‘‘the spouse of such indi-
vidual’’;

(D) in clause 6—

(i) strike ‘‘he acts” and insert ‘‘acting’’;
and

(ii) strike ‘‘he is’’; and

(E) in clause 8 strike ‘‘his or her’” and in-
sert ‘‘the’.

(23) In clause 1 of rule XXVI, strike ‘“him”’
and insert ‘‘the Clerk”.

(24) In clause 2 of rule XXVII, strike ‘‘he or
she’ and insert ‘‘such individual”.

(25) In clause 2 of rule XXIX, strike ‘‘the
masculine gender include the feminine’”’ and
insert ‘“‘one gender include the other”.

(m) TECHNICAL AND CODIFYING CHANGES.—

(1) In clause 2(h) of rule II, strike ‘‘not in
session’ and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘in recess
or adjournment’’.

(2) In clause 4(b) of rule IV, strike ‘‘regula-
tions that exempt’ and insert in lieu thereof
“‘regulations to carry out this rule including
regulations that exempt’.

(3) In clause 5(c) of rule X—

(A) strike ‘‘temporary absence of the chair-
man’’ and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘absence of
the member serving as chair’’; and

(B) strike ‘‘permanent’’.

(4) In clause T(e) of rule X, strike ‘‘signed
by”’ and all that follows, and insert in lieu
thereof ‘‘signed by the ranking member of
the committee as it was constituted at the
expiration of the preceding Congress who is a
member of the majority party in the present
Congress.”’.

(5) In clause 8(a) of rule X, strike ‘‘clauses
6 and 8’ and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘clause 6.

(6) In clause 2(a) of rule XIII —

(A) in subparagraph (1), strike ‘‘as privi-
leged’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (2), insert ‘‘(other than
those filed as privileged)” after ‘‘reported ad-
versely’’.

(7) In clause 5(c)(3) of rule XX, strike
‘“‘clause 5(a) of rule XX’ and insert ‘‘para-
graph (a)”’.

(8) In clause 6(c) of rule XX, after ‘‘yeas
and nays’” insert ‘‘ordered under this
clause”’.

(9) In clause T7(c)(3) of rule XXII, strike
“motion meets’” and insert in lieu thereof
“proponent meets’’.

(10) In clause 1(b)(2) of rule XXIV, strike
‘“‘office space, furniture, or equipment, and”’
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘office space, office
furniture, office equipment, or’.
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(11) In clause 5(i)(2) of rule XXV, strike
“paragraph (1)(A)” and insert ‘‘subparagraph
@A),

SEC. 3. SEPARATE ORDERS.

(a) BUDGET MATTERS.—

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

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

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

(4)(A) During the One Hundred Eleventh
Congress, except as provided in subsection
(C), a motion that the Committee of the
Whole rise and report a bill to the House
shall not be in order if the bill, as amended,
exceeds an applicable allocation of new budg-
et authority under section 302(b) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, as estimated
by the Committee on the Budget.

(B) If a point of order under subsection (A)
is sustained, the Chair shall put the ques-
tion: ‘“‘Shall the Committee of the Whole rise
and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted not-
withstanding that the bill exceeds its alloca-
tion of new budget authority under section
302(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974?. Such question shall be debatable for
10 minutes equally divided and controlled by
a proponent of the question and an opponent
but shall be decided without intervening mo-
tion.

(C) Subsection (A) shall not apply—

(i) to a motion offered under clause 2(d) of
rule XXI; or

(ii) after disposition of a question under
subsection (B) on a given bill.

(D) If a question under subsection (B) is de-
cided in the negative, no further amendment
shall be in order except—

(i) one proper amendment, which shall be
debatable for 10 minutes equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, 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 Com-
mittee of the Whole; and

(ii) pro forma amendments, if offered by
the chair or ranking minority member of the
Committee on Appropriations or their des-
ignees, for the purpose of debate.

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

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

(2) the Committee on Foreign Affairs may
have not more than seven subcommittees;
and

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

(¢) EXERCISE FACILITIES FOR FORMER MEM-
BERS.—During the One Hundred Eleventh
Congress—
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(1) The House of Representatives may not
provide access to any exercise facility which
is made available exclusively to Members
and former Members, officers and former of-
ficers of the House of Representatives, and
their spouses to any former Member, former
officer, or spouse who is a lobbyist registered
under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 or
any successor statute or agent of a foreign
principal as defined in clause 5 of rule XXV.
For purposes of this section, the term ‘‘Mem-
ber” includes a Delegate or Resident Com-
missioner to the Congress.

(2) The Committee on House Administra-
tion shall promulgate regulations to carry
out this subsection.

(d) NUMBERING OF BILLS.—In the One Hun-
dred Eleventh Congress, the first 10 numbers
for bills (H.R. 1 through H.R. 10) shall be re-
served for assignment by the Speaker.

(e) MEDICARE COST CONTAINMENT.—Section
803 of the Medicare Prescription Drug, Im-
provement, and Modernization Act of 2003
shall not apply during the One Hundred Elev-
enth Congress.

SEC. 4. COMMITTEES, COMMISSIONS, AND HOUSE
OFFICES.

(a) SELECT COMMITTEE ON ENERGY INDE-
PENDENCE AND GLOBAL WARMING.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT; COMPOSITION.—

(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es-
tablished a Select Committee on Energy
Independence and Global Warming (herein-
after in this section referred to as the ‘“‘se-
lect committee”’).

(B) COMPOSITION.—The select committee
shall be composed of 15 members appointed
by the Speaker, of whom 6 shall be appointed
on the recommendation of the Minority
Leader. The Speaker shall designate one
member of the select committee as its chair.
A vacancy in the membership of the select
committee shall be filled in the same man-
ner as the original appointment.

(2) JURISDICTION; FUNCTIONS.—

(A) LEGISLATIVE JURISDICTION.—The select
committee shall not have legislative juris-
diction and shall have no authority to take
legislative action on any bill or resolution.

(B) INVESTIGATIVE JURISDICTION.—The sole
authority of the select committee shall be to
investigate, study, make findings, and de-
velop recommendations on policies, strate-
gies, technologies and other innovations, in-
tended to reduce the dependence of the
United States on foreign sources of energy
and achieve substantial and permanent re-
ductions in emissions and other activities
that contribute to climate change and global
warming.

(3) PROCEDURE.—(A) Except as specified in
paragraph (2), the select committee shall
have the authorities and responsibilities of,
and shall be subject to the same limitations
and restrictions as, a standing committee of
the House, and shall be deemed a committee
of the House for all purposes of law or rule.

(B)(i) Rules X and XI shall apply to the se-
lect committee where not inconsistent with
this resolution.

(ii) Service on the select committee shall
not count against the limitations in clause
5(b)(2) of rule X.

(4) FUNDING.—To enable the select com-
mittee to carry out the purposes of this sec-
tion—

(A) the select committee may use the serv-
ices of staff of the House; and

(B) the select committee shall be eligible
for interim funding pursuant to clause 7 of
rule X.

(5) REPORTING.—The select committee may
report to the House from time to time the
results of its investigations and studies, to-
gether with such detailed findings and rec-
ommendations as it may deem advisable. All
such reports shall be submitted to the House
by December 31, 2010.
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(b) HOUSE DEMOCRACY ASSISTANCE COMMIS-
SION.—House Resolution 24, One Hundred
Tenth Congress, shall apply in the One Hun-
dred Eleventh Congress in the same manner
as such resolution applied in the One Hun-
dred Tenth Congress.

(¢) Tom LANTOS HUMAN RIGHTS COMMIS-
SION.—Sections 1 through 7 of House Resolu-
tion 1451, One Hundred Tenth Congress, shall
apply in the One Hundred Eleventh Congress
in the same manner as such provisions ap-
plied in the One Hundred Tenth Congress, ex-
cept that —

(1) the Tom Lantos Human Rights Com-
mission may, in addition to collaborating
closely with other professional staff mem-
bers of the Committee on Foreign Affairs,
collaborate closely with professional staff
members of other relevant committees; and

(2) the resources of the Committee on For-
eign Affairs which the Commission may use
shall include all resources which the Com-
mittee is authorized to obtain from other of-
fices of the House of Representatives.

(d) OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS.—
Section 1 of House Resolution 895, One Hun-
dred Tenth Congress, shall apply in the One
Hundred Eleventh Congress in the same
manner as such provision applied in the One
Hundred Tenth Congress, except that the Of-
fice of Congressional Ethics shall be treated
as a standing committee of the House for
purposes of section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 72a(i)).

(¢) EMPANELLING INVESTIGATIVE SUB-
COMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS
OF OFFICIAL CoNDuUcCT.—The text of House
Resolution 451, One Hundred Tenth Congress,
shall apply in the One Hundred Eleventh
Congress in the same manner as such provi-
sion applied in the One Hundred Tenth Con-
gress.

(f) CONTINUING AUTHORITIES FOR THE COM-
MITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY AND THE OFFICE OF
GENERAL COUNSEL.—

(1) The House authorizes—

(A) the Committee on the Judiciary of the
111th Congress to act as the successor in in-
terest to the Committee on the Judiciary of
the 110th Congress with respect to the civil
action Committee on the Judiciary v. Har-
riet Meirs et al., filed by the Committee on
the Judiciary in the 110th Congress pursuant
to House Resolution 980; and

(B) the chair of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary (when elected), on behalf of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and the Office of
General Counsel to take such steps as may
be appropriate to ensure continuation of
such civil action, including amending the
complaint as circumstances may warrant.

(2)(A) The House authorizes—

(i) the Committee on the Judiciary to take
depositions by a member or counsel of the
committee related to the investigation into
the firing of certain United States Attorneys
and related matters; and

(ii) the chair of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary (when elected), on behalf of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, to issue subpoenas
related to the investigation into the firing of
certain United States Attorneys and related
matters including for the purpose of taking
depositions by a member or counsel of the
committee.

(B) Depositions taken under the authority
prescribed in this paragraph shall be gov-
erned by the procedures submitted for print-
ing in the Congressional Record by the chair
of the Committee on Rules (when elected) or
by such other procedures as the Committee
on the Judiciary shall prescribe.

(3) The House authorizes the chair of the
Committee on the Judiciary (when elected),
on behalf of the Committee on the Judiciary,
and the Office of General Counsel to petition
to join as a party to the civil action ref-
erenced in paragraph (1) any individual sub-
poenaed by the Committee on the Judiciary



H10

of the 110th Congress as part of its investiga-
tion into the firing of certain United States
Attorneys and related matters who failed to
comply with such subpoena or, at the au-
thorization of the Speaker after consultation
with the Bipartisan Legal Advisory Group,
to initiate judicial proceedings concerning
the enforcement of subpoenas issued to such
individuals.

SEC. 5. SPECIAL ORDERS OF BUSINESS.

(a) LILLY LEDBETTER FAIR PAY AcT.—Upon
the adoption of this resolution it shall be in
order to consider in the House the bill (H.R.
11) to amend title VII of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, the Age Discrimination in Employ-
ment Act of 1967, the Americans With Dis-
abilities Act of 1990, and the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973 to clarify that a discriminatory
compensation decision or other practice that
is unlawful under such Acts occurs each time
compensation is paid pursuant to the dis-
criminatory compensation decision or other
practice, and for other purposes. All points
of order against the bill and against its con-
sideration are waived except those arising
under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. The bill
shall be considered as read. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill to final passage without intervening
motion except: (1) one hour of debate equally
divided and controlled by the Majority Lead-
er and the Minority Leader or their des-
ignees; and (2) one motion to recommit.

(b)(1) PAYCHECK FAIRNESS AcT.—Upon the
adoption of this resolution it shall be in
order to consider in the House the bill (H.R.
12) to amend the Fair Labor Standards Act
of 1938 to provide more effective remedies to
victims of discrimination in the payment of
wages on the basis of sex, and for other pur-
poses. All points of order against the bill and
against its consideration are waived except
those arising under clause 9 orl0 of rule XXI.
The bill shall be considered as read. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill to final passage without inter-
vening motion except: (1) one hour of debate
equally divided and controlled by the Major-
ity Leader and the Minority Leader or their
designees; and (2) one motion to recommit.

(2) In the engrossment of H.R. 11, the Clerk
shall—

(A) add the text of H.R. 12, as passed by the
House, as new matter at the end of H.R. 11;

(B) conform the title of H.R. 11 to reflect
the addition to the engrossment of H.R. 12;

(C) assign appropriate designations to pro-
visions within the engrossment; and

(D) conform provisions for short titles
within the engrossment.

(3) Upon the addition of the text of H.R. 12
to the engrossment of H.R. 11, H.R. 12 shall
be laid on the table.

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

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER), or his des-
ignee, pending which I yield myself
such time as I may consume. During
consideration of the resolution, all
time yielded is for purposes of debate
only.

Mr. Speaker, 2 years ago Democrats
were elected to the majority with a
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pledge that under our leadership the
House would dedicate itself to integ-
rity and accountability. We believe we
kept that promise.

Today, gifts from lobbyists are
banned, the use of corporate jets is pro-
hibited, the earmark process is trans-
parent, all House employees are
trained in ethics, and an independent
Office of Congressional Ethics has been
established.

But we also understand that holding
this House to high standards is not
simply the work of one session or one
resolution or, indeed, one Congress. It
is a project for all of us to renew year
after year. I would like to touch on
some of the most important new stand-
ards for the 111th Congress: a new rules
package that will ensure that the
House does the people’s work ethically
and efficiently.

First, we understand that ‘‘revolving
door” between the public and private
sectors can compromise the independ-
ence of judgment that voters want and
deserve. That is why these new rules
will prevent ‘‘lame duck’” Members
from negotiating employment con-
tracts in secret before their terms ex-
pire.

Secondly, the rules will no longer set
term limits for committee Chairs. I un-
derstand that our Republican col-
leagues once wrote term limits into the
rules in an effort against the en-
trenched power. But it is now clear
that that effort fell victim to what
conservatives like to call the law of un-
intended consequences.

With chairmanships up for grabs so
frequently, fundraising ability became
one of the most important for job qual-
ification, and legislative skill was sac-
rificed to political considerations.

Third, these rules limit the abuse of
motions to recommit. We invite good-
faith efforts to improve legislation.
And in these hard times, we need the
Republican Party to be constructive
partners in policy making. We welcome
it. But we all understand which mo-
tions are not offered in good faith.
Those are the motions that attempt to
kill bills through parliamentary tricks
and waste our constituents’ time on
‘“‘gotcha’ politics.

Fourth, we are continuing our work
to reform earmarks, removing loop-
holes that allow Members to make
some earmarks in secret.

Fifth and finally, these rules confirm
our commitment to fiscal responsi-
bility.

A binge of borrowing has weakened
our economy, tied our hands in a finan-
cial crisis, and saddled our children and
grandchildren with $9 trillion in for-
eign-owned debt. That recklessness
must end, and these rules will help end
it.

Mr. Speaker, these rules embody our
vision for the House as an institution:
a place that debates constructively,
spends wisely, and lives in the actions
of all its Members and all its staff by a
standard we can be proud of.

That is our vision for this House, and
I urge my colleagues to adopt these
rules.
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Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the balance of my time be
controlled by the chairwoman of the
Rules Committee, the distinguished
gentlewoman from New York, Chair-
woman SLAUGHTER.

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

There was no objection.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I want to begin by thanking the gen-
tleman from Maryland for his state-
ment and yielding me the time to
present the opening day’s rules pack-
age for the 111th Congress.

Mr. Speaker, rarely has our great Na-
tion faced such grave challenges. Mil-
lions of Americans are without jobs
and consequently also without health
insurance. Our troops are fighting two
wars overseas. And as our economy sSpi-
rals downward, Americans from coast
to coast are struggling to make ends
meet.

But there is reason to hope. In fewer
than 14 days, a new President will be
sworn in. And President-elect Barack
Obama, the House Democrats and I,
and my Republican friends are com-
mitted to rolling up our sleeves and
getting to work immediately to solve
the critical challenges that face our
Nation.

On this day I am honored to address
the House at the beginning of the 111th
Congress to present the rules package
that will govern this body as we work
to meet the needs of American families
over the next 2 years.

It is the responsibility of the major-
ity to protect and enhance the integ-
rity of the institution, and that is what
this rules package does. Through build-
ing upon the important rules changes
that Democrats implemented during
the last Congress, we are keeping our
commitment to the American people to
restore accountability and honesty to
government.

In the 110th Congress, Democrats put
forth critical measures to restore
transparency to the House. We banned
gifts from lobbyists. We prohibited the
use of corporate jets. We mandated eth-
ics training for all House employees.
We ensured transparency for earmarks
by requiring the full disclosure of ear-
marks in all bills and conference re-
ports. We established an independent
Office of Congressional Ethics. And
today we are building on our commit-
ment to the American people to further
strengthen the integrity of this insti-
tution in the 111th Congress.

By closing the loophole that allowed
“lame duck” Members to negotiate
employment contracts in secret, we are
opening the doors of Congress and
shedding light upon the process. By
codifying the additional earmark re-
forms adopted mid-term in the 110th
Congress, coupled with the ongoing
rules that required the Members’ signa-
tures and their reasons for their re-
quests, we are permanently strength-
ening earlier comprehensive reforms,
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resulting in even further transparency
and accountability in the earmark
process.

By making commonsense changes to
the motion to recommit, we are help-
ing Congress to function more effec-
tively while preserving the minority’s
legitimate right to present their policy
alternatives through offering a motion
that amends the bill or a ‘‘straight”
motion that sends the bill back to com-
mittee without amendment.

By removing reference to term limits
for committee Chairs from this pack-
age, we take away what was from the
first a political consideration to elimi-
nate that from the official House rules
where they don’t belong. And by main-
taining strong PAYGO rules, we are
demonstrating our strong commitment
to fiscal discipline.

These important measures make
good sense to protect the integrity of
this institution and to enable Congress
to help America get back on track.
Today, we are not only harnessing the
belief that we can continue to restore
integrity and accountability to Con-
gress, we are also laying down a strong
foundation for House action on the
grave challenges that face this great
Nation.

Mr. Speaker and my friends on both
sides of the aisle, the American people
know exactly what’s at stake over the
next few years, which is why they have
resoundingly raised their voices for
change, and Democrats are listening.
We are ready to help put Americans
back to work by investing in job cre-
ation initiatives, strengthening our
economy. We are ready to fix our bro-
ken health care system so that every
citizen can get quality, affordable
health care that they desperately need
and are entitled to. We are ready to
cultivate a clean energy economy by
turning wind into energy, energy in-
vestments into innovation, and innova-
tion into good-paying American jobs.

We are ready to begin responsibly
withdrawing troops from Iraq, ready to
ensure quality education for our young
people, ready to continue making the
tough choices that the American peo-
ple elected us to make.

Yet in order for us to begin address-
ing these pressing challenges, we must
ensure that Congress continues to put
integrity and accountability at the
heart of our daily actions. I can think
of no better way to do that than by
adopting these amendments to the
House rules.

Mr. Speaker, it will be a long and dif-
ficult journey to strengthen our econ-
omy, to reform the health care system,
and create a clean energy future wor-
thy of our children and grandchildren.
But the rules package before us today
is an important first step, one that will
ensure integrity in Congress as we
move forward on this pivotal path.

It is time to reinvigorate America.
It’s time to make history. And let us
begin.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of this
commonsense rules package to allow
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the House to operate more effectively

and productively in solving the chal-

lenges facing our great Nation while

strengthening our integrity in Con-

gress.

SECTION-BY-SECTION OF RULE CHANGES—111TH
CONGRESS

The changes in the standing rules of the
House made by House Resolution 5 include
the following:

SEC. 2. CHANGES TO THE STANDING RULES.

(a) INSPECTOR GENERAL AUDITS.—

In response to the recommendation of the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on House Administration,
this provision amends clause 6(c)(1) of rule IT
to clarify the non-traditional audit work
that the Inspector General does in the areas
of business process improvements, services
to enhance the efficiency of House support
operations, and risk management assess-
ments. The change also will allow the In-
spector General to implement guidance and
standards published in the Government Ac-
countability Office’s Government Auditing
Standards.

(b) HOMELAND SECURITY.—

This provision amends clause 3(g) of rule X
to direct the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity to review and study on a primary and
continuing basis all Government activities,
programs, and organizations relating to
homeland security within its primary legis-
lative jurisdiction.

Nothing in this rule shall affect the over-
sight or legislative authority of other com-
mittees under the Rules of the House.

The change in clause 3 of rule X clarifies
the Committee on Homeland Security’s over-
sight jurisdiction over government activities
relating to homeland security within its pri-
mary legislative jurisdiction, including the
interaction of all departments and agencies
with the Department of Homeland Security.
Consistent with the designation of the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security as the com-
mittee of oversight in these vital areas, the
House expects that the President and the rel-
evant executive agencies will forward copies
of all reports in this area, in addition to
those already covered by clause 2(b) of rule
XIV, to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity to assist it in carrying out this impor-
tant responsibility.

This change is meant to clarify that the
various agencies have a reporting relation-
ship with the Homeland Security Committee
on matters within its jurisdiction in addition
to the agencies’ reporting relationships with
other committees of jurisdiction.

(c) ADDITIONAL FUNCTIONS OF THE COM-
MITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION.—

This provision amends clause 4(d) of rule X
to give the Committee on House Administra-
tion oversight of the management of services
provided to the House by the Architect of
the Capitol, except those services that lie
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure under
clause 1(r).

(d) TERMS OF COMMITTEE CHAIRMEN.—

This provision strikes clause 5(c)(2) of rule
X to eliminate term limits for committee
and subcommittee chairs and includes a con-
forming amendment to clause 5(a)(2)(C) of
rule X to provide an exception to the Budget
Committee tenure limitations for a chair or
ranking minority member serving a second
consecutive term in the respective position.

(e) CALENDAR WEDNESDAY.—

This provision amends clause 6 of rule XV
to require the Clerk to read only those com-
mittees where the committee chair has given
notice to the House on Tuesday that he or
she will seek recognition to call up a bill
under the Calendar Wednesday rule. This

H11

will replace the requirement that the Clerk
read the list of all committees, regardless of
whether a committee intends to utilize the
rule. The provision makes conforming
changes to clause 6 of rule XV and clause 6
of rule XIII, including the deletion of the re-
quirement of a two-thirds vote to dispense
with the ©proceedings under Calendar
Wednesday.

(f) POSTPONEMENT AUTHORITY.—

This provision adds a new paragraph (c) to
clause 1 of rule XIX to give permanent au-
thority to the Chair to postpone further con-
sideration of legislation prior to final pas-
sage when the previous question is operating
to adoption or passage of a measure pursuant
to a special order of business. This codifies a
practice that has become routine during the
110th Congress.

(g) INSTRUCTIONS IN THE MOTION TO RECOM-
MIT.—

This provision amends clause 2(b) of rule
XIX to provide that a motion to recommit a
bill or joint resolution may include instruc-
tions only in the form of a direction to re-
port a textual amendment or amendments
back to the House forthwith. The provision
makes no change to the straight motion to
recommit.

(h) CONDUCT OF VOTES.—

In response to the bipartisan recommenda-
tion of the Select Committee to Investigate
the Voting Irregularities of August 2, 2007,
this provision deletes the following sentence
in clause 2(a) of rule XX: ‘““A record vote by
electronic device shall not be held open for
the sole purpose of reversing the outcome of
such vote.”

(i) GENERAL APPROPRIATION CONFERENCE
REPORTS.—

This provision codifies House Resolution
491, 110th Congress, which was adopted by
unanimous consent. The provision provides a
point of order against any general appropria-
tions conference report containing earmarks
that are included in conference reports but
not committed to conference by either House
and not in a House or Senate committee re-
port on the legislation. A point of order
under the provision would be disposed of by
the question of consideration, which would
be debatable for 20 minutes equally divided.

(j) PAYGO.—This provision amends clause
10 of rule XXI to make the following
changes:

(1) A technical amendment to align the
PAYGO rules of the House with those of the
Senate so that both houses use the same CBO
baselines;

(2) The changes would also allow one
House-passed measure to pay for spending in
a separate House-passed measure if the two
are linked at the engrossment stage; and

(3) The changes would also allow for emer-
gency exceptions to PAYGO for provisions
designated as emergency spending in a bill,
joint resolution, amendment made in order
as original text, conference report, or
amendment between the Houses (but not
other amendments).

The new clause 10(c)(3) of rule XXI provides
that the Chair will put the question of con-
sideration on a bill, joint resolution, an
amendment made in order as original text by
a special order of business, a conference re-
port, or an amendment between the Houses
that includes an emergency PAYGO designa-
tion. The Chair will put the question of con-
sideration on such a measure without regard
to a waiver of points of order under clause 10
of rule XXI or language providing for imme-
diate consideration of such a measure.

The intent of this exception to pay-as-you-
g0 principles is to allow for consideration of
measures that respond to emergency situa-
tions. Provisions of legislation may receive
an emergency designation if such provisions
are necessary to respond to an act of war, an



H12

act of terrorism, a natural disaster, or a pe-
riod of sustained low economic growth. A
measure that includes any provision des-
ignated as emergency shall be accompanied
by a report or a joint statement of managers,
as the case may be, or include an applicable
“Findings’’ section in the legislation, stating
the reasons why such provision meets the
emergency requirement according to the fol-
lowing criteria.

In general, the criteria to be considered in
determining whether a proposed expenditure
or tax change meets an emergency designa-
tion include: (1) necessary, essential, or vital
(not merely useful or beneficial); (2) sudden,
quickly coming into being, and not building
up over time; (3) an urgent, pressing, and
compelling need requiring immediate action;
(4) unforeseen, unpredictable, and unantici-
pated; and (5) not permanent, but rather
temporary in nature. With respect to the
fourth criterion above, an emergency that is
part of an aggregate level of anticipated
emergencies, particularly when normally es-
timated in advance, is not ‘“‘unforeseen.”

(k) DISCLOSURE BY MEMBERS OF EMPLOY-
MENT NEGOTIATIONS.—

This provisions amends clause 1 of rule
XXVII to close the loophole in the rule that
allowed lame-duck Members, Delegates, and
the Resident Commissioner to directly nego-
tiate future employment or compensation
without public disclosure. The rule will now
apply to all current Members, Delegates, and
the Resident Commissioner requiring them,
within 3 business days after the commence-
ment of such negotiation or agreement of fu-
ture employment or compensation, to file
with the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct a statement regarding such negotia-
tions or agreement.

(1) GENDER NEUTRALITY.—

This provision amends the Rules of the
House to render them neutral with respect to
gender. These changes are not intended to ef-
fect any substantive changes.

(m) TECHNICAL AND CODIFYING CHANGES.—

Upon the recommendation of the Parlia-
mentarian, this provision contains the fol-
lowing technical and codifying changes:

(1) Clarify that the authority of the Clerk
to receive messages on behalf of the House
includes both recesses and adjournments
(clause 2(h) of rule II);

(2) Restore the Speaker’s regulatory au-
thority for all of rule IV (regarding access to
the House floor), which was inadvertently
narrowed when the House last amended
clause 4 of rule IV by the adoption of House
Resolution 648, 109th Congress (clause 4(b) of
rule IV);

(3) Clarify that the scheme set forth in the
rule for temporary management of a com-
mittee will apply pending the House filling a
permanent vacancy of a chairman (clause
5(c) of rule X);

(4) Clarify that the majority-party Member
in the next Congress, who was most senior on
the committee in the preceding Congress,
has voucher authority pending establish-
ment and repopulation of the committee
(clause 7(e) of rule X);

(5) Delete an unnecessary cross reference
(clause 8(a) of rule X);

(6) Reinsert the exception, inadvertently
dropped in recodification in the 106th Con-
gress, that privileged matters are not auto-
matically laid on the table when reported ad-
versely (unlike nonprivileged matters re-
ported adversely, which are automatically
laid on the table) (clause 2(a) of rule XIII);

(7) Correct an internal cross reference
(clause 5(c)(3) of rule XX);

(8) Clarify the availability of a motion to
adjourn during merger of a quorum call and
the yeas and nays to include only the clause
6 version of the yeas and nays (clause 6(c) of
rule XX);
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(9) Correct a grammatical error in the rule
to clarify that notice to instruct conferees at
a stalled conference is given by a ‘‘pro-
ponent” and not by a ‘“‘motion.” (clause
T7(c)(3) of rule XXII);

(10) Clarify that the rule prohibiting cam-
paign funds for official expenses applies to
“‘office space, office furniture, or office
equipment’’ (clause 1(b)(2) of rule XXIV); and

(11) Corrects an internal cross reference
(clause 5(1)(2) of rule XXV).

SEC. 3. SEPARATE ORDERS.

(a) BUDGET MATTERS.—

(1)-(3) These three provisions retain in-
structions on the interpretation of sections
303, 306, and 401 of the Congressional Budget
Act, that have been in place since the 106th,
107th, and 109th Congresses, respectively.

(4) This provision would retain the point of
order against the motion to rise and report
an appropriations bill to the House where
the bill, as proposed to be amended, exceeded
its 302(b) budget allocation. The point of
order was created in the 109th Congress and
continued in the 110th Congress.

(b) CERTAIN SUBCOMMITTEES.—

This provision would continue to waive the
requirements of clause 5(d)(1) of rule X,
which limits the number of subcommittees
for each committee to five, for the following
committees: Armed Services, Foreign Af-
fairs, and Transportation and Infrastructure.

(¢) EXERCISE FACILITIES FOR FORMER MEM-
BERS.—

This provision continues the standing
order of the House, first adopted in the 109th
Congress, which prohibits former Members,
spouses of former Members, and former offi-
cers of the House from using the Members
gym if those individuals are registered lob-
byists.

(d) NUMBERING OF BILLS.—

This provision continues the practice of re-
serving the first 10 bill numbers for designa-
tion by the Speaker throughout the 111th
Congress.

(e) MEDICARE COST CONTAINMENT.—

This provision turns off Section 803 of the
Medicare Prescription Drug, Improvement,
and Modernization Act of 2003 during the
111th Congress.

SEC. 4. COMMITTEES, COMMISSIONS, AND HOUSE
OFFICES.

(a) SELECT COMMITTEE ON ENERGY INDE-
PENDENCE AND GLOBAL WARMING.—

This provision continues the Select Com-
mittee on Energy Independence and Global
Warming through the 111th Congress.

(b) HOUSE DEMOCRACY ASSISTANCE COMMIS-
SION.—

This provision continues the House Democ-
racy Assistance Commission.

(c) ToM LANTOS HUMAN RIGHTS COMMIS-
SION.—

This provision continues the Tom Lantos
Human Rights Commission except that it al-
lows the Commission to collaborate closely
with professional staff members of other rel-
evant committees and to use resources that
the Committee on Foreign Affairs is author-
ized to obtain from other offices of the
House.

(d) OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS.—

This provision continues the Office of Con-
gressional Ethics and provides that the Of-
fice shall be treated as a standing committee
of the House for purposes of section 202(i) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
concerning consultants for Congressional
committees.

(¢) EMPANELLING INVESTIGATIVE SUB-
COMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS
OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT.—

This provision continues House Resolution
451, 110th Congress, directing the Committee
on Standards of Official Conduct to empanel
investigative subcommittees within 30 days
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after the date a Member is indicted or crimi-
nal charges are filed.

(f) CONTINUING AUTHORITIES FOR THE COM-
MITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY AND THE OFFICE OF
GENERAL COUNSEL.—

This provision authorizes the Committee
on the Judiciary and the House General
Counsel to continue the lawsuit derived from
the House holding White House Chief of Staff
Josh Bolten and former White House Counsel
Harriet Miers in contempt of Congress for
failure to comply with Judiciary Committee
subpoenas, which was initiated in the 110th
Congress. With respect to the continued in-
vestigation into the firing of certain United
States Attorneys, this provision authorizes:
(1) the chairman of the Judiciary Committee
to issue subpoenas and (2) the taking of depo-
sitions by Members or counsel, which shall
be governed by rules printed in the Congres-
sional Record by the Rules Committee chair
or otherwise prescribed by the Judiciary
Committee; and (3) the Judiciary Committee
and General Counsel to add as a party to the
lawsuit any individual subpoenaed by the
Committee in the 110th Congress who failed
to comply.

Judiciary Committee Deposition Rules: In ac-
cordance with the Committee receiving spe-
cial authorization by the House for the tak-
ing of depositions in furtherance of a Com-
mittee investigation, the chair, upon con-
sultation with a designated minority mem-
ber, may order the taking of depositions pur-
suant to notice or subpoena. The designated
minority member shall be the ranking mi-
nority member or, if a ranking minority
member has not been elected, the highest
ranking member of the Committee as it was
constituted at the end of the preceding Con-
gress who is a member of the minority party
in the present Congress.

The chair or majority staff shall consult
with the designated minority member or mi-
nority staff, respectively, at least two days
before any notice or subpoena for a deposi-
tion is issued. Upon completion of such con-
sultation, all members shall receive written
notice that a notice or subpoena for a deposi-
tion will be issued.

A notice or subpoena issued for the taking
of a deposition shall specify the date, time,
and place of the deposition and the method
or methods by which the deposition will be
recorded. The chair shall designate the num-
ber of majority members and majority coun-
sel to conduct the deposition; the designated
minority member shall be permitted to ap-
point an equal number of minority members
and an equal number of minority counsel to
conduct the deposition.

A deposition shall be taken under oath or
affirmation administered by a member or a
person otherwise authorized to administer
oaths and affirmations.

A deponent shall not be required to testify
unless the deponent has been provided with a
copy of such rules of procedure then in being
prescribed by the Committee, this rule as ap-
plicable, section 4 of House Resolution 5, and
rule X and rule XI of the Rules of the House
of Representatives.

A deponent may be accompanied at a depo-
sition by counsel to advise the deponent of
the deponent’s rights. Only members and
Committee counsel, however, may examine
the deponent. No one may be present at a
deposition other than members, Committee
staff designated by the chair or designated
minority member, such individuals as may
be required to administer the oath or affir-
mation and transcribe or record the pro-
ceedings, the deponent, and the deponent’s
counsel (including personal counsel and
counsel for the entity employing the depo-
nent if the scope of the deposition is ex-
pected to cover actions taken as part of the
deponent’s employment). Observers or coun-
sel for other persons or entities may not at-
tend.
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Questions in a deposition shall be pro-
pounded in rounds, alternating between the
majority and minority. A single round shall
not exceed 60 minutes per side, unless the
members or counsel conducting the deposi-
tion agree to a different length of ques-
tioning. In each round, a member or Com-
mittee counsel designated by the chair shall
ask questions first, and the member or Com-
mittee counsel designated by the designated
minority member shall ask questions second.

Any objection made during a deposition
must be stated concisely and in a non-argu-
mentative and non-suggestive manner. The
deponent may refuse to answer only when
necessary to preserve a privilege. In in-
stances where the deponent or counsel has
objected to a question to preserve a privilege
and accordingly the deponent has refused to
answer the question to preserve such privi-
lege, the chair may rule on any such objec-
tion after the deposition has adjourned. If
the chair overrules any such objection and
thereby orders a deponent to answer any
question to which a privilege objection was
lodged, such order shall be filed with the
clerk of the Committee and shall be provided
to members and the deponent no less than
three days before being implemented.

If a member of the Committee appeals in
writing the order of the chair, the appeal
shall be preserved for Committee consider-
ation. A deponent who refuses to answer a
question after being directed to answer by
the chair in writing may be subject to sanc-
tion, except that no sanctions may be im-
posed if the ruling of the chair is reversed on
appeal. Consistent with clause 2(k)(8) of rule
XI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the committee shall remain the sole
judge of the pertinence of testimony and evi-
dence adduced at its hearings.

Deposition testimony shall be transcribed
by stenographic means and may also be
video recorded. The Clerk of the Committee
shall receive the transcript and any video re-
cording and promptly forward such to minor-
ity staff at the same time the Clerk distrib-
utes such to other majority staff.

The individual administering the oath, if
other than a member, shall certify on the
transcript that the deponent was duly sworn.
The transcriber shall certify that the tran-
script is a true, verbatim record of the testi-
mony, and the transcript and any exhibits
shall be filed, as shall any video recording,
with the clerk of the Committee in Wash-
ington, DC. In no case shall any video re-
cording be considered the official transcript
of a deposition or otherwise supersede the
certified written transcript. Depositions
shall be considered to have been taken in
Washington, DC, as well as the location ac-
tually taken, once filed with the clerk of the
Committee for the Committee’s use.

After receiving the transcript, majority
staff shall make available the transcript for
review by the deponent or deponent’s coun-
sel. No later than ten business days there-
after, the deponent may submit suggested
changes to the chair. The majority staff of
the Committee may direct the Clerk of the
Committee to note any typographical errors,
including any requested by the deponent or
minority staff, via an errata sheet appended
to the transcript. Any proposed substantive
changes, modifications, clarifications, or
amendments to the deposition testimony
must be submitted by the deponent as an af-
fidavit that includes the deponent’s reasons
therefor. Any substantive changes, modifica-
tions, clarifications, or amendments shall be
included as an appendix to the transcript.
Majority and minority staff both shall be
provided with a copy of the final transcript
of the deposition with any appendices at the
same time.
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SEC. 5. SPECIAL ORDERS OF BUSINESS.

This section consists of a special order of
business providing for consideration of the
following two bills (the text of each of which
is identical to the 110th House-passed
versions):

(1) H.R. 11—Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Act,
to amend title VII of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, the Age Discrimination in Employment
Act of 1967, the Americans with Disabilities
Act of 1990, and the Rehabilitation Act of
1973 to clarify that a discriminatory com-
pensation decision or other practice that is
unlawful under such Acts occurs each time
compensation is paid pursuant to the dis-
criminatory compensation decision or other
practice, and for other purposes, and

(2) H.R. 12—Paycheck Fairness Act, to
amend the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
to provide more effective remedies to vic-
tims of discrimination in the payment of
wages on the basis of sex, and for other pur-
poses.

The special order allows for separate con-
sideration of each measure under a closed
rule. After adoption of the second bill, the
text of H.R. 12 will be added to H.R. 11 and
H.R. 12 will be laid on the table.

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

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

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I begin by
thanking my good friend from Roch-
ester, the distinguished Chair of the
Committee on Rules, Ms. SLAUGHTER,
for yielding me the customary 30 min-
utes. And I congratulate her and all of
our colleagues on their membership in
the 111th Congress.

As we have heard from the speeches
delivered by the Speaker and the Re-
publican leader, today marks the start
of the 111th Congress, a new beginning
for the first branch and for the people’s
House.

As was stated, 2 weeks from today we
are going to be making history with
the inauguration of Barack Obama.
President-elect Obama has already
reached out to congressional Repub-
licans, expressing his desire to work
with us in this new Congress.

We all know very well what an hon-
orable campaign Mr. Obama ran. While
I didn’t support his candidacy, I, like
many of my colleagues and fellow
Americans, was inspired by his mes-
sage of hope, unity, and change for the
future.
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He laid out a vision that replaces bit-
terness with bipartisanship, cynicism
with a sincere commitment to a bright-
er future.

Of course, there is a great divergence
of opinion on the details of exactly how
we reach that brighter future. Congres-
sional Republicans have our agenda.
We feel very strongly about it. We are
committed more than ever to the prin-
ciples for which we stand. But we
wholeheartedly agree with Mr. Obama
that the way forward is through open,
inclusive debate, a strong spirit of bi-
partisanship and the sincere pursuit of
common ground.
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Unfortunately, the high-minded rhet-
oric of the Presidential campaign only
highlights the pure cynicism of this
rules package that we are considering
today. The Democratic leadership of
this House is poised to consider, as its
very first legislative act of this Con-
gress, a rules package that literally
shreds the Obama vision.

I am going to repeat that, Mr. Speak-
er. The package that we are going to be
voting on today literally shreds the
Obama vision. Fourteen days before he
is even inaugurated into office, the
President-elect’s plan for unity and bi-
partisanship is being obstructed by his
own party.

This rules package takes the abysmal
record of the last Congress and actu-
ally makes it more restrictive. You
will hear a lot today about arcane pro-
cedural tactics and wonder how it has
any relevance to the problems that we
face as a nation. But these changes,
Mr. Speaker, have enormous con-
sequences for the conduct and outcome
of our policy debates.

Mr. Speaker, process is substance. As
we tackle enormously important issues
like, as everyone has said, getting our
economy back on track, we cannot
achieve a good outcome without a good
process. We are very attuned to the
concept of history being made right
now and 2 weeks from today, so per-
haps we should look at history.

The motion to recommit, as we know
it today, was granted to the minority
100 years ago following a rebellion
against the most dictatorial Speaker of
the last century, Joseph Gurney
‘“Uncle Joe” Cannon. This motion en-
sures that the minority gets at least
one opportunity, one opportunity to
offer an amendment or an alternative.
During the Democrats’ 40-year reign,
they routinely denied Republicans,
often dozens of times in a Congress, the
single bite at the apple, one oppor-
tunity to offer an alternative. Mr.
Speaker, when we took the majority in
1995, we guaranteed the right of the
motion to recommit, and we never, we
never denied it.

This body has always been governed
by majority rule. The majority has a
number of tools at its disposal, not
least of which is the Rules Committee
itself, on which I am privileged to
serve. That’s how they advance their
agenda. An effective majority can
abide by the rules and traditions of the
House and still succeed legislatively.

By contrast, in the 110th Congress,
the Democratic leadership chose, in-
stead, to resort to procedural gim-
mickry to advance their agenda. They
had every legislative advantage as the
majority party, and yet they felt com-
pelled to trample the traditions of the
House, rather than build consensus or
engage in actual deliberation. They
went so far as to shut down the appro-
priations process to avoid open debate.
Mr. Speaker, as for the motion to re-
commit, that one single opportunity,
that one single opportunity for minor-
ity input, the Democratic leadership
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frequently resorted to
tricks to deny it.

Now, the Democratic leadership is no
longer content to shut down debate on
an ad hoc basis. They are making it of-
ficial with this rules package. The un-
derlying resolution contains a host of
new procedural gimmicks to stifle de-
bate and to perpetuate partisanship.
This resolution changes the rules of
the House to formally limit, to for-
mally limit, the motion to recommit.
This limitation prevents any bill from
being returned to committee for fur-
ther deliberation. It restricts Members’
ability to strip out tax increases. Ap-
parently, the Democratic majority be-
lieves tax increases are sacred, but
open debate is not sacred.

This rules package also manipulates
our budget rules, once again, to protect
tax increases, as well as to protect
spending increases. You see, Mr.
Speaker, the Democratic leadership
not only spent the last Congress shut-
ting out Republicans, they also had to
find clever ways to shut out fiscally
conservative Democrats. Trying to
build consensus within their own party
was very time consuming. They
learned their lesson, though. This rules
package guts the budget rules that
many Democrats hold so dear.

The laundry list of rules changes
goes on. They cut term limits for com-
mittee chairmen, they scrap Medicare
cost-containment measures. And if all
this weren’t enough, they include com-
pletely closed rules, completely closed
rules for the two bills that will be con-
sidered later this week without ever
having the Rules Committee meet. Ap-
parently, the Democratic leadership
scoured the House rules for account-
ability and transparency measures and
systematically dismantled what they
found.

So much, Mr. Speaker, for the Obama
vision. While he is calling for the most
transparent administration in our Na-
tion’s history, his congressional Demo-
crats are launching the most closed
Congress in history.

But I believe that President-elect
Obama is sincere. Since the day he was
elected, he has been reaching out to
Republicans. He has called many of us
individually to express a sincere desire
to move beyond the divisiveness of pol-
itics and to work together. I can only
imagine the chagrin at his own party,
their attempt to undermine his best ef-
forts. Today’s rules package is a huge
step backward. It sets the stage for
even more closed, bitter, rancorous de-
bate.

The next major item on the agenda is
more than a $1 trillion stimulus pack-
age. Republican Leader JOHN BOEHNER
has laid out several modest, but criti-
cally important, requests for an open
process. There should be public hear-
ings. The text should be available on-
line for a full week prior to a vote.
There should be no special-interest ear-
marks.

These are commonsense guidelines
that are widely supported by the Amer-

legislative
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ican people. They understand that our
response to the economic crisis is too
important to allow it to be slapped to-
gether in secret behind closed doors
and rammed through the House. Both
Democrats and Republicans have a
number of good ideas that should be
considered and debated.

Today I will be pursuing an economic
recovery package that focuses on pro-
growth policies. I am introducing a trio
of bills aimed at growing our economy
by simplifying and reducing the tax
burden on individuals and job creators,
jump-starting our housing market and
reviving the auto industry.

I hope we can move forward on these
kinds of policies, but neither I nor my
colleagues ask to prejudge the outcome
of those debates. We simply ask that
that debate take place.

Majority Leader HOYER agrees, and
said so on an interview that he had this
past Sunday. We can only hope he is
able to convince the Speaker to keep
the process open and transparent. If
her leadership’s first legislative act of
this Congress is any indication, it
won’t be a fruitful endeavor.

Mr. Speaker, today’s new beginning
is nothing more than a new low for the
Democratic majority. Their cynicism
and manipulation is all the more dis-
mal against the backdrop of President-
elect Obama’s vision for hope, unity
and change for the better. The Demo-
cratic majority’s actions today do not
represent change that fulfills hope.
This is change that denies hope.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
oppose this rules package.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the vice
chair of the Rules Committee, the gen-

tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN).
(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was

given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. McGOVERN. I want to thank the
gentlelady from New York, the distin-
guished Chair of the Rules Committee,
for yielding me the time.

First, let me congratulate Speaker
PELOSI as she begins her second term
as Speaker of the House. I also want to
congratulate my colleagues for their
elections, and I welcome our new col-
leagues to the House of Representa-
tives.

Our Nation is facing very challenging
times. Twelve years ago, when I was
first elected to Congress, our economy
was still growing, and we were looking
at a significant budget surplus. Our
world was relatively peaceful. Now,
after 8 years of reckless and wasteful
spending, and after an ill-advised war,
we face a global economic meltdown
and international instability that seem
to be spreading all too quickly.

In November, the American people
elected a new President and larger
Democratic majorities in the Congress.
The voters sent a very clear message.
Things have got to change here in
Washington, and Congress has to ac-
complish things.
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We know that Congress will need to
act quickly and responsibly in order to
pass legislation to help our Nation
solve our economic and foreign policy
problems. This rules package is de-
signed to help us do just that. This is a
good package, and I am pleased to sup-
port it today.

There are many important parts this
package. I am pleased that this is first
rules package that is gender neutral.
There are other technical fixes in-
cluded in this package that will help
the House operate more smoothly and
efficiently.

One of the major changes, as we have
heard, in this package deals with the
motion to recommit, which is modern-
ized in this package. Specifically, the
minority will no longer be able to offer
a ‘“‘promptly” motion to recommit,
which sends bills back to committee
with no timetable for return, essen-
tially killing the bill.

The minority, however, will have the
ability to offer a proper ‘‘forthwith”
motion or a ‘‘straight’” motion. But no
longer will the minority be able to
abuse the process by offering political
amendments designed to either kill a
bill without actually voting against it
or to provide fodder for a 30-second po-
litical ad.

During the 12 years while Democrats
were in the minority, we offered only
36 ‘“‘promptly’”’ motions to recommit.
Over the past 2 years, Republicans of-
fered 50 of these motions.

Following the 2006 elections that
brought Democrats back into the ma-
jority in the House, the new Repub-
lican minority had two options, either
work in a bipartisan way to address the
needs of the American people, or ob-
struct the business of this House
through gotcha-style politics. Unfortu-
nately, too often they chose the latter.

The motion to recommit was not de-
signed for this purpose. It was designed
to be a tool for legislating, not a polit-
ical weapon. Repeatedly, the Demo-
cratic majority attempted to work
with the Republican minority on their
motions to recommit, but every time
we offered to accept their motion in re-
turn for not killing the bill, the Repub-
lican minority refused. They chose
talking points over accomplishments.
They chose to be the party of obstruc-
tionism, not offering alternatives, but
instead trying to derail the entire proc-
ess for political gain. It’s a cynical way
to do business.

That’s not legislating, and it’s not
what the voters sent us here to do. I
strongly disagree with those who say
modernizing the motion to recommit is
undemocratic. Let me be clear, any
Member who opposes a bill still has the
ability, indeed, the responsibility, to
vote ‘‘no.”

Congressional scholar Norm Ornstein
said it best, and I quote, ‘““‘A minority
party deserves the right to be heard
and to have alternatives considered,
but with those rights comes respon-
sibilities. If the minority uses the op-
portunity to offer amendments to ex-
ploit cynically the opening for political
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purposes—through ‘gotcha’ amend-
ments designed to offer 30-second at-
tack ads against vulnerable majority
lawmakers, or through poison pill al-
ternatives designed only to scuttle a
bill, not to offer a real alternative—it
soon will lose its moral high ground for
objecting to majority restriction on de-
bate and amendments.”

Mr. Speaker, I finally would like to
point out that in this package is in-
cluded H. Res. 5, which is the reauthor-
ization of the Tom Lantos Human
Rights Commission. The United States
must reclaim its moral authority on
human rights. I am honored to cochair
that commission along with my good
friend FRANK WOLF of Virginia, and I
look forward to working with him and
our other Members to advance the
cause of human rights around the
world.

Again, I want to thank the
gentlelady from New York, our distin-
guished Chair of the Rules Committee,
for the time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to yield 2 minutes to my good
friend from Miami, the hardworking
member of the Committee on Rules,
Mr. DIAZ-BALART.

I will say as I do that, Mr. Speaker,
that we would never have con-
templated denying the then-minority
what is being denied us under this
measure.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Speaker, for 100 years, the
motion to recommit has really been
sacrosanct in this House, and the es-
sence of representative democracy is,
yes, rule by the majority with respect
to the rights of the minority.

Today, history will record that in
this rules package by the majority, the
severe limitation of the right of the
minority to offer an alternative in leg-
islation, this severe limitation of the
motion to recommit, is a sad, unfortu-
nate, and wholly unnecessary step that
takes a very strong, a very significant
step toward unaccountability.

So it is really a sad day for this
House, that the House, the leadership,
the majority leadership, would com-
mence this Congress by retrogression,
by taking such a significant and unfor-
tunate step towards unaccountability,
severely limiting the option, the abil-
ity of the minority to offer an alter-
native known for 100 years and re-
spected in this House as the motion to
recommit.

[ 1500

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. CASTOR).

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentlewoman, the Chair of
the Rules Committee, for yielding the
time.

Mr. Speaker, this rules package also
contains the first step in the march to-
wards economic recovery in that it al-
lows consideration by this Congress for
the Paycheck Fairness Act and the
Lilly Ledbetter Act. We are going to
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reverse a very anachronistic decision
by the United States Supreme Court
relating to job discrimination based on
sex. You see, in this country, working
women are still earning only 78 cents
for every dollar that a man makes in
the same position oftentimes; and de-
spite the attempts by this Congress
during the 110th Congress, we were un-
able to beat back the opposition of the
White House.

Well, this is a new day and a new di-
rection for America, because now we
will have someone in the White House
who will value equal opportunity in
employment and education and hous-
ing and other fields. Indeed, the Presi-
dent-elect has stated that he intends to
invite Ms. Ledbetter to the White
House, and he understands that this
bill is part of a broader effort to update
the social contract, to value equal pay
for equal work.

This is something that Congressman
R0OsA DELAURO, Speaker NANCY PELOSI
and Rules Committee Chair LOUISE
SLAUGHTER have fought for year after
year after year, to realize the economic
recovery in our households across
America, many headed by single
women. This is the important first step
this Congress will take as part of the
economic recovery and reinvestment.

Mr. DREIER. Will the gentlewoman
yield?

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, let me
just say that the spirit of the debate
here, refusal to yield, is indicative of
exactly what this rules package con-
sists of.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to yield 2 minutes to our very good
friend from Springfield, Missouri (Mr.
BLUNT).

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I think we are here
today on the minority side as perhaps
victims of our own success in the last
Congress. We clearly were able to use
this as the only tool that we often had
available to us, and we used it with
great success. We used it with great
success that didn’t destroy the legisla-
tive process. In fact, many days the
legislative process had already been de-
stroyed. There was no committee
markup. There was no hearing. Often
the bills came from somewhere, the
leader’s office, the Speaker’s office. We
didn’t know where they came from be-
cause we didn’t see them until the day
they were headed to the floor or the
day before they were headed to the
floor. We weren’t given amendments,
we weren’t given substitutes, but we
were given 100 years ago these tools in
the motions to recommit.

The majority would probably argue
that somehow this makes the process
unworkable. But there are a number of
examples in the last Congress where
the process was very workable.

The Public Housing Management Act
that was brought to the floor February
26 by Mr. SIRES, Mrs. BACHMANN offered
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a motion to recommit to block the
Federal Government from restricting
possession of otherwise legal firearms
for these residents. When she offered
the motion, the bill was pulled. The
committee then met, as the motion
would have required them to do, added
that provision to the bill, and brought
it back to the floor a few days later.

The AmeriCorps bill to authorize and
expand AmeriCorps was considered in
March of 2008. Mr. KUHL made a motion
to recommit that was prompt in nature
to prohibit sex offenders and murderers
from receiving these grants. The bill
was pulled. Six days later, the same
bill was brought up including Mr.
KUHL’s language.

The idea that this ruins the process
or the idea that a bill that you have
never seen before the day it is coming
to the floor or the day before it is com-
ing to the floor, we don’t need to have
tools to bring new ideas to the floor, is
just wrong. I urge that this rules pack-
age be defeated.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
delighted to yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK), the chair of the Financial
Services Committee.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. The
former minority whip has just proved
the opposite of his case. In the one in-
stance that he refers to where a bill
came out of the committee which I
chair, we were prepared to accept that
amendment on the floor. It was offered
promptly. We asked if it could be done,
as we often did, as forthwith, and it
could have been adopted on the floor.
In that case it wasn’t 6 days, it took
several weeks, because we cannot drop
everything and get to a bill.

Now, understand that when a bill is
sent back to a committee, all the rules
apply. And, by the way, nothing stops
you from making this a revolving door,
Mr. Speaker. People can keep doing
this.

The motion to recommit, Members
have said on the other side they want
to be able to offer an alternative. Noth-
ing in this proposal in any way dimin-
ishes their ability to offer an alter-
native. They are fully able to offer an
alternative as an amendment. What
they will be losing here is a legislative
Ponzi scheme in which you pretend to
be something you are not.

Here is the way it works: If the mi-
nority wants under any bill to offer a
motion to recommit, as the rule will
now read if this passes, they can offer
a motion to recommit with a germane
amendment that is binding, and if it is
adopted, the bill is amended on the
spot. But they often don’t want to do
that. Often their amendments are real-
ly disguises for opposition to the bill in
general. So they take an amendment
that would pass virtually unanimously
because it is so popular and say it
should be done in a way that sends the
bill back to committee rather than to
amend the bill.

So let’s be very clear. Their ability
to offer a motion that is an amendment



H16

to the bill is in no way diminished by
this. It is in no way changed. It is ex-
actly the same. What they lose is the
ability to take something that would
pass overwhelmingly if they would
allow a serious vote on it and use it as
a way to get a bill sent back to com-
mittee for purposes of delay.

Now, the gentleman is right. It
doesn’t always work. Sometimes the
bill survives. Sometimes it doesn’t.
There is often a traffic jam on the
floor. There are also cases where time-
liness is important, where the adminis-
tration may be about to do something
we want to stop them from doing and
we want to be able to move reasonably
quickly.

I will say this with regard to where
he said bills came from nowhere. The
bills where this tactic, this Ponzi
scheme has been used, on bills that
have come out of the Financial Serv-
ices Committee, were not those bills.
They were bills where there had been
open amendment processes, where I
have often gone to the Rules Com-
mittee and asked for amendments to be
in order.

In fact, in my experience, the com-
mittee of jurisdiction leadership has no
input into these motions. I have asked.
There are amendments offered on the
floor that were never offered in com-
mittee when they had a chance to be
offered, and I will guarantee you that
is a fact, because the purpose is not to
amend the bill. If you were trying to
amend the bill, you offer the motion to
recommit in a way that amends it on
the floor. That is not good enough for
them, because they are not interested
in substance. They are interested in
this game playing and this charade—
well, it is not a charade, because that
is talking. They are interested in this
pretense whereby you try to slow a bill
down because you aren’t willing to
vote against it.

So if this rules package passes, there
will be two options for the minority:
They can move to send the bill back to
committee, that can still be done, the
motion to send it back to committee
will still be there; or they can move to
amend it on the floor. Their ability to
offer an alternative is in no ways
changed.

What they can’t do is to pretend to
be amending the bill by putting for-
ward very popular language that would
pass overwhelmingly, but doing it in a
way that in effect sends the bill back
to committee which doesn’t allow the
House to adopt that amendment, and
then they want to be able to say Mem-
bers weren’t in favor of this non-
controversial piece.

So it is a legislative Ponzi scheme. It
is a pretense. It is something that
ought to be abolished. It does not add
at all to the legitimacy of debate.

Let’s adopt this rules change. The
minority will have the two options,
and that is all that democracy re-
quires.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I am happy to yield 2 minutes to
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my good friend from Richmond, Vir-
ginia (Mr. CANTOR), the distinguished
Republican whip.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, you don’t have to look
far to see that families across this
country are gripped with a tremendous
amount of fear and uncertainty. They
fear for their jobs, if they have one.
They fear for their future as they see
their 401(k)s, their college savings ac-
counts collapse. They fear that their
elected leaders don’t get it. They fear
that this Congress may very well be in-
capable of change, incapable of pro-
ducing the kind of results that they
want and to get it right.

Under existing House rules, when a
bill is brought to the floor that in-
cludes a tax increase, the minority has
a right to offer a motion to strike that
increase; and the Republican minority
had done that on nearly half a dozen
occasions over the past 2 years.

With this rule change now, though,
House Democrats are trying to push
through what we Republicans will no
longer have, the ability to say ‘‘no” to
higher taxes. We will not be able to
simply strike a tax increase and de-
mand an up or down vote. In fact, the
only option we will have would be to
replace one tax increase with another.
There will be no ability for us to cut
taxes to lighten the burden on the mid-
dle-class families that are hurting
right now.

One can see that this rule change
makes it a lot easier for the Democrat
majority to in fact hide tax increases
inside other larger bills. In fact, that is
why all of us are sitting here scratch-
ing our heads. If the House Democrats
feel a tax increase is necessary, then
why wouldn’t they allow for a full and
open debate? Why not let the American
people have a say? Why not let the
hardworking people of this country
hear why Washington is once again
looking to take more of their hard
earned money?

Either way, what is clear, this type
of partisan rules change flies in the
face of a new era of openness and trans-
parency that President-elect Obama
has promised. I take the President-
elect at his word. I believe he wants
transparency, openness, and debate. I
believe he wants Washington to begin
to do business differently. I believe he
is serious in wanting Congress to work
together for the good of all of our con-
stituents. But apparently that word
hasn’t made its way down to the lead-
ership of the House.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I am happy to yield 2 minutes to
our very good friend from Menomonee
Falls, Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER).

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I thank the
gentleman very much.

Mr. Speaker, I am beginning my 31st
yvear here, and one of the things that I
have learned both being in the major-
ity and being in the minority is that
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procedural fairness is the antithesis to
partisanship. I want to repeat that:
Procedural fairness is the antithesis to
partisanship. This rules package, and
particularly the changes in the motion
to recommit, will bring about more
partisanship, and I would ask my
friends on the majority side to recon-
sider what they are proposing here.

The previous speakers on the Repub-
lican side have stated instances in the
last 2 years where it has resulted in ex-
cessive partisanship because of changes
that have been made to the motions to
recommit on an ad hoc basis allowing
the majority to pull the bill, their
choice, not ours, because they set the
schedule, not having motions to recom-
mit on certain bills and not allowing to
strike proposed tax increases.

What is wrong with debating these
issues? And what is wrong if the major-
ity of this House of Representatives,
which is 21 seats more Democratic than
the one that just expired, agrees with
the Republican minority every once in
awhile? What are you afraid of? Are
you afraid of losing a few more motions
to recommit? If that is the motivation
behind this, shame on you, because you
are shutting down the process and you
are going to result in more partisan-
ship, not less. You are going to result
in having the country even more di-
vided, not less, and that goes exactly
against what our new President has
been trying to do with practically ev-
erything he said since he won the elec-
tion 2 months ago.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to direct their re-
marks to the Chair.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK).
O 1515
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. The

gentleman from Wisconsin said, why
will the majority not in some instances
agree with the minority? That’s the
problem. We are talking about cases
where we in the majority have tried to
agree with the minority, and they
would not be agreed with. They would
not take yes for an answer.

This is the issue: if they offer a mo-
tion to recommit and it says forthwith,
and they win the vote, the bill is
amended. If they offer an amendment
to a bill, not having offered it in com-
mittee, not having gone to the Rules
Committee to ask it to be on the floor,
if they take a noncontroversial popular
issue and offer it as the motion to re-
commit, but say it should be sent to
the committee and reported back
promptly, we have tried to agree with
them, and they have refused. This lit-
erally is a way to not take yes for an
answer; it’s a way to take something to
which the majority would like to
agree.

I have been here when I, and when
the majority leader has said, in such a
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situation, could we get unanimous con-
sent to simply agree to that now, and
the minority has said no.

Well, people have a right not to be
agreed with. People have a right not to
be agreeable. Some indulge that right
more than others. But you don’t have a
right to refuse to be agreed with, and
then complain that you weren’t agreed
with. And that’s all that’s at stake
here.

So, yes, there are times when the ma-
jority should say yes to the minority,
and that should be determined by the
floor. What we’re saying is the minor-
ity should not manufacture a situation
in which there is no way to say yes to
them because their goal is patently not
to amend that particular bill, because
if it was, they would accept the request
that that amendment be accepted. In-
stead, it is to put a bill back to com-
mittee because they’re afraid to vote
against it. That’s the issue.

This is used as a way to send bills
back to committee to avoid votes. And
this leaves, this package, the minority,
fully able to offer any motion to re-
commit or send it back to committee.
It just says they can’t play games.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I am happy to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Columbus, Indiana
(Mr. PENCE), the Chair of the Repub-
lican Conference.

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, the Repub-
lican Members of the 111th Congress
collectively represent more than 100
million constituents in this Nation.
The changes that are being con-
templated by the majority today rep-
resent an erosion, not of the interests
of elected officials, not even of the in-
terests of a political party, but, Mr.
Speaker, I say with respect, it rep-
resents an erosion of the interests rep-
resented in this place of over 100 mil-
lion Americans.

As I listen to this debate, I can’t help
but wonder what our constituents who
might be looking down from the gal-
lery and looking in from elsewhere are
thinking. How does this affect them?
Instructions being promptly or forth-
with, motions to recommit.

But really what we are here to object
to in this rule package is really the
death of democracy in the Democratic
Congress. What we do not wish to see is
a return to the heavy-handed imperial
Congress days that ruled Capitol Hill
for some 40 years. And walking away
from the provision of the current rules
that allows the minority to offer a mo-
tion to recommit that would be
promptly reported back erodes those
minority interests. Repealing term
limits on committee chairmen erodes
the fundamental principles of reform
that the American people voted over-
whelmingly into this well in 1994.

And so, as we prepare, 2 weeks from
today, to receive a new President of
the United States of America, as we
are just a few hours past bipartisan
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speeches, it is important to know and
to remind the American people that
rules matter. The rules on the back of
a box of a board game matter, and the
rules of the House matter; and they
matter because they determine wheth-
er or not the interest of all Americans
will be represented in this place.

And, sadly, we begin this Congress in
an inauspicious way, learning that
change does not equal reform, and I
urge that we reconsider this rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker,
please let me yield myself 1 or 2 min-
utes. One minute, I think, would be
sufficient. I hadn’t planned to do this,
but I think the RECORD requires it.

I want to quote from three of our Re-
publican Members for whom I have
great affection and an awful lot of re-
spect. The first one, Representative
Tom Davis, who is not with us this
year, stated the minority’s intent to
use ‘“‘promptly’’ motions to kill legisla-
tion during debate on a motion to re-
commit H.R. 1433, the District of Co-
lumbia House Voting Rights Act. And
let me quote him: ‘“Let me just say to
my colleagues, I think the gun ban in
the District is ridiculous, and would
join my colleagues in overturning it.
The problem is this motion doesn’t do
that. Instead of bringing it back to the
floor forthwith for a vote and send it to
the Senate, it simply sends it back to
the committee, essentially Kkilling it.”

Representative JOE BARTON of Texas
likened motions to recommit promptly
to gimmicks during debate on H.R.
3693, the Children’s Health Insurance
Program: ‘I will tell my friends on the
majority side, it’s not going to be a
gimmick. I think it will say forthwith,
which means if we adopt it, we vote on
it.”

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield myself 30
seconds.

During the debate on Representative
PAUL RYAN’s motion to recommit on
H.R. 5501, the Lantos-Hyde HIV/AIDS
Act of 2008, Mr. RYAN acknowledged
that ‘“‘promptly” motions are intended
to kill bills. ““This recommit motion is
not intended to kill the bill. This is a
forthwith recommit,” he said.

I will reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire of the gentlewoman how many
speakers she has remaining on her side,
and how much time is remaining on
both sides for this debate?

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I don’t have any
further requests for time, or at least
not from anybody who is presently on
the floor, so I will reserve to close.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question regarding the time remaining
left for debate, the gentlewoman from
New York has 6% minutes remaining,
and the gentleman from California has
10%2 minutes remaining.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I reserve.

Mr. DREIER. At this time, I am
happy to yield 2 minutes to my friend
from San Antonio, Mr. SMITH.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the ranking member of the
Rules Committee for yielding.
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Mr. Speaker, congressional Demo-
crats have proposed changing House
rules on motions to recommit. These
changes are not about some arcane
rule. They are about a pattern of be-
havior on the part of the Democrats
that stifles democracy.

This abuse of power has become a
habit with the Democrats. The Demo-
crats brought legislation to the floor
under closed rules 64 times in the last
2 years. This means there was no op-
portunity to offer amendments; 61 bills
were brought to the floor with less
than 24 hours to review the bill text.
This breaks the Democrats’ commit-
ment to allow legislation to be re-
viewed for 24 hours before a vote.

House Democrats are discarding one
of the Republican minority’s only tools
to help improve bills and promote bet-
ter legislation, the motion to recom-
mit bills promptly. This type of motion
to recommit allows a majority of the
House to say that a bill should be sent
back to committee for more work.

For example, last year Republicans
used this tool to guarantee second
amendment rights for the people of the
District of Columbia. A majority of
Members supported this motion and
voted to send the bill back to com-
mittee.

Why would the Democrats in the fu-
ture want to ignore the views of a ma-
jority of House Members?

Mr. Speaker, changing House rules in
a way that silences the voice of the
people’s elected representatives stran-
gles democracy. Democrats should re-
consider these undemocratic changes
to House rules.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr.
continue to reserve.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I am happy to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Chester Springs,
Pennsylvania (Mr. GERLACH).

Mr. GERLACH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in opposition to this rules pack-
age and, instead, to speak in favor of
bipartisanship. We are living in chal-
lenging times, and the American peo-
ple have grown tired of all the partisan
bickering that has plagued our body for
far too long. Our citizens want us to
work together to achieve practical and
realistic solutions for all Americans.
Unfortunately, we’ve wasted energy
with excessive partisanship in the leg-
islative process that, in turn, has led to
an inability to achieve fundamental re-
forms and legislative successes.

We’ve just witnessed an historic elec-
tion where the overarching message
was the message of change. We need to
listen to our citizens, for they have
spoken.

But the real change that we need is
for Democrats and Republicans to roll
up their sleeves and work together on
important legislation such as creating
jobs, stimulating the economy and in-
creasing the supply of American-made
energy.

This week I intend to introduce a res-
olution that would encourage and sup-
port bipartisanship in the House. Spe-
cifically, the resolution would amend

Speaker, I
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House rules to allow for any amend-
ment to be considered on the floor that
has at least one Democrat and one Re-
publican sponsor, is submitted to the
House Rules Committee according to
the committee’s amendment submis-
sion deadline, and does not violate any
other House rule. By the simple fact
that it is a joint Democrat and Repub-
lican amendment makes it bipartisan
and, therefore, worthy of floor consid-
eration.

I am hopeful that our leadership will
not only offer support for this resolu-
tion, but will bring it to the floor of
the House, giving all of our colleagues
the opportunity to debate and discuss
its merits.

While this resolution will not com-
pletely solve our problem of partisan-
ship, I believe it will be the start of a
process to allow us, regardless of party,
to work together for real legislative
successes.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I continue to re-
serve.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I’'d like to yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Roanoke, Virginia
(Mr. GOODLATTE).

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

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I was
here in 1994 when the Republicans
gained the majority in the Congress for
the first time in 40 years, and remem-
ber the reforms that we put into place,
term limits on committee chairmen
where before chairmen who could bare-
ly walk into this Chamber were serving
as Chairs of committees simply be-
cause of seniority. Well, we’ve thrown
that out today. I guess that’s change,
but it’s really change back.

I was here in 1994, January of 1995,
when we changed the rules on motions
to recommit to make it easier for the
minority to offer motions to recommit.
Well, I guess we’ve changed that be-
cause now you’'ve made it more dif-
ficult to offer real improvements to
legislation by rolling back the motion
to recommit.

Yes, we have change in the air, but
that change is simply going back. This
is not progress for this Congress, and I
very much regret that the Democratic
leadership has chosen to curtail the
rights of the minority and to not bring
forward the kind of progress that
comes from having term limits on com-
mittee chairmen.

The new criteria for determining
emergency situations that allow them
to waive their own PAYGO rules are
laughable. The rule appears to be that
spending can be designated as emer-
gency spending if it is necessary, un-
foreseen, or temporary in nature. I
would suspect that the majority be-
lieves that all of their spending prior-
ities are necessary.

These rule changes are an abomina-
tion, and every taxpayer should be up
in arms over these changes and the at-
titudes they represent. It is common
sense to American families that they
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cannot spend more than they have, and
it is unfortunate that common sense
seems to elude Congress.

It is clear that Congress must be
forced to address its spending addic-
tion. The way to accomplish this is
through an amendment to the Con-
stitution to require a balanced budget,
which I just introduced a few minutes
ago here today, with more than 115 bi-
partisan cosponsors.

These rules are not reforms.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
continue to reserve.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, let me just inquire of the Chair
how much time is remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 5% minutes
remaining.

Mr. DREIER. At this time I am
happy to yield 1 minute to our great,
relatively new Member from New Orle-
ans (Mr. SCALISE).

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Speaker, the first
vote in this new Congress gives us a
preview of what the leadership is plan-
ning to do, repeal reforms that make
government more transparent. Over 10
years the House established rules that
open up the legislative process to make
Congress more accountable. The rules
package we see today undermines the
accountability we have put in place
and encourages the old way of doing
business with back-room deals and dic-
tator-like authority.

By ending term limits for committee
Chairs, the Democratic majority is se-
verely restricting opportunities for all
Members, and is encouraging dictato-
rial-like authority. Six-year term lim-
its for committee Chairs prevents a
dictatorial concentration of power.

Since 2006, Congress has seen some of
the lowest approval ratings in history.
By giving only a few Members of the
House positions of permanent power,
we are only going to perpetuate that
lack of trust.

Mr. Speaker, the American people de-
serve better from us on the first day of
this new Congress. I rise in opposition
to these rules changes that roll back
the clock on important reforms.

O 1530

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I continue to re-
serve.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I would
just like to say that it doesn’t appear
that we have any other speakers on our
side.

Is the gentlewoman prepared to close
debate on hers?

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I am.

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

Mr. Speaker, we’ve had a fascinating
debate here. I've repeatedly asked my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
to yield to me so that we could engage
in an exchange on this, and no one
chose to yield to me at all, indicating
exactly what this rules package is all
about. We’ve repeatedly had academics
quoted here over the past hour about
the use of ‘“‘promptly’” and the fact
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that it kills legislation. Time and time
again from the Chair, the Speaker of
the House has ruled that a measure
that is recommitted to a committee
promptly is not Kkilling the bill. Until
the Chair says that, it is not killing
the bill.

We know that the last Congress was
the single-most restrictive, closed Con-
gress in the history of the Republic,
and it is very, very sad to have this
sacrosanct right being obliterated that
is granted to the minority, as Thomas
Jefferson outlined in his manual, talk-
ing about the procedures and the rights
that the minority should have. It is
outrageous in the wake of Barack
Obama’s pledge to the American people
that he wanted to have greater trans-
parency and accountability.

Now, Mr. Speaker, at the conclusion
of this debate on the package, I'll be of-
fering a motion to commit, which
could be the majority’s last oppor-
tunity to freely decide the form of the
motion to recommit. Included in the
motion will be an amendment. This
amendment is the minority’s attempt
to restore some of the Obama vision of

openness, inclusiveness and trans-
parency to the underlying rules pack-
age.

First, it would restore the motion to
recommit, which I've discussed. It is an
important tool that ensures that the
minority gets at least one chance, one
bite at the apple, so that 100 million
Americans represented by Members of
the minority here can be heard.

Second, it would restore term limits
for committee chairmanships.

Third, it would change committee
membership ratios so that all commit-
tees, except the Rules and Ethics Com-
mittees, reflect the ratio of Democrats
and Republicans in the House. This
would help to ensure that the 100 mil-
lion Americans, as I said, who are rep-
resented by Republicans would have
some kind of say in this process.

Fourth and finally, it would require
that all committee votes be available
online within 48 hours, a proposal from
the Republican Study Committee.

At the end of the last Congress, the
Appropriations Committee filed re-
ports on bills that had been ordered re-
ported months before. The public
should not have to wait to know how
their Member voted in committee
while committee chairmen dragged
their feet. These four improvements
are about nothing more than exactly
what Barack Obama talked about—
transparency, accountability and fair-
ness.

Today’s historic rules package rolls
back reforms made a century ago this
month by a bipartisan working group
of Members rising against the repres-
sive rule of Speaker Joe Cannon. Two
of the reforms that were codified dur-
ing that historic revolt on opening day
in 1909 were a motion of recommittal
for the minority party and an in-
creased threshold to set aside Calendar
Wednesday. Ironically, we find our-
selves here in the same well 100 years
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later, fighting to maintain these sim-
ple rights and guarantees which have
for a century, Mr. Speaker, safeguarded
this House from the rise of another ty-
rannical Speaker.

So it is in that light that I ask Mem-
bers to join me in supporting the mo-
tion to commit. Let us not undo what
has been done. Let us learn from our
past. Let us move forward with the
hope and comity inspired by Barack
Obama. Let’s show the world that, in
this House, the democratic process is
alive and well no matter how large the
majority. Vote ‘‘yes’ on the motion to
commit.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker,
without any question, all of us who
serve in this House love it. We under-
stand our responsibilities to our con-
stituents as well as to this institution.
I want to make it absolutely clear, un-
equivocally clear, that no intention
here today is to in any way impede the
minority rights. We will defend them
to the death.

But we would have to be Alice in
Wonderland, saying that she would be
able to believe six impossible things
before breakfast, if we gave serious
thought for one moment to the possi-
bility that a motion to recommit
promptly is anything other than a way
to kill a bill.

What we are trying to do here is to
expedite the process to get the Obama
agenda, which apparently we are in
solid agreement on, moved forward be-
cause the American people are crying
out for it. It must be done. We want to
do this fairly. We want to do this equi-
tably. I hope we can do it with minds
that meet on all of these subjects, but
we must remove some of the gimmicks
which have done nothing but subvert
the will of the House.

So I am really happy to close with
this. I hope that everybody in the
House—all of the new Members whom I
congratulate, people who have been
here for some time and those of us who
have been moderately here for a long
time—will all, please, get together
today. There is nothing in here that
hurts anyone. We are simply attempt-
ing to move forward the business of the
United States of America for which we
swore an oath not an hour ago.

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

The previous question was ordered.

MOTION TO COMMIT

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to commit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Dreier moves to commit the resolution
to a select committee comprised of the Ma-
jority Leader and the Minority Leader with
instructions to report the same back to the
House forthwith with the following amend-
ments:

Page 3, strike lines 1 through 13 (relating
to terms of committee chairmen) and redes-
ignate subsections (e) and (f) accordingly.

The

Page 4, strike lines 13 through 25 (relating
to instructions in the motion to recommit)
and redesignate succeeding subsections ac-
cordingly.

At the end of section 2, insert the following
new subsections:

(k) FAIRNESS IN COMMITTEE RATIOS.—
Clause 5(a)(1) of rule X is amended by insert-
ing the following after the first sentence:
“With respect to all committees other than
the Committee on Rules and the Committee
on Standards of Official Conduct, the ratio of
majority to minority Members serving on
such committees shall reflect the ratio of
majority to minority Members in the
House.”

(1) ENSURING TRANSPARENCY IN COMMITTEE
VoTEs.—Clause 2(e)(1)(B)(i) of rule XI is
amended to read as follows:

‘(i) Except as provided in subdivision
(B)(ii) and subject to paragraph (k)(7), the re-
sult of each such record vote shall be made
available by the committee within two busi-
ness days on the committee’s website and for
inspection by the public at reasonable times
in its offices. Information so available shall
include a description of the amendment, mo-
tion, order, or other proposition, the name of
each member voting for and each member
voting against such amendment, motion,
order, or proposition, and the names of those
members of the committee present but not
voting.”.

Mr. DREIER (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the motion be considered as hav-
ing been read.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to commit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to commit.

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

Mr. DREIER. 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 174, nays
249, not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 3]
YEAS—174

Aderholt Buyer Fleming
Akin Calvert Forbes
Alexander Camp Fortenberry
Austria Campbell Foxx
Bachmann Cantor Franks (AZ)
Bachus Cao Frelinghuysen
Barrett (SC) Capito Gallegly
Bartlett Carter Garrett (NJ)
Barton (TX) Cassidy Gerlach
Biggert Castle Gingrey (GA)
Bilbray Chaffetz Gohmert
Bilirakis Coble Goodlatte
Bishop (UT) Coffman (CO) Granger
Blackburn Cole Graves
Blunt Conaway Guthrie
Boehner Crenshaw Hall (TX)
Bonner Culberson Harper
Bono Mack Davis (KY) Heller
Boozman Deal (GA) Hensarling
Boustany Dent Herger
Brady (TX) Diaz-Balart, L. Hoekstra
Broun (GA) Diaz-Balart, M. Hunter
Brown (SC) Dreier Inglis
Brown-Waite, Duncan Issa

Ginny Ehlers Jenkins
Buchanan Emerson Johnson (IL)
Burgess Fallin Johnson, Sam
Burton (IN) Flake Jones
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Jordan (OH)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline (MN)
Lamborn
Lance
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (NY)
Lewis (CA)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Adler (NJ)
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri

Baca

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

Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Bright
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Childers
Clarke

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Driehaus
Edwards (MD)

McMorris
Rodgers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moran (KS)
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes
Olson
Paul
Paulsen
Pence
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Price (GA)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rehberg
Reichert
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Royce

NAYS—249

Edwards (TX)
Ellison
Ellsworth
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foster
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon (TN)
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Hall (NY)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
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Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schmidt
Schock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Walden
Wamp
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey

Lujan

Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McMahon
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Nye

Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
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Rush Sires Tonko
Ryan (OH) Skelton Tsongas
Salazar Slaughter Van Hollen
Sanchez, Linda Smith (WA) Velazquez

T. Snyder Visclosky
Sanchez, Loretta Space Walz
Sarbanes Speier Wasserman
Schakowsky Spratt Schultz
Schauer Stark Waters
Schiff Stupak Watson
Schrader Sutton Watt
Schwartz Tanner Waxman
Scott (GA) Tauscher Weiner
Scott (VA) Taylor Welch
Serrano Teague Wexler
Sestak Thompson (CA) Wilson (OH)
Shea-Porter Thompson (MS) Woolsey
Sherman Tierney Wu
Shuler Titus Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—T7
Boucher Pelosi Towns
Capuano Posey
Herseth Sandlin Solis (CA)
O 1608

Messrs. BISHOP of New York, MIL-
LER of North Carolina, SPACE,
SCHIFF, DAVIS of Illinois, HONDA,
WEINER, MURPHY of Connecticut,
GORDON of Tennessee, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas, Ms. WATSON, Ms.
CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Mrs.
MALONEY, Ms. DEGETTE and Ms.
HIRONO changed their vote from
uyean tO una'y'n

Messrs. COLE, DANIEL E. LUNGREN
of California, GARRETT of New Jer-
sey, AKIN, TIAHRT, BILIRAKIS,
SCHOCK, YOUNG of Alaska, SMITH of
New Jersey, ROHRABACHER, SES-
SIONS, STEARNS, JONES and Mrs.
CAPITO changed their vote from
“nay’’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the motion to commit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

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

Mr. DREIER. 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 242, nays
181, not voting 7, as follows:

The

[Roll No. 4]

YEAS—242
Abercrombie Brown, Corrine Dahlkemper
Ackerman Butterfield Davis (AL)
Adler (NJ) Capps Davis (CA)
Altmire Cardoza Davis (IL)
Andrews Carnahan Davis (TN)
Arcuri Carney DeFazio
Baca Carson (IN) DeGette
Baldwin Castor (FL) Delahunt
Barrow Chandler DeLauro
Bean Childers Dicks
Becerra Clarke Dingell
Berkley Clay Doggett
Berman Cleaver Donnelly (IN)
Berry Clyburn Doyle
Bishop (GA) Cohen Driehaus
Bishop (NY) Connolly (VA) Edwards (MD)
Blumenauer Conyers Edwards (TX)
Boccieri Cooper Ellison
Boren Costa Ellsworth
Boswell Costello Engel
Boyd Courtney Eshoo
Brady (PA) Crowley Etheridge
Braley (IA) Cuellar Farr
Bright Cummings Fattah

Filner
Foster
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon (TN)
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Hall (NY)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Baird
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Castle

Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McMahon
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Nye
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross

NAYS—181

Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
Fallin

Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Guthrie

Hall (TX)
Harper
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hoekstra
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Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Séanchez, Linda
T.
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Wu

Yarmuth

Hunter
Inglis
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline (MN)
Lamborn
Lance
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (NY)
Lewis (CA)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
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Mica, Rehberg Souder
Michaud Reichert Stearns
Miller (FL) Roe (TN) Sullivan
Miller (MI) Rogers (AL) Terry
Minnick Rogers (KY) Thompson (PA)
Moran (KS) Rohrabacher Thornberry
l\l\ﬁurphéz, Tim goolliley Tiahrt

yric oskam beri
Neugebauer Ros-Lehtinen glbem

urner
Nunes Royce Upton
Olson Ryan (WI)
Pastor (AZ) Scalise Walden
Paul Schmidt Wamp
Paulsen Schock Waters
Pence Sensenbrenner Westmoreland
Petri Sessions Whitfield
Pitts Shadegg Wilson (SC)
Platts Shimkus Wittman
Poe (TX) Shuster Wolf
Posey Simpson Woolsey
Price (GA) Smith (NE) Young (AK)
Putnam Smith (NJ) Young (FL)
Radanovich Smith (TX)
NOT VOTING—17

Boucher Pomeroy Towns
Capuano Sanchez, Loretta
Melancon Solis (CA)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are less than 2 min-
utes remaining in this vote.
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Ms. WATERS changed her vote from
“‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”

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.

Stated for:

Mr. POSEY. Madam Speaker, on rolicall No.
4, had | been present, | would have voted
“yea.”

———

ELECTING MEMBERS TO CERTAIN
STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam
Speaker, by direction of the Demo-
cratic Caucus, I offer a privileged reso-
lution and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 8

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be and are hereby elected to the fol-
lowing standing committees of the House of
Representatives:

(1) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE.—Mr. Pe-
terson of Minnesota, Chairman.

(2) COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS.—Mr.
Obey, Chairman.

(3) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES.—Mr.
Skelton, Chairman.

(4) COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET.—Mr. Spratt,
Chairman.

(5) COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR.—
Mr. George Miller of California, Chairman.

(6) COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE.—
Mr. Waxman, Chairman.

(7) COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES.—Mr.
Frank of Massachusetts, Chairman.

(8) COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS.—Mr.
Berman, Chairman.

(9) COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY.—
Mr. Thompson of Mississippi, Chairman.

(10) COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRA-
TION.—Mr. Brady of Pennsylvania, Chairman.

(11) COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY.—Mr.
Conyers, Chairman.

(12) COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES.—
Mr. Rahall, Chairman.
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(13) COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOVERN-
MENT REFORM.—Mr. Towns, Chairman.

(14) COMMITTEE ON RULES.—Ms. Slaughter,
Chairman; Mr. McGovern, Mr. Hastings of
Florida, Ms. Matsui, Mr. Cardoza, Mr. Welch,
Ms. Castor of Florida, Mr. Arcuri, Ms. Sut-
ton.

(15) COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECH-
NOLOGY.—Mr. Gordon of Tennessee, Chair-
man.

(16) COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS.—Ms.
Velazquez, Chairman.

(17) COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND IN-
FRASTRUCTURE.—Mr. Oberstar, Chairman.

(18) COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS.—
Mr. Filner, Chairman.

(19) COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS.—Mr.
Rangel, Chairman.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
BALDWIN). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Con-
necticut?

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

ELECTING CERTAIN MINORITY
MEMBERS TO CERTAIN STAND-
ING COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. PENCE. Madam Speaker, by di-
rection of the Republican Conference, 1
offer a privileged resolution and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 12

Resolved, That the following Members are,
and are hereby, elected to the following
standing committees of the House of Rep-
resentatives:

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE—MTr. Lucas.

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS—Mr. Lewis
of California.

COMMITTEE ON
McHugh.

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET—Mr. Ryan of
Wisconsin.

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR—Mr.
McKeon.

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE—MTr.
Barton of Texas.

COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES—Mr.
Bachus.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS—MSs. Ros-
Lehtinen.

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY—Mr.
King of New York.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY—Mr. Smith
of Texas.

COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES—Mr.
Hastings of Washington.

COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOVERNMENT
REFORM—Mr. Issa.

COMMITTEE ON RULES—MTr. Dreier.

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY—
Mr. Hall of Texas.

COMMITTEE ON
Graves.

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE—MTr. Mica.

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’
Buyer.

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS—Mr.
Camp of Michigan.

Mr. PENCE (during the reading).
Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-

ARMED SERVICES—Mr.

SMALL BUSINESS—Mr.

AFFAIRS—Mr.
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sent that the resolution be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

DAILY HOUR OF MEETING

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I
offer a privileged resolution and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 10

Resolved, That unless otherwise ordered,
before Monday, May 18, 2009, the hour of
daily meeting of the House shall be 2 p.m. on
Mondays; noon on Tuesdays; and 10 a.m. on
all other days of the week; and from Monday,
May 18, 2009, until the end of the first ses-
sion, the hour of daily meeting of the House
shall be noon on Mondays; 10 a.m. on Tues-
days, Wednesdays, and Thursdays; and 9 a.m.
on all other days of the week.

———

REGARDING CONSENT TO ASSEM-
BLE OUTSIDE THE SEAT OF GOV-
ERNMENT

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 1
offer a privileged concurrent resolution
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. CoN. REsS. 1

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate cncurring), That pursuant to clause 4,
section b, article I of the Constitution, dur-
ing the One Hundred Eleventh Congress the
Speaker of the House and the Majority Lead-
er of the Senate or their respective des-
ignees, acting jointly after consultation with
the Minority Leader of the House and the
Minority Leader of the Senate, may notify
the Members of the House and the Senate,
respectively, to assemble at a place outside
the District of Columbia if, in their opinion,
the public interest shall warrant it.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

AUTHORIZING SPEAKER, MAJOR-
ITY LEADER, AND MINORITY
LEADER TO ACCEPT RESIGNA-
TIONS AND MAKE APPOINT-
MENTS DURING THE 111TH CON-
GRESS

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that during the
111th Congress, the Speaker, majority
leader, and minority leader be author-
ized to accept resignations and to
make appointments authorized by law
or by the House.

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

There was no objection.
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GRANTING MEMBERS OF THE
HOUSE PRIVILEGE TO EXTEND
REMARKS AND INCLUDE EXTRA-
NEOUS MATERIAL IN THE CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD DURING
THE 111TH CONGRESS

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that during the
111th Congress, all Members be per-
mitted to extend their remarks and to
include extraneous material within the
permitted limit in that section of the
RECORD entitled ‘‘Extensions of Re-
marks.”’

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

There was no objection.

——

MAKING IN ORDER MORNING-HOUR
DEBATE

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that during the
first session of the 111th Congress:

(1) on legislative days of Monday
when the House convenes pursuant to
House Resolution 10, the House shall
convene 90 minutes earlier than the
time otherwise established by the reso-
lution solely for the purpose of con-
ducting morning-hour debate; and

(2) on legislative days of Tuesday
when the House convenes pursuant to
House Resolution 10:

(A) before May 18, 2009, the House
will convene for morning-hour debate
90 minutes earlier than the time other-
wise established by that resolution;
and

(B) after May 18, 2009, the House shall
convene for morning-hour debate 1
hour earlier than the time otherwise
established by that resolution; and

(3) on legislative days of Monday or
Tuesday, when the House convenes for
morning-hour debate pursuant to an
order other than House Resolution 10,
the House shall resume its session 90
minutes after the time otherwise es-
tablished by that order;

(4) the time for morning-hour debate
shall be limited to the 30 minutes allo-
cated to each party, except that on
Tuesdays after May 18, 2009, the time
shall be limited to 26 minutes allocated
to each party and may not continue be-
yond 10 minutes before the hour ap-
pointed for the resumption of the ses-
sion of the House; and

(5) the form of proceeding for morn-
ing-hour debate shall be as follows:

(a) the prayer by the Chaplain, the
approval of the Journal and the Pledge
of Allegiance to the flag shall be post-
poned until resumption of the session
of the House;

(b) initial and subsequent recogni-
tions for debate shall alternate be-
tween the parties;

(c) recognition shall be conferred by
the Speaker only pursuant to lists sub-
mitted by the majority leader and by
the minority leader;

(d) no Member may address the
House for longer than 5 minutes, ex-
cept the majority leader, the minority
leader, or the minority whip; and
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(e) following morning-hour debate,
the Chair shall declare a recess pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I until the
time appointed for the resumption of
the session of the House.

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

There was no objection.

———————

REPORT OF COMMITTEE TO
NOTIFY THE PRESIDENT

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, your
committee appointed on the part of the
House to join a like committee on the
part of the Senate to notify the Presi-
dent of the United States that a
quorum of each House has been assem-
bled and is ready to receive any com-
munication that he may be pleased to
make has performed that duty.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair customarily takes this occasion
at the outset of a Congress to announce
her policies with respect to particular
aspects of the legislative process. The
Chair will insert in the RECORD an-
nouncements concerning:

first, privileges of the floor;

second, introduction of bills and reso-

lutions;

third, unanimous-consent requests
for the consideration of legislation;

fourth, recognition for 1-minute
speeches;

fifth, recognition for Special Order
speeches;

sixth, decorum in debate;

seventh, conduct of votes by elec-
tronic device;

eighth, use of handouts on the House
floor;

ninth, use of electronic equipment on
the House floor; and

tenth, use of the Chamber.

These announcements, where appro-
priate, will reiterate the origins of the
stated policies. The Chair intends to
continue in the 111th Congress the poli-
cies reflected in these statements. The
policy announced in the 102nd Congress
with respect to jurisdictional concepts
related to clause 5(a) of rule XXI—tax
and tariff measures—will continue to
govern but need not be reiterated, as it
is adequately documented as precedent
in the House Rules and Manual.

Without objection, the announce-
ments will be printed in the RECORD.

There was no objection.

1. Privileges of the Floor

The Chair will make the following an-
nouncements regarding floor privileges,
which will apply during the 111th Congress.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER WITH RESPECT

TO STAFF

Rule IV strictly limits those persons to
whom the privileges of the floor during ses-
sions of the House are extended, and that
rule prohibits the Chair from entertaining
requests for suspension or waiver of that
rule. As reiterated by the Chair on January
21, 1986, January 3, 1985, January 25, 1983, and
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August 22, 1974, and as stated in Chapter 10,
section 2, of House Practice, the rule strictly
limits the number of committee staff on the
floor at one time during the consideration of
measures reported from their committees.
This permission does not extend to Members’
personal staff except when a Member’s
amendment is actually pending during the
five-minute rule. It also does not extend to
personal staff of Members who are sponsors
of pending bills or who are engaging in spe-
cial orders. The Chair requests the coopera-
tion of all Members and committee staff to
assure that only the proper number of staff
are on the floor, and then only during the
consideration of measures within the juris-
diction of their committees. The Chair is
making this statement and reiterating this
policy because of Members’ past insistence
upon strict enforcement of the rule. The
Chair requests each committee chair, and
each ranking minority member, to submit to
the Speaker a list of those staff who are al-
lowed on the floor during the consideration
of a measure reported by their committee.
The Sergeant-at-Arms, who has been di-
rected to assure proper enforcement of rule
IV, will keep the list. Each staff person
should exchange his or her ID for a ‘‘com-
mittee staff” badge, which is to be worn
while on the floor. The Chair has consulted
with the Minority Leader and will continue
to consult with him.

Furthermore, as the Chair announced on
January 7, 2003, in accordance with the
change in the 108th Congress of clause 2(a) of
rule IV regarding leadership staff floor ac-
cess, only designated staff approved by the
Speaker shall be granted the privilege of the
floor. The Speaker intends that her approval
be narrowly granted on a bipartisan basis to
staff from the majority and minority side
and only to those staff essential to floor ac-
tivities.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER WITH RESPECT
TO FORMER MEMBERS

The Speaker’s policy announced on Feb-
ruary 1, 2006, will continue to apply in the
111th Congress.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER, FEBRUARY 1,
2006

The SPEAKER. The House has adopted a
revision to the rule regarding the admission
to the floor and the rooms leading thereto.
Clause 4 of rule IV provides that a former
Member, Delegate or Resident Commissioner
or a former Parliamentarian of the House, or
a former elected officer of the House or a
former minority employee nominated as an
elected officer of the House shall not be enti-
tled to the privilege of admission to the Hall
of the House and the rooms extending there-
to if he or she is a registered lobbyist or an
agent of a foreign principal; has any direct
personal pecuniary interest in any legisla-
tive measure pending before the House, or re-
ported by a committee; or is in the employ of
or represents any party or organization for
the purpose of influencing, directly or indi-
rectly, the passage, defeat, or amendment of
any legislative proposal.

This restriction extends not only to the
House floor but adjacent rooms, the cloak-
rooms and the Speaker’s lobby.

Clause 4 of rule IV also allows the Speaker
to exempt ceremonial and educational func-
tions from the restrictions of this clause.
These restrictions shall not apply to attend-
ance at joint meetings or joint sessions,
Former Members’ Day proceedings, edu-
cational tours, and other occasions as the
Speaker may designate.

Members who have reason to know that a
person is on the floor inconsistent with
clause 4 of rule IV should notify the Ser-
geant-at-Arms promptly.
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2. Introduction of Bills and Resolutions

The policy that the Chair announced on
January 3, 1983, with respect to the introduc-
tion and reference of bills and resolutions
will continue to apply in the 111th Congress.
The Chair has advised all officers and em-
ployees of the House that are involved in the
processing of bills that every bill, resolution,
memorial, petition or other material that is
placed in the hopper must bear the signature
of a Member. Where a bill or resolution is
jointly sponsored, the signature must be
that of the Member first named thereon. The
bill clerk is instructed to return to the Mem-
ber any bill which appears in the hopper
without an original signature. This proce-
dure was inaugurated in the 92d Congress. It
has worked well, and the Chair thinks that it
is essential to continue this practice to in-
sure the integrity of the process by which
legislation is introduced in the House.

3. Unanimous-Consent Requests for the
Consideration of Legislation

The policy the Chair announced on Janu-
ary 6, 1999, with respect to recognition for
unanimous-consent requests for the consid-
eration of certain legislative measures will
continue to apply in the 111th Congress. The
Speaker will continue to follow the guide-
lines recorded in section 956 of the House
Rules and Manual conferring recognition for
unanimous-consent requests for the consid-
eration of bills, resolutions, and other meas-
ures only when assured that the majority
and minority floor leadership and the rel-
evant committee chairs and ranking minor-
ity members have no objection. Consistent
with those guidelines, and with the Chair’s
inherent power of recognition under clause 2
of rule XVII, the Chair, and any occupant of
the Chair appointed as Speaker pro tempore
pursuant to clause 8 of rule I, will decline
recognition for the unanimous-consent re-
quests chronicled in section 956 without as-
surances that the request has been so
cleared. This denial of recognition by the
Chair will not reflect necessarily any per-
sonal opposition on the part of the Chair to
orderly consideration of the matter in ques-
tion, but will reflect the determination upon
the part of the Chair that orderly procedures
will be followed; that is, procedures involv-
ing consultation and agreement between
floor and committee leadership on both sides
of the aisle.

4. Recognition for One-Minute Speeches
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER WITH RESPECT
TO ONE-MINUTE SPEECHES

The Speaker’s policy announced on August
8, 1984, with respect to recognition for one-
minute speeches will apply during the 111th
Congress. The Chair will alternate recogni-
tion for one-minute speeches between major-
ity and minority Members, in the order in
which they seek recognition in the well
under present practice from the Chair’s right
to the Chair’s left, with possible exceptions
for Members of the leadership and Members
having business requests. The Chair, of
course, reserves the right to limit one-
minute speeches to a certain period of time
or to a special place in the program on any
given day, with notice to the leadership.

5. Recognition for Special-Order Speeches
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER WITH RESPECT
TO SPECIAL-ORDER SPEECHES

The Speaker’s policy with regard to spe-
cial-order speeches announced on February
11, 1994, as clarified and reiterated by subse-
quent Speakers, will continue to apply in the
111th Congress, with the following modifica-
tions.

The Chair may recognize Members for spe-
cial-order speeches for up to 4 hours after the
conclusion of 5-minute special-order speech-
es. Such speeches may not extend beyond the
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4-hour limit without the permission of the
Chair, which may be granted only with ad-
vance consultation between the leaderships
and notification to the House. However, the
Chair will not recognize for any special-order
speeches beyond midnight.

The Chair will first recognize Members for
5-minute special-order speeches, alternating
initially and subsequently between the par-
ties regardless of the date the order was
granted by the House. The Chair will then
recognize Members for longer special-order
speeches. A Member recognized for a 5-
minute special-order speech may not be rec-
ognized for a longer special-order speech.
The 4-hour limitation will be divided be-
tween the majority and minority parties.
Each party is entitled to reserve its first
hour for respective leaderships or their des-
ignees. Recognition for periods longer than 5
minutes also will alternate initially and sub-
sequently between the parties each day.

The allocation of time within each party’s
2-hour period (or shorter period if prorated
to end by midnight) will be determined by a
list submitted to the Chair by the respective
leaderships. Members may not sign up with
their leadership for any special-order speech-
es earlier than 1 week prior to the special
order. Additional guidelines may be estab-
lished for such sign-ups by the respective
leaderships.

Pursuant to clause 2(a) of rule V, the tele-
vision cameras will not pan the Chamber,
but a ‘‘crawl’” indicating the conduct of
morning-hour debate or that the House has
completed its legislative business and is pro-
ceeding with special-order speeches will ap-
pear on the screen. The Chair may announce
other adaptations during this period.

The continuation of this format for rec-
ognition by the Speaker is without prejudice
to the Speaker’s ultimate power of recogni-
tion under clause 2 of rule XVII should cir-
cumstances warrant.

6. Decorum in Debate

The Chair’s announced policies of January
7, 2003, January 4, 1995, and January 3, 1991,
will apply in the 111th Congress. It is essen-
tial that the dignity of the proceedings of
the House be preserved, not only to assure
that the House conducts its business in an
orderly fashion but also to permit Members
to properly comprehend and participate in
the business of the House. To this end, and in
order to permit the Chair to understand and
to correctly put the question on the numer-
ous requests that are made by Members, the
Chair requests that Members and others who
have the privileges of the floor desist from
audible conversation in the Chamber while
the business of the House is being conducted.
The Chair would encourage all Members to
review rule XVII to gain a better under-
standing of the proper rules of decorum ex-
pected of them, and especially: to avoid
‘“‘personalities’ in debate with respect to ref-
erences to other Members, the Senate, and
the President; to address the Chair while
standing and only during, and not beyond,
the time recognized, and not to address the
television or other imagined audience; to re-
frain from passing between the Chair and a
Member speaking, or directly in front of a
Member speaking from the well; to refrain
from smoking in the Chamber; to wear ap-
propriate business attire in the Chamber;
and to generally display the same degree of
respect to the Chair and other Members that
every Member is due.

The Chair would like all Members to be on
notice that the Chair intends to strictly en-
force time limitations on debate. Further-
more, the Chair has the authority to imme-
diately interrupt Members in debate who
transgress rule XVII by failing to avoid ‘‘per-
sonalities” in debate with respect to ref-
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erences to the Senate, the President, and
other Members, rather than wait for Mem-
bers to complete their remarks.

Finally, it is not in order to speak dis-
respectfully of the Speaker; and under the
precedents the sanctions for such violations
transcend the ordinary requirements for
timeliness of challenges. This separate treat-
ment is recorded in volume 2 of Hinds’ Prece-
dents, at section 1248 and was reiterated on
January 19, 1995.

7. Conduct of Votes by Electronic Device

The Speaker’s policy announced on Janu-
ary 4, 1995, with respect to the conduct of
electronic votes will continue in the 111th
Congress with modifications as follows.

As Members are aware, clause 2(a) of rule
XX provides that Members shall have not
less than 15 minutes in which to answer an
ordinary record vote or quorum call. The
rule obviously establishes 15 minutes as a
minimum. Still, with the cooperation of the
Members, a vote can easily be completed in
that time. The events of October 30, 1991,
stand out as proof of this point. On that oc-
casion, the House was considering a bill in
the Committee of the Whole under a special
rule that placed an overall time limit on the
amendment process, including the time con-
sumed by record votes. The Chair announced,
and then strictly enforced, a policy of clos-
ing electronic votes as soon as possible after
the guaranteed period of 15 minutes. Mem-
bers appreciated and cooperated with the
Chair’s enforcement of the policy on that oc-
casion.

The Chair desires that the example of Oc-
tober 30, 1991, be made the regular practice of
the House. To that end, the Chair enlists the
assistance of all Members in avoiding the un-
necessary loss of time in conducting the
business of the House. The Chair encourages
all Members to depart for the Chamber
promptly upon the appropriate bell and light
signal. As in recent Congresses, the cloak-
rooms should not forward to the Chair re-
quests to hold a vote by electronic device,
but should simply apprise inquiring Members
of the time remaining on the voting clock.
Members should not rely on signals relayed
from outside the Chamber to assume that
votes will be held open until they arrive in
the Chamber. Members will be given a rea-
sonable amount of time in which to accu-
rately record their votes. No occupant of the
Chair would prevent a Member who is in the
well before the announcement of the result
from casting his or her vote. The Speaker be-
lieves the best practice for presiding officers
is to await the Clerk’s certification that a
vote tally is complete and accurate.

8. Use of Handouts on House Floor

The Speaker’s policy announced on Sep-
tember 27, 1995, which was prompted by a
misuse of handouts on the House floor and
made at the bipartisan request of the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct, will
continue in the 111th Congress. All handouts
distributed on or adjacent to the House floor
by Members during House proceedings must
bear the name of the Member authorizing
their distribution. In addition, the content of
those materials must comport with stand-
ards of propriety applicable to words spoken
in debate or inserted in the Record. Failure
to comply with this admonition may con-
stitute a breach of decorum and may give
rise to a question of privilege.

The Chair would also remind Members
that, pursuant to clause 5 of rule IV, staff is
prohibited from engaging in efforts in the
Hall of the House or rooms leading thereto
to influence Members with regard to the leg-
islation being amended. Staff cannot dis-
tribute handouts.

In order to enhance the quality of debate
in the House, the Chair would ask Members
to minimize the use of handouts.
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9. Use of Electronic Equipment on House
Floor

The Speaker’s policy announced on Janu-
ary 27, 2000, as modified by the change in
clause 5 of rule XVII in the 108th Congress,
will continue in the 111th Congress. All
Members and staff are reminded of the abso-
lute prohibition contained in clause 5 of rule
XVII against the use of a wireless telephone
or personal computer upon the floor of the
House at any time.

The Chair requests all Members and staff
wishing to receive or make wireless tele-
phone calls to do so outside of the Chamber.
The Chair further requests that all Members
and staff refrain from wearing telephone
headsets in the Chamber and to deactivate
any audible ring of wireless phones before
entering the Chamber. To this end, the Chair
insists upon the cooperation of all Members
and staff and instructs the Sergeant-at-
Arms, pursuant to clause 3(a) of rule II and
clause 5 of rule XVII, to enforce this prohibi-
tion.

10. Use of Chamber

The Speaker will make the following an-
nouncement with regard to use of the Cham-
ber in the 111th Congress.

The Chair will announce to the House the
policy of the Speaker concerning appropriate
comportment in the chamber when the
House is not in session.

Under clause 3 of rule I, the Speaker is re-
sponsible to control the Hall of the House.
Under clause 1 of rule IV, the Hall of the
House is to be used only for the legislative
business of the House, for caucus and con-
ference meetings of its Members, and for
such ceremonies as the House might agree to
conduct there.

When the House stands adjourned, its
chamber remains on static display. It may
accommodate visitors in the gallery or on
the floor, subject to the needs of those who
operate, maintain, and secure the chamber
to go about their ordinary business. Because
outside ‘“‘coverage’’ of the chamber is limited
to floor proceedings and is allowed only by
accredited journalists, when the chamber is
on static display no audio and video record-
ing or transmitting devices are allowed. The
long custom of disallowing even still photog-
raphy in the chamber is based at least in
part on the notion that an image having this
setting as its backdrop might be taken to
carry the imprimatur of the House.

The imprimatur of the House adheres to
the Journal of its proceedings, which is kept
pursuant to the Constitution. The impri-
matur of the House adheres to the Congres-
sional Record, which is kept as a substan-
tially verbatim transcript pursuant to clause
8 of rule XVII. The imprimatur of the House
adheres to the audio and visual trans-
missions and recordings that are made and
kept by the television system administered
by the Speaker pursuant to rule V. But the
imprimatur of the House may not be appro-
priated to other, ad hoc accounts or composi-
tions of events in its chamber.

There have been reports during a recent
‘“August recess” that the chamber was
turned to inappropriate use by concerted ac-
tivity. Those reports included the solicita-
tion of visitors to fill seats on the floor to
observe mock proceedings on the floor, dis-
semination of bootleg ‘‘coverage’ of these
proceedings over the internet, and lobbyist
participation in the speechmaking.

Things of this sort should not recur. Mem-
bers correctly refer to this place as ‘‘the peo-
ple’s House.” It is, indeed, the chamber of
the people’s House of Representatives. It is
for legislative deliberations and ceremonies.
It is not for political rallies. The Chair en-
lists the good judgment of all Members to
the end that this chamber be preserved as
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the sanctuary of solemnity, deliberacy, and
decorum that the rules of the House ordain
it to be.

————

REPORT OF COMMITTEE TO
NOTIFY THE PRESIDENT

Mr. BOEHNER. Madam Speaker,
your committee appointed on the part
of the House to join a like committee
on the part of the Senate to notify the
President of the United States that a
quorum of each House has been assem-
bled and is ready to receive any com-
munication that he may be pleased to
make has performed that duty.

———

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING COM-
MISSION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to 2 U.S.C. 2001, and the order of
the House of today, the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER) and the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER) as members of the
House Office Building Commission to
serve with herself.

—————

APPOINTMENT AS INSPECTOR
GENERAL OF THE HOUSE FOR
THE 111TH CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 6(b) of rule II, and the
order of the House of today, the Chair
announces that the Speaker, majority
leader and minority leader jointly ap-
point Mr. James J. Cornell, Spring-
field, Virginia, to the position of In-
spector General for the House of Rep-
resentatives for the 111th Congress.

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
PERMANENT SELECT COM-
MITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 11 of rule X, clause 11 of
rule I, and the order of the House of
today, the Chair announces the Speak-
er’s appointment of the following Mem-
bers of the House to the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence:

Mr. REYES, Texas, Chairman

Mr. HOEKSTRA, Michigan

————

APPOINTMENT OF HON. STENY H.
HOYER AND HON. CHRIS VAN
HOLLEN TO ACT AS SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE TO SIGN EN-
ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTIONS 1IN SPEAKER’S AB-
SENCE DURING 111TH CONGRESS

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
January 6, 2009.

I hereby appoint the Honorable STENY H.
HOYER and the Honorable CHRIS VAN HOLLEN
to act as Speaker pro tempore to sign en-
rolled bills and joint resolutions in my ab-
sence during the period of the One Hundred
Eleventh Congress.

NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without

objection, the appointment is ap-
proved.
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, January 6, 2009.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington,
DC.

DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: Under clause 2(g) of
rule IT of the Rules of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, I herewith designate Ms. Debo-
rah M. Spriggs, Deputy Clerk and Mr. Robert
F. Reeves, Deputy Clerk, to sign any and all
papers and do all other acts for me under the
name of the Clerk of the House which they
would be authorized to do by virtue of this
designation, except such as are provided by
statute, in case of my temporary absence or
disability.

This designation shall remain in effect for
the 111th Congress or until modified by me.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
LORRAINE C. MILLER,
Clerk of the House.

———
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COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, January 6, 2009.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
The Speaker, The Capitol, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: Pursuant to the
permission 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
January 6, 2009, at 9:26 a.m.:

Appointments: Congressional Oversight
Panel.
With best wishes, I am
Sincerely,

LORRAINE C. MILLER,
Clerk of the House.

————

REAPPOINTMENT OF INDIVIDUALS
TO GOVERNING BOARD OF THE
OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL
ETHICS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to section 4(d) of House Resolution
5, 111th Congress, and the order of the
House of today, the Chair announces
the reappointment of the following in-
dividuals to serve as the Governing
Board of the Office of Congressional
Ethics: Nominated by the Speaker with
the concurrence of the minority leader:

Mr. David Skaggs, Colorado, Chair-
man

Mrs. Yvonne Brathwaite Burke, Cali-
fornia, subject to section 1(b)(6)(B)
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Ms. Karan English, Arizona, subject
to section 1(b)(6)(B)

Mr. Abner Mikva, Illinois, Alternate
Nominated by the minority leader with
the concurrence of the Speaker:

Mr. Porter J. Goss, Florida, Cochair-
man

Mr. James M. Eagen, III, Colorado,
subject to section 1(b)(6)(B)

Ms. Allison R. Hayward, Virginia,
subject to section 1(b)(6)(B)

Mr. Bill Frenzel, Virginia, Alternate

———————

RECALL DESIGNEE

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

THE SPEAKER’S ROOMS,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, January 6, 2009.
Hon. LORRAINE C. MILLER,
Clerk of the House of Representatives,
The Capitol, Washington, DC.

DEAR MADAM CLERK: Pursuant to House
Concurrent Resolution 1, and also for pur-
poses of such concurrent resolutions of the
current Congress as may contemplate my
designation of Members to act in similar cir-
cumstances, I hereby designate Representa-
tive STENY HOYER of Maryland to act jointly
with the Majority Leader of the Senate or
his designee, in the event of my death or in-
ability, to notify the Members of the House
and the Senate, respectively, of any re-
assembly under any such concurrent resolu-
tion. In the event of the death or inability of
that designee, the alternate Members of the
House listed in the letter bearing this date
that I have placed with the Clerk are des-
ignated, in turn, for the same purposes.

Sincerely,
NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair announces that the Speaker has
delivered to the Clerk a letter dated
January 6, 2009, listing Members in the
order in which each shall act as Speak-
er pro tempore under clause 8(b)(3) of
rule I.

————

DAYS OF THE OLD WEST HAVE
RETURNED

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, it
looks like the days of the Old West
have returned and are being played out
in the Middle East between Israel and
Hamas.

Innocent Israeli civilians have been
targeted by Hamas terrorists. These
terrorist outlaws have fired over 8,000
rockets and mortar shells at Israel
since 2000, and they still won’t quit.
These extremists call for the total de-
struction of the nation of Israel. They
are shooting at Israeli civilians in
southern Israel with the help of Ira-
nian-made long-range rockets.

Self-defense is a basic human right,
Madam Speaker. It is a principle that
goes back to the Wild West: If you are
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getting shot at, you have the right to
shoot back to defend yourself. And
Israel is fighting back. Israel has the
moral right and duty to protect its
people from Hamas militants waging
war against them.

Hamas is nothing more than a ragtag
gang of terrorists intent on kidnap-
ping, killing and terrorizing as many
Israelis as possible. These attacks can-
not go unanswered. The United States
must stand with Israel.

Hamas doesn’t want peace. They
want a war of destruction against
Israel. In the face of such hate, Israel is
left with no other choice but to defend
its people and its sovereign territory
from these murderous outlaws.

And that’s just the way it is.

————
SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. COSTA) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. COSTA addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. POE of Texas addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
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tleman from North Carolina
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. JONES addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. WOOLSEY addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

(Mr.

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SHERMAN)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SHERMAN addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

————

PROVIDING FOR THE DESIGNA-
TION OF CERTAIN MINORITY EM-
PLOYEES

Mr. BILBRAY. Madam Speaker, I
offer a resolution and ask unanimous
consent for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 13

Resolved, That pursuant to the Legislative
Pay Act of 1929, as amended, the six minor-
ity employees authorized therein shall be the
following named persons, effective January
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3, 2009, until otherwise ordered by the House,
to-wit: Neil Bradley, Brian Gaston, Melanie
Looney, Danielle Maurer, Nick Schaper, and
Russ Vought, each to receive gross com-
pensation pursuant to the provisions of
House Resolution 119, Ninety-fifth Congress,
as enacted into permanent law by section 115
of Public Law 95-94. In addition, the Minor-
ity Leader may appoint and set the annual
rate of pay for up to three further minority
employees.

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

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ALTMIRE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. CosTA, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. SHERMAN, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. POE of Texas) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. POE of Texas, for 5 minutes,
today, January 7, 8, 9, 12 and 13.

Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, today, Jan-
uary 7, 8, 9, 12 and 13.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
today, January 7, 8 and 9.

Mr. KIRK, for 56 minutes, January 7.

——————

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ALTMIRE. Madam Speaker, 1
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 4 o’clock and 55 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, January 7, 2009, at
10 a.m.

NOTICE

Incomplete record of House proceedings. Except for concluding business which follows,
today’s House proceedings will be continued in the next issue of the Record.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1. A letter from the OSD Federal Register
Liaison Officer, DoD, Department of Defense,
transmitting the Department’s ‘Major”’
final rule — TRICARE; Hospital Outpatient
Prospective Payment System (OPPS) [DOD-
2007-HA-0048] (RIN: 0720-AB19) received Janu-
ary 5, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Armed Services.

2. A letter from the Director, Office of Con-
gressional Affairs, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — Regulatory Changes to Imple-
ment the Additional Protocol to the US/
TAEA Safeguards Agreement [NRC-2008-0543]
(RIN: 3150-AH38) received January 5, 2009,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

3. A letter from the Secretary to the
Board, Railroad Retirement Board, transmit-
ting the Board’s report for FY 2008 on com-
petitive sourcing activities, in accordance
with Section 647(b) of Division F of the Con-

solidated Appropriations Act, Fiscal Year
2004, Pub. L. 108-199; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

4. A letter from the Clerk, U.S. House of
Representatives, transmitting a list of re-
ports pursuant to clause 2(b), Rule II of the
Rules of the House of Representatives; (H.
Doc. No. 111-4); to the Committee on House
Administration and ordered to be printed.

5. A letter from the Program Analyst, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Changes
to Requirements Affecting H-2A Non-
immigrants [Docket No.: USCIS-2007-0055;
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CIS No. 2428-07] (RIN: 1615-AB65) received
January 5, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

———————

CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM-
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM-
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS

Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or
statements on congressional earmarks,
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limited tax benefits, or limited tariff
benefits were submitted as follows:

OFFERED BY MR. GEORGE MILLER OF
CALIFORNIA

H.R. 11, the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Act,
‘‘does not contain any congressional ear-
marks, limited tax benefits, or limited tariff
benefits as defined in clause 9(d), 9(e), or 9(f)
of Rule XXI.”

January 6, 2009

OFFERED BY MR. GEORGE MILLER OF
CALIFORNIA

H.R. 12, the Paycheck Fairness Act, ‘‘does
not contain any congressional earmarks,
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff bene-
fits as defined in clause 9(d), 9(e), or 9(f) of
Rule XXI.”
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The sixth day of January being the
day prescribed by House Joint Resolu-
tion 100 for the meeting of the 1st Ses-
sion of the 111th Congress, the Senate
assembled in its Chamber at the Cap-
itol and at 12:01 p.m. was called to
order by the Vice President (Mr. CHE-
NEY).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Eternal Lord God, our shelter from
life’s storms, as we begin the 111th
Congress, we ask for Your guidance.
Lead our Senators on a path that will
bring blessings, as they seek to honor
Your Name. Forgive them when they
lean too heavily upon their wisdom,
forgetting to look to You, the author
and finisher of destinies.

Lord, thank You for the opportunity
to serve You and country and to daily
contribute to building a better world.
As our Nation waits with expectancy
during this transition time, help us to
remember that Your sovereignty is
changeless. Remind us to have con-
fidence in our future because we know
and depend on You.

We pray in Your wonderful Name.
Amen.

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Vice President led the Pledge of
Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———————

CERTIFICATES OF ELECTION AND
CREDENTIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
lays before the Senate two certificates
of election to fill unexpired terms and
the certificates of election of 32 Sen-
ators elected for 6-year terms begin-
ning on January 3, 2009. All certifi-
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cates, the Chair is advised, are in the
form suggested by the Senate or con-
tain all essential elements of the forms
suggested by the Senate. If there be no
objection, the reading of the above cer-
tificates will be waived and they will
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATE OF TENNESSEE
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008, Lamar Alexander was duly cho-
sen by the qualified electors of the State of
Tennessee a Senator from said State to rep-
resent said State in the Senate of the United
States for the term of six years, beginning
on the 3d day of January, 2009:

Witness: His excellency our governor Phil
Bredesen, and our seal hereto affixed at
Nashville this 8th day of December, in the
year of our Lord, 2008.

By the Governor:

PHIL BREDESEN,
Governor.

STATE OF WYOMING

CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR UNEXPIRED
FOUR-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember 2008, John Barrasso was duly chosen
by the qualified electors of the State of Wyo-
ming, a Senator from said State to represent
said State in the Senate of the United States
for the unexpired term of four years, begin-
ning on the 3rd day of January, 2009.

Witness: His excellency our governor, Dave
Freudenthal, and our seal hereto affixed at
the Wyoming State Capitol, Cheyenne, Wyo-
ming, this 12th day of November, in the year
of our Lord 2008.

DAVE FREUDENTHAL,
Governor.

STATE OF MONTANA

CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM
TO THE UNITED STATES SENATE

I, Brad Johnson, Secretary of State of the
State of Montana, do hereby certify that
Max Baucus was duly chosen on November
4th, 2008, by the qualified electors of the

State of Montana as a United States Senator
from said State to represent said State in
the United States Senate. The six-year term
commences on January 3rd, 2009.

Witness: His excellency our Governor
Brian Schweitzer, and the official seal here-
unto affixed at the City of Helena, the Cap-
ital, this 10th day of December, in the year
of our Lord 2008.

By the Governor:

BRIAN SCHWEITZER,
Governor.

STATE OF ALASKA
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX—YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008 Mark Begich was duly chosen
by the qualified electors of the State of Alas-
ka a Senator from said State to represent
said State in the United States for the term
of six years, beginning on the 3rd day of Jan-
uary, 2009.

Witness: Her excellency our governor
Sarah Palin, and our seal hereto affixed at
Juneau this 8th day of December, in the year
of our Lord 2008.

By the Governor:

SARAH PALIN,
Governor.

STATE OF DELAWARE
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008, Joseph R. Biden, Jr. was duly
chosen by the qualified electors of the State
of Delaware a Senator from said State to
represent said State in the United States for
the term of six years, beginning at noon on
the 3rd day of January, 2009.

Given under my hand and the Great Seal of
the said State, at Dover, this 29th day of No-
vember in the year of our Lord two thousand
eight, and of the Independence of the United
States of America the two hundred and thir-
ty-second.

RUTH ANN MINNER,
Governor.

STATE OF GEORGIA
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM
To the President of the Senate of the United
States:
This is to certify that on the 2nd day of De-
cember, 2008, Saxby Chambliss was duly cho-
sen by the qualified electors of the State of
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Georgia to be a Senator from said State to
represent said State in the Senate of the
United States for the term of six years, be-
ginning on the 3rd day of January, 2009.

Given under my hand and the Great Seal of
the State of Georgia at the Capitol, in the
city of Atlanta, the 15th day of December, in
the year of our Lord Two Thousand and
Eight.

By the Governor:

SONNY PERDUE,
Governor.

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX YEAR TERM

To the president of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008, Thad Cochran was duly chosen
by the qualified electors of the State of Mis-
sissippi a Senator from said State to rep-
resent said State in the Senate of the United
States for the term of six years, beginning
on the 3d day of January, 2009.

Witness: His excellency our governor Haley
Barbour, and our seal hereto affixed at Jack-
son, Hinds County, Mississippi this 18th day
of December, in the year of our Lord 2008.

By the Governor:

HALEY BARBOUR,
Governor.
STATE OF MAINE
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the fourth day of
November in the year Two Thousand and
Eight, Susan M. Collins was duly chosen by
the qualified electors of the State of Maine,
a senator from said State to represent said
State in the Senate of the United States for
the term of six years, beginning on the third
day of January, in the year Two Thousand
and Nine.

Witness: His excellency our Governor,
John E. Baldacci, and our seal hereto affixed
at Augusta, Maine this twenty-fourth day of
November, in the year of our Lord Two
Thousand and Eight.

By the Governor:

JOHN E. BALDACCI,
Governor.
STATE OF TEXAS
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008, John Cornyn was duly chosen
by the qualified electors of the State of
Texas, a Senator from said State to rep-
resent said State in the Senate of the United
States for the term of six years, beginning
on the 3rd day of January, 2009.

Witness: His excellency our governor Rick
Perry, and our seal hereto affixed at Austin,
Texas this 19th day of November, in the year
of our Lord 2008.

By the Governor:

RICK PERRY,
Governor.
STATE OF ILLINOIS
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the Fourth day of
November, Two Thousand and Eight Richard
J. Durbin was duly chosen by the qualified
electors of the State of Illinois, a Senator
from said State, to represent said State in
the Senate of the United States for the term
of six years, beginning the third day of Janu-
ary, Two Thousand and Nine.

Witness: His excellency our governor, Rod
R. Blagojevich, and our seal hereto affixed at
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the City of Springfield, I1linois this First day
of December, in the year of our Lord Two
Thousand and Eight.
By the Governor:
RoOD R. BLAGOJEVICH,
Governor.

STATE OF WYOMING
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember 2008, Mike Enzi was duly chosen by
the qualified electors of the State of Wyo-
ming, a Senator from said State to represent
said State in the Senate of the United States
for the term of six years, beginning on the
3rd day of January, 2009.

Witness: His excellency our governor, Dave
Freudenthal, and our seal hereto affixed at
the Wyoming State Capitol, Cheyenne, Wyo-
ming, this 12th day of November, in the year
of our Lord 2008.

DAVE FREUDENTHAL,
Governor.

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the fourth day of
November, 2008, A.D. Lindsey O. Graham was
duly chosen by the qualified electors of the
State of South Carolina a Senator from said
State to represent said State in the Senate
of the United States for the term of six
years, beginning on the third day of January
2009.

Witness: His excellency our Governor Mark
Sanford, and our seal hereto affixed at Co-
lumbia, South Carolina this twenty-fourth
day of November, in the year of our Lord,
2008.

By the Governor:

MARK SANFORD,
Governor.

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008, Kay Hagan was duly chosen by
the qualified electors of the State of North
Carolina a Senator from said State to rep-
resent said State in the Senate of the United
States for the term of six years, beginning
on the 3rd day of January, 2009.

Witness: His Excellency our governor Mike
Easley, and our seal hereto affixed at Ra-
leigh, NC this 25th day of November, in the
year of our Lord 2008.

By the Governor:

MIKE EASLEY,
Governor.

STATE OF JIowWA
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008, Tom Harkin was duly chosen
by the qualified electors of the State of Iowa
a Senator from said State to represent said
State in the Senate of the United States for
the term of six years, beginning on the 3rd
day of January 2009.

Witness: His excellency our Governor Ches-
ter J. Culver, and our seal hereto affixed at
Des Moines this 24th day of November, in the
year of our Lord 2008.

CHESTER J. CULVER,
Governor of Iowa.
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STATE OF OKLAHOMA
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008, Jim Inhofe was duly chosen by
the qualified electors of the State of Okla-
homa a Senator from said State to represent
said State in the Senate of the United States
for the term of six years, beginning on the
3rd day of January 2009.

Witness: His excellency our Governor Brad
Henry, and our seal hereto affixed at OKkla-
homa City, Oklahoma this 20th day of No-
vember, in the year of our Lord 2008.

By the Governor:

BRAD HENRY,
Governor.
STATE OF NEBRASKA
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States.

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008, Mike Johanns was duly chosen
by the qualified electors of the State of Ne-
braska a Senator from said State to rep-
resent said State in the Senate of the United
States for the term of six years, beginning
on the 3rd day of January, 2009.

Witness: His excellency our Governor Dave
Heineman, and our seal hereto affixed at
Lincoln, Nebraska, this 8th day of December,
in the year of our Lord 2008.

By the governor:

DAVE HEINEMAN,
Governor.

STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

This is to certify that on the fourth day of
November, 2008, at the general election, Tim
Johnson was elected by the qualified voters
of the State of South Dakota to the office of
United States Senate for the term of six
years, beginning on the third day of January,
2009.

In witness whereof, We have hereunto set
our hands and caused the Seal of the State
to be affixed at Pierre, the Capital, this 18th
day of November, 2008.

M. MICHAEL ROUNDS,
Governor.

STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the fourth day of
November, two thousand and eight John F.
Kerry was duly chosen by the qualified elec-
tors of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
a Senator from said Commonwealth to rep-
resent said Commonwealth in the Senate of
the United States for the term of six years,
beginning on the third day of January, two
thousand and nine.

Witness: His Excellency, the Governor,
Deval L. Patrick, and our seal hereto affixed
at Boston, this third day of December in the
year of our Lord two thousand and eight.

By the Governor,

DEVAL L. PATRICK,
Governor.

STATE OF LOUISIANA
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008, Mary Landrieu was duly chosen
by the qualified electors of the State of Lou-
isiana a senator from said State to represent
said State in the Senate of the United States
for the term of six years, beginning at noon
on the 3rd day of January, 2009.
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Witness: His excellency our Governor,
Bobby Jindal, and our seal hereto affixed at
Baton Rouge, this 18th day of November, in
the year of our Lord 2008.

By the Governor:

BOBBY JINDAL,
Governor.

STATE OF NEW JERSEY
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the fourth day of
November, 2008, Frank Lautenberg, was duly
chosen by the qualified electors of the State
of New Jersey, a Senator from said State to
represent said State in the Senate of the
United States for the term of six years, be-
ginning on the third day of January, 2009.

Given, under my hand and the Great Seal
of the State of New Jersey, this 4th day of
December, two thousand and eight.

By the Governor,

JON S. CORZINE,
Governor.

STATE OF MICHIGAN
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008, Carl Levin was duly chosen by
the qualified electors of the State of Michi-
gan a Senator from the State of Michigan to
represent the State of Michigan in the Sen-
ate of the United States for the term of six
years, beginning on the 3rd day of January,
2009.

Given under my hand and the Great Seal of
the State of Michigan this 1st day of Decem-
ber, in the year of our Lord, two thousand
and eight.

By the governor:

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM,
Governor.

STATE OF KENTUCKY
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

To all to Whom These Presents Shall
Come, Greeting: Know Ye That Honorable
Mitch McConnell having been duly certified,
that on November 4, 2008 was duly chosen by
the qualified electors of the Commonwealth
of Kentucky a Senator from said state to
represent said state in the Senate of the
United States for the term of six years, be-
ginning the 3rd day of January 2009.

I hereby invest the above named with full
power and authority to execute and dis-
charge the duties of the said office according
to law. And to have and to hold the same
with all the rights and emoluments there-
unto legally appertaining, for and during the
term prescribed by law.

In testimony whereof, I have caused these
letters to be made patent, and the seal of the
Commonwealth to be hereunto affixed. Done
at Frankfort, the 3rd day of December in the
year of our Lord two thousand and eight and
in the 217th year of the Commonwealth,

STEVEN L. BESHEAR,
Governor.

STATE OF OREGON
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008, Jeff Merkley was duly chosen
by the qualified electors of the State of Or-
egon, a Senator from said State to represent
said State in the Senate of the United States
for the term of six years, beginning on the
4th day of January, 2009.
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Witness: His excellency our Governor,
Theodore Kulongoski, and our seal hereto af-
fixed at Salem, Oregon this 4th day of De-
cember, 2008.

By the Governor:

THEODORE KULONGOSKI,
Governor.

STATE OF ARKANSAS
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

Know Ye, That Whereas, It appears that
Mark Pryor was duly elected to the U.S.
Senate, in and for the State of Arkansas at
an election held on the fourth day of Novem-
ber, Two Thousand Eight.

Therefore, I, Mike Beebe, Governor of the
State of Arkansas in the name and by au-
thority of the people of the State of Arkan-
sas, vested in me by the Constitution and the
laws of said State do hereby certify that
Mark Pryor was duly chosen by the qualified
electors of the State of Arkansas to the of-
fice of U.S. Senate In and for the State of Ar-
kansas for the term of six years, beginning
on the 3rd of January, 2009.

Witness: His excellency our governor, Mike
Beebe, and our seal hereto affixed at Little
Rock, Arkansas this 5th day of December, in
the year of our Lord 2008.

MIKE BEEBE,
Governor.

STATE OF RHODE ISLAND
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008, John F. Reed was duly chosen
by the qualified electors of the State of
Rhode Island and Providence Plantations a
Senator from said State to represent said
State in the Senate of the United States for
the term of six years, beginning on the 3rd
day of January, 2009.

Witness: His Excellency our Governor Don-
ald L. Carcieri, and our seal affixed on this
4th day of December, in the year of our Lord
2008.

By the Governor:

DONALD L. CARCIERI,
Governor.

STATE OF IDAHO
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008, James E. Risch was duly cho-
sen by the qualified electors of the State of
Idaho a Senator from said State to represent
said State in the Senate of the United States
for the term of six years, beginning on the
3rd day of January, 2009.

Witness: His Excellency our governor C.L.
“Butch’ Otter, and our seal hereto affixed at
Boise this 156th day of December, in the year
of our Lord 2008.

By the Governor:

C.L. “BUTCcH” OTTER,
Governor.

STATE OF KANSAS
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008, Pat Roberts was duly chosen by
the qualified electors of the State of Kansas,
a Senator from said State to represent said
State in the Senate of the United States for
the term of six years, beginning on the 3rd
day of January, 2009.

Witness: His Excellency our governor
Kathleen Sebelius, and our seal hereto af-
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fixed at Topeka, Kansas this 26th day of No-
vember, in the year of our Lord 2008.
By the Governor:
KATHLEEN SEBELIUS,
Governor.

STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the fourth day of
November, 2008, Jay Rockefeller was duly
chosen by the qualified electors of the State
of West Virginia, a Senator from said State
to represent said State in the Senate of the
United States for the term of six years, be-
ginning on the third day of January, 2009.

Witnes: His excellency our governor Joe
Manchin III, and our seal hereto affixed at
Charleston this 17th day of December, in the
year of our Lord 2008.

By the governor:

JOE MANCHIN III,
Governor.

STATE OF ALABAMA
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008, Jefferson B. Sessions, III, was
duly chosen by the qualified electors of the
State of Alabama a Senator from said State
to represent said State in the Senate of the
United States for the term of six years be-
ginning on the 3rd day of January, 2009.

Witness: His excellency our governor Bob
Riley, and our seal hereto affixed at Mont-
gomery this 256th day of November, in the
year of our Lord 2008.

By the Governor.

BOB RILEY,
Governor.

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the fourth day of
November, two-thousand and eight Jeanne
Shaheen was duly chosen by the qualified
electors of the State of New Hampshire to
represent said State in the Senate of the
United States for the term of six years be-
ginning on the third day of January, two-
thousand and nine.

Witness: His Excellency, Governor John H.
Lynch and the Seal of the State of New
Hampshire hereto affixed at Concord, this
third day of December, in the year of Our
Lord two thousand and eight.

JOHN H. LYNCH,
Governor.

STATE OF COLORADO
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM
To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the Fourth day of
November, 2008, Mark Udall was duly chosen
by the qualified electors of the State of Colo-
rado a Senator from said State to represent
said State in the Senate of the United States
for the term of six years, beginning on the
Third day of January, 2009.

Witness: His Excellency our Governor Bill
Ritter, Jr., and our seal hereto affixed at
Denver, Colorado this Twenty-ninth day of
December, in the year of our Lord 2008.

By the Governor

BILL RITTER, Jr.,
Governor.
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008, Tom Udall was duly chosen by
the qualified electors of the State of New
Mexico a Senator from said State to rep-
resent said State in the Senate of the United
States for term of six years, beginning on
the 3rd day of January, 2009.

Witness: His excellency our governor Bill
Richardson, and our seal hereto affixed at
Santa Fé this 7Tth day of December, in the
year of our Lord 2008.

By the Governor:

BILL RICHARDSON,
Governor.

STATE OF VIRGINIA
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the fourth day of
November, 2008, Mark R. Warner was duly
chosen by the qualified electors of the Com-
monwealth of Virginia to be a Senator from
the Commonwealth to represent the Com-
monwealth in the Senate of the United
States for the term of six years, beginning
on the third day of January, 2009.

In Testimony Whereof our Governor has
hereunto signed his name and affixed the
Lesser Seal of the Commonwealth at Rich-
mond, this twenty-fifth day of November,
two thousand eight, and in the two-hundred
thirty-third year of the Commonwealth.

TIMOTHY M. KAINE,
Governor.

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI

CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR UNEXPIRED
TERM

To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of No-
vember, 2008, Roger Wicker was duly chosen
by the qualified electors of the State of Mis-
sissippi a Senator for the unexpired term
ending at noon on the 3rd day of January,
2013, to fill the vacancy in the representation
from said State in the Senate of the United
State caused by the resignation of Trent
Lott.

Witness: His excellency our governor Haley
Barbour, and our seal hereto affixed at Jack-
son, Hinds County, Mississippi this 18th day
of December, in the year of our Lord 2008.

By the Governor:

HALEY BARBOUR,

Governor.
———
ADMINISTRATION OF OATH OF
OFFICE

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the Sen-
ators to be sworn in will now present
themselves to the desk in groups of
four as their names are called in alpha-
betical order, the Chair will administer
their oath of office.

The clerk will read the names of the
first group.

The legislative clerk (Kathleen Alva-
rez Tritak) called the names of Mr. AL-
EXANDER, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. BAUCUS,
and Mr. BEGICH.

These Senators, escorted by Mr.
CORKER, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
ENzI, Mr. TESTER, and Ms. MURKOWSKI,
respectively, advanced to the desk of
the Vice President; the oath prescribed
by law was administered to them by
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the Vice President; and they severally
subscribed to the oath in the Official
Oath Book.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Congratula-
tions.

(Applause, Senators rising.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will read the names of the next four
Senators.

The legislative clerk called the
names of Mr. BIDEN, Mr. CHAMBLISS,
Mr. COCHRAN, and Ms. COLLINS.

These Senators, escorted by Mr. CAR-
PER, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. WICKER, and Ms.
SNOWE, respectively, advanced to the
desk of the Vice President; the oath
prescribed by law was administered to
them by the Vice President; and they
severally subscribed to the oath in the
Official Oath Book.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Congratula-
tions.

(Applause, Senators rising.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the names of the next four
Senators.

The legislative clerk called the
names of Mr. CORNYN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
ENzI, and Mr. GRAHAM.

These Senators, escorted by Mrs.
HUTCHISON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
BARRASSO, and Mr. DEMINT, respec-
tively, advanced to the desk of the Vice
President; the oath prescribed by law
was administered to them by the Vice
President; and they severally sub-
scribed to the oath in the Official Oath
Book.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Congratula-
tions.

(Applause, Senators rising.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the names of the next group of
Senators.

The legislative clerk called the
names of Mrs. HAGAN, Mr. HARKIN, Mr.
INHOFE, and Mr. JOHANNS.

These Senators, escorted by Mr.
BURR, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. GRASSLEY,
Mr. COBURN, and Mr. NELSON of Ne-
braska, respectively, advanced to the
desk of the Vice President; the oath
prescribed by law was administered to
them by the Vice President; and they
severally subscribed to the oath in the
Official Oath Book.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Congratula-
tions.

(Applause, Senators rising.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the names of the next group of
Senators.

The legislative clerk called the
names of Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. KERRY, Ms.
LANDRIEU, and Mr. LAUTENBERG.

These Senators, escorted by Mr.
Daschle, Mr. THUNE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
Domenici, Ms. MIKULSKI, and Mr.
MENENDEZ, respectively, advanced to
the desk of the Vice President; the
oath prescribed by law was adminis-
tered to them by the Vice President;
and they severally subscribed to the
oath in the Official Oath Book.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Congratula-
tions.

(Applause, Senators rising.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the names of the next group of
Senators.
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The legislative clerk called the
names of Mr. LEVIN, Mr. MCcCONNELL,
Mr. MERKLEY, and Mr. PRYOR.

These Senators, escorted by Ms.
STABENOW, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. WYDEN,
and Mrs. LINCOLN, respectively, ad-
vanced to the desk of the Vice Presi-
dent; the oath prescribed by law was
administered to them by the Vice
President; and they severally sub-
scribed to the oath in the Official Oath
Book.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Congratula-
tions.

(Applause, Senators rising.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the names of the next group of
Senators.

The legislative clerk called the
names of Mr. REED, Mr. RISCH, Mr.
ROBERTS, and Mr. ROCKEFELLER.

These Senators, escorted by Mr.
WHITEHOUSE, Mr. CRAPO, Mr.
BROWNBACK, and Mr. BYRD, respec-

tively, advanced to the desk of the Vice
President; the oath prescribed by law
was administered to them by the Vice
President; and they severally sub-
scribed to the oath in the Official Oath
Book.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Congratula-
tions.

(Applause, Senators rising.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the names of the next group of
Senators.

The legislative clerk called the
names of Mr. SESSIONS, Mrs. SHAHEEN,
Mr. UDALL of Colorado, and Mr. UDALL
of New Mexico.

These Senators, escorted by Mr.
SHELBY, Mr. GREGG, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr.
Domenici, and Mr. BINGAMAN, respec-
tively, advanced to the desk of the Vice
President; the oath prescribed by law
was administered to them by the Vice
President; and they severally sub-
scribed to the oath in the Official Oath
Book.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Congratula-
tions.

(Applause, Senators rising.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the names of the next group of
Senators.

The legislative clerk called the
names of Mr. WARNER and Mr. WICKER.

These Senators, escorted by Mr. John
Warner and Mr. COCHRAN, respectively,
advanced to the desk of the Vice Presi-
dent; the oath prescribed by law was
administered to them by the Vice
President; and they severally sub-
scribed to the oath in the Official Oath
Book.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Congratula-
tions.

(Applause, Senators rising.)

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The VICE PRESIDENT. The majority
leader is recognized.
———
QUORUM CALL

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The absence
of a quorum having been suggested, the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll and the following Senators
entered the Chamber and answered to
their names:

[Quorum No. 1 Leg.]

Akaka Feingold Murkowski
Alexander Feinstein Murray
Barrasso Graham Nelson, Nebraska
Baucus Grassley Nelson, Florida
Bayh Gregg Pryor
Begich Hagan Reed, Rhode
Bennett Harkin Island
Biden Hatch Reid, Nevada
Boxer Hutchison Risch
Brown Inhofe Roberts
Brownback Inouye Rockefeller
Bunning Isakson Salazar
Burr Johanns Sanders
Byrd Johnson Schumer
Cantwell Kennedy Sessions
Cardin Kerry Shaheen
Carper Klobuchar Shelby
Casey Kyl Snowe
Chambliss Landrieu Specter
Clinton Lautenberg Stabenow
Coburn Leahy Tester
Cochran Levin Thune
Collins Lieberman Udall, Colorado
Conrad Lincoln Udall, New
Cornyn Lugar Mexico
Crapo McCain Vitter
DeMint McCaskill Warner
Dodd McConnell Webb
Dorgan Menendez Whitehouse
Durbin Merkley Wicker
Enzi Mikulski Wyden

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

TESTER). A quorum is present.

LIST OF SENATORS BY STATES

ALABAMA
Jeff Sessions and Richard C. Shelby
ALASKA
Mark Begich and Lisa Murkowski
ARIZONA
Jon Kyl and John McCain
ARKANSAS
Blanche L. Lincoln and Mark L. Pryor
CALIFORNIA
Barbara Boxer and Dianne Feinstein
COLORADO
Ken Salazar and Mark Udall
CONNECTICUT

Christopher J. Dodd and Joseph 1.
Lieberman

DELAWARE
Joe Biden and Thomas R. Carper
FLORIDA
Mel Martinez and Bill Nelson
GEORGIA
Saxby Chambliss and Johnny Isakson
HAWAII
Daniel K. Akaka and Daniel K. Inouye
IDAHO
Mike Crapo and James E. Risch
ILLINOIS
Richard J. Durbin
INDIANA
Evan Bayh and Richard G. Lugar
IOWA
Chuck Grassley and Tom Harkin
KANSAS
Sam Brownback and Pat Roberts
KENTUCKY
Jim Bunning and Mitch McConnell
LOUISIANA
Mary L. Landrieu and David Vitter
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MAINE
Susan M. Collins and Olympia J. Snowe
MARYLAND

Benjamin L. Cardin and Barbara A. Mikul-
ski

MASSACHUSETTS
Edward M. Kennedy and John F. Kerry
MICHIGAN
Carl Levin and Debbie Stabenow
MINNESOTA
Amy Klobuchar
MISSISSIPPI
Thad Cochran and Roger F. Wicker
MISSOURI
Christopher S. Bond and Claire McCaskill
MONTANA
Max Baucus and Jon Tester
NEBRASKA
Mike Johanns and E. Benjamin Nelson
NEVADA
John Ensign and Harry Reid
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Judd Gregg and Jeanne Shaheen
NEW JERSEY
Frank R. Lautenberg and Robert Menendez
NEW MEXICO
Jeff Bingaman and Tom Udall
NEW YORK

Hillary Rodham Clinton and Charles E.
Schumer

NORTH CAROLINA
Richard Burr and Kay R. Hagan
NORTH DAKOTA
Kent Conrad and Byron L. Dorgan
OHIO
Sherrod Brown and George V. Voinovich
OKLAHOMA
Tom Coburn and James M. Inhofe
OREGON
Jeff Merkley and Ron Wyden
PENNSYLVANIA
Robert P. Casey, Jr., and Arlen Specter
RHODE ISLAND
Jack Reed and Sheldon Whitehouse
SOUTH CAROLINA
Jim DeMint and Lindsey Graham
SOUTH DAKOTA
Tim Johnson and John Thune

TENNESSEE
Lamar Alexander and Bob Corker
TEXAS
John Cornyn and Kay Bailey Hutchison
UTAH
Robert F. Bennett and Orrin Hatch
VERMONT
Patrick J. Leahy and Bernard Sanders
VIRGINIA
Mark R. Warner and Jim Webb
WASHINGTON

Maria Cantwell and Patty Murray
WEST VIRGINIA
Robert C. Byrd and John D. Rockefeller, IV
WISCONSIN
Russell D. Feingold and Herb Kohl
WYOMING
John Barrasso and Michael B. Enzi

————

INFORMING THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES THAT A
QUORUM OF EACH HOUSE IS AS-
SEMBLED

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a
resolution at the desk and I ask it now
be considered.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The resolution (S. Res. 1) informing the
President of the United States that a
quorum of each House is assembled.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the resolution is considered
and agreed to.

The resolution (S. Res. 1) was agreed
to, as follows:

S.REs. 1

Resolved, That a committee consisting of
two Senators be appointed to join such com-
mittee as may be appointed by the House of
Representatives to wait upon the President
of the United States and inform him that a
quorum of each House is assembled and that
the Congress is ready to receive any commu-
nication he may be pleased to make.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the reso-
lution was agreed to, and it is my un-
derstanding my counterpart also has a
motion to make.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

———

INFORMING THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES THAT A QUORUM
OF THE SENATE IS ASSEMBLED

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have an-
other resolution at the desk and I ask
it now be considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 2) informing the
House of Representatives that a quorum of
the Senate is assembled.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the resolution is considered
and agreed to.

The resolution (S. Res. 2) was agreed
to, as follows:

S. RES. 2

Resolved, That the Secretary inform the
House of Representatives that a quorum of
the Senate is assembled and that the Senate
is ready to proceed to business.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

———————

SETTING THE DATE OF JANUARY
8, 2009, FOR THE COUNTING OF
ELECTORAL VOTES

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a
concurrent resolution at the desk and I
ask it now be considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 1) to
provide for the counting on January 8, 2009,
of the electoral votes for President and Vice
President of the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the concurrent resolution is
considered and agreed to.
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The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 1) was agreed to, as follows:
S. CON. REs.

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the two Houses
of Congress shall meet in the Hall of the
House of Representatives on Thursday, the
8th day of January 2009, at 1 o’clock post me-
ridian, pursuant to the requirements of the
Constitution and laws relating to the elec-
tion of President and Vice President of the
United States, and the President of the Sen-
ate shall be their Presiding Officer; that two
tellers shall be previously appointed by the
President of the Senate on the part of the
Senate and two by the Speaker on the part of
the House of Representatives, to whom shall
be handed, as they are opened by the Presi-
dent of the Senate, all the certificates and
papers purporting to be certificates of the
electoral votes, which certificates and papers
shall be opened, presented, and acted upon in
the alphabetical order of the States, begin-
ning with the letter ‘A’; and said tellers,
having then read the same in the presence
and hearing of the two Houses, shall make a
list of the votes as they shall appear from
the said certificates; and the votes having
been ascertained and counted in the manner
and according to the rules by law provided,
the result of the same shall be delivered to
the President of the Senate, who shall there-
upon announce the state of the vote, which
announcement shall be deemed a sufficient
declaration of the persons, if any, elected
President and Vice President of the United
States, and, together with a list of the votes,
be entered on the Journals of the two
Houses.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

EXTENDING THE LIFE OF THE

JOINT CONGRESSIONAL  COM-
MITTEE ON INAUGURAL CERE-
MONIES

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have an-
other concurrent resolution at the desk
and I ask it now be considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 2) ex-
tending the life of the Joint Congressional
Committee on Inaugural Ceremonies.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the concurrent resolution is
considered and agreed to.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 2) was agreed to, as follows:

S. CON. RES. 2

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That effective from
January 6, 2009, the joint committee created
by Senate Concurrent Resolution 67 (110th
Congress), to make the necessary arrange-
ments for the inauguration, is hereby contin-
ued with the same power and authority pro-
vided for in that resolution.

SEC. 2. Effective from January 6, 2009, the
provisions of Senate Concurrent Resolution
68 (110th Congress), to authorize the rotunda
of the United States Capitol to be used in
connection with the proceedings and cere-
monies for the inauguration of the Presi-
dent-elect and the Vice President-elect of
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the United States, are continued with the
same power and authority provided for in
that resolution.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

————————

FIXING THE HOUR OF THE DAILY
MEETING OF THE SENATE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a
resolution at the desk and I ask it be
considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 3) fixing the hour of
daily meeting of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the resolution is considered
and agreed to.

The resolution (S. Res. 3) was agreed
to, as follows:

S. REsS. 3

Resolved, That the daily meeting of the
Senate be 12 o’clock meridian unless other-
wise ordered.

Mr. REID. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send to
the desk en bloc 12 unanimous consent
requests and I ask for their immediate
consideration en bloc; that the re-
quests be agreed to en bloc, that the
motion to reconsider the adoption of
these requests be laid upon the table
and that they appear separately in the
record.

Before the Chair rules, I would like
to point out these requests are routine,
done at the beginning of each new Con-
gress, and they entail issues such as
authority for the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct to meet, au-
thorizing the Secretary to receive re-
ports at the desk, establishing leader
time each day, and floor privileges for
House Parliamentarians.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The requests read as follows:

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that for the duration of the 111th Congress,
the Ethics Committee be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that for the duration of the 111th Congress,
there be a limitation of 15 minutes each upon
any roll call vote, with the warning signal to
be sounded at the midway point, beginning
at the last 7% minutes, and when roll call
votes are of 10-minute duration, the warning
signal be sounded at the beginning of the
last 7% minutes.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that during the 111th Congress, it be in order
for the Secretary of the Senate to receive re-
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ports at the desk when presented by a Sen-
ator at any time during the day of the ses-
sion of the Senate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the majority and minority leaders may
daily have up to 10 minutes each on each cal-
endar day following the prayer and disposi-
tion of the reading of, or the approval of, the
Journal.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the Parliamentarian of the House of
Representatives and his five assistants be
given the privileges of the floor during the
111th Congress.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that, notwithstanding the provisions of rule
XXVIII, conference reports and statements
accompanying them not be printed as Senate
reports when such conference reports and
statements have been printed as a House re-
port unless specific request is made in the
Senate in each instance to have such a re-
port printed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the Committee on Appropriations be au-
thorized during the 111th Congress to file re-
ports during adjournments or recesses of the
Senate on appropriations bills, including
joint resolutions, together with any accom-
panying notices of motions to suspend rule
XVI, pursuant to rule V, for the purpose of
offering certain amendments to such bills or
joint resolutions, which proposed amend-
ments shall be printed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that, for the duration of the 111th Congress,
the Secretary of the Senate be authorized to
make technical and clerical corrections in
the engrossments of all Senate-passed bills
and resolutions, Senate amendments to
House bills and resolutions, Senate amend-
ments to House amendments to Senate bills
and resolutions, and Senate amendments to
House amendments to Senate amendments
to House bills or resolutions.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that for the duration of the 111th Congress,
when the Senate is in recess or adjournment,
the Secretary of the Senate is authorized to
receive messages from the President of the
United States, and—with the exception of
House bills, joint resolutions and concurrent
resolutions—messages from the House of
Representatives; and that they be appro-
priately referred; and that the President of
the Senate, the President pro tempore, and
the Acting President pro tempore be author-
ized to sign duly enrolled bills and joint reso-
lutions.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that for the duration of the 111th Congress,
Senators be allowed to leave at the desk
with the Journal Clerk the names of two
staff members who will be granted the privi-
lege of the floor during the consideration of
the specific matter noted, and that the Ser-
geant-at-Arms be instructed to rotate such
staff members as space allows.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that for the duration of the 111th Congress,
it be in order to refer treaties and nomina-
tions on the day when they are received from
the President, even when the Senate has no
executive session that day.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that for the duration of the 111th Congress,
Senators may be allowed to bring to the desk
bills, joint resolutions, concurrent resolu-
tions, and simple resolutions, for referral to
appropriate committees.

————
ORDER OF BUSINESS
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now have
some brief remarks I am going to make

of about 10 minutes. It is my under-
standing the Republican leader is going
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to give some remarks at a later time
today, and I would notify all Senators
we are going to be in a period of morn-
ing business, with Senators allowed to
speak for up to 10 minutes each. I wel-
come my distinguished colleague back
publicly, as I have privately, and con-
gratulate him on his election. He ran a
very spirited, strong election, and I
look forward to—and I will address this
in my remarks—our work during this
next Congress.

——
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that we proceed now to
a period of morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——

APPOINTMENTS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to S. Res. 1, the Chair appoints the
Senator from Nevada, Mr. REID, and
the Senator from Kentucky, Mr.
MCCONNELL, as a committee to join the
committee on the part of the House of
Representatives to wait upon the
President of the United States and in-
form him that a quorum is assembled
and that the Congress is ready to re-
ceive any communication he may be
pleased to make.

The Chair appoints the Senator from
California, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and the
Senator from Utah, Mr. BENNETT, as
tellers on the part of the Senate to
count electoral votes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, are we now
in a period of morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, we
are.

WELCOMING THE 111TH CONGRESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, on the
Fourth of July of the year 1851, the leg-
endary statesman Daniel Webster, him-
self a former Senator, laid the corner-
stone for the Senate Chamber where we
now gather. He said:

Be it known that on this day the Union of
the United States of America stands firm.

Today marks the 150th year that this
Chamber has housed the Senate of the
United States.

When Vice President John Breckin-
ridge gaveled the 34th Congress open in
this Chamber in 1859, our Republic had
a population of one-tenth what it is
today. There were just 64 Senators.
Each Senator enjoyed a little more leg
room, and that is an understatement.
Many of these desks we see behind me,
and behind the Republican leader, are
from the original Senators of this
country. They are real old. This Cham-
ber, for 150 years, has served as the pri-
mary working space for most Members.
The first session held here 150 years
ago began as it did today, with the
Vice President of the United States ad-
ministering the oath of office to new
Members.

Today, nine new Senators joined
what many have said, and I agree, is
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the greatest deliberative body the
world has ever known—certainly the
greatest legislative body. So I extend
my warmest welcome and congratula-
tions to Senator MARK UDALL of Colo-
rado, Senator ToM UDALL of New Mex-
ico, Senator MIKE JOHANNS of Ne-
braska, Senator JEANNE SHAHEEN of
New Hampshire, Senator MARK WAR-
NER of Virginia, Senator JiM RISCH of
Idaho, Senator KAY HAGAN of North
Carolina, Senator JEFF MERKLEY of Or-
egon, and Senator MARK BEGICH of
Alaska.

To the profound challenges we face,
these nine men and women bring vast
judgment and experience at all levels
of Government and public service. I am
confident every one of them will serve
their States and our Nation with dis-
tinction and pride.

It was just 2 years ago this inaugural
day of Congress that we heralded a new
majority for Democrats in both the
Senate and House of Representatives,
but in the Senate that was a very ten-
uous majority. We began with 51, but
TIM JOHNSON became very ill and the
crowded Democratic primary field left
us oftentimes short of an outright ma-
jority and far short of the 60 votes
needed to prevent filibusters and pass
legislation. Although we made substan-
tial progress in the 110th Congress, par-
tisanship with divided Government too
often ruled the day.

I have said from the day the election
was over, we are looking forward. We
are not going to be concerned about
the previous 8 years, we are concerned
about the next 8 years. Since 2006, we
Democrats have received a net gain of
14 Senate seats, 456 to 59. Just 2 weeks
from today, Barack Obama will become
the 44th President of the United
States. We are ready to answer the call
of the American people by putting the
past 8 years behind us and delivering
the change our country desperately
needs.

We are grateful to begin anew with a
far more robust Democratic majority.
But both parties learned an important
lesson over the past 2 years: When we
allow ourselves to retreat into the
tired, well-worn trenches of partisan-
ship, when we fail to reach for common
ground, when we are unable, in the
words of President-elect Obama, to dis-
agree without being disagreeable, we
diminish our ability to accomplish real
change.

To my Republican counterpart, Sen-
ator MCCONNELL, and all Republican
colleagues, a number of whom I have
called and personally visited with, I
say to them: With American troops
fighting two wars overseas, we are to-
gether in all of this. With the Amer-
ican people suffering a staggering eco-
nomic crisis here at home, we are in
this together. With the middle class
struggling to make one paycheck last
until the next one, we are in the middle
of this together. With health care, col-
lege tuition, and retirement more ex-
pensive and harder to reach than ever,
we are in this together. With our cli-
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mate in crisis and energy prices rising
and falling unpredictably, we are in
this together.

Some may fear the depth of the chal-
lenges we face, but I remind them that
adversity is no stranger to this Cham-
ber or to our country. In America and
in this Chamber, we have never failed
to persevere and ultimately to prosper.
In this Chamber, our Union came un-
raveled and was mended, great wars
were declared and peace has been cele-
brated. Here, our most fundamental
freedoms were challenged, upheld, and
expanded. In this Chamber for 150 years
we have watched things happen.

In more recent years, we watched the
passing of the New Deal by Roosevelt,
Truman’s Fair Deal, Kennedy’s Great
Frontier, and Johnson’s Great Society.
Over these many years, we have out-
lawed child labor, brought electricity
to the western frontier, and ensured a
college education for those who serve
in uniform.

I had the opportunity yesterday to go
to the funeral of Claiborne Pell, a man
of wealth, a patrician, a man who went
to the finest schools in America but
dedicated his life to public service so
that other people who were not in his
situation could be educated. That is
where the Pell grants came from—Clai-
borne Pell, a very aristocratic man
who devoted his life to public service.

We have done those things right here
in this Chamber. Of course, we passed,
after long, hard struggles and much
anxiety, the Civil Rights and Voting
Rights acts.

There is no question that the chal-
lenges ahead of us are staggering. I do
not think anyone would disagree. But I
am confident that if we renew, in this
body, our commitment to bipartisan-
ship, the 111th Congress will be a tre-
mendous success.

Just a short way from here yesterday
afternoon—and I don’t remember the
exact time, 3 o’clock or something like
that, or 3:30—we had a bipartisan meet-
ing of the leadership of the House and
Senate. It was a wonderful meeting,
with an exchange of ideas. The Presi-
dent-elect was here. I was very im-
pressed. I heard Senator MCCONNELL
say to him: There are some things I
need to talk to you about. Senator
Obama said to him, when the meeting
broke up: Let’s talk now. I assume
they talked sometime in the next little
bit. But that is what we need: the abil-
ity to talk to each other.

There is no script that can be written
where Senator MCCONNELL and I will
agree on everything that happens here.
But there is a script being written
today that says that even though we
disagree on things that take place in
this body, we can do it in a way that is
constructive and works toward the
good of our country. The State of Ken-
tucky is much different from the State
of Nevada—they are two different
States. That was the genius of our
Founding Fathers, that this Senate,
which came about by reason of the
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Great Compromise in 1787 in Philadel-
phia, has allowed people to work to-
gether. Even though the State of Ken-
tucky has more people than the State
of Nevada and the State of California
has more people than the State of Ne-
vada, the State of Nevada has as much
power in the Senate as Kentucky and
California.

I have confidence we can work to-
gether. I am convinced that Senator
MCcCONNELL and I—our critics and the
press can call us a lot of names and
make suggestions, but one thing they
cannot say about us is we are not expe-
rienced. We have been through a lot of
political wars. We are ready to take on
whatever wars face us.

I say to my friend, Senator McCON-
NELL, I have every confidence we will
be able to move this country forward.

We need to have the 111th Congress a
tremendous success, and we can do
that. In the coming days, my fellow
Democrats and I will introduce our pri-
orities for this Congress. It happens
every Congress. My colleagues on the
other side of the aisle will introduce
their legislative priorities. We look for-
ward to developing dialog between the
two sides of the aisle to see if we can
meet somewhere in the middle.

This day marks not just the 150th
year of this Chamber but also the 50th
year of the service of Senator ROBERT
BYRD of West Virginia. For 50 years he
has been a Senator, but he has been a
Member of Congress for 56 years be-
cause he served in the House before he
came here. It is no secret, when it
comes to reverence for the Senate, we
have all learned a lot—I have learned a
lot—from President BYRD’s love of this
body. I also have learned a lot from
Senator BYRD of his desire for all
Americans to appreciate that little
document we call our Constitution. So
on this the 50th anniversary of Senator
BYRD’s service, I express publicly my
affection and admiration for this good
man and wish him well in this Con-
gress.

For our nine new Members sworn
today and for all Americans, I offer a
few of Senator BYRD’s words which he
delivered to a meeting of new Senators
about 12 years ago, when he said:

After 200 years, [the Senate] is still the an-
chor of the Republic, the morning and
evening star in the American constitutional
constellation.

It has weathered the storms of adversity,
withstood the barbs of cynics and attacks of
critics. It has provided stability and strength
for the nation during periods of civil strife
and uncertainty, panics and depressions.

In war and peace, it has been the sure ref-
uge and protector of the rights of states and
of a political minority. And, today, the Sen-
ate still stands—the great forum of constitu-
tional American liberty.

So said Senator BYRD 12 years ago.

Today is a new chapter in history. It
begins today. Each of us has the honor
of taking part in it in some way. We
here in the Senate have the ability to
help write that history.

As the work starts, the words of Dan-
iel Webster return to mind: ‘“‘Be it
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known that on this day the Union of
the United States of America stands
firm.”” I believe that.

I have just a few other brief remarks.

As my colleagues are aware, two
Democratic U.S. Senate seats—one
from Illinois and the other from Min-
nesota—are currently vacant. I will
briefly address these two unusual cir-
cumstances because of the inquiries we
have all had.

First, the Illinois seat left vacant by
President-elect Barack Obama. Al-
though I do not know Mr. Burris per-
sonally—I hope to meet him in the
next few days—he has served the State
of Illinois in elective office over many
years. Mr. Burris and his advisers were
welcomed to the Capitol this morning
by Sergeant at Arms Terry Gainer, who
was chief of police in Chicago, so they
have known each other for a long time.
They then had a gracious meeting with
the Secretary of the Senate, Nancy
Erickson, and Senate Parliamentarian
Alan Frumin, who informed them that
Mr. Burris is not in possession of the
necessary credentials from the State of
Illinois. A court case in Illinois is pend-
ing to determine whether Secretary of
State Jesse White is obligated to sign
this certification. We are awaiting that
court decision. If Mr. Burris takes pos-
session of valid credentials, the Senate
will proceed in a manner that is re-
spectful to Mr. Burris while ensuring
there is no cloud of doubt over the ap-
pointment to fill this seat.

I also understand that Mr. Burris will
likely give testimony to the Illinois
State Assembly impeachment pro-
ceedings in the next few days, these
proceedings pending against Governor
Blagojevich. We await that proceeding
as Senators as well.

As to Minnesota, I know a little bit
about close elections. I am only going
to talk about two of them because I
have had a number of them. I lost one
by 524 votes. It was a statewide elec-
tion for the Senate. That was trau-
matic, to lose that race to Paul Laxalt,
one of the historic Senators from Ne-
vada—but of course for this country be-
cause of his very close personal rela-
tionship with President Reagan. Paul
Laxalt and I are close personal friends,
but I lost that vote by 524. We went
through a recount. I didn’t file any
lawsuits. There were no challenges. As
hard as it was—and it was hard because
that is really the first thing I had ever
lost—I lost the race. All over the coun-
try, Democrats were winning these
Senate seats and I lost in Nevada, but
I had to give up because I had no
chance of winning.

I won the second by 428 votes. One
reason JOHN ENSIGN and I are
soulmates is because our politics are so
different, but our friendship is as good
as it gets. That was a tough election, a
bitter election that JOHN ENSIGN and I
went through. We had a recount in Ne-
vada that was ongoing. JOHN ENSIGN
made a decision that it was a waste of
time; I can’t win the election. Before
the recount was completed, JOHN EN-
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SIGN called me—I was having dinner
with my wife—and said: You are going
to be the next Senator. I thought when
he made that phone call, gee, this is
some kind of good guy. I didn’t handle
my loss nearly as well as he did. I re-
member that.

Anyway, JOHN ENSIGN filed no chal-
lenges, didn’t complete the recount,
there were no lawsuits. And JOHN EN-
SIGN is now a Member of the Senate. I
am fortunate to have a number of good
friends, but, boy, he is a friend, and I
think if you ask him he would say the
same.

So I say to my friend Norm Coleman,
watch what I have said and watch what
has taken place in the past. The Senate
race in Minnesota was very close. It
was very, very close—one of the closest
in history. The bipartisan State Can-
vassing Board and Minnesota’s election
officials have done an exemplary job in
handling the recount. There were no al-
legations of partisanship or unfairness
from either side that I am aware of,
and I followed it every day for 6 weeks.

Even close elections, though, have
winners. I can testify to that. After all
votes have been fairly counted, Al
Franken is certified as the winner by
the State Canvassing Board, and he is
the Senator-elect from Minnesota.
Democrats will not seek to seat Sen-
ator-elect Franken today. We under-
stand the sensitivity on both sides to
an election this close.

This is a difficult time for former
Senator Coleman and his family. I ac-
knowledge that. He is entitled to the
opportunity to proceed however he
feels appropriate. But for someone who
has been in the trenches on a number
of these elections, graciously con-
ceding, as his friend JOHN ENSIGN did,
would be the right step. This can’t drag
on forever, and I understand that. I
hope former Senator Coleman and all
our Republican colleagues will choose
to respect the will of the people of Min-
nesota. They have chosen a new Sen-
ator, Al Franken, and his term must
begin and will begin soon.

I repeat, I look forward to this year,
hoping that next year at this time we
will be here talking about many things
we have been able to accomplish.

As T have said on this floor, if we ac-
complish things, there is credit to go
around to everyone. If we do not ac-
complish anything, there is blame to
go around to everyone. That is not
where I want to be.

——
EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATION

The Presiding Officer laid before the
Senate the following communication:

A communication from the Director of the
Federal Register, National Archives, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to
the Certificates of Ascertainment of the
electors of the President and Vice President
of the United States.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. LIEBERMAN, per-
taining to the introduction of S. 160,
are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

TRIBUTE TO CLAIBORNE PELL

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, on
January 1, Claiborne Pell died. Clai-
borne Pell was a Senator from Rhode
Island, the longest serving Senator
from that State, a Senator whose name
is known by most college students and
by most people who care about edu-
cation in America because he was
largely responsible for helping to cre-
ate in 1973 what we now call the Pell
grant, a Federal scholarship that fol-
lows students to the college of their
choice. It was originally called the
Basic Educational Opportunity Grant,
but Pell grant is a lot easier to say. It
is a remarkable success in our country.
He deserves to be remembered for that
success.

I knew him as a staff member when I
came here with Senator Howard Baker,
who was here just a few hours ago as
we were sworn in. That was 42 years
ago. I knew him as Education Sec-
retary in 1991 and 1992.

The American higher education sys-
tem is, at a time when we worry about
some of our institutions, one of our
great secret weapons in America, one
of our great strengths. One reason for
that is because of Federal grants and
loans.

It all started not with the Pell grant
but just at the end of World War II
with the GI bill for veterans. It was a
college scholarship. Actually, it was an
educational scholarship the veterans
could spend wherever they wished, and
the ‘“‘wherever they wished” point is
the important point because many of
those men and some women who came
back from World War II used their GI
bill money to go to high school. Some
used it to go to college in other coun-
tries of the world.

No one said you can’t go to the Uni-
versity of Delaware or you must go to
Notre Dame or you can’t go to Brown
University or you can’t go to a Histori-
cally Black College. The GI bill for vet-
erans followed the student to the col-
lege of that student’s choice.

It was not universally popular. The
president of the University of Chicago,
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Mr. Hutchins, said at the time that it
would create a campus full of hobos be-
cause college at that time was for a
very limited number of Americans.

At the end of World War II, only 5
percent of Americans 25 and older had
completed at least 4 years of college.
But today, according to the most re-
cent figures, that figure is six times
that. Nearly 30 percent of Americans
have completed 4 years of college.

First, the GI bill after World War II,
then the Pell grant in 1973, then the
various loans the Federal Government
allows for students. So today, 60 per-
cent of the men and women who go to
American colleges and universities
have a Federal grant or Federal loan to
help them pay for college.

It is never easy to afford college. The
average tuition at a 4-year private
school is about $25,000 today, and you
add to that your living expenses. It is
important to remember that an aver-
age tuition at a 4-year public univer-
sity is about $6,500, and the average
tuition and fees for community col-
leges is $2,400.

So Senator Pell, by his leadership
and his work as chairman of the Edu-
cation Subcommittee of our Health,
Education, and Labor Committee,
helped add to the legacy of the GI bill
for veterans and helped make it pos-
sible for so many Americans to go to
college.

I wish to conclude my remarks and
honor Senator Pell with a thought
about our future. I have always won-
dered why if the Pell grant was such a
good idea for colleges, why don’t we try
it for kindergarten through the 12th
grade.

We seem to overlook the fact that
American students can choose their
college and the money follows the stu-
dent to the college. It might be Nash-
ville Auto Diesel College. It might be
Harvard University. But we don’t give
the money to the school, we give it to
the student to decide where to go. That
was a happy accident that happened
with the GI bill, and it was a happy ac-
cident that happened in 1973.

I remember saying to one distin-
guished Member of this body: You
know, the Pell grant is a voucher.

This Senator recoiled from that and
said: I am opposed to vouchers.

I said: But you are not opposed to the
Pell grant, are you?

And she said: Well, no, that is dif-
ferent.

I would argue that is not different at
all. What we have done in kindergarten
to 12th grade is give the money di-
rectly to institutions, and we, in that
sense, create local educational monop-
olies and limit the amount of competi-
tion in choice.

We can look at our experience with
higher education and see how it is gen-
erally considered to be by far the best
in the world. We not only have the best
colleges and universities in the world,
we have almost all of them. Then we
look at our system of Kkindergarten
through the 12th grade.
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The Presiding Officer has been Gov-
ernor of his State. He worked hard on
charter schools. We have all tried
many different ideas to try to improve
kindergarten through 12th grade, but
we have never quite seemed to be able
to make it as effective as our success
with higher education.

That is why in 2004 I suggested on the
Senate floor that we try the idea of a
Pell grant for kids. I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
following my remarks the remarks 1
made on the Senate floor on May 17,
2004, about Pell grants for kids.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See Exhibit 1.)

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, to
summarize them, they were simply
this: Why not look to the example of
our higher education system and try it
with kindergarten through the 12th
grade? The Pell grants for kids I pro-
posed was to give every single child
from a middle- or low-income family a
$500 scholarship that would follow
them to the school or other accredited
academic program of their choice.
These would be new Federal dollars so
no district would see its share of
money from Washington cut, and it
would give less wealthy families many
of the same choices that families with
money already have.

As one example, across our country
we see art and music lessons cut in
schools. As budgets get tight, they are
the first things that are cut. The kids
who go to the schools from the areas
that have less money from property
taxes and less money from sales taxes
are not able to have the art and music
courses. If they had a $500 Pell grant
for kids, they might take it to an after-
school program for art or afterschool
program for music, or the parents
might get together and go to the
school the children attend and say:
Look, there are 20 of us with these $500
Pell grants. We will all come here if
you hire an art teacher part time or a
music teacher part time. It would give
parents some consumer power, it would
give children opportunities, and it
would give schools with less money
more money.

This is an idea I hope we can seri-
ously consider as we look ahead to the
future of American public education.
We should recognize that there are a
great many school districts with chil-
dren who have less money and less of a
tax base than others and that we have
had a wonderful example with the GI
bill for veterans and with Pell grants
in colleges and universities.

So why not try it in a limited way to
see if it would help improve oppor-
tunity and education in kindergarten
through the 12th grade as it has in col-
lege.

My main purpose today is to honor
Claiborne Pell. He served 36 years with
distinction. He contributed greatly to
the opportunities of education in
America. He did it with dignity, and he
did it with intelligence. We respect
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him, we miss him, and we honor his
legacy.
I yield the floor.
EXHIBIT 1

A half century after Brown v. Board of
Education, education on equal terms still
eludes too many African-American school
children. Secretary of Education Rod Paige
has called America’s persistent racial
achievement gap ‘‘the civil rights issue of
our time.”

By the 12th grade, only one in six black
students and one in five Hispanic students
are reading at grade level. Math scores are
equally disturbing. Only 3 percent of blacks
and 4 percent of Hispanics test at proficient
levels by their senior year. By another
standard, about 60 percent of African-Amer-
ican children read at or below basic level at
the end of the 4th grade, while 75 percent of
white students read at basic or above at the
end of the 4th grade.

There is still a huge achievement gap
among African-American children and white
children. The No Child Left Behind Act’s sys-
tem of standards and accountability is cre-
ating a foundation for closing the gap. But
funding disparities between rich and poor—
too often minority children attend poorer
schools—school districts remain a stubborn
contributor to inequality. Between 1996 and
2000, poor students fell further behind their
wealthier peers in seven out of nine key indi-
cators, including reading, math and science.

These outcomes cry out for a different
model, one that helps address funding and
equality without raising property taxes; that
introduces entrepreneurship and choice into
a system of monopolies; and that offers
school districts more federal dollars to im-
plement the requirements of No Child Left
Behind with fewer strings—in other words,
more federal dollars, fewer federal strings,
and more parental say over how the federal
dollars are spent.

Does this sound too good to be true? I
would suggest it is not.

Look no further than our nation’s best-in-
the-world higher educational system. There
we find the Pell grant program, which has di-
versified and strengthened America’s col-
leges and universities by applying the prin-
ciples of autonomy and competition. This
year, $13 billion in Pell grants and work
study and $42 billion in student loans will
follow America’s students to the colleges of
their choice. This is in sharp contrast to the
local monopolies we have created in kinder-
garten through the 12th grade education,
where dollars flow directly to schools with
little or no say from parents.

That is why I am proposing Pell Grants for
Kids, an annual $500 scholarship that would
follow every middle- and low-income child to
the school or other accredited academic pro-
gram of his or her parent’s choosing. These
are new federal dollars, so no district would
see a cut in its share of Washington’s $35 bil-
lion annual appropriations for K-12, and in-
creases in funding for students with disabil-
ities would continue. Armed with new pur-
chasing power, parents could directly sup-
port their school’s priorities, or they could
pay for tutoring, for lessons and other serv-
ices in the private market. Parents in afflu-
ent school districts do this all the time.

Pell Grants for Kids would give less
wealthy families the same opportunities—an
example is the Holiday family in Nashville,
Tennessee.

Raymon Holiday is a 6th grader who re-
cently won the American Lung Association
of Tennessee’s clean air poster contest. I was
there when he won the 10-speed bicycle you
get for winning this poster competition. I
met his father, an art major, and his grand-
father, a retired art teacher. They told me
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his great-grandfather was a musician. So you
can see where Raymon Holiday gets his in-
stincts. His grandfather, the retired art
teacher, lamented to me that art classes are
usually the first to go when school budgets
are cut. With Pell Grants for Kids, in a typ-
ical middle school of 600 students, Raymon
might be one of 500 middle- or low-income
students who qualify to receive a $500 Pell
grant. His middle school would see a $250,000
increase in funding. Raymon would be as-
sured of art lessons.

The Pell grant model also encourages great
American entrepreneurship. Enterprising
principals, like Raymon’s principal, might
design programs to attract parental invest-
ment: advanced math classes, writing work-
shops, after school programs, English les-
sons—whatever is lacking due to funding
constraints.

Surveys continue to show that while
Americans are concerned with the state of
public education, most support their own
child’s public school.

Herman Smith, superintendent of schools
in Bryan, Texas, would welcome the $6 mil-
lion that would accompany 13,500 eligible
Bryan students—90 percent of his district.
Bryan is right next door to College Station,
home of Texas A&M where, according to
Smith, their budget cuts are larger than
Bryan dreams of spending for new programs
and personnel. Property values there are
double those in Bryan, as is the per-pupil ex-
penditure. Not surprisingly, Bryan’s popu-
lation is almost half African-American or
Latino, while College Station is three-quar-
ters white.

With 30 million American school children
eligible for Pell Grants for Kids, my fellow
fiscal conservatives are probably raising an
eyebrow. But please listen. Every year, Con-
gress appropriates increases in funding for
kindergarten through the 12th grade. What I
am offering here is a plan to earmark most
of these new dollars—aside from increases in
spending for children with disabilities—for
parents to spend on educational programs of
their choice. Otherwise, we will continue to
invest in the same bureaucracies that have
disappointed poor and minority families for
too long.

Pell Grants for Kids could be implemented
gradually, starting with kindergarten and
1st grade at an initial cost of $2.5 billion. If
the program had been in place during Presi-
dent Bush’s first two years in office, the
extra $4.5 billion spent on K-12 education—
again, not counting another $3 billion for
children with disabilities—would have
created $500 scholarships for all nine million
middle- and low-income students through
the 3rd grade.

We have had 50 years to deliver an Amer-
ican education on equal terms to all stu-
dents. But a baffling commitment to the sta-
tus quo has prevented us from living up to
Brown’s noble legacy. This anniversary pre-
sents the perfect opportunity to inaugurate
a new era, one that uses the strategy that
helped to create the best colleges to help cre-
ate the best schools. Let us start with Pell
Grants for Kids and move on from there
‘“‘with all deliberate speed.”’

I would like to make several additional re-
marks about Pell Grants for Kids.

As I mentioned, the idea is a pretty simple
one—significantly new federal dollars, fewer
federal strings, and more say by parents
about how the money is spent.

To give you an idea of how much money
that would be, I have taken a quick look at
my home state of Tennessee. Tennessee has
938,000 students in kindergarten through the
12th grade. Pell Grants for Kids would be eli-
gible to all those students who are from fam-
ilies below the state median income. The
state median income for a family of four in
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Tennessee is about $56,000. So for families
who have an income of $56,000 or below, each
of their children would have a $500 scholar-
ship that would follow that child to the
school or other approved academic program
of his or her parents’ choice.

In June I hope to introduce a piece of legis-
lation, hopefully with a bipartisan group of
senators. In July, Sen. Gregg and I have al-
ready discussed a hearing, which we will
have in the Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions Committee. And then perhaps next
year, the President of the United States
might want to make this a part of his budg-
et.

I believe it is time in this country to rec-
ognize we need to give poor and middle-in-
come parents more of the same choices of
educational opportunities wealthier families
have and that we may be able to do this
without harming our public schools. We have
had, since World War II, scholarships that
have followed students to the educational in-
stitutions of their choice, and they have
done nothing but help to create opportunity
and create the best system of colleges and
universities in the world. I think we ought to
use the same idea to try to create the best
schools in the world.

We estimate about 60 percent of all of Ten-
nessee students would be eligible for a $500
Pell grant. In some of the rural counties
where there are a great many poor children,
it might be 90 percent of the students. In
other places—such as Davidson County,
Maryville, and Oak Ridge—it might be a
smaller percentage.

But all in all, there should be about 562,000
students in Tennessee who would be eligible.
This would bring an additional $281 million
to Tennessee for K-12 education, and parents
would have a say over how that money is
spent.

Often when this issue comes up and we
talk about spending more federal dollars for
local schools, the senators on my side of the
aisle get a little hot under the collar. We do
not want to spend any more federal money
for local schools. On the other hand, when we
say let’s give the parents more say on how
the money is spent, the collars get a little
hot on the other side of the aisle because
they are reluctant to give parents more
choice.

This is a conflict of principles. It is the
principle of equal opportunity—giving par-
ents more choices. But there is another valid
principle on the other side. It is called ‘‘e
pluribus unum.” We have public schools,
common schools, to teach our common cul-
ture, and we do not want to harm them. It is
a proper debate in this body to say—let’s ask
questions, if we are giving parents more say,
more choices. Will that harm our common
schools? And there is a proper way to ask in
this Senate: Can we wisely spend that much
more money? This is quite a bit more money.

Fully funded, Pell Grants for Kids pro-
grams would cost $15 billion in new federal
dollars a year. It would add about $500 to the
$600 we now spend on each of the children in
America today from the federal government.
Only about 7 or 8 percent of the dollars we
spend on children comes from the federal
government. So it would be about a 70 per-
cent increase in federal funding for every
middle- or low-income child fully funded.

We are proposing to do this over a long pe-
riod of time. Basically, to add to the new
money that we would appropriate every year
for K-12 and give most of that to Pell Grants
for Kids. This would create more equality in
funding for poor districts. It would especially
help African-American and minority kids. It
would provide extra dollars to implement
the standards of No Child Left Behind, and it
would introduce for the first time into our
K-12 system the principle that has created
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the best colleges in the world—the idea of
letting money follow students to the institu-
tion of their choice.

Over the next several weeks, I will be dis-
cussing this with individual senators. I have
not prepared a piece of legislation yet be-
cause I don’t want to stand up and say: here
it is, take it or leave it. Let’s say one team
says no choice and one team says no money,
then we are back where we were. I am look-
ing for ways to advance the debate.

I don’t believe we are going to be spending
much more money through the federal gov-
ernment in the same way we are doing it
today. A lot of senators, and I am one of
them, do not want to spend more federal dol-
lars through programs that have lots of fed-
eral controls. We have seen the limit of com-
mand and control from Washington, D.C.,
with No Child Left Behind. That program
will work. But I don’t believe we can expect
to give many more orders from Washington
to make schools in Schenectady, Nashville,
and Anniston, Alabama and Sacramento,
better. That has to happen in local commu-
nities.

The right strategy is significantly new fed-
eral dollars with fewer federal strings and
more parental say about how those dollars
are spent. This does not have to be a Repub-
lican versus Democrat idea. I am not the au-
thor of this idea.

In 1947, the G.I. bill for Veterans was en-
acted. Since that time, federal dollars have
followed students to the colleges of their
choice. Today, 60 percent of America’s col-
lege students have a federal grant or loan
that follows them to the college of their
choice.

When I was president of the University of
Tennessee, it never occurred to me to say to
the Congress: I hope you do not appropriate
any money for children to go to Howard Uni-
versity or Notre Dame or Brigham Young or
Vanderbilt or Morehouse or the University of
Alabama. We give people choices. Or put it
another way, in my neck of the woods, what
if we told everyone where they had to go to
college? What if we said, Sen. Sessions, you
have to go to the University of Tennessee.
We said to young Lamar Alexander: You
have to go to University of Alabama. Civil
wars have been fought over such things.

That is exactly what we do in K-12. We
give people choice and have created the best
colleges in the world. We give them no
choices, and we have schools that we wish
were better. So the idea would be to try what
worked for colleges here in K-12.

I said I was not the only one to think of
this. There was the G.I. bill for Veterans—
that was bipartisan—after World War II;
maybe the best piece of social legislation we
ever passed in the history of our country.

In 1968, Ted Sizer, perhaps the most re-
nowned educator in America today, proposed
a poor children’s Bill of Rights: $5,000 for
every poor child to go to any school of his or
her choice, an LBJ power-of-the-people, lib-
eral, Democratic idea at the time. In 1970,
President Nixon proposed, basically, giving
grants to poor children to choose among all
schools. The man who wrote that speech for
President Nixon was a man named Pat Moy-
nihan. He was a U.S. Senator. In 1979, he and
Sen. Ribicoff, two Democrats, introduced es-
sentially exactly the idea I am proposing
today. In fact, in 1979 Sens. Ribicoff and
Moynihan proposed amending the Federal
Pell Grant Act and simply applying it to ele-
mentary and secondary students.

At that time, when the Pell grant was $200
to $1,800, a 3rd grader could get a Pell grant,
or if you were a high school student and you
were poor, you could get a Pell grant.

Senator Moynihan said to this body in 1979:
“Precisely the same reason ought to apply to
elementary and secondary schooling—if, that
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is, we are serious about educational and plu-
ralism and providing educational choice to
low- and middle-income families similar to
those routinely available to upper income
families.”

This was the impulse behind the basic edu-
cational opportunity grants program as en-
acted by Congress in 1972. He was talking
about Pell grants. It was the impulse by the
presidential message to Congress which I
drafted in 1970 which proposed such a pro-
gram. It is the impulse to provide equality of
educational opportunity to every American,
and it is as legitimate and important an im-
pulse at the primary and secondary school
level as it is at the college level.

I am going to strongly urge my colleagues
not to make a reflexive reaction to this idea
because, on the one hand, it has too much
money, or on the other hand, it has some
choice. Think back over our history and
think of our future and realize we have the
best colleges and we do not have the best
schools. Why don’t we use the formula that
created the best colleges to help create the
best schools?

I ask unanimous consent to have printed in
the Congressional Record at the conclusion
of my remarks Sen. Moynihan’s statement in
the Senate in 1980, and following Sen. Moy-
nihan’s remarks, an article which I wrote for
the publication Education Next, which is
being published this week, entitled ‘‘Putting
Parents in Charge.”

This article goes into some detail about
the Pell Grants for Kids proposal. I look for-
ward over the next several weeks to working
with my colleagues, accepting their ideas
and suggestions about how we improve our
schools.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk (John
Merlino) proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAR-
PER). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The Senator from West Virginia is
recognized.

———
FIFTY YEARS IN THE SENATE
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, in my

multivolume history of the Senate, I
noted that the Senate is ‘‘the anchor of
our republic.” It is, I wrote, ‘‘the morn-
ing and evening star in the American
constitutional constellation.” Today, I
recall those words because I am even
more convinced that the Senate still
stands as the great forum of constitu-
tional American liberty.

For five decades—that is a pretty
long time—I have seen this Senate
weather the storms of adversity, with-
stand the barbs of cynics and the at-
tacks of critics as it provided contin-
uous stability and strength to our
great country during periods of strife
and uncertainty. The Senate has served
our country so well because great and
courageous Senators have always been
willing to stay the course through the
continuum and to keep the faith. The
Senate will continue to do so as long as
there are Members of the Senate who
understand the Senate’s constitutional
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role and who zealously guard the Sen-
ate’s powers.

It has been said that this institu-
tion—meaning the Senate—has a life of
its own. That may be true. I also know
from my 50 years of service in this
Chamber that the life of the Senate is
rooted in the character of the men and
the women who serve in the Senate.
During my five decades of service here,
I have had the high honor and the great
privilege of serving with some of the
finest and a few of the greatest Sen-
ators in history. This distinguished list
includes my mentors, Senator Richard
Brevard Russell, Senator Lyndon
Baines Johnson, Senator John Calhoun
Stennis, and Senator Mike Mansfield.
It includes the great Margaret K.
Smith, who never for a moment hesi-
tated to follow her conscience. It in-
cludes Barry Goldwater, and it includes
Phil Gramm, both of whom were spear
carriers for the Reagan revolution. It
includes those giants of the Senate,
Howard Baker and Mark Hatfield, both
of whom exemplified stunning political
courage. And of course any list of
greats must include our own beloved
TED KENNEDY, who went from being a
bitter adversary in the beginning of my
years to my dearest friend. It has been
an honor and a great privilege to have
served with these Senators and with so
many others who have contributed and
who still contribute to the Senate to
make it the great institution it has be-
come. I hope and I pray to the Good
Lord that in my 50 years here, I have
also made a small but positive con-
tribution, and I pray that I will con-
tinue to do so.

Because of the good people of West
Virginia, my half century—my 50
years—of service in this Chamber has
allowed the foster son of an impover-
ished coal miner from the hills of
southern West Virginia—and the wife
of that coal miner to have a son—to
have the opportunity to walk with
Kings, to meet with Prime Ministers,
and to debate with Presidents. I have
had the privilege not only to witness
but also to participate in much of
America’s history. From the beginning
and the apex of the Cold War to the
collapse of the Soviet Union, from my
opposition to the 1964 Civil Rights Act
to my role in securing the funds for the
building of the memorial to Martin Lu-
ther King, from my support for the war
in Vietnam to my opposition to Mr.
Bush’s war with Iraq, I have served
here, and I have loved every second of
every blessed minute of it.

My half century of service in the
great Senate has also allowed me to ex-
perience profound changes in this insti-
tution. Unfortunately, not all of them
have been for the best.

During my tenure, especially in re-
cent years, this Chamber has become
bitterly partisan. All of us already
know this, so I will not belabor the
point other than to say we should do
better. I will point out that we should
do something about the vitriol before
it destroys the Senate and the people’s
faith in the Senate.
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If anyone thinks I am exaggerating, 1
will give just one example. The fili-
buster is a prime guarantee of the prin-
ciple of minority rights in the Senate.
The filibuster is a device by which a
single Senator can bring the Senate to
a halt if that Senator believes his
cause is just. But our partisan warfare
has often transformed this unique, fun-
damental Senate tool into a political
weapon which has been abused. As a re-
sult, there have lately been efforts to
abolish it. If this should ever happen, a
vital and historic protection of the lib-
erties of the American people will be
lost, and the Senate will cease to func-
tion as the one institution that has
provided protection for the views and
the prerogatives of a minority.

I lament the ever-increasing costs of
running for a Senate seat. In 1958, Jen-
nings Randolph and I spent a combined
$50,000 to win the two Senate seats in
West Virginia. Today, Senators can ex-
pect to spend about $7 million. Too
much of a lawmaker’s time, too much
of a lawmaker’s energy is now con-
sumed in raising money for the next
election or to pay off the last one.

I lament that too many legislators in
both parties continue to regard the
Chief Executive in a roll much more
elevated than the Framers of the Con-
stitution ever intended. The Framers
of the Constitution did not envision
the Office of the President of the
United States as having the attributes
of royalty. We as legislators have a re-
sponsibility to work with the Chief Ex-
ecutive, but it was intended for this to
be a two-way street, not a one-way
street. The Senate must again rise and
be the coequal branch of Government
which the Constitution of the United
States intended it to be.

I lament the decline of the thorough-
ness of Senate committee hearings. In
its classic study, ‘‘Congressional Gov-
ernment,”” Woodrow Wilson pointed out
that the ‘“‘informing function of Con-
gress is its most important function.”
This was revealed in 1973 when, after 8
days of hearings and after hours upon
hours of questioning, L. Patrick Gray,
President Nixon’s nominee to be Direc-
tor of the FBI, revealed that White
House counselor John Dean had lied—
lied—lied—to FBI investigators, thus
beginning the unraveling of the Water-
gate coverup. Today, we have the
knowledge this could not happen with
the time restrictions that are in place
on the Senate’s hearings.

I am pleased to say that during my
half century in the Senate, there have
also been positive changes in the Sen-
ate. I will mention a few. The first is
the Senate has become more open and
the Senate has become more con-
stituent friendly. This was highlighted
in 1986 when television cameras were fi-
nally installed and the American peo-
ple all across this country could watch
their Senators debate the issues of the
day on C-SPAN. I am proud to have
been a part—though a small part—but
a part of that innovation.

During my tenure, the Senate has be-
come more open and it has become
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more diverse. When I came here in 1959,
there was only one—one female Sen-
ator. In the 111th Congress, there are 17
women in the Senate. In the 50 years
prior to my service, not a single—not
one African American was elected to
the Senate. During my 50 years here,
three African Americans have been
elected to the Senate. This is a small
number, but one of those three has now
been elected to the highest office in the
land—President of the United States.
So, my fellow colleagues, we have come
a very, very, very long way.

Let me conclude my remarks by sim-
ply acknowledging it has been a won-
derful 50 years serving in this ‘‘great
forum of constitutional American lib-
erty.” I only wish my darling wife, who
now sings in the heavenly choir above,
were here today to say with me that I
look forward—yes, look forward to the
next 50 years. Amen. Amen.

That concludes my remarks.

I yield the floor and I say good night
to the Chair and all the people here.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SANDERS). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————

MINNESOTA SENATE RACE

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, ear-
lier today there were some comments
about the Minnesota Senate race that I
would like to briefly address. The only
people who have pronounced the Min-
nesota Senate race over are Wash-
ington Democrats and the candidate
who is the current custodian of the
most votes. The people of Minnesota
certainly do not believe the Minnesota
Senate race is over. The Minneapolis
Star Tribune, which never could be
confused for a conservative publica-
tion, wrote an editorial in their paper
today entitled, ‘‘Court Review is Key
in Senate Recount.”

Writing about yesterday’s Can-
vassing Board findings, the editorial
says—and again, this is in today’s Min-
neapolis Star Tribune—the editorial
today says:

As Minnesotans are learning, that deter-
mination is not the same as declaring a win-
ner in this amazingly close race.

It went on to say:

Both Franken and Coleman should want
court-ordered answers to questions that the
Canvassing Board could not answer.

The winner of this contest deserves the le-
gitimacy that would come with a court’s po-
litically independent finding that he got
more votes than his opponent.

The bottom line is this: The Senate
race in Minnesota will be determined
by Minnesotans, not here in the Sen-
ate.

———

OPENING OF THE 111TH CONGRESS

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, the
opening of a new Congress is always an
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important moment in the life of our
Nation. Every time a gavel falls on a
new legislative term, we are reminded
of the grandeur of the document we are
sworn to uphold. We are grateful to the
citizens of our respective States—in
my case the people of Kentucky—who
give us the opportunity to serve. We
are thankful once again that the U.S.
Constitution has endured to guarantee
the freedom and the prosperity of so
many for so long.

The growth of our Nation over the
years is one of the most remarkable
feats of man, and it was far from inevi-
table. When Congress first organized
under the Constitution, the United
States consisted of 11 States and 3 mil-
lion citizens. Today, more people than
that live in Kentucky alone. Yet de-
spite a bloody Civil War, the arrival of
millions of immigrants, economic col-
lapse, World Wars, social unrest, and
the long-delayed realization of Amer-
ica’s original promise of equality for
all, we have come together as a body
and as a nation. We have not just en-
dured these things, we have flourished,
and that is well worth remembering
and celebrating as the 111th Congress
convenes.

As we meet in January of 2009, Amer-
ica faces many serious challenges.
None is more urgent than our troubled
economy. President-elect Obama was
one of those who recognized the grav-
ity of the current troubles early on. He
reassured many by fielding a solid
team of economic advisers. He agrees
with Republicans that we should put
more money in the pockets of middle-
class American families by cutting
their taxes, and he has proposed work-
ing with Republicans to create jobs and
to encourage long-term economic sta-
bility with a massive domestic spend-
ing bill the details of which Members
of Congress and the American people
are increasingly eager to see.

After a long and rough campaign sea-
son, it is encouraging for many Ameri-
cans to see that the two parties in
Washington are in broad agreement
about something so important to their
daily lives. And Republicans will work
with President-elect Obama to make
sure that as we consider this legisla-
tion the taxpayer is not taken for a
ride.

All of us agree the economy needs
help. We are concerned and taxpayers
are concerned. But if we are going to
appropriate an unprecedented amount
of money from the Treasury for this
spending bill, it is absolutely essential
that we determine up front whether
the spending is going to be wasteful or
wise.

Specifically, the American people
should have at least a week, and it
looks as if we will have more than
that, to see what this enormous spend-
ing plan includes. President Clinton
proposed a $16 billion stimulus package
in his first year in office. Congress,
back in 1993, rejected it for being too
expensive. Now Democrats in Congress
are proposing a stimulus that would
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cost taxpayers more than 50 times
what President Clinton’s would have
cost.

This potentially $1 trillion bill would
be one of the largest spending bills in
U.S. history. It would increase the def-
icit by a half trillion dollars overnight
and deepen an already enormous na-
tional debt.

Before we all agree to it, the Amer-
ican people need to see the details.
They need to be able to see for them-
selves whether this is money well
spent. If lawmakers think it is, then
they need to make a convincing case to
the people who are paying for it.

Now, 16 years ago we rejected a simi-
lar stimulus the size of the Minnesota
State budget. We should not be rushed
into voting for a bill that, by any esti-
mate, will be bigger than all 50 State
budgets combined, especially when
many of the jobs it promises will not
even materialize for another year. If we
are serious about protecting the tax-
payer, these projects will be awarded
through a fair and open process and al-
lowed to compete with other priorities
in the budget. We should encourage,
not discourage, questions about this
bill in a reckless rush to meet an arbi-
trary deadline. We should be open to
new ideas aimed at protecting the tax-

payer.
Here are three new ideas worth con-
sidering: Congressional Democrats

have talked about sending hundreds of
billions of dollars to the States. If we
loan those funds rather than give them
away, States will be far less likely to
spend the money frivolously, and the
taxpayer would have greater assurance
their money is well spent.

Idea No. 2: Congress has had nearly 1
year to review the fiscal 2009 spending
requests. These remaining bills now
make up a $400 billion Omnibus appro-
priations bill. This is a bill that meets
the level of spending proposed for the
stimulus, and it is a bill that could
pass Congress by Inauguration Day. If
speed is one of the goals, it strikes me
that passing the omnibus achieves that
goal.

Idea No. 3, middle-class tax relief:
One way to get more money into peo-
ple’s pockets quickly is to increase the
size of their paychecks immediately.
An immediate 10 percent cut in taxes
for nearly 30 million Americans would
provide a significant jolt to the econ-
omy that all of us want. These are
ideas on which both parties could
agree. Each of them is designed to pro-
tect and empower the taxpayer. So
let’s consider them. But either way the
American people should be in on this
spending plan because the potential for
waste and abuse is enormous.

Now, some loose-lipped local politi-
cians have already described the grant
as ‘‘free money’” from Washington.
Others openly hope to use it on frivo-
lous pet projects that no sensible tax-
payer would sign off on if they had a
choice. The American people do not
want to be pick-pocketed. They do not
want to be taken advantage of. They
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want a real return on their investment,
and all of us should be eager to show
that we understand the difference.

President-elect Obama has said a
stimulus plan will have to create jobs,
have an immediate impact, and lead to
the strengthening of the long-term
economy. Republicans agree, and we
will help to ensure just that by insist-
ing on scrutiny and oversight in the
face of pressure on congressional
Democrats from interest groups and
local politicians.

Here is an issue on which the Repub-
licans and Democrats can work to-
gether for a positive result for the
American people. My hope is that once
we achieve it, we will have a model to
build on for the remainder of the 111th
Congress. The opportunities for co-
operation are numerous. Throughout
his campaign, President-elect Obama
spoke about the importance of a strong
national defense. He spoke of the need
to reduce the national debt. He vowed
to go through the budget line by line to
cut wasteful programs. He pledged to
cut taxes on virtually all Americans
and on small business. And he promised
to put America on the path to energy
independence within the next 10 years.
These are all goals Republicans sup-
port. At this moment, nothing should
stand in the way of our achieving them
together.

I have told the new President I am
eager to work with him. I have told
him he can expect cooperation on the
confirmation of qualified nominees to
key Cabinet posts so the American peo-
ple do not have to worry about a power
vacuum at places such as the Pen-
tagon, the State Department, Treas-
ury, or Homeland Security. I have dis-
cussed with him something he already
knows but which is worth repeating on
the first day of the new Congress. When
it comes to new Presidents, history of-
fers a clear path, a clear path to suc-
cess and a clear path to failure.

Some new Presidents have chosen to
work with the other party to confront
the big issues of the day that neither
party is willing or able to tackle on its
own. Others have decided they would
rather team up with members of their
own party and focus on narrow, par-
tisan issues that only appeal to a tiny
sliver of the populace but which lack
the support of the American main-
stream.

In my view, the choice at this par-
ticular moment is clear. If the new
President pursues the former course,
our chances of achieving a positive for
the American people will be strong.
The parties will continue to disagree.
This is good for democracy, but polit-
ical conflict is not an end in itself. At
this moment we have an opportunity
to show the American people, and we
know that.

The majority leader has mentioned
that this year the opening of Congress
coincides with two important anniver-
saries. The first is Senator BYRD’s 50th
anniversary. This feat of longevity has
no equal in the history of this body,
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and this is quite fitting for a Senator
who has no equal in the history of this
body.

When ROBERT CARLYLE BYRD took
the oath of office on January 5, 1959, he
could not have known that he would be
the longest serving Senator in U.S. his-
tory or that he would one day write
this body’s definitive history. But
through the support of his beloved
Erma, his legendary devotion to our
Constitution, and his tireless will to
improve the lives of the people of his
State, the senior Senator from West
Virginia has accomplished a remark-
able feat, and today we honor him for
it.

The other anniversary we commemo-
rate today is no doubt dear to Senator
BYRD’s heart because 150 years ago this
very month the Senate moved from its
old home down the hall, where we had
the reenactment of the swearing in of
new Senators today—its old home
down the hall, to the room we are in
now. This transition meant far more in
its day than the mere packing of books
and rearranging of desks because back
then, as now, every expansion of the
Capitol has come with a fresh realiza-
tion of the great adaptability of the
U.S. Constitution and is further proof
of its greatness.

According to the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, the man who was selected to
speak on the occasion of the Senate’s
relocation in 1859 was John
Breckenridge, a Democrat and a Ken-
tuckian who served as Vice President
under President Buchanan.

In his remarks, Breckenridge offered
an eloquent lesson on the history of
the Senate and, after paying appro-
priate tribute to the heroes of the Rev-
olution, he made an intriguing sugges-
tion to the Senators of his day.
Breckenridge suggested that the Sen-
ators of 1859 had an even greater re-
sponsibility than the Senators of 1789
because, as he put it, ‘‘the population,
extent, and the power of our country
surpass the dawning promise of its ori-
gin.”

If this was true in 1859, it is truer
still in 2009. Americans have seen quite
vividly over the past 8 years, and even
over the past few months, that the
challenges which confront America and
our response to those challenges have a
powerful effect on the wider world.

Not a single Member of this body is
unaware of the profound impact of his
or her decisions. And that is why not a
single Senator in this body wishes any-
thing but the best to President-elect
Obama.

Despite party differences, all of us
feel a certain institutional pride in
having one of our own in the White
House. And every American will feel a
special national pride when, for the
first time in our Nation’s history, an
African American man raises his hand
to recite the oath of office from the
Capitol steps.

The President-elect has promised
leadership that sees beyond the politics
of division. But that responsibility
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does not rest with the President alone.
It rests with all of us. Before Inaugura-
tion Day, there is the opening of this
111th Congress. This too is a great civic
ritual. And this too should renew our
optimism about the future of America
and our optimism about achieving
something important for the American
people over these next 2 years. Now is
our chance to deliver—not just in word,
but in deed. This is a solemn charge.
For some, it might cut against the
grain. But if we are to have a future
worthy of our past, it is a charge that
must be kept.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

——————

ERIC HOLDER CONFIRMATION
HEARING

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, with
the approaching hearings before the
Judiciary Committee on the nomina-
tion of Eric Holder to be Attorney Gen-
eral, I thought it might be useful to
frame some of the issues and put them
into perspective, at least my perspec-
tive, in advance of the hearings, and to
advise Mr. Holder in some greater de-
tail than our brief meeting, when he
paid his courtesy call a few weeks ago,
to discuss some of those issues so he
would be in a better position to re-
spond.

I begin with the view that I wish to
be helpful to President-elect Obama in
his dealings with the enormous prob-
lems which face our Nation. I have
come to know President-elect Obama
in his capacity as Senator for the last
4 years. His office is right down the
hallway. I consider him a friend, and
certainly we are in need of action on
some of the enormous problems our Na-
tion faces. We approach these problems
in the context of our constitutional
roles. The Constitution, in article I,
gives certain powers to the Congress
and, in article II, certain powers to the
executive branch. The core of our con-
stitutional Government is checks and
balances so we have that responsibility
to have oversight and to give our can-
did judgments. Frequently, it is more
helpful to say no than to say yes. When
we deal with the position of Attorney
General, we have a role which is sig-
nificantly different from other Cabinet
officers.

For example, Cabinet officers carry
out the President’s policies on a wide
variety of issues and, to an extent, so
does the Attorney General. But the At-
torney General has a significantly dif-
ferent role in his responsibility to the
people and to the rule of law. Senator
LEAHY and I wrote extensively on this
subject, published last October in Po-
litico.

Some Attorneys General have been
very compliant with the administra-
tion and have not fared very well his-
torically. Attorney General Harry
Daugherty was sullied by the Teapot
Dome scandal. Although ultimately
cleared, he resigned amid allegations of
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impropriety. We had the Attorney Gen-
eral during the administration of
President Roosevelt, Attorney General
Homer Cummings, who yielded to the
court-packing plan, certainly not the
sort of institutional integrity which we
would look for in an Attorney General.
Some Attorneys General have been
very diligent. Perhaps the best example
is Attorney General Elliot Richardson,
who resigned rather than fire Special
Prosecutor Archibald Cox during the
administration of President Nixon, and
Deputy Attorney General Bill Ruckels-
haus followed suit.

In today’s press, there are reports
about the distinguished career of At-
torney General Griffin Bell, who just
died. One of the hallmarks of Attorney
General Bell’s career was his willing-
ness to say no to President Carter, who
had appointed him. President Carter, it
is reported, wanted a certain prosecu-
tion brought. Attorney General Bell
said that it wasn’t an appropriate mat-
ter for a criminal prosecution. Attor-
ney General Bell advised President
Carter that the way he would get that
prosecution brought would be to ap-
point a compliant Attorney General,
that he would resign before he would
undertake that prosecution.

We have seen, regrettably, with the
administration of Attorney General
Alberto Gonzales, yielding to the Exec-
utive will without upholding the rule
of law; the hearings conducted by the
Judiciary Committee, for which I was
ranking member, over the termination
of U.S. attorneys; the attitude of At-
torney General Gonzales on habeas cor-
pus, testifying that there was no posi-
tive grant of habeas corpus in the Con-
stitution, notwithstanding the explicit
clause which says habeas corpus may
be suspended only in time of rebellion
or invasion. So this is a very key and
critical appointment.

The Attorney General also has enor-
mous responsibilities in advising the
President more generally on the scope
of Executive authority. Mr. Holder will
doubtless be questioned at some length
on the issue of the terrorist surveil-
lance program, warrantless wiretaps,
and the meaning of the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Act; and where
does congressional authority under ar-
ticle I stop on the flat prohibition
against wiretaps without warrants,
contrasted with the Executive’s power
as Commander in Chief under article II;
and what are the Attorney General des-
ignate’s views on attorney-client privi-
lege restrictions, a matter which he
initiated in 1999 and which has seen
further restrictions in the Thompson
memorandum and subsequently. Last
Congress I introduced legislation to try
to deal with that. There is also the re-
porter’s privilege issue, where the De-
partment of Justice has opposed the
privilege for reporters where they have
been held in contempt. A New York
Times reporter was held in jail for
some 85 days after the source of the
confidential disclosure had been ad-
dressed. These are just a few of the
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issues which we will be looking at in
the confirmation hearings of Attorney
General Holder.

With respect to Mr. Holder, specifi-
cally, he has had an outstanding aca-
demic and professional record—I ac-
knowledged that early on—prestigious
college and law school, Columbia; a
judge of the District of Columbia Supe-
rior Court; involved in Department of
Justice prosecution teams; and later
served as Deputy Attorney General.
But aside from these qualifications on
Mr. Holder’s resume, there is also the
issue of character. Sometimes it is
more important for the Attorney Gen-
eral to have the stature and the cour-
age to say no instead of to say yes.

There are three specific matters
which will be inquired into during the
course of Mr. Holder’s confirmation
hearing. The first one involves a highly
publicized pardon, the Marc Rich par-
don. Mr. Holder testified he was ‘‘not
intimately involved’ in the Rich par-
don and he assumed that regular proce-
dures were being followed. But when
you take a look at some of the details
as to what was disclosed in the hearing
by the House of Representatives and in
the hearing in the Senate Judiciary
Committee, which I chaired 15 months
after the pardon, Mr. Holder met pri-
vately with Mr. Rich’s attorney. Ac-
cording to Mr. Holder’s own testimony,
he tried to facilitate a meeting be-
tween the prosecutors in the Southern
District of New York and Rich’s attor-
ney. Rich’s attorney, Mr. Quinn, testi-
fied that Mr. Holder advised him to go
straight to the White House rather
than through the pardon office, which
is the regular procedure. Mr. Quinn
produced an e-mail from himself to a
colleague with the subject line ‘‘Eric,”
in which he noted that ‘he says go
straight to the WH, also says timing is
good. We should get it in soon.”

That is not conclusive, but these are
matters to be inquired into. The par-
don attorney was opposed to the par-
don, but he never issued a rec-
ommendation because he didn’t think
the pardon was under serious consider-
ation. Then the White House requested
Mr. Holder’s opinion, and he is quoted
as saying that he was ‘‘neutral, leaning
towards favorable” on the pardon.

On this case of the record, with the
very close connections between Mr.
Rich and very sizable contributions to
the Clinton library and very sizable
contributions to President Clinton’s
party, these questions inevitably arise
and have not been answered satisfac-
torily. During the course of the hear-
ings, both in the House and in the Sen-
ate, where I chaired the full committee
hearing, the claim of executive privi-
lege was made. We face a little dif-
ferent situation when we are looking at
a confirmation hearing for Attorney
General, in terms of the legitimate
scope of Senators’ inquiry which will
be pursued. It ought to be focused on
the fact that the charges against Rich
were very serious. They involved tax
evasion, fraud, trading with the enemy,
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with Iran. It should also be emphasized
that the U.S. attorney who prosecuted
the case was opposed to the pardon
and, in fact, refused to meet with Mr.
Rich.

The second issue which requires a
hearing on the issue of character and
the determination as to whether Mr.
Holder was yielding to the President to
give him or the Vice President a con-
clusion they wanted to hear was the
issue of the appointment of an inde-
pendent counsel on the allegations that
Vice President Gore engaged in fund-
raising from the White House in viola-
tion of Federal law.

Mr. Holder, in his capacity as Deputy
Attorney General, was advising Attor-
ney General Reno. Attorney General
Reno came to the conclusion that inde-
pendent counsel ought not to be ap-
pointed. The House of Representatives
committee filed this report:

. . the failure of the Attorney General to
follow the law and appoint an independent
counsel for the entire campaign finance in-
vestigation has been the subject of two sets
of Committee hearings. FBI Director Louis
Freeh and the Attorney General’s hand-
picked Chief Prosecutor, Charles LaBella,
wrote lengthy memos to the Attorney Gen-
eral advising her that she must appoint an
Independent Counsel under the mandatory
section of the Independent Counsel Statute.

That mandatory section does not
leave it to the discretion of the Attor-
ney General, but the Attorney General
declined to appoint independent coun-
sel.

In hearings conducted before the Sen-
ate Judiciary Subcommittee, which I
chaired, Attorney General Reno was
questioned extensively on the evidence,
which showed that hard money was
being discussed as the matter of fund-
raising to be undertaken by Vice Presi-
dent Gore.

Attorney General Reno did not con-
sider a very critical piece of evidence
written by a man named Strauss who
had attended the meetings. The
Strauss memo contained the notation
of a certain percentage of hard money
and a certain percentage of soft money.
Attorney General Reno did not con-
sider that because, as she testified, it
did not refresh the recollection of Mr.
Strauss.

Well, there are a number of excep-
tions to the hearsay rule. One is when
a piece of paper is reviewed by a wit-
ness and it refreshes his prior recollec-
tion, and another is when the witness
testifies that the notes were made con-
temporaneously with the discussion
and it constitutes prior recollection re-
corded, which is an exception to the
hearsay rule and the witness does not
have to remember what had occurred.

That critical piece of evidence was
not considered by Attorney General
Reno. So here again are issues which
are appropriate for inquiry on the char-
acter issue.

On the issue of whether Mr. Holder
will exercise sufficient independence,
Vice President Gore sought to explain
to the FBI that he was out of the room
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a good bit of the time of the discussion
because, as he had put it, he had con-
sumed a lot of iced tea on that occa-
sion. Well, these are matters which the
independent counsel statute was de-
signed to deal with, to conduct a fur-
ther investigation, to consider all of
the ramifications, and not to show fa-
voritism because the subject of an in-
vestigation happened to be the Vice
President of the United States. Mr.
Holder’s role in advising the Attorney
General on that matter, his role as
Deputy Attorney General, is an appro-
priate matter for inquiry.

The third issue to be inquired into in-
volves the hearings on the so-called
FALN organization, the Armed Forces
of Puerto Rican Nationalists. The
FALN was an organization linked to
over 150 bombings, threats,
kidnappings, and other events which
resulted in the deaths of at least six
people and the injuries of many more
between 1974 and 1983. Four of the per-
sons who received clemency were con-
victed of involvement in the $7 million
armed robbery of a Wells Fargo office.

In the face of this kind of conduct,
and in the face of a report by the par-
don attorney in the Department of Jus-
tice, the actions of Deputy Attorney
General Holder were very extensive in
what eventuated in the granting of
clemency.

The Department of Justice sent the
matter back for another evaluation,
apparently dissatisfied with the rec-
ommendation of the pardon attorney
that the clemency application ought to
be denied.

On this second occasion, according to
press accounts, the submission by the
pardon attorney ‘‘made no specific rec-
ommendation” regarding clemency,
but it did reflect that the FBI and two
U.S. attorneys’ offices opposed clem-
ency. Notwithstanding that record,
clemency was granted. It is an appro-
priate matter for inquiry to see specifi-
cally what role Mr. Holder played.

Senator HATCH, who was the chair-
man of the committee at that time,
had this to say about the conclusion:

President Clinton, who up to this point had
only commuted three sentences . . . offered
clemency to 16 members of FALN. This to
me, and really almost every Member of Con-
gress, was shocking.

Senator LEAHY joined in the criti-
cism of the grant and raised the ques-
tion about the failure of the Depart-
ment of Justice to contact the victims.
The matter came before the Senate,
which rejected and criticized the grant
of the clemency by a vote of 95 to 2.

All of these matters relate to judg-
ment and relate to whether Mr. Holder
had the kind of resoluteness displayed
by Attorney General Griffin Bell or At-
torney General Elliot Richardson to
say no to his superior.

In raising these concerns, I am rais-
ing questions. I will approach these
hearings next week—a week from
Thursday—with an open mind to give
Mr. Holder an opportunity to explain
his conduct and his actions and to see
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if, on the totality of the record, he dis-
plays the requisite character and judg-
ment and can justify the actions in
these sorts of matters which would
warrant the confidence of the Judici-
ary Committee, really representing the
confidence of the American people.

After our experience with Attorney
General Gonzales, and given the experi-
ence of other Attorneys General in the
past and the very critical role which
they play in upholding the rule of law,
these are the sorts of issues which
ought to be aired. Mr. Holder ought to
have his day in court, so to speak—the
hearing before the Judiciary Com-
mittee—to see if he can state the case
which would warrant his confirmation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a detailed statement be
printed in the RECORD at this point in
full. What I have tried to do is to sum-
marize a more detailed statement.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

HOLDER FLOOR STATEMENT

With the Judiciary Committee hearings
approaching on the nomination of the Attor-
ney General-designate Eric H. Holder, Jr., I
think it would be useful to put some of the
issues into perspective, at least my perspec-
tive. I begin with the view to help President-
elect Obama deal with the enormous prob-
lems facing our nation. I worked with then-
Senator Obama; I had an office close to his
on the Tth floor of the Hart Building, and
consider him a friend. I sent a congratula-
tory letter after the election and was pleased
to get his telephone call to discuss working
together in the new year.

The fundamentals of our continuing rela-
tionship will be governed by the Constitu-
tion. Separation of powers and checks and
balances are the basic precepts of dealings
between the Congress (Article I) and the Ex-
ecutive (Article II). My record demonstrates
my willingness to cross party lines when I
consider it appropriate—frequently to my
own political disadvantage.

The Constitution requires the President’s
choice for Attorney General to be confirmed
by the Senate—specifically, with the Sen-
ate’s ‘‘advice and consent.” On June 13, 2005,
in the context of a possible Supreme Court
nomination, Senator Leahy described his
opinion of the role of the Senate as pre-
scribed by this clause stating: ‘“The Con-
stitution provides that the President ‘shall
nominate, and by and with the Advice and
Consent of the Senate, shall appoint’ judges.
For advice to be meaningful it needs to be
informed and shared among those providing
it. . . . Bipartisan consultation would not
only make any Supreme Court selection a
better one, it would also reassure the Senate
and the American people that the process of
selecting a Supreme Court justice has not
become politicized.” (Cong. Rec. S6389) Sen-
ator Leahy’s statement is at least relevant,
if not equally applicable, to Mr. Holder’s
nomination. History demonstrates that
presidents who seek the advice of members
of the Senate prior to submitting a nomina-
tion frequently see their nominees confirmed
more quickly and with less controversy than
those who do not. A recent example is that of
President Clinton who consulted with then-
Chairman Hatch prior to nominating Justice
Ruth Bader Ginsberg and Justice Stephen
Breyer to the Supreme Court. Both nominees
were confirmed with minimal controversy.

In contrast, on the nomination of Mr.
Holder, President-elect Obama chose not to
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seek my advice or even to give me advance
notice, in my capacity as Ranking Repub-
lican on the Judiciary Committee, which is
his prerogative. Had he done so, I could have
given him some facts about Mr. Holder’s
background that he might not have known,
based on my experience on the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee. For example, in 1999, I
chaired a Senate Judiciary Committee over-
sight task force that investigated whether
the Department of Justice fulfilled its re-
sponsibilities in investigating the Waco
siege, Chinese nuclear spying, and alleged
campaign-finance abuses by Democrats dur-
ing the 1996 elections. As part of that inves-
tigation, I chaired six hearings before the
Judiciary Committee’s Subcommittee on Ad-
ministrative Oversight and the Courts, dur-
ing which we heard from numerous witnesses
and reviewed many documents. The insight
gained during that investigation might have
been valuable to President-elect Obama, be-
cause Mr. Holder was Deputy Attorney Gen-
eral (DAG) of the Justice Department from
1997 until 2001 and, therefore, played a piv-
otal role in determining the level and scope
of the Justice Department’s investigation of
these important matters. I also chaired the
Senate Judiciary Committee’s 2001 hearing
on the controversial pardons of international
fugitives Marc Rich and Pincus Green. Dur-
ing that hearing, the Committee heard testi-
mony from Mr. Holder on his role in those
pardons. I will describe some of the details
on those matters shortly. Based on my role
on those investigations, I could have pro-
vided President-elect Obama with informa-
tion on Mr. Holder that he might not other-
wise have had and might have found useful.

Seeking to be helpful to the new adminis-
tration does not necessarily mean agreement
on all matters. Sometimes saying ‘“‘no’”” may
be more helpful, but may not appear to be at
the time.

I acknowledge the many good features
about Mr. Holder’s education and profes-
sional background. He received his B.A. from
Columbia University in 1973 and his J.D.
from Columbia Law School in 1976. Fol-
lowing law school, Mr. Holder pursued a ca-
reer in public service, first as a trial attor-
ney in the Public Integrity Section of the
Department of Justice, then as an Associate
Judge for the Superior Court of the District
of Columbia, next as the United States At-
torney for D.C., and then as Deputy Attorney
General and, for a short period, as Acting At-
torney General. Following his tenure at the
Department of Justice, Mr. Holder joined the
D.C. office of Covington & Burling, LLP as a
partner.

In addition to the accomplishments on a
nominee’s resume, however, there is a crit-
ical qualification of character in upholding
principles when tempted to yield to expedi-
ency by being a ‘‘yes man’ to please a supe-
rior or to accommodate a friend. As Chair-
man Leahy and I noted in an op-ed we co-au-
thored last October and published in Polit-
ico, ‘“‘[Ilndependence is also an indispensable
quality in an attorney general. . . . Regret-
tably, we have seen what happens when an
attorney general ignores this basic tenet and
considers the president, not the American
people, as his principal. We must ensure that
the rule of law never plays second fiddle to
the partisan desires of political operatives.”

American history provides several exam-
ples of Attorneys General whose independ-
ence was tested; some succumbed to being
‘“‘yves men” and some resolutely said ‘‘no.”
One example of an Attorney General who
may have been swayed by political pressure
was Harry M. Daugherty (51st Attorney Gen-
eral under Presidents Harding and Coolidge,
1921-1924). In 1924, the Senate launched an in-
vestigation into the failure of the Attorney
General to prosecute those implicated in the
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Teapot Dome Scandal, which was headed by
Democratic Senator Burton K. Wheeler of
Montana. The investigation included an ex-
amination of Mr. Daugherty’s involvement
in the scandal and why he failed to prosecute
the Secretary of the Interior and others im-
plicated. Although Mr. Daugherty was even-
tually cleared of all charges, his failure to
aggressively prosecute those involved, com-
bined with allegations that he obstructed
justice by trying to block the congressional
investigation, resulted in a loss of confidence
in him. Mr. Daugherty resigned in March
1924, prior to the conclusion of the investiga-
tion.

Another example is that of Homer S.
Cummings (b5th Attorney General under
President Franklin Roosevelt, 1933-1939).
Frustrated with several Supreme Court deci-
sions declaring New Deal programs unconsti-
tutional, President Roosevelt asked Mr.
Cummings to secretly draft a bill that would
have added one new judge for every judge
who refused to retire at age 70. This pro-
posal, which came to be known as the
‘‘court-packing plan,” could have created as
many as six vacancies on the Supreme Court
as well as a number of lower court vacancies.
The resulting legislation was widely criti-
cized as an overt political plan to cir-
cumvent the Supreme Court. The plan was
never enacted, in part, because Justice Owen
Roberts, who had traditionally voted against
New Deal legislation, started voting with the
“‘liberal”” wing and upholding such measures.
Justice Roberts’ apparent about-face in ju-
risprudence is known as ‘‘the switch in time
that saved nine.”

A third and possibly the most egregious ex-
ample is that of John N. Mitchell (67th At-
torney General under President Nixon, 1969-
1972). In 1974, Mr. Mitchell was indicted for
conspiracy, obstruction of justice, giving
false testimony to a grand jury, and perjury,
for his role in the Watergate break-in and
cover-up. He was convicted of these charges
in 1975 and sentenced to two-and-a-half to
eight years in prison.

In contrast, probably the most memorable
example of an Attorney General who did not
bend to political pressure is that of Elliot L.
Richardson (69th Attorney General under
President Nixon, 1973). On October 20, 1973,
Nixon ordered Richardson to fire Watergate
special prosecutor Archibald Cox. Mr. Rich-
ardson and his deputy attorney general, Wil-
liam D. Ruckelshaus, resigned rather than
carry out the order.

Another example is President Lincoln’s at-
torney general, Edward Bates (26th Attorney
General, 1861-1864). Even in the midst of the
Civil War, Bates did not hesitate to express
independent judgment. Bates disagreed with
President Lincoln on a number of issues that
arose from the war, including Lincoln’s de-
sire to allow West Virginia to be admitted as
a state. In part because he was unable to
convince Lincoln to agree with him, Mr.
Bates resigned from office.

The Attorney General is unlike any other
cabinet officer whose duty it is to carry out
the President’s policy. The Attorney General
has a corollary, independent responsibility
to the people to uphold the rule of law.
Chairman Leahy and I mentioned this re-
sponsibility in the aforementioned Politico
op-ed stating, ‘“‘[t]he attorney general’s duty
is to uphold the Constitution and the rule of
law, not to circumvent them. The president
and the American people are best served by
an attorney general who gives sound advice
and takes responsible action, rather than
one who develops legalistic loopholes to
serve the partisan ends of a particular ad-
ministration.”

After our recent experience with Attorney
General Gonzales, it is imperative that the
Attorney General undertake and effectuate
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that responsibility of independence. Mr.
Gonzales left office accused of politicizing
the Justice Department, failing to restrain
Executive overreaching, and being less than
forthcoming with Congress. Even before be-
coming Attorney General, we now know that
he pushed Attorney General Ashcroft to ap-
prove the President’s surveillance program
over the objections of high-level Justice De-
partment officials. Once in office, he either
abdicated his responsibility to subordinates
or was complicit in the questionable firings
of several U.S. Attorneys, depending on
which of his statements one accepts as true.
And, he repeatedly defended aggressive Ad-
ministration positions that appeared
dismissive of Congress and the Courts. In-
deed, in his zeal for the Administration’s pol-
icy on detainees, he even questioned the con-
stitutional basis for habeas corpus review.
On January 18, 2007, when he testified before
the Judiciary Committee, it was astounding
to hear his claim that ‘‘there is no express
grant of habeas in the constitution.”” When I
pressed him on the point, he replied ‘‘the
constitution does not say every individual in
the United States or every citizen is hereby
granted or assured the right to habeas. It
simply says the right of habeas corpus shall
not be suspended.” Later, the Detroit Free
Press editorialized: ‘‘The moment when
Alberto Gonzales proved he was just wrong
for the job of U.S. attorney general came

. after Sen. Arlen Specter, R-Pa., asked
him about the constitutional guarantee of
criminal due process, known as habeas cor-
pus.” I am convinced that many of Attorney
General Gonzales’ missteps were caused by
his eagerness to please the White House.

Similarly, when Mr. Holder was serving as
DAG to President Clinton, some of his ac-
tions raised concerns about his ability to
maintain his independence from the presi-
dent. The most widely reported incident in-
volved the aforementioned controversial par-
don of fugitive Marc Rich. Mr. Rich fled the
country in 1983 after a federal grand jury in
New York returned a 5l-count indictment
against him, his partner, and his company,
which included allegations of tax evasion,
fraud, and trading with the enemy (Iran, dur-
ing the hostage crisis). Those charges carried
a maximum sentence of 300 years in prison.
On January 20, 2001, President Clinton grant-
ed Rich a pardon that did not follow the reg-
ular pardon procedures. Mr. Rich never ap-
peared for trial, had attempted to ship sub-
poenaed documents out of the country, and
was still a fugitive. Prior to his pardon, he
had been listed on the FBI's “Ten Most
Wanted” fugitives list. Further tainting his
pardon was the fact that his ex-wife wife had
donated large sums to the Democratic Party
($867,000), to the Clinton Library ($450,000)
and had donated $66,300 to individual Demo-
cratic candidates.

On February 8 and March 1, 2001, the House
Committee on Government Reform held two
hearings on the pardons of Rich and others
made during President Clinton’s final days
in office. On February 14, 2001, I chaired a
full Judiciary Committee hearing on the
controversial pardons. At the Judiciary
Committee hearing, Roger Adams, DOJ’s
Pardon Attorney, testified that ‘‘none of the
regular procedures . . . were followed’ with
regard to the Rich and Green pardons.

Mr. Holder testified that he was not “‘inti-
mately involved” in the Rich pardon, and
that he assumed that the regular procedures
were being followed. Mr. Holder said that,
the night before the pardon was granted,
White House Counsel Beth Nolan contacted
him to ask his position on the pardon re-
quest. Mr. Holder stated that he had reserva-
tions about the pardon request since Mr.
Rich was still a fugitive and because it was
clear that the prosecutors involved would
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not support the request, but he ultimately
told Ms. Nolan that he was ‘‘neutral, leaning
towards favorable’ on the request. He testi-
fied that one factor influencing his decision
was the assertion that Israeli Prime Minister
Ehud Barak had weighed in strongly in favor
of the request; therefore, the granting of the
request might have foreign policy benefits.
He made no inquiry, however, as to whether
that was true.

Notwithstanding, based on these hearings,
serious questions have been raised regarding
Mr. Holder’s candor while testifying before
Congress. (Jerry Seper, Holder Testimony on
Pardon Questioned, The Washington Times,
Dec. 18, 2008) In response to a question from
Congressman Burton, Mr. Holder testified
that he had ‘‘only a passing familiarity with
the underlying facts of the Rich case.” (The
Controversial Pardon of International Fugi-
tive Marc Rich: Hearing Before the House
Comm. on Govt. Reform, 107th Cong. 193
(2001) (statement of Mr. Eric Holder)) Despite
this assertion, correspondence with the Jus-
tice Department obtained by the House Com-
mittee and testimony from other witnesses
shows that, 156 months before the pardon, Mr.
Holder met privately with Mr. Rich’s attor-
ney and received a presentation about what
Mr. Rich’s defense believed were flaws in the
government’s case. (Id. at 175-76) Further,
according to Mr. Holder’s own testimony, he
tried to facilitate a meeting between the
prosecutors in the Southern District of New
York and Rich’s attorney, Mr. Jack Quinn,
over a year before the pardons were granted.
(President Clinton’s Eleventh Hour Pardons:
Hearing Before the Senate Comm. on the Ju-
diciary, 107th Cong. 31 (2001))

Allegations have also been raised that Mr.
Holder was responsible for the deviation
from normal pardon procedures. Allegedly,
Mr. Quinn wrote to and spoke with Mr. Hold-
er several times between November 2000 and
the night of January 19, 2001, and primarily
relied on him for guidance and information
rather than the pardon office. Mr. Quinn tes-
tified that Mr. Holder advised him to go
straight to the White House rather than
through the pardon office, and Mr. Quinn
produced an email from himself to a col-
league with the subject line ‘‘eric’’ in which
he noted that ‘“‘he says go straight to wh.
also says timing is good. we shd get in soon.”’
(The Controversial Pardon of International
Fugitive Marc Rich: Hearing Before the
House Comm. on Govt. Reform, 107th Cong.
640 (2001) (email from Jack Quinn)) Mr. Hold-
er denied that he told Mr. Quinn to go
straight to the White House (Id. at 204) and
maintained that he thought the regular par-
don procedures were being followed; however,
he admitted that he never spoke to anyone
either in the pardon office or in his own of-
fice about whether the Rich pardon petition
had been received. (President Clinton’s Elev-
enth Hour Pardons: Hearing Before the Sen-
ate Comm. on the Judiciary, 107th Cong. 30
(2001).

Finally, Mr. Holder testified that he had at
least one conversation with Mr. Quinn about
a potential Attorney General position in Al
Gore’s possible administration while the
Rich pardon was pending, and that he was
sending Mr. Quinn the resumes of people on
his staff and asking for his help in finding
them jobs after Clinton left office. (The Con-
troversial Pardon of International Fugitive
Marc Rich: Hearing Before the House Comm.
on Govt. Reform, 107th Cong. 202 (2001)) Mr.
Holder noted, however, that the actions he
took with regard to the Rich pardon were
done after the election had been decided in
favor of President George W. Bush when the
Attorney General position was no longer an
option.

While serving as DAG, Mr. Holder also was
intimately involved in the decision-making
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process that resulted in Attorney General
Janet Reno rejecting the Department of Jus-
tice and FBI task force’s recommendation to
appoint an independent counsel to probe the
allegations of fund-raising abuses by Vice
President Al Gore during the 1996 presi-
dential campaign. (David Johnston, Reno
Aides Recommend Against Outside Counsel,
Austin American-Statesman, Nov. 22, 1997;
Deputy Attorney General Holds Justice De-
partment Weekly Media Availability, FDCH
Political Transcripts, Dec. 18, 1997; US Seeks
to Verify Chinese Campaign Influence, The
Bulletin’s Frontrunner, Feb. 13, 1998; John
Bresnahan, Hatch May Hold New Hearings to
Pressure Reno on 1996 Campaign Finance
Violations, Roll Call, May 11, 1998; Michael
Kirkland, Reno Gets Advice from Freeh on
Gore Probe, United Press International, July
27, 2000) The House Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and the Senate Committee on
Governmental Affairs both conducted exten-
sive investigations of the fund-raising activi-
ties. Both Committees found significant evi-
dence of wrongdoing and recommended that
the Attorney General appoint an inde-
pendent counsel to investigate further. In its
report on the investigation, the House Com-
mittee wrote: ‘‘the failure of the Attorney
General to follow the law and appoint an
independent counsel for the entire campaign
finance investigation has been the subject of
two sets of Committee hearings. FBI Direc-
tor Louis Freeh and the Attorney General’s
hand-picked Chief Prosecutor, Charles La
Bella, wrote lengthy memos to the Attorney
General advising her that she must appoint
an Independent Counsel under the manda-
tory section of the Independent Counsel
Statute. . . . Until an independent counsel is
appointed in this matter, the American peo-
ple cannot be assured that the same stand-
ards of justice will be applied to the Presi-
dent and Vice-President as apply to every
other citizen.” (Investigation of Political
Fundraising Improprieties and Possible Vio-
lations of Law, Interim Report, H.R. Rep.
No. 105-829, Sixth Rep., Vol. 1, at 3 (1998))

Following these two Committees’ inves-
tigations, I chaired a special task force to
examine whether the Justice Department
fulfilled its responsibilities in investigating
these matters. That lengthy investigation of
the campaign finance scandal included six
hearings before the Judiciary Committee’s
Subcommittee on Administrative Oversight
and the Courts and brought to light impor-
tant, previously unknown information, in-
cluding the fact that campaign task force
head Robert Conrad (who replaced Charles
LaBella as the head of the task force) also
had recommended that Attorney General
Reno appoint a special prosecutor in addi-
tion to the prior recommendations of FBI Di-
rector Louis Freeh and Mr. LaBella.

After reading Mr. Conrad’s report, which
was only provided to the Committee pursu-
ant to a subpoena, I discovered that Mr.
Conrad also had recommended the appoint-
ment of a special counsel. I questioned At-
torney General Janet Reno during a Judici-
ary Committee hearing about a number of
Mr. Conrad’s findings to determine whether
a special prosecutor was required. For exam-
ple, Mr. Conrad’s report raised questions as
to the veracity of Vice President Gore’s
statements about fund raising telephone
calls he made from the White House. Accord-
ing to federal law, if the money Gore raised
through the calls was so-called ‘‘soft
money,” it was not a contribution and was
not prohibited from being raised on federal
property. But, if it was so-called ‘‘hard
money,” then Gore may have violated the
law. Mr. Conrad had questioned Gore about
the issue, and Gore contended that he did not
know that hard money was to be raised. But,
the question remained as to what Gore knew
when he made the calls.
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I questioned the Attorney General at some
length about the specific facts that had been
produced in the investigation of Gore’s state-
ments. For example, there was evidence that
four witnesses testified about a meeting on
November 21, 1995, where Gore was in attend-
ance, where they discussed raising hard
money. Evidence of this meeting supported
the conclusion that Gore knew hard money
was the objective prior to making the phone
calls. (The 1996 Campaign Finance Investiga-
tions: Hearing Before the Senate Comm. on
the Judiciary, 106th Cong. 107-09 (2000)) I
questioned Reno extensively about the fact
that she discounted the evidence from David
Strauss, who was the deputy Chief of Staff
for Gore, who had made contemporaneous
notes at this November 21, 1995 meeting
about the discussion. Strauss had written:
“Sixty-five percent soft, thirty-five percent
hard,” showing that hard and soft money had
been discussed at the meeting. Strauss later
said he could not remember what was dis-
cussed at the meeting. Reno did not consider
Strauss’ notes because he said they did not
refresh his recollection. (Id. at 108) I pointed
out to Reno that Strauss’ notes constituted
competent evidence as an exception to the
hearsay rule as ‘prior recollection re-
corded.” It was not determinative that
Strauss said he did not remember even after
he looked at his notes since the notes were
valid evidence of ‘prior recollection re-
corded.” (Federal Rule of Evidence 803(5)) I
asked Reno if she was familiar with the rule
of evidence ‘‘prior recollection recorded’ and
her responses indicated that she was not.
(The 1996 Campaign Finance Investigations:
Hearing Before the Senate Comm. on the Ju-
diciary, 106th Cong. 108-09, 112-113 (2000)) She
apparently did not understand the difference
between ‘‘recollection refreshed” and ‘‘prior
recollection recorded.”

In my legal judgment, the evidence sup-
ported the appointment of Independent
Counsel as recommended by Freeh, LaBella,
and Conrad—especially if the Straus’s notes
had been considered. Further investigation
by Independent Counsel was warranted to de-
termine if favoritism had been shown to the
Vice President. Press reports indicate that
Reno consulted Holder throughout the inves-
tigation. (David Johnston, Reno Aides Rec-
ommend Against Outside Counsel, Austin
American-Stateman, Nov. 22, 1997; Deputy
Attorney General Holds Justice Department
Weekly Media Availability, FDCH Political
Transcripts, Dec. 18, 1997; US Seeks to Verify
Chinese Campaign Influence, The Bulletin’s
Frontrunner, Feb. 13, 1998; John Bresnahan,
Hatch May Hold New Hearings to Pressure
Reno on 1996 Campaign Finance Violations,
Rollcall, May 11, 1998; Michael Kirkland,
Reno Gets Advice from Freeh on Gore Probe,
United Press International, July 27, 2000) The
Judiciary Committee should question Mr.
Holder on the issue of his independence in
following the facts without a political bias in
favoring Gore.

A third controversial matter with which
Mr. Holder was involved was President Clin-
ton’s granting of clemency to 16 members of
the terrorist organization FALN (an acro-
nym which translates to the Armed Forces
of Puerto Rican Nationalists) on August 11,
1999. The FALN organization had been linked
to over 150 bombings, threats, kidnappings,
and other events which resulted in the death
of at least six people and the injury of many
more between 1974 and 1983. (Clemency for
FALN Members: Hearing Before the Senate
Comm. on the Judiciary, 106th Cong. 1 (1999)
(statement of Chairman Hatch)) For exam-
ple, four of the persons who received clem-
ency were convicted of involvement in the
$7.2 million armed robbery of a Wells Fargo
office in 1983 (half of the money reportedly
ended up with the Cuban Government and
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was used to train and finance the robbers).
(Edmund H. Mahony, Clinton-Era Sentence
Reductions Could Trip Holder’s Confirma-
tion, The Hartford Courant, Dec. 28, 2008)
The grant of clemency was opposed by the
FBI, the Federal Bureau of Prisons, the Fra-
ternal Order of Police, victims of the FALN
bombings, and two United States Attorneys.
(Clemency for FALN Members: Hearing Be-
fore the Senate Comm. on the Judiciary,
106th Cong. 1 (1999) (statement of Chairman
Hatch)) In addition to the concerns over
granting clemency to persons convicted of
being involved in terrorist activities, serious
allegations have been raised that the normal
clemency process was not followed.

The FALN pardon process had an unusual
beginning. In 1993, a mass letter writing
campaign was started to urge the release of
the FALN terrorists. The imprisoned terror-
ists did not recognize the right of the U.S.
government to hold them in custody and re-
fused to personally petition for clemency;
therefore, their attorneys petitioned on their
behalf. One of these attorneys was Dr. Luis
Nieves-Falcon, who was later identified as an
FALN member. (Threat Assessment, U.S.
Dept. of Justice, Federal Bureau of Prisons,
FBI Counterterrorism Center, June 30, 1999.
See also Draft Threat Assessment, U.S. Dept.
of Justice, Federal Bureau of Prisons, FBI
Counterterrorism Center, July 22, 1998) Al-
though prisoners typically file individual pe-
titions for clemency, then-DAG Philip
Heymann’s office agreed to treat the attor-
ney-signed petitions as valid petitions.

The White House received thousands of let-
ters from the Puerto Rican community advo-
cating for the release of the terrorists, and
three Puerto Rican Members of Congress,
Jose Serrano, Luis Gutierrez, and Nydia
Velaquez, pushed for a meeting with the
White House to advocate for clemency. In
July 1994, then-Pardon Attorney Margaret
Colgate Love met with pro-clemency attor-
neys, and in 1995, she met with religious
leaders seeking clemency. In the spring and
fall of 1996, Jack Quinn, the White House
Counsel, also met with pro-clemency activ-
ists.

In December 1996, Margaret Liove sent a re-
port to the White House recommending
against clemency for the FALN prisoners.
(Hearing on Clemency for FALN Members
Before the Senate Judiciary Committee,
105th Cong. 149 (Appendix, Letter from Mar-
garet Colgate Love to Charles F.C. Ruff, July
25, 1997)) Later that month, White House offi-
cials met with pro-clemency religious lead-
ers. White House and DOJ officials continued
to meet with pro-clemency activists and the
lawyers for the terrorists throughout 1997,
1998 and 1999, until they were pardoned on
August 11, 1999.

Mr. Holder met with the Puerto Rican
Members of Congress on November 5, 1997. At
the meeting, Mr. Holder asked how the pris-
oners had changed. Congressman Gutierrez
promised to supply in writing a statement
from the prisoners on that subject. After the
meeting, Mr. Holder directed the Pardon At-
torney who replaced Margaret Love in No-
vember, Roger Adams, to follow-up with
Congressman Gutierrez’s staff, since, accord-
ing to the Pardon Attorney’s notes, ‘‘[w]e are
getting ready to finish up our report and rec-
ommendation fairly soon, and would like to
have the statement on repentance to in-
clude.” (Roger Adams’ Notes on DAG Hold-
er’s Meeting with Puerto Rican Congress-
men, Nov. 5, 1997. Roger Adams’ follow-up
telephone call notes for Enrique Fernandez
and Doug Scofield.)

Mr. Holder had at least two additional
meetings with pro-clemency advocates. On
March 26, 1998, he met with President
Carter’s pro-clemency representative, and on
April 8, 1998, he met with pro-clemency reli-
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gious leaders. According to notes from this
meeting, the religious leaders provided a
mixed message as to whether the FALN ter-
rorists had renounced the use of violence.
(Memorandum to file from Roger Adams on
meeting with FALN supporters, April 8, 1998)
The leaders provided Mr. Holder with a
statement that the prisoners would sign to
show how they had changed. The statement,
however, did not contain a clear renunci-
ation of violence. (SJC Archive Document:
Statement from the Puerto Rican Political
Prisoners)

In the summer of 1999, Pardon Attorney
Roger Adams allegedly submitted to the
White House a second document on the
FALN clemency, referred to as the ‘‘options
paper.”’ According to press accounts, this
paper ‘‘made no specific recommendation”
regarding clemency, but it did reflect that
the FBI and two U.S. Attorney’s Offices op-
posed clemency. (Hearing on Clemency for
FALN Members Before the Senate Judiciary
Committee, 106th Cong. 94-95 (statement of
Chairman Hatch); David Johnston, Clinton
Went Against Advice on Clemency, Orlando
Sentinel, Aug. 27, 1999) A recent press report
cites an unnamed administration official
who states that Mr. Holder recommended the
grant of clemency and asserts that Mr. Hold-
er’s recommendation in favor of commuta-
tion accompanied Mr. Adams’ ‘‘options
paper.” (Edmund H. Mahony, Clinton-Era
Sentence Reductions Could Trip Holder’s
Confirmation, The Hartford Courant, Dec. 28,
2008) Mr. Holder’s alleged recommendation in
favor of the commutations contrasted with
opposition by the FBI, the Federal Bureau of
Prisons, the Fraternal Order of Police, vic-
tims of the FALN bombings, and two United
States Attorneys. In August, the terrorists
were granted clemency.

On September 14, 1999, the Senate passed a
joint resolution by a vote of 95-2 stating that
President Clinton should not have made this
grant. (S.J. Res 33, 106th Cong. (1999)) The
House passed a similar resolution on Sep-
tember 9, 1999, by a vote of 311-41. (H. Con.
Res. 180, 106th Cong. (1999))

The Senate Judiciary Committee held two
hearings on the FALN commutations, one on
September 15 and another on October 20,
1999. At these hearings, ten members of the
Committee, both Republicans and Demo-
crats, expressed their concern over these
grants of clemency. Chairman Hatch stated
in his opening statement before the Com-
mittee: ‘‘President Clinton, who up to this
point had only commuted three sentences
since becoming President, offered clemency
to 16 members of the FALN. This to me, and
really almost every Member of Congress, was
shocking. And, quite frankly, I think I am
joined by a vast majority of Americans in
my failure to understand why the President,
who has spoken out so boldly in opposition
to domestic terrorism in recent years, has
taken this kind of an action.” Clemency for
FALN Members: Hearing Before the Senate
Comm. on the Judiciary, 106th Cong. 1 (1999)
(statement of Chairman Hatch) Then-Rank-
ing Member Leahy agreed stating: ‘I did not
agree with the President’s recent clemency

decision ... (Id. at 6 (statement of Sen.
Leahy))
Mr. Holder testified at the October 20th

hearing, but he refused to answer a number
of questions citing executive privilege. As
summarized in recent press accounts, he
‘‘conceded that bombing victims were not
consulted about clemency, but declined to
answer substantive questions, including why
the Office of the Pardon Attorney issued two
inconsistent reports and why those getting
sentence commutations were never pressed
to provide information about fugitive co-de-
fendants.” (Edmund H. Mahony, Clinton-Era
Sentence Reductions Could Trip Holder’s
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Confirmation, The Hartford Courant, Dec. 28,
2008) Mr. Holder did testify, however, that
the 1996 recommendation against clemency
existed and that following the report there
were ‘‘subsequent communications’ between
DOJ and the White House. (Clemency for
FALN Members: Hearing Before the Senate
Comm. on the Judiciary, 106th Cong. 97, 122
(1999) (statement of Eric Holder, Deputy At-
torney General)) Asserting executive privi-
lege, he would not discuss the ‘‘options
paper’’ or state if that document contained a
recommendation. (Id. at 97, 120-21)

During the hearing, the Judiciary Com-
mittee also learned that victims and groups
opposing clemency were not consulted prior
to the grant of clemency. A number of Sen-
ators articulated their concern over this
lack of consultation, which prompted Sen-
ator Leahy to send a letter to Attorney Gen-
eral Reno after the hearing expressing his
concern over the clemency process and, in
particular, his alarm that the victims of the
FALN terrorists were not contacted prior to
the grant of clemency. He wrote: “I was
troubled to learn through both press reports
and testimony at a recent committee hear-
ing that victims of some of the bombings
perpetrated by the FALN were not consulted
or even contacted with regard to the clem-
ency offers made to some members of that
organization. Indeed, one victim reported
that he learned of the clemency offers
through a relative who had heard media re-
ports.” (Id. at 139 (letter from Senator Leahy
to Attorney General Reno))

The timing of the FALN clemency was es-
pecially curious given then-recent threat as-
sessments issued by the Justice Department.
In October 1999, Attorney General Reno re-
leased a five-year interagency counterter-
rorism and technology crime plan that ac-
knowledged the threat posed by the FALN
terrorists. The report stated that, ‘‘Factors
which increase the present threat from these
groups [the FALN and Los Macheteros] in-
clude . . . the impending release from prison
of members of these groups jailed for prior
violence.” (Five-Year Interagency Counter-
terrorism and Technology Crime Plan, Un-
classified Edition, Department of Justice,
Sept. 1999) Since this report was issued by
the DAG’s office, Mr. Holder was questioned
about the report at a press conference. He
stated that the report was talking about
“‘the possibility that people from among
other groups, the FALN, were going to be re-
leased over the next few years.” (Email from
Patrick O’Brien with Talking Points and
Press Conference Excerpts, Oct. 21, 1999)

Another matter worthy of consideration
during the hearing concerns the cir-
cumstances of Margaret Love’s departure
from the Pardon Office. Margaret Love
served as Pardon Attorney from 1990 to No-
vember 1997. Ms. Love, 20-year veteran of the
Department, was removed from office by Mr.
Holder based on charges of mismanagement
after she recommended against the
commutations of the FALN terrorists and
shortly after Mr. Holder was confirmed as
DAG in July 1997. She was replaced by Roger
Adams, a member of Mr. Holder’s staff. I be-
lieve questions surrounding her removal
from office should be raised with Mr. Holder.

It is significant that, on these three mat-
ters, Mr. Holder overruled the advice of ca-
reer professionals. With regard to the Rich
and Green pardons, Mr. Holder told White
House counsel Beth Nolan that he was ‘‘neu-
tral, leaning towards favorable’ on the par-
don despite the express opposition of the
U.S. Attorney for the Southern District of
New York, the career attorneys who pros-
ecuted the case, and the FBI. Further, prior
to Mr. Holder’s statement to Ms. Nolan, par-
don attorney Roger Adams had contacted
Mr. Holder to express his concerns regarding
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Rich’s fugitive status and the charges for
arms trading.

In the FALN commutations matter, press
accounts indicate the Mr. Holder submitted
a recommendation in favor of those clem-
ency requests even though the initial rec-
ommendation by Pardon Attorney Margaret
Love opposed the commutations and the
grants were opposed by the FBI, the Federal
Bureau of Prisons, the Fraternal Order of
Police, victims of the FALN bombings, and
two United States Attorneys.

Finally, while the record is unclear as to
Mr. Holder’s precise role in the campaign fi-
nance investigation, it is clear that Attorney
General Reno consulted Mr. Holder on these
matters and that the recommendations of
the heads of the campaign finance special
task force, Charles LaBella and Robert
Conrad, as well as the recommendation of
FBI Director Louis Freeh, for the appoint-
ment of Independent Counsel were overruled.

These matters require further questioning.
In two of them, Mr. Holder appears to be
serving the interests of his superiors. There
is an underlying issue about Mr. Holder not
following the recommendations of career at-
torneys. As Senator Leahy and I noted in our
op-ed ‘‘the attorney general must be some-
one who deeply appreciates and respects the
work and commitment of the thousands of
men and women who work in the branches
and divisions of the Justice Department day
in and day out, without regard to politics or
ideology, doing their best to enforce the law
and promote justice.” It is to be expected
that politically appointed federal officers
will not always follow the advice of career
staff, but this pattern is troubling.

In raising these concerns, I am not passing
judgment on the nominee. I am prepared to
give Mr. Holder a full opportunity to explain
his past actions and convince the Committee
and the Senate that his record warrants con-
firmation. Indeed, it may be helpful for him
to have advance notice of these specific con-
cerns of mine to give him notice so he can
prepare for the hearing. With considerable
experience in confirmation hearings, includ-
ing eleven Supreme Court nominations, I
have learned to keep an open mind without
prejudgment until the nominees have had
their ‘‘day in court’’—that is in the Judici-
ary Committee hearing.

SEC INVESTIGATION INTO PEQUOT
CAPITAL MANAGEMENT TRADING

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the Fi-
nance Committee, under the chairman-
ship of Senator GRASSLEY in the 109th
Congress, and the Judiciary Com-
mittee, under my chairmanship in the
109th Congress, conducted an extensive
inquiry into allegations of insider trad-
ing. The issue is succinctly framed in a
letter which I wrote to Christopher
Cox, Chairman of the Securities and
Exchange Commission, in a letter
dated December 24, 2008. I ask unani-
mous consent that the full text of this
letter be printed in the RECORD at the
conclusion of my statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See Exhibit 1.)

Mr. SPECTER. The matter could be
most succinctly articulated by quoting
from parts of this letter as follows:

Dear Chairman Cox:

Senator Charles Grassley and I have al-
ready issued public findings concerning the
Securities and Exchange Commission’s . . .
investigation into Pequot Capital Manage-
ment’s . . . suspicious trading.
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Referring to insider trading.

These findings also criticized the original
Office of Inspector General’s report, which
essentially ignored former SEC investigator
Gary Aguirre’s complaints of political influ-
ence in the Pequot investigation . . . after
the new SEC Inspector General, David Kotz,
largely agreed with our findings and rec-
ommended disciplinary action against Mr.
Aguirre’s supervisors up to the Director of
Enforcement, the SEC selected an initiating
official who, in a matter of days, found that
disciplinary action was unwarranted. That
official was described in press accounts as an
Administrative Law Judge, and it was not
until further inquiry that the SEC admitted
she was not acting in a judicial capacity in
issuing her decision. I am now writing be-
cause recent events provide the SEC with an
opportunity to make good on its Pequot in-
vestigation, despite having . . . closed the
case in November 2006.

. . . The investigation centered, in part, on
evidence that David Zilkha, a Microsoft em-
ployee who joined Pequot in April 2001 and
separated from Pequot in November 2001,
may have given Arthur Samberg, Pequot’s
CEO, inside information regarding Microsoft.

Documents recently filed in a Connecticut
divorce case (Zilkha v. Zilkha) disclose that
Pequot has made or promised to make pay-
ments of $2.1 million to Mr. David Zilkha. On
December 1, 2008, and December 16, 2008,
Pequot and Pequot CEO Arthur Samberg
filed motions for protective orders, and the
state court has scheduled the hearing on
those motions for January 16, 2009.

On December 10, 2008, Senator GRASSLEY
and I requested from Pequot and Mr.
Samberg all records related to the payments
to Mr. Zilkha, as well as an explanation of
the payments. On December 17, 2008, Mr.
Samberg responded that the payments to Mr.
Zilkha were for the purpose of ‘‘settling a
civil claim related to his employment and
termination by Pequot.” Mr. Samberg en-
closed a few documents, but we have re-
quested additional records, and have asked
for a complete production.

Given the troubled history of this case, the
SEC should also be seeking answers as to
any payments made to Mr. Zilkha by
Pequot. I therefore write to strongly urge
the SEC to consider filing pleadings in the
Connecticut action, so that the court will
have all relevant information when it con-
siders the Pequot and Samberg motions for
protective orders.

In essence, we have serious allega-
tions of insider trading. We have the
Inspector General of the SEC recom-
mending serious disciplinary action.
We have the matter being papered over
by the SEC on what purported to be
new conclusions reached by the admin-
istrative law judge where, in fact, the
individual was not an administrative
law judge. And now we find $2.1 million
in payments or promised payments to
an individual who may have been in
the position to provide insider informa-
tion. The matter is coming before a
court in a domestic relations case, but
that provides an opportunity to find
those facts.

This letter has not been answered,
and I am taking this occasion to put it
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD in the
hopes that we may have some action
by the SEC which will be calculated to
get to the bottom of this matter. Cer-
tainly, this is something that ought to
be of major concern to the Securities
and Exchange Commissioners, to the
Chairman, and to the SEC, generally.
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The Finance Committee and the Ju-
diciary Committee, through the efforts
of Senator GRASSLEY and myself, have
gone to very substantial lengths to
deal with this issue. Oversight by the
Congress is very hard to pick up these
complex matters and get into them,
but a lot of work has been done, and we
are still undertaking to try to get to
the bottom of the allegations of insider
trading. The issue now has turned to be
greater than insider trading on omne
specific matter, but to the integrity of
the SEC itself, in pursuing these kinds
of allegations and in following the
facts wherever they may lead.

Chairman Cox has limited additional
tenure, but there is sufficient time for
him to act if he will, and if he will not,
Senator GRASSLEY and I may seek to
intervene ourselves. This is something
which is the primary responsibility of
the SEC, and it would be my hope that
Chairman Cox would act on this matter
to intervene, file an amicus brief, find
out what the facts are on that $2.1 mil-
lion to get to the bottom of these seri-
ous allegations of insider trading.

EXHIBIT 1

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC, December 24, 2008.

Hon. CHRISTOPHER COX,

Chairman, U.S. Securities and Exchange Com-
mission, 100 F. Street, N.E., Washington,
DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN CoX: Senator Charles
Grassley and I have already issued public
findings concerning the Securities and Ex-
change Commission’s (‘“‘SEC’’) bungled inves-
tigation into Pequot Capital Management’s
(‘“‘Pequot’) suspicious trading. These find-
ings also criticized the original Office of In-
spector General’s report, which essentially
ignored former SEC investigator Gary
Aguirre’s complaints of political influence in
the Pequot investigation. You welcomed our
findings and worked to implement our rec-
ommendations. Nonetheless, after the new
SEC Inspector General, David Kotz, largely
agreed with our findings and recommended
disciplinary action against Mr. Aguirre’s su-
pervisors up to the Director of Enforcement,
the SEC selected an initiating official who,
in a matter of days, found that disciplinary
action was unwarranted. That official was
described in press accounts as an Adminis-
trative Law Judge, and it was not until fur-
ther inquiry that the SEC admitted she was
not acting in a judicial capacity in issuing
her decision. I am now writing because re-
cent events provide the SEC with an oppor-
tunity to make good on its Pequot investiga-
tion, despite having precipitously and
unjustifiably closed the case in November
2006.

In 2006, the SEC closed its investigation of
April 2001 trading by Pequot in Microsoft
stock. The investigation centered, in part,
on evidence that David Zilkha, a Microsoft
employee who joined Pequot in April 2001
and separated from Pequot in November 2001,
may have given Arthur Samberg, Pequot’s
CEO, inside information regarding Microsoft.

Documents recently filed in a Connecticut
divorce case (Zilkha v. Zilkha) disclose that
Pequot has made or promised to make pay-
ments of $2.1 million to David Zilkha. On De-
cember 1, 2008, and December 16, 2008, Pequot
and Pequot CEO Arthur Samberg filed mo-
tions for protective orders, and the state
court has scheduled the hearing on those mo-
tions for January 16, 2009.

On December 10, 2008, Senator Grassley and
I requested from Pequot and Mr. Samberg all
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records related to the payments to Mr.
Zilkha, as well as an explanation of the pay-
ments. On December 17, 2008, Mr. Samberg
responded that the payments to Mr. Zilkha
were for the purpose of ‘‘settling a civil
claim related to his employment and termi-
nation by Pequot.” Mr. Samberg enclosed a
few documents, but we have requested addi-
tional records, and have asked for a complete
production.

Given the troubled history of this case, the
SEC should also be seeking answers as to
any payments made to Mr. Zilkha by
Pequot. I therefore write to strongly urge
the SEC to consider filing pleadings in the
Connecticut action, so that the court will
have all relevant information when it con-
siders the Pequot and Samberg motions for
protective orders. Please respond as to
whether the SEC will take such an action. I
also ask that you notify me immediately if
the SEC reopens its investigation or takes
any enforcement action in light of this new
evidence.

Sincerely,
ARLEN SPECTER.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, in
the absence of any other Senator on
the floor seeking recognition, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
McCASKILL). The clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SALAZAR.) Without objection, it is so
ordered.

———

ISRAEL AND GRIFFIN BELL

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I rise
for a few moments to address two sub-
jects, the first will be about Israel and
the second about the passing of Griffin
Bell.

All of us are deeply concerned with
the conditions in the Middle East, most
recently in the last 12 days, the actions
in Gaza, the loss of human life and the
conflict.

But there is a necessary perspective
we all must understand. In November
of 2007, I stood at the last Israeli out-
post overlooking Gaza. In fact, if you
watch Fox or CNN or NBC or ABC to-
night, where you will see those reports
coming from, I stood on that very spot
just a little over a year ago.

Also, I went to Sderot, the Israeli
settlement outside Gaza, that since
mid year last year has received 1, 2, 3,
10, 15 missile attacks, random attacks
coming out of Gaza dropping on this
Israeli settlement for no reason at all
but the absolute ability or desire to
terrorize the Israeli people and destroy
that settlement.

What Israel has done by moving into
Gaza is a major military operation. In
some reports that you see on television
or you read about in the papers, you
would think it was unprovoked and un-
necessary. The opposite is true. It has
been provoked for 15 months by Hamas
in Gagza. The Israelis have finally
drawn a line in the sand and they have
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moved in to try to protect the best in-
terests of their citizens.

For perspective, Gaza and Sderot are
a little bit like Arlington and Wash-
ington. You are not talking about a
large land mass, you are talking about
a very narrow, tight area. It would be
similar to South Carolina and Georgia
lobbing missiles back and forth.

What would happen if one of those
States did it? We would immediately
react to protect our citizens and pro-
tect their lives and their livelihoods.
That is what Israel is doing.

I pray every night that somehow and
some way we can be a catalyst for ulti-
mately a lasting peace in the Middle
East. But surrendering to terrorism or
the acts of terrorism such as Hamas
has been taking out on the Israeli peo-
ple is no way to go. I support the Na-
tion of Israel. I believe they are doing
the right thing to confront head-on the
terror that has been imposed on them.

It should not be lost on any of us
that the supplies that have gotten into
Gaza through what is known as the Ei-
senhower Passageway, which is from
Egypt into Gaza, have been military
materials being flown in and then
taken in through tunnels basically by
operatives of Iran. Just as what hap-
pened in Lebanon a year ago with
Hezbollah and the Lebanese, the same
thing is happening today between Gaza
and the Palestinians and the Israelis.

The catalyst for the conflict is an-
other nation, Iran. It wants to diffuse
the focus on its producing of nuclear
weapons and instead keep turmoil in
the Middle East to use it to its benefit.

As a member of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, I take very seriously
my responsibility to look upon every
nation in this world as a nation we
should respect, as a nation we should
dialogue with, and as a nation we
should work with. But we cannot and
we must not turn our head away from
a nation that is causing terror to be in-
voked against innocent people such as
Iran is doing against Israel through the
Palestinians in Gaza.

So I hope and pray these difficulties
end tonight. I hope and pray there is
not another loss of life. But as long as
Hamas is unwilling to enter into a
meaningful peace, a meaningful effort
to stop the terror, one that can be
trusted and verified, then Israel is
doing precisely what it should be doing
in the best interests of its people. It is
doing no less than we in this Congress
and America would do were we at-
tacked in the same way in the same
time. In the first part of my remarks,
I stand in solidarity with the people of
Israel in hope and prayer that the hos-
tilities end but not because of sur-
render; because ultimately we confront
terror and get people to lay down their
arms, not for a day, not for a cease-fire
but for generations to come.

The second subject is, for me, a very
sad subject but also a subject that
brings a lot of joy to my heart. There
is a great American by the name of
Griffin Bell, known to many people in
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this room. I know you, Mr. President,
being a former Attorney General in the
State of Colorado, are familiar with
Griffin Bell’s record and jurisprudence
in the United States for the last 75
years.

Griffin Bell first rose to prominence
in America when Jimmy Carter
brought him from Georgia to become
the Attorney General of the United
States of America. He brought him in
at a critical time in our country’s his-
tory because Griffin Bell had done un-
believable things as a lawyer during
difficult times in the South.

Griffin Bell was the man whom Andy
Young and the civil rights leadership of
Atlanta and Ivan Allen, the mayor of
Atlanta, turned to to write the plan for
the desegregation of the Atlanta public
schools. It was Griffin Bell who, as a
lawyer but more so as a human being,
worked through the difficult stress of
those times of integration and the en-
forcement of the Brown v. Board of
Education ruling, to see to it that sep-
arate but equal ended and equal access
to education prevailed for all.

He did it in a way where Atlanta was
one of the few major cities in America
that had no violence, no conflict, and
no academic loss because of the imposi-
tion of the desegregation guidelines
that were imposed by the courts.

Griffin Bell did something no one
thought could be done. It was because
of his ability to do that and find com-
mon ground and find understanding
that Jimmy Carter brought him to
Washington, DC, and appointed him
Attorney General.

When Griffin left and went back to
his law firm of King & Spalding in At-
lanta, there was not a single thing that
happened in our major capital city and
our State for four decades that Griffin
Bell was not a major player and a
major part of.

During Olympics, when they came to
Atlanta in 1996 and there were difficul-
ties, to whom did the Olympic com-
mittee go to weed through the mine-
field of Washington to get the security
assistance necessary for the Olympics
and Atlanta? It was Griffin Bell.

When there was a company that was
in need of a forensic audit by a legal
man who would come in and clean up a
problem in their company, such as E.F.
Hutton did, whom did they call? They
called Griffin Bell. For the better part
of the last six decades, Griffin Bell has
been the most prominent lawyer in the
State of Georgia and I would suggest
one of the most prominent lawyers in
the United States of America. His
mark has been left on countless hun-
dreds of thousands of lives in our coun-
try. Sadly, at 9:45 a.m. yesterday morn-
ing in Piedmont Hospital, Griffin Bell
passed away. I know where he is now.
He is in heaven and he is looking down.
He would be the last person to want
anybody in the Senate or the House or
anywhere else bragging about him. But
I sing his praise for the greatness he
did for our State and the greatness he
did for his country.
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To his children and to his wife, I pass
on my sincere condolences and my
thanks for the support they gave to a
great father and a great Georgian, Grif-
fin Bell.

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REED. I ask unanimous consent
that the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———
TRIBUTE TO CLAIBORNE PELL
Mr. REED. Mr. President, this

evening I have the privilege of joining
my friend and colleague from Rhode Is-
land, Senator SHELDON WHITEHOUSE, to
say a few words about our esteemed
predecessor, Senator Claiborne Pell.

Senator Pell served 36 years in the
Senate—the longest serving Senator in
the history of Rhode Island. He was
elected in 1960, along with his friend
and young Democrat John F. Kennedy.
They brought a new spirit, a new vi-
sion, new hope to America. He served
until 1997, when I had the distinct
honor and, indeed, privilege of suc-
ceeding him as a Senator from Rhode
Island. He was an extraordinary gen-
tleman, and he will be missed by all
Rhode Islanders and, indeed, by this
Senate.

I was honored yesterday to be asked
by Nuala Pell to say a few words at his
services in Newport, RI. First, I obvi-
ously pointed out that Claiborne’s pub-
lic service was sustained and inspired
by his wife and his family. Nuala and
all of their children were the support,
comfort, and the meaning in his life.
We owe them our thanks as well for his
36 distinguished years of service in the
Senate.

Claiborne Pell was a remarkable in-
dividual. He was born to great wealth
and privilege, but he had an abiding af-
finity for the average guy. I sense that
part of that was at a critical moment
in his life, before Pearl Harbor, when
the war clouds were gathering in Eu-
rope and Asia. He had graduated from
Princeton, but he knew he had to
serve. Because of his prestige, because
of his family, he could easily have se-
cured a safe posting somewhere. He
chose instead to join the U.S. Coast
Guard as an enlisted cook, to sail the
North Atlantic on deadly convoy
routes bringing needed supplies to
Great Britain. There, he worked with
other young Americans, without pre-
tense, without preference. There, he
understood the great talent, the great
power of Americans, that if they had
opportunity, if they could better them-
selves through education, they would
be extraordinarily important to this
Nation and they would be able to pro-
vide a better life for their families.
They could, indeed, seize and realize
the American dream.
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Many people had that experience in
World War II, but Claiborne used to it
shape his entire public life. He served
in the diplomatic corps, but by 1960 he
was committed to serving the people of
Rhode Island, and he entered the pri-
mary against two venerable, well-
known, distinguished Rhode Island
Democrats, Dennis J. Roberts, former
Governor, and J. Howard McGrath,
former U.S. Senator, a former Solicitor
General, former Attorney General in
the Truman administration. Young
Claiborne Pell won because he struck a
cord with the people of Rhode Island,
because he was able to translate his
feeling for opportunity, for the privi-
lege that education bestows on every
person, to the people of Rhode Island.
He and Nuala campaigned and won, and
then for 36 years they served with such
distinction, with such honor, and
brought such credit to our State.

He is best known as the author of the
Pell grant, which provides grants to
students to go to higher education, but
he did so much more in the field of edu-
cation. He was involved in numerous
reauthorizations of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act. He la-
bored over these provisions to make
sure young Americans were prepared
for college. He was also the author of
the national sea grant college grant.
Just as we have land grant colleges
dating back to the Moral Act of the
1860s, Claiborne said we should have a
sea grant act that would allow the
sciences of the oceans, maritime
sciences, to be taught, to be explored,
to be investigated on college campuses.

He did so much. In addition to his
dedication to education, he also was
the creator of the National Endowment
for the Arts and the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities in 1965. He un-
derstood that in the great sweep of
time, our military power might fade,
our economic power might fade, but
the power of our ideals, as expressed in
our literature, in our arts, would con-
tinue to move the world. And in order
to make that access possible, not for
the well-to-do but for everyone, he cre-
ated the notion of a National Endow-
ment for the Arts and Humanities.

Thinking back in preparation for my
words yesterday, I thought of how
often his life intersected with mine,
starting at 10 years old in 1960. I saw
the motorcade rushing by my grammar
school with John F. Kennedy and Clai-
borne Pell in those final days of the
campaign. But in regard to the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts, my
first exposure to theater—and I was the
proud son of working-class
Cranstonians in Cranston, RI—was
Project Discover in which Trinity Rep-
ertory Company brought students in to
see an act from Richard the II. That
was all part of the vision Claiborne had
of giving people an opportunity to ex-
plore the arts, to find their talent. He
did it remarkably well.

Today, these two institutions endure.
They provide access for millions of
Americans to the arts, to the human-
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ities. They have encouraged creativity,
and all of it is a tribute to Claiborne
Pell.

He was perhaps most recognized in
international affairs for his staunch
support of the United Nations. Yester-
day, one of the eulogists, President
Clinton, pointed out that every time he
saw Claiborne Pell, as President, Clai-
borne would take out from the back
pocket a worn copy of the U.N. Charter
which he carried and point out to him
the value of the United Nations, the
value of collective security. He was
there in San Francisco in 1945 when the
U.N. was created. He was there in New
York City 50 years later for its 50th an-
niversary.

But his notion of a powerful America
leading the world, not standing apart
from it, his notion that our values, our
system, our commitment to human de-
cency would prevail in the face of So-
viet totalitarianism and other forms of
totalitarianism was wisdom of the
ages. In his service on the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee, he not only
espoused those views, every day he re-
minded us our destiny would take us
far beyond what simply a military op-
eration or our economic power might
because of our ideals, because of our
commitment to multinational support
of creating a world community—a re-
markable man.

He was someone who left and has left
an indelible mark on Rhode Island and
Rhode Islanders. As I mentioned yes-
terday, I had the privilege of wit-
nessing this profound bond so many
times. We have a parade each Fourth of
July in Bristol, RI. It is the largest pa-
rade in Rhode Island. One hundred
thousand people, which is about a
tenth of the population of our State,
gathers for it. It is the oldest consecu-
tive Fourth of July parade in our coun-
try. To walk in that parade is a great
honor. But to walk with Claiborne Pell
is an extraordinary experience. For the
first few steps, you pretend the cheers
are for you, but that quickly fades be-
cause, mile after mile, people rush up
and say: Thank you, Senator Pell.
Thank you, Senator Pell. Thank you
for the help when I needed it. Thank
you for the Pell grant. Thank you for
being the ideal public servant. Then
you would see parents lift toddlers and
say: There goes a great man, Claiborne
Pell.

Well, he has touched us and he has
made us so much better. I had the rare
privilege and opportunity yesterday to
say, on behalf of the people of Rhode
Island, something all of my fellow citi-
zens wanted to say as soon as they
heard the news, as soon as they real-
ized the great light of Claiborne Pell
had dimmed; and those are two simple
words: Thank you, Senator Pell.

Mr. President, now I would like to
yield the floor to my colleague and
friend, Senator SHELDON WHITEHOUSE,
who is someone who is molded in the
image of Claiborne Pell, someone who
understands, as Senator Pell did, that
opportunity is the engine that drives
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America, that our great skills have to
be harnessed to a higher purpose. It is
such a privilege and pleasure to serve
with him. And not only that, but he
has been a dear and personal friend of
the Claiborne Pell family for many
years, indeed generations. I yield to my
colleague.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun-
ior Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Thank you, Mr.
President. And I say to Senator REED,
thank you.

I rise in honor of a great friend and
mentor. I look around me at a room
that just this morning was filled with
Senators. It was a crowded Senate
floor, with packed galleries, as a group
of bright and promising new Senators
began their careers, with all that joy
and hope.

Now, as my senior Senator, JACK
REED, and I speak, the room is quiet,
the galleries are mostly empty, and
colleagues are gathering in remem-
brance because yesterday Rhode Island
saw the sunset on a Rhode Island era
with the funeral of our friend, Senator
Claiborne Pell.

I am deeply honored by Senator
REED’s kind words, and he has a unique
position as the successor to Senator
Pell.

It must be an interesting feeling to
have served in the Senate for 36 years,
to have loved this institution, to have
accomplished extraordinary work in
this institution, and then to walk away
and leave your seat to a new, young
Senator to replace you.

Senator Pell had great confidence in
Senator REED from the very beginning.
He was, indeed, able to assure that
there was no primary to succeed a seat
that was open for the first time in 36
years, and it was because of his con-
fidence in JACK REED that he put in
that effort. I know firsthand how ex-
traordinarily proud he was of the Sen-
ator JACK REED has shown himself to
be.

We in Rhode Island are a little, tiny
State, but over the years we have had
some towering and remarkable Sen-
ators. Claiborne Pell, obviously, was
one. John Chafee was one. John O. Pas-
tore was one. Theodore Francis Green
was one. Even the gentleman once
known as the general manager of the
United States, Nelson Aldrich of Rhode
Island, was a towering presence. Cer-
tainly, Senator REED has shown him-
self to have joined that pantheon. I
probably have another 10, 20 years of
work before I get there, but I will keep
trying. But certainly Senator REED is
in that category, and I am deeply hon-
ored by his kind words.

Many in this body knew Claiborne
Pell and served with him. I wish to say
on behalf of Rhode Islanders who
watched the service yesterday how
grateful we are to Majority Leader
REID, Majority Whip DURBIN, Claiborne
Pell’s dear friends, TED KENNEDY and
JOE BIDEN, and Senators PAT LEAHY,
DicK LUGAR, Orrin Hatch, CHRIS DODD,
JEFF BINGAMAN, JOHN KERRY, and JOE
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LIEBERMAN, all of whom honored Sen-
ator Pell by attending the funeral. Of
course, I give special thanks to Presi-
dent Bill Clinton, who came to Rhode
Island, a place where he is beloved, and
spoke for his departed friend.

Senator Pell was there for me in my
own career at key junctures in so many
important ways, and I should give him
credit and in front of all my colleagues
express my deep gratitude for what he
did. He recommended me to President
Clinton for appointment as U.S. attor-
ney. After I served my term as U.S. at-
torney, I ran for attorney general. I
served with the Presiding Officer, Sen-
ator SALAZAR of Colorado, as an attor-
ney general.

I had a three-way primary for attor-
ney general. Claiborne Pell endorsed
me in the primary. He actually did a
television ad with me. In his 36 years in
the Senate, he wanted no part ordi-
narily of primaries. For two people he
got involved in a primary and endorsed
a candidate. One was me. The other
was Congressman PATRICK KENNEDY. It
is almost unimaginable what a dif-
ference it made in my fledgling cam-
paign, my first bid for elective office in
the Democratic primary to have a man
of Senator Pell’s towering reputation
stake his reputation on me and express
that kind of confidence. It is something
for which I am indebted to him and to
his memory and to his family forever.

To me and to so many people in the
Ocean State, Claiborne Pell was a men-
tor and an example, a leader whose vi-
sion, grace, and authentic kindness left
an indelible imprint.

He was born in New York City in
1918, and he first came to the Senate in
1961, after a colorful primary battle,
described by Senator REED, that pitted
him as an essential unknown against
two established Democratic
powerhouses: Dennis J. Roberts and J.
Howard McGrath, contending for the
seat that was being vacated by Theo-
dore Francis Green.

It did not look good. Pell was the ul-
timate outsider. He was so much the
underdog in that race that John F.
Kennedy, who was running for Presi-
dent at the time—and who knew Clai-
borne quite well because he was a dear
friend of Mrs. Kennedy, Jacqueline
Bouvier Kennedy, and was in Rhode Is-
land a good deal because of her family
associations with Rhode Island; so he
knew Claiborne Pell quite well—he
called him the least electable man in
America.

At his funeral yesterday, I saw Pell
buttons from that race back in 1961 on
mourners’ lapels.

The Providence Journal described the
race that ensued as ‘‘the first modern
political campaign the state had seen.”
Senator Pell invested his own money in
television ads and polling, and he won
the Democratic primary. He was the
first unendorsed candidate in the his-
tory of Rhode Island to ever win a
Democratic primary.

He went on to win the general elec-
tion. He won it by the largest margin
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ever at the time, 69 percent of the vote.
To his great satisfaction, more Rhode
Islanders voted for Claiborne Pell in
that election than voted for John F.
Kennedy—so much for being the ‘‘least
electable man in America.”

The fact that John F. Kennedy road
on Claiborne Pell’s coattails was a
point Claiborne Pell, in his quiet way,
loved to remind President Kennedy of
whenever the opportunity presented
itself.

Of course, Rhode Island, in that elec-
tion, got its first look at the one-of-a-
kind political temperament that was to
define Senator Pell for the rest of his
life: courteous, innovative, and always
quietly humorous.

Senator Pell looked back on that
election in an interview with the New
York Times, and he said this:

I remember my first campaign. My oppo-
nent called me a cream puff. That’s what he
said. Well, I rushed out and got the baker’s
union to endorse me. Frankly, I think a lit-
tle bit of humor is sorely lacking now.

How many people in today’s politics
being called a cream puff would go out
and get a baker’s union endorsement
rather than trying to find some other
way to hit back?

Claiborne Pell believed, as he once
told the Providence Journal, some-
thing that is so important:

[Tlhat government—and the federal gov-
ernment in particular—can, should and does
make a positive impact on the lives of most
Americans.

He lived by that observation, and cer-
tainly Senator Pell’s positive impact
on the lives of the people he served will
be remembered for generations.

Two years after taking office, Sen-
ator Pell sponsored legislation that be-
came the Basic Educational Oppor-
tunity Grant, now known, thanks to its
champion, as the Pell grant. At the
time, the Nation’s colleges wanted Fed-
eral aid for themselves, but Senator
Pell wanted the aid to go directly to
students.

He enlisted in the Coast Guard 4
months before Pearl Harbor, serving in
the North Atlantic and the Mediterra-
nean, and after that he used the GI bill
scholarship to get an advanced degree
from Columbia University.

The GI bill showed him the trans-
formative power of a college education,
and Claiborne Pell resolved then that
all Americans would have the oppor-
tunity for a college education that he
and millions of veterans had received
after World War II.

So every year in September a new
group of students goes off to college,
and we see anew the work of Senator
Pell, enlivening millions of young
Americans who use Pell grants to pur-
sue their dreams. In 2008, this Pell
Grant Program was nearly 5.6 million
grants, worth $16.4 billion—all from his
idea.

I am delighted the distinguished Sen-
ator from Colorado is presiding at this
moment because I remember in Rhode
Island a few years ago I was at an
event with a number of Senators, and



January 6, 2009

the distinguished Senator from Colo-
rado, now our Interior Secretary des-
ignate, was present. Senator Pell came
to the event. He was very disabled, and
he came in a wheelchair. I went over to
greet him. Senator SALAZAR—I say to
the Presiding Officer, you will remem-
ber this—also came over to greet him.
He took his hand, and he told him: Sen-
ator, my brother and I went to college
because of the Pell Grant Program.
Now here I am standing in front of you
as a Senator, thanks to the vision and
foresight you showed years ago—your
vision that every American should
have the dream of higher education at
their disposal. I say to the Presiding
Officer, you were then in your first
term as a newly elected Senator.

It was an unforgettable moment, I
say to the Presiding Officer. It hap-
pened because Senator Pell understood
the difference that higher education
could make in the lives of America’s
young people—from a young KEN
SALAZAR from rural Colorado, to tod-
dlers across this country now who will
seize the opportunities of America in
years to come because of this man.

Senator Pell knew that the arts, too,
could transform lives. He authored the
landmark legislation that gave rise to
the National Endowments for the Arts
and the Humanities. These institutions
have secured a place for the culture
and the arts in the public life of this
Nation. Over the years they have
helped bring poetry, drama, dance,
painting, sculpture, song, literature,
and history to millions of Americans.

Of course, we New Englanders are
deeply indebted to Senator Pell for his
passion for public transportation and
in particular for his long fight to de-
velop for the Northeast corridor a tran-
sit system to support the cities of
today and tomorrow. As we face the
challenges of rising energy costs, eco-
nomic recession, and urban stresses on
our congested highways, Americans
will rely more heavily than ever on
systems such as Amtrak. Senator
Pell’s foresight again has served us
well.

Here in the Senate, Senator Pell is
remembered for his big ideas. In Rhode
Island, we remember him also for his
gentle, generous spirit. He had lived all
over the world. He had been honored
with medals from at least 18 different
nations. But Newport, RI, was always
home. In both his personal and his po-
litical life, he was a consistent model
of civility and kindness to his fellow
Rhode Islanders—always, without
fail—even sometimes at his peril.

For example, in his final bid for re-
election in 1990, Senator Pell report-
edly insisted on warning Congress-
woman Claudine Schneider, his Repub-
lican opponent, every time he was
about to air a new television ad. He
told his campaign staff that he would
not permit a self-promoting press re-
lease to go out, chiding: ‘“No, no, no,
we never boast.”

In a debate I remember watching, he
was given two huge political softball
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opportunities. One, he was asked to
criticize his opponent, to critique her
capacity to defeat him and serve in the
U.S. Senate. The only thing he had to
say was she has been a very fine Con-
gresswoman. Then he was asked what
his most significant legislative
achievements had been during the pre-
vious term that had helped Rhode Is-
landers. He said:

You know, I really can’t think of one right
now. My memory is not as good as it should
be.

One would think those answers would
be lethal politically, but Rhode Island-
ers loved it and they loved him for it
because he was as genuine and as au-
thentic as a man could be. I guess one
of the great lessons of his life is that
voters don’t want you to be perfect;
they want you to be you. They want
you to be authentically who you are
and from there to fight for them, and
he certainly lived that. For his authen-
ticity and gentleness of spirit, Clai-
borne Pell was beloved by all of us in
the Ocean State who were privileged to
know him or work with him or learn
from his example.

We all will miss him deeply. To his
wife Nuala, to his children, Toby and
Dallas, and their families, and to the
families of his departed children,
Bertie and Julie, I know I join my dis-
tinguished senior Senator and all in
this body and indeed all of America in
holding them in our thoughts and pray-
ers.

As his family reminded us last week,
Senator Pell summarized his role as a
Senator with seven simple words:
Translate ideas into actions and help
people. Would that all of us could have
ideas as big as Claiborne Pell’s and the
strength, grace, persistence, and cour-
age to translate them into action.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, would it be
in order for me, before I begin my re-
marks, to compliment the Presiding
Officer for his nomination to be Cabi-
net Secretary, the Secretary of the In-
terior, and wish him very well before
the Senate in being confirmed and
serving in that position? I guess that
question doesn’t need a response. I cer-
tainly hope it is in line for me to be
able to say that.

———
GAZA RESOLUTION

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I hope—and
I am joined here by Senator
LIEBERMAN—that the Senate will have
an opportunity to consider before this
week is out a resolution we believe has
been drafted by the majority leader
and the minority leader that deals with
the ongoing war in the Gaza Strip and
that we believe needs to express the
will of the Senate. We believe as well
that a similar resolution would be
voted on in the House of Representa-
tives to express the will of the House.
So then the whole world—and certainly
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the administration—would know of
this body’s strong support for the State
of Israel and our support for the ac-
tions Israel is taking right now. We
hope that vote can occur before this
week is out. I wish to commend Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN for his considerable
leadership on this issue.

We support this resolution. The first
thing the resolution does is to remind
people why the State of Israel had to
act.

Last February, on a trip to the Mid-
dle East, I visited the Israeli town of
Sderot, which is about 3 miles from the
border of Gaza, and I learned from the
town’s mayor of the toll taken on the
residents of this town and neighboring
cities from more than 8 years of rocket
attacks by the Hamas terrorists. At
the police station, I saw rack after
rack of these spent rockets, the re-
mains of the rockets that had been
launched by Hamas against the civilian
population of this city. In fact, about
15 minutes after we departed the city,
one of these Hamas launched a Qassam
rocket—identical to the hundreds we
had seen at the police station—which
fell on an Israeli home in town, de-
stroying it. Thankfully, no one in that
attack was harmed.

Is there any doubt that if the United
States were suffering an attack from
just across the border similar to this,
that we wouldn’t react to stop that
from happening? I think there is no
question that we would act to stop this
terrorism. It is our hope that the reso-
lution would express our acknowledg-
ment that a nation has the right to de-
fend itself, that Israel has had to re-
spond to this, to more than 6,300 rocket
and mortar attacks on its citizens
since it fully withdrew from Gaza in
the year 2005. In fact, this town has
been suffering for over 8 years from
these attacks.

The second point the resolution
makes is that there is no equivalency
between the actions of Hamas and
Israel in this case. Israel conducts its
military operations to spare innocent
life. They have specifically targeted
Hamas command centers and security
installations and rocket-launching
sites, weapons stockpiles, and weapons
smuggling tunnels. They have tried
very hard to avoid civilian casualties.
In fact, Israel has transmitted very
specific warnings to Gazans. They have
dropped leaflets and made phone calls
to targeted areas to warn citizens to
leave because an attack is imminent.
This, of course, even means they lose
the element of surprise and potentially
put the lives of Israeli soldiers at risk.
But Israel believes it is important
where possible to avoid jeopardizing in-
nocent life—quite the opposite from
Hamas, which deliberately and cyni-
cally fires rockets from civilian areas
to make it more difficult for Israel to
target the terrorists and to increase
the likelihood of civilian casualties
when Israel does take action.

Hamas has ignored a plea by U.N.
Secretary General Ban Ki-moon on
April 28 that:
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Civilian areas in Gaza should not be used
as a base from which to launch its actions
against Israel.

Dozens of mosques in Gaza have been
turned into weapons storage facilities
and Hamas command centers. In fact,
an airstrike on a mosque in the Tel El
Hawa neighborhood of Gaza City last
Wednesday set off numerous secondary
explosions caused by the arms that had
been stockpiled in the mosque.

Finally, Hamas openly admits that it
uses women and children as human
shields. A leading member of Hamas
told Al-Agsa TV on February 29, 2008:

For the Palestinian people, death has be-
come an industry . . . This is why they have
formed human shields of the women, the
children, the elderly, and the mujahedeen, in
order to challenge the Zionist bombing ma-
chine.

While targeting terrorists, Israel
works to avoid a humanitarian crisis
for ordinary Gazans as well. During the
first week of Israel’s operations, it fa-
cilitated the delivery to Gaza of 400
trucks loaded with more than 2,000 tons
of food and medicine. This is not easy
when you are in the middle of military
operations. Ten ambulances and two
thousand blood units were transferred
to Gaza just in that week. More than 80
Palestinians have entered Egypt for
treatment, in addition to a dozen or
more who have entered Israel. On Jan-
uary 5, more than 93,000 gallons of in-
dustrial diesel fuel and gasoline for ve-
hicles was transferred into Gaza from a
fuel depot in Israel. By the way, that
fuel depot comes under constant attack
from terrorists in Gaza, as does the
place where the electricity is generated
for Gaza, which, of course, makes abso-
lutely no sense.

Finally, this resolution speaks to
calls for a cease-fire. Many voices in
the so-called international community
have been heard pleading for an imme-
diate cease-fire, although I think it is
instructive that one never hears those
voices condemning rocket attacks by
Hamas terrorists.

I believe the path to a halt in the vio-
lence is clear. A cease-fire is appro-
priate if and when it is durable and sus-
tainable. A cease-fire, on the other
hand, that would allow Hamas to
rearm and rebuild its support in Gaza
is, of course, not acceptable. Hamas
cannot be given a cease-fire that only
serves to provide it breathing room to
regroup and then a month or 2 months
or 3 months from now start firing its
rockets and missiles again.

The United Nations could play a con-
structive role, but it must resist the
temptation that it all too often falls
into, and that is that of moral equiva-
lency. I point to the press statement of
the Security Council on December 28
which, among other things, said the
parties should ‘‘stop immediately all
military activities.” This is dangerous
moral equivalency. Only one party to
the violence carries out ‘‘military ac-
tivities.”” The other party—Hamas—
terrorizes and murders innocent peo-
ple. That is why the only Security
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Council resolution that could be ac-
ceptable in this situation—and I say
this with the understanding that the
Security Council is meeting as we meet
here today—is one that affirms Israel’s
right to defend itself and calls on
Hamas to immediately stop its ter-
rorist activity.

I add that a Security Council resolu-
tion should look to all of those who
support Hamas—primarily and most
significantly Iran. For years, Iran has
been the source of money, training—in-
cluding training at the facilities of the
Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps in
Iran itself—and weapons to Hamas.
Hamas’s relationship with Iran is so
close that the Egyptian President said
this past May that Hamas rule in Gaza
means that Egypt has a ‘“border with
Iran.”

Since Israel launched its military op-
eration against Hamas, Iran has an-
nounced stepped-up arms shipments.
Senior Iranian clerics have organized
recruiting drives to send Iranians to
Hamas’s aid. Just yesterday, a senior
Iranian cleric announced that it had
recruited 7,000 Iranians to join the
cause of Hamas. Yet the international
community has taken no action to
counter Iran’s support of Hamas terror-
ists.

A U.N. Security Council resolution
sanctioning Iran for its assistance to
Hamas would send an important mes-
sage and would be a good place to
start, as would unilateral sanctions by
the United States.

Let me conclude by quoting the
Washington Post columnist Charles
Krauthammer, who recently wrote one
of the most precise and succinct obser-
vations on the situation in Gaza that I
have read. He wrote:

Some geopolitical conflicts are morally
complicated. The Israel-Gaza war is not. It
possesses a moral clarity not only rare, but
excruciating.

The Reid-McConnell resolution we
expect to be introduced shortly will be
an important reaffirmation of the bond
between Israel and the United States.
It is one forged on the basis of common
values and the tragically shared experi-
ence of terrorism. By passing this reso-
lution, we are saying to the Israeli peo-
ple: We stand with you, and we support
you in defending yourselves against
terrorist attacks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
wish first to thank my friend and col-
league from Arizona, Senator KyL, for
the statement he has just made, which
was characteristically straightforward,
clear, principled, and passionate, about
what is involved in the current crisis in
Gaza and the opportunity this Congress
has to not just stand with our ally,
Israel—which is critically important at
this moment—but to take yet another
stand against terrorism for the rule of
law, for democracy, and for the peace-
ful settlement of disputes. I could not
agree more with everything Senator
KYL has said. I wish to add just a few
words in this regard.
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As Senator KYL has indicated, the
United Nations Security Council was
to convene shortly after 5 this after-
noon, about an hour ago. I presume it
has convened to hear speakers and con-
sider resolutions on what is happening
in Gaza today. Secretary of State Rice
has gone there to speak on behalf of
the United States, which indicates the
importance of these deliberations. She
will carry with her the policy of our
Government since the outbreak of con-
flict in Gaza that I think has been
strong and principled and consistent
with the best of American values and,
of course, consistent with our national
security interest in the global war on
the terrorists who attacked us on 9/11
because what is happening in Gaza is
yet another battle front in the larger
war against Islamist extremism and
terrorism. It is, in another sense, also
another battle front in the conflict
going on within the Muslim world be-
tween the extremists and fanatics and
terrorists and the majority of people
who are more moderate, more law-
abiding, obviously not violent and
want to live a safe and a better life.

The Government of the United States
has been very clear in articulating a
policy which I presume and have con-
fidence will be expressed in these Secu-
rity Council deliberations tonight and
the days to follow. No one wants to see
violence occur. Yet, as Senator KYL
has said so eloquently, when a country
such as Israel has been attacked lit-
erally thousands of times with rockets
fired from Gagza at innocent civilians
over a period of years, a cease-fire is
negotiated and it goes on for approxi-
mately 6 months—negotiated with
great help from Egypt—and then
Hamas breaks the cease-fire and begins
firing rockets again, the Government
of Israel, our democratic ally, essen-
tially said: Enough is enough; we are
not going to tolerate this anymore,
coming as it is from Hamas which is an
openly avowed terrorist group with the
aim of destroying the State of Israel.

In response to the violence, there is a
natural reflex reaction heard often in
world councils, and undoubtedly will be
heard at the United Nations Security
Council at this hour and the hours to
follow, that there ought to be a cease-
fire. I think we all have to ask our-
selves: What is the end of a cease-fire?
Of course, we don’t like to see violence
occurring, but let’s remember this is
being done by Israel in the exercise of
the right of self-defense.

The Government of the United
States—being President Bush and ev-
eryone else who has spoken—has made
very clear that, yes, the United States
wants a cease-fire in the conflict be-
tween Israel and Hamas regarding Gaza
but not just a cease-fire for the sake of
a cease-fire that one side may follow
and the other may not and that simply
leads nowhere but back to the conflict
that has been occurring.

The U.S. Government has been very
clear and principled about the fact that
the cease-fire our Government seeks is
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one that is durable and sustainable; in
other words, that represents a real res-
olution of some of the issues in conflict
and that also deals with the smuggling
into Gaza of additional weapons which
are being used to attack innocent civil-
ians in Israel.

I know Secretary Rice will be ex-
pressing exactly this position. Yes,
America wants a cease-fire but, no, not
one that leads nowhere. We want a
cease-fire that is durable and sustain-
able and will include a ban on smug-
gling, activities to carry out a ban on
smuggling of weapons by Hamas in
Gaza.

I am very pleased, very encouraged
that as the initial action of this Senate
this year, the majority leader, Senator
REID, and the Republican leader, Sen-
ator MCCONNELL, are working together
in a bipartisan way—totally bipartisan
way—to bring before this body, hope-
fully in the next day or two, a resolu-
tion that does exactly what Senator
KYL has said: to express our unwaver-
ing commitment to the security, well-
being, and survival of the State of
Israel and recognizing its right to act
in self-defense to protect its citizens
against terrorism, that will reiterate
again that Hamas must end the rocket
and mortar attacks against Israel and
hopefully do what the Palestinian Au-
thority has done, which is to accept
the right of Israel to exist and re-
nounce terrorism and to begin to work
toward a two-state peaceful solution.

This resolution really will, in es-
sence, I think, say, as Senator KYL has
said, in this hour of crisis to the people
of Israel, our allies, that we will stand
with you, and also say to the peace-lov-
ing Palestinian people that we stand
with you, too, and we continue to sup-
port a two-state solution—Israel and a
Palestinian state—living in peace one
against the other, but the Government
of the United States—the Secretary of
State, the President, but the Secretary
of State who is at the United Nations
is not speaking simply for the execu-
tive branch of Government but that
the Senate, and we have reason to be-
lieve our colleagues in the other body,
the House, will have an opportunity to
say to not just the Israelis we stand
with you, but to say to the world com-
munity that we as the representatives
of the people of America, across party
lines, stand together with Secretary
Rice as she expresses the position of
our Government: Yes, a cease-fire, but
only one that is sustainable and dura-
ble and deals with the smuggling of ad-
ditional weapons into Gaza. This will
be critically important.

I thank our leaders on both sides. I
thank Senator KYL for the work he has
done. Again, it has been a privilege to
work with him.

I also say in a larger context that
there is a lot of speculation about why
Hamas broke the cease-fire and initi-
ated the rocket fire against Israel
deeper into Israel than they have ever
done before. I do think, as Senator KYL
suggested, that the answer to that
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question probably comes as much or
more from Tehran than it does from
Gaza City and Hamas; that Hamas has
become an agent of the Iranian Govern-
ment. It is trained and supplied by the
Iranians and secondarily by the Syr-
ians. Therefore, there is a larger con-
flict being played out.

Iran is noted by our State Depart-
ment to be the most significant state
sponsor of terrorism. The leaders of
Iran regularly not only call for the ex-
termination of the State of Israel, but
also lead tens of thousands in Tehran
and elsewhere in Iran in chants of
‘““‘death to America, death to America.”
We have long since learned from the
lessons of history that you cannot sim-
ply ignore statements that seem so ex-
treme and fanatical that they are un-
believable because very often the peo-
ple making them do believe them, and
given the chance, as we have seen from
Osama bin Laden in recent times, who
told us throughout the nineties exactly
what he intended to do—he happened
to have done it on 9/11, but he did it
earlier in other places—we have to
take these threats seriously.

I want to say that a precipitous
cease-fire simply for the sake of a
cease-fire will allow Hamas to claim a
victory. A victory for Hamas is not
simply a victory for Hamas; it is a vic-
tory for Iran. And a defeat for Hamas,
which is in reach if we allow the Israeli
action to continue, is a defeat for Iran
and a victory for the United States and
for the forces of democracy as against
terrorism and for the forces of modera-
tion and the rule of law in the Islamic
world as against fanaticism and vio-
lence.

This is all that is being played out.
This is why I am so encouraged this
resolution is coming forward. It is, yes,
a statement of support for our ally
Israel, but it is also a statement of pol-
icy for the Members of the Senate,
across party lines, and I hope with an
overwhelmingly positive vote that says
the security of the United States is on
the line in how this conflict ends. We
cannot let it end in a way that
strengthens Hamas and Iran.

I repeat, there has been a lot of spec-
ulation: Did Hamas break the cease-
fire because of the end of the Bush ad-
ministration? There has been some in-
teresting speculation that has said the
best thing that could happen for the in-
coming Obama administration is that
Hamas be defeated here because then
whatever happens between the new ad-
ministration and Iran, Iran will not ap-
proach that next chapter with a sense
of triumphant, but the country would
have seen one of its major clients and
agents of terrorism defeated.

We have the opportunity to speak to
all that on this resolution in the days
ahead. Most immediately, I hope we
will speak to the Members of the Secu-
rity Council and in the most direct way
say: We stand with President Bush; we
stand with Secretary Rice. This is not
simply the position of a few people at
the top of the executive branch of our
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Government. This position the Amer-
ican Government has taken with re-
gard to the crisis in Gaza is the posi-
tion embraced by an overwhelming ma-
jority of Members of both parties of
both Houses.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WHITEHOUSE). The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PAROCHIAL SPENDING

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I would
like to be recognized for a period of
time. The majority leader has been
very gracious to offer me an oppor-
tunity to have some discussions about
some amendments that he is going to
possibly allow on a bill that he is going
to introduce this evening.

I wanted to take some time now
rather than later so that we would not
keep staff here, and that way we could
be efficient with our time. I want to
talk about several things. I want to
preface it with a statement, that I have
been very pleased to see a man I re-
spect a great deal, even though not in
office as of yet, but the President-
elect, be very firm in the principles he
outlined as he ran for President and
now is about to be sworn into that of-
fice.

One of the themes that has charac-
terized his campaign and has charac-
terized him ever since I have known
him has been the idea of hope and
change. So I, like many other Ameri-
cans, look forward in great anticipa-
tion to the leadership that will be
brought forth in the next few weeks
and what that means to the millions of
Americans who are going to look to
Washington this month with a level of
hope and excitement that we have not
seen in this country in decades.

While most of the attention is going
to be focused on the White House, the
institution at the other end of Pennsyl-
vania Avenue, this Congress, will argu-
able have a greater role in determining
whether President-elect Obama’s invo-
cation of change is remembered as an
election slogan or a true new era in
American politics. My hope and prayer
is it is a new era.

While many commentators have
noted, with some justification, the con-
cepts such as hope and change were
never defined much and were not given
a specificity during the campaign, I be-
lieve the American people have already
defined those concepts very clearly in
their hearts and minds.

I believe what hope, change, and opti-
mism represent to the average voter is
very simple: It is a real expectation
that Washington will be different. Vot-
ers have not undergone an ideological
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shift nearly so much as they are de-
manding that Government be more
competent, that we be more mature,
that we be less corrupt, and that we be
less selfish. That last part is one of the
things that has driven us to do things
that are not very good. The concept of
self-promotion, the concept of pro-
moting one’s career at the expense of
our country.

I believe what both parties in Con-
gress must do, and do very quickly, is
ask themselves the hard question of
why Congress has a historic low ap-
proval rating of 9 percent. Why do we
have an approval rating of 9 percent?
That is according to a recent Ras-
mussen Poll.

Both parties are accustomed to ana-
lyzing what they and the other party
did right or wrong in recent election
cycles, but yet neither party has come
to terms with the fundamental public
rejection of how Congress as an institu-
tion has governed and behaved in re-
cent decades.

In many respects the American peo-
ple understand us far better than we
understand ourselves. While politicians
tend to believe the public is put off by
ideologic debate, what alienates voters
is the truly debilitating division in
Congress between statesmen and those
who view reelection as the ultimate
goal.

Careerism is not driven by any set of
ideas but by pure parochialism and the
short-term pursuit of power for power’s
sake. The real division, then, that
blocks progress and commonsense solu-
tions is not between ideas or parties
but between every Member’s self-pro-
moted interests.

The American people understand this
intuitively, which is why Congress has
had historic low approval ratings long
before we entered this recession. What
the public knows is that a Congress
that debates ideas tends to develop the
best solutions, while a Congress that is
driven by careerism and parochialism
builds bridges to nowhere and fails to
conduct oversight over entities like
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac.

In short, the American people can
handle serious debate, but they cannot
handle incompetence, corruption, stu-
pidity, and self-interest put above that
of the Nation. Congress’s handling of
an economic stimulus bill will no doubt
be an early test. Although the policy
may be suspect, Congress seems willing
to try to avoid embarrassing the new
President by turning the package into
an orgy of parochial porkbarrel spend-
ing. He said today there will be no ear-
marks in the stimulus package.

Congress’s real test, though, will
come next and will be repeated hun-
dreds of times over the next 4 years
with each piece of legislation. So far
Congress has signaled little desire for a
long-term commitment to change.
Some would ask why would I say that?
I would say that because here in a lit-
tle while this evening we are going to
reintroduce a bill that nobody knows
right now how many other bills it has
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in it—that is going to be the first order
of business of this Congress—that allo-
cates $10 billion, some to some very
worthy projects but tons of that money
to projects that do not have a priority
anywhere close to what we ought to be
doing.

This is an omnibus lands bill that in-
dulges the worst habits of a parochial
Congress. The bill, which is a holdover
from the last Congress, includes such
things as a $3 million road to nowhere
through a wildlife refuge, a $1 billion
water project—$1 billion—designed to
assure that 500 salmon will be repopu-
lated. It does not take long to divide
500 salmon into $1 billion to see that
what we have is $2 million a salmon.
They are worth more than gold. There
is $3.5 million to give to the City of St.
Augustine, FL, so they can prepare a
celebration 6 years from now to recog-
nize their 450th birthday. I hardly see,
in the midst of the economic times we
face, how that can be a priority for the
Nation as a whole. I know it is a pri-
ority from a parochial standpoint, but
is it in the best interest of the Nation?

It has been claimed that this bill is
noncontroversial, and it should pass es-
sentially without amendment, without
debate. However, it is to note that over
100 different organizations on both the
left side of the political spectrum and
the right side of the political spectrum
are opposed to this bill because it is

controversial, a point noted by the
nonpartisan Congressional Research
Service.

The earmarks in this bill have an-
gered many groups, as has the signifi-
cant, anti-energy, more foreign depend-
ence on oil programs that are in this
bill. This bill contains a provision that
will eliminate 8.8 trillion cubic feet of
known natural gas reserves, proven re-
serves, today that we will not be able
to take for our consumption. What
that means is we are going to import
8.8 trillion feet of natural gas because
we are going to say: You cannot have
this.

It also contains 300 million barrels of
proven oil that we are no longer going
to take. We just went from $146 oil to
$35 o0il, $40 today. If we have learned
anything, we ought to be about as
much energy self-sufficiency as we can.
The controversy over whether we get
off fossil fuels is a debate for another
time. But no one can deny the neces-
sity of us discontinuing sending our
fortunes to countries that are sup-
plying us oil and are also ultimately
our enemies.

The energy resources walled off by
this bill will match the annual produc-
tion levels of our two largest natural
gas-producing States, Alaska and
Texas. My worry about bringing this
bill—and, again, I am thankful the ma-
jority leader has reached out that we
might be able to offer amendments—is,
what does this send as a signal to the
American public? Here is what it sends.
It says: There may be change in the
White House, but there is absolutely no
change in Congress. Why would we
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bring a bill that is going to spend $10
billion of our money—at least $9 billion
of that is not a priority in terms of the
priorities facing this Nation—why
would we bring that to the floor as the
first order of business of the 111th Con-
gress? The only reason we could be
bringing it to the floor is because it
makes us look good at home with mul-
tiple parochial projects.

If our country has a failing that will
cripple us forever, it is the fact that we
have allowed parochialism, not the
oath we saw all new Members and
newly reelected Members take today,
where we uphold the Constitution.
What we do is, we uphold the future of
our own political careers.

History is interesting. The 1994 Re-
publican revolution unraveled not be-
cause they made a lot of big mistakes—
some were made—but because Repub-
licans made a ton of little mistakes
they didn’t realize they were making.
The new and expanded majority will re-
alize that with greater numbers comes
a greater share of the responsibility
and blame for whatever happens in this
country. If we go back to that 9-per-
cent approval rating, it has to do with
this: Congress, we don’t believe you are
going to do at every turn, at every op-
portunity, what is in the best long-
term interests for this Nation. And we
are going to prove it. Because this bill
ultimately will probably pass out of
this Chamber and be passed, and we are
going to spend, at a time when we are
going to have a $1 trillion deficit this
year, another $800 billion trying to
stimulate the economy. We are going
to say: Priority doesn’t matter but pa-
rochialism does. Looking good at home
matters more than the long-term inter-
ests of the country, matters more than
the financial future of our grand-
children—my political career, my
party, me, me, me.

The historical basis of our country is
built on sacrifice. It is built on sac-
rifice by one generation for the genera-
tions that follow. Our political history
used to be that as well. My worry, my
concern is we can’t live up to the hope
and the change the President-elect has
set before us. By bringing this bill to
the floor as the first order of business
in the 111th Congress, we have con-
firmed to the American public that
business as usual is business as usual,
that we don’t recognize the severity of
the situation we find ourselves in, that
we are not going to change our habits,
that we will continue to promote those
things that promote us rather than
promote the long-term good and ben-
efit of the country. It is pure selfish-
ness. It is saying what I want and what
I need and my political future or my
State has to come above the long-term
interests and the best interests of this
wonderful country.

The real challenge doesn’t come from
any of the parties. It comes from paro-
chialism. The public has told Congress
it is time to start acting in the best in-
terest of the country rather than the
best interest of our next election. The
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sooner Congress realizes change re-
quires a cultural shift in both parties,
the sooner that change will come.

I would like to spend a moment out-
lining a few components of this bill. We
have not actually gotten to see the
bill, but I have been told by the major-
ity leader that we have added, I think,
12 or 13 other bills to it. But from what
we have known in the past, let me go
through and explain to the American
public what is in this bill.

The national parks today face a se-
vere shortage of money to maintain
them at their current level. It is about
$9.8 billion. In this bill we add four new
national parks. The U.S. Arizona Me-
morial in Hawaii is sinking. The visi-
tors center is sinking. We haven’t put
the money in to repair it, but yet we
are going to create more national
parks that will further dilute the main-
tenance budget of the National Park
Service so we can’t even maintain what
we have. We have a $700 million back-
log just on The National Mall in Wash-
ington. We didn’t address any of that
in terms of the priority of fixing that.
Yet we are going to add four new na-
tional parks.

We are going to add 10 new heritage
areas. It is great for us to protect and
think about the environment. But we
never talk about how that impacts
property rights, one of the rights given
to us as our Nation was created. We are
going to threaten that area. We are
going to threaten through eminent do-
main. We are going to threaten
through councils that will impact indi-
vidual ownership of what you can do
with your own property because you
might be in proximity to a heritage
area. We have 14 studies that would
create or expand future national parks;
in other words, 14 more. That is what
we are funding in this bill. We don’t
have the money to take care of the
parks we have today, but yet we are
going to put into this and spend money
to potentially create 14 more.

There are 17 provisions in this bill
that will totally prohibit any explo-
ration, oil extraction, coal extraction,
natural gas extraction from 2.98 mil-
lion acres in this country, many of
which have proven reserves underlying.
There are 53 rivers that are designated
or portions of which are designated as
scenic rivers. We have a great scenic
river in Oklahoma called the Illinois. I
am glad it is a scenic river. But with
scenic river designation comes a tram-
pling on the rights of people who are
far away from it. We didn’t change sce-
nic rivers designation in light of our
energy needs. Once a river is des-
ignated a scenic river and we need to
move natural gas or a coal slurry or oil
from point A to point B, we are totally
prohibited from ever doing that on a
scenic river. So it is another strike at
any sort of increasing in our independ-
ence on energy because we are going to
designate scenic rivers. Why not des-
ignate scenic rivers with an option to
make sure we don’t handcuff ourselves
when it comes to energy?
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There are 65 new Federal wilderness
areas. Here is an important matter we
came across as we studied this bill. In
the United States today, right now, be-
fore this bill, there are 107 million
acres of wilderness. All the developed
land—cities, suburbs, towns—across
the whole rest of the country is only
106 million acres. We are going to be
adding to that and limiting our oppor-
tunity to the resources we have.

There are 1,082 pages in the bill. I un-
derstand it is now 1,200 pages. There
are 1.2 million acres in Wyoming that
are withdrawn from mineral leasing
and exploration. There are 1.93 million
acres of Federal wilderness land. There
are 3 million additional acres with-
drawn from leasing and energy explo-
ration. There are 331 million barrels of
oil that we know are there and we are
never going to take. We are just going
to help those who drive up our energy
costs because we are going to know it
is there but we can’t touch it because
we are going to make it off-limits.
There are 592 spending and 15 new
State and local water projects. There is
nothing wrong with State and local
water projects, as long as they are a
priority, but these are earmarked, spe-
cific projects for specific Members.
There is $10 billion of total spending
money we don’t have. We are going to
borrow it.

There are 8.8 trillion cubic feet of
natural gas that we know is there that
we will never touch. What the Depart-
ment of Interior tells us is there is
much more there, but these are the
proven reserves.

I will end my conversation, only to
be continued in a more thorough man-
ner as the bill actually comes to the
floor by asking the American public:
What would they hope we would do in
terms of trying to change, trying to
meet what they see as the problems in
front of us? Would it be that we would
be about passing things that are small
but make us look good that we can’t
pay for or would it be that we should
attend and address the pressing and
also long-term needs of the country?

It is about trust. The reason we have
a 9-percent approval rating is because
we are not trusted. We are addicts. We
are self-indulgent addicts over our
power.

My query to the body and to the
American people is, will you hold us
accountable? You have to do an inter-
vention with us, each one of us, every
time we are home: Are you being a
good steward with the limited dollars
we have? Are you making choices that
may not look good for you as a politi-
cian but are truly the best choice for
the country? Are you putting yourself
second and our country first? Are you
acting as a statesman or are you acting
as somebody who wants to get re-
elected?

The real paradox is, with trust comes
confidence. With that confidence comes
the involvement and support of the
very people we actually do represent.

We have a choice. I hope the intro-
duction of this bill does not portend
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that we will not take President-elect
Obama’s lead and offer the American
people real hope, real change, that we
will get away from our addicted self-in-
dulgence to look good at home and
start making the hard, tough decisions
that will right our ship and put our
country first. Anything less than that
says the people who took their oath
today and those of us who have taken
it before, we violate it. We raise our
hand and put one on the Bible and say
we will uphold it, but then when it
comes to the first tough 