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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker.

———

PRAYER

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

With the psalmist who sang through
turbulent times, let us pray for our
military and the Nation.

“I love You, Lord, my strength, my
rock, my fortress, my savior. My God
is a cave where I take refuge; my
shield, my protection, my stronghold.
The Lord is worthy of all praise, as I
call out to be saved from all enemies.

“The Lord came to me because I
stood aright. My hands were clean in
his sight. You proved loving to those
who love you. You show Yourself right-
eous with the righteous. With the sin-
cere You show Yourself sincere, but the
cunning You outdo in cunning; for You
save a humble people, but humiliate
the self-righteous.

‘“You, O Lord, are like a lamp. My
God enlightens my darkness. With You,
I can break through any barrier; with
my God, I can scale any wall.”

Both now and forever. Amen.

———
THE JOURNAL

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

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

——
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-
woman from the Virgin Islands (Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN) come forward and lead
the House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN 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.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has agreed to without
amendment a concurrent resolution of
the House of the following title:

H. Con. Res. 158. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing support for the designation of an
Early Detection Month for breast cancer and
all forms of cancer.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed a bill of the fol-
lowing title in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

S. 30. An act to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to prohibit manipulation of
caller identification information.

————
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain up to 15 1-minutes on each side of
the aisle.

———————

PHILADELPHIA TRANSPORTATION
GRANT WILL CREATE JOBS

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

Ms. SCHWARTZ. One year after its
enactment, the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act is creating jobs,
about 2 million nationally, and making
smart investments in communities
across the Nation.

Last week, the City of Philadelphia
received a $17.2 million grant to de-
velop an integrated, multicounty bicy-
cle and pedestrian network. This net-
work will be a unique asset to the
Philadelphia region and will transform
biking and pedestrian greenways in our
region.

Residents will benefit greatly from
this network of trails and street im-
provements, using them to commute to
work, to go to school, to the local gro-
cery store, and it will create new op-
portunities along the North Delaware

Riverfront in my district for recreation
as well as for residential and economic
development. The fact that this project
was one of just 61 projects funded out
of 1,380 applications demonstrates the
substantial need for such infrastruc-
ture investments nationally.

My Democratic colleagues and I are
working for innovative solutions to
create jobs, to promote clean and safe
communities in which we live and work
and raise our families.

———

ANNIVERSARY OF BROTHERS TO
THE RESCUE SHOOTDOWN

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
the cause for freedom suffered a deep
loss yesterday with the death of polit-
ical prisoner Orlando Zapata Tamayo,
the latest victim of the Cuban tyranny.

And today we sadly commemorate
the 1996 murder by the Cuban regime of
Carlos Costa, Armando Alejandre,
Mario de la Pena, and Pablo Morales.
As they searched for those who were
risking their lives in the Atlantic in
pursuit of freedom in the TUnited
States, Cuban military jets mercilessly
shot them down in international air-
space.

Some choose to ignore the brutality
of the Cuban dictatorship, introducing
a bill this week to lift parts of the em-
bargo that would reward the regime.

Instead, I ask that we honor the
memory of those lost to the cause of
liberty in Cuba and redouble our efforts
to turn their dream of a free Cuba into
a reality.

———
HEALTH CARE REFORM

(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)
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Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker,
we were so hopeful as this Congress
opened and seemed on track to enact
comprehensive health care reform to
provide access to health care for every
American.

Today, I am extremely disappointed
to stand here to voice my consterna-
tion and frustration over the unequal,
unjust, and inexcusable treatment of
the millions of Americans living in the
U.S. territories that we see in the
President’s proposal on health care re-
form.

Rather than working to provide qual-
ity, affordable care to all Americans, it
would leave roughly 4.5 million, a dis-
proportionate number who would des-
perately want and need health care
coverage, leave them out in the cold
without access to the health care ex-
change; without the same consumer
benefits that other Americans would
receive; without adequate Medicaid
funding; and, thus, without the same
comfort and security that comes with
knowing that you and your family will
have the quality health care when you
need it, every time you need it.

The men and women in the U.S. ter-
ritories are the same as those from
California to Vermont, from Florida to
Wyoming who love this Nation, who
bravely serve in war to defend it, and
who deserve to be treated as first class
citizens in every aspect of our democ-
racy.

This proposal fails them and, by ex-
tension, fails every American who be-
lieves in equality and fairness. I call on
my colleagues, as we move forward, to
honor the worth and the dignity of
every American.

———

INSULT SPEECH IS A CRIME IN
THE NETHERLANDS

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, in
the Netherlands, it’s against the law
now to hurt somebody’s feelings. Don’t
dare offend anyone or the speech police
will cart you off to the courthouse and
try you for the violation of the insen-
sitivity laws.

Dutch lawmaker Geert Wilders made
a documentary movie of real terrorist
acts, real radical Islamic clerics en-
couraging violence in the name of hate;
now, Wilders is on trial for insulting
Islam. He is charged with discrimina-
tion and incitement to hatred.

The Dutch Ministry of Justice has
stated, ‘It is irrelevant whether
Wilders might prove his observations
to be correct. What’s relevant is his ob-
servations are illegal.”

In Amsterdam, truthful insult speech
is a crime. What kind of free society
says truthful speech can be illegal?

Freedom of speech is a universal
human right granted by God, especially
if the speech is political or religious or
truthful. All who believe in the human
right of free speech should be offended
and insulted by the insensitive words
of the Amsterdam courts.
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And that’s just the way it is.
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HEALTH CARE REFORM

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

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, American
families in my district are struggling
to make ends meet and pay for health
care services. Unemployment is 16 per-
cent. Foreclosure is the fourth in the
Nation.

The proposal released by President
Obama this week is a step towards a
healthier future for families and small
businesses. Health cost coverage should
be a right, not a privilege for the few.
That means no loss of coverage when
you get sick; coverage for as many peo-
ple as possible that is affordable; do
away with unfair practices like dis-
crimination of preexisting conditions
and caps on coverage; lower drug costs
for seniors and lower premiums for
early retirement; and better access and
stronger protection for women. Health
care reform will create jobs and bring
down the deficit.

In my State of California, Anthem
Blue Cross proposed to raise their pre-
miums with double-digit percentages.
This must stop.

I urge my colleagues to work to
achieve health care reform. Let’s not
work with piecemeal solutions that
will go nowhere, but solve the problems
once and for all.

———

WHITE HOUSE SUMMIT

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

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, instead of inviting Repub-
licans to a conference table with a
blank sheet of paper, the President’s
decided to introduce the same trillion-
dollar Washington takeover of health
care the public has already rejected. In
Texas, we call that paying for the same
real estate twice, and the American
people aren’t buying it.

They have been trying to tell the
President in every way possible to stop
the backroom decisions and secret

deals. This week’s so-called ‘‘bipar-
tisan” summit is just more of the
same.

Instead of pressing the reset button,
the President’s hosting a photo op.
Using the illusion of bipartisanship as
a political tool is wrong. It’s not fool-
ing anyone. If the President and Demo-
crat leadership are serious about com-
ing together on health care reform,
then let’s get out the of corral and
start from scratch.

————

HEALTH CARE INSURANCE
INDUSTRY FAIR COMPETITION ACT

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

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
today the House is going to consider
the Health Insurance Fair Competition
Act. This bill will level the playing
field by repealing the health insurance
industry’s unfair advantage and help-
ing encourage competition by bringing
down costs for families and businesses.

Everyone knows that competition
drives our economy. Fair competition
is what encourages innovation, ensures
quality service, and drives costs down,
and that applies to health insurance,
too. Unfortunately, health insurance
companies are exempt from these fair
competition rules. This is like your
neighborhood pharmacy calling up its
competitor down the street and decid-
ing to set all of their prices at the
exact same amount. You can’t do that.
It’s not fair to consumers, and no other
business in the United States is al-
lowed to act that way. What’s fair for
every other business in this country is
certainly fair for the health insurance
industry.

Today’s bill makes commonsense
changes, and I look forward to voting
for it to make sure health insurance
companies can no longer get away with
price-fixing and other anti-competitive
practices. Let’s level the playing field.

—————

HYDRAULIC FRACTURING

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

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Speaker, the
same team that brought America the
job-killing, tax-hiking cap-and-tax leg-
islation appears to be at it again. Just
last week Representatives WAXMAN and
MARKEY began committee action aimed
towards giving the EPA unprecedented
power to enact oppressive regulations
on hydraulic fracturing—the tech-
nology that allows producers to reach
natural gas, which has been proven safe
for over 60 years.

This action would have a far-reach-
ing negative impact on energy pro-
ducers and consumers alike, particu-
larly in formations such as the
Haynesville Shale in my district which
depends on hydraulic fracturing. In
2008, the Haynesville Shale pumped $4.5
billion into Louisiana’s economy and
created over 32,000 jobs.

Adding additional layers of regula-
tions to hydraulic fracturing would not
only result in sharp increases in costs
to small and independent producers, it
would dramatically decrease output
and job creation. Production could
grind to a halt and billions of dollars in
Federal and State revenue would be at
risk.

We need to get away, again, from this
crazy scheme.

———

MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE, IS A
GREAT CITY

(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, recently
Forbes magazine ranked what they
called the most miserable cities in the
country. Memphis, Tennessee, was
third on that list. They considered cer-
tain issues but they didn’t consider
others.

They didn’t consider the best bar-
becue in the United States of America;
some of the greatest music; Beale
Street; the great tourist center; gor-
geous sunsets on the Mississippi River.
They didn’t consider the people of
Memphis and the creativity that’s
emanated from there; Fred Smith and
the greatest delivery of goods in the
world, a system of freight delivery
unrivaled; St. Jude’s Children’s Hos-
pital that provides the gift of life and
research into cancer and Nobel prize
winners.

Opportunities for innovation are
prevalent in Memphis. In music, Sam
Phillips and Elvis Presley created
rock-and-roll. And Willie Mitchell and
Isaac Hayes and David Porter, and
Stacks and Soulful.

I invite Chris Buckley, my friend,
and Forbes magazine to come to Mem-
phis and visit for themselves. Memphis
has also got a great optometry school.
Beauty is in the eye of the beholder.
Maybe they’ll leave with 20/20 vision.

———

NEW ORLEANS’ ZULU SOCIAL AID
AND PLEASURE CLUB

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

Mr. CAO. Mr. Speaker, today I con-
tinue to honor Black History Month by
paying tribute to New Orleans’ Zulu
Social Aid and Pleasure Club. The
Zulus were founded in 1909 and have
been an integral part of the social or-
ganization of African American com-
munities for 100 years. They are a foun-
dation of New Orleans’ cultural frame-
work through their participation in
Mardi Gras and their community serv-
ice activities.

The Zulus’ Mardi Gras parade is one
of the largest attractions for the tribal
costumes, the singing and dancing, and
the famous, ornate hand-painted coco-
nuts they distribute to onlookers. In
1949, the King of the Zulu parade was
none other than New Orleans’ own
Louis Armstrong, one of the greatest
contributors to African American his-
tory and culture.

In addition, the Zulus have contrib-
uted to the fibers and spirit of our com-
munity through their scholarship
funds, Adopt a School programs, health
fairs, Positive Male Models program,
and other activities.

The Zulus are the “‘everyman’s club,”
and I am proud to recognize them and
their contributions to Louisiana’s cul-
ture and history.

——————

NATIONAL EATING DISORDERS
AWARENESS WEEK

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

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I take this
opportunity to acknowledge National
Eating Disorders Awareness Week.

Millions of Americans struggle with
an eating disorder. We must do more to
increase public awareness about diag-
nosis, prevention, and treatment. One
critical step we can take is to promote
positive body image.

As we all know, the media has a sig-
nificant influence on girls’ and young
women’s perception of the ideal body
size and shape. Sixty percent of girls
say they compare their bodies to fash-
ion models, and a staggering 90 percent
say they feel pressured to be thin from
the fashion industry.

Just as we witnessed with cigarette
advertisements targeted at young
women, fashion advertising often por-
trays a twisted ideal of beauty.

I urge my colleagues to take this op-
portunity during National Eating Dis-
orders Awareness Week to work to-
gether to promote positive body image
to the girls and women in your lives
and in your congressional district. Our
support on this issue is vital to ensure
the physical, emotional, and social
health of all our girls.

———————

START OVER ON HEALTH CARE

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

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, while I was
flattered that the President chose to
include seven parts of my bill, the Med-
ical Rights and Reform Act, in his lat-
est health care proposal, he left out
nearly every major reform in our cen-
trist health care legislation, including
the Medical Rights Act guaranteeing
decisions made with your doctor will
be made without government inter-
ference, lawsuit reform, and granting
the right of every American to buy in-
surance from any State in the Union if
you find a plan that is less expensive
for your family or your small business.

The White House proposal is based on
a very expensive Senate bill with half a
dozen major new taxes levied in the
teeth of the Great Recession. The new
proposal would tax retirement savings,
cut Medicare for seniors, and adds to
our long-term deficit.

I urge the President to start over, to
invite key congressional leaders to
Camp David—there we could find re-
forms that we all support, like cov-
ering Americans with preexisting con-
ditions—and present a more modest set
of reforms that we all could support.

———
DON'T ASK DON'T TELL

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

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to respond to Army
Secretary McHugh and to share the
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substance of an email from an active
duty soldier in Afghanistan. In re-
sponse to an inquiry from his com-
manding officer related to the mili-
tary’s review of the Don’t Ask Don’t
Tell policy, the soldier shared how he
and his partner of 10 years have man-
aged multiple deployments to Iraq and
Afghanistan.

He explained that they survived like
any couple does, except, because of the
Don’t Ask Don’t Tell policy, his part-
ner would not be informed in the event
of his death and could not make any
emergency decisions that would nor-
mally fall to a spouse. This situation is
typical, even within his unit.

He learned that a fellow soldier was
also gay only after he was Kkilled by an
IED in Iraq. The partner of the
deceased’s soldier wrote the unit to say
how much the victim had loved the
military, how they were his family.

As Admiral Mullen said, this issue is
a matter of integrity. This immutable
human trait—sexual orientation—like
the color of one’s skin, does not affect
one’s integrity, their honor, or their
commitment to their country. Soldiers
serving their country in combat should
not have their sacrifices compounded
by having to struggle with an anti-
quated Don’t Ask Don’t Tell policy.

Let’s do the right and honorable
thing and repeal this policy.

———

ANTHEM BLUE CROSS SHOULD BE
ASHAMED OF ITSELF

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

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, Anthem
Blue Cross should be ashamed of itself
for raising premiums in California by
39 percent. People in my district have
complained of increases as much as
$2,400 a year. How can anyone afford
that kind of an increase? This at a
time when the insurance lobby has
spent millions of dollars to defeat
health care reform in America. This at
a time when Anthem passed $4.2 billion
to the parent company, WellPoint, in
profits alone. It’s beyond my com-
prehension how any Members of the
people’s House can continue to defend
this behavior.

It’s time to demand an answer to a
question asked many years ago by Pete
Seeger, ‘‘Whose side are you on?”’
You’re either with the American people
or you’re with the insurance lobby.
You either stand up for those who want
affordable health insurance, or you lay
down with the corporate titans who
continue to care less about the Amer-
ican people.

Whose side are you on?

———————

WHITE HOUSE SUMMIT MEDIA
EVENT

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. PENCE. Well, tomorrow the
White House will convene a so-called
summit on health care reform. It’s sup-
posedly an effort to find bipartisan
agreement and consensus on reform.
And frankly, if the administration and
Democrats in Congress were willing to
scrap the bill and start over with a
clean sheet of paper, I would be all for
it.

The American people long for health
care reform that will lower the cost of
health care insurance without growing
the size of government. But that is not
what’s happening here. Instead of
scrapping the bill, the President’s actu-
ally produced his own bigger, worse
version of the bills that passed the
House and Senate and then were sum-
marily rejected by the American peo-
ple: more spending, more taxes, more
government, and coverage for abortion.

Instead of starting over, Democrats
in Congress continue to threaten to
abuse the very rules of this institution
by passing some version of their health
care reform bill by a simple majority
in the Senate—known as reconcili-
ation.

Tomorrow’s summit is looking more
and more like a taxpayer-funded media
event designed to set up passage of
ObamaCare 2.0. The American people
deserve to know it.

——
O 1030

THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSAL ON
HEALTH CARE REFORM

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

Mr. PIERLUISI. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port health care reform, but I do not
support the proposal put forward by
the White House, because it mistreats
4.4 million Americans living in Puerto
Rico and the other U.S. territories.
They are treated like second-class citi-
zens.

My loyalty to my party and to our
President is beyond question, but my
principles and my people come first.
This proposal violates my principles,
and it mistreats my people.

In Puerto Rico, the Federal Govern-
ment pays less than 25 percent of the
cost of providing Medicaid services.
That is a national travesty. The House
took important steps to mitigate this
disparity in funding. Yet the White
House proposal does not make a good-
faith effort to address this inequality.
Moreover, the proposal excludes Puerto
Rico from the exchange but allows non-
citizen residents of the States to par-
ticipate. This is discrimination, and it
is no way to treat one’s fellow Ameri-
cans.

I do not believe this proposal reflects
the President’s thinking, and I cannot
believe my colleagues will allow it to
stand. The people of Puerto Rico and
the other territories fight proudly for
their country. Their country should
fight for them, too.
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WHERE ARE THE JOBS?

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, this admin-
istration and Democrats in Congress
don’t seem to have an answer to the
single most important question work-
ers across the country are asking:
“Where are the jobs?”’ The American
people don’t want more political pan-
dering on the economy and health care;
they want action now that will control
runaway Federal spending and create
jobs.

The third time is not the charm, Mr.
President. When government-con-
trolled health care was introduced in
the House, the American people re-
jected it. Strike one. When govern-
ment-controlled health care was intro-
duced in the Senate, the American peo-
ple rejected it. Strike two. And when
the President puts his government con-
trol of health care on the table before
a bipartisan handful on Thursday, the
American people will reject that, too.
Strike three.

The Democrats need to scrap their
job-killing policies, like a government
takeover of health care and national
energy tax, and begin working with Re-
publicans on commonsense solutions to
create jobs and reduce out-of-control
spending. It’s time we work together to
get this economy moving again and to
help put people back to work.

———

RECOVERY ACT IS WORKING

(Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, let me tell you, here are the
jobs. I believe if you polled across
America you would understand that
the investment that this Democratic
Congress made, along with its Presi-
dent, created or saved 3.5 million jobs,
gave 95 percent of American workers a
tax cut, and began to build our crum-
bling rail and water and a variety of in-
frastructure.

Where are the jobs? I will tell you, 2.4
million jobs were created according to
the Congressional Budget Office, non-
partisan, $120 billion in tax cuts to 95
percent of our working families and to
businesses, loaned nearly $20 billion to
our small businesses creating or saving
a job.

What I like most of all is the 300,000
jobs in education and the 400,000 jobs in
corrections officers and public health
personnel. Let’s ask all the firefighters
and police officers across America
whether or not there were jobs.

Mr. Speaker, I will tell you that we
have invested in America. We had an
economy that wasn’t growing when we
came in, down some 6 percent. Now it’s
up. We have the jobs, and we are going
to do health care reform this morning
as well.
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We are working for the American
people.

—————

ENACT TORT REFORM NOW

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
the administration’s health care bill
fails to include a Republican solution
that could actually achieve savings for
patients—lawsuit abuse reform.

Forty percent of medical malpractice
suits against doctors and hospitals are
without merit, according to a study by
the Harvard School of Public Health.
And excess damages add $70 billion to
$126 billion annually to health care
costs, the Department of Health and
Human Services has found. These
costs, of course, are passed on to pa-
tients.

The administration has only sug-
gested a pilot program for tort reform.
But some States, including my home
State of Texas, have already enacted
tort reform. These States have seen in-
surance premiums fall and access to
medical care expand.

We don’t need a pilot program. We
need to enact medical malpractice law-
suit abuse reform.

——————

HIGH-SPEED RAIL

(Mrs. HALVORSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. HALVORSON. Where are the
jobs? I think we can answer that every
time we speak. In my district it is hap-
pening quite literally.

Recently I was very proud to an-
nounce $1.2 billion in Recovery Act
funding being invested in Illinois for
high-speed rail lines from Chicago to
St. Louis. Two of the towns in my dis-
trict happen to be stops along the rail
line—Joliet and Normal.

There are those who have said, and
continue to say, that projects like
these will not put people to work, that
the stimulus isn’t working. But here is
the reality: These high-speed rail lines
in Illinois alone are going to put 6,000
people to work. This wouldn’t have
been possible without the investment
in the American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act.

I am proud that the Recovery Act is
putting these people to work and put-
ting our communities back on the
track to recovery. We must continue to
invest in American infrastructure,
build upon the work of the Recovery
Act is doing, and continue working to
create jobs. The future of our districts
depends on it.

————

HEALTH CARE REFORM

(Ms. WATSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, the
President is opening the doors of the
White House to host a bipartisan effort
on health care reform, and the reason
is for hope and optimism. Some think
it’s the other way around.

It’s been a long and tough process,
but we always knew that tackling this
problem wouldn’t be easy. Remember,
this has been tried many times over
the course of many years. This is the
furthest we have reached. Everyone has
to have an open mind for this summit.
We have to leave divisive partisanship
behind. The need is too great. It tran-
scends day-to-day politicking.

Everyone believes we need reform.
Everyone recognizes the problems in
health care. They are too great to ig-
nore.

Postponing, putting this off, holding
it over is just tactics to destroy what
we have come forth with. Join us,
please, and let’s see that we can insure
all Americans.

———
HONORING THE LIFE OF U.S. MA-
RINE SERGEANT JEREMY
MCQUEARY

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

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, on Thursday,
February 18, 2010, Indiana lost one of
its brave sons. Marine Sergeant Jer-
emy McQueary was Kkilled in the
Helmand Province, Afghanistan, by an
IED while on foot patrol supporting
Operation Enduring Freedom. Sergeant
McQueary, a Columbus, Indiana, na-
tive, had survived two prior IED at-
tacks while in Afghanistan.

Jeremy, a model Hoosier, enjoyed
fishing, four wheeling and giving back
to his community by mentoring trou-
bled high school students. He married
his high school sweetheart, Rae, and
together they had a baby boy, Hadley.
He was only a month old when Jeremy
shipped out for his third tour, this time
to Afghanistan, having already served
two previous tours in Iraq.

Eager to join the Marine Corps, Jer-
emy graduated from high school early
and enlisted in 2002. Jeremy’s passion
for the Corps was so strong that he
completed basic training on a broken
foot, informing his superiors of his in-
jury only after he had finished basic
training. This level of commitment
shown by Jeremy to the Corps and our
country is an example to us all.

Jeremy McQueary was a devoted fa-
ther and family man who paid the ulti-
mate sacrifice serving his country. I
mourn the loss of Jeremy. I want to
thank Jeremy and his family for his
service to our country. He and his
loved ones are in my prayers.

HIRING ACT
(Mr. ETHERIDGE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker,
America needs jobs, and we need them
now. My constituents tell me they
want Congress to quit the bickering
and partisan posturing and get to
working on fixing the economy. Wall
Street may be doing well enough for
the bankers to reward themselves with
big bonuses, but folks on Main Street
and on country roads are hurting.

North Carolina’s unemployment rate
hit its high for 2009 in December, an in-
credible 11.2 percent. Our top priorities
must be: jobs, jobs, jobs. My HIRING
Act will provide the incentive for com-
panies to put people to work today,
giving employers up to $7,500 per new
worker they hire.

Congress needs to take action on this
bill today and put people to work.
Passing the HIRING Act would be like
CPR for our economy, and I hope my
colleagues will join me in supporting
that legislation.

———

RECOGNIZING THE MAPS AIR
MUSEUM

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

Mr. BOCCIERI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in recognition of the Military
Aviation Preservation Society Air Mu-
seum, located in my congressional dis-
trict at the Akron-Canton Airport. I
recently visited this nonprofit museum
devoted to preserving our Nation’s rich
aviation history and the great volun-
teers who make that museum a reality.

When the Wright Brothers first built
their airplane in Ohio, it was an exam-
ple of American innovation. When U.S.
Airborne divisions cleared the way for
the Normandy invasion, it was an ex-
ample of American leadership.

When the Air National Guard re-
cently dispatched to Haiti to help the
relief effort, it was an example of
American charity. The MAPS Air Mu-
seum captures the unique connection
between aviation history and our
American culture. Our spirit to per-
severe and succeed parallels our inno-
vative spirit and desire to be leaders in
the world and in aviation.

I commend the MAPS Air Museum
for its continued inspiration and its
dedication to aviation history and the
American spirit. Thank you to the sol-
diers, sailors and airmen who volunteer
there every day to keep our history
alive.

————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4626, HEALTH INSURANCE
INDUSTRY FAIR COMPETITION
ACT

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 1098 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 1098
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
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the House the bill (H.R. 4626) to restore the
application of the Federal antitrust laws to
the business of health insurance to protect
competition and consumers. All points of
order against consideration of the bill are
waived except those arising under clause 9 or
10 of rule XXI. The bill shall be considered as
read. All points of order against provisions
in the bill are waived. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept: (1) two hours of debate equally divided
and controlled by the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary; and (2) one motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DRIEHAUS). The gentlewoman from New
York is recognized for 1 hour.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, I am
pleased to yield the customary 30 min-
utes to the gentlewoman from North
Carolina, Dr. FoxxX. All time yielded
during consideration of this rule is for
debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I ask unanimous
consent that all Members have 5 legis-
lative days within which to revise and
extend their remarks and insert extra-
neous materials into the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, like all of my col-
leagues, I have spent a lot of time talk-
ing with people in my district about
health care and what is happening to
them. They were in no way prepared
for the influx of incredible rate in-
creases that seemed to come out of no-
where and fall like rain upon them, to
the extent that most of them really are
not sure they can even stay insured.

Invariably, the conversation turns to
health premium increases. I hear about
insurers that deny coverage. I heard
from a father who had just had a child
who was born with a condition that
would make him uninsurable for the
rest of his life. I listened to someone
tell me that her husband’s new insur-
ance policy won’t cover her because she
has preexisting conditions or simply
because it doesn’t cover her.

But now this Congress is on the brink
of some commonsense changes to the
health insurance industry that will
help to level the playing field a bit be-
tween ordinary Americans and the
giant corporations that exert such
power over our day-to-day lives.

O 1045

And I say ‘“‘our” because I personally
am caught in the same trap as most of
my constituents. I don’t have any Kind
of special coverage because I'm a Mem-
ber of Congress. I have always been on
my husband’s policy at home from
Eastman Kodak that has covered us
since he retired, but it no longer will
cover spouses. We are halfway through
dropping spouses, and all the benefits
that we got as spouses were taken
away about 4 years ago. So it’s not the
worst plan, but it’s not the best either.
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Under the health care bill endorsed
by House Democrats, the insurance
companies will no longer be able to
deny insurance coverage based on pre-
existing conditions or just premiums
based on gender, which they do—you
may not know that single women are
charged 48 percent more for health in-
surance—or for their occupation.

They wouldn’t be able to drop cov-
erage if you get sick. I was talking to
a man just this morning who talked
about all the money he had paid into
health insurance, and when he made
his first claim at the age of 30, they de-
cided already he was going to be trou-
ble and denied his claim. They cannot
anymore tell you that it costs too
much to take care of your child. Insur-
ance companies would have to pub-
licize their rates and no longer can
charge older Americans twice as much
as the younger ones.

For my money, though, there is one
part of our reform package that is sim-
ple to explain, easy to justify, and 60
years overdue, and that part is to re-
peal the antitrust exemption given to
the health insurance industry in 1945
by Congress. That is why we are here
today. There is no reason any industry
in the United States, including base-
ball, which was exempt as well, should
be exempt from the one consumer pro-
tection the Federal Government gives
everybody against chicanery, collusion,
and rate setting.

Even though the broader effort to
pass the final health care bill is under-
way, we have an opportunity today to
make a simple, straightforward state-
ment about how we think health insur-
ance should operate in this country. By
repealing this unjustifiable exemption,
we will enable—this is very important.
People do not understand that during
the last 60 years the Justice Depart-
ment has not been able to enforce any-
thing against them because they were
exempt. This will enable the Justice
Department to begin aggressively en-
forcing the laws that protect the con-
sumers against the cartel of health in-
surance who wield such outsized influ-
ence in the health care industry.

As it stands now, the insurance in-
dustry is allowed to fix prices and en-
gage in other anticompetitive behav-
ior. Because these companies are al-
lowed to pool and share data and to
jointly establish premiums and types
of coverage, there is very little pros-
pect for an average family to price
shop. It is almost too tempting for big
insurers not to cheat a little bit. More-
over, regulating the insurance industry
is left up to individual States—most of
them will tell you that they really are
not up to it—which often suffer from a
lack of resources to effectively crack
down on abuses.

Each of the 50 States and the District
of Columbia has its own regulatory
framework, traditions, and intentions,
which leads to a spotty patchwork of
enforcement. In fact, according to a re-
port from the Center for American
Progress, there has been only ex-
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tremely limited and sporadic State en-
forcement by State insurance commis-
sioners throughout the 60 years. In the
void, insurance companies have been
free to engage in anticompetitive and
anticonsumer behavior, resulting, as
we said just recently, in some insur-
ance premiums costing as much as 70
percent.

As a result, this exemption thwarts
free market pricing and is impossible
to defend today or at any other time.
What we will be doing by removing this
exemption is to tell the health insur-
ance companies that they need to start
behaving like every other industry. We
tell them that colluding and conspiring
to set prices at a certain level to harm
consumers is not going to work in
America anymore.

As I said, the history of this provi-
sion dates back to 1944, when some in-
surance companies went to court to
challenge the notion that the Federal
Government could enforce antitrust
laws. Despite their best efforts, the Su-
preme Court ruled that the insurance
business was subject to antitrust laws
just like everybody else. Unhappy with
that decision, the insurers effectively
got Congress to invalidate the ruling of
the top court. It was an amazing piece
of legislation, Mr. Speaker. Both
Houses, Senate and the House, passed
legislation giving the insurance indus-
try a 3-year transition period while
they moved to be covered by what ev-
erybody else is covered by, antitrust.
Both bills had passed, and when it
came out of conference, the exemption
was made permanent.

Over the years, opponents of
McCarran-Ferguson—and I have been
one of them for about 30—have been
stymied. The last serious effort was led
by Representative Jack Brooks in 1991,
who tried and failed to change the law.

Last year, when we again started in a
serious effort to change the law, the in-
dustry geared up for a big fight. We
heard from the American Insurance As-
sociation and the American Academy
of Actuaries, among others, who ar-
gued that changing this law would
somehow cost consumers more money.
Other interest groups claimed the pro-
vision was poorly written, too broad, or
a solution in search of a problem.

Interestingly, some lobbyists have
quietly begun to whisper that this pro-
vision will not have impact on their
rates. They say it is too narrow in
scope. Frankly, I would much have pre-
ferred to lift this exemption from the
entire insurance industry instead of
just health. But they are firmly op-
posed, make no doubt about that, and
are lobbying to prevent it, which
makes we wonder if they are sort of
whistling past the graveyard.

Now, let’s look back for a minute at
the last major investigation of the
health industry. Two years ago, the at-
torney general for the State of New
York, Andrew Cuomo, investigated the
collusion of health insurers. Those
companies were using Ingenix, a billing
data clearinghouse, to set rates even
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though the company was owned by one
of them. The evidence showed the in-
surers were conspiring together to arti-
ficially depress a level of reasonable
and customary charges they would re-
imburse to health care providers,
which shifted additional costs onto the
policyholder. In the face of a threat
from Cuomo, the clearinghouse agreed
to disband, and the insurance compa-
nies paid a sizable sum to resolve the
charges.

As recently as this week, there were
fresh news reports out of California
about abuses by a major insurer there.
It is important to remember that many
people assume that conspiring to set
rates is illegal in our country. I assume
most people believe that. Every high
school student in America is taught
about the Sherman Antitrust Act and
the how the creation of the Federal
Trade Commission came about to level
the playing field. Part of the motiva-
tion was to make sure that small busi-
nesses, who make up the backbone of
our economy and fuel small towns from
coast to coast, would have a chance
against the big corporate interests.
These creative new entrepreneurs need-
ed to have confidence they would not
be frozen out of the market by the big
boys. Sadly, that is exactly what hap-
pened. In many States and regions
across the country, there are often just
a couple of health insurance companies
operating. In New York, two companies
control half the market. Many States
have it even worse, including our
neighbor Vermont, where two compa-
nies have 90 percent of the market
share.

Of course, some people will continue
to insist that government should just
stay out of this whole business. My col-
leagues on the other side often say no
government is the best government and
free market works best if there is no
attempt to regulate it. But I would
argue that any of that is far out-
weighed by the benefit we gain by hav-
ing more competition, less concentra-
tion, and the assistance of a powerful
watchdog.

I strongly encourage all of my col-
leagues to join me today in supporting
the repeal of the McCarran-Ferguson
Act.

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

Ms. FOXX. I thank the gentlewoman
from New York for yielding time.

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

Mr. Speaker, at the beginning of the
110th Congress, the new majority came
to power full of promises for a bipar-
tisan working relationship and a land-
mark pledge to create the ‘‘most hon-
est, most open, and most ethical Con-
gress in history’; however, this rule
and this bill are the antithesis of that
statement.

The bill we consider today, H.R. 4626,
the Health Insurance Industry Fair
Competition Act, is not the language
that passed the House Judiciary Com-
mittee in November of 2009 as H.R. 3596.
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In fact, the bill we have before us today
was not considered by any committee
and was introduced only 2 days ago, on
Monday, February 22, 2010.

It is hard to understand what is the
sudden rush. Yesterday, the gentle-
woman from New York said we have
waited 60 years to get this bill; today,
she says this is long overdue. But she
doesn’t point out that in all that pe-
riod of time, the Democrats have been
in charge of Congress except for 2 years
in the fifties during the Eisenhower ad-
ministration and the years 1995 to 2006.
So why didn’t they get it passed when
they were in control before? Why have
they been waiting 60 years to get it
done?

The language in H.R. 4626 is substan-
tially different from the bill the Judi-
ciary Committee passed. That bill
dealt with both health insurance and
medical liability insurance, but med-
ical liability insurance has since been
stricken from the language. In addi-
tion, my colleague, Mr. LUNGREN from
California, offered an amendment that
was accepted with bipartisan support
by the House Judiciary Committee dur-
ing markup. That amendment was
stricken from the language of the cur-
rent bill that we see in H.R. 4626. Dur-
ing the Rules Committee debate yes-
terday, Mr. LUNGREN offered that same
amendment; however, it was not made
in order. Instead, we have yet another
closed rule where Members are shut
out from offering any amendments to a
bill that did not see the proper vetting
process. It is high time that we open
this process up and that we hold the
majority to their promise to make this
an open Congress and allow amend-
ments to be offered on the floor and
fully debated.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentle-
woman from Maine (Ms. PINGREE) con-
trol the remainder of my time.

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

There was no objection.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. CASTOR).

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. I thank the
gentlewoman from Maine for yielding
the time. I also want to salute the
chairwoman of the Rules Committee,
Ms. SLAUGHTER, who has been a cham-
pion for American families when it
comes to standing up for their needs,
especially in health care.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 4626, the Health Insurance In-
dustry Fair Competition Act, and the
underlying rule. It is time for policy-
makers in Washington to determine
whose side are they on; are they on the
side of the health insurance companies
or are they on the side of American
families and small businesses?

I urge my colleagues to stand up for
hardworking families across America
and pass this Health Insurance Indus-
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try Fair Competition Act today be-
cause the state of the current law is
unfair. Health insurance companies
currently enjoy an exemption from
antitrust laws with no good justifica-
tion. Meanwhile, American families are
held hostage to rising health care costs
and a nagging insecurity that even
though they pay their premiums and
they pay their copays, they could be
canceled at any time, even when they
get sick, or they’re going to have to
fight through the red tape to get the
benefits they’re entitled to.

Last year, the five largest health in-
surance companies made a record $12.2
billion profit, a 56 percent jump, while
dropping coverage for 2.7 million Amer-
icans. Health insurers appear to be
cherry-picking who they will cover in
order to make a huge profit.

In my home State of Florida, from
2000 to 2007, health care premiums for
families rose on average by 72 percent;
meanwhile, their paychecks only went
up 20 percent during the same time. So
our action in removing the antitrust
exemption will spur fair prices and real
competition.

Again, it’s time to choose; whose side
are you on? Who will we protect, Amer-
ican families or the health insurance
companies? The answer is clear: No
more favors to private insurance com-
panies.

I urge a ‘‘yes’” vote on the rule and
on the underlying bill.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I now yield
such time as he may consume to my
distinguished colleague from Cali-
fornia, the former attorney general of
California, Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN.
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Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I thank my colleague from
North Carolina for the time.

Mr. Speaker, I might say this is an
interesting point. I don’t think I've
ever been on the floor in 16 years and
have faced this kind of a rule. It is a
closed rule. I’'ve been here before with
closed rules, but the effect of the closed
rule is to prohibit me from providing or
from presenting my amendment. Now,
that is not unusual. Usually, you come
to the floor, and you present an amend-
ment to try and amend the bill to
change it from the way it was reported
out of the committee that did the work
on it. But in this case, I am being pro-
hibited from offering an amendment to
change the bill back to the way it was
as reported out of the committee on a
bipartisan basis.

For whatever reason, the majority on
the Rules Committee decided that an
amendment that was cited by the
Democratic chairman of the Judiciary
Committee, Mr. CONYERS, as an excel-
lent clarifying amendment is not going
to be here.

When one of the chief cosponsors of
the bill, or coauthors of the bill, being
presented on the floor today announced
the bill last week, she said publicly
that this was similar to the bill that
was passed out of the Judiciary Com-
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mittee with the bipartisan support of
Congressman LUNGREN from California.
So, naturally, I was interested to look
at the bill that they were presenting to
see how it was the same as the bill we
presented. I found out that they’d left
out my amendment which allowed for
the sharing of historical data by insur-
ers so that they might look at the ex-
perience evidence and utilize that in
making their decisions with respect to
how they conducted their business
going forward.

I had been assured that my amend-
ment was not necessary because com-
mittee staff on the Judiciary Com-
mittee had researched it. Nobody be-
lieved that the Justice Department of
any administration going forward
would find the compiling of historical
data among the insurers to be non-
competitive and violative of the anti-
trust laws. I was further assured that
they did not believe that that would be
the case with any of the attorneys gen-
eral of the States.

Now, I had the privilege of serving as
attorney general of my State for 8
years, being a member of the National
Association of Attorneys General—an
organization which does support legis-
lation of this type—and of course, at-
torneys general of the various States
have independent authority under their
State laws to enforce antitrust laws,
which I did during my 8 years. Some-
times we went beyond what the Fed-
eral Government did because we under-
stood better the unique circumstances
of our State.

I remember, one time, we were deal-
ing with a merger between two large
banks. They were national banks, and
they had branches in the State of Cali-
fornia. We were working in conjunction
with the antitrust division of the Jus-
tice Department, and we were moving
in the same direction, but I remember
getting a phone call from one of the at-
torneys at the Justice Department in
Washington, DC, who asked this ques-
tion: Well, how close is San Jose to San
Diego? About 400 miles, but they
thought they were next to one another.

Why was that relevant? That would
be relevant as to whether you had com-
petition among the bank branches that
were then going to be merged. Would
that then give increased and illegal
concentration of power in those areas?

The point I am making is that attor-
neys general of the States may know a
little bit more about their States than
attorneys working as hard as they can
here in Washington, DC. So the idea
that attorneys general are somehow
impotent, from a legal standpoint, such
that they cannot bring forward anti-
trust cases, is just not true.

At the same time, I voted for the bill
coming out of committee because I
thought it had, in fact, reached an ap-
propriate balance. Interestingly
enough, the gentlelady from New York,
the chairperson of the Rules Com-
mittee, stated in her support for this
rule and in support for the underlying
bill that this is really a tribute to Jack
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Brooks, who attempted to do this for
years.

I was privileged to serve with Jack
Brooks, an interesting Texan Member,
someone who was the Chair of the Ju-
diciary Committee for some time.
When the bill in the Judiciary Com-
mittee was originally introduced this
time around, the distinguished chair-
man of the committee, Mr. CONYERS,
cited Jack Brooks, and said, This was
the Jack Brooks bill. So I went back,
and I looked at it. I found out that my
amendment, or the language that I had
then put in in amendment form, was in
the Jack Brooks bill but not in the bill
before us. So I brought it forward.

So you might say, if we are doing
this in homage to Jack Brooks, you
would do him further homage by allow-
ing the language of his bill to be put
into this bill, and that’s all I ask for.
It’s all T ask for.

Now, the other part of the bill that
came out of the Judiciary Committee,
which is not in this bill, is to remove
the antitrust exemption that currently
exists for medical malpractice insur-
ance providers, but somehow that has
been taken out of this bill with no ex-
planation whatsoever.

So we have cherry-picked from the
bill that came out of the Judiciary
Committee with bipartisan support,
and yet we acclaim the bill as being,
essentially, the bipartisan bill that
came out of committee.

As I said before the Rules Committee
yesterday, sometimes you just have to
learn to take ‘‘yes” for an answer. I
support the underlying bill. I support
this effort. I am trying to make it bet-
ter. It was accepted on a bipartisan
basis. Yet, in the Rules Committee,
there wasn’t one, in my judgment,
credible argument about why you
wouldn’t have it.

On the one hand, I've heard from the
staff of the Judiciary Committee that
it is not necessary because no single
administration will have a Justice De-
partment that finds this to be anti-
competitive. On the other hand, I hear
from the chairperson of the committee,
Well, we don’t want to give this power
to the insurance companies. We want
the Justice Department to investigate
it. Well, if that’s the case, you can’t
have your cake and you can’t eat it,
too. It’s either one or the other.

If it is, as I was told, unnecessary, re-
dundant because nobody looking at it
will find this to be noncompetitive be-
cause it is essential information—and
by the way, the absence of this infor-
mation will not hurt the big guys as
much as it will hurt the little guys.
Why? Because if you are a large car-
rier, you have a far greater experience
database than if you are a small car-
rier. You understand the market better
in terms of information that is at your
fingertips. If you are a smaller pro-
vider, you need the information to un-
derstand the universe that you might
be attempting to present your product
to.

So we have, on the one side, being
told that no reasonable antitrust divi-
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sion of any Justice Department of any
administration will find this to be anti-
competitive. Then you have the chair-
person of the Rules Committee saying,
No, no, we have to keep this in here be-
cause we want to make sure that the
Justice Department will be able to de-
termine whether or not it is.

So what does that give the market?
What does it give the smaller insurers?
It gives them uncertainty.

So the very thing that you are saying
you want to do you are prohibiting
from being accomplished by not allow-
ing this amendment to be considered.
This amendment, as I might say, was
described by the chairman of the com-
mittee as an excellent clarifying
amendment. We are therefore removing
clarification, and we are replacing it
with uncertainty.

Look, I can go down on the floor and
bash the insurance companies as well
as anybody here. Let’s just knock them
all around here. The point is we are
making an adjustment in law, which is
what is good for the people. So why not
do it in an intelligent way, in a way
that will actually assist in the market-
place and allow for greater competi-
tion? Outside studies have said, if, in
fact, this information is not allowed to
be collected together and shared among
those in the industry, it might—they
said ‘“‘might’’—might have the impact
of harming the smaller insurance car-
riers.

So I don’t know why you’re doing
this. I don’t know if there is a political
reason for it. I don’t know if it’s be-
cause I happen to be a Republican. I'll
give it up. Any Democrat who wants to
put his name on it can add his name to
Jack Brooks’ and present it on the
floor. But this kind of silliness on this
floor has got to stop. You ask for bipar-
tisanship, and you throw it away. We
have complete bipartisanship in the
committee, and you ignore it.

As one member of the committee, a
Republican member who voted with me
in support of this bill on a bipartisan
basis, said afterwards when he found
out that that bill wasn’t going to be
presented on the floor, Why do we need
committees and subcommittees? What
are we holding hearings for? Why are
we having the experts testify before us
if, in fact, somehow in the—I don’t
know where it is. There are closed
doors somewhere that decided that this
bill was going to come out instead of
the bill we worked on in committee
and then give no good answer.

It’s such a shame you don’t have TV
cameras in the Rules Committee. If
people could have seen the argument
yesterday, if the public could have un-
derstood what we were talking about, I
mean they would have shaken their
heads and said, Do the people’s busi-
ness. Please do the people’s business.
Don’t get involved in partisanship.

Again, I would say I give up my name
on this amendment. I will gladly dedi-
cate it to Jack Brooks in his memory.
I'm glad to give it to any Member of
the Democratic side. Let’s do the peo-
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ple’s business and get rid of this silli-
ness of unstated partisanship, without
any rationale, that undercuts the im-
pact of the bill.

Once again, this is unique. I’ve spent
16 years in this place. This is the first
time I've ever come to the floor and
have been denied an amendment that
would put back in something we voted
on on a bipartisan basis in committee
that has been removed at the direction
of somebody, including the Rules Com-
mittee, so that we can’t have the
chance to work on the product that
came out of a bipartisan effort in the
committee.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Thank you
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
LUNGREN). I will not give you all of the
answers I am sure you are looking for,
and I feel confident that, when this bill
is debated on the floor, there will be
many more questions raised from the
members of the committee who sat
through this debate.

I can only say, as a member of the
Rules Committee, I, too, sat there
while this conversation was going on. I
am not an expert in this particular
area. I am very pleased, and I want to
talk a little bit about how pleased I am
that we are taking on this exemption
of the insurance companies.

I did hear people say, and the reason
that I voted the way I did yesterday, is
that I heard that the Lungren safe har-
bor amendment was a loophole in the
McCarran repeal. I heard that con-
sumer groups had said that this was
anti-consumer. A safe harbor isn’t
needed because the bill does not pro-
hibit information sharing. On the other
hand, putting in a safe harbor statute
would automatically immunize the in-
surance companies, and it would not
permit a case-by-case review of compa-
nies that go too far.

Honestly, I am not in a position to
argue this amendment, but I know it
will be discussed when the bill is dis-
cussed.

I want to go back to the original
issue, because that is why I am stand-
ing here today.

Mr. Speaker, I am a proud cosponsor
of H.R. 4626, the Health Insurance In-
dustry Fair Competition Act.

I have seen firsthand how health in-
surance companies have used their ex-
emption from antitrust regulation to
profit off the backs of hardworking in-
dividuals and small business owners in
my home State of Maine. If you want
to buy an individual insurance policy
in my State, it doesn’t seem like you
have much choice. Anthem Blue Cross
Blue Shield of Maine became so big and
swallowed up so much of the market
that, at one point, nearly 8 out of 10
people buying an individual policy
ended up with them as their insurance
provider.

How did Anthem reward them? With
skyrocketing rate increases that are
impossible to keep up with.

In Maine, Anthem’s rates have gone
up 2560 percent in the last decade—10
times the rate of inflation. Last year,
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they asked for a 19 percent rate in-
crease. People in Maine were shocked.
Anthem, apparently, was just getting
started. This year, Anthem is demand-
ing a 23 percent increase in their rates.

Mr. Speaker, the only thing rising as
fast as the premiums big insurance
companies charge is their profit mar-
gin. Last year, profits for the five big-
gest insurance companies rose by 56
percent over the year before. I don’t
know about you, but I don’t know any-
one else in this economy who got a 56
percent rate increase last year or a
raise.

Anthem has turned a deaf ear to the
concerns of Mainers who are struggling
to pay premiums. Last year, when they
asked for a 19 percent increase, our in-
surance superintendent, Mila Kofman,
denied the request, allowing them 11
percent instead, which seemed reason-
able. So what did Anthem do? They im-
mediately turned around and sued the
State of Maine. As our attorney gen-
eral, Janet Mill, said, ‘“‘In this econ-
omy, it’s hard to believe the greed of
it.”

Also last year, I learned that Anthem
had suddenly and quietly changed a
policy that allowed them to deny
claims at our State’s VA hospital. The
VA staff caught the switch, but very
quickly, the hospital was out $500,000.
You might ask yourself, How can a
company get away with that? How can
a company get away with denying
claims for veterans and with demand-
ing outrageous rate increases while
pocketing record profits?

The answer is pretty simple. They
don’t have any real competition.

I say enough is enough, Mr. Speaker.
Anthem clearly demonstrated that
their monopoly on the individual insur-
ance market in Maine leaves con-
sumers with little choice but to either
pay escalating premiums or to go with-
out coverage. You will hear this more
than once today, and we already did
from the Chair. Unbelievably, health
insurance companies and Major League
Baseball are the only two entities ex-
empt from antitrust laws, and it is
high time we gave the insurance com-
panies a little competition.

I know it’s not what Anthem wants.
It is why they have lobbied so hard
against health care reform that would
lower health care costs overall. It’s
what the American people want. The
American people believe in fair play, a
level playing field, and in free and open
competition, not a system where one
massive corporation can run roughshod
over consumers.

We need to put families before insur-
ance companies and people before prof-
its. H.R. 4626 is an essential step in
achieving meaningful health reform
and in giving Americans choice. I urge
my colleagues to join me in voting
“yes” on this rule, this unamended
rule, and ‘‘yes’ on the underlying bill.

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the distin-
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guished ranking member of the Rules
Committee, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER).

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

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for
yielding, and I want to congratulate
her on her superb management of this
as well as of other rules that she has
brought to the floor.
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I just don’t get it, Mr. Speaker. My
very good friend, my Rules Committee
colleague, would not yield to the au-
thor of the Brooks-Conyers-Johnson-
Lungren amendment, the bipartisan,
agreed-to amendment out of the com-
mittee, because she said she wasn’t an
expert on this and didn’t want to en-
gage in a discussion with Mr. LUNGREN
on the issue.

All we’re asking is, let’s not force
you to have this discussion. Let’s allow
Members of this House to debate it.
That’s the only request that we were
making.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
get it. I’ve been on the Rules Com-
mittee for many years, and many of
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
say, Don’t talk about process, don’t
talk about the ins and outs of the
Rules Committee. People’s eyes glaze
over when you start doing that.

But last June 24, that changed. It
changed dramatically, when, at 3
o’clock in the morning, we were deal-
ing with the cap-and-trade bill and a
special rule was being reported out at
that moment, and a 300-page amend-
ment, still warm off the copying ma-
chine, was dropped in our laps as we
sat there.

And what happened after that, Mr.
Speaker? What happened was the
mantra ‘‘Read the Bill”’ became a
household term. People around the
country, for the first time, began to
focus on process and what has hap-
pened in this institution, and they
were sick and tired of it.

The next day, our distinguished Re-
publican leader, Mr. BOEHNER, pro-
ceeded to take his 1-minute that is
granted to the Speaker, the majority
leader and the minority leader, and he
utilized much more than that 1 minute.
Why? Because we had been presented
this 300-page amendment in the middle
of the night; no one had seen it; and he,
fortunately, took time to go through
that 300-page amendment.

Mr. Speaker, what we are having
here today is a continuation of that.
Mr. Lungren said he had a discussion
with one of his committee colleagues.
The bottom line that we’re seeing here
is, the committee process be damned.
The committee process be damned is
what has really come about. To me, it’s
a sad commentary, not for Republicans
or Democrats, but for the American
people.

I am happy to yield to my friend if
she’d like me to yield.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Well, thank
you very much. I didn’t even have to
ask and I appreciate your offering.
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Mr. DREIER. When I saw you get to
your feet, I suspected you might.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Thank you.

I knew you wanted to hear my very
brief answer on this, and I just want to
clarify. I appreciate your desire to dis-
cuss the process, and I hope you take
as much time as you choose to do so.
But I just want to clarify——

Mr. DREIER. Well, if T could reclaim
my time, we would simply like a
chance to offer the amendment, and
my friend could vote against it, the bi-
partisan amendment that had, in fact,
full unanimous consent from Demo-
crats and Republicans, to make sure
that small insurance companies will
not have their future jeopardized.
That’s all we're asking for.

I am happy to further yield to my
friend.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. And I will
just be brief. I want to have plenty of
time for my colleagues who want to
talk more about the substance of this
issue. But I would say, I felt there was
plenty of time for the process in the
Rules Committee. There was a lively
conversation with some of my col-
leagues and your colleagues, bipar-
tisan, back and forth. But I disagreed.
I did not think that we needed to
change this exemption about data in
the rule, in this particular amendment.
I am happy to allow the Justice De-
partment to have a decision about this
later.

Mr. DREIER. If I could reclaim my
time, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DREIER. I am happy to yield.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. That’s the most interesting
thing. You did change it. You changed
the bill from the bill that came out of
committee. So don’t tell me you didn’t
want it changed. You did change it.
That’s the whole point we’re making.

The bill that we produced out of com-
mittee on a bipartisan basis that was
called a clarifying amendment was
taken out. So you’re the folks that
changed it. I didn’t change it.

My God, is this 1984 doublespeak
around this place?

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend.

I think the point is very clear. We
have the author of a bipartisan amend-
ment who enjoyed the support of the
committee chairman and others, which
was focused on small insurance compa-
nies. Small insurance companies. The
big guys aren’t going to be affected by
this, Mr. Speaker. The idea here is to
ensure that we don’t see an increase in
premiums or, as Mr. Lungren said in
testimony before the Rules Committee
yesterday, potentially these small in-
surance companies going out of exist-
ence.

Now we heard Democrats and Repub-
licans alike in the Rules Committee
argue on behalf of the free market
process, and we believe that we should
do everything that we can to ensure
that there is a wider range of competi-
tion, greater competition. And so what
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is happening is that when this rule
passes, it prevents an opportunity to
have any chance to discuss this bipar-
tisan amendment. It’s a very, very sad
day that we continue with a process
that is so closed.

Last year, we set a record. For the
first time in the 220-, almost 221-year
history of the Republic, we went
through a year without a single rule
that allowed for an open debate. In
fact, since my California colleague, Ms.
PELOSI, has been Speaker of the House,
we’ve gone through now a 3-year pe-
riod. In that 3-year period of time, save
the appropriations process, we have
had a grand total of one bill considered
under an open rule.

Again, this is not a partisan issue.
This is to do with the American people
having their voices heard in this insti-
tution. And so while we are supportive
of the wunderlying legislation, this
change is absolutely outrageous. I urge
my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no”’ on this rule
so that we can bring back some Kind of
positive recognition of what the Fram-
ers of our Constitution wanted, and
that is, a viable committee structure.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
Members are reminded to address their
remarks to the Chair.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker,
I do appreciate the clarification on the
issue of a change.

I will just clarify my own remarks,
that I agreed with the sentiment that
came out in this final rule that we did
not need to make this exemption for
the data.

I would like to yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
OWENS).

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the Health Insurance Indus-
try Fair Competition Act.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
Chairwoman SLAUGHTER for allowing
me to speak today, along with Rep-
resentative PINGREE.

Each month we hear of record profits
for insurance companies and their
CEOs, while we see health care costs
rise for middle class families. One rea-
son for this unjust discrepancy is the
antitrust exemption status afforded to
big insurance allowing them to create
their own market and set their own
prices.

A middle class family that has to
choose between paying doctor bills and
feeding their children is not a Demo-
cratic or Republican issue, and neither
is extending quality care to those who
do not have it.

I have 27 years of experience in the
health care industry, and I can tell you
there is no rational, legal, or moral
reason to grant these companies this
status. In Congress, our top priority
should be job creation, and taking
away insurance companies’ legal trust
status will improve our system in the
right way by lowering insurance costs
for small business owners, and encour-
age them to create quality jobs.

Health care reform is a matter of fiscal re-
sponsibility. Without it, our nation is on track to
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spend 20 cents of every dollar we earn on
health care. This current path is unsustainable
and unacceptable.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to thank Rep-
resentatives PERRIELLO and MARKEY for intro-
ducing the Health Insurance Industry Fair
Competition Act. The bill is an important step
toward creating jobs and strengthening our
economy, and | urge support for the rule and
for the underlying bill.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

The debate that we’ve been having on
this rule has brought up issues that we
have been bringing up this entire ses-
sion. Two major questions: No. 1, where
are the jobs?—we Kkeep asking that
question—and, No. 2, what is the other
side afraid of?

As Mr. LUNGREN pointed out, the bill
that passed the committee passed with
a bipartisan vote. People were very
happy with it. They were very happy
with his amendment.

And yet somewhere between that
committee and here, the bill was
changed substantially. We assume it
was changed in the Speaker’s office.
But we don’t understand what our col-
leagues are afraid of. Why are they
afraid of debating this amendment?
They can’t even allow debate on some-
thing that they don’t want in a bill.

And yet that’s what the American
people want from us. They are sick and
tired of things being done behind closed
doors. They want to see us debating
things. They know we’re going to have
disagreements occasionally on philos-
ophy, and that’s fine. That’s what this
country’s about. But people should be
able to see the debate, instead of one or
two people in this House making all
the decisions for the 435 Members of
the House.

Let me say a word also about, again,
the underlying bill that this rule is
dealing with. The bill is not going to
accomplish what our colleagues across
the aisle are saying. They’re saying it’s
going to bring down the cost of health
insurance and add more competition to
the marketplace. In fact, the bill will
probably do just the opposite.

Let me say what the Congressional
Budget Office said when they reviewed
H.R. 3596. They said, the bill could ‘‘af-
fect the costs of and premiums charged
by private health insurance companies;
whether premiums would increase or
decrease as a result is difficult to de-
termine, but in either case the mag-
nitude of the effects is likely to be
quite small. That effect is likely to be
small because State laws already bar
the activities that would be prohibited
under Federal law if this bill was en-
acted.”

However, with the new language in
the underlying bill and no CBO score,
there’s no telling what the effect will
be.

And the reason we don’t have a CBO
score is because the bill was intro-
duced, as I said, 2 days ago and brought
directly to the floor under a closed
rule. This is a pattern of the ruling
party here. And ‘“‘ruling party’’ is real-
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ly the appropriate term, because that’s
how they act; that’s how the party
acts, as a ruling party.

We see this same thing happening
with the new health care proposal from
President Obama. Here we have from
him what’s basically a 10-page proposal
which melds elements of the House and
Senate-passed health care bills, along
with a few new provisions. But both of
those bills were written behind closed
doors, no committee involvement, or
very little committee involvement;
none in the Senate, some in the House;
but basically the bills written in the
Speaker’s office and in the Majority
Leader’s office.

However, the White House hasn’t re-
vealed any legislative text, and no CBO
score is available. We can’t pass a pro-
posal in here. We must have exact leg-
islative language.

Let me mention again the CBO and
its reaction to the proposal put forth
by President Obama. An article in the
Washington Times entitled CBO:
Obama Health Bill Too Sketchy pub-
lished yesterday states:

“The administration did not post the
bill’s text on the White House Web site,
but outlined what the legislation would
do. It said the measure would cost $950
billion over 10 years.” That’s fine for
the White House to say that, but we
don’t know that’s what it’s going to
cost.

“The information wasn’t enough for
the nonpartisan Congressional Budget
Office, the official keeper of budget
costs, to even venture an estimate of
the bill’s price tag.

‘“‘Although the proposal reflects
many elements that were included in
the health care bills passed by the
House and Senate last year, it modifies
many of those elements and also in-
cludes new ones,” CBO Director Doug-
las Elmendorf said in a blog post.”’
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The CBO goes on, ‘“‘Preparing a cost
estimate requires very detailed speci-
fications of numerous provisions. The
materials that were released this
morning do not provide sufficient de-
tail on all of the provisions.” So we
don’t have the information that we
need in the Obama health care proposal
either. This is the way this administra-
tion and this Democrat-controlled Con-
gress is doing things.

I now would like to yield 3 minutes
to my colleague from Virginia (Mr.
GOODLATTE).

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

Mr. GOODLATTE. I thank the gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I believe in enforcing
our Nation’s antitrust laws. And this
bill has been improved since Judiciary
Committee consideration. However,
this legislation is still flawed, and in
my opinion is meant to distract atten-
tion away from the fact that the ma-
jority is not working on the real issues
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the American people want us to ad-
dress. Americans want policies that
will reduce premiums and increase the
quality of health care services in the
U.S. Unfortunately, it is questionable
whether this bill will accomplish these
goals.

I am also very disappointed in the
rule for this bill, which was closed from
the beginning, and blocks well-inten-
tioned amendments offered by Repub-
licans to make the bill better. Specifi-
cally, an amendment was offered by
Representative DAN LUNGREN, a fellow
member of the Judiciary Committee,
to allow small health insurance compa-
nies to continue to be able to share his-
toric loss data so that they can com-
pete with big insurance companies.
Under the text of the current bill, this
type of sharing would be illegal, which
would hinder new and smaller compa-
nies from entering the market, com-
peting with the big guys, and offering
lower premiums.

The shocking thing is that this
amendment was actually adopted in
the Judiciary Committee on a bipar-
tisan basis. The provision was then
stripped by the majority in this new
bill. So stifling this amendment today
represents the second time the major-
ity has blocked Representative LUN-
GREN’s amendment, which had bipar-
tisan support, and which would have
likely reduced health care premiums
for citizens.

Instead of bringing flawed legislation
to the floor, we should be working to-
gether to pass real reforms, like legis-
lation to allow citizens to take their
health insurance across State lines if
they move, legislation to help those
with preexisting conditions find afford-
able coverage, and legislation to curb
frivolous lawsuits against doctors,
which drive up health insurance pre-
miums and provide increased costs due
to defensive medicine.

The American medical liability sys-
tem is broken. According to one study,
40 percent of claims are meritless: ei-
ther no injury or no error occurred. At-
torneys’ fees and administrative costs
amount to 54 percent of the compensa-
tion paid to plaintiffs. The study found
that completely meritless claims,
which are nonetheless successful ap-
proximately one in four times, account
for nearly a quarter of total adminis-
trative costs.

Defensive medicine is widely prac-
ticed and costly. Skyrocketing medical
liability insurance rates have distorted
the practice of medicine. Costly but
unnecessary tests have become routine,
as doctors try to protect themselves
from lawsuits. According to a 2008 sur-
vey conducted by the Massachusetts
Medical Society, 83 percent of physi-
cians reported that they practiced de-
fensive medicine. Another study in
Pennsylvania put the figure at 93 per-
cent. While estimates vary, the Pacific
Research Institute has put the cost of
defensive medicine at $124 billion. Oth-
ers have arrived at even higher figures.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
rule.
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We should be working to eliminate these
hundreds of billions of dollars of waste from
our medical system in order to drive down pre-
miums to make health care more affordable.
We should be working to help those with pre-
existing conditions get affordable coverage.
Unfortunately, we are doing neither today. We
can do better.

Mr. Speaker, while | may vote for this bill it
could have been made better by an open rule
and the allowance of the Lungren amendment.
But this bill is hardly a cure all and there is so
much more we could do if the majority would
open up the health insurance process to good
proposals that the American people support.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the gentlelady
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, during this health care
debate over the last 6 months, we have
heard we should listen to our constitu-
ents. And you know, I did. I did 14 town
halls in August, and they were at-
tended by over 8,000 people. And there
was one item of agreement between the
extremes in the debate, between the
folks representing the tea party and
those representing single payer, and
that was consensus that this industry,
the health insurance industry, should
not enjoy a special exemption under
the law. They should not be able to
collude to drive up prices, limit com-
petition, price gouge consumers. They
should play by the same rules as every
other industry in America. And this ar-
chaic exemption from antitrust law
passed in the 1940s should go to the
dustbin of history. There was con-
sensus on that.

Now come the Republicans, oh, wait
a minute, we are not protecting the in-
dustry, we don’t want to allow them to
still have antitrust exemption, it is
about the little guys. It is always
about the little guys, isn’t it? So let’s
give the little guys a loophole. And
oops, wait a minute, the big guys can
use the same loophole.

Now, the other thing I have heard is
let’s be bipartisan. Well, there is noth-
ing much more bipartisan than the re-
port of the Antitrust Modernization
Commission from April 2007. This was a
commission created by the Republican
Congress when they controlled both
the House and the Senate and the
White House, with the members named
by President George Bush and the Re-
publican leadership of Congress. They
came to the conclusion that this loop-
hole that they are advocating here
today should not exist.

I will quote briefly from the conclu-
sions of the bipartisan Republican-cre-
ated commission. They said, ‘“A pro-
posed exemption should be recognized
as a decision to sacrifice competi-
tion”—oops, I thought they were for
competition—‘‘and consumer wel-
fare’’—I thought they were for the con-
sumers—‘‘and should be allowed only if
Congress determines that a substantial
and significant countervailing societal
value outweighs the presumption in
favor of competition and the wide-
spread benefits it provides.”
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They go on to address their argu-
ments and they say there are those
who will argue the small companies
that need aggregate data and all this,
they will need the safe harbor. They
say, no, actually not. This again is the
Republican-created commission. ‘‘Like
all potentially beneficial competitor
collaboration generally, however, such
data sharing would be assessed by anti-
trust enforcers and the courts under a
rule of reason analysis that would fully
consider the potential procompetitive
effects of such conduct and condemn it
only if, on balance, it was anticompeti-
tive. Insurance companies would bear
no greater risk than companies in
other industries engaged in data shar-
ing and other collaborative under-
takings. To the extent that insurance
companies engage in anticompetitive
collusion, however, they would then be
appropriately subject to antitrust li-
ability.”

They want to give a safe harbor that
is so big that the Justice Department
could never review it. They are object-
ing to the fact that the Justice Depart-
ment might look at, investigate, the
activities surrounding data sharing and
potential collusion by the industry
that continues to price-gouge con-
sumers and benefit unreasonably and
profit unreasonably. They want to cre-
ate that loophole. That loophole is un-
necessary.

If you adopt that loophole, we might
as well just not pretend that we care
about consumers, consumer welfare,
and that we are going to meaningfully
address this industry playing by the
same rules as every other industry.
This industry should play by the same
rules as all others, plain and simple.
Americans get that. They are not
happy with seeing their health insur-
ance double every 10 years, or now it is
more on a doubling rate of 3 to 5 years.
They know that they are being taken
to the cleaners. They know the indus-
try is trying to cherry-pick. They
know there is anticompetitive activity
going on. It is time for that to change.
No loopholes.

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

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, for 65
years health insurance companies have
enjoyed a special interest exemption
from laws prohibiting price fixing, bid
rigging, and carving up the insurance
market. Consumers’ health insurance
premiums go up, while coverage gets
worse and worse. In the past six years,
health insurance premiums have in-
creased at a rate four times the in-
crease in the average American work-
er’s wages.

Twenty-seven years ago, as a young
Texas State Senator, I authored the
Texas Free Enterprise and Antitrust
Act. But one industry, one industry
among all others, was exempted be-
cause of this Federal law. So no action
could be taken against the anti-
competitive practices of one industry,
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the insurance industry. And we see the
results. In the last decade, health in-
surance premiums in Texas have gone
up over 100 percent.

Protecting consumers and fostering
competition are American values.
Families and small businesses will ben-
efit when the health care industry has
to compete like other industries. With
this reform and a newly reinvigorated
Department of Justice, which forgot
about antitrust enforcement under the
Bush administration, together we can
now have the oversight that was over-
looked for eight years under that ad-
ministration.

Hopefully, President Obama will cor-
rect a major omission in the health
care legislation that he proposed by in-
cluding this vital reform—repeal of the
antitrust loophole for the health insur-
ance industry. It is time for competi-
tion. It is time for open markets. And
it is time to block the closed-door col-
lusion that Americans are paying for in
higher and higher premiums by letting
competition work.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I continue
to reserve my time.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. GARAMENDI).

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker,
members of the House, we have before
us a very simple but extremely impor-
tant proposal by our Republican col-
leagues to provide the insurance indus-
try with the opportunity to continue to
collude, to set prices, and to harm the
consumers. Call it a safe harbor. It is
indeed a very safe harbor to do what is
illegal in every other portion of the
American economy except for baseball.

So why should we approve what the
Republicans want here? No good reason
at all. Competition is necessary. A safe
harbor is specifically designed to allow
the insurance companies to continue to
gather specific information that they
then use to set prices and to collude
and to harm the consumers as well as
the providers.

There are two cases out there over
the last decade in which the industry
has clearly colluded and harmed pro-
viders, a case in New York and another
case that was put against the insur-
ance companies by the doctors. This
proposed amendment by Congressman
LUNGREN would harm both the pro-
viders as well as the consumers, and
provide a safe harbor to do what is ille-
gal in every other part of the American
economy, that is to set prices. We
ought not to do it. We ought to put this
aside.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARAMENDI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Could I just ask my friend from
California, isn’t it true that if there
was collusion utilizing this informa-
tion, that would still be prosecutable
under the amendment that I suggest
because it is prosecutable at the
present time under State action theory
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and has been pursued by various
States?

Mr. GARAMENDI. The proposed
amendment opens the door for collu-
sion. It gives the tools for collusion to
the companies. We ought not do that.
And there is no other part of the Amer-
ican economy that such collusion and
such an open door and invitation to
collusion is provided.

Ms. FOXX. I yield 30 seconds to the
distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN).

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Well, I know we have had people
on this floor who say they have no ex-
pertise but they say this amendment
does certain things. I did spend 8 years
as the Attorney General of California.
We had the most active antitrust pub-
lic law office in the country other than
the U.S. Justice Department.

I might just say, this is the first time
I have ever heard that Jack Brooks was
presenting legislation on the floor of
the House or in Judiciary that was to
protect insurance companies or allow
collusion. The language I used is taken
from the Jack Brooks bill. The lan-
guage I use is specifically the language
that was adopted on a bipartisan basis
and said by the chairman of the Judici-
ary Committee was an excellent clari-
fying amendment.
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Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARAMENDI).

Mr. GARAMENDI. When my col-
league from California was attorney
general, I was insurance commissioner,
and we had a grand fight over this very
issue, the very issue of whether the
State of California would allow the in-
surance companies to continue to use
rating bureaus to get their price infor-
mation and to continue to set prices in
what could be a collusion. We put that
aside. The regulations that I put into
effect were adopted, and the end result
was, when they could no longer use a
rating bureau, which this proposal
would allow, the prices began to drop
in homeowners and auto insurance in
California.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. The fact of the matter is that
under the law under this bill, the State
action still applies, State action prin-
ciples still apply. States can still do
what they will, including what the gen-
tleman talked about before. So this is
a red herring.

This is so silly that you would take
something that got bipartisan support,
unless you’'re suddenly suggesting that
the chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee has a secret plan to somehow
allow the insurance companies to
gouge people and that Jack Brooks had
that secret plan. This is total non-
sense, to bring a bill to the floor and
take out an essential element from
committee and then suggest, when you
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want to put it back in committee for
revision, you’re trying to protect some-
body.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1%2 minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. SCOTT).

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. I thank the
gentlewoman from Maine (Ms. PIN-
GREE). I appreciate her courtesy in al-
lowing me to speak.

Mr. Speaker, this is an important,
important issue. It is at the crucible of
this entire debate on health care. And
the crucible is this: We must bring
down the cost of health care. And in a
free economy, the surest way of bring-
ing down the cost of a product or a
service is through competition.

The antitrust laws were put on the
books during Standard Oil with John
D. Rockefeller to break that up so we
could bring competition. Here we have
now, almost a hundred years later, the
only industry that is exempted from
antitrust is the insurance industry, the
health insurance industry. Surely we
can agree on this.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say one
other thing, too, to my friends on the
other side of the aisle. It was a great
Republican who said a house divided
against itself shall surely fall. Well,
this Nation is tired of seeing us di-
vided. They want to see us find some-
thing, one or two things, that we can
agree on. America is yearning for Re-
publicans and Democrats to come to-
gether on something that will help
bring down the cost of health care in-
surance, and nothing will more surely
do that than to remove this exemption
from antitrust that is beholden to the
insurance companies. As long as they
have it, they are free to do the monop-
oly. They are free to price fix.

We can agree on both sides of the
aisle here today to bring down the cost
of health care insurance by removing
this exemption.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker,
I have no further requests for time, and
I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, Mr. SCOTT
just made Mr. LUNGREN’s case for him
as far as I'm concerned. He just said we
want to work together on issues. Mr.
LUNGREN said that’s what we’ve done.
A bipartisan amendment passed. The
Democrats took the bipartisan amend-
ment out of the bill.

We want to work together. Many Re-
publicans are going to vote for this
bill. I hope they won’t vote for the
rule, because it’s a bad rule, but they
will vote for the bill.

The Democrats, time and again, tout
their plan will increase competition
and lower premiums. We don’t think
that’s true.

I want to urge the American people
to read the summary the White House
has put out on their bill and see the in-
creased Federal control of health care
in this country.

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

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker,
I thank my colleague on the other side
of the aisle.
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We’ve heard a variety of reasons and
excuses today about why this bill
shouldn’t pass, whether it was about
the committee process or a loophole,
debating it back and forth. But the fact
is we cannot have meaningful health
care reform in this country until we fi-
nally decide to put an end to insurance
company greed and insurance company
monopolies. We must stop companies
like Anthem who demand rate in-
creases that are many times the rate of
inflation, which puts health care insur-
ance out of reach for many, many
Americans.

I urge a ‘‘yes’” vote on the previous
question and on the rule.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
opposition to this closed rule for H.R. 4626,
the Health Insurance Industry Fair Competition
Act. Last night, | offered an amendment to
crack down on fraud in Medicare, which costs
taxpayers as much as $50 billion a year. My
language, an update of my bill, the Medicare
Fraud Prevention and Enforcement Act of
2009, was actually endorsed by President
Obama in the White House blueprint that was
released early Monday. It was most recently
included in the Medical Rights and Reform
Act, introduced by my good friend Mr. KIRK.

This amendment would have reduced
waste, fraud and abuse by strengthening the
Medicare enrollment process, expanding cer-
tain standards of participation, and reducing
erroneous payments. The amendment also
provides additional tools to pursue fraudulent
healthcare providers, suppliers and billing
agencies. These are bipartisan goals, and my
language has true bipartisan support. Unfortu-
nately, Democrats on the Rules Committee re-
fused to even allow an up-or-down vote on the
House floor that would have added this impor-
tant, cost-cutting measure to a bill that is oth-
erwise lacking in substance.

| expect more political healthcare votes in
the coming weeks, and | am prepared to offer
my piece of the Obama healthcare plan as an
amendment each time. If Democrats are seri-
ous about reducing costs and passing stand-
alone bipartisan solutions, then | ask them to
accept my language. The billions in waste that
we save could go a long way toward providing
health insurance for the millions of Americans
who cannot afford it.

| urge my colleagues to oppose this closed
rule.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I yield back
the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. The gentlewoman from Maine
did not yield time to me so that | could explain
that | did not urge opposition to the underlying
bill but only the rule.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

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

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 15-
minute vote on adoption of House Res-
olution 1098 will be followed by 5-
minute votes on motions to suspend
the rules on:
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House Resolution 1074; and
House Resolution 944, if ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 238, nays
181, not voting 13, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Adler (NJ)
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca

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

Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu

Clarke
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Driehaus
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foster
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Gordon (TN)
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus

[Roll No. 60]
YEAS—238

Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Herseth Sandlin
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
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McMahon
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Nye
Oberstar

NAYS—181

Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)

Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T

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

Blackburn
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boustany
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Brady (TX) Hall (TX) Nunes
Bright Harper Olson
Broun (GA) Hastings (WA) Paul
Brown (SC) Heller Paulsen
Brown-Waite, Hensarling Pence

Ginny Herger Petri
Buchanan Hill Platts
Burgess Hunter Poe (TX)
Burton (IN) Inglis Posey
Calvert Issa Price (GA)
Camp Jenkins Putnam
Campbell Johnson (IL) Rehber:
Cantor Johnson, Sam © N
Cao Jones Roe (TN)
Capito Jordan (OH) Rogers (AL)
Carter King (TA) Rogers (KY)
Cassidy King (NY) Rogers (MI)
Castle Kingston Rohrabacher
Chaffetz Kirk Rooney
Childers Kline (MN) Ros-Lehtinen
Coble Lamborn Roskam
Coffman (CO) Lance Royce
Cole Latham Ryan (WI)
Conaway LaTourette Scalise
Crenshaw Latta Schmidt
Culberson Lee (NY) Schock
Dahlkemper Lewis (CA) Sensenbrenner
Davis (KY) Linder Sessions
Deal (GA) LoBiondo Shadegg
Dent Lucas Shimkus
Diaz-Balart, L. Luetkemeyer Shuler
Diaz-Balart, M. Lummis Shuster
Dreier Lungren, Daniel Simpson
Duncan E. :
Ehlers Mack Zﬁitﬁ EE?;
Ellsworth Manzullo Smith (TX)
Emerson Marchant Souder
Fallin McCarthy (CA) Stearns
Flake McCaul Sullivan
Fleming McClintock
Forbes MecCotter Terry
Fortenberry McHenry Thompson (PA)
Foxx McKeon Thornberry
Franks (AZ) McMorris Tiahrt
Frelinghuysen Rodgers Tiberi
Gallegly Mica Turner
Garrett (NJ) Miller (FL) Upton
Gerlach Miller (MI) Walden
Giffords Miller, Gary Wamp
Gingrey (GA) Minnick Westmoreland
Gohmert Mitchell Whitfield
Goodlatte Moran (KS) Wilson (SC)
Granger Murphy (NY) Wittman
Graves Murphy, Tim Wolf
Griffith Myrick Young (AK)
Guthrie Neugebauer Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—13
Barrett (SC) Higgins Reichert
Blunt Hoekstra Spratt
Buyer Moore (WI) Stark
Clay Pitts
Dingell Radanovich
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Messrs. KIRK and SIMPSON changed
their 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.

HONORING THE LIFE OF MIEP
GIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution, H. Res. 1074, on which
the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
MCMAHON) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 1074.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 421, nays 0,
not voting 11, as follows:
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Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Adler (NJ)
AKin
Alexander
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Austria
Baca
Bachmann
Bachus
Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Boccieri
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boustany
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Bright
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown, Corrine
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Castor (FL)
Chaffetz
Chandler
Childers
Chu
Clarke
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cohen
Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)

[Roll No. 61]

YEAS—421

Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Davis (TN)
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Dreier
Driehaus
Duncan
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garamendi
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
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Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
MclIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim

Myrick Ros-Lehtinen Stearns
Nadler (NY) Roskam Stupak
Napolitano Ross Sullivan
Neal (MA) Roybal-Allard Sutton
Neugebauer Royce Tanner
Nunes Ruppersberger Taylor
Nye Rush Teague
Oberstar Ryan (OH) Terry
Obey Ryan (WD) Thompson (CA)
Olson Salazar
Olver Sanchez, Linda Thompson (MS)
Ortiz T, Thompson (PA)
Owens Sanchez, Loretta LROTRberry
Pallone Sarbanes Tiahrt
Pascrell Scalise Tiberi
Pastor (AZ) Schakowsky Tierney
Paul Schauer Titus
Paulsen Schiff Tonko
Payne Schmidt Towns
Pence Schock Tsongas
Perlmutter Schrader Turner
Perriello Schwartz Upton
Peters Scott (GA) Van Hollen
Peterson Scott (VA) Velazquez
Petri Sensenbrenner Visclosky
Pingree (ME) Serrano Walden
Platts Sessions Walz
Poe (TX) Sestak Wamp
Polis (CO) Shadegg Wasserman
Pomeroy Shea-Porter Schultz
Pring (@A) Shimieas waters
Price (NC) Shuler vaatson
att

Putnam Shuster W

N X axman
Quigley Simpson Weiner
Rahall Sires
Rangel Skelton Wes,tmoreland
Rehberg Slaughter Whitfield
Reyes Smith (NE) Wilson (OH)
Richardson Smith (NJ) Wilson (SC)
Rodriguez Smith (TX) Wittman
Roe (TN) Smith (WA) Wolf
Rogers (AL) Snyder Woolsey
Rogers (KY) Souder Wu
Rogers (MI) Space Yarmuth
Rohrabacher Speier Young (AK)
Rooney Spratt Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—I11

Barrett (SC) Hoekstra Rothman (NJ)
Blunt Pitts Stark

Clay Radanovich Welch

Dingell Reichert

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Members have 2 minutes re-

maining in this vote.

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
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resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———
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RECORDED VOTE
Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker,
I demand a recorded vote.

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
ON RELIGIOUS MINORITIES IN
IRAQ

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on
suspending the rules and agreeing to
the resolution, H. Res. 944, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
MCMAHON) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 944, as amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 415, noes 3,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 62]

AYES—415

Abercrombie Cooper Higgins
Ackerman Costa Hill
Aderholt Costello Himes
Adler (NJ) Courtney Hinchey
Akin Crenshaw Hinojosa
Alexander Crowley Hirono
Altmire Cuellar Hodes
Andrews Culberson Holden
Arcuri Cummings Holt
Austria Dahlkemper Honda
Baca Davis (AL) Hoyer
Bachmann Davis (CA) Hunter
Bachus Dayvis (IL) Inglis
Baird Davis (KY) Inslee
Baldwin Davis (TN) Israel
Barrow Deal (GA) Issa
Bartlett DeFazio Jackson (IL)
Barton (TX) DeGette Jackson Lee
Bean Delahunt (TX)
Becerra DeLauro Jenkins
Berkley Dent Johnson (GA)
Berman Diaz-Balart, L. Johnson (IL)
Berry Diaz-Balart, M. Johnson, E. B.
Biggert Dicks Johnson, Sam
Bilbray Doggett Jones
Bilirakis Donnelly (IN) Jordan (OH)
Bishop (GA) Doyle Kagen
Bishop (NY) Dreier Kanjorski
Bishop (UT) Driehaus Kaptur
Blackburn Duncan Kennedy
Blumenauer Edwards (MD) Kildee
Boccieri Edwards (TX) Kilpatrick (MI)
Boehner Ehlers Kilroy
Bonner Ellison Kind
Bono Mack Ellsworth King (IA)
Boozman Emerson King (NY)
Boren Engel Kingston
Boswell Eshoo Kirk
Boucher Etheridge Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Boustany Fallin Kissell
Boyd Farr Klein (FL)
Brady (PA) Fattah Kline (MN)
Brady (TX) Filner Kosmas
Braley (IA) Fleming Kratovil
Bright Forbes Kucinich
Brown (SC) Fortenberry Lamborn
Brown, Corrine Foster Lance
Brown-Waite, Foxx Langevin

Ginny Frank (MA) Larsen (WA)
Buchanan Franks (AZ) Larson (CT)
Burgess Frelinghuysen Latham
Burton (IN) Fudge LaTourette
Butterfield Gallegly Latta
Buyer Garamendi Lee (CA)
Calvert Garrett (NJ) Lee (NY)
Camp Gerlach Levin
Campbell Giffords Lewis (CA)
Cantor Gingrey (GA) Lewis (GA)
Cao Gohmert Linder
Capito Gonzalez Lipinski
Capps Goodlatte LoBiondo
Capuano Gordon (TN) Loebsack
Cardoza Granger Lofgren, Zoe
Carnahan Graves Lowey
Carney Grayson Lucas
Carson (IN) Green, Al Luetkemeyer
Carter Green, Gene Lujan
Cassidy Griffith Lummis
Castle Grijalva Lungren, Daniel
Castor (FL) Guthrie E.
Chaffetz Gutierrez Lynch
Chandler Hall (NY) Mack
Childers Hall (TX) Maffei
Chu Halvorson Maloney
Clarke Hare Manzullo
Cleaver Harman Marchant
Clyburn Harper Markey (CO)
Coble Hastings (FL) Markey (MA)
Coffman (CO) Hastings (WA) Marshall
Cohen Heinrich Massa
Cole Heller Matheson
Conaway Hensarling Matsui
Connolly (VA) Herger McCarthy (CA)
Conyers Herseth Sandlin ~ McCarthy (NY)
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McCaul Poe (TX) Sires
MecClintock Polis (CO) Skelton
McCollum Pomeroy Slaughter
McCotter Posey Smith (NE)
McDermott Price (GA) Smith (NJ)
McGovern Price (NC) Smith (TX)
McHenry Putnam Smith (WA)
Mclntyre Quigley Snyder
McKeon Rahall Souder
McMahon Rangel Space
McNerney Rehberg Speier
Meek (FL) Reyes Spratt
Meeks (NY) Richardson Stearns
Melancon Rodriguez Stupak
Mica Roe (TN) Sullivan
Michaud Rogers (AL) Sutton
Miller (FL) Rogers (KY) Tanner
Miller (MI) Rogers (MI) Taylor
Miller, Gary Rohrabacher Teague
Miller, George Rooney Terry
Minnick Ros-Lehtinen Thompson (CA)
Mitchell Roskam Thompson (MS)
Mollohan Ross Thompson (PA)
Moore (KS) Rothman (NJ) Thornberry
Moore (WI) Roybal-Allard Tiahrt
Moran (KS) Royce Tiberi
Moran (VA) Ruppersberger Tierney
Murphy (NY) Rush Titus
Murphy, Patrick Ryan (OH) Tonko
Murphy, Tim Ryan (WI) Towns
Myrick Salazar Tsongas
Nadler (NY) Sanchez, Linda Turner
Napolitano T. Upton
Neal (MA) Sanchez, Loretta Van Hollen
Neugebauer Sarbanes Velazquez
Nunes Scalise Visclosky
Nye Schakowsky Walden
Oberstar Schauer Walz
Obey Schiff Wamp
Olson Schmidt Wasserman
Olver Schock Schultz
Ortiz Schrader Waters
Owens Schwartz Watson
Pallone Scott (GA) Watt
Pascrell Scott (VA) Waxman
Pastor (AZ) Sensenbrenner Weiner
Paulsen Serrano Whitfield
Payne Sessions Wilson (OH)
Pence Sestak Wilson (SC)
Perlmutter Shadegg Wittman
Perriello Shea-Porter Wolf
Peters Sherman Woolsey
Peterson Shimkus Wu
Petri Shuler Yarmuth
Pingree (ME) Shuster Young (AK)
Platts Simpson Young (FL)
NOES—3
Broun (GA) Flake Paul

NOT VOTING—14

Barrett (SC) McMorris Radanovich
Blunt Rodgers Reichert

Clay Miller (NC) Stark

Dingell Murphy (CT) Welch
Hoekstra Pitts Westmoreland

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
McCoLLUM) (during the vote). Members
are reminded there is less than 1
minute left in this vote.
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
resolution, as amended, was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title of the resolution was
amended so as to read: ‘‘Expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives
on the protection of members of vul-
nerable religious and ethnic minority
communities in Iraq.”.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

HEALTH INSURANCE INDUSTRY
FAIR COMPETITION ACT

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, pur-
suant to House Resolution 1098, I call

up the bill (H.R. 4626) to restore the ap-
plication of the Federal antitrust laws
to the business of health insurance to
protect competition and consumers,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 4626

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Health In-
surance Industry Fair Competition Act”’.

SEC. 2. RESTORING THE APPLICATION OF ANTI-
TRUST LAWS TO HEALTH SECTOR IN-
SURERS.

(a) AMENDMENT TO MCCARRAN-FERGUSON
AcT.—Section 3 of the Act of March 9, 1945
(156 U.S.C. 1013), commonly known as the
McCarran-Ferguson Act, is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘“(c) Nothing contained in this Act shall
modify, impair, or supersede the operation of
any of the antitrust laws with respect to the
business of health insurance. For purposes of
the preceding sentence, the term ‘antitrust
laws’ has the meaning given it in subsection
(a) of the first section of the Clayton Act, ex-
cept that such term includes section 5 of the
Federal Trade Commission Act to the extent
that such section 5 applies to unfair methods
of competition.”.

(b) RELATED PROVISION.—For purposes of
section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission
Act (156 U.S.C. 45) to the extent such section
applies to unfair methods of competition,
section 3(c) of the McCarran-Ferguson Act
shall apply with respect to the business of
health insurance without regard to whether
such business is carried on for profit, not-
withstanding the definition of ‘‘Corporation’
contained in section 4 of the Federal Trade
Commission Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1098, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS)
and the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
SMITH) each will control 60 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and insert extraneous material
on H.R. 4626.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker and my colleagues,
the bill before us will allow, for the
first time, competition to take hold in
the health insurance marketplace, an
important and vital step in the road to
fixing our broken health insurance sys-
tem and containing costs. I want to
commend, in particular, my colleagues
ToM PERRIELLO of Virginia and BETSY
MARKEY of Colorado for working with
our committee on this important ef-
fort.

Experience has shown that Con-
gress—and we hate to admit having
made mistakes in the past, but we did
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make an error in 1945 in adding an
antitrust exemption into the
McCarran-Ferguson Act at the last
minute during the debate. Not many of
you were here at that time, and neither
was I, but leading consumer groups and
senior citizen groups, State attorneys
general and others for years have been
urging that we in the legislature fix
this error that has been made so long
ago.

The bipartisan Antitrust Moderniza-
tion Commission established by this
body and President Bush in 2002 echoed
this call in its 2007 report. And now, as
we work to fix what everyone mostly
agrees is a broken health insurance
market, it is about time to bring into
that market what is an essential ingre-
dient of any well-functioning market—
competition. And the way we make
sure that happens here is the same way
we made sure it happens in every other
industry—to have the antitrust laws
apply. These laws are the principal pro-
tector of free market competition and
the prosperity it provides, the principal
guarantee that businesses who want to
offer choice and value to consumers
can do so.

The blanket antitrust exemption in
the McCarran-Ferguson Act shields
health insurance companies from legal
accountability for fixing prices, divid-
ing up markets and customers they
serve so as to deny meaningful choice,
and using monopoly power to sabotage
anyone who seeks to offer meaningful
competitive choice to consumers. This,
ladies and gentlemen, must end.

Antitrust court actions alleging each
of these practices, and more, have been
blocked routinely in the courts by in-
voking the McCarran-Ferguson anti-
trust exemption, and that is what we
are here to repair today.

Now, an antitrust expert attorney,
David Balto, with antitrust enforce-
ment experience acquired both at the
United States Justice Department and
the Federal Trade Commission, has
found that State insurance commis-
sioners have not brought any actions
in any State against health insurers
for anticompetitive conduct during at
least the last 5 years.

Health insurance premiums continue
to spiral ever-upward each year, and
copayments and deductibles keep tak-
ing further bites out of tight family
budgets. Those families have a right to
know that they are not being victim-
ized by insurers any longer who should
be competing to offer them choice and
value but, instead, are, unfortunately,
conspiring against them.

In its famous Topco ruling, the
United States Supreme Court refers to
the antitrust laws as the Magna Carta
of free enterprise. The health insurance
industry should not be exempt from
them.

The Judiciary Committee has been
working to remove this harmful ex-
emption for a number of years. We
made a lot of headway under the dis-
tinguished chairman, our former col-
league, Jack Brooks of Texas, who
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headed the committee after Peter Ro-
dino and after Emanuel ‘“Manny”’
Celler, and it is time to complete this
effort in the area of health insurance
since this is the number one subject,
legislatively, before us being watched
carefully by everyone in the Nation.

Last fall, our Judiciary Committee
reported a similar bill which was incor-
porated into the comprehensive health
care bill passed by the House. And so I
commend my colleagues, Representa-
tives Perriello and Markey, for their
leadership in bringing this effort back
to the House floor today as a free-
standing measure.

With more and more people having to
choose between having health insur-
ance or food on the table, isn’t it about
time the health insurance companies’
cozy antitrust exemption be taken off
the books?

So I urge all my colleagues to sup-
port this long-overdue, pro-consumer
legislation that will affect citizens and
families in every State.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Madam Speaker, H.R. 4626, the
Health Insurance Industry Fair Com-
petition Act, unfortunately doesn’t do
much. In fact, it has all the substance
of a soup made by boiling the shadow
of a chicken.

In his State of the Union address on
January 27, President Obama chal-
lenged Congress to create a plan that
“will bring down premiums, bring down
the deficit, cover the uninsured,
strengthen Medicare for seniors, and
stop insurance company abuses.”” The
administration’s health care plan does
just the opposite. It increases pre-
miums, increases taxes, and reduces
Medicare benefits for seniors.

Will today’s McCarran-Ferguson re-
peal bring down insurance premiums?
No. The Congressional Budget Office
says that ‘“‘whether premiums would
increase or decrease as a result of this
legislation is difficult to determine,
but in either case the magnitude of the
effects is likely to be quite small.”
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So what’s the point of the bill?

The CBO goes on to say that pre-
mium reductions from this bill are
likely to be small because ‘‘State laws
already bar the activities that would
be prohibited under Federal law if this
bill was enacted.”

So what’s the point of the bill?

The National Association of Insur-
ance Commissioners pointed out that
bid-rigging, price-fixing, and market
allocation ‘‘are not permitted under
the McCarran-Ferguson Act, and are
not tolerated under State law. Indeed,
State insurance regulators actively en-
force prohibitions in these areas.”

So, again, what’s the point of the
bill?

The McCarran-Ferguson Act’s Fed-
eral antitrust exemption simply allows
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small and medium-sized insurers to ag-
gregate information for underwriting
purposes so they can compete effec-
tively against larger companies. In
other words, McCarran-Ferguson helps
to promote competition by making
small and medium-sized underwriters
viable.

Eliminating the exchange of data
provision that was included in earlier
versions of this bill likely will impede
new entry into the health insurance
markets. This means that there could
be less competition among health in-
surers.

That said, I believe, as does the Anti-
trust Modernization Commission, that
antitrust exemptions should be rarely
granted or created. Yet, if they are
necessary, they should be written in as
limited a way as necessary to meet a
compelling public policy goal.

I can understand why some of my
colleagues may want to support this
bill, and given that it will have no
meaningful impact, I don’t oppose it.
However, when repealing an existing
antitrust exemption, we should be
careful of the unintended consequences
of our actions.

The majority has avoided one unin-
tended consequence of this legislation
by limiting its application solely to
health insurers. Eliminating mal-
practice insurers goes a long way to-
ward making this bill more reasonable.
However, the majority should adopt
further changes to this bill to dem-
onstrate that they are more interested
in legislating than in targeting an un-
popular industry for no real policy rea-
son.

Specifically, this legislation should
be amended to define the term ‘‘busi-
ness of health insurance.” Second, we
should reinsert the exchange of data
provision that was added to the bill in
committee. Finally, we should clarify
that this bill will not impinge upon
State insurance regulations. None of
these concepts are revolutionary. They
were all included in earlier versions of
this legislation that were passed by the
House.

That said, if the majority really
wants to help consumers, we should
consider a measure that could actually
achieve savings for patients: medical
malpractice tort reform.

According to a study by the Harvard
School of Public Health, 40 percent of
all medical malpractice suits against
doctors and hospitals are ‘‘without
merit.”” So every doctor must purchase
malpractice insurance at great expense
to protect themselves from frivolous
lawsuits.

A Department of Health and Human
Services study found that unlimited
excessive damages add $70 billion to
$126 billion annually to health care
costs. Doctors are so concerned about
frivolous lawsuits that they have to
practice defensive medicine and order
unnecessary tests and procedures. HHS
estimates the national cost of defen-
sive medicine is now more than $60 bil-
lion.
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All of these expenses are then passed
on to patients in the costs of health
care. That is why some States, includ-
ing my home State of Texas, have en-
acted tort reform, which limits the
amount of excessive damages awarded
in frivolous lawsuits. The result? Insur-
ance premiums have fallen, and the
availability of medical care has ex-
panded. But this bill will do nothing to
reduce the costs of health care.

Congress should set aside this bill,
and it should take up lawsuit abuse re-
form, which could reduce health care
costs for our constituents.

Madam Speaker, I reluctantly sup-
port this, unfortunately, ineffective
bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, be-
fore I yield to SHEILA JACKSON LEE, I
yield myself 1 minute because my dear
friend, the ranking member, asked,
What is the point of this legislation?

We have made a long list of points of
this legislation. To begin with, it is to
increase competition in the health care
industry. It also is to shine a light on
industry practices that are currently
unavailable and undetectable because
of the exemption. That’s why we are on
the floor today.

I yield 3 minutes to a distinguished
member of the committee, the gentle-
woman from Houston, Texas, SHEILA
JACKSON LEE.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I thank
the distinguished chairman.

Madam Speaker, I rise to announce
to the American public and to this
body that, as we stand here today, over
a year’s time, 45,000 Americans die be-
cause they don’t have health insur-
ance. They don’t have health insurance
because the premiums have literally
spiraled beyond any imagination. So,
today, we are rising to create an oppor-
tunity for Americans to live and for
lives to be saved because competition
is the engine, not only of the economy,
but it is the engine of better health
care for all Americans.

Here is an example that shows how
increased premiums are the complete
opposite of commitment and service to
our constituency: When the State of
California passed a law in 1988 that
eliminated the State antitrust exemp-
tion for the auto insurance industry,
auto premiums for consumers in Cali-
fornia rose 9.8 percent when the rest of
the premiums in the Nation were going
down. The Consumer Federation of
America said that consumers would
save over $50 billion in insurance pre-
miums by repealing the 1945 McCarran-
Ferguson Act.

I thank the distinguished colleague
from our Judiciary Committee, Mr.
PERRIELLO, for his leadership, along
with many others.

Removing the antitrust exemption
will not only enable appropriate en-
forcement against these unjust prac-
tices when they are uncovered, but it
will also give all health insurance com-
panies healthy competitive incentives
so you as a family of four, as a grand-
mother, as a single parent can get the
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insurance possible as we move forward
in health insurance.

The attorney general of New York, in
his investigation, found that insurance
companies engage in collusion. That’s
why we need this. We want to break
the rules so we can help doctors with
lower premiums and medical mal-
practice and with shielding our con-
stituency from these Godforsaken
prices.

Let me tell you that we have seen
this in action in the Ocean State Phy-
sicians Health Plan v. Blue Cross and
Blue Shield. Citing this act, this anti-
trust prevention act, the First Circuit
overturned a jury verdict against the
dominant health insurer for using its
monopoly power to put financial pres-
sure on area employers to refuse to do
business with a competing HMO. The
First Circuit, because of the exemp-
tion, blocked any opportunity for com-
petition. We need to change this, and
we have found that this collusion is
hurting us.

So, Madam Speaker, I would say to
you that, in order to save lives, like
the lives in my 18th Congressional Dis-
trict, where Texas is the poster child
for the most uninsured, 1.1 million—it
has the dubious honor of being the
largest uninsured State in the Nation.
My county, Harris County, as we fight
over and over for health insurance,
does not have people who are insured.
So this will help bring, along with the
health reform that we will pass in the
next couple of weeks, the idea of saving
lives and of providing for our children
and our families.

Chairman CONYERS had the single-
payer bill. That was the initiative that
should have gone forward, but now we
have a way of saving lives. This is fis-
cally secure, and it provides security to
those who are in need. I ask that you
support this legislation to, again, save
lives.

Madam Speaker, | rise in support of H.R.
4626, Health Insurance Industry Fair Competi-
tion Act, a bill designed to restore competition
and transparency to the health insurance mar-
ket—by repealing the blanket antitrust exemp-
tion afforded to health insurance companies
by the McCarran-Ferguson Act of 1945. Today
45,000 people a year die without health insur-
ance and they die because they do not have
health insurance! This is a matter of life and
death.

Madam Speaker, competition is the engine
that drives our economy, spurs innovation,
and ensures that the American consumer re-
ceives a fair deal on goods and services.
There is significant evidence that removing the
antitrust exemption will increase competition in
the insurance industry and will result in lower
prices and other benefits for consumers. In
fact, experience has shown time and time
again the benefits of increased competition in
the form of lower prices, increased choice,
and greater innovation.

A healthy and competitive health insurance
market will drive prices down in the health in-
surance industry, just as we have seen it do
in so many other industries where competition
is allowed to take hold. For example, since the
state of California passed a law in 1988 that
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eliminated the state antitrust exemption for the
auto insurance industry, auto premiums for
consumers in California have risen by only
9.8% while the rest of the country has seen
auto premiums rise by over 48 percent. The
Consumer Federation of America has said that
consumers would save over $50 billion in in-
surance premiums by repealing the 1945
McCarran-Ferguson Act for all lines of insur-
ance. Further, it is estimated that subjecting
health insurance companies to federal antitrust
laws would lower premiums by 10% or more.

Removing this antitrust exemption will not
only enable appropriate enforcement against
these unjust practices when they are uncov-
ered; it will also give all health insurance com-
panies healthy competitive incentives that will
promote better affordability, improved quality,
increased innovation, and greater consumer
choice, as the antitrust laws have done
throughout the rest of the economy for over a
century.

The antitrust exemption was enacted in
1945, as part of legislation whose main pur-
pose was simply to reaffirm the authority of
States to regulate insurance for the protection
of their citizens. The antitrust exemption was
quietly inserted at the end of the legislative
process, in conference committee. As a result,
insurance companies have been shielded from
legal accountability for price fixing, dividing up
territories among themselves, sabotaging their
competitors in the marketplace in order to gain
monopoly power, and other practices that un-
justly harm consumers. Moreover, antitrust
court actions alleging each of these practices,
and more, have been blocked by invoking the
McCarran-Ferguson antitrust exemption.

For far too long, the health insurance indus-
try has played by a different set of rules.
Shielding health and medical malpractice in-
surance companies from federal antitrust laws
is a practice that must end.

Madam Speaker, the American public
agrees that the special treatment the anti-trust
exemption affords insurance companies must
come to an end. A recent Rasmussen poll
found that 65% of Americans favored remov-
ing the anti-trust exemption for health insur-
ance companies. Of those polled, Democrats
supported subjecting insurance companies to
antitrust laws by a seven-to-one margin. Sixty-
four percent (64%) of independent voters and
58% of Republicans also believe insurers
should abide by antitrust laws. This data dem-
onstrates that there is bi-partisan public sup-
port for demanding that health insurance com-
panies play by the same rules as other com-
panies in America.

Madam Speaker, | agree with the majority of
the American public that shielding health and
medical malpractice insurance companies
from federal antitrust laws is a practice that
must end. Eliminating the anti-trust exemption
for the health care industry is a vital step to-
ward reforming health care, lowering prices for
consumers and doctors, and leveling the play-
ing field for American businesses.

The Consumer Federation of America has
said that consumers would save over $50 bil-
lion in insurance premiums by repealing the
1945 McCarran-Ferguson Act for all lines of
insurance. Further, it is estimated that sub-
jecting health insurance companies to federal
antitrust laws would lower premiums by 10%
or more. Moreover, in addition to bi-partisan
support amongst the American public, repeal-
ing anti-trust exemptions for all health insur-
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ance is supported by conservative political
leaders as well such as Governor Bobby
Jindal of Louisiana, Senator JOSEPH
LIEBERMAN, and former Majority Leader Trent
Lott.

This bill is also necessary because, over the
years, health insurers have been able to use
this antitrust exemption to block court actions
regarding anti-competitive behavior. For exam-
ple, in Ocean State Physicians Health Plan,
Inc. v. Blue Cross & Blue Shield of Rhode Is-
land, the First Circuit Court—citing the
McCarran-Ferguson  antitrust ~exemption—
overturned a jury verdict against the dominant
health insurer for using its monopoly power to
put financial pressure on area employers to
refuse to do business with a competing HMO.

Removing this antitrust exemption is sup-
ported by key law enforcement groups, includ-
ing the National Association of Attorneys Gen-
eral. In 2007, the National Association of At-
torneys General—representing both Demo-
cratic and Republican State Attorneys Gen-
eral—overwhelmingly adopted a resolution
calling for repealing this exemption. As the
resolution pointed out, “the National Associa-
tion of Attorneys General consistently has op-
posed legislation that weakens antitrust stand-
ards for specific industries because there is no
evidence that such exemptions promote com-
petition or serve the public interest.”

In addition, in a recent letter to Congress,
nine State Attorneys General pointed out,
“Since 1977, and most recently in 2007, anti-
trust experts and enforcers have concluded
that repealing the McCarran-Ferguson exemp-
tion would result in enhancing competition
while allowing standard industry practices nec-
essary for the proper functioning of these mar-
kets, such as sharing loss and other insured
risk information.”

Removing this antitrust exemption is also
supported by leading consumer groups. Nu-
merous consumer groups—including the Con-
sumers Union, Consumer Federation of Amer-
ica, U.S. PIRG, Center for Justice and Democ-
racy, and Public Citizen—strongly support re-
moving this antitrust exemption. In a joint letter
to Congress, consumer groups pointed out
that, under this legislation, health insurance
companies “would be required to play by the
same rules of competition as virtually all other
commercial enterprises operating in America’s
economy.”

In closing, | want to also take this time to re-
iterate my support for a public health care plan
that covers every one of the 47 million people
who live in our great nation without health in-
surance. Madam Speaker, my state of Texas
has the dubious honor of being the uninsured
capital of the nation. Further, with more than
1.1 million of the nation’s uninsured living in
my own county, Harris County, | represent
what some have labeled as ground zero of the
health care debate. Thus, the issue of uni-
versal health care coverage—something that
would have been achieved by Chairman CON-
YERS’ Single Payer bill, which | supported, is
more than an empty slogan; it's a matter of
fiscal and physical life and death to the people
of the 18th Congressional District. Therefore,
no matter how the pending debate over the
details of the health reform bill winds up, my
constituents can count on me to continue
fighting and continue working together with my
colleagues of both parties, to ensure that ev-
eryone in my district, in Houston, in Texas,
and in America has access to affordable and
quality health care.
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Mr. SMITH of Texas. I yield myself 1
minute.

Madam Speaker, let me say that I al-
ways appreciate what my colleagues
state on the House floor, and I appre-
ciate their good comments during de-
bate. To the extent that they want to
increase competition among insurance
companies and want to reduce insur-
ance premiums, I completely agree
with them, but we should not think
that any of those comments or any of
those desires or any of those goals have
anything to do with the bill that we
are considering here today.

Once again, in case some of my col-
leagues missed it, let me read what the
Congressional Budget Office said about
this legislation. They said, ‘‘Whether
premiums would increase or decrease
as a result (of this legislation) is dif-
ficult to determine, but in either case,
the magnitude of the effects is likely
to be quite small.” So this bill has no
point.

Madam Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Wisconsin, the
former chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, Mr. SENSENBRENNER.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Speaker, listening to the arguments
that have been advanced by the pro-
ponents of the bill, all I can say is what
you hear is not what you are going to
get if this bill is enacted into law.

There is a reason this antitrust ex-
emption has survived now for 65 years,
which is that it actually has encour-
aged competition because it allows
smaller insurers to use the actuarial
data that larger insurers are able to
amass. If the smaller insurers can’t get
this actuarial data, which is what will
happen if this bill is enacted into law,
then they will either be gobbled up by
the larger insurers, which get the data
in-house, or they will go out of busi-
ness. As a result, there will be less
competition rather than more. So what
you hear today about competition is
not what you are going to get if this
exemption is repealed.

Now, repealing the limited exemp-
tion that health insurance carriers
have under the McCarran-Ferguson Act
is, at best, going to change little and,
at worst, is going to be counter-
productive. As the CBO concluded in
October, repealing the exemption
would have little or no effect on insur-
ance premiums because State laws al-
ready bar the activities that would be
prohibited under Federal law should
the bill be enacted. Instead, additional
regulatory burdens on insurers will
likely be passed on to the policyholders
in the form of higher premiums.

This, my friends, is the majority’s
higher health insurance premium bill
in the name of competition. It’s not
going to happen. The bill would subject
to new Federal enforcement a variety
of ongoing collaborative practices
among health insurers which are cur-
rently permitted by the States because
they allow the small insurers to com-
pete.

Now, shouldn’t we be for small insur-
ers? Shouldn’t we be for having new
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companies enter the market? This bill
will prohibit that.

Small insurance companies rely on
the data collected from their larger
competitors, and share it industrywide
in order to accurately set their rates.
However, this would be forbidden under
the bill. If small insurers can’t get the
data, further consolidation is likely.
Small insurance will either merge to
gain a competitive edge or get swal-
lowed up by the big insurance giants.
Again, the majority is putting together
an insurance company consolidation
bill—less competition rather than
more. Worse, a repeal could result in
the small insurers’ going out of busi-
ness altogether. Meanwhile, for the big
insurance companies, the big, bad in-
surance companies with the means to
collect and analyze this data in-house,
it would simply be business as usual.

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 2 minutes.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. This legisla-
tion attempts to solve a problem that
doesn’t exist.

First, there is no evidence that the
exemption has increased health insur-
ance prices or profits or that it has
contributed to higher market con-
centration. Second, the effort to repeal
McCarran-Ferguson is based on the be-
lief that it allows individual insurers
to collude on prices and policy cov-
erage.

State laws prohibit insurers from
bid-rigging, price-fixing and market al-
location to restrain competition. State
insurance regulators actively enforce
the prohibition in these areas, and this
legislation would only add another
layer of Federal regulation and litiga-
tion to an industry that operates under
a robust and well-established State
regulatory regime.

There are ways, however, to promote
competition in the health insurance
market. One change Congress should
consider is permitting individuals and
businesses to buy their health insur-
ance policies from any willing provider
in any State. Under current law, an in-
surance firm registered in one State
may not cover individuals in another
without registering in the second State
and being subject to all its taxes and
laws. This raises the cost of doing busi-
ness across State lines, and it prevents
many smaller or mid-sized companies
from entering the markets to compete.
Simply put, this is not the type of re-
form that is needed, and it is not the
type of reform that Americans were
promised.
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I challenge my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle, Madam Speaker,
to come up with commonsense reforms,
one that will do in fact what appears in
speech. This bill fails on both counts.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, the
former chairman emeritus has raised a
number of points that amount to
verbal jujitsu that I will be addressing
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very shortly, but for now I yield 3 min-
utes to the distinguished chairman of
the Judiciary Subcommittee on Courts
and Antitrusts, a former magistrate in
the courts of Georgia himself, Sub-
committee Chair HANK JOHNSON.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. I thank
the chairman for yielding.

Madam Speaker, last week I was
shocked to learn that in the middle of
the great recession, which was caused
by the deregulation, hands-off policies
of the prior administration, and during
this time when families across my dis-
trict and across the Nation are strug-
gling with rising unemployment and
while health insurance companies have
recently announced that last year was
their best year on record as far as prof-
its are concerned, $12 billion last year
in profits for the insurance industry,
and while that’s the case, they are an-
nouncing plans to raise insurance pre-
miums by 40 percent in some markets.
During this time of hurt and pain and
also making money by the insurance
industry off these people who are hurt-
ing and in pain, we are considering
today removing the antitrust exemp-
tion that insurance companies have en-
joyed for over 60 years. And it’s time
for this protection and immunity from
antitrust law and this anticompetitive
behavior, it’s time for it to come to an
end.

This insurance industry which deliv-
ers health care to the people has been
broken for a long time. We all know it,
and it’s time to change it. And this is
a good place to change it. It will help
with competition if we pass this law
today. That will happen only if we
start applying anticompetitive, anti-
trust legislation to the insurance in-
dustry. There’s simply no reason why
they should continue to benefit from
it.

Don’t listen as the health insurance
industry tries to tell you that they
can’t live under the antitrust laws.
Every other industry does. It’s high
time that they do too. Consumers will
benefit, the economy will benefit, and
health insurance insurers who want to
compete honestly will too.

Let’s give struggling American fami-
lies an honest health insurance market
by enacting this important bill.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. DANIEL E. LUN-
GREN), a senior member of the Judici-
ary Committee.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I thank the ranking member for
the time.

Let me say at the outset, I do not be-
lieve that health insurance companies
should be exempt from our Nation’s
antitrust laws. As one of those who be-
lieves and hopes that those applauding
would join me in supporting the idea of
buying health insurance across State
lines, when we reach that accomplish-
ment, I think it is appropriate for us
not to have a Federal antitrust exemp-
tion.

When health care has been primarily
and in a very real sense exclusively the
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province of the States, under their ju-
risdiction, the attorney generals of the
States have retained the ability to en-
force the antitrust laws of those
States. So we’re entering a new era, 1
would hope, where we would be able to,
if, in fact, this one Republican idea
finds its way into legislative enact-
ment, find an opportunity to extend
the universe of decisions that might be
accessed by individuals or their em-
ployers by way of insurance policies
that may be available in other States.

My intention is to vote in favor of
this bill. However, my concern is that
the bill before us is not nearly as good
as it should be because normal bipar-
tisan committee process has been cir-
cumvented.

As has been noted by some in advanc-
ing this bill, I did vote in favor of the
Health Insurance Industry Antitrust
Enforcement Act of 2009 when it
marked up in the Judiciary Com-
mittee. At that time, I offered an
amendment to the bill to allow the
sharing of historical data and the per-
formance of actuarial services by in-
surance companies. Not future
trending data but rather looking-back-
ward historical data. At that time, it
was adopted unanimously by the com-
mittee, therefore, on a bipartisan basis.
Our distinguished chairman of the
committee supported my amendment,
which he described at the time as ‘“‘a
helpful clarification.”

If there’s one thing that we ought to
understand when we have this down-
turn in the economy, if you want to
make sure things don’t happen in the
private economy, insert uncertainty. If
you want to make sure that things cost
more than they otherwise would, insert
uncertainty. And that’s what we are
doing by not allowing that in the bill
before us.

In fact, I should point out to my
friends on the other side, section 262 of
your health care bill, your health care
bill, adopted on this floor, allowed for
the sharing of such information. It con-
tained the language of my amendment.
Unfortunately, for whatever reason, it
has been held out of the bill before us.

Unless anyone thinks I have risen to
speak because of sour grapes because
my amendment with my name on it
was not included in this bill, let me
clarify the case. I can give you assur-
ance that is not the case for the simple
reason that I cannot take personal
credit for the guts or the contents of
this amendment.

The truth of the matter is that the
hard work done to repeal the
McCarran-Ferguson Act began with the
efforts of then Chairman Jack Brooks,
Democratic chairman, in the 101st,
102d, and 103d Congresses. Ironically, at
the beginning of our committee mark-
up, our chairman described the repeal
of McCarran-Ferguson ‘‘as a tribute to
Jack Brooks.” So if we really wish to
pay tribute to Jack Brooks, and I be-
lieve we should, perhaps a good place
to start would have been to allow an
amendment to include Chairman
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Brooks’s language in any legislation
before us. I’'m hopeful that the motion
to recommit might contain that lan-
guage, and I would hope that people
would set aside partisan differences
and support it.

So aside from the issue of the deni-
gration of the committee process—and
I think that’s an important thing we
ought to take into consideration. The
subcommittee, committee, you act on
this bill. You debate it. You consider
amendments. You vote out the amend-
ment on a unanimous bipartisan vote.
Then you have bipartisan support for
the bill as it comes out of committee.
And then what happens? It’s changed
before it comes to the floor. And we
had one of the members of the Rules
Committee say she wasn’t going to en-
gage me in debate because, she said, I
don’t have the expertise on this issue.
So I presume that means if you have
expertise, and that’s what committees
are supposed to have, you ignore that
so you can come to the floor and not
allow debate utilizing that expertise
because you prohibit that amendment
from being considered on the floor.

H.R. 4626 will have precisely the op-
posite effect of its stated intention if,
in fact, the notion of sharing historical
data is not considered appropriate and
legal. The economics of the insurance
industry are such that companies de-
pend on information. Why? In order to
enable them to price their products.
They have to base it on something.

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I yield the gentleman 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I thank the gentleman.

It is better if they have actual data
upon which to make their decisions.

And here’s the rub: As was mentioned
by the gentleman from Wisconsin, it is
the small companies which depend on
the availability of information the
most. Smaller companies simply do not
have a sufficiently large volume of in-
formation to price their products effi-
ciently. So it’s for this reason that it is
of the utmost importance that insurers
have the ability to share historical
data.

Now, am I just saying this? No. In
this record, a Congressional Research
Service report raises the possibility
that were such data not available to
small insurance companies, we might
see the ironic outcome of further con-
centration in the insurance industry.
Again, not my conclusion; the conclu-
sion of the Congressional Research re-
port done most recently.

So, yesterday I did approach the
Rules Committee to ask my amend-
ment, the Brooks amendment, as I call
it, be restored to the health insurance
antitrust bill. And even though it was
approved unanimously by my col-
leagues on the Judiciary Committee,
my request was inexplicably rejected
by the Rules Committee.

This is not the way, I would say,
Madam Speaker, that this body should
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do business. Let’s respect the integrity
of the institution and the work that
has been done in the duly established
committee process.

I would hope that when this part of
the recommittal motion is discussed,
we’ll discuss it in light of the history
of this bill—the language taken from
the Jack Brooks bill; the language
taken from the majority’s health care
bill passed just this year.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

I want to respond to the senior mem-
ber of the Judiciary Committee, a
former attorney general of California
and a friend of all of us on the com-
mittee, an effective member, and all 1
want him to know is that we approved
his provision in the Judiciary Com-
mittee because we thought it was a
good provision. It was unanimous. I
don’t recall that anyone voted against
it or spoke against it. The problem,
though, is that when we got to the
Rules Committee, our leadership on
both sides of the aisle, I hope, had
come up with another bill and that bill
omitted it. We were not able to get
that put back in.

We think that their reasoning is not
altogether strange or out of order or
violating any procedure, but here’s
what it was. This is what they told me:
They said, if there are no antitrust ex-
emptions in this measure, then you
don’t need to specifically retain a part
of the antitrust exemption relating to
the safe harbors provision, because if it
isn’t an antitrust provision, they aren’t
going to be affected anyway.

So it’s in that spirit that I appreciate
the comments of the gentleman from
California, and I hope that we can con-
tinue to work together as much as we
can, and perhaps the final vote here
will be more bipartisan than many
thought that it would.

Madam Speaker, I now would like to
yield 2 minutes to a senior member of
the Congress from Iowa (Mr. BOSWELL).

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

Mr. BOSWELL. I thank the chairman
for this opportunity. I appreciate it.

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of the Health Insurance Industry
Fair Competition Act.

An original cosponsor of this legisla-
tion, I believe that our health insur-
ance companies need to be held to the
competitive standard our free market
demands.

For too long, these companies have
told our constituents what they will
insure and what they will be paid. Just
recently, 80,000 JTowans were told that
their insurance rates would jump by an
average of 18 percent, with many facing
increases of as much as 25 percent.
These same individuals have seen their
rates increase by 10 percent each year
since 2005.

I insist that light be shed on the pric-
ing of health care costs and that con-
sumers have access to how their pre-
miums and copays are determined. I
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would particularly like this informa-
tion for my constituents whose pre-
mium increase is twice what it was in
2009.

Iowans in the Third District are
struggling to make ends meet. They
deserve to know how a company can
spend as much as perhaps $200 million
on a new headquarters and turn around
and double their premium increases
from 2009 to 2010 and then claim these
two things have nothing to do with one
another.
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Our support for this legislation will
make it illegal for companies to price
fix, practice bid rigging, and market
allocation simply to drive up costs on
American consumers.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, first of all, I just want to say that
I appreciated what the chairman of the
Judiciary Committee just said a
minute ago to Mr. LUNGREN. I under-
stood him to make very positive com-
ments about the so-called Brooks-Lun-
gren amendment. And I hope that that
augurs well for the majority’s accept-
ing our motion to recommit at the end
of this debate. At least I would expect
that.

At this point, Madam Speaker, I will
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT), a member
of the Budget Committee and the Fi-
nancial Services Committee.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey.
Madam Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the bill for a number of substantive
reasons. But also, quite honestly, after
hearing the comment from the gen-
tleman from California, I also was
about to say I rise with concerns as to
the process as well.

I appreciate the ranking member’s
comment as far as potentially moving
forward on this. I too have been there
in the past, where we do things in com-
mittee, in the relevant committees I
serve on, serve on Financial Services
Committee and have agreements with
the other side of the aisle and with the
chairman specifically of Financial
Services, with Chairman FRANK, and
then things go to the Rules Committee,
and I don’t know whether it was a bi-
partisan obstacle in this case, but be it
as it may, problems happen with Rules
Committee. And I can tell you with my
working with Chairman FRANK, he was
able to actually get things done then
on the floor as far as the substantive
amendments done here to get it done.
So I hope that we see similar action
with regard to this as well that we
have seen in other committees.

But I do rise in opposition or concern
about this bill with regard to the re-
peal of the McCarran-Ferguson aspect.
And I do so for three points. One has
been touched upon, but I want to go
into a little bit more detail with regard
to the CBO. CBO, Congressional Budget
Office, nonpartisan entity, has noted
the States already have the laws on the
books to prevent what we are really
trying to deal with here, price fixing
and bid rigging, et cetera.
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Furthermore, State insurance com-
missioners already typically review the
rates charged by insurance companies.
So what does this basically mean in a
nutshell? Basically, States are working
in this direction already, and that the
passage of this legislation will have a
minimal positive impact.

Just a side note. When we talk about
State insurance regulation in general,
you have to remember when we are
talking about the financial situation
that we are in right now, it was not the
fault of the State regulators of the fi-
nancial marketplaces that brought us
to where we are, it is the fault largely
to errors and omissions in the Federal
regulators. So if we are trying to cast
blame or aspersion on any regulators
out there, it should not be on the State
regulators, because in essence they
have done their jobs, and we should not
be throwing other impediments to that
getting done.

Second point, someone already men-
tioned about a report out of the CBO.
Let me go into a little bit more spe-
cifics about what the CBO said with re-
gard to costs. CBO said, and I quote,
“To the extent that insurers would be-
come subject to additional litigation,
their costs and thus their premiums
might increase.” Let me repeat that.
Their premiums might increase. So to
all the points of the other side of the
aisle saying that we are doing this with
the good intention of trying to get pre-
miums to come down, what do the ex-
perts, the nonpartisan CBO, say? Just
the opposite, premiums might go up.
So the conclusion there is here is a
case where increased litigation costs
would actually drive up the cost of in-
surance, and not bring it down.

Third and final point, touched upon a
little bit, and let me go in more detail.
This legislation could have the effect
of shutting out new entrants, not folks
already there, but shutting out new en-
trants into the marketplace.

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I yield the gentleman 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Thank
you.

This legislation would have the effect
of shutting out new entrants into the
marketplace. The other side of the
aisle has already talked about the fact
that they want to have greater com-
petition in this area of health insur-
ance, and I am assuming insurance
across the board. But what this will do,
as the gentleman and others have al-
ready said on the floor, is basically say
to the new entrants, to the small com-
panies who want to get into this mar-
ketplace, to be able to compete against
the large entrenched companies that
are already there, you are pushed out,
you are locked out. So is that what we
want to do with this legislation? That
will be the impact.

Let me conclude then. In a letter to
Speaker PELOSI, the National Associa-
tion of State Insurance Commissioners
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says the following: ‘“The business of in-
surance, while exempted from Federal
antitrust law, is still subject to State
antitrust enforcement actions.” That
is important. ‘“‘In fact, even if the
McCarran-Ferguson antitrust exemp-
tions were repealed, the State action
doctrine exempting them would con-
tinue to apply. The most likely result
of this repeal would therefore not be
increased competition, but a series of
lawsuits testing the limits of the State
action doctrine, with associated litiga-
tion costs being passed along to the
consumers in the form of higher pre-
miums.”

The conclusion, Madam Speaker, is
more litigation, more harmful consoli-
dation, and more increase to the cost
to the consumer, all things that we
should be working to oppose. And that
is why I do not support the underlying
legislation.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, no
one has worked harder on this measure
that is not a member of the Judiciary
Committee than PETER DEFAZzIO of Or-
egon. And I yield to him 3 minutes.

Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the distin-
guished chairman for bringing this
issue before us.

We have heard on the Republican side
this is just about the little guys. They
only want to help the little guys. Ex-
cept that the loopholes that they
would create with the Lungren provi-
sions could be used by the big guys. So
if you like the status quo, if you like
the fact that some of the largest insur-
ance companies in America saw their
profits go up by 56 percent last year, if
you like the fact that in many States
we are seeing huge, double-digit in-
creases, over 50 percent in Michigan, 40
percent in California, 20 percent in my
State, if you think the system’s work-
ing today, then you should support Mr.
LUNGREN’s idea, preserve the status
quo. That is what they are saying.
Keep the loopholes. Allow them to con-
tinue to collude and price fix.

Now, there are a few other people
who disagree with them. In fact, we
had a bipartisan commission created
by the Republican Congress when they
controlled the House and the Senate
and signed into law by President
George Bush. The members were ap-
pointed by George Bush, the Repub-
lican heads of the House and the Sen-
ate. And their conclusions considered
Mr. LUNGREN’S arguments and they re-
jected them.

A Dbipartisan, professional commis-
sion created by the Republicans and
George Bush said, after saying, yes,
there are these arguments being made,
but they say, ‘‘Like all potentially ben-
eficial competitor collaboration gen-
erally, however, such data sharing
would be assessed by antitrust enforc-
ers and the courts under a rule of rea-
son analysis that would fully consider
the potential procompetitive effects of
such conduct and condemn it only if,
on balance, it was anticompetitive.”
They don’t want the Justice Depart-
ment to have that capability. They
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don’t want any additional levels of re-
view.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEFAZIO. There are many States
that are totally incapable of dealing
with these issues, particularly with
multistate, multinational companies
that operate outside their borders, set
rates outside their borders, and then
import those rates into the State say-
ing, well, that was our experience. We
operate in 27 States after all, and you
are part of our system.

So if you like the status quo, if you
like the double-digit rate increases, if
you like the limits on market competi-
tion, if you like the concentration that
has been going on in the industry, then
you would support the status quo,
which is essentially what Mr. LUNGREN
has offered. And I don’t. And I don’t
think the American people do either. I
think we have tremendous consensus
around the country that it is time for
this abusive industry to play by the
same rules as every other. And the
small companies will still be able to
obtain the data as long as they don’t
use it in a collusive manner. But it is
always just about the small companies,
except that the exceptions they want
to provide are for the big companies
also.

We have expert testimony from the
director of the Center for Health Law
Studies, St. Louis University, saying
that is not the case, it will not dis-
advantage small companies. We have
Mr. David Balto, an antitrust expert,
saying it will not disadvantage the
small companies. But the Republicans
are purporting that it would.

Finally, on the CBO report that it
won’t lower premiums, that was based
on the Lungren language. Without the
Lungren language, it will save money,
$10 billion for consumers.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. DANIEL E. LUN-
GREN).

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Madam Speaker, I would like to
make an inquiry of the Chair.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his inquiry.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Is it not correct that Members
are supposed to address the Chair?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is correct.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Thank you.

Since the gentleman refused to yield
when I asked him to, despite the fact
he was using my name and attributing
motivations to me that are question-
able under the rules of the House, I
might say this. The gentleman is abso-
lutely incorrect in his analysis. The re-
port said that it would harm the small
insurance companies if they were not
able to get this historical data, number
one.

Number two, the gentleman conflates
two completely different things: one is
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historical data and the other is
trending data. And they are two dif-
ferent things. My amendment does
nothing about allowing insurance com-
panies to work together and compare
trending data, which is data going for-
ward, despite the fact that some in the
insurance industry wish that is the
case. The dirty little secret is that
some in the insurance industry don’t
want to have my amendment, they
want it to be silent so that in addition
to historical data, they can also have
trending data. But the gentleman
hasn’t looked at the data in that way,
hasn’t examined or, I presume the gen-
tleman would not have examined the
reports to know the difference that was
in that and my specific decision not to
include trending data in my amend-
ment.

Secondly, I find it interesting that
the gentleman suggests that I am try-
ing to do something other than what I
say that I am doing. This is an inter-
esting argument made on this floor,
that if you disagree with someone you
suggest that what they say can’t pos-
sibly be true. The fact of the matter is
I have quoted outside reports to sup-
port my position, number one. The fact
of the matter is I have used the lan-
guage from the Jack Brooks legisla-
tion, I have used language from the
gentleman’s party’s health care bill,
and I have used the language that was
adopted on a bipartisan basis in Judici-
ary Committee unanimously.

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I yield the gentleman an additional
2 minutes.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Perhaps the gentleman is sug-
gesting that all the Members on his
side of the aisle who supported this
amendment share in his description of
the motivation of those of us who have
presented it. I thought maybe we were
above that. I thought maybe we were
engaged in civil discourse here. But
rather, if the gentleman or any gen-
tleman wishes to talk about the moti-
vations of others, I will tell you any
idea about bipartisanship is lost in this
House. The suggestion that all you
have to do is shout louder than some-
body else and accuse them of motiva-
tions other than what they articulated
is just absolute nonsense.

The fact of the matter is, properly
done, the sharing of historical data is
not anticompetitive. The fact of the
matter is the underlying bill, with my
amendment, would still allow actions
taken by the Justice Department and
the various States Attorney General if
there was bid rigging, if there was price
setting, if there was determination be-
fore the hand of which markets you
would act in and which markets you
would not act in.

And so this is a lot of sound and fury
signifying nothing, essentially. I have
never seen such an attack on an
amendment that was adopted on a bi-
partisan basis in the committee. Now, I
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realize it is only the committee of ju-
risdiction that has expertise in this
area. I understand that those of us who
have done antitrust law ought not to
be listened to because those who have
said on this floor that they have no ex-
pertise in this and they don’t under-
stand it, therefore, they don’t want to
debate it, should have the upper hand
in the Rules Committee.

But frankly, I will say once again at
some point in time you have to accept
yes for an answer. I support the bill. I
am trying to help the bill. I am trying
to get it back to where it was when
Jack Brooks introduced it. And in re-
sponse to that, rather than saying
hurray for bipartisanship, I hear from
other people, well, we got to question
your motivations. Hardly a high point
in this Chamber.
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Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I am
inclined to yield to the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) 12 minutes.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Speaker, you
know, the law has evolved over time,
and the law has evolved significantly
since the era of Jack Brooks in terms
of decisions regarding antitrust, anti-
trust immunity.

And as the current Assistant Attor-
ney General of the Antitrust Division
says, it says, moreover, the application
of antitrust law’s potentially to pro-
competitive collective activity has be-
come far more sophisticated in the 62
years since the industry was exempted
from the law. And some forms of joint
activity that might have been prohib-
ited under earlier, more restrictive
doctrines are now clearly permissible,
or at least, very least, analyzed under
a rule of reason that takes appropriate
account of the circumstances.

So what we’re saying is, let’s, you
know—you’re saying, oh, the States
can take care of it. Let’s say, the State
of Montana can oversee an industry, a
multistate, multinational, you know,
conglomerate, and they can get into
their books and they can examine and
see that the rates that were imported
from outside the State were set fairly.
No. We need the help of the Federal
Antitrust Division. They should not
have their hands tied only in respect to
the industry of insurance. Every other
industry in America has learned to live
with truly free markets with antitrust
law. This industry can do the same,
and it will benefit consumers. This is a
false argument that somehow they
need this special privilege, this special
exemption, and that somehow this will
hurt only little companies, not the big
guys.

We’ve seen tremendous consolidation
already under the existing total exemp-
tion. And if we continue a partial ex-
emption, we’ll only see more.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. DANIEL E. LUN-
GREN).

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Madam Speaker, once again I
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know I run the risk of trying to intro-
duce some expertise into this debate.
For that, I apologize. But the Amer-
ican Bar Association appeared before
the subcommittee of Judiciary dealing
with the underlying bill, or the bill
that was presented before our com-
mittee, and in there, they voice sup-
port, as they have for decades, for re-
moval of the McCarran-Ferguson anti-
trust exemption for the health care in-
surance industry.

However, they said, as point number
one of the five major points they made,
insurers should be authorized to co-
operate in the collection and dissemi-
nation of past loss-experience data so
long as these activities do not unrea-
sonably restrain competition, but in-
surers should not be authorized to co-
operate in the construction of advisory
rates or the projection of loss experi-
ence in the future in such a manner as
to interfere with competitive pricing.
That second part deals with trending
data. I do not allow that under my
amendment.

And as I presented my effort to have
my amendment considered in the Rules
Committee, I was told by the rep-
resentative of the American Bar Asso-
ciation, they did support my position,
they supported my amendment, and
they supported the arguments that I
made before the committee.

Now, maybe they’re wrong because
they have some expertise in this area,
but perhaps this is one time we might
look to them. The ABA has not been
known as a Republican, conservative,
pro-insurance company operation. Last
time I looked, they have a major ele-
ment of the bar association that’s in-
volved with antitrust law.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I am
pleased to recognize a senior member
of the House Judiciary Committee
from Los Angeles, Ms. MAXINE WATERS,
for 3 minutes.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, the
consumers of this country are finally
getting the attention they deserve. For
far too long, consumers have been
ripped off by collusion and concentra-
tion of the health insurance industry.
For far too long, public policymakers
have turned a blind eye to the special
antitrust exemption that health insur-
ers have enjoyed, to the detriment of
the American people.

We must pass this legislation, the
Health Insurance Industry Fair Com-
petition Act. This bill finally, after 65
years, amends the McCarran-Ferguson
Act. Health insurers will be inves-
tigated and held accountable for price
fixes, dividing up territories among
themselves, sabotaging their competi-
tors in order to gain monopoly power,
and all anticompetitive practices. The
Justice Department will have a man-
date to prosecute this criminal activ-
ity.

And finally, the health insurance in-
dustry will have to compete. No more
legally protected collusion. Let the
marketplace work. No more protection
for health insurance companies from
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the very people who have been elected
to protect the best interests of the peo-
ple. That’s us.

The health insurance industry has
gouged us long enough. They have in-
creased premiums, higher copayments,
higher deductibles. The health insur-
ance industry, to add insult to injury,
have thumbed their noses at both the
consumers and legislators and left too
many families at risk. In the middle of
our debate about health insurance re-
form, health insurers are raising the
premiums. They’re denying lifesaving
procedures. They’re dropping too many
of the insured who have been paying
premiums for years if they deem the
cost of their health care too costly.
The CEOs of some of the biggest insur-
ance companies are paying themselves
unreasonably high salaries. Most of
them are earning $10 million or more
per year.

Ladies and gentlemen, it is time to
put an end to the practices of the
health insurance companies. That time
is now. Let us stand up for the con-
sumers. Let us do what the consumers
elected us to do—come here and give
some protection from these Kkinds of
practices. Sixty-five years is too much,
too long. The time is now. Let’s get the
job done. Let’s pass this legislation.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Madam Speaker, the bipartisan and
very credible Congressional Budget Of-
fice has said that this bill will have lit-
tle or no effect on insurance premiums.
It further says that if there is any ef-
fect, it will be ‘‘quite small.”

So I do appreciate all the comments
that Members are making today, and I
agree with a lot of them. But we should
not think that any of them pertain to
this bill, or that this bill is going to
have any kind of a major impact on
premiums.

However, I would like to discuss one
subject that will have a major impact
on insurance premiums, and that is
health care tort reform.

The American medical liability sys-
tem, quite frankly, is broken. Accord-
ing to one study, 40 percent of claims
are meritless; either no injury or no
error occurred. Attorneys’ fees and ad-
ministrative costs amount to 54 per-
cent of the compensation paid to plain-
tiffs. The study found that completely
meritless claims account for nearly a
quarter of total administrative costs.

The American civil litigation system
is the most expensive in the world,
more than twice as expensive as nearly
any other country.

Defensive medicine is widely prac-
ticed and it is very costly. Sky-
rocketing medical liability insurance
rates have distorted the practice of
medicine. Costly but unnecessary tests
have become routine as doctors try to
protect themselves from lawsuits.

According to a 2008 survey conducted
by the Massachusetts Medical Society,
83 percent of Massachusetts physicians
reported that they practiced defensive
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medicine. Another study in Pennsyl-
vania put that figure at an astounding
93 percent.

While estimates vary, the Pacific Re-
search Institute has put the cost of de-
fensive medicine at $124 billion. Others
have arrived at even higher figures. A
new study by the Pacific Research In-
stitute estimates that defensive medi-
cine costs $191 billion a year, while a
separate study by Pricewater-
houseCoopers puts the number even
higher, $239 billion every year.

Lawsuit abuse drives doctors out of
practice. There is a well-documented
record of doctors leaving the practice
of medicine and hospitals shutting
down, particularly practices that have
high liability exposure. This problem
has been particularly acute in several
fields as well as in the rural areas of
our country.

The absence of doctors in vital prac-
tice areas is, at best, an inconvenience;
at worst, it can have deadly con-
sequences. Hundreds or even thousands
of patients may die annually due to a
lack of doctors.

According to the Massachusetts
study, 38 percent of physicians have re-
duced the number of higher risk proce-
dures they provide, and 28 percent have
reduced the number of higher risk pa-
tients they serve out of fear of liabil-
ity. The American College of Obstetri-
cians and Gynecologists have con-
cluded that the ‘‘current medico-legal
environment continues to deprive
women of all ages, especially pregnant
women, of their most educated and ex-
perienced women’s health care pro-
viders.”

Excessive litigation damages the doc-
tor-patient relationship and impairs
care. Beyond the dollars and cents,
when doctors begin to see their clients
as potential litigants, the quality of
care patients receive is seriously com-
promised. In a recent survey, 76 per-
cent of doctors said that their concern
about being sued has hurt their ability
to provide quality patient care. Nearly
half of nurses say they are prohibited
or discouraged from providing needed
care by rules set up to avoid lawsuits.

The States have proven that legal re-
form works. While some in Washington
talk about the need to study the prob-
lem, States have actually acted to ad-
dress it. Several States have limited
noneconomic damages such as those for
pain and suffering and dramatically
lessened the burden of lawsuits. In
States with such limits, premiums are
17 percent lower than they are in
States without them.

Madam Speaker, I'll reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, no
one comes before the Judiciary Com-
mittee that I can think of offhand
more frequently than BILL PASCRELL of
New Jersey. He’s worked with us on a
number of other issues besides this one,
and we welcome his counsel. We yield
him 2 minutes.

Mr. PASCRELL. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman, and thank you for your
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leadership and persistence on this crit-
ical matter.

‘““Mischaracterization,”” I think, is
the word of the day. When you look
back at the beginning of the discus-
sions of health care, there’s been more
mischaracterizations of what was in
the bill.

But this bill that is before us, H.R.
4626, is only two pages—not 2,000, not 2
million—two pages, very clear and to
the point. So what this bill seems to
do—if I had my way, I would have
brought this bill up when we discussed
the beginning, back last summer. But
I’'m one person. To call them out, to
call out the other side, and to call out
the other end of the building.

I mean, we’ve passed 290 pieces of leg-
islation that they haven’t even looked
at yet. And this is critical. This is to
end the anticompetitive, antitrust ex-
emption. Now we have a new adminis-
tration. Talk is cheap about how we’re
going to Dbolster antitrust laws. I
haven’t seen anything yet so far, but
I’'m hopeful.

In all the industries in America,
there are only two that have antitrust
exemptions—baseball, America’s pas-
time; and the health insurance indus-
try, America’s nightmare—and I think
it’s long past time we get rid of their
exemption.

Now, I've heard so many terms since
the parties last summer, through the
fall, through the winter, about
uncompetitiveness. We want open mar-
kets.

Now we look at the system, and it’s
price fixing and collusion over and over
and over again. Ninety-four percent of
the health insurance markets are con-
centrated.

Here’s what that means, Mr. Chair-
man. In every State of the Union,
maybe, through the Chair, there’s
three or four companies that are sell-
ing insurance, that are writing insur-
ance. This is why we are where we are
today. No other reason. Because there
is a lack of insurance. We have been ac-
cused of socialism. That is the biggest
joke.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield the gentleman
another 30 seconds.

Mr. PASCRELL. We’re talking about
the biggest profits ever, just like Wall
Street declared the biggest profit year
they’ve ever had in 2009. That’s inter-
esting.

We talk about we want to save the
smaller insurance companies. We’ve
saved nobody. In the last 60 years, all
that we’ve done is concentrate power,
and the result of it is higher cost to the
average citizen that lives in my dis-
trict and every district here on the
floor.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. Be per-
sistent. Call the other folks out at the
other end of the building and we’ll see
who really cares about the policy-
holders in this country.

The
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Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, may I ask how much time remains
on each side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 27 minutes, and
the gentleman from Michigan has 33
minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Madam Speaker, on October 9, the
Congressional Budget Office pro-
nounced that a tort reform or civil jus-
tice reform package would reduce the
Federal budget deficit by an estimated
$564 billion over 10 years.

CBO recognizes that civil justice re-
forms also have an impact on the prac-
tice of defensive medicine. Defensive
medicine is when doctors order more
tests or procedures than are necessary
just to protect themselves from frivo-
lous lawsuits. Studies show that defen-
sive medicine does not advance pa-
tients’ care or enhance a physician’s
capabilities, that billions of dollars in
savings from tort reform could be used
to provide health insurance for the un-
insured without raising taxes on those
who already have insurance policies.

As the administration rushes to
enact a massive government takeover
of health care, Congress must remem-
ber that there is the option of saving
between $54 billion and more than $200
billion by embracing tort reform, but it
will take the leadership to stand up to
personal injury lawyers instead of tax-
ing Americans and cutting Medicare
benefits.

According to CBO, wunder the
HEALTH Act, which includes tort re-
form, premiums for medical mal-
practice insurance ultimately would be
an average of 25 percent to 30 percent
below what they would be under cur-
rent law.

Also, the Government Accountability
Office, GAO, found that rising litiga-
tion awards are responsible for sky-
rocketing medical professional liabil-
ity premiums. The report stated that
GAO found that losses on medical mal-
practice claims—which make up the
largest part of insurers’ costs—appear
to be the primary driver of rate in-
creases in the long run.

The GAO also concluded that insurer
profits are not increasing, indicating
that insurers are not charging and
profiting from excessively high pre-
mium rates, and that in most States
insurance regulators have the author-
ity to deny premium rate increases
they deem excessive.

The reason the administration con-
tinues to refuse to add serious medical
lawsuit reform to their health care leg-
islation remains purely political, as
was recently revealed by former Demo-
cratic National Committee Chair How-
ard Dean. At a recent health care town
hall meeting, Mr. Dean responded to an
angry constituent who wondered why a
supposedly comprehensive reform of
the health care system doesn’t include
tort reform to lower costs of mal-
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practice insurance and reduce defen-
sive medicine.

Mr. Dean responded, being remark-
ably candid, as follows: ‘“This is the an-
swer from a doctor and a politician.
Here is why tort reform is not in the
bill. When you go to pass a really enor-
mous bill like that, the more stuff you
put in, the more enemies you make,
right? And the reason why tort reform
is not in the bill is because the people
who wrote it did not want to take on
the trial lawyers in addition to every-
body else they were taking on, and
that is the plain and simple truth.”

Medical malpractice premiums have
risen more than 80 percent each year in
some parts of the country and can cost
almost half a million dollars a year in
some specialties.

Regarding the offer of HHS dem-
onstration projects—and this is what
the administration has proposed—that
offer rings hollow given that the Cabi-
net Secretary tasked with imple-
menting this proposal for demonstra-
tion projects is Kathleen Sebelius. Be-
fore she was Governor of Kansas and
the Insurance Commissioner of Kansas,
she spent 8 years as the head of the
Kansas Trial Lawyers Association, now
the Kansas Association for Justice.
And she is also the State executive
who, according to The New York
Times, ‘‘failed to make significant im-
provement in health coverage or costs
during her two terms as Governor.”

The top contributor to President
Obama’s Presidential campaign was
the legal industry, whose donations
came to more than $43 million. More
than 80 percent of the money given to
Congress by lawyers, mostly from the
plaintiff’s bar, went to the Demo-
crats—almost $22 million.

More recently, when President
Obama spoke to the American Medical
Association in June of this year, he
told the audience, “‘I'm not advocating
caps on malpractice awards.”

But the American people are demand-
ing legal reform. A recent survey found
that 83 percent of Americans believe
that reforming the legal system needs
to be part of any health care reform
plan. As the Associated Press recently
reported, most Americans want Con-
gress to deal with malpractice lawsuits
driving up the costs of medical care.
Yet, Democrats are reluctant to press
forward on an issue that would upset a
valuable political constituency, trial
lawyers, even if President Barack
Obama says he’s open to changes. The
AP poll found that 54 percent of Ameri-
cans favor making it harder to sue doc-
tors and hospitals for mistakes made
while taking care of patients.

Support for limits on malpractice
lawsuits cuts across political lines,
with 58 percent of Independents and 61
percent of Republicans in favor. Demo-
crats are more divided. Still, 47 percent
said they favor making it harder to
sue. The survey was conducted by
Stanford University with the nonprofit
Robert Wood Johnson Foundation. In
the poll, 59 percent said they thought
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at least half the tests doctors order are
unnecessary and ordered only because
of fear of lawsuits.

That is the end of the AP story.

Madam Speaker, the USA Today edi-
torial board also came out in support
of tort reform, and USA Today wrote,
A study last month by the Massachu-
setts Medical Society found that 83
percent of its doctors practice defen-
sive medicine at a cost of at least $1.4
billion a year. Nationally, the cost is
$60 billion-plus every year, according
to the Health and Human Services De-
partment—and that’s the HHS of this
administration. And a 2005 study in
The Journal of the American Medical
Association found that 93 percent of
Pennsylvania doctors practice defen-
sive medicine.

The liability system is too often a
lottery; excessive compensation is
awarded to some patients and little or
none to others. As much as 60 percent
of awards are spent on attorneys, ex-
pert witnesses, and administrative ex-
penses. The current system is arbi-
trary, inefficient, and results in years
of delay.

Madam Speaker, discussing the need
for tort reform, the president of the
American Medical Association said, If
the health care bill doesn’t have med-
ical liability reform in it, then we
don’t see how it is going to be success-
ful in controlling costs.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I am
pleased now to recognize DAVID SCOTT,
the gentleman from Georgia, who has
been waiting patiently to get time here
on this. I yield him 2 minutes at the
point.

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman. Let me commend you
for the excellent leadership that you
have provided on this issue.

In this debate today, the one point
that has been missing is this: What
about the American people? That’s
what this debate should be about.

As we speak, 14,000 American citizens
and families are losing their health
care insurance every single day. And
the number one reason they’re losing it
is because of the high costs of health
care insurance. And one of the major
reasons why we have the high cost of
health care insurance is because the in-
surance companies do not have com-
petition. And the biggest reason they
don’t have competition is because they
have this shield. They are exempt from
competition. That’s why we passed the
antitrust laws in the very beginning.
Go back to John D. Rockefeller and the
American Standard Oil companies.
That’s what it was all about. It was so
we could have that competition.

Now, there has been much argument
on the other side about the sharing of
this information. Madam Speaker, I
call to your point and the point of this
Congress what the Supreme Court said
about the sharing of the information in
the 1925 case of Maple Flooring Manu-
facturers’ Association v. The United
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States. It said the pooling of statistics
does not violate the antitrust laws. As
a matter of fact, it’s there, and it helps
both small and large businesses. He
said it’s legitimate. But they said the
collusive joint coordination of future
pricing, of output, of marketing deci-
sions to take meaningful choice away
from customers, to rob the American
people of the benefits they would re-
ceive from competition, must not be
allowed.

That’s what the antitrust provision
prohibits. That’s why it’s important to
us to remove it today for the American
people.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I will reserve my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I am
pleased now to recognize the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island, JIM
LANGEVIN, a former Secretary of State,
for 2 minutes.

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

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

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 4626, the Health Insurance
Industry Fair Competition Act, which
will finally require the health insur-
ance industry to comply with the same
Federal antitrust laws as virtually
every other industry in the United
States.

The recent economic recession dealt
a crushing blow to Rhode Islanders.
Many are out of work and simply don’t
have insurance coverage. The ones who
do are struggling to afford the per-
petual rate increases year after year.
Although Rhode Island is a State with
strong health insurance consumer pro-
tections, this fact provides little com-
fort to the thousands of people who
will lose their coverage because it’s
simply too expensive.

Madam Speaker, we must do every-
thing in our power to hold down the
rising costs of insurance premiums,
which includes ensuring healthy mar-
ket competition. After all, competition
is the driving force of economic pros-
perity. And even in the time of FDR
and numerous Supreme Court deci-
sions, it established the fact that there
is a legitimate public policy interest in
ensuring competition.

But for over 65 years, the health in-
surance industry has played by a dif-
ferent set of rules, allowing them to
engage in anticompetitive practices
which drive up the costs of premiums.

Well, this bill before us today will
outlaw existing health insurance prac-
tices like price-fixing, bid-rigging, and
market allocations that drive up costs
for all Americans. It will protect hon-
est competition from collusion and
other destructive practices within the
health insurance industry so we can
achieve greater affordability, improve
quality, increase innovation, and more
consumer choice, just as the antitrust
laws have done for the rest of the econ-
omy for over a century.

Madam Speaker, Americans can no
longer afford to give insurance compa-
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nies special treatment. I urge my col-
leagues to vote in favor of the Health
Insurance Industry Fair Competition
Act so that we can finally break the
vise grip that the insurance companies
have on the lives of the American peo-
ple and their health care.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, how much time remains on each
side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 20 minutes. The
gentleman from Michigan has 29% min-
utes.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I will reserve
my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I am
very pleased to recognize the most ex-
perienced member of the civil rights
struggle in the 20th century, the gen-
tleman from Georgia, JOHN LEWIS, a
strong advocate of universal health
care, and I yield him 2 minutes.
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Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman, for yielding.

Madam Speaker, I still believe that
health care is a right and not a privi-
lege, and this Congress must not rest
until we make health care a reality for
all Americans. I know we will get the
job done for the American people, but
until that day comes, we must do what
we can to make health insurance work
for people who depend on it.

This bill, this piece of legislation is
long overdue. The health insurance in-
dustry has been treated differently for
over 60 years, and they have abused
that privilege. In too many States
there is no competition and no choice
for consumers.

Insurance companies are raising
rates, denying care, and dropping peo-
ple when they get sick, all the while
making record profits. We need to put
people first and not profits.

For too long, insurance companies
have had the upper hand. It is not fair,
it is not just, and it is not right.
Today, at this hour, we said, ‘‘No
more.”” It is time to repeal the anti-
trust exemption and put the American
people first.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Madam Speaker, President Obama’s
own doctor of over two decades also
supports medical tort reform. David
Scheiner was Mr. Obama’s doctor from
1987 until he entered the White House.
He vouched for the then-candidate’s ex-
cellent health in a letter last year.
This was recently reported in Forbes
Magazine. Dr. Scheiner worries about
whether the health care legislation
currently making its way through Con-
gress will actually do any good, par-
ticularly for doctors like himself who
practice general medicine. “I am not
sure Obama really understands what
we face in primary care,” Dr. Scheiner
says.

One of the Nation’s top surgeons,
with credibility and acclaim the world
over for the pioneering surgeries he has
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and his personal story of overcoming
hardship, recently severely criticized
the health care legislation before Con-
gress. Benjamin Carson, Director of Pe-
diatric Neurosurgery at the Johns Hop-
kins Children’s Center in Baltimore,
Maryland, and recipient of numerous
awards, including the Presidential
Medal of Freedom, criticized, in a re-
cent interview, the current bill’s lack
of malpractice liability reform.

He pointed to excessive litigation,
pointing out how much malpractice in-
surance and other forms of defensive
medicine to protect against lawsuits
add to medical costs. In an interview
with a local television station, Carson
insisted that tort reform must go hand
in hand as part of any true health care
reform.

“We have to bring a rational ap-
proach to medical litigation. We’re the
only nation in the world that really
has this problem. Why is it that every-
body else has been able to solve this
problem but us? Simple. Special inter-
est groups like the trial lawyers asso-
ciation. They don’t want a solution.”

As Stanley Goldfarb, MD, and Asso-
ciate Dean of Clinical Education at the
Pennsylvania School of Medicine has
written: ‘“The President points to for-
profit insurance companies, but for-
profit insurance companies only make
up 25 percent of the system, and they
are not that profitable, ranking 85th
among all U.S. industries. ‘Reform’
will redistribute the money, not reduce
the overall costs. There is much that
can be done to make our system more
efficient. Tort reform is a great place
to start.”

Even prominent Democrat strategist
Bob Beckel has conceded medical tort
reform is essential, recently writing
that CBO has reviewed the few credible
reports that do exist and concluded: ‘A
number of those studies have found
that State-level tort reforms have de-
creased the number of lawsuits filed,
lowered the value of claims and dam-
age awards . . . thereby reducing gen-
eral insurance premiums. Indeed, pre-
miums fell by 40 percent for some com-
mercial policies.”

From a CBO report in June 2004, one
irrefutable fact remains: Between 1997
and 2007, medical tort costs, including
insurance premiums, have risen from
$15 billion to $30 billion a year. That
fact alone should ensure that yearly
savings in the billions for medical tort
reform would pass the credibility test.”

As Kimberley Strassel has written in
The Wall Street Journal: Tort reform
is a policy no-brainer. Experts on left
and right agree that defensive medi-
cine—ordering tests and procedures
solely to protect against Joe Lawyer—
adds enormously to health costs. The
estimated dollar benefits of reform
range from a conservative $65 billion a
year to perhaps $200 billion a year. In
context, Mr. Obama’s plan would cost
about $100 billion annually. That the
President won’t embrace even modest
change that would do so much, so
quickly, to lower costs has left Ameri-
cans suspicious of his real ambitions.
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It’s also a political no-brainer. Amer-
icans are on board. Polls routinely
show that between 70 percent and 80
percent of Americans believe the coun-
try suffers from excess litigation. The
entire health community is on board.
Republicans and swing-State Demo-
crats are on board. State and local gov-
ernments, which have struggled to
clean up their own civil justice sys-
tems, are also on board.

Mr. Speaker, Republican-sponsored
legislation would make Federal law the
same legal reforms California imple-
mented over 30 years ago. That legisla-
tion, called the HEALTH Act, remains
the gold standard for health care legal
reform, and it continues to be sup-
ported by every major medical associa-
tion.

The HEALTH Act does not limit in
any way an award of ‘‘economic dam-
ages’” from anyone responsible for
harm. Economic damages include any-
thing whose value can be quantified,
including lost wages or home services,
including 1lost services provided by
stay-at-home mothers, medical costs,
the cost of pain-reducing drugs, ther-
apy and lifetime rehabilitation care,
and anything else to which a receipt
can be attached.

Only economic damages, which the
Federal legislation does not limit, can
be used to pay for drugs and services
that actually reduce pain. So, nothing
in the HEALTH Act prevents juries
from awarding very large amounts to
victims of medical malpractice, includ-
ing stay-at-home mothers and children.
California’s legal reforms, just like the
HEALTH Act, cap noneconomic dam-
ages at $250,000 but do not cap quantifi-
able economic damages.

The administration’s health care bill
not only fails to contain any of the
tort reforms that CBO concluded would
save at least $64 billion in health care
costs, but it also contains a provision
that actually deters States from enact-
ing such reforms in the future by ex-
plicitly prohibiting tort reform ‘‘dem-
onstration project’” funds to States
that enact limits on damages or attor-
neys’ fees.

One section of an earlier bill states
that ‘“‘the Secretary of HHS shall make
an incentive payment to each
State that has an alternative medical
liability law in compliance with this
section,” but then goes on to say a
State can take advantage of such funds
only if ‘“‘the law does not limit attor-
neys’ fees or impose caps on damages,”’
which are precisely the tort reforms
the CBO concluded yield real health
care cost savings.

Mr. Speaker, so not only does the ad-
ministration’s bill fail to contain any
of the tort reforms we Kknow bring
health care costs down from decades of
experience, but it even prohibits States
that want to try such reforms from
taking part in the government-funded
tort reform demonstration projects.
This is not only a blow to State reform
efforts, it is a federally funded bribe
discouraging States from enacting real
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reform, and, of course, it is a giant
bailout for trial lawyers.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SERRANO). The Chair will note that the
gentleman from Texas has 13 minutes
remaining and the gentleman from
Michigan has 28 minutes remaining.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased now to recognize the distin-
guished Member of the House who has
had insurance experience as a State
commissioner, EARL POMEROY of North
Dakota, for 2 minutes.

Mr. POMEROY. I thank the chair-
man for yielding for the purpose of a
colloquy.

I would like to thank Chairman CON-
YERS, Congressman TOM PERRIELLO of
Virginia, Congresswoman BETSY MAR-
KEY of Colorado, and others for their
leadership in bringing to the floor this
important bill aimed at creating great-
er competition in the health insurance
marketplace in order to promote great-
er affordability, improve quality, and
greater consumer choice.

In particular, I appreciate that the
bill is narrowly tailored to repeal the
McCarran-Ferguson antitrust exemp-
tion only for the business of health in-
surance. But despite the clear wording
of the bill, I have heard concerns from
some that courts might somehow inter-
pret the bill broadly to include non-
health lines of insurance such as life
insurance, long-term care insurance,
disability income insurance, even prop-
erty/casualty insurance.

As one of only two former State in-
surance commissioners in the TU.S.
House of Representatives, I know
health insurance is different than these
other insurance lines. I would appre-
ciate, Mr. Chairman, your confirma-
tion of my understanding that the bill
we are now debating does not apply to
any insurance except for health insur-
ance, and your expectation that courts
will interpret it properly to not include
nonhealth lines of insurance.

Is the gentleman’s understanding of
my expectation correct?

Mr. CONYERS. If the gentleman will
yield, I want to commend him for
clearing up something that perhaps in
more reasonable circumstances should
not need to be cleared up.

I still have confidence in the courts
that they can read the simple under-
standing that when we say ‘‘health in-
surance,” we don’t mean life insurance.
I mean, this is getting pretty funda-
mental here. But, of course, you are
correct, Mr. POMEROY. It’s health in-
surance only; no disability income in-
surance, no long-term care insurance,
no property insurance.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield the gentleman
an additional 1 minute.

Mr. POMEROY. I yield to the chair-
man.

Mr. CONYERS. No casualty insur-
ance, no other kind of insurance but
the one plainly listed in a two-page

The
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bill. So my confidence in the courts is
unrestricted that they can get this
right.

The lack of a statutory definition is
intended solely to give the courts the
ability to ensure that all forms of
health insurance are appropriately in-
cluded so that unreasonable and artifi-
cial distinctions do not arise between
two essentially equivalent kinds of in-
surance products and how they are
treated under antitrust laws.

I am glad that the gentleman raised
this issue in the hearings.

Mr. POMEROY. I thank the chair-
man.

Reclaiming the time, I believe the
chairman’s words are very clear and
will make a very clear part of the leg-
islative record on this bill.

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia who has done so much in working
with the committee on this bill, Mr.
PERRIELLO, who has been great.

Mr. PERRIELLO. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman, thank you to Chairwoman
SLAUGHTER, as well, for their great
leadership on this bill. This is a great
day.

It’s a great day for consumers, it’s a
great day for competition, and it’s a
great day for common sense. I am new
to Washington, and I know this is a
town full of grays, but sometimes
things are as simple as black and
white. This is a chance for people to de-
cide whether they stand for patients or
whether they stand for the profiteering
of health insurance monopolies, wheth-
er they stand for competition or for
collusion.

This is a victory for common sense in
the midst of the health care reform de-
bate. Only inside the beltway would
those people argue that the best way to
protect competition is to protect mo-
nopolies. Only inside the beltway
would people try to argue that the best
way to help the little guy is to make
sure that we protect monopolies.

The status quo is not working for the
small insurers. There are those with
very good intentions who want to talk
about safe harbors, but I have not had
constituents come up to me and say,
Congress, please have more carve-outs.
Congress, please have more exemptions
and exceptions, please make the bills
even longer. Here we have a two-page
bill, 24 lines long—one that is sup-
ported by conservatives and liberals
alike in my district—that makes a sim-
ple rule that health insurance compa-
nies should have to play by the same
rules as everyone else.

If two plumbers in my district get to-
gether and start to collude and set
prices, they will go to jail. Why should
the biggest health insurance companies
in the country not have to play by the
same rules? People say to us, How
about a shorter bill? Two pages. People
say to us, What about bipartisanship?
Well, in 2007, all of the attorneys gen-
eral across the country, without a sin-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

gle dissenting vote across party lines,
said we want this bill. We want more
Federal power for us to be able to go
after these monopolies that are stick-
ing it to consumers.
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This will not solve every problem in
the health care debate, but if we can’t
come together and agree on something
this simple—pro-competition, pro-con-
sumer, two pages long—how will we
ever come together on anything?

It is estimated to save consumers $10
billion. In States that have removed
such protections before, premiums
have risen at one-fifth the rate of other
folks. This means real money in the
pockets of working and middle class
Americans. Voters say, who is standing
up for us—working and middle class
Americans who play by the rules—in-
stead of for the interest groups? Here is
a chance for a victory for common
sense and for consumers.

If you are a health insurance com-
pany and you are not engaged in mo-
nopolistic practices, you’re not
colluding, you have nothing to worry
about. But if you are, be afraid, be very
afraid, because you are no longer going
to enjoy the monopoly protections you
have enjoyed for 65 years.

We are going to stand up for patients
today with no loopholes and no monop-
olies to ensure a basic sense of ac-
countability, competition, and Main
Street values, and maybe take one step
forward towards bipartisanship and
common sense in this health care re-
form debate.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to yield to PAUL KANJORSKI of
Pennsylvania for a unanimous consent
request.

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

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of H.R. 4626.

Mr. Speaker, as the Chairman of the House
Financial Services Subcommittee on Capital
Markets, Insurance and Government Spon-
sored Enterprises and on behalf of the Finan-
cial Services Committee and its Chairman (the
gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. FRANK), |
would like to thank the Chairman of the Judici-
ary Committee (the gentleman from Michigan,
Mr. CONYERS), the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. PERRIELLO), the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado (Ms. MARKEY), and others for their lead-
ership in bringing this important legislation to
the floor. | also appreciate their cooperation
with the Financial Services Committee—which
has primary jurisdiction over most insurance
regulatory issues, except for health insurance
matters—in developing this bill. In particular, |
appreciate that the legislation before us is nar-
rowly tailored to repeal the McCarran-Fer-
guson antitrust exemption only for the busi-
ness of health insurance.

Today, Congress is engaged in robust de-
bate on reforming the health insurance mar-
ketplace for the nation. There are also many
additional types of insurance that impact citi-
zens’ lives on a daily basis. When looking
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broader at insurance regulatory reform and al-
lowing insurers to cross state lines, Congress
should look at these matters comprehensively
across all lines of insurance. | look forward to
working together with House leadership and
multiple committees on these important mat-
ters in the future.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I recog-
nize the distinguished Member who al-
lowed us to testify in his subcommittee
on universal single-payer legislation,
ROB ANDREWS of New Jersey, and I
yield him 2 minutes.

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

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, thank
you for your leadership on this bill. I
would like to thank and congratulate
Mr. PERRIELLO, Ms. MARKEY and Ms.
SLAUGHTER for their leadership.

Members of the House have a choice
to make this afternoon: If you believe
that the Members of the two parties
can work together to solve a problem
in our health care system, then the
correct vote is ‘‘yes”; if you believe
that there can be simple and clear solu-
tions that do not involve thousands of
pages of legislative language, then the
correct vote is ‘‘yes”; if you believe
that health insurance companies
should be held to the same standard
that car dealers, supermarkets, tele-
vision mnetworks, candy stores, all
kinds of people are held to in this coun-
try, then the correct vote is ‘‘yes.”

The choice here is competition versus
crony capitalism. Competition means
the best competitors get the market
share and get the business. It means
that health insurance companies can-
not meet behind closed doors and fix
the prices of their product. We’ve seen
enough of crony capitalism on Wall
Street, we have seen enough of crony
capitalism in our banking industry,
and I think we’ve seen more than
enough of crony capitalism in health
insurance.

This is the chance for the Members
to come together and say we want the
health insurance industry to compete
for the business of the American people
the same way everybody else does. It is
pro-consumer, it is pro-competition. It
should be profound evidence that the
two parties can work together and
start to solve the health care problem.

I congratulate the authors. I would
urge my friends on both sides to vote
“‘yes’ in favor of this bill.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I am
now pleased to recognize BETSY MAR-
KEY of Colorado. She has done yeo-
man’s work on this measure in her first
term, and I will yield her 3 minutes.

Ms. MARKEY of Colorado. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman, for your work on
this very important bill.

A few years ago, before I ever even
decided to run for Congress, I owned a
small coffee shop in Old Town, Fort
Collins. As a business owner, I knew
that my success or failure depended on
my business plan and my ability to
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compete. None of the other shopowners
needed the government to offer them
some sort of special protection in order
to survive. Capitalism is the basis of
our democracy, and a competitive mar-
ketplace is at the heart of capitalism.

Since 1945, just two industries have
enjoyed special protection from anti-
trust laws by the United States Gov-
ernment: Major League Baseball and
the health insurance industry. Since
Americans don’t rely on baseball tick-
ets to vaccinate their children or get
cancer screenings, the gentleman from
Virginia and I felt it important that we
tackle the special protections offered
to the health insurance industry today.

I consider myself a pragmatic person.
I think companies should be left alone
to succeed or fail based on the fitness
of their business plan and on the qual-
ity of the products they offer to con-
sumers, not because they got a special
deal from Washington.

I believe that consumer protection
laws keep our markets competitive and
are crucial to our democracy and econ-
omy, and that the exceptions offered to
the insurance industry for over half a
century leave the doors wide open to
price-fixing that can’t be regulated.

If any Member of this body were to
come and suggest that the United
States Government give one industry
immunity from protection and from
price-fixing, the outrage from the
American public would be swift and
heartfelt. It is not fair that small busi-
ness owners across America—many of
them struggling to survive in today’s
economy—have to play by a separate
set of rules.

The underlying premise of this bill is
not a partisan issue. Prominent Mem-
bers of both parties have advocated re-
moval of McCarran-Ferguson for 2
years. In 2007, Senator Trent Lott co-
sponsored legislation with PATRICK
LEAHY that would have repealed an
even broader swath of antitrust exemp-
tions benefiting the entire insurance
industry. At the same time, Senator
Lott made the astute point that if the
industry were not engaging in price-
fixing, it wouldn’t have to worry about
losing its antitrust exemption.

When Lott testified before the Judi-
ciary Committee in 2007, he said, ‘I
cannot for the life of me understand
why we have allowed this exemption to
stay in place so long.” Perhaps even
more telling, the National Association
of Attorneys General strongly supports
the repeal of McCarran-Ferguson. One
assistant attorney general noted, ‘“The
most egregiously anticompetitive
claims, such as naked agreements, fix-
ing price, or reducing coverage, are vir-
tually always found immune’” from
prosecution under the law.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman’s time has expired.

Mr. CONYERS. I yield the gentle-
woman an additional 30 seconds.

Ms. MARKEY of Colorado. For years,
one industry has enjoyed an unfair ad-
vantage over every other business in
the United States. I don’t think this

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

has anything to do with being a Repub-
lican or a Democrat, I think it has to
do with being fair.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard several
speakers in the last few minutes say
that there are only two industries ex-
empted from the antitrust laws, insur-
ance and baseball. This, of course, is
not true. There are more than 20 such
exemptions. If the majority is intent
on eliminating simple exemptions, per-
haps they would be willing to eliminate
the labor union’s antitrust exemption
as well.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, MARY
Jo KILROY of Ohio has worked hard on
this legislation, and I would like to
recognize her for 2 minutes.

Ms. KILROY. Thank you, Chairman
CONYERS, for allowing me this oppor-
tunity. Also, I want to give thanks to
the work of my freshman colleagues,
ToM PERRIELLO and BETSY MARKEY, for
their work on this important piece of
legislation that I am very proud to be
a cosponsor of.

I have been listening to this debate
this afternoon, and it is very sur-
prising—and actually highly ironic—to
hear the opposition from the Repub-
lican side of the aisle to a bill that
would simply make the health insur-
ance industry operate fairly in a com-
petitive marketplace. After all, it was
a great Republican President, Teddy
Roosevelt, who was the great trust
buster, the one who brought antitrust
principles into American jurisprudence
and legislation. And as we have heard
this afternoon from others, versions of
this bill have had bipartisan support
over the course of the years when there
have been attempts to introduce anti-
trust legislation addressing this issue
with respect to the health insurance
industry. After all, competition is the
engine that drives our economy, spurs
innovation, and ensures that the Amer-
ican consumer would receive a fair
deal. But for far too long the insurance
industry has been able to avoid ac-
countability by dividing up the terri-
tories among themselves like the rob-
ber barons once did on the backs of or-
dinary Americans.

I also serve with several of my col-
leagues on the Competitiveness Task
Force, and I know that for our econ-
omy to regain its footing, we need cen-
tral Ohio and American business to be
competitive, something this bill will
help to ensure.

This bill is needed because the health
insurance industry is sick, and we need
to fix it. We know that we have an
unhealthy insurance system because
we see that the signs and symptoms
are there. Ninety-six percent of all
health insurance markets are highly
concentrated, meaning consumers have
little or no choice between insurers,
and it is too easy for insurance indus-
tries to conspire on practices.

I urge my colleagues to support pas-
sage of the Health Insurance Industry
Fair Competition Act.
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Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California, the former Attorney Gen-
eral of that State, Mr. LUNGREN.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, as I've said repeatedly—
and perhaps the gentlelady from Ohio
who just spoke didn’t hear—I support
the bill. I think she also heard—well,
maybe she wasn’t here to hear the
ranking Republican say he is not going
to oppose the bill, so let’s be clear
about what we’re talking about here.

While I do support this bill and while
I do think it could be perfected and
while I hope that the motion to recom-
mit will be adopted to actually make it
a better bill, I would say, however, this
is not the first bill we should have on
the floor dealing with the overall issue
of health care. The first one should be
the one the American people have
asked us to look at, and that is reform
of the medical malpractice system.

The interesting thing is, as the gen-
tleman from Texas pointed out, that in
the bill that we have in the Senate and
the House, there is reference, as the
President of the United States said, to
medical malpractice litigation alter-
natives. That bill does give incentives,
financial incentives, Federal moneys
from the Federal Government to the
States if they will engage in alter-
natives to the litigation system in
areas of medical malpractice. But as
the gentleman from Texas pointed out,
there is a kicker in there, and it says
that if your State dares to in any way
put any limitations on attorneys fees
or on any part of the recovery in med-
ical malpractice cases, that State will
be ineligible for the funds; in other
words, you will be punished relative to
other States.

Now, the gentleman from Texas re-
ferred to the landmark legislation we
had in California called MICRA, which
was adopted in the mid-1970s at a time
when we had a crisis in medical mal-
practice premiums. We actually had an
exodus of doctors, particularly in the
specialties. Neurosurgeons, I remember
anesthesiologists, other high special-
ties with high-risk practices were actu-
ally leaving the State of California be-
cause of the significant increase in pre-
miums on a yearly basis as a result of
the true historical data of what was
happening in the courts.
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I recall at this time, because I actu-
ally did some representation in the
courts of doctors and hospitals and of
even a couple of plaintiff cases—but
primarily defense cases—that it was
becoming a crisis.

So, in California, it came together on
a bipartisan basis, and we passed legis-
lation better known as MICRA. In
there, we have a limitation on a sliding
scale on the amount of money that can
g0 to the attorneys, and it’s a slightly
higher percentage at the lower recov-
eries. As the recovery gets larger and
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larger, the percentage of return to the
attorneys, percentage-wise for that
segment of the recovery, is less.

While putting no limitation whatso-
ever on recovery for loss of income and
for all medical costs, there was a cap
put on noneconomic damages. As one
who has been in the courtroom and has
seen what happens, that is logical be-
cause the one area in which you saw
extraordinary amounts of money that
really were not truly indicative of ap-
provable damage—I'm not saying there
isn’t pain and suffering, but trying to
quantify it is extremely difficult, and
it proved to be impossible, and it
proved to be the area in which you had
the outrageous jury verdicts that had
the impact of distorting the system. So
California adopted both of those.

In other words, the bill that has been
presented by the President and Demo-
crats in the House and the Senate not
only does not really deal with reform
of the medical malpractice system, but
it takes us back more than 30 years to
the position in which we were then
when we had not an academic exercise
about the possibility of a crisis but a
true crisis. We literally had a crisis in
medical care in the State of California
until we enacted this change.

So that is why it is at least as
strange to ask and to see why we don’t
have some litigation reform moving
through our Judiciary Committee and
through the other committees that
may have jurisdiction in the House of
Representatives and placed on the
floor. That’s why it was very important
for the gentleman from Texas to make
reference to the California system, be-
cause that is one that has worked, and
it specifically is the one that is singled
out in the legislation that the Presi-
dent supports to be punished. Now, if
that is not irony, I don’t know what is.

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield the gentleman an additional 1
minute.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. So I would just hope that people
would understand, as important as this
bill is, that we should be at least lis-
tening to the American people, who
have said number one on their issue
list in dealing with this problem, as
they see it, as they understand it, as
they are affected by it, is the reform of
the medical malpractice litigation sys-
tem as it currently exists.

So it is somewhat disappointing that
we don’t have that even on the horizon.
I think the gentleman, the ranking
member on the committee, would agree
we haven’t seen anything on this sub-
ject that has been scheduled for our
committee.

While I support this legislation—and
let me repeat that—I support this leg-
islation. I think it is good legislation.
I think it may have a slightly bigger
impact than, maybe, my ranking mem-
ber thinks it will have, although not as
large an impact as suggested by the
other side. I would hope that the other
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side would look with open eyes and
would listen with open ears to our mo-
tion to recommit because I think it
will make a better bill, will clear up
some definitions that are not defined in
this bill and will help us move in the
right direction.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the leader of the Progres-
sive Caucus in the House for so many
years, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia, LYNN WOOLSEY.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Thank you, Con-
gressman CONYERS, for your great lead-
ership.

Mr. Speaker, can you imagine the
health care industry being exempt
from the McCarran-Ferguson antitrust
rules right now, particularly after An-
them raised their rates 39 percent a
couple of weeks ago when their parent
company had just announced that they
had had—I believe it was 2.9—around a
$2 billion profit last quarter, and when
one of their subsidiaries has to raise
their rates 39 to 40 percent?

H.R. 4626 will lift the antitrust ex-
emptions that health insurance compa-
nies have enjoyed for far too long. It
will protect us from the Anthems of
the world. These exemptions have
given the companies a near monopoly
control of health insurance markets—
preventing meaningful competition,
competition that would bring down the
cost of premiums and competition that
would make health care affordable for
all Americans, which we know is not
right now. Through the lifting of the
insurance companies’ antitrust exemp-
tions and through the creation of an
exchange, we will increase competi-
tion. The insurance industry will then
have to control their costs, control
their premiums and control their
copays because they will have competi-
tion.

Another important way to increase
competition is to give the American
people a choice, a choice of a public
health insurance option—an option
that will compete with private health
insurance companies and will bring
down the costs of premiums and the
costs of coverage.

The CBO, the Congressional Budget
Office, has stated that a public option
would save at least $25 billion if we in-
cluded that right now in our health
care bill. That $25 billion could be used
for subsidies to ensure the affordability
of all health insurance plans.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
have no further requests for time on
this side, and I am prepared to close at
the appropriate time.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2

minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
GARAMENDI).

Mr. GARAMENDI. Chairman CON-

YERS, thank you so very much.

Mr. Speaker, I keep thinking about
that movie ‘‘Casablanca.” The guy
says, I am shocked to learn that the
Republican Party that has championed
itself with the free market economy
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would oppose a measure that would, in
fact, allow for competition.

Now, a lot has been said on the floor
today, but the fact of the matter is—
and I spent 8 years of my life as the in-
surance commissioner in California,
and I am here to tell you that the in-
surance companies, using the exemp-
tion from the antitrust laws, are able
to conspire to fix prices on premiums
and on payments to doctors. That has
been proved in cases, national cases,
brought by States and by private attor-
neys as well as by the attorney general
of New York.

Similarly, they are able to vertically
integrate. In a case that took place in
New York, where TUnitedHealthcare
owns a company called Ingenix, which
actually sets the reimbursement rates,
they are able to have a serious conflict
of interest. The lower the normal reim-
bursement rates, the more the copay to
consumers.

So there are varieties of practices
that take place in the insurance indus-
try, practices which are anticompeti-
tive and anticonsumer. What we are
doing here is very simple and very,
very straightforward. It is this:

Under the antitrust laws that have
been in place since Teddy Roosevelt is
a long history of people pushing back
against the powerful interest groups—
in this case, the powerful interest
groups of the insurance industry. It is
time for us to simply say, You must
compete as every other part of the
American economy must. Vertical in-
tegration to the detriment of con-
sumers: not allowed. Price-fixing on
selling the products: not allowed. Not
able to use that market power to set
prices on the payment to doctors and
hospitals. All of those things have
taken place. The proof is there.

With regard to the States’ ability to
do this, yes, many States do have anti-
trust laws, and we are thankful for
that, but the Federal Government, the
Federal Attorney General, is precluded
from involving in the matter of com-
petition in this industry.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to a former member of the
House Judiciary Committee, the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio, BETTY SUTTON.

Ms. SUTTON. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man, for the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this bill, to repeal the antitrust ex-
emption for health insurance compa-
nies.

For far too long, the health insur-
ance industry has been exempted from
playing by the rules that most other
American businesses must live by.
Since 1945, they have been operating
beyond the reach of these important
consumer protection laws. The result
has been excessive consolidation in the
health insurance industry and the in-
surance companies taking advantage of
honest, ordinary Americans. This legis-
lation will finally put an end to insur-
ance company collusion, and it will
bring much needed competition to the
industry.
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According to the Consumer Federa-
tion of America, repealing these anti-
trust exemptions will save consumers
more than $40 billion in insurance pre-
miums. I, for one, want consumers to
save that money. The families that I
proudly represent have the right to be
confident that the cost of their insur-
ance and the actions of their health in-
surance providers are reflective of com-
petitive market conditions, not of col-
lusion.

This bill is a historic step to ensure
competition in the insurance industry
and to provide access to quality, af-
fordable health care for all Americans.
Now, who would be against that?

The choice is clear and easy. It is a
two-page bill, easily understood, hard
to mischaracterize. A vote for the bill
is a vote for our constituents. A vote
against the bill is doing exactly what
the insurance industry wants. Let’s
think about that. For our constituents
versus for the health insurance indus-
try. It’s an easy choice. Because the
American people need all of us to be on
their side, I urge people on both sides
of the aisle to vote for this bill.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Can-
ton, Ohio, JOHN BOCCIERI.

Mr. BOCCIERI. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.
Mr. Speaker, the American people

have asked for common sense in their
government, but all too often it is just
not that common.

You see, our friends on the other side
have asked for simplicity, for sub-
stance, and for competition in the
health care debate, but only in Wash-
ington will we argue that competition
doesn’t reduce costs. Only in Wash-
ington will we argue that we haven’t
had time to read a two-page bill. Only
in Washington will we argue process
over results for consumers.

What does it mean for consumers in
Ohio?

Well, let me tell you, small busi-
nesses in Ohio, their premiums have
risen about 129 percent. There are 7.4
million people in Ohio who get their in-
surance on the job, averaging about
$13,000. Small businesses make up 72
percent of all business in Ohio, while
only 47 percent of them can afford to
offer health insurance for their people.

We have seen 400 mergers in the
health care industry over the last 14
years, so 95 percent. According to the
Department of Justice, health insur-
ance markets are highly concentrated.
It means there is collusion. It is simple
economics. We increase competition.
We lower prices.

On this matter, we have to know who
we will stand with at this hour. Are we
going to stand for families or are we
going to stand for monopolies? Are we
going to stand for competition or are
we going to stand for price-fixing and
collusion? Are we going to be Congress
men and women who stand for con-
sumers and for open markets or are we
going to be Congress men and women
who stand for collusion and corruption
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in the industry? There are not all bad
actors out there, but on this day, at
this hour, we need to stand with con-
sumers.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, this has
been an important debate, and I would
like to take this opportunity to com-
mend the leader of the Republicans in
the House, and especially one Member
on the Judiciary Committee, LAMAR
SMITH.

We have had a very civil debate. I
think, in the course of the incredible
amount of time that we have been al-
lotted for this bill, that we have
reached closure on some issues. There
are now more things that we agree to
on both sides of the aisle than there
are things that we may have dif-
ferences about.
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I attribute it to the goodwill and the
cooperation of my Republican col-
leagues on the House Judiciary Com-
mittee. I also solicit their vote, but I
will respect any way that they may
choose to dispose of this matter and
our friendship will not be diminished or
impaired in any way whatsoever.

Now, LAMAR SMITH mentioned the
fact that there were other exemptions,
and to be perfectly candid, I did not
know that there were more than two
exemptions, and it turned out that
there are. As a matter of fact, there are
27. But many of them—and I haven’t
researched this yet. Many of them are
partial exemptions. Many of them are
very small exemptions that are very
limited in terms of the economic scope
of our reach in the United States. But
they, nevertheless, exist.

Mr. SMITH may remember that the
baseball antitrust exemption was given
very close scrutiny only 2 or 3 years
ago, and it reminded them of the fact
that their conduct hadn’t always been
such that deserved a continuation of
the exemption, and I'm hopeful that
baseball will still deserve it.

But here in the field of health care, I
think it’s hard to defend any argument
that the health insurance industry de-
serves or requires or needs an exemp-
tion, and for that reason I am urging
all of my colleagues to examine this
two-page bill and scrutinize it. Let’s
see if we can get a refreshingly large
bipartisan vote that could lead the
American people to reflect on the fact
that we can be liberals and conserv-
atives without rancor or animosity or
personalizing our philosophical dif-
ferences, and that’s the appeal that I
offer to my colleagues on the other
side.

There are those that wonder if this
would create some kind of a chill or
curtailment of creativity if this exemp-
tion were removed, and I don’t think
that that is very logical. We think that
the antitrust laws are fairly elemen-
tary. They don’t conspire against com-
petition. They don’t try to reserve cre-
ativity. We want competition, and it is
the exemption from antitrust liability
that this becomes very, very critical.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, first of all, let me
thank Chairman CONYERS for his com-
ments. He is always gracious in mak-
ing those. He is right. We have had a
good discussion today about this par-
ticular piece of legislation. And I also
want to say that he and I have a very
good working relationship on the Judi-
ciary Committee as well.

In regard to this bill, Mr. Speaker, 1
have to say that as much as some
might hope that it did something or
hope that it accomplished something
or might wish that the bill did some-
thing or might pretend that the bill did
something, in point of fact, the Con-
gressional Budget Office disagrees.
Members are free to wish upon a star,
but this bill is a dim bulb.

Mr. Speaker, the Congressional Budg-
et Office says that ‘‘whether premiums
would increase or decrease as a result
of this legislation is difficult to deter-
mine, but in either case, the magnitude
of the effects is likely to be quite
small.” “‘Quite small.”

So, Mr. Speaker, what’s the point of
this bill? CBO goes on to say that pre-
mium reductions from this bill are
likely to be small because ‘‘State laws
already bar the activities that would
be prohibited under Federal law if this
bill was enacted.”

So again, Mr. Speaker, what’s the
point of this bill?

I could list all the reasons why this
bill is ineffective, useless, unproduc-
tive, pointless, futile, and meaningless.
Instead, I would like to highlight some-
thing we could do to actually drive
down health care costs.

Last October, the CBO concluded
that a tort reform package consisting
of reasonable limits on frivolous law-
suits would reduce the Federal budget
deficit by an estimated $54 billion over
the next 10 years. That $564 billion in
savings from tort reform could be used
to provide health insurance for many
of the uninsured without raising taxes
on those who already have health in-
surance policies.

Also, according to the CBO, under a
Republican-sponsored health care tort
reform bill called the HEALTH Act,
“premiums for medical malpractice in-
surance ultimately would be an aver-
age of 25 percent to 30 percent below
what they would be under current
law.”

And a GAO report stated that ‘‘losses
on medical malpractice claims, which
make up the largest part of insurers’
costs, appear to be the primary driver
of rate increases in the long run.”

Mr. Speaker, rather than spend time
on a bill that the CBO said would yield
a ‘‘quite small,” if any, change in
health care premiums, we should in-
stead take up a bill the CBO concluded
would save us $54 billion. The Amer-
ican people deserve real health care re-
form, not a feeble and feckless sub-
stitute.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land, Mr. FRANK KRATOVIL.

Mr. KRATOVIL. Mr. Speaker, for
months we have been debating how to
improve the health care system. We
have focused on two major goals: One
is increasing the number of those who
have coverage, and the second major
goal is doing what we can to reduce the
costs for those that do. One way, obvi-
ously, to accomplish these goals is to
increase competition. In fact, it’s one
of the few areas where, in this debate,
we have seen bipartisanship. There
have been recommendations, various
recommendations, on how to do that.
One is the bill that we have today.
There have been other suggestions, al-
lowing for competition across State
lines.

The point is we all know that one of
the ways to accomplish the major goals
that we seek to accomplish is to create
competition, and that is what this bill
does. We need to ask the question: Why
would we allow this exemption to con-
tinue when we do not do that for other
industries? Why would we do that when
no public interest is served by doing
s0?

Now, this may not be the silver bul-
let, but certainly everyone agrees that
in order to improve our health care
system, we must increase competition.
That’s not a partisan issue. That’s
what this bill does. And for that rea-
son, I ask my colleagues to support it.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, NANCY
PELOSI is the first female Speaker of
the House in American history. She is
the third ranking person in our Federal
Government. And we are all honored to
recognize her for 1 minute at this time.

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the chairman
for his generous remarks and for his
tremendous leadership in bringing this
important legislation to the floor. Mr.
CONYERS is well known as a champion
of the people, and today he dem-
onstrates that once again.

This House of Representatives, Mr.
Chairman, is called the people’s House,
and you are a leader in the people’s
House. Today we live up to that name
by passing legislation that increases le-
verage for people. By changing the
playing field, a playing field that has
been dominated by the insurance in-
dustry for over 65 years. And now it’s
the people’s turn. The insurance com-
panies will now be playing on the peo-
ple’s field.

Mr. CONYERS, thank you for your on-
going leadership, for fairness, for com-
petition, for a better deal for the Amer-
ican people.

I also want to commend chairwoman
of the Rules Committee, LOUISE
SLAUGHTER, for her ongoing and per-
sistent insistence that this legislation
come to the floor. When she served in
the State legislature in New York, she
was fighting this fight.

This antitrust exemption was passed,
again, over 60 years ago and it was sup-
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posed to last 3 years. Sixty-five years
later we are on the floor of the House
to finally repeal the special exemption
that insurance companies have that no
other industry, except Major League
Baseball, has in our country.

I also want to commend Mr. DEFAZIO,
who has been a champion on this issue,
Congressman DEFAZIO from Oregon. He
has worked with our new Members of
Congress, and they have been a source
of energy to move this legislation: Con-
gresswoman BETSY MARKEY of Colo-
rado; Congressman ToOM PERRIELLO of
Virginia, the author of this bill. We’re
grateful to them for their courage and
their leadership, because the insurance
companies don’t want this bill but the
American people do, and I commend
those who have worked so hard.

Another new Member of Congress,
Congressman GARAMENDI, a former in-
surance commissioner of the State of
California, played a role effective from
the start as soon as he arrived to get
this legislation to the floor. And,
again, I believe that the legislation has
many Republican supporters as well.
So that, of course, is really a source of
confidence to us as we go forward into
the health care debate.

One year ago, we began this debate
on health care, quality, affordable
health care for all Americans. We got a
running start on it in the recovery
package with big investments in basic
biomedical research and health infor-
mation technology, so we were on the
cutting edge of science and technology
for this. We had a running start on it
by passing the SCHIP in a bipartisan
way, State Children’s Health Insurance
Program, insuring 11 million children
in America. And then the debate has
gone on from the summit the President
had a year ago in a bipartisan way to a
summit he will have tomorrow as well.
But in the meantime, this very impor-
tant piece of legislation is before us
today.

I have always said that any health
care reform had to make the AAA test.
It had to have affordability for the
middle class, accessibility for many
more people, and accountability for the
insurance companies. Accountability
for the insurance companies. No longer
would they have it all their way. And
that’s what this legislation does.

We had this on the agenda, and then
the snows came and we had to put it
off. And in between the time when we
all got snowed out or snowed in, An-
them in California announced that it
was going to raise its rates 39 percent:
39 percent, Anthem Insurance Com-
pany; 39 percent for health insurance.
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Over the past decade, insurance rates
have gone up over 150 percent. And this
continues in Michigan, Kansas, other
places in the country these insurance
rates have gone up because the insur-
ance companies simply have not been
accountable. And this has worked to
the disadvantage of the American peo-
ple.

February 24, 2010

So again, I commend all of those who
played a part in bringing this to the
floor, to the bipartisan discussion that
took place in committee that has been
mentioned, and for hopefully the
strong bipartisan support we will see
today.

But again I want to come back to
Chairman CONYERS, because he is the
person when it comes to speaking out
for the people, chairman of the Judici-
ary Committee, a very prestigious posi-
tion, one with a great deal of responsi-
bility to make sure that the pledge we
take each day, with liberty and justice
for all, is lived up to. And today we are
providing much more competition,
much more freedom for the American
people by expanding their choices with
this important legislation.

I urge our colleagues to support the
legislation, once again salute all those
who made it possible to bring this be-
fore the people’s House today. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, as an origi-
nal cosponsor, | rise in strong support of legis-
lation that will end the unfair advantages that
health insurance companies currently enjoy
today. | want to commend my colleagues Rep-
resentatives PERRIELLO and BETSY MARKEY for
their leadership and advocacy on this very im-
portant issue.

| hope most of us would agree that health
insurance companies should play by the same
rules as every other industry in America. For
far too long, the health insurance industry has
been exempt from the Federal antitrust laws
that govern other businesses. As a result, they
are not subject to Federal laws banning price
fixing, market manipulation, collusion, or other
anticompetitive business practices.

It is apparent that there is no real competi-
tion in parts of the health insurance market. In
the last few weeks, we have seen health in-
surance companies impose huge premium in-
creases on consumers. Anthem Blue Cross of
California announced a 39 percent price hike
in premiums for their consumers. The Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services has re-
ported that several large health insurance
companies across the country have requested
premium increases of anywhere between 16
percent and 56 percent. These huge premium
increases come after a year of record profits
for the top five health insurance companies in
America. Last year, as Americans struggled to
pay their health insurance costs, insurance
companies’ profits jumped by 56 percent.

Quite simply, the legislation we are consid-
ering today will repeal the blanket antitrust ex-
emption afforded to health insurance compa-
nies under the McCarran-Ferguson Act. We
must hold health insurers accountable when
they engage in anti-competitive behaviors that
benefit their profit margins at the expense of
American families.

Mr. Speaker, we are taking a small but very
critical step towards health insurance reform
and fixing a part of our broken health care
system while Congress continues to work on
comprehensive health care reform to bring
more affordable and accessible care for all
Americans. | urge my colleagues to support
this much-needed bill.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong sup-
port of the Health Insurance Industry Fair
Competition Act, H.R. 4626, legislation that
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would remove the health insurance industry’s
antitrust exemption. As a cosponsor of this im-
portant legislation, | urge my colleagues to join
me in supporting this bill to expand competi-
tion, improve the affordability of health insur-
ance, and give families more choices.

| have heard from many hard-working New
Jerseyans, who are struggling under the cur-
rent insurance system. The system is too ex-
pensive and leaves too many people without
good, secure coverage. Families are paying
higher and higher premiums for less coverage.
Our businesses are struggling to afford health
care for their employees and find themselves
at a competitive disadvantage compared to
companies in other countries. Those problems
have not gone away and must be addressed.

The legislation we are considering today
would lower costs and provide new insurance
options for families by repealing the insurance
special exemption to antitrust law. This ex-
emption was created by the 1945 McCarran-
Ferguson Act with the intention of helping new
small insurance companies by allowing them
to access historical insurance data for setting
their premiums and left all antitrust regulation
to the states.

Instead of encouraging new small insurance
companies, this antitrust exemption has stifled
competition. A single insurance company con-
trols more than half the insurance market in
16 states, while in New Jersey the top two
companies control almost 60 percent of the
market. Lack of competition has led to growing
insurer profits, increased costs and reduced
coverage for patients, and an epidemic of de-
ceptive and fraudulent conduct.

By repealing the special antitrust exemption
for health insurance companies, health insur-
ers would be held accountable for fixing
prices, dividing up market territories, using
predatory pricing, or rigging bids. This bill
makes the federal government a partner with
states who lack the resources to go after in-
surance companies that have violated the law.

This bill is one part of reform needed to im-
prove the health care that all Americans re-
ceive by holding health insurance companies
to the same good-competition rules that other
industries face. | encourage my colleagues to
vote in favor of this bill to lower costs and pro-
vide new options for patients.

Mr. LOEBSACK. Mr. Speaker, | am submit-
ting the following statement for the record in
support of the Health Insurance Industry Fair
Competition Act, which would end the anti-
trust exemption that currently gives special
privileges to health insurance companies.

If we do not pass this legislation, American
consumers will continue to pay more for health
insurance, if they can afford it at all, because
of a lack of competition in the insurance mar-
ket.

According to the AFL-CIO, profits at 10 of
the country’s largest publicly traded health in-
surance companies rose 428 percent from
2000 to 2007. At the same time, consumers
paid more for less coverage. At the root of this
problem is the growing lack of competition in
the private health insurance industry that has
led to near monopoly conditions in many mar-
kets.

There is no reason why health insurance
companies should continue to receive this fa-
vored treatment from the federal government
while millions of Americans pay the price.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| rise today as an original cosponsor and
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strong supporter of H.R. 4626 the Health In-
surance Industry Fair Competition Act.

Since 1940s, the McCarran-Ferguson Act
has exempted the insurance industry from all
federal antitrust laws giving health insurers
freedom to raise premium prices, deny cov-
erage for preexisting conditions, and change
their reimbursement rates.

Right now millions of Americans are at the
mercy of the health insurance companies with
premium increases going up in the double
digit percentage points across the country.
These premium increases are not to enhance
insurance plans, but to add to the extremely
large profit margins of insurance companies.

Seemingly, there is no end in sight to this
business practice because there is little com-
petition in the health insurance market that
benefits the consumer. If this continues health
insurance premiums will continue to rise as
long as we allow the insurance companies to
control markets.

We know that competition in the market-
place leads to lower prices and more options
that benefit the consumer. There is no reason
why the health insurance industry, with their
outrageous spending on lavish retreats and
executive salaries at the expense of the con-
sumer, should not be forced to compete for
business on a level playing field and control
their costs and spending on non-health care
related items.

Right now, health insurance costs are out of
control and if individuals cannot afford health
insurance they end up in emergency rooms
forcing the health care system and the tax-
payer to pay for their expenses. Yet, the insur-
ance companies continue to see increased
profits while making it nearly impossible for in-
dividuals to gain access to or afford a policy.

H.R. 4626 is one way we can fix the mo-
nopolies the health insurance industry has
over the consumer and will make insurance
coverage more affordable for individuals and
small businesses.

This is a step in the right direction, but we
desperately need health reform in this country.
All individuals should have access to quality
and affordable health insurance and we will
not accomplish that without reforms through-
out our health care system.

| strongly support H.R. 4626 because insur-
ance anti-trust reform is one piece of the pie
as we move forward.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, this past sum-
mer, in my home state of Connecticut, Anthem
tried to raise health insurance premiums by up
to 32 percent. Right now, in California, the
same company is trying to pull the same
trick—trying to increase their rates by as much
as 39 percent.

Unfortunately, we now know that the top five
insurers in America saw record-breaking prof-
its in 2009. We have seen increases in profits
of 91 percent at WellPoint, and a whopping
346 percent at Cigna.

How is this happening, in the midst of an
historic recession? A lot of reasons, and cen-
tral among them the fact that, according to
long-established antitrust standards, there is
no real competition in the insurance market
today. In fact, there have been more than 400
mergers among health insurers in the past 14
years. So, insurers get away with price-
gouging mainly because they can.

We have coddled this industry far too long.
It is time to remove insurers’ special antitrust
exemption and to make them play on the

H787

same level playing field as every other busi-
ness in America. | hope that all my colleagues
who consistently espouse the virtues of a free
market will join us in passing this bill today.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 1098,
the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
have a motion to recommit at the
desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I am in its cur-
rent form.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Smith of Texas moves to recommit the
bill (H.R. 4626) to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, with instructions to report the bill
back to the House forthwith with the fol-
lowing amendments:

Strike subsection (a) of section 2 of the bill
and insert the following (and make such
technical and conforming changes as may be
appropriate):

(a) AMENDMENT TO MCCARRAN-FERGUSON
AcT.—Section 3 of the Act of March 9, 1945
(16 U.S.C. 1013), commonly known as the
McCarran-Ferguson Act, is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘(¢)(1) Nothing contained in this Act shall
modify, impair, or supersede the operation of
any of the antitrust laws with respect to the
business of health insurance. For purposes of
the preceding sentence, the term ‘antitrust
laws’ has the meaning given it in subsection
(a) of the first section of the Clayton Act, ex-
cept that such term includes section 5 of the
Federal Trade Commission Act to the extent
that such section 5 applies to unfair methods
of competition.

“(2) Paragraph (1) shall apply only to
health insurance issuer (as that term is de-
fined in section 2791 of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. § 300gg-91) to the ex-
tent that the issuer engages in the business
of health insurance.

‘“(3)(A) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to—

‘(i) collecting, compiling, classifying, or
disseminating historical loss data;

‘“(ii) determining a loss development factor
applicable to historical loss data;

¢(iii) performing actuarial services if doing
so does not involve a restraint of trade, or

‘(iv) information gathering and rate set-
ting activities of a State insurance commis-
sion or other State regulatory entity with
authority to set insurance rates.

‘‘(B) The term ‘historical loss data’ means
information respecting claims paid, or re-
serves held for claims reported, by any per-
son engaged in the business of insurance.

‘(C) The term ‘loss development factor’
means an adjustment to be made to the ag-
gregate of losses incurred during a prior pe-
riod of time that have been paid, or for
which claims have been received and re-
serves are being held, in order to estimate
the aggregate of the losses incurred during
such period that will ultimately be paid.”’.

At the end of the bill, add the following
(and make such technical and conforming
changes as may be appropriate):
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SEC. 3. GAO REPORT.

Three years after date of enactment of this
Act, the Government Accountability Office
shall submit, to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on the Judiciary of the Sen-
ate, a report on whether this Act has reduced
unfair competition in the health insurance
market in each of the 50 States. Such report
shall specify whether, as a result of this Act,
the reduction in unfair competition, if any,
has resulted in increased price competition
in the business of health insurance.

Mr. SMITH of Texas (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the motion be considered
as read.

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, is this the one pre-
viously noticed and delivered a couple
hours ago? Is that the motion to re-
commit? I just want to make sure it is
exactly the same language.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
pending motion is at the desk.

Mr. DEFAZIO. 1 withdraw my res-
ervation.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas is recognized for 5 minutes in
support of the motion.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
support this motion to recommit on
H.R. 4626, the Health Insurance Indus-
try Fair Competition Act. As I stated
in my earlier comments, this legisla-
tion does little, if anything. However,
if you are going to do nothing, you
might as well do it better.

This motion corrects three drafting
errors that create problems with the
bill. First, it adds a definition for
health insurers that was absent from
the base bill. If we are going to elimi-
nate McCarran-Ferguson for a limited
subset of insurers, then we should clar-
ify who those insurers are.

Second, this motion to recommit in-
cludes the exchange of data provision
that Mr. LUNGREN added at the Judici-
ary Committee markup of a similar
bill. It is necessary to ensure that
small and medium health insurers can
in fact compete in the marketplace.

Third, the motion to recommit in-
cludes language that protects the rate
gathering and rate setting activities of
State insurance commissions. The ma-
jority assumes this will be protected by
the State action doctrine. But if Con-
gress is going to repeal a 65-year-old
law, shouldn’t we make clear that we
do not want this to undermine State
insurance commissions?

Finally, the motion to recommit in-
cludes a GAO study on the impact of
this legislation on competition in the
health insurance market. Specifically,
the GAO must report on whether or not
this legislation has enhanced competi-
tion, resulting in lower prices and new
competitors in the market. Let’s put
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political rhetoric aside and see what
the bill really does. We shouldn’t be
afraid of the truth.

In short, this motion to recommit in-
cludes definitions and clarifications
that the majority has already included
in earlier versions of this legislation
that either were reported favorably by
the Judiciary Committee or were
passed by the full House. This isn’t
much of a bill, but let’s try to improve
what little there is.

I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, a senior member of the Judici-
ary Committee.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
refer to that part of the motion to re-
commit that deals with the amend-
ment that I offered and that was con-
tained in the bill that passed out of the
Judiciary Committee. It simply allows
historical data to be utilized by insur-
ance companies large and small. This is
something that is requested by the
small insurance companies, this is
something supported by the American
Bar Association. Their representative
who testified before our subcommittee
on behalf of or in support of the under-
lying legislation supported this amend-
ment so that in fact small insurers
would not be disadvantaged.

Let’s get this right. There are some
who have told me on the other side
that, well, we don’t need this because
it will be allowed by the U.S. Justice
Department or by the courts. We ought
not to wait for that. We ought to give
some real solid certainty to insurance
companies, particularly the small in-
surance carriers. So if we wish to per-
mit the collection of historical data,
let’s make it clear what we intend.
Just because we haven’t brought for-
ward on this floor some answer to the
medical malpractice litigation issue is
no reason for us to commit legislative
malpractice here. We ought to do our
job. We ought to not pass it on.

Now, there are a few people who
don’t think that historical data should
even be allowed. If that is the way they
feel, I understand it. Most Members I
have spoken to believe it ought to be
allowed. They understand the absolute
essence of it in terms of the continued
existence of small insurers across the
country.

Let’s get it right. I have the language
virtually the same that was contained
in the majority’s health care bill that
passed just a couple of months ago. It
is the same as contained in the bipar-
tisan bill that came out of our com-
mittee. And most importantly, it is the
same language contained in the various
bills presented to this House by the
late great Jack Brooks, chairman at
that time of the House Judiciary Com-
mittee, about whom Members on the
other side have waxed eloquently. And
in tribute to him, I would hope they
would support the gentleman’s motion
to recommit that contains my amend-
ment.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I yield back the
balance of my time.
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Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the Speaker.

Simple question before the House
today. Should the health insurance in-
dustry live under the same antitrust
rules and have the same consumer pro-
tections as are provided for every other
major industry in America without
special exception, without carve-outs,
without loopholes? No more collusion
to get together, to conspire to limit
markets, coverage, and drive up rates.
The American people want and they
need this protection.

Now, they say there is a study
throughout that says this won’t save
money. That study was actually based
on the language they are offering. Yes,
if we provide these loopholes it well
may not bring down rates. But if we
don’t vote for their loopholes, we will
bring down rates. The Consumer Fed-
eration of America says we will save
$10 billion in ratepayer premiums next
year if we adopt this amendment
straight up without their loopholes.

With that, I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker, directly to Mr. LUN-
GREN’s proposed amendments, actually
there are three major elements. If you
look at those major elements, they do
in fact give the insurance industry the
opportunity to collude, because that is
the data that sets future prices for con-
sumers as well as payments for doc-
tors.

I know this business. I was the Insur-
ance Commissioner in California for 8
years. And I know that if an insurance
company is able to collude in col-
lecting, compiling, classifying, or dis-
seminating historic data and deter-
mining a loss development factor, and
finally, using actuarial services, they
have the power to collude. This is an
incredible loophole. It should never be
allowed.

And the final point having to do with
the insurance commissioners collecting
data, nowhere in any antitrust laws are
States precluded from any collection of
data. This ought not be put forth. I ask
for a “‘no”’ vote.

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. WEINER. You know, you got to
love these Republicans. I mean, you
guys have chutzpah. The Republican
Party is . . . That is the fact. They say
that, well, this isn’t going to do
enough, but when we propose an alter-
native to provide competition, they are
against it. They say that, well, we
want to strengthen State insurance
commissioners, and they will do the
job. But when we did that in our na-
tional health care bill, they said we are
against it. They said they want to have
competition, and when we proposed re-
quiring competition, the Republicans
are against it. They are . . . That is the
fact.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I ask that the gen-
tleman’s words be taken down.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend. The gentleman
from New York will be seated.

The Clerk will report the words.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the
House for the purpose of amending my
remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman seek unanimous consent to
withdraw his words?

Mr. WEINER. I would request unani-

mous consent to substitute other
words.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. That

would require a withdrawal.

Mr. WEINER. I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my words.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. WEINER. How much time do I
have remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oregon has 3 minutes re-

maining.

The gentleman from New York is rec-
ognized.

Mr. WEINER. Make no mistake

about it: . . .

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I ask the gentle-
man’s words be taken down once more.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend. The gentleman
from New York will be seated.

The Clerk will report the words.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw the of-
fending comments.

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

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Reserving the right to object,
has the Chair ruled as to whether the
gentleman’s words are inappropriate
under the rules of the House and the
precedents of the House?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
has been no ruling at this time. The
gentleman has offered to withdraw the
words.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I withdraw my reservation.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DEFAZIO. May I inquire as to
the time now that is left?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oregon has 2 minutes and
50 seconds remaining.

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. WEINER. I thank you very much.
But the point is very simple. There are
inequities in the present way we dis-
tribute insurance, the way we dis-
tribute health care. There are winners,
and there are losers. The winners are
the insurance industry. And our efforts
to reel in the insurance profits, not
just because they shouldn’t make prof-
its—they’re doing what they’re sup-
posed to. But what they’re doing is
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driving up taxes, they’re driving our
economy into the ground, and we need
competition and choice to deal with
that. That’s what this legislation does,
and the motion to recommit under-
mines it.

I've heard a couple of times today,
well, we have an effort for bipartisan-
ship here. No, there is not bipartisan-
ship on this fundamental issue; and
that is, the people who sit on this side,
at the risk of offending anyone, gen-
erally support the idea of standing up
for the American people in their daily
battles against high insurance. And the
people, generally speaking, who sit on
this side of the Chamber, and specifi-
cally speaking as well, in a lot of cases,
simply won’t permit that to happen
and haven’t for a generation.

That’s going to end now. That is
going to end because we are going to
have competition. We are going to
make sure that there are regulations,
and we’re going to make sure that the
American people aren’t gouged. That’s
what the American people stand for.
And time and time again people say,
well, I don’t really want to undermine
this bill, I just want to weaken it to
the point that it’s meaningless.

And then I've heard my good friend
from Texas say, well, this doesn’t do
anything. But every single time we’ve
tried to do something, like a tiny sliver
of competition called the public option,
they’'ve said, no; we can’t withstand
competition. We can’t have that.

Enough of the phoniness. We are
going to solve this problem because for
years our Republican friends have been
unable to and unwilling to. Deal with
it.

Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the gentleman
for those remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oregon has 1%2 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. DEFAZIO. We have before us a
simple question: Will we repeal a 62-
year old artifact that is a special favor
for the insurance industry, an exemp-
tion from the laws of the land of anti-
trust, which are designed to promote
competition, to protect consumers, and
for a free market economy.

You can’t have a free market econ-
omy when people can collude, when
they can get together to limit markets
and competition, when companies be-
come so huge they dominate urban
areas and entire States; one company.
Consumers have virtually no choice in
much of America. They have to eat
those huge rate increases or not. We
can take a meaningful step here today
to bring down the cost of health insur-
ance for all Americans. The Consumer
Federation of America says this will
save consumers $10 billion next year,
and they say that’s nothing. Well, say
that to your consumers at home if you
vote against this bill.

Creating these loopholes undermines
the entire effort here today. We do not
need these loopholes. We need this in-
dustry to play by the same rules as
every other industry in America.
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Vote against the motion to recom-
mit, and vote for competition and con-
sumer protection for all Americans in
health insurance.

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

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask
unanimous consent if I might revise
my remarks. I referred to Jack Brooks
as the late great. I didn’t mean to sug-
gest that he is no longer with us. He is
great but he is not late.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
has expired.

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on the motion to recom-
mit.

There was no objection.

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

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX,
this 15-minute vote on the motion to
recommit will be followed by 5-minute
votes on passage of H.R. 4626, if or-
dered; and suspension of the rules with
regard to House Resolution 1085.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 170, nays
249, not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 63]
YEAS—170

Aderholt Diaz-Balart, L. Latham
Adler (NJ) Diaz-Balart, M. LaTourette
Akin Dreier Latta
Alexander Duncan Lee (NY)
Austria Ehlers Lewis (CA)
Bachmann Emerson Linder
Bachus Fallin LoBiondo
Bartlett Flake Lucas
Barton (TX) Fleming Luetkemeyer
Biggert Forbes Lummis
Bilbray Fortenberry Lungren, Daniel
Bilirakis Foxx E.
Bishop (UT) Franks (AZ) Mack
Blackburn Frelinghuysen Manzullo
Boehner Gallegly Marchant
Bonner Garrett (NJ) Marshall
Bono Mack Gerlach McCarthy (CA)
Boozman Gingrey (GA) McCaul
Boustany Gohmert McCotter
Brady (TX) Goodlatte McHenry
Bright Granger McKeon
Broun (GA) Graves McMorris
Brown (SC) Griffith Rodgers
Brown-Waite, Guthrie Mica

Ginny Hall (TX) Miller (FL)
Buchanan Harper Miller (MI)
Burgess Hastings (WA) Miller, Gary
Burton (IN) Heller Moran (KS)
Calvert Hensarling Murphy, Tim
Camp Herger Myrick
Campbell Hunter Neugebauer
Cantor Inglis Nunes
Capito Issa Olson
Carter Jenkins Paul
Cassidy Johnson (IL) Paulsen
Castle Johnson, Sam Pence
Chaffetz Jordan (OH) Petri
Coble Kilroy Platts
Coffman (CO) King (IA) Poe (TX)
Cole King (NY) Posey
Conaway Kingston Price (GA)
Crenshaw Kirk Putnam
Culberson Kline (MN) Rehberg
Deal (GA) Lamborn Roe (TN)
Dent Lance Rogers (AL)
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Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schmidt
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri

Baca

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

Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Cao

Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Childers
Chu

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
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Driehaus
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ellison
Ellsworth
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foster
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Giffords
Gonzalez
Gordon (TN)
Grayson
Green, Al

Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Sullivan
Teague
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry

NAYS—249

Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
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.
Jones
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
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
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
MecClintock
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
MeclIntyre
McMahon
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Nadler (NY)
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Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Walden
Wamp
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wittman
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
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
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Taylor
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—13

Barrett (SC) Hoekstra Schock
Blunt Maloney Stark
Buyer Pitts Wilson (SC)
Davis (KY) Radanovich
Dingell Reichert
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Ms. ESHOO, Messrs. BERRY, BOS-
WELL, GONZALEZ, BUTTERFIELD,

Ms. BERKLEY, Messrs. CLEAVER,
GEORGE MILLER of California,
ORTIZ, WALZ, GUTIERREZ, Ms.

VELAZQUEZ, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. SUTTON, and Mr.
CHILDERS changed their vote from
‘“‘yea’” to ‘“‘nay.”

Messrs. GINGREY of Georgia and
COLE changed their vote from ‘‘nay”’
to “‘yea.”

So the motion to motion to recom-
mit was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 406, nays 19,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 64]

This

YEAS—406

Abercrombie Calvert DeLauro
Ackerman Camp Dent
Aderholt Campbell Diaz-Balart, L.
Adler (NJ) Cantor Diaz-Balart, M.
Alexander Cao Dicks
Altmire Capito Doggett
Andrews Capps Donnelly (IN)
Arcuri Capuano Doyle
Austria Cardoza Dreier
Baca Carnahan Driehaus
Bachmann Carney Duncan
Bachus Carson (IN) Edwards (MD)
Baird Carter Edwards (TX)
Baldwin Cassidy Ehlers
Barrow Castle Ellison
Bartlett Castor (FL) Ellsworth
Barton (TX) Chaffetz Emerson
Bean Chandler Engel
Becerra Childers Eshoo
Berkley Chu Etheridge
Berman Clarke Fallin
Berry Clay Farr
Biggert Cleaver Fattah
Bilbray Clyburn Filner
Bilirakis Coble Flake
Bishop (GA) Coffman (CO) Fleming
Bishop (NY) Cohen Forbes
Bishop (UT) Cole Fortenberry
Blackburn Conaway Foster
Blumenauer Connolly (VA) Foxx
Boccieri Conyers Frank (MA)
Bonner Cooper Frelinghuysen
Bono Mack Costa Fudge
Boozman Costello Gallegly
Boren Courtney Garamendi
Boswell Crenshaw Gerlach
Boucher Crowley Giffords
Boustany Cuellar Gingrey (GA)
Boyd Culberson Gohmert
Brady (PA) Cummings Gonzalez
Braley (IA) Dahlkemper Goodlatte
Bright Davis (AL) Gordon (TN)
Brown (SC) Davis (CA) Granger
Brown, Corrine Dayvis (IL) Graves
Brown-Waite, Davis (KY) Grayson

Ginny Davis (TN) Green, Al
Buchanan Deal (GA) Green, Gene
Burgess DeFazio Griffith
Burton (IN) DeGette Grijalva
Butterfield Delahunt Guthrie

Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall

Akin
Boehner
Brady (TX)
Broun (GA)
Buyer
Franks (AZ)
Garrett (NJ)
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Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olson
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Posey
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman (NJ)

NAYS—19

Jenkins
Jordan (OH)
King (IA)
Lamborn
Linder
Moran (KS)
Paul

Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sessions
Sestak
Shadegg
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stearns
Stupak
Sullivan
Sutton
Tanner
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Whitfield
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Price (GA)
Ryan (WI)
Sensenbrenner
Tiahrt
Westmoreland



February 24, 2010
NOT VOTING—8

Barrett (SC) Hoekstra Reichert
Blunt Pitts Stark
Dingell Radanovich

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in the vote.
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So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

—————

HONORING THE CONTRIBUTIONS
OF AFRICAN AMERICANS TO THE
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE OF THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution, H. Res. 1085, on which
the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
CORRINE BROWN) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion, H. Res. 1085.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 419, nays 0,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 65]

YEAS—419
Abercrombie Brown (SC) Cummings
Ackerman Brown, Corrine Dahlkemper
Aderholt Brown-Waite, Davis (CA)
Adler (NJ) Ginny Dayvis (IL)
Akin Buchanan Davis (KY)
Alexander Burgess Davis (TN)
Altmire Burton (IN) Deal (GA)
Andrews Butterfield DeFazio
Arcuri Buyer DeGette
Austria Calvert Delahunt
Baca Camp DeLauro
Bachmann Campbell Dent
Bachus Cantor Diaz-Balart, L.
Baird Cao Diaz-Balart, M.
Baldwin Capito Dicks
Barrow Capps Doggett
Bartlett Capuano Donnelly (IN)
Barton (TX) Carnahan Doyle
Bean Carney Dreier
Becerra Carson (IN) Driehaus
Berkley Carter Duncan
Berman Cassidy Edwards (MD)
Berry Castle Edwards (TX)
Biggert Castor (FL) Ehlers
Bilbray Chaffetz Ellison
Bilirakis Chandler Ellsworth
Bishop (GA) Childers Emerson
Bishop (NY) Chu Engel
Bishop (UT) Clarke Eshoo
Blackburn Clay Etheridge
Blumenauer Cleaver Fallin
Boccieri Clyburn Farr
Boehner Coble Fattah
Bonner Coffman (CO) Filner
Bono Mack Cohen Flake
Boozman Cole Fleming
Boren Conaway Forbes
Boswell Connolly (VA) Fortenberry
Boucher Conyers Foster
Boustany Cooper Foxx
Boyd Costa Frank (MA)
Brady (PA) Costello Franks (AZ)
Brady (TX) Courtney Frelinghuysen
Braley (IA) Crenshaw Fudge
Bright Crowley Gallegly
Broun (GA) Cuellar Garamendi

Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan

Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E

Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olson
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paul
Paulsen
Payne
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
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Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sestak
Shadegg
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stearns
Stupak
Sullivan
Sutton
Tanner
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
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NOT VOTING—13

Barrett (SC) Dingell Radanovich
Blunt Hoekstra Reichert
Cardoza Linder Stark
Culberson Miller, George

Davis (AL) Pitts

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing on this vote.
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCMAHON). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair will postpone further
proceedings today on motions to sus-
pend the rules on which a recorded vote
or the yeas and nays are ordered, or on
which the vote incurs objection under
clause 6 of rule XX.

Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken later.

————

RECOGNIZING THE DIFFICULT
CHALLENGES AND HEROISM OF
BLACK VETERANS

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 238)
recognizing the difficult challenges
Black veterans faced when returning
home after serving in the Armed
Forces, their heroic military sacrifices,
and their patriotism in fighting for
equal rights and for the dignity of a
people and a Nation.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The text of the concurrent resolution
is as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 238

Whereas there has been no war fought by
or within the United States in which Blacks
did not participate, including the Revolu-
tionary War, the Civil War, the War of 1812,
the Spanish American War, World Wars I and
II, the Korean War, the Vietnam War, the
Gulf War, Operation Enduring Freedom, and
Operation Iraqi Freedom;

Whereas Frederick Douglass voiced his
opinion in one of his autobiographies, ‘‘Life
and Times of Frederick Douglass’, writing,
“I. . .urged every man who could, to enlist;
to get an eagle on his button, a musket on
his shoulder, the star-spangled banner over
his head,” later remarking that ‘‘there is no
power on Earth which can deny that he has
earned the right to citizenship in the United
States.”;

Whereas during the Civil War, Black sol-
diers, commonly referred to as the United
States Colored Troops, were treated as sec-
ond-class citizens, the health care and hos-
pitals available to them were substandard,
and they often died from neglect of services
that was supposed to be administered by
medical personnel;

Whereas Dr. W.E.B. DuBois and William
Monroe Trotter, members of the first genera-
tion of freedom’s children, founded the Niag-
ara Movement in 1905;
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Whereas in his book, ‘“Black Reconstruc-
tion in America’, published in 1935, DuBois
wrote that ‘“‘[n]Jothing else made Negro citi-
zenship conceivable, but the record of the
Negro soldier as a fighter.”’;

Whereas the 369th Infantry, known as the
Harlem Hell-fighters, fought the Germans
during World War I as part of the French
Army and served the longest stretch in com-
bat—191 days without replacement—without
losing a foot of ground or a man as prisoner;

Whereas at the end of the service of the
369th Infantry, the entire regiment received
the Croix de Guerre, which was France’s
highest military honor, from a grateful
French nation;

Whereas Alain Locke, the first black
Rhodes Scholar, wrote in 1925 about a ‘‘New
Negro” who had returned from battle with a
bold new spirit that helped spark a new
mood in the Black community;

Whereas in 1917, Charles Hamilton Houston
encountered racism after entering World
War I as a commissioned first lieutenant in
the segregated 17th Provisional Training
Regiment, later writing that ‘I made up my
mind that if I got through this war I would
study law and use my time fighting for men
who could not strike back.”’;

Whereas Dorie Miller, a messman attend-
ant in the Navy, was catapulted to national
hero status and an icon to generations, after
displaying heroism on board the USS West
Virginia during the Japanese attack on
Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941;

Whereas before becoming a famous base-
ball player, Jackie Robinson was court-
martialed in the Army for refusing to sit in
the back of the bus in 1944, and when he was
later acquitted, he wrote that ‘[i]t was a
small victory, for I had learned that I was in
two wars, one against the foreign enemy, the
other against prejudice at home.”’;

Whereas the famed Tuskegee Airmen, a
group of Black pilots, flew with distinction
during World War II under the command of
Captain Benjamin O. Davis, Jr., the highly
decorated officer who served for more than 35
years and became the first Black general in
the Air Force;

Whereas during World War II, the 6888
(known as the ‘‘Six Triple Eights’’), the first
all-woman Black Postal Battalion who
served in England and then France, were
given the daunting task of clearing out a
two-year backlog of over 90,000 pieces of
mail, succeeded in their mission, completed
it in three months, and went on to make a
positive impact on racial integration in the
military;

Whereas during World War II, the Army’s
92nd Infantry Division, better known as the
“Buffalo Soldiers’, which traces its direct
lineage back to the 9th and 10th Cavalry
units from 1866 to the early 1890s, was the
only Black segregated unit to experience
combat during the Italian campaign of 1944—
45 with several members later earning Med-
als of Honor for bravery;

Whereas Reverend Benjamin Hooks, who
served in the 92nd Division, found himself in
the humiliating position of guarding Italian
prisoners of war who were allowed to eat in
restaurants that were off-limits to him;

Whereas even after President Truman
issued Executive Order 9981 desegregating
the military on July 26, 1948, discrimination
continued;

Whereas in 1946, when Charles and Medgar
Evers tried to register to vote, they were
turned away at the polling station;

Whereas after serving overseas in the
Army, Charles and Medgar Evers returned
home to Mississippi where, in 1952, they
began to organize voter registration drives
for the National Association for the Ad-
vancement of Colored People (NAACP);
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Whereas Oliver L. Brown, a World War II
Army veteran from Kansas, and Harry
Briggs, a World War II sailor from South
Carolina, were the fathers of two of the five
named plaintiffs in Brown v. Board of Edu-
cation of Topeka and Briggs v. Elliott, the
historic school desegregation cases of 1954;

Whereas the Black heroes and heroines of
World War IT and the Korean War, such as
Private Sarah Keys and Women’s Army
Corps (WAC) officer Dovey Roundtree, won
significant victories against discrimination
in interstate transportation in landmark
civil rights cases, including Keys v. Carolina
Coach Company, which was decided in 1955,
six days before Rosa Parks’ historic protest
of Alabama’s Jim Crow laws in Montgomery;

Whereas in his address at Riverside Church
on April 4, 1967, Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.,
commented on the irony of Blacks fighting
in Vietnam to guarantee liberties in South-
east Asia while not enjoying the same rights
at home;

Whereas Black veterans who were in the
forefront of the leadership of the Civil Rights
Movement, with their strong resolve to ad-
dress the paradox of military service abroad
and the denial of basic rights at home,
brought deeper meaning to the word ‘‘democ-
racy’’, and through their example, trans-
formed the face of the United States;

Whereas the Black veterans of the Nation’s
wars sowed the seeds for today’s bountiful
harvest through the Niagara Movement, the
NAACP, and the latter-day Civil Rights
Movement, all of which share a common an-
cestry in the Civil War, without which there
would be no Civil Rights Movement and no
equal rights for all Americans; and

Whereas today, Black veterans suffer at a
disproportionate rate from chronic illnesses
and homelessness and are plagued by health
disparities: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That Congress recog-
nizes—

(1) the difficult challenges Black veterans
faced when returning home after serving in
the Armed Forces, their heroic military sac-
rifices, and their patriotism in fighting for
equal rights and for the dignity of a people
and a Nation; and

(2) the need for the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs to continue to work to elimi-
nate any health and benefit disparities for
our Nation’s minority veterans.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. FILNER) and the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. CAO) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

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

I rise in support of House Concurrent
Resolution 238, the critical and essen-
tial role of black veterans in the civil
rights movement, sponsored by the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
KisseLL). I want to thank my col-
leagues in the House and especially on
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,
Ms. CORRINE BROWN from Florida par-
ticularly, for being original cosponsors
and bringing this to the House floor as
quickly as we did. I want to also recog-
nize the National Association for Black
Veterans, the NAACP, and other civil
rights organizations for their contin-
ued hard work to ensure equality of
rights for all persons.

The proposed resolution honors the
heroic sacrifices of black veterans and
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recognizes the fundamental role that
those veterans played in the evolution
of the civil rights movement. It recog-
nizes, also, the difficult challenges that
black veterans face when returning
home after serving in the Armed
Forces and encourages the Department
of Veterans Affairs to continue work-
ing to eliminate any health and benefit
disparities for minority veterans. I
note that this resolution derived from
a similar unabridged resolution ap-
proved by the NAACP during its cen-
tennial convention in July of 2009,
which I had the privilege to attend and
participate.

This resolution represents a small
token of gratitude that Congress can
provide for these veterans who have
sacrificed so much for our country,
often in the face of tremendous chal-
lenges, and serves also as a reminder
that we have a long way to go.

I will yield for as much time as he
may consume to Mr. KISSELL of North
Carolina.

Mr. KISSELL. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. Speaker, I also rise in full sup-
port of House Concurrent Resolution
238. I would like to thank Chairman
FILNER and Representative BROWN and
others that made this bill possible.

As a son of a World War II veteran
and coming from a part of North Caro-
lina that has a high proportion of vet-
erans and as a student of history, we
take full honor and pride in any oppor-
tunity to talk about our veterans and
what they’ve done for our Nation
throughout history. It is with great
pride that, during this Black History
Month, we have the opportunity to rec-
ognize the contributions of African
American veterans and what they have
done for our Nation.

Throughout history, they have an-
swered the call, from the Revolu-
tionary War on. African Americans
have fought for this Nation often as
second-class citizens and often coming
home as veterans and not enjoying the
full benefits and the rights of our Na-
tion. Throughout the years, African
Americans have answered the call of
Frederick Douglass, who said, every
man that could to enlist, to get an
eagle on their button, a musket on
their shoulder, and a star-spangled
banner over their head.

Throughout the years, we have seen
great heroic acts from African Ameri-
cans, whether individually or as part of
a unit. And to recognize some of these
today, I would like to bring forth the
369th Infantry, the Harlem
Hellfighters, who, during World War I,
went to Europe and were loaned to the
French to fight with them. They
fought for 191 straight days without re-
placements, without giving up any
grounds, and without losing any of
their members as prisoners. The
French so appreciated the 369th, they
gave them the Croix de Guerre, the
highest honor the French can give any
unit of the military.

Individuals such as Dorie Miller, who
won great fame while he worked in the



February 24, 2010

mess in the Battleship West Virginia,
on December 7, 1941, he rose to the
decks and he fought back in the great
epic battle of Pearl Harbor and became
a national hero.

Jackie Robinson. He fought for his
Nation and he fought against the seg-
regation of the military long before he
took on the battle of integrating pro-
fessional baseball.

The famous Tuskegee Airmen, led by
Captain Benjamin Davis, the Tuskegee
Airmen, who fought in the airplane
designated the P-51, the Mustang. They
had the famous red tail. The red tails
became famous in the air over Hurope
during World War II. Our bomber crews
always looked for the red tails, because
there was not a single bomber lost to
enemy fighters while the red tails were
protecting them.

In the 92d Infantry, the only all-
black infantry to fight in Italy, many
members of which won the Congres-
sional Medal of Honor, a military unit
that was the direct descendant of the
Buffalo Soldiers of the 9th and 10th
Cavalry that was active from 1866 into
the early 1890s.

But all too often these veterans, once
again, had to come home and be treat-
ed as second-class citizens. Even after
Harry Truman issued the Executive
order to integrate the military, it was
not until many years that we saw eq-
uity even begin to be approached.
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So many of these veterans came
home and took prominent roles in the
civil rights movement, and it meant so
much to their communities and to this
Nation as we move forward.

Mr. Speaker, so often as we look at
the big picture of our legislation and of
our resolutions, we always know that
it comes back to individuals. I would
like to take a moment of personal
privilege to talk about a family from
my hometown in Biscoe, North Caro-
lina. It is a family with a mother who
was a lady extraordinaire, Ms. Kagel,
with many sons and daughters and
grandsons and granddaughters who
contributed so much to our community
and still do. She had four sons who
served our Nation—Pete, Jimmy, Lee,
and Dan—who are my friends.

Jimmy and I are members of the
same church.

Let me talk about Dan for just a sec-
ond. He is a veteran of the Korean war.
He was in the Air Force, and he worked
at the school that I attended when I
was in elementary school. He had the
patience to answer many questions
from my friends and me about his serv-
ice. While I grew to know Dan as a
friend, as a man, and as many things, I
thought of him, first and foremost, as a
veteran because he represented, as we
are honoring here today, the African
Americans who went and served our
Nation and who then came back and
served our communities.

This resolution recognizes the ac-
complishments of these veterans. It
also recognizes the inequities that have
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been in the VA system for too long. It
calls upon the VA to always try to
make sure that the inequities in terms
of benefits and in terms of how ill-
nesses are treated are ironed out and
are made equal as we move forward.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
House Concurrent Resolution 238, a res-
olution in honor of black veterans—
their patriotism and their heroic mili-
tary service and sacrifices on behalf of
our Nation.

It is appropriate in this last week of
Black History Month that we honor
and recognize the contributions of
black Americans who fought in the
Armed Forces for our Nation’s freedom
from the time of the American Revolu-
tion through today’s fighting force.
This resolution only lists a few of the
countless deeds and individuals who
fought for freedom despite racial preju-
dices they faced during their service
and following their return from com-
bat.

Clearly, these brave warriors’ love
for our Nation is rooted in the love of
freedom itself. They fought to help the
United States of America become and
remain that which our Founding Fa-
thers envisioned—the shining city on
the hill and the beacon of freedom and
hope for all people.

I would like to thank the sponsor of
this legislation, Mr. KISSELL of North
Carolina, as well as Chairman FILNER,
Ranking Member BUYER, and Ms.
BROWN for their work in bringing this
legislation to the floor so quickly.

African Americans have contributed
greatly to our Nation and also to the
State of Louisiana, in particular, for
centuries by defending our freedoms in
the Armed Forces, even at a time when
they, themselves, were not free. Had it
not been for the service of African
Americans in 1814-1815 in the Battle of
New Orleans, which was really the bat-
tle for New Orleans from British con-
trol, the United States would not have
the New Orleans we know and love
today.

Today, there are more military vet-
erans who are African American than
any other minority group. I am proud
to represent Orleans and Jefferson Par-
ishes, which have large populations of
African American veterans and mem-
bers of the Armed Forces.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support House Concurrent
Resolution 238.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. FILNER. I thank the gentleman
from North Carolina for his personal
story.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard that
black citizens of our country have
made incredible sacrifices for our Na-
tion. Yet, even with those sacrifices,
many black veterans face tremendous
challenges in the fight for civil lib-
erties both at home and while they are
serving.

I want to recognize, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause he is in the gallery, Joe Wynn of
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the Black Veterans of America, who
has brought us this resolution. We
thank him for all of his work on behalf
of equality for all Americans.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GARAMENDI). Members are reminded
not to refer to people in the gallery.

Mr. FILNER. This resolution recog-
nizes the soldiers and patriots who had
to fight in both types of wars, and it
helps to memorialize and to serve as a
testament to their great spirit and de-
termination.

We’ve heard about Jackie Robinson,
but as a member of the Army before be-
coming the famous baseball player who
broke the color barrier, he once sug-
gested that he was in two wars—one
against the foreign enemy, the other
against prejudice at home.

Charles Hamilton Houston, who
served as a commissioned 1st lieuten-
ant in the 17th Provisional Training
Regiment during World War I, boldly
stated after encountering racism, ‘I
made up my mind that if I got through
this war I would study law and use my
time fighting for men who could not
strike back.” As we know, he became a
famed civil rights lawyer and was the
chief legal strategist behind Brown v.
Board of Education.

In seeing this paradox of fighting for
the promise of liberty and freedom
abroad and experiencing the denial of
basic rights at home, black veterans
were often in the forefront of the lead-
ership of the civil rights movement.
For instance, Civil War veterans later
became champions for equal pay in the
military, and many World War II and
Korean war veterans came home and
organized voter registration drives.

Mr. Speaker, by their heroic deeds,
black Americans brought deeper mean-
ing to the word ‘‘democracy.” Their ex-
emplary actions and activism on behalf
of civil rights emboldened many others
to participate in the NAACP, in the
Southern Christian Leadership Con-
ference, and in other civil rights orga-
nizations and activities. Ultimately, of
course, they transformed the face of
democracy in America.

Even though we have made great
progress, black Americans, who were
once denied the right to serve side by
side in battle with other Americans,
have achieved some of the highest
ranks in our military and government:
Benjamin O. Davis, Sr., the first black
general in the Army; Benjamin O.
Davis, Jr., the first black four-star gen-
eral in the Air Force, who led the
Tuskegee Airmen during World War II;
and General Colin Powell, the first
black Joint Chief of Staff. These men
are just to name a few.

Unfortunately today, Mr. Speaker,
black veterans are more likely to be
homeless, are more likely to receive
less than honorable discharges, and are
more likely to suffer from disparities
in treatment and access for many
chronic illnesses, such as hypertension,
kidney dysfunction, respiratory dis-
ease, substance abuse, diabetes, cancer,
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as well as post-traumatic stress dis-
order.

So I wholeheartedly urge the passage
of this resolution in the hope that we
will not only recognize those who
blazed the trail for us but that we will
increase awareness of the need to con-
tinue the advancement of civil rights
and liberties for all Americans.

I urge the VA specifically to recog-
nize the unique struggle of many mi-
nority veterans and to, accordingly,
ensure that they receive all of the ben-
efits and care that they have earned
and that they deserve. Passing this res-
olution is the least we can do for these
veterans who have done so much for
our country.

I urge the passage of this legislation.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FILNER) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 238.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

———

HONORING THE LIFE OF SARAH
MOORE GREENE ON HER 100TH
BIRTHDAY

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, today is
the 100th birthday of a great lady and
Tennessee icon, Sarah Moore Greene.

Ms. Greene has been both a national
leader and a leader in our hometown of
Knoxville. By the way, she still attends
many events, and is always dressed
like a fashion model. She has served on
the national board of directors for the
NAACP, and has been a delegate to nu-
merous Republican national conven-
tions.

My father served as mayor of Knox-
ville for almost 6 years from early 1959
through the end of 1964. During that
time, Knoxville received the All-Amer-
ican City award from Look magazine,
primarily because it had the most
peaceful integration of almost any
major city. Sarah Moore Greene and
my father led the effort to peacefully
integrate our city.
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Mrs. Greene has touched thousands
of lives in good and positive ways
through her years as a teacher and
through her work in the community.
She has helped countless numbers,
young and old, but her special love is
her children, both the hundreds she
taught and the thousands who have at-
tended the Sarah Moore Greene Ele-
mentary School.

Mr. Speaker, this Nation is a better
place today because of my friend Sarah
Moore Greene, a great American.

———

SORROW AND OUTRAGE AT THE
DEATH OF CUBAN DISSIDENT
ORLANDO ZAPATA TAMAYO

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to express my deepest sorrow and out-
rage at the death of Cuban dissident
Orlando Zapata Tamayo. Imprisoned
since 2003, he had been on a hunger
strike for several weeks. He first heard
he was seriously ill last week, and yes-
terday, he died at the prison clinic.

Zapata Tamayo paid the ultimate
sacrifice for his commitment to chang-
ing Cuba’s system. He commands our
respect. No one has starved himself to
death in a Cuban prison in over 40
years. Surely, the Cuban Government
could have and should have intervened
earlier to have prevented this tragedy.
His death is on their conscience.

I have always felt and continue to be-
lieve that, if we are truly going to do a
better job of standing with the Cuban
people, then we need to be closer to
them and in greater numbers. We need
to travel freely to the island to meet
and to learn from them and they from
us. I hope that day comes soon so we
can tell all of the Cuban people that we
remember the sacrifice of Orlando Za-
pata Tamayo.

[From the Washington Post]
ACTIVISTS: CUBA DISSIDENT DIES AFTER
HUNGER STRIKE

Havana—An opposition political activist
imprisoned since 2003 died Tuesday after a
lengthy hunger strike, members of Cuba’s
human rights community said.

Orlando Zapata Tamayo, who was jailed on
charges including disrespecting authority,
died at a clinic at Havana’s Combinado del
Este prison, according to Vladimiro Roca, a
leading dissident who said he spoke to Za-
pata Tamayo’s family.

Zapata Tamayo, 42, was not among the is-
land’s best-known dissidents. He was ar-
rested in 2003 on charges of disrespecting au-
thority, said Elizardo Sanchez, head of the
Havana-based, independent Cuban Commis-
sion on Human Rights and National Rec-
onciliation.

He was sentenced to three years in prison,
which Sanchez said was lengthened to 25
years, in part because of his political activ-
ism while behind bars.

Sanchez said Zapata Tamayo staged a hun-
ger strike for weeks before his death. His
family first announced last week that prison
doctors said he was gravely ill.

Relatives were transporting Zapata
Tamayo’s remains to his hometown in
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Holguin province, said Roca, a former fighter
pilot and son of a legendary communist lead-
er who served nearly five years in prison
himself for his opposition political beliefs.

Word of Zapata Tamayo’s death was first
reported on Cuban exile radio stations in
southern Florida, which broadcast an inter-
view with his mother, Reina Luisa Tamayo.

Rep. Lincoln Diaz-Balart, a Republican
from Florida—and the nephew of Fidel Cas-
tro’s ex-wife, Mirta Diaz-Balart—said on the
floor of the U.S. Congress on Tuesday that
the dissident’s ‘‘condition and fate are the
Castro brothers’ doing.”

Hours later, as news of Zapata Tamayo’s
death spread, the congressman issued a sec-
ond statement declaring that his ‘“‘murder by
the tyrant Fidel Castro and his cowardly
jailers will never be forgotten.”

U.S. Sen. Bill Nelson, of Florida, said in
his own statement that ‘‘freedom-loving peo-
ple everywhere should hold the Cuban regime
responsible for the fate of Orlando Zapata
Tamayo.”

‘“‘His reported death today is a sad re-
minder of the tragic cost of oppression and a
dictatorship that devalues human life,”” Nel-
son said.

Democratic U.S. Rep. Kendrick Meek, also
of Florida, noted that Amnesty Inter-
national declared Zapata Tamayo a ‘‘pris-
oner of conscience’ in 2003.

““The Cuban government’s stunning lack of
respect for human rights was highlighted by
Orlando as much in his life as in his death,”
Meek said in a statement.

————
EMPOWERMENT

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

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker,
just last week, I was traveling across
my district to ask the people in the
19th Congressional District, How do we
move America away from this entitle-
ment mode, which we seem to be mov-
ing toward, and back to an empower-
ment mode so we can create jobs?

With 9.2 percent of the American peo-
ple unemployed, people want to know
what we are going to do about jobs.
What they do know is that the govern-
ment can’t continue what it has been
doing, which is taxing too much, spend-
ing too much, and borrowing too
much—mortgaging the future of our fu-
ture generations.

I asked a number of businesspeople,
Why aren’t you hiring more people?
Why aren’t you expanding your plants?

The overriding answer was, Congress-
man, it’s too uncertain right now. Con-
gress is talking about raising our
taxes, imposing insurance on us, talk-
ing about more regulation, raising the
cost of energy in this country. If you
continue down that road, we can’t cre-
ate new businesses. In fact, in many
cases, we will have to lay off people if
we move in that direction.

So, Mr. Speaker, what we have to do
is quit doing what we have been doing
and get back to making America the
great Nation it is by empowering the
people. That means taking less taxes
and letting businesses do what they
know how to do, which is to create
jobs. Take away the uncertainty of the
business environment in this country
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today, which is causing many busi-
nesses across the country either to lay
off or not to hire people.

Mr. Speaker, we need to empower
America. We need to quit entitling
America.

——
MEDICAL MALPRACTICE REFORM

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

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
I am on the floor tonight to request
that President Obama include in to-
morrow’s discussion at the health care
summit the issue of medical mal-
practice reform and defensive medi-
cine—the kind of reform that will re-
lieve Kansan families and business
owners from facing higher health in-
surance premiums. We have to reduce
health care costs, and this is a com-
monsense way to do so. If we do not
control those costs, then any reform ef-
fort will fail, as the cost of health care
and, therefore, the cost of insurance
will increase.

Defensive medicine, where doctors
order every possible test under the sun
for fear of being sued, costs us more
than $650 billion each year, or 26 per-
cent of our annual health care spend-
ing. These costs increase insurance pre-
miums for doctors, and health care ex-
penses simply get shifted to the pa-
tients.

Mr. President, if you are serious
about improving patient care and
about reducing costs, add medical mal-
practice reform to the agenda at your
health care summit tomorrow.

————
O 1630
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 Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

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

———

CORRUPTION IN AFGHANISTAN
THREATENS OUR TROOPS

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. Mr. Speaker, the
United States is reaching a bleak mile-
stone in Afghanistan. The death toll
for our troops is now 996, or it was
when this paper was written. It is inev-
itable that we will reach the 1,000
mark. How much further are we going
to go in this?

Under these circumstances the Amer-
ican people have the right to demand
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that the Afghan Government do every-
thing it can to stop violent extremism
in their country and to keep our troops
safe. So far the Afghan Government
has not lived up to its responsibilities.

Our Ambassador in Afghanistan, Karl
Eikenberry, wrote a cable to the State
Department in November in which he
said that President Karzai ‘‘is not an
adequate strategic partner’” and ‘‘con-
tinues to shun responsibility for any
sovereign burden, whether defense,
governance, or development.”” He also
wrote that when it comes to corrup-
tion, Karzai has a record of ‘‘inaction
and grudging compliance.”

This is outrageous, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause this government corruption un-
dermines our very efforts in Afghani-
stan and puts our troops at risk.

When the Afghan people see the cor-
ruption in their government, they ask,
and they should ask, Why should we
help the Americans defeat the Taliban
when our government isn’t any better
than the Taliban?

The Washington Post just recently,
well, yesterday, I think, revealed a de-
plorable example of the Afghan Gov-
ernment’s shady dealings. It was Mon-
day that the article came out. It was
written by Andrew Higgins and enti-
tled ‘“Kabul Bank’s Sherkhan Farnood
Feeds Crony Capitalism in Afghani-
stan.” The article described the cozy
relationship between the Afghan polit-
ical elite and the Kabul Bank. The Af-
ghan Government has poured tens of
millions of dollars of public money into
that bank. At the same time, the bank
has made shady multimillion dollar
loans to members of President Karzai’s
family, his government, and his sup-
porters to buy luxury villas in Dubai.
The article calls this ‘‘a crony cap-
italism that enriches politically con-
nected insiders and dismays the Afghan
people.”

President Karzai’s older brother and
his former Vice President both have
Dubai villas, but they’re registered
under the name of Sherkhan Farnood,
the chairman of the bank. Presumably
this is done to hide the goodies that
the political big shots have gotten. The
bank has plenty of money, including
more than $1 billion in deposits from
Afghans. But ‘‘the vast majority of this
money flows into the hands of a tiny
minority, some of it through kickbacks
and insider deals’”—that’s from the ar-
ticle—for the country’s political, secu-
rity, and business elites.

The bank also helped pay for Presi-
dent Karzai’s recent reelection cam-
paign, which was filled with charges of
fraud. The bank’s support for Karzai
wasn’t surprising. Why should it be?
The bank is partly owned by Karzai’s
older brother and the brother of his
vice presidential running marte.

And at a time when most Afghans are
desperately poor, the Kabul Bank is
spending $30 million to build a fancy
new headquarters.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
have a right to ask, Is this what our
soldiers are dying for? Is this what
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we’re spending tens of billions of our
tax dollars for? So that well-connected
elites in Afghanistan can enjoy luxury
villas in Dubai?

We cannot allow this to continue. I
have been demanding that we change
our mission in Afghanistan to focus on
SMART Security for a long time now.
One of the cornerstones of SMART Se-
curity is an emphasis on better govern-
ance. Improving governance in Afghan-
istan is just as important, Mr. Speaker,
as any military operation. Actually,
it’s more important.

That’s why President Obama must
insist that President Karzai and his
cronies clean up their act and do it
quickly. Without honest government,
we will never defeat violent extremism
in Afghanistan and the death toll for
our troops will not stop.

———

RECOGNIZING KANSAS STATE
UNIVERSITY’S PROUD CAMPAIGN

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

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise this evening to recognize Kansas
State University’s Proud campaign. K-
State Proud was founded in the fall of
2006 as an effort for students to help
other students. This year’s event will
be celebrated this Saturday, February
27, during the Missouri-Kansas State
men’s basketball game. This is a great
concept that reflects our Kansas values
of family, community, and steward-
ship.

There are many people who take col-
lege experience for granted. Leaving
home to pursue an education is not a
given for many families. Certain
amounts of financial, emotional, and
spiritual support are needed to ensure
a student’s success. Sometimes bad
things happen and students’ families
fall on hard times. And it’s heart-
breaking to see a student’s dreams and
hard work jeopardized by events be-
yond their control.

The K-State Proud campaign was
started in an effort to keep these strug-
gling students in school. It was started
by students, for students. Students
continue to organize, plan, and execute
K-State Proud’s activities. This year’s
co-chairs are Anna Zeiger, Reed
Pankratz, and Robert Swift. That is
what makes this effort so unique.
There are no benefactors or trust funds
paying an annuity that funds the tui-
tion or living expenses for a struggling
student. This program allows these
kids to collect money from their peers
and to distribute to those most in need.
As a society, we should take a step
back and look at what K-State Proud
has accomplished. They have had a
genuine compassion for complete
strangers. They do more than pay lip
service to the concept of charity. They
put their money where their mouth is.

For a $10 donation, the donor re-
ceives a K-State Proud t-shirt to be
worn for the designated K-State bas-
ketball game. Special thanks should be
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given to GTM for donating the t-shirts
and Cox Communications for their gen-
erous support. A quarter of a million
dollars raised by K-State Proud over
the course of 3-plus years emphasizes
the enormous impact this campaign
has had on K-State’s student body. The
results are real and undeniable.

K-State Proud allowed a student
whose hometown of Greensburg, Kan-
sas, which was destroyed by a tornado,
to stay in school despite the enormous
loss of life and property. K-State Proud
provided support to a cancer survivor
that would otherwise have had a dif-
ficult time completing a college de-
gree. K-State Proud provides these fi-
nancial awards while also providing the
recipients with an emotional boost to
overcome their struggles. Money is a
necessity, but knowing that someone
recognizes your pain and is there to
support you is very powerful as well.
This sense of community, that we’re
all in this together, has made K-State
Proud a huge success. Some peobple
worry about the future of our country.
When I see the K-State Proud move-
ment at work, I realize that there is a
new crop of compassionate, principled
leaders preparing themselves to better
our State and our Nation.

K-State Proud has become a model
for other universities searching for a
way to unite their student bodies and
communities. People familiar with K-
State know how special this university
is. It is only fitting that the rest of this
country learns how special it is as well.
I urge you to tune in to the basketball
game this Saturday and witness this
student body’s commitment to each
other.

I have used the word ‘‘proud” many
times in these remarks. I'm the proud
father of two current K-State students.
I'm proud to be associated with such
great ambassadors for our State. And
I'm proud to be a Kansan. In this case
I’'m proud to be a K-State Kansan.

————

WOMEN FARMERS BILL

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

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the Equality for Women
Farmers Act, a bill Congresswoman
ANNA EsHOO of California and I have
introduced. It aims to close an ugly
chapter in our history and end a sys-
tematic legacy of discrimination at the
Department of Agriculture.

Our bill provides a process for women
farmers who have experienced discrimi-
nation to make claims against a com-
pensation fund appropriated by the
Congress. It requires USDA to institute
the much-needed reforms that will end
this shameful gender discrimination in
their loan system forever.

According to the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, there are approximately
300,000 women farm operators across
the United States, which is over 17 per-
cent of the family farmer population.
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This is by far the largest group of mi-
nority farmers in the country, and
their numbers are growing. And yet
new census data recently revealed that
women farmers have been consistently
underreported by USDA over the past
15 years. Worse, it is estimated 43,000
women farmers have been
discriminatorily denied more than $4.6
billion in farm loans and loan services
from the USDA over the years. In fact,
by USDA’s own reckoning, women have
seen less than their fair share of loans
in every single State in the country.

Like male farmers, tens of thousands
of women have gone to local offices of
the Farm Security Administration
over the years to file loan applications
and ask for this government’s help in
sustaining their family farms. But
there the differences often end. Many
women have been told that money or
applications had run out even though
men seem to be finding them with no
trouble at all. Others were told to re-
turn to the loan office with their fa-
thers or husbands or brothers so that
the men could file the applications on
their behalf. Still others were told that
“farming is not for women’ or saw
their applications filed in the trash
right before their eyes. Some were even
subjected to crude and horrible ad-
vances by loan administrators who de-
manded a sexual quid pro quo in return
for approving their loans. This is sim-
ply not right. It is beneath us and it
must end.

To his credit, Secretary Vilsack has
initiated a task force to look into these
and similar civil rights issues at
USDA, but we also need to move here
in the Congress and quickly, if nothing
else so that these women can get the
resources that they now need to pre-
serve their family farms in this trou-
bling economy.

Unfortunately, this subject of dis-
crimination by USDA loan and credit
officers is not a new one. In fact, only
2 years ago Congress was so moved by
the lengthy history of discrimination
and long-pending lawsuits brought by
minority and socially disadvantaged
farmers that we addressed the situa-
tion in the 2008 farm bill. That provi-
sion urged the Bush administration to
settle those discrimination lawsuits
brought by women and other minority
farmers.

Just last week the Obama adminis-
tration announced that it had reached
an agreement to settle the remaining
claims for African-American farmers
who experienced similar discrimina-
tion. While I applaud the administra-
tion for recognizing the need to settle
these important claims, I am dismayed
that they did not come forth with a
more comprehensive proposal to settle
claims for women, Hispanic, and Native
American farmers who have suffered
similar prejudice.

It’s time for us to own up to the mis-
treatment of women and other minor-
ity farmers as well. They have had to
deal with needless, mindless discrimi-
nation as they have tried to preserve
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their family farms. This Congress
should grant them the compensation
and the damages they are due.

What would the bill do? It establishes
a compensation fund of $4.6 billion for
these farmers. It sets up a Special Mas-
ter in the Federal Mediation and Con-
ciliation Service to process, review,
and adjudicate their claims. The Spe-
cial Master will award eligible claim-
ants who were denied loan applications
or whose applications were not acted
upon $5,000 in damages.

For eligible claimants who were de-
nied farm loans, loan benefits, or loan
servicing, whose damages are presum-
ably greater than those denied applica-
tions, the Special Master may also
award additional damages based upon
the application of a formula described
in the legislation.

0 1645

For those who will seek to apply for
loans and loan management in the fu-
ture, the legislation will ensure that
their requests are finally considered
equally with all others. This is a mat-
ter of fundamental fairness. And action
cannot come soon enough for these
women who have suffered under these
discriminatory practices. So please
join me in being part of this solution.
We can help make whole these women
who have suffered so much, and we can
make USDA a better resource for our
nation’s family farmers for generations
to come, regardless of their gender,
race or origin.

From our earliest days, the small
family farm has been considered the
bedrock of this nation, the font of its
virtue and its citizenship. ‘“Those who
labor in the earth are the chosen peo-
ple of God,” wrote Thomas Jefferson,
““if ever He had a chosen people.” Our
Founding Fathers strongly believed
our government should be there to help
America’s family farmers, not to un-
dermine them at every turn.

As such, it is time to do right by all
of these family farmers that have been
discriminated against in our past and
present. And I invite my colleagues to
join with us to reach a solution to set-
tle these discriminatory claims. It is
time to live up to our founding prin-
ciples, to do right by our family farm-
ers no matter what their race or sex,
and to legislate an end to this unfortu-
nate and regrettable era.

——

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.)

———

THE ABSURDITY OF STIMULUS
PROJECTS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. POE of Texas. We keep hearing
about how great the trillion-dollar
stimulus bill was and how well it has
worked. It has been 1 year or so, so lest
we forget, let’s see where some of that
stimulus money got spent.

In Buffalo, New York, the State uni-
versity got about $400,000 to study the
effects of drinking malt liquor while
smoking pot. For 3 weeks, 100 people
are paid $45 a day of taxpayer money to
drink malt liquor and smoke a little
marijuana—this party stupor paid for
by Americans throughout the country.

Taxpayers are footing the bill for
other parties, like the one in Boca
Raton, Florida. But this one is not for
people, this one is for lab mice. That is
right, Atlantic University is getting
about $15,000 for two summer research-
ers to measure how alcohol affects a
mouse’s motor functions. I wonder
where the PETA people are on this one.
Now, do these drunk lab mice count as
jobs saved or jobs created? We don’t
know.

We are not through. In Nebraska, we
are funding another wasteful bridge
project. First we had the Cornhusker
Kickback, and now Americans are
sending $7 million to Thelford, Ne-
braska, to build a bridge. That doesn’t
sound so bad, but this $7 million bridge
is so 168 people don’t have to wait so
long to cross a railroad track. Sounds
like we are wasting money. By the
way, that is $43,000 per person waiting
for that train.

And the U.S. Forest Service is get-
ting $2.8 million in stimulus money to
spend on wildfire management in
Washington, D.C. But the problem is
Washington, D.C. doesn’t have a na-
tional forest. But that doesn’t make
any difference to the bureaucrats. In
Washington, you don’t need a forest to
get wildfire management funds; you
just need out-of-control spending.

The Florida Department of Transpor-
tation, and this is my favorite one of
all, is spending $3.4 million in stimulus
funds to build a turtle tunnel in Talla-
hassee. A turtle tunnel in Tallahassee,
Florida; $3.4 million. That is about four
times as much money as the average
working American will earn in their
entire life. But the stimulus slush fund
is doling out $3.4 million for the turtle
tunnel for turtles to cross the highway.
Before we had a stimulus bill, Mr.
Speaker, how did the turtle cross the
road? For that money we could get the
turtles limos to cross that street.

The Picher Housing Authority in
Oklahoma, here is another one, re-
ceived $135,000 in stimulus money to re-
model homes and businesses at the Tar
Creek Superfund site. The most obvi-
ous problem with that scenario is the
Tar Creek Superfund site is scheduled
to be destroyed. It is going to be re-
modeled and then destroyed. Only the
Federal Government would spend tax-
payer money to fix up a home and then
a few years later pay to tear it down.

Mr. Speaker, this whole philosophy
of the stimulus project and fiasco is a
flawed premise. It is the idea that we
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can take taxpayer money and give it to
the government, and then the govern-
ment can decide how special folks, spe-
cial projects will get that money and
spend that money for government
make-work programs. See, these aren’t
real jobs; these are jobs that the tax-
payers have to pay for, jobs that aren’t
permanent, that will eventually go
away.

Real jobs are not created by Uncle
Sam. Real jobs are created by the pri-
vate sector. We call those people small
business communities. And they can
make real jobs where other taxpayers
don’t have to pay for those jobs. And
that is when more businesses have
more of their own money, rather than
paying taxes to the Federal Govern-
ment so the government can decide
which special friends throughout the

government to get this stimulus
money.
Mr. Speaker, the American people

are fed up with this insanity. They are
telling Washington stop the spending.
They are saying no, stop the spending.
Stop the wasteful projects. Stop the
fraud, stop the abuse. Stop borrowing
money. We don’t have the money for
all these projects, so we borrow it. And
of course we borrow it from our friends,
the Chinese. Sixty percent of our debt
is owned by the Chinese. And of course
someday there is going to be a day of
reckoning. We are going to have to pay
back that money. And that will be paid
back in the form of taxes or it will be
paid back by people yet to be born.

The White House seems to want to
spend the people into the poor house,
mortgage off their homes, the mineral
rights, and then pay for this massive
spending bill.

And that’s just the way it is.

——————

PROBLEMS WITH THE
REPUBLICAN HEALTH CARE PLAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. McCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, after
more than 70 years of false starts on
fixing health care, the Congress is on
the brink of passing sensible, com-
prehensive reform legislation. We are
extremely close to giving all Ameri-
cans access to quality, affordable
health care, while reducing the deficit.
After a year of trying to instill fear in
the American public about the Demo-
cratic approach to fixing our broken
health care system, my Republican col-
leagues have really entered the debate.
I commend my colleague from Wis-
consin for putting forward the Repub-
lican plan.

The sweeping Republican bill lets the
public know where their party truly
stands. Their bill would radically reor-
ganize both the health care system and
the Social Security system. Once
again, they want to spend more time
hating government than helping peo-
ple.
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The Republicans want to give the
seniors a voucher. A voucher govern-
ment. If you qualify, you get a little
check and then you are on your own to
deal with the insurance companies and
Wall Street. The Republicans wish the
American people the best of luck. If
you aren’t lucky enough to outsmart
Wall Street and the insurance execu-
tives with the rules stacked against
you, well, that’s too bad.

Under the Republican plan, you will
likely end up sick and poor, but they
think you will love the free market
choices you have had on the way down.
Sadly, the Republican plan is filled
with the same old policies to dismantle
Medicare and Social Security that they
have been putting forward for decades.

To understand the clear difference
between the different approaches, let’s
look at health care. Health care is big,
and a complex part of our economy,
and it needs thoughtful and common-
sense approaches. Instead, the Repub-
licans have put forward a plan that
would put more Americans at risk,
drive millions into bankruptcy, lock in
the skyrocketing costs, and enrich the
insurance companies. In the Repub-
lican plan, insurance companies could
get richer while Americans get poorer
and sicker.

The Republican approach to health
care has two parts. First, the Repub-
licans would give American seniors a
voucher for health care and do nothing
to keep the insurance companies from
taking them to the cleaners. The Re-
publican plan would essentially do
away with the Medicare program as we
know it today, which many seniors
rely on.

The hypocrisy of the Republican plan
is maddening. Their say one thing and
do another approach is really reprehen-
sible. The Republicans not only want
to dismantle Medicare, but at the same
time they denounce the Democratic
plans to stop wasteful spending in the
program.

The second part of the Republican
plan puts health savings accounts at
the center of the program. Health sav-
ings accounts have existed for years.
These accounts are small, and history
shows that many Americans underfund
them or can’t use them. When illness
strikes, any significant co-payment or
deductible can wipe out a family’s sav-
ings in a minute.

Finally, the Republican plan does
more to take our health care system
down the road to ruin. It goes another
step and privatizes Social Security.
After the Wall Street meltdown, the
crazy lesson the Republicans learned
was to trust Wall Street with the fu-
ture of our seniors.

This week we learned that by 2019,
national health care spending will be
over 19 percent of our economy. That is
$4.5 trillion. If we don’t act to control
those costs now, people will no longer
be able to afford the essentials like
housing and food. When the public has
to deal with the market to satisfy
basic needs, the government has to
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make sure the system is fair and that
all Americans have access. When it
comes to health care and retirement,
we have to have commonsense rules.
We must finish the job on health
care, and we are going to do it begin-
ning tomorrow at the White House.
The Republicans have shown the public
their plan, and it is not the solution.
They are a rehash of old theories that
make things much worse. Instead, we
have to pass the commonsense health
reform that is on the table and protect
Social Security from crazy theories.

———
AND NOW IT'S ASSASSINATIONS?

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

Mr. PAUL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

What have we allowed ourselves to
become? Are we no longer a Nation of
laws? Have we become instead a Nation
of men who make secret arrests? Are
secret prisons now simply another tool
of Federal Government law enforce-
ment? Is secret rendition of individuals
now permitted, out of misplaced fear?
Have we decided that the writ of ha-
beas corpus is not worth defending? Is
torture now an acceptable tool for
making us safe? Unfortunately, the
single answer to all of these questions
from the leaders of our country and to
many of our citizens appears to be
“‘yes’.

And now we are told that assassina-
tion of foreigners as well as American
citizens is legitimate and necessary to
provide security for our people. It is
my firm opinion that nothing could be
further from the truth. Secret arrests,
secret renditions, torture, and assas-
sinations are illegal under both domes-
tic and international law. These activi-
ties should be anathema to the citizens
of a constitutional Republic.

The real threat doesn’t arise from
our failure to torture. Rather, desen-
sitizing our Nation to the willful ne-
glect and sacrifice of our civil liberties,
fought and died for over the centuries,
is the threat.

The concept of habeas corpus existed
even before King John of England was
forced in 1215 by his rebellious barons
to sign the Magna Carta. This basic
principle and expression of individual
liberty, which has survived 800 years,
greatly influenced the writing of our
Constitution and our common law her-
itage.

Today we hardly hear a whimper, ei-
ther from the American people or a
stone silent U.S. Government as our
cherished liberties are eradicated. In-
stead, we have a government that de-
liberately orchestrates needless fear
and makes people insecure enough to
ignore the reality of their lost lib-
erties.

The latest outrage is the current ad-
ministration’s acknowledgment that
we now have a policy that permits as-
sassination not only of foreign sus-
pects, but of American citizens as well.
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Of course the CIA has used secret as-
sassinations in a limited fashion for
decades, despite international, domes-
tic, and moral law. When done secretly,
as in the past, our government at least
recognized that assassination was ille-
gal and wrong. Frighteningly and as-
tonishingly, however, the policy is now
explicit.

National Intelligence Director Den-
nis Blair, in open testimony before the
House Intelligence Committee on Feb-
ruary 3 of this year, acknowledged that
American citizens can indeed be assas-
sinated at our government’s discretion.
The U.S. Government attempted to as-
sassinate Anwar al-Awlaki in Yemen
without even charging him with a
crime. We are told this evidence is se-
cret, that he does not deserve any con-
stitutional rights, and that some un-
known individual in the administration
has the authority to declare him a
threat, and therefore a legitimate tar-
get for assassination.

Yes, I know, he is probably a very
bad person. Yes, I know that only a few
Americans are on the assassination hit
list.
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Yes, I know that artificially gen-
erated fear makes a large number of
Americans inclined to applaud this ef-
fort which supposedly will make us
safe. But if this becomes standard oper-
ating procedure and a permanent
precedent is established, let me assure
you that this abuse of the law will
spread.

It’s time for Congress and the Amer-
ican people to wake up to the realities
of the dangers we face. We must re-
member, as Members of Congress, that
we have taken an oath to protect and
defend the Constitution from all en-
emies, foreign and domestic. It should
not be that difficult to distinguish the
difference between the danger posed by
the underwear bomber and the danger
posed by a government that endorses
secret prisons, torture, and assassi-
nating American citizens.

————

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

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

—————

HEALTH CARE SUMMIT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TEAGUE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from California
(Mr. GARAMENDI) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Tomorrow is an
extremely important day here in Wash-
ington, D.C., and across the Nation. To-
morrow’s a day in which the President
will hold a summit on health care. The
outcome of that meeting is of extraor-
dinary importance to individuals, to
families, and to millions upon millions
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of Americans, indeed, the entire Na-
tion. A successful outcome would be
one in which we have bipartisan con-
sensus on the critical issues of health
care, on how we’re going to provide
coverage for all Americans, how we
deal with the pernicious and all too
common insurance company practice
of terminating policies when a person
becomes ill or denying coverage be-
cause of some preexisting condition.

Tomorrow’s summit is extraor-
dinarily important in that the outcome
of that summit may very well give us
insight into how we control the ex-
traordinary increase of cost in health
care, a cost that is not sustainable ei-
ther for individuals or for this econ-
omy. We’re currently spending some-
where in the range of 17 percent of our
current GDP on health care. Compared
to the rest of the industrialized na-
tions, that’s nearly 60 to 70 percent
more than they spend of their wealth.
Most every other industrialized nation
spends 10 percent or less. We’re giving
away an extraordinary advantage to
our competitors.

Now, if our health care system actu-
ally produced extraordinary outcomes
for all the population, we might say it
was worth it, but the fact of the matter
is that our health care system does
not. Our population statistics, which
are the statistics on how well we are,
how long we live, how well our children
thrive, how many of them die at birth
and in early childhood, all of those sta-
tistics would indicate that this Na-
tion’s health care system is very, very
poor. In fact, we rank below Colombia
and other emerging nations around the
world.

So what are we going to do?

This House passed a very important
piece of legislation that goes to address
many of these issues—the issue of how
we contain our costs, how we improve
our system, how we provide for
wellness rather than just sick care—a
very complex bill, but one that also
provided a very, very important ele-
ment, the element of a public option.

I'm from California, and 2 weeks ago
the largest insurance company pro-
viding policies, more than 80 percent of
the single-person policies, said, well, 1
think we’re going to increase our rates
by up to 39 percent, and that was on
top of a similar rate increase in the
previous year; some 60 percent increase
for those individuals that are not in a
group that have to go out and buy in-
surance on their own, a totally
unaffordable situation. And they also
announced that in the intervening
year, or the year after these increases
went into effect, they would willy-
nilly, and at their own will and their
own desire, increase the cost of those
policies, an extraordinary and new
event.

Those individuals, in fact, every indi-
vidual in America needs a public op-
tion, a place to go to get a competitive
health insurance policy that provides
real benefits at an affordable cost. This
House passed such a public option.
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Hopefully, at tomorrow’s summit, that
issue will be renewed. But the papers in
this town say that that issue is dead. I
think not, because in America we do
have public options today—they’re not
readily available to all of us unless you
happen to be 66—and that public option
is Medicare. If you happen to be a Fed-
eral employee, like I and others in this
room, you have a public option avail-
able to you. If you’re in the military,
you have a public option available to
you, a military family.

Public options are widely available
in America. We need to provide that
option for every American. We need
real competition. We need WellPoint
Blue Cross of California to have a com-
petitor. They have none today.

Fortunately, this House, today, took
a step to end the monopoly, to end the
antitrust exemption that the health in-
surance companies have. It will help,
but it will not provide the solution
that we need. We need that public op-
tion. We need the health care reform
that this House passed. And hopefully
tomorrow, at the President’s summit,
the outcome will say, follow the lead of
the House; give us a public option, give
us the controls on prices, give us the
steps toward staying healthy, and let’s
finally put this Nation into a univer-
sally available health care system.

———

GREATER FLEXIBILITY FOR
FLORIDA FISHERMEN

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
this week I met with commercial and
recreational fishermen from my Con-
gressional district of the Florida Keys.
These hardworking men and women
have taken time out of their busy sea-
son to travel up here to Washington,
D.C., to protest the latest round of on-
erous and unfair Federal fishing regu-
lations and closures.

Florida’s recreational fishing indus-
try is the largest in the Nation. It’s
economic impact to our State exceeds
$56.3 billion, and more than 54,000 jobs
are generated by this industry. Simi-
larly, Florida’s commercial fishing in-
dustry is nearly 13,000 strong and con-
tributes a staggering $1.2 billion to our
economy.

Our fishermen understand that main-
taining a robust, healthy fishery
through appropriate regulation is the
key to their economic success. How-
ever, the recent fishing bans on red
snapper and shallow water grouper en-
acted by the South Atlantic Fisheries
Council are devastating to our Florida
fishing industry. The bans not only
threaten the jobs of recreational and
commercial fishermen, but also the
small business owners that support and
economically benefit from these indus-
tries.

Local restaurants will look to carry
more cost-affordable fish from coun-
tries such as Mexico and the Domini-
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can Republic, as opposed to featuring
fresh, Florida-caught fish, crab, and
lobster. Hotels, dive shops, and other
tourist attractions will also continue
to suffer as fishing enthusiasts decide
to travel elsewhere.

The impact of this multibillion dol-
lar industry on the State of Florida
cannot be overstated. And yet, one by
one, these fishermen are being regu-
lated out of business.

I'm a cosponsor of a bill known as
the Transparency in Job Loss from
Fishery Closures Act, and this is a bill
introduced by my colleague, Congress-
man HENRY BROWN. This bipartisan bill
instructs NOAA to reverse the harmful
fishing closures and calls for stricter
policies before implementing further
closings.

In particular, this bill requires that
NOAA conduct a comprehensive review
of recent fishery closures and provides
sufficient updated research showing
that a closure is the only option to
maintain the fishery. In this review,
NOAA must consider the impact of
each closure on the coastal commu-
nities being regulated, including the
impact on their small businesses and
the losses of the jobs that would entail
these closures.

I also support efforts to increase fish-
eries research to improve enforcement
systems and to reform the flawed Mag-
nuson-Stevens Fishery Act.

I’'m a cosponsor of a bill introduced
by Congressman FRANK PALLONE,
which would amend Magnuson to pro-
vide greater flexibility to State regu-
lators and fishery managers.

The process of collecting data uti-
lized by Federal regulators in deter-
mining fishing closures also needs to be
revisited.

The Scientific and Statistics Com-
mittees need to conduct their business
in an open, transparent forum that also
considers input from the fishing indus-
try. What a concept. Opening up this
committee to stakeholders’ feedback
and congressional oversight will go a
long way in repairing the trust be-
tween regulators and local fishermen.

In this stagnant economy, Mr.
Speaker, it is imperative that we do all
that we can to protect a historic and
much needed industry from economic
disaster. Our Nation’s fishermen de-
serve and require our immediate ac-
tion.

————

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

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

—————

IN MEMORY OF THE HONORABLE
JOHN MURTHA
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I rise this evening to speak to the
memory of one of my close friends, one
of my colleagues, my partner, and a
man with whom I have spent so many
hours, so many days and for so many
years as we’ve worked together on the
National Defense Appropriations bill,
and I'm speaking of the late Chairman
Jack Murtha.

In keeping with his legislative man-
agement style, I'll be brief because, as
we presented our Defense Appropria-
tions bills, the last meeting that we
would have somewhere in the Chamber
here would be, Hey, look, this is a good
bill. It’s not controversial. Let’s pass it
quick. We ought to be able to get it
done in 8 or 10 minutes, which we nor-
mally did.

Jack was a good leader, a good chair-
man. When we had discussions on the
hundreds and hundreds of issues in that
bill, his concern always was what is
best to keep America safe, what is best
to keep Americans safe, and what is
best to give our soldiers the tools that
they need, the technology that they
need to do their job, to carry out their
mission, and to protect themselves
while they’re doing that.

I expressed my condolences and my
sadness to his wife, Joyce, and their
children. I know of the sadness that
they experienced here a couple of
weeks ago as Jack left the Congress,
left the family, and left this life. I real-
ly was saddened and regretted and felt
extremely bad that I was not able to
attend his funeral, but Beverly and I
had a tragic event of our own during
that same period.

But I wanted to mention that Bev-
erly, my wife, knew Jack Murtha very
well because we would oftentimes be at
the same military hospital with him
visiting troops, wounded troops and
their families. And I remember the
first day that my wife ever ran into
Jack Murtha at Walter Reed Hospital,
and she had been talking with the wife
of a soldier who had serious physical
problems, but the family had financial
problems.
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She said, Hey, Mr. Murtha, give me
your wallet. And Jack Murtha took out
his wallet and handed it to her, and she
took out all of the money and handed
it to the soldier’s wife and then gave
Jack back his empty wallet. And so she
also had a special relationship.

But we were not able to attend
Jack’s funeral. During that same pe-
riod of time, my son Billy and his wife,
Ashley, had become pregnant some
time ago, and everybody was excited
about that. And then one day, they
picked us up at the airport coming
back from Washington, and we had
lunch together. And they announced
that they had just been to the doctor,
and we were going to have twin grand-
daughters. You talk about being ex-
cited and cheers and tears. But that
was not to be. Twenty weeks into the
pregnancy, something happened.
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Things went wrong. The two little
girls, Taylor Ann and Riley Grace,
were born alive and lived only a couple
of hours until their little hearts quit
beating.

And so we were going through that
same grief at about the same time that
Joyce and her family were going
through the grief of losing Jack Mur-
tha.

I lost a friend. Congress lost a power-
ful legislator. He didn’t speak on the
floor very often. He was never bois-
terous. You never saw him—well, sel-
dom—shouting and waving his arms,
but he knew what was going on. And he
affected what was happening in the leg-
islation.

Some of our colleagues used to joke
that he would sit back in this corner
while I sat back in that corner so that
between the two of us, we could watch
everything that was happening in the
House Chamber at any given time.
Well, there might have been something
to that, but it was a good relationship.

So I, again, I express my condolences.
My own sadness of losing this friend, of
losing this great American. And Mr.
Speaker, I think Jack has left an emp-
tiness that probably will not be filled
for a long time, if ever. And I think
those on the House floor, as we proceed
with appropriations bills in the future,
will recognize that without Jack Mur-
tha here, things are a lot different.

So God bless the family.

——

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

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

———

REMEMBERING REPRESENTATIVE
JACK P. MURTHA

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

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
as a friend and mourn and share the
loss not just to the Murtha family, the
State of Pennsylvania, but to the en-
tire Nation, and certainly every man
and woman wearing a uniform.

I was proud to know Jack Murtha,
proud to serve in the U.S. Congress
with Jack Murtha. He was a bipartisan
guy. He was a knowledgeable guy. He
was a hardworking guy.

The military budget in appropria-
tions is over $500 billion. It is a very
thick bill. You have to know airplanes
from submarines, from tanks to battle-
ships. Jack Murtha knew that, and he
would study it very deeply.

Jack Murtha, though, beyond being a
professional Congressman, taught this
Chamber many things.

For one thing, I learned as a guy who
came up through some partisan battles
and some nonpartisan battles that the
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Murtha-McDade relationship almost
cast a certain circle around the State
of Pennsylvania that made it a special
place, that the Pennsylvania delega-
tion had something that the other
States did not have, and that was two
great leaders—Republican and Demo-
crat—who kind of set the tone not just
for the entire State but for the rest of
us to see how things could be. And in-
deed, the Pennsylvania delegation has
still had great fellowship because of
that legacy.

It was also reflected in his relation-
ship with BILL YOUNG. I can’t tell you
what a joy it has been for all Members
of Congress who come and often see the
battles that are so epitomized on the
talk shows and the name calling and so
forth, and you think that is Congress.
And then you go into a committee
room and you see BILL YOUNG and Jack
Murtha working together, not always
agreeing but always affectionate and
always having great respect for what
the other one had to say.

And indeed, I can tell you as some-
body who served here 18 years, some-
times you couldn’t tell who was chair-
man. They were that close and that
united and that focused on what was
best for the troops. What a great rela-
tionship. And again, what a great ex-
ample for the rest of us.

Jack Murtha was an old-school guy.
He liked to have his bill done in a
hurry. In fact, the chairman, Mr. OBEY
is there, and he knows while it was one
of the largest bills, it was also one of
the fastest bills to be passed so many
times. He knew exactly where he want-
ed to go long before the hearing start-
ed.

I remember I had an amendment that
had to do with electronic verification
of social security numbers for people
working on Federal contracts. The
chairman didn’t like it. And I remem-
ber Mr. Murtha—I submitted it, I
worked the committee, the sub-
committee very carefully, and he said,
“Kingston, we’re not going to do that.”
That was it. That was my hearing. And
when he said that, you knew that was
it. The curtain was closed. The case
was over.

And this same chairman could turn
around and say to you, you’ve got a
problem in Hinesville, Georgia, little
old Hinesville, Georgia, a speck on the
map, that because it’s the home of Fort
Stewart, the 3rd Infantry was expect-
ing two more brigades, went out and
built a lot of roads and schools and in-
frastructure in preparation for another
brigade.

And then the Pentagon made a turn
and decided not to send it to them. And
who stood up for Hinesville, Georgia?
Jack Murtha. Who did I go to and say,
Look, if we’re going to make this hap-
pen, we’ve got to do something to help
these people because the Pentagon has
done them wrong. They stood tall for
the military but now the military has
let them down. We’re not going to let
that happen. And Jack Murtha pulled
through. Not just on that issue but
time and time again.
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Jack Murtha loved the United States
of America. Jack Murtha loved the
military. Jack Murtha loved the sol-
diers. He stood up not just for them,
but for their families over and over
again.

Congress has lost a great leader, as
has the State and the United States of
America. But the American soldiers
have lost a true friend and a passionate
guy who would do anything for the
man and woman in uniform.

I say God bless Jack Murtha and his
memory and everything he has done for
the United States of America.

———

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

(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

——

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

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

———

HONORING REPRESENTATIVE
JOHN P. MURTHA

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

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I echo the sentiments of my colleagues
here today and want to add my voice in
tribute to Jack Murtha—our colleague,
my chairman, and my friend.

For nearly his entire adult life, Jack
Murtha selflessly served his beloved
Nation—first in uniform as a decorated
combat marine and later as an elected
representative from my mneighboring
State of Pennsylvania.

We all know by now that he was the
first Vietnam War combat veteran
elected to Congress. And while many of
us followed him to Congress, he rose to
become chairman of the House Appro-
priations Committee’s Subcommittee
on Defense. I've had the honor of serv-
ing with him on the subcommittee for
over 10 years.

In our dealings over the years, Jack
and I did not always agree on policy de-
cisions. But I always respected his un-
deniable dedication and his refreshing
candor.

And there is no doubt that he cared
most deeply about the men and women
of America’s military and their fami-
lies. He understood their challenges
and their anxieties. And what he did
not understand, he actively sought to
learn in trips to Defense Department
facilities, forward operating bases, and
military medical centers across the
world.

He served our men and women in uni-
form diligently and daily in countless
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ways. He worked each week to improve
their quality of life.

Mr. Speaker, Jack Murtha loved Con-
gress. He loved Pennsylvania, he loved
his constituents, he loved the military,
and he loved all of these things with a
passion that exceeded the most ardent
enthusiast.

But fundamentally, Jack Martha was
a Marine—with all of the distin-
guishing attributes and characteristics
that brings. As a former member of the
United States Army, I recall the state-
ment of one Army general, ‘‘There are
only two kinds of people who under-
stand Marines: Marines and the enemy.
Everyone else has a secondhand opin-
ion.”

My secondhand opinion is that I am
honored to have served with Jack Mur-
tha. I will never forget his enduring
friendship. May the tributes and pray-
ers of so many of our colleagues this
afternoon here today be a source of
strength to his wife, Joyce, and to his
family.

Semper Fi, Jack Murtha.

———

IN TRIBUTE TO REPRESENTATIVE
JOHN P. MURTHA OF PENNSYL-
VANIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. KANJORSKI) is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
majority leader.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker and
colleagues, I rise today to honor our
friend and one of the outstanding Mem-
bers of this House, Jack Murtha, who
represented Pennsylvania’s 12th dis-
trict, and to remember his devotion to
his work in this Congress, his strength
of character, and his hard-fought ef-
forts for his district in Pennsylvania
and our country.

Additionally, I feel privileged to have
called Jack my friend, and I know that
many other Members in this Chamber
feel the same way.

As first votes were called this week
and Members gathered on the House
floor, it was very apparent to most of
us that someone was missing. I walked
in on Monday almost expecting to see
Jack seated in the far chair in the
Pennsylvania corner as I had seen since
I had first joined Congress 25 years ago.

While Jack is no longer with us, his
spirit will live in this Chamber and in
the Halls of Congress. For now, the
chair will remain empty, as he could
never be replaced.

Jack left us too soon. But his legacy
will surely live as a symbol of the great
work that one man can do and is some-
thing that we can all strive to achieve.
He will be sorely missed by all of his
fellow colleagues, his friends, and defi-
nitely, the Pennsylvania delegation.

Mr. Chairman, I'd like to yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
HOLDEN).

Mr. HOLDEN. I thank my friend from
Pennsylvania for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, today we pay tribute to
our departed friend and colleague, Jack
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Murtha. Over 17 years ago, I heard
Jack say that his great-grandmother
told him he was put on this Earth to
make a difference—and boy did he
make a difference.

He loved his country and served it
with distinction at many levels. He
served in the United States Marine
Corps stateside during the Korean War.
When the Vietnam War broke out, he
volunteered to go back and served in
Vietnam and received two Purple
Hearts.

He was the first Vietnam veteran
elected to the United States Congress.
He was the longest-serving Member in
the history of the Congress from Penn-
sylvania to serve in the House of Rep-
resentatives, and as Mr. YOUNG men-
tioned during his remarks, he never
forgot the men and women in uniform
and made sure that they had the tools
to do the job that they do so well. And
our returning veterans as well, he was
always at the forefront of making sure
they had the proper care and treatment
and visited them so many times at our
military hospitals.

But he also cared so much about all
of us. Everybody in this body has an
example where Jack helped them. And
he helped me so many times over the
years, but there is just one that I want
to share with everyone today.

After the redistricting of 2000 and
after the 2002 election, I found myself
serving in a district that was 60 per-
cent new to me, and I inherited one of
the best medical facilities in the Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania—and actu-
ally in the entire country—the Penn
State Milton Hershey Medical Center.
And after meeting with the leaders at
the Penn State Milton facility and see-
ing the quality of care that they pro-
vide, he said, There’s one thing that
we’re missing. We’re missing a cancer
research and treatment institute.
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People that we serve, when they are
diagnosed, all too often have to go to
Philadelphia or Pittsburgh or Balti-
more for care. We need to have a facil-
ity for literally millions of central
Pennsylvanians, and we, Penn State,
are willing to put up more than our
fair share or more than the majority of
the cost, but we are about $35 million
short of getting there.

I went to see Jack. I brought him to
Hershey. He looked around at the qual-
ity of care that was provided, made an
agreement and said, it won’t happen in
1 year or 2 years, but it will happen.
We, the Federal Government, will be a
partner and the people of central Penn-
sylvania no longer will have to travel
to Philadelphia or Pittsburgh or Balti-
more.

I am proud to say today that as a re-
sult of Jack’s efforts and his desire to
help me, we have the best quality can-
cer care in central Pennsylvania. All of
us could cite incidents like that where
Jack cared about Members and did
things to affect the quality of life for
their constituents.
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Our thoughts and prayers continue to
go to Joyce and Donna and Patrick and
John and so many of Jack’s former
staffers and current staffers that are
with us today.

Jack, we miss you dearly.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to introduce Mr. MIKE
DOYLE. Before he speaks a word, he was
commissioned as the jokester of the
Pennsylvania Corner purposely to keep
Jack in his good spirits during his pres-
ence there.

Mr. DOYLE. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

I rise to honor the memory of my
mentor and my dear friend, Congress-
man Jack Murtha. This is a tough day
for all of us in the Pennsylvania dele-
gation. Our State has lost its 800-pound
gorilla and our dear, dear friend.

Jack Murtha personified the people
of western Pennsylvania, tough, hard-
working, salt of the Earth. He loved his
family. They always came first, his
beautiful wife, Joyce, to whom he was
married for over 50 years, his three
children, his grandchildren. Family al-
ways came first to Jack Murtha.

He loved his country, and he most es-
pecially loved the men and women who
wore the uniform of the United States
of America. He was their champion.
There wasn’t any Member in this body
who fought harder for those troops
than Jack Murtha did.

He loved this institution too. I re-
member he especially was helpful to
new Members. When I got elected in
1994, Jack took me under his wing and
one day he sat me right back there in
the Pennsylvania Corner, right next to
his chair, and he said, I am going to
give you two pieces of advice. He says,
number one, sit here on the floor and
learn the rules and the procedure, be-
cause if you master the rules and the
procedure of the House, someday
you’re going to get a chance to offer a
bill, and the people that understand
the rules will always win.

He said, secondly, find out what you
are passionate about and be the best
person you can be in that field. Be the
person that other people come to and
ask for advice on that issue.

I never forgot that advice. Sixteen
years later, every day, we still come
over to that corner, and those of us
who were smart enough would come
over there to seek Jack’s counsel. He
didn’t just do it for the members of the
Pennsylvania delegation, he did it for
anyone who was smart enough to come
back there and introduce themselves to
Jack and seek his counsel. It didn’t
matter what their party affiliation was
either.

Much has been said about Jack’s
ability to work across the aisle. He
truly did. When he chaired the Defense
appropriations committee, it didn’t
matter to him what your party was.
What mattered to him is that you had
something that was going to be good
for the troops and good for the country,
and if you had a good idea, Jack was
willing to help you turn that idea into
reality.
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When you think about the appropria-
tion bills and how long it takes us
sometimes to pass bills and how long
that we go sometimes without passing
bills and have to throw them in an om-
nibus at the end of the year, there was
always one bill that we never had a
problem passing. I can’t remember in
the 16 years that I have been here in
the House of Representatives it ever
taking more than 10 minutes to pass
the Defense appropriations bill. Jack
just had it all worked out from the be-
ginning, and he worked it out with
both sides. That was the beauty of it.

You know, it was said that when
Jack wasn’t in the majority anymore
and not the chairman of the com-
mittee, it was hard to tell who was the
chairman of the committee, because
Jack and his good friend, BILL YOUNG,
they worked together as a team. They
were both the Chairs of the committee
every year, regardless of what party
was in control. It was his dear friend,
and it was a pleasure to see those two
work.

To sit on these opposite ends, we
hear so much rancor in America today
about the division in our country and
the division here in the House of Rep-
resentatives, how Democrats and Re-
publicans can’t work together. These
two gentlemen worked together their
entire careers. They were an example
for the rest of us to follow.

Jack Murtha is not with us anymore.
It’s hard to imagine coming to the
Pennsylvania Corner, and I think the
toughest thing for all of us this week
was to stand in that corner and see
that chair empty and know that our
friend wasn’t coming in. It’s going to
take us a while for that to sink in that
it’s really happened, but one thing
lives on. Jack would want us to move
forward. Jack wouldn’t want us to
spend a lot of time dwelling about him
or how we feel because he is gone.

Jack would want us to get back to
work. He would want to make sure that
we were working for this country and
for our districts. He always told every
Member that came over there, vote
your district first. Regardless of what
anybody tells you on this floor, you
vote your district. I watched Jack Mur-
tha chase some of the leadership of our
party back from Pennsylvania Corner
when they were trying to make some of
our members not vote their districts.
Jack made sure that that didn’t hap-
pen.

Jack, we’re going to miss you.
You’ve been a great teacher. To those
of us in the Pennsylvania delegation,
you were a great friend, to many of us
a father figure. We stand here today to
honor your memory and to pledge to
you that we will continue to work hard
in your memory and make sure that
the people of western Pennsylvania and
the great State of Pennsylvania con-
tinue the tradition that you set for all
of us, the example that you set for this
delegation.

To his family, our deepest sym-
pathies. Jack Murtha, Godspeed, God
bless.
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Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker,
Jack’s chairman as chairman of the
Appropriations Committee, DAVID
OBEY.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, this is a
very human institution, and it’s af-
fected very much by our personal rela-
tionships with one another. Very
frankly, for the first 20 years that Jack
and I served on the Appropriations
Committee, we were often adversaries.
There were some issues that we dif-
fered on. He was, as has already been
said, very much old school, and I was
more of a reformer.

In fact, when I ran for the chairman-
ship of the committee against a senior
member of the committee, Jack man-
aged the campaign of my opponent and,
unfortunately, he did a pretty good job.
After 1T was elected, we had pretty
much an arm’s-length relationship for
a couple of years.

But if you care about your country,
and you care about this institution,
you swallow your differences and you
learn to work with everybody. Jack
and I soon had developed a solid work-
ing relationship, and we became allies
on a host of issues. One of our most im-
portant was our view of the war in Iraq
and how to get out of it; and another
was our concern about the dubiousness
of our continued involvement in Af-
ghanistan if we didn’t have a better
ally in that government to rely upon.

We often talked together, and we
traveled together. We went to the Mid-
dle East together. We shared some-
thing special as well in a different
place on this globe. A few years ago, he
and I and Dave Hobson and our staffs
became concerned about the visitors
center at Normandy. It was really pret-
ty much of a cracker box affair, and it
was not at all fitting to the history of
that place. So we determined that
there ought to be a new visitors’ center
at Normandy. With the three of us
working together with our staffs, that
visitors center was built.

Today, if you visit it—and it’s truly
beautiful—there is a little plaque be-
hind that visitors center in front of a
small tree with the names of Murtha,
OBEY and Hobson on it. I know I am
proud of that, and I know Jack was
proud of that. I think it symbolizes
what happens in this place. Two people
who started out as adversaries became
reasonably good friends, never fully
agreeing, because no two people in this
place ever agree on everything, but we
had a solid working relationship.

I learned one thing about Jack a long
time ago. He had the courage of his
convictions, and he fought hard every
way he knew how for those convic-
tions, and he cared deeply about the
welfare of the men and women who
served in the Armed Forces and defend
this country’s freedom.

I am proud that at Normandy there is
that little note of the three of us hav-
ing gotten together, all for one pur-
pose, to honor the people who did so
much on those beaches to build and
preserve America’s freedom and the
freedom of the world.
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Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I
would now like to yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY).

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

I would like to take a bit different
tack because I met Chairman Murtha
for the first time in 1977 when I was an
associate staff on Appropriations. My
Member and my mentor, Adam Ben-
jamin, Jr., was a member of the Appro-
priations Committee that year. Mr.
Murtha, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. Benjamin and
others were instrumental in that year,
not only in that appropriations proc-
ess, but in also establishing the Steel
Caucus, because they were very con-
cerned about people who worked in
their district.

What I took away as a staffer from
that relationship with Mr. Murtha is
the fact that he always treated me and
every other staff he came into contact
with with respect. He always heard
what I had to say and what other staff
had to say, whether, as Mr. OBEY im-
plied, he always agreed with you or
not, and he always treated you very
professionally.

I had no conception during those 6
years working as a staff member that
the time would come that I would serve
as a colleague on the committee with
Mr. Murtha, would serve on the sub-
committee, and would be blessed
enough to call him a friend. He was a
friend to every person he encountered.
He was a good friend to the people he
represented, because he was most con-
cerned with those who worked hard,
who needed a job or who needed a hand
up.
Our country is much richer because
of that attitude that Mr. Murtha car-
ried with him every day, and the world
is certainly a much better place than it
would have been had he not walked
among us.

The fact is, as far as his activities on
the Defense subcommittee, and my
Member was a former marine as well, I
was always struck that while some
people are very focused on weapons
systems, Mr. Murtha, while never los-
ing sight of the big picture, was most
concerned about that individual man
or woman who was in the field, who
was risking their life and who was serv-
ing our country. As he would suggest,
operation and maintenance, how you
train, how you provide for their safety,
how you equip that person and their
family and those children was the most
important thing for him.

He taught me many valuable life les-
sons. I am a better person, and we are
all better people because of Mr. Mur-
tha. He will be greatly missed, and I
deeply appreciate the gentleman from
Pennsylvania for this opportunity.
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Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I now
yield time to the gentleman from west-
ern Pennsylvania, one of Jack’s prodi-
gies, JASON ALTMIRE.

Mr. ALTMIRE. I thank the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania and I thank
everyone who has spoken tonight.
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I want to talk about western Penn-
sylvania and what Jack meant to west-
ern Pennsylvania, his home region and
my home region.

A lot has been said over the past few
weeks, and certainly tonight, about the
impact that this ‘‘giant of the Con-
gress’” made on this institution, that
he made on this country, and certainly
the impact that he had on the Amer-
ican military, and there is nobody here
that supported them more than Jack
Murtha.

I wanted to talk about the impact he
had on his home region. I am fortunate
enough to represent a district that is
intertwined, due to gerrymandering,
with Mr. Murtha’s district, the district
that he represented for so many years.
I was born in a hospital that is in the
district that he represented. I grew up
in a town that is in the district that he
represented. And I can tell you that we
have lost a giant in this Congress and
we have lost a giant in this country,
but we’ve lost a giant in western Penn-
sylvania. He will not be forgotten in
his home region.

And it should not be forgotten that
this is somebody—and we talk about
the work that he did as a member of
the Appropriations Committee. He put,
over the course of his career, $1.5 bil-
lion into breast cancer research. He put
nearly $1 billion into diabetes research
as a member of the Appropriations
Committee. I don’t think that there is
anybody in this Congress that has a
record that can match what he has
done in promoting health and pro-
moting wellness—yes, in our military,
but across all segments of society. And
again, this is somebody, as Congress-
man DOYLE talked of earlier, that epit-
omizes the work ethic that represents
western Pennsylvania and the con-
stituency that we represent.

I am fortunate to have known Mr.
Murtha. I count him as a true cham-
pion of the region that I grew up in and
somebody who will never be forgotten.
There will never be his like again in
western Pennsylvania, in the Congress,
or in the country.

I thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania for the time.

Mr. KANJORSKI. I would now like to
yield to part of our leadership, Mr.
LARSON.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. I want
to thank the gentleman, the Dean of
the Pennsylvania delegation, for hav-
ing this opportunity for Members to
speak about a great American and
someone who was so near and dear to
all of us.

I want to commend MIKE DOYLE, BOB
BrADY, PAUL KANJORSKI, the entire del-
egation for last week making sure
that, aside from the formal services
held for Mr. Murtha in Johnstown,
Pennsylvania, there was an oppor-
tunity for an Irish wake afterwards.
Jack, I know, would have been very
proud of that. I am sure he got quite a
chuckle with Tip O’Neill up in a higher
place at the coming together of so
many Members and regaling with so
many stories of Jack Murtha.
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America has lost a great patriot. The
Congress has lost one of its giants, one
of the most knowledgeable Members on
national defense ever to serve here,
whose service spanned four decades and
eight Presidents and Members from
both Chambers and on both sides of the
aisle.

Our hearts go out to Joyce and the
family. We in this body have lost a per-
son that makes the very essence and
fabric of being here so rich and reward-
ing; it was evident in listening to our
colleagues, listening to RODNEY and
BILL and JACK KINGSTON talk about Mr.
Murtha. His death is a reminder to us
all that our time here and all that we
hope to accomplish is fleeting. As he
would say, make the most of it while
you’re here; become expert in a field;
but most of all, stand up for what you
believe.

Jack reminded me in so many ways
of my grandfather, with that shock of
white hair and piercing blue eyes and
his way of questioning, but also his in-
credible Irish wit. He loved Congress.
He was the epitome of what so often is
talked about in terms of bipartisan co-
operation and was so often dem-
onstrated between him and BILL YOUNG
or Dave Hobson. When he gave his
word, he kept it.

He was a Member’s Member, ever
cognizant of what he could do to help
you. And while he was a tough ques-
tioner and firm in his convictions, he
had an incredible heart and a deep love
of history. He loved to talk about Tip
O’Neill and the good ol’ days here.

I was fortunate to travel overseas
with Mr. Murtha four times. Some-
times I thought I drew the short straw
in the Pennsylvania corner because
Jack, when he took a trip, it was all
work; up at 6, he was in bed by 7. There
were no PowerPoints, and he looked
people dead in the eye. And he always
made sure that he spoke to the enlisted
men because he cared most about
them. A decorated hero, two Purple
Hearts and a Bronze Star in Vietnam,
the first Member from that conflict
and veteran elected to the United
States Congress.

Personally, a young man from East
Hartford, my hometown, was wounded
in Fallujah. He was in bad shape. He
was sent back here, and his brother
who was fighting alongside him, a fel-
low marine, was back there. Jack Mur-
tha got on the phone and made sure
that those brothers were united at Be-
thesda along with their parents.

I remember him counseling a father
and his teenage son over at Ramstein
Hospital in Germany. They had just
lost a son. I don’t know where Jack got
the strength or that reservoir of cour-
age to comfort and console the father
and son, but he did, in almost Father
O’Malley quality.

He cared so deeply about the troops
that serve this great Nation. And as
BILL YOUNG pointed out, he and BILL
made more trips out to Bethesda and
Walter Reed with no publicity. They
did it out of duty and honor and re-
spect for those who serve.
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He wrote a book, and on these flights
I was privileged as he would go through
it with me. His favorite book of all
time was ‘“War and Peace.”” He cared as
deeply about peace as he did about
making sure that we protected our
troops when they’re in the field and
took care of them when they came
home.

He will ever stand out in the minds of
Americans for standing up and speak-
ing out against the war in Iraq, an
issue that he struggled deeply with.
But as so many great Americans on
this floor and in this Chamber and
around this Nation, he found that pro-
file in courage to stand up and speak
out.

Democrats, I dare say, would not be
in the majority if it were not for Jack
Murtha leading the way and speaking
out, because he is a soldier’s soldier.
And he was respected on both sides of
the aisle, as you’ve heard this evening.
But as one commentator said, when
Jack Murtha speaks, he speaks for
America, and he did.

How proud he was to receive the John
Fitzgerald Kennedy Profile in Courage
Award. But his life was not only about
speaking out; it was about the day-to-
day work, the belief that he had in the
men and women who serve and the peo-
ple that he was sworn to serve from his
district, and about the men and women
who work here. He loved this institu-
tion. God, how everyone liked to come
over to the corner. It seemed as though
people were going over there either to
hear confessions, seek advice and, most
often, to check in on how their projects
were doing. But he did it with wit, de-
termination, and guile, and a deep love
and abiding respect for his country.

For me personally, one of the great
honors of being a Member of the United
States Congress will always be to say 1
had the opportunity to serve with Jack
Murtha, a great American.

God bless you, Jack. God bless Joyce
and your family.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Thank you very
much, Mr. LARSON.

I now yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. CARNEY).

Mr. CARNEY. Thank you, Mr. KAN-
JORSKI, the new dean. I know that is
probably a hard title to accept now
under these circumstances.

It’s interesting, I was listening to
Mr. LARSON speak, and I truly wish
that every American had the oppor-
tunity to be in Johnstown on Monday
night last to be part of the wake we
had because it was truly a celebration
of a man who deserves to be celebrated,
but it was very striking in the biparti-
sanship that was displayed there.
Friends on both sides of the aisle came
to honor the man who was—and the
word is not overused in this case—a
giant, who knew how to fight for what
he believed in, but also knew the art of
the possible.

One thing Jack taught me a long
time ago is that we are judged on this
Earth not by what we don’t do, but
what we do. That is how I think we all
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have to proceed as Members of Con-
gress in this body that we are privi-
leged to be elected to serve. And here is
a man who fought for everything he be-
lieved in.

Back in 2006, a number of us had the
privilege of meeting Jack. He became
our mentor when we came into power
as the majority party again. And it was
his leadership, his tutelage, and his
guidance that got us here. And the fact
of the matter is, when you came to
Jack with a problem, especially one
that dealt with the troops, he was
going to take care of it.

Before my tenure here in Congress 1
was a professor at Penn State, and I
had a student who was deployed to Iraq
in the first wave of the invasion. He
came back from Iraq and told me that,
When we were there, we had to go
through Iraqi junkyards to find scrap
metal to lob onto our trucks for more
protection. When I told Jack that
story, that kind Irish face of his hard-
ened, those blue eyes didn’t twinkle
quite as much, and that grin firmed up.
He said, By God, we’re going to fix
that. And by God, he fixed that.

Jack, we are going to miss you. We
are going to look back in that corner.
We are going to know that we are not
whole just yet, but we will remember
the lessons you taught us and the lead-
ership you provided.

Godspeed, soldier.
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Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rec-
ognize the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY).

Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania. I thank the gentleman from
Pennsylvania and now the dean of the
delegation.

I want to echo the comments of my
classmate, Congressman CHRIS CARNEY,
also from Pennsylvania. When we came
in together, he was really our mentor,
and he was a great man. I thought it
was fitting, when we heard earlier Re-
publicans talking about the honor to
serve with a great patriot like Jack
Murtha, the fact that he always
reached across the aisle. The pall-
bearers at his service last week were
both Democrats and Republicans. They
were coming together to be those pall-
bearers in that final service.

In that service last week, we heard
how Mrs. Bair told a young Jack Pat-
rick Murtha that one person can make
a difference, that one person can
change the world. Whether it was in
the Marine Corps, in the Congress of
the United States, or within the Mur-
tha Family, Jack Patrick Murtha cer-
tainly did make quite a difference.

In the military, he was proud of his
over three decades in the Corps. He was
proud that he was the first combat ma-
rine to serve in the United States Con-
gress. He was proud when he had given
a knife to a current commandant of the
Marine Corps, General Conway. Gen-
eral Conway talked in the service last
week about still having that knife. He
was also proud to go down the street at
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the Walter Reed military hospital to
see the men and women, our country’s
heroes, when they came back. When
they gave it all on the battlefield and
they came home, he was there for
them.

As for his time in the Congress, he
was proud of the family that made up
“team Murtha’—the folks who served
with great honor and distinction, not
just to the constituents of the 12th
Congressional District of Pennsyl-
vania, but also to the citizens of the
United States of America.

I am a person who often says that
budgets are moral documents. If you
want to see someone’s priorities, you
look at his budget, whether it’s a fam-
ily’s budget or a country’s budget.
Well, the fact is that Jack Murtha
made sure that our troops had every-
thing that they needed. If our
warfighters were going to put their
lives on the line, if they were going to
be willing to take a bullet to keep our
families and our country safe, Jack
Murtha did not want a fair fight. Jack
Murtha wanted to make sure that our
troops had a tactical and a technical
advantage on that battlefield. Jack
Murtha also wanted to make sure that
the Congress of the United States and
our country’s policymakers also had
the right war policy for those troops.

As JOHN LARSON said earlier, when
Jack Murtha spoke about calling for a
timeline to bring our troops home from
Iraq, it sent shock waves, not just
across our country but around the
world, that he was going to stand up
for principle and do the right thing.
That is the kind of marine, that is the
kind of leader that Jack Murtha was.
It was no surprise to many of us who
had watched him throughout the years
when he was awarded John Kennedy’s
Profile in Courage. He was so proud of
that award because he knew what that
award represented—the fact that he, a
guy who had grown up in Johnstown,
Pennsylvania, had finally made a dif-
ference.

Lastly, we all know Jack to be the
family man that he was. The fact is he
was most proud of his wife, Joyce, of
his kids and of his grandchildren. He’d
be here at the Capitol so early, by 6:00
in the morning at least. Then when
we’d have late votes, at about 7:00 or
7:30, you could see him fidgeting. We
used to joke with him.

You’d hear Bob Ray ask, What’s the
matter? Does Joyce have pork chops
going on? You know, why do you want
to rush out of here?

He’d say, I've got to get home.

He wanted to make sure that he was
home so he could be there with his
family to have a meal.

I believe that John Patrick Murtha
and his service that he gave to our
country as a marine, as the chairman,
and as a family man is a testament to
his life’s work, which is that one man
can make a difference.

God bless you, Jack Murtha.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Thank you, Mr.
MURPHY.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield to the last of the
Pennsylvania delegation, Representa-
tive DAHLKEMPER of Erie.

Mrs. DAHLKEMPER. I thank the
gentleman, our new dean of the delega-
tion.

I join my fellow Pennsylvania mem-
bers and all of those who are here to-
night to honor Jack Murtha. I am
deeply honored and equally saddened to
stand here in tribute to our colleague
and to my friend, the late Jack Mur-
tha. I am the youngest—or the newest
member, I should say. I am not the
youngest. I am the newest member of
the Pennsylvania delegation. I've been
here just 14 months.

Yet, from the first day that I stepped
onto this floor, Jack Murtha was a
friend, was a mentor. He welcomed me
into the corner, the famous Pennsyl-
vania corner which I had heard so
much about. He welcomed me gra-
ciously, sharing his wisdom, sharing
his intellect, his wit, his humor.

He would say, Hey, kid. How ya
doing?

Jack and I, I think, quickly devel-
oped a very special relationship. I saw
him sort of as my father on the floor,
the person I could turn to. He was a
mentor, always offering me that ad-
vice. Jack Murtha made sure that, as a
new Member, I knew my constituents
had to come first, that you represent
the people who brought you here in
every vote.

He was enormously helpful to all of
us here. Certainly, if I had a question
or a concern or an issue in my district,
I’'d first turn to Jack Murtha and get
his advice on how I should proceed.

In November, I am so grateful that I
was given the privilege to travel with
Jack Murtha to Afghanistan over the
Thanksgiving work period. We went to
visit our troops abroad. To be with him
and to see how he interacted with our
troops was just a wonderful experience
to be a part of. In seeing his ques-
tioning of those in charge, I learned a
lot from him over that trip—how to do
a CODEL, how to do it right and how to
come back with the information that
you need. There was no better person
to really take that journey with than
Jack Murtha.

His mere presence in Afghanistan and
everywhere we went on that trip com-
manded respect from everyone we en-
countered, and his keen insight and un-
derstandings of the needs of our troops,
I think, was appreciated by everyone.
All of those whom he touched there
knew that he had one interest, and
that was to take care of those who
were there serving our country.

Jack Murtha was a true patriot. He
loved his country, and he believed in
the value of public service. His passing
is a great loss for the United States of
America. It is a great loss for the Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania. It is a
great loss to his district. It is a great
loss to all of us who served with him in
the House. I am grateful to have served
with him.
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God bless Jack Murtha. God bless his
family—his wife, Joyce, his children
and his grandchildren.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Thank you, Mrs.
DAHLKEMPER.

Now we will hear from the gentle-
woman from Michigan (Ms. KIL-
PATRICK).

Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I, too, come to pay homage to
a giant—to our leader, our chairman,
the epitome of a public servant. All of
us feel like he was our best friend.

As the newest member of the Defense
Appropriations Committee, I was in
awe as I watched the chairman yield,
educate, speak, and do what he did so
that all of the members on our sub-
committee, on both sides of the aisle,
could participate in the process.

Chairman Murtha held 32 hearings
before we even got to the appropria-
tions bill last year. I was at every one
of them. To watch him and to watch
the prestige and the honor that he re-
ceived as well as gave to those who
came before our subcommittee was as-
tounding. Chairman Murtha welcomed
me into the group. It is a prestigious
group. In my 32 years of public service,
there has been none like it.

I honor you, Jack Murtha, for your
wisdom, your courage. It has already
been said—and I akin myself to all of
my colleagues who have come before
me, but the redundancy needs to be
said over and over again—that our
country has lost a giant. This institu-
tion will never be the same. We will
strive to carry the torch and passion of
Jack Murtha, those of us on the com-
mittee, on the full committee, and in
this Congress on both sides of the aisle.

We love you, Jack Murtha. I pledge
to you, as I do my work here in the
United States House of Representa-
tives, it is because of you and others
like you who showed me and helped me
to become that defense protégeé, if you
will, who will speak out, who will pro-
tect our men and women in uniform
and our entire United States of Amer-
ica. So rest in peace, my great warrior.

To his family—to his children and
grandchildren—know that you have a
friend in all of us. We have adopted you
into our family. Let us speak and serve
and reach and grow and build a new
United States of America as Jack Mur-
tha has held us to do.

God bless you, Jack. We will never
forget you.

Warrior. Statesman. Husband. Father. Leg-
islator. Chairman John P. Murtha was the epit-
ome of the best of what our nation’s military
and this Congress does. As one of the seven
people in the history of our country selected to
Chair the House Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee, Chairman Murtha comes from a
family with a long and stellar line of service to
our country. Chairman Murtha’s great-grand-
father served in the Civil War. His father and
three uncles served in World War Il. Chairman
Murtha, along with his brothers, served in our
nation’s military during the Vietham War. His
sons served in the military as well. Of course,
we all know that Chairman Murtha went in as
an enlisted man in the United States Marine
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Corps, serving as a drill sergeant at Parris Is-
land, South Carolina, the home to many of our
Marines. In 1966, Chairman Murtha volun-
teered for active duty in the Marine Corps,
joining his brothers in combat. Chairman Mur-
tha earned two Purple Hearts, a Bronze Star
and the Vietnamese Cross for Gallantry in
Vietnam. Chairman Murtha served in the Ma-
rine Corps in the reserves, and retired as a
Colonel.

Chairman Murtha, after active duty in Viet-
nam, became active in politics and was elect-
ed to Pennsylvania’s House of Representa-
tives. When Chairman Murtha was elected to
Congress in 1974, he was the first Vietnam
era veteran elected to Congress. Chairman
Murtha was a dedicated and devoted servant
to the people of Pennsylvania’s 12th Congres-
sional District. We all know Chairman Murtha.

What many people do not know is how
Chairman Jack Murtha fought for pay raises
for all members of America’s military. How
Chairman Murtha demanded accountability
from all our Presidents on the number of con-
tractors in lrag and Afghanistan. What many
people do not know is how Chairman Murtha
took a young Member of Congress aside and
taught her or him how to get things done.
What many people do not know is that Chair-
man Murtha was feared, and also respected;
Chairman Murtha was intimidating and also
loved. There is a reason that just over my
shoulder, on the House floor, a flag hangs in
respect, love and admiration in the seat that
Chairman Murtha called home for more than
three decades.

Chairman Murtha’s respect went far beyond
the confines of the House Appropriations
Committee on Defense. When our Nation’s
warriors go to fight for us, they deserve noth-
ing but the best in return. That was Chairman
Murtha’s goal for the men and women of our
Nation’s military. Chairman Murtha, very sim-
ply, made things happen. You know what?
Most of the things that Chairman Murtha made
happen never made the pages of the news-
paper. They were not in a sound bite on tele-
vision or on radio. But each and every Mem-
ber who walks these halls know that Congress
is a lot emptier and things will not be done as
quickly or as well since the loss of Chairman
Murtha. | do not believe that it is an under-
statement when | say that the reason why our
troops in Iraq are coming home today is be-
cause Chairman Murtha, warrior, statesman,
and lover of his men and women in combat,
said “enough.”

Chairman Murtha knew defeat and victory.
Chairman Murtha loved the institution of Con-
gress, he loved his family, he loved his Ma-
rines, he loved his service members of our na-
tion’s military, and those individuals who vol-
unteer to put themselves in harm’s way to de-
fend our Constitution. Chairman Murtha de-
fended our Constitution as a Marine in combat
in Vietnam. Chairman Murtha defended our
Constitution as a Member of Congress. Chair-
man Murtha will continue to guide the spirits
and souls of us all as we work to solve the
problems of America. Because that is what
Chairman Murtha did—solve problems.

Chairman John Patrick Murtha, rest in
peace. To his wife and family, know that we
will always honor and cherish his memory,
and we thank you for sharing him with us for
more than three decades. The heart of a lion
that once roamed the halls of Congress is lost,
and | will miss his kind heart, his vivacious
spirit, and his intelligence forever.
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Mr. KANJORSKI. Thank you very
much, Ms. KILPATRICK.

Now we will hear from the gentleman
from New York (Mr. HINCHEY).

Mr. HINCHEY. Well, thank you very
much.

I just want to express my deep sense
of sadness for the loss of a very dear
friend, someone for whom I had a great
deal of respect and admiration. I know
that sense is not unique. It is shared
and expressed by a great many of other
people. Of course, the reasons for that
are the interactions that he had with
so many of the people. It is the involve-
ment that he had and the way in which
he provided leadership and direction
for a great many. I knew him for a lit-
tle more than 17 years but not very
closely until the last year and a half or
so, and that was because I now serve on
the subcommittee that he chaired, the
Subcommittee on Defense.

I felt a great sense of admiration for
him, for the focus that he had on the
work that he had to do and for the way
in which he did it so very, very effec-
tively. I could understand why, because
that was the simple nature of the man,
and it was the kind of thing that he
had done all his life.

He served in the military, and was a
great exemplary of strength, and
honor, and courage, and he had done
the same thing during his tenure here
in the House of Representatives. He
served with strength, and honor, and
courage. He did a great many things
for the district that he represented, a
great many things for Pennsylvania,
but also a great many things for many
places across this country. I know that
he did a great many things in helping
me.

So, again, I want to express my deep
sense of gratitude for Jack Murtha, my
deep respect for him and this deep, un-
expected sadness in his leaving us. I
had thought that he would be here for
a long, long time. Nevertheless, we will
continue to have the strength that we
have had as a result of our interactions
with him. We will be much more effec-
tive, much more knowledgeable, and
there will be a continuation of positive
things done here. A lot of those posi-
tive things will be as a direct result of
the leadership and of the examples set
by Jack Murtha.

Thank you, Jack, for everything that
you’ve done.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Thank you very
much, Mr. HINCHEY.

Now we will hear from the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. I thank the
gentleman for yielding and for allow-
ing me to participate in this tribute to
our great friend.

The poet wrote that the lives of great
men all remind us that we can make
our lives sublime, and departing, leave
behind footprints on the sands of time.

Jack Murtha was a great man, and
he, indeed, left indelible footprints. He
left footprints on his beloved district in
Pennsylvania with all of the projects
and all of the things that he did for his
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constituents there over the 36 years of
service he gave.

He left footprints on the Department
of Defense and on the men and women
who served in our military and their
families with all of the care and the
concern that he put into making sure
that they had everything that was
needed to carry out their missions and
that they got what they needed when
they returned home.
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He left a footprint on this institution
with the leadership and the example
that he set for all of us as a bipartisan
collegial representative. To watch the
interaction between Mr. Murtha and
Mr. YOUNG and to be able to feel and to
see the genuine friendship and mutual
respect that they had for each other
was a lesson every day in the
collegiality and the civility that Mem-
bers of this institution should carry in
the traditions of this institution.

Jack Murtha made and left indelible
footprints on the United States of
America. He made an impression on all
of us, on his family, Joyce, who was a
mentor to my wife in the Congressional
Club as Jack was a mentor to me in
this House. I can remember my very
first trip to Murtha’s Corner, seeking
sage advice, and I can remember the
last trip on his last day on the floor a
thousand visits later.

Jack made a lasting impression on
us. He was a friend. He was a mentor.
He was a Members’ Member. The world
is better because Jack Murtha was
here. This institution and our country
are better because Jack Murtha was
here.

Someone said you make your living
by what you get; you make your life by
what you give. Jack Murtha indeed
made a life and he made our lives bet-
ter for his service.

Thank you, Jack. Thank you to the
Murtha family. Thank you, God, for al-
lowing us to know, love, and share the
life of this very exceptional and re-
markable man.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield now to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. HOLT).

Mr. HOLT. We will miss Jack Mur-
tha. Strong-willed plain spoken, fear-
less, dedicated, patriotic, honorable,
and remarkably generous with his
time, his wisdom, and his advice. We
will not see the like of him.

The descendant of veterans of the
American war of independence and the
Civil War, he was the champion of the
marine, the soldier, the sailor, the
flyer. And to me personally he was
magnanimous.

When the Speaker created the Select
Intelligence Oversight panel as part of
the Appropriations Committee and
asked me to take the chair, Jack Mur-
tha embraced the panel and gave it
strength, even though it might have
appeared to lessen his authority. Of
course, nothing ever diminished the au-
thority of Jack Murtha. He embodied
authority. More than magnanimous, he
was kind and sharing.
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We express our sympathy to the fam-
ily, friends, and all of those who Jack
Murtha championed who don’t know
what he did for them and what he did
for America. What a loss.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PASCRELL).

Mr. PASCRELL. We who worked
with Jack Murtha day in and day out
really appreciated his deep respect for
this institution.

In a time when we see the demise of
institutional respect and ritual, he en-
joyed the ritual of this House, just as
he enjoyed the ritual of serving his
country as a marine. He enjoyed the
ritual of marriage. He was honorable,
he was devoted, and he was faithful; a
faithful brother who served his country
and asked nothing in return. Man, that
is different in this city.

Jack and I 7 years ago came together
in two different paths in order to re-
spond to our soldiers, our brothers and
sisters, our aunts and uncles and fa-
thers and mothers who were coming
back from Iraq and Afghanistan with
the signature injury of those two wars:
traumatic brain injury. No contusion,
no blood, misdiagnosed, never diag-
nosed. And post-traumatic stress dis-
order. It was part of my official family.
I knew it firsthand. And Jack said,
Why don’t we bring the civilian re-
search and the military research to-
gether. So we set out. Can you imagine
going into a war without having ready
how we would help those soldiers com-
ing back? Jack couldn’t. And he did
something about it.

When you go to Walter Reed Hos-
pital, a hospital that was supposed to
be closed, if you remember, 4 years ago,
and you see the state of the art, he did
not give up on those soldiers, many of
whom would be dead if it were not for
what he did in getting the resources so
that the state-of-the-art treatment for
our soldiers would be there.

To his friends on both sides of the
aisle, let us remember when Jack
would come to the microphone, and it
wasn’t often, but he came to the micro-
phone during appropriations time, and
he would say many times to me, BILLY,
watch how quick I'm there and I'll be
gone. And you would think the chair-
man would want to give a dissertation.
But he had done his homework. There
were no speeches that were necessary.
He did not mention platitudes. It was
honor, duty, and then a nonpretentious
exit.

Good friend, you are not gone. We
will remember you and we love you.

Mr. KANJORSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI).

Mr. LIPINSKI. I thank the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania for yielding.

I know a lot of people have talked
about Jack Murtha as a giant, and I
really think that this institution prob-
ably will not see another man like
Jack Murtha in many ways.

But I really think what stands out
most to me and what has come through
here is that Jack Murtha had a heart
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of gold. He really cared about people.
He cared about the men and women in
our Armed Forces. He cared about his
colleagues. And he cared about his con-

stituents greatly, especially in his
hometown of Johnstown, Pennsyl-
vania.

I really didn’t get to meet Jack Mur-
tha until I was elected in 2004, but I
feel like I really started to get to know
him before that. In 2000 I started dat-
ing Judy, who is now my wife, and she
is from Johnstown. Her family is still
in Johnstown. So I would go to visit
Judy’s family in Johnstown and I
would hear people talk about Jack
Murtha. I would see what Jack Murtha
did for his district. And I knew that his
constituents, especially the people of
Johnstown, loved Jack Murtha.

When I was elected, I would often go
say hello to Jack over in the Pennsyl-
vania Corner, just come over to say
hello, and so many times he would give
me that smile and he’d tap his col-
league next to him on the shoulder and
say, This guy married a gal from
Johnstown. And I always felt a very
close connection to Jack because of
that.

I feel very blessed to have had the op-
portunity in these 5 years to get to
know Jack Murtha and what he did for
Johnstown. I certainly saw people suf-
fer through floods, economic turmoil,
and he really cared about the people,
and doing all he could for them meant
a lot to him.

I will really miss Jack and what he
meant to so many of us. I really think
that Jack loved his job because he
knew it gave him a great opportunity
to do what he really believed, and that
is take care of people, to help people
out. And this job gave him the oppor-
tunity to do that, and he did it
throughout all of his life. And because
of that I will greatly miss Jack Mur-
tha.

God bless Jack Murtha, Joyce, and
his entire family.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Madam Speaker,
we have the Speaker who will be arriv-
ing and, as I understand it, we have ad-
ditional Members who will make re-
quests to speak for 5 minutes.

Ms. LEE of California. Madam Speaker |
rise to remember my friend and our dear col-
league Congressman John Murtha.

| was deeply saddened when | learned of
Congressman Murtha’s death. | share the sen-
timents of my colleagues on the floor today,
and my heart goes out to the entire Murtha
family for their loss.

The people of Pennsylvania and of this en-
tire country have lost a good and faithful serv-
ant with the passing of Congressman John
Murtha.

For nearly half a century, whether it was on
the battlefield as a Marine, the Pennsylvania
state legislature or on Capitol Hill, John Mur-
tha always led with distinction and honor.

As a veteran of the Vietnam War, Congress-
man Murtha served this country courageously
and was a staunch advocate for our men and
women in uniform.

In the House of Representatives he was a
true leader, and a man of conviction, who was
always willing to share a word of wisdom.
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He had the courage to call for a withdrawal
of U.S. troops from Iraq long before it was
popular to do so and | will always be grateful
for his wilingness to take such a difficult
stand.

We have lost a friend and colleague, and
our country has lost a great public servant and
statesman. Congressman John Murtha will be
deeply missed.

My thoughts and prayers are with his wife
Joyce, his daughter Donna, his twin sons Pat
and John and his three grandchildren: Jack,
Anne and Clayton.

It is our charge to ensure that his memory
and legacy lives on, and that we continue his
fierce dedication, loyalty and love for the brave
men and women of the Armed Forces.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Madam Speaker, | and
the following members rise in recognition of
the late U.S. Representative John Murtha’s
lifelong dedication to members of our armed
services: Representative BRUCE BRALEY, Rep-
resentative TIM WALz, Representative KEITH
ELLISON, Representative JAMES OBERSTAR,
Representative LEONARD BOSWELL, Represent-
ative DAVID LOEBSACK, Representative COLLIN
PETERSON, and Representative TOM LATHAM.

Chairman John Murtha was a passionate
legislator and decorated ex-Marine who never
stopped fighting for our men and women in
uniform. In 1974, Murtha, then an officer in the
Marine Reserves, became the first Vietnam
War combat veteran elected to the House of
Representatives. As Chairman of the House
Appropriations Subcommittee on Defense,
Congressman Murtha was a tireless advocate
for our troops, military families, and our vet-
erans on Capitol Hill. At a time when we are
mourning his passing, it is important to recog-
nize Chairman Murtha’s work to ensure that
veterans receive support. The undersigned
members would like to call attention to the
work he did to secure the benefits promised
and earned by 22,000 National Guard and Re-
serve personnel in our states.

In January of 2007, the Department of De-
fense authorized Post-Deployment Mobiliza-
tion Respite Absence (PDMRA) program,
which provides additional pay when a soldier
deploys more frequently than DOD policy re-
quires. For the two years since the authoriza-
tion of PDMRA, the Pentagon’s implementa-
tion of the program has been slow and incom-
plete. As result, thousands of National Guard
and Reserve members who have served mul-
tiple and extended tours in Irag and Afghani-
stan did not receive the pay to which they are
entitled. This problem has affected National
Guard and Reserve personnel in every state
across the nation. Members organized to bring
attention to this problem and to find a resolu-
tion. The undersigned members have sent let-
ters to the Pentagon, organized events, and
met with armed services personnel for years
and asked for the Chairman’s assistance and
leadership.

Chairman Murtha heard our request and
took action. He made phone calls directly to
Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Army
Secretary Pete Geren. He included language
to remedy the delay in the FY10 Defense Ap-
propriations bill, and in numerous letters to the
Department of Defense since 2007 Congress-
man Murtha supported his colleagues in mak-
ing it clear that further delay in resolving this
issue was unacceptable to our members of
the armed services. Because of the Chairman
Murtha’s support, the Department of Defense
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issued Army policy guidance for cash reim-
bursements for PDMRA for Reserve and Na-
tional Guard personnel, which represents a
crucial step in finally resolving this issue.

The late Congressman John Murtha has
shown throughout his time in the military and
in Congress that he is a dedicated leader on
fighting on behalf of military families.

Ms. HARMAN. Madam Speaker, Jack Mur-
tha was a paradox: a big man with an impres-
sive war record who never wavered from his
commitment to the wounded, the disadvan-
taged, and always challenged those who, in
his strong opinion, underestimated the eco-
nomic and human costs of war. He was a poli-
tician who constantly spoke his mind, and
never worried about ruffling feathers. That's
rare in today’s Washington. Jack reached out
to his colleagues—not just those who sat near
him in the “Pennsylvania corner” on the
House floor, but to others whom he respected.
The people of California’s 36th District and |
are lucky to have been one of those he looked
out for. | remember his visit about a decade
ago to the Los Angeles Air Force Base Space
and Missile Systems Center, located in my
Congressional district. Of course he cared
about SMC’s mission of development and ac-
quisition of our nation’s defense satellites, he
also wanted to know about the people of
SMC. He met with the generals and staff
about how things were going, and whether
funding was on track, but he also took the
time to speak at a “town hall” style meeting
with the workforce where he thanked them for
their service and to check on their well-being.
They will miss him. So will I. | hope Joyce and
his family are comforted by how big the big
man’s impact was.

Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Speaker, | rise to pay
tribute to the life of our dear friend and col-
league, Chairman John Murtha. Jack was truly
an all-American—a committed public servant,
decorated veteran of war, small businessman,
devoted husband and father.

Many have recalled in recent weeks his
service on the front lines of combat. His expe-
rience in the military made him a lifelong ad-
vocate for our men and women in uniform and
a compass for this body when it came to mak-
ing some of the toughest issues we face—
those related to the defense of the United
States.

Jack Murtha exercised his power to protect
the country he loved, taking seriously the trust
of his constituents and his responsibility to the
American people. As Chairwoman of the for-
eign aid subcommittee and a member of the
Select Intelligence Panel, | witnessed firsthand
and benefited from his expertise on military
strategy, intelligence, and foreign policy.

His compassion and commitment to do what
was right were equally impressive. On his
broad shoulders, he carried a great burden to
not only provide for our troops and our secu-
rity, but to ensure that we have made this
world better and safer, including for innocent
civilians in warzones and vulnerable societies
around the world. And, with a heavy heart, he
regularly gave his time to lift the spirits of men
and women recovering from injuries in battle,
sharing with them the appreciation of a grate-
ful nation.

Finally, | would like to note his dedication to
a goal we shared—alleviating cancer, espe-
cially those unique to women. He not only
worked to help adapt military technology to aid
in the treatment of cancer, he and his loving
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wife Joyce have supported initiatives to di-
rectly assist breast cancer patients and sur-
vivors.

Chairman Murtha was a giant among men,
and his lifelong service to our country will be
missed.

Ms. HIRONO. Madam Speaker, | join with
my colleagues in the House to express my
deep sadness at the passing of one of the
most extraordinary members to serve in the
U.S. House of Representatives. Jack Murtha
will be missed as a courageous statesman, a
respected colleague, an effective legislator, a
dedicated representative of his constituents in
Pennsylvania, a true friend to those who wear
the uniform of one of the U.S. Armed Serv-
ices, a treasured friend, and most important as
a beloved husband, father, and grandfather.

Many of you served with Jack Murtha for
decades; as a sophomore member of Con-
gress, | only had the privilege of serving with
Jack for a little over three years. Despite the
fact that he was one of the most senior and
powerful members of our body, Jack was in-
terested in the needs of my district and helped
me to secure funding to clean up sites in Ha-
waii impacted by Department of Defense ac-
tivities.

Congressman Murtha’s decades of dedi-
cated service in the U.S. Marine Corps and
Reserve and his service in Vietnam gave him
an appreciation of the sacrifices made by the
men and women who serve in the Armed
Forces. Nothing was more important to him
than the wellbeing of service members and
their families. And he and his beloved Joyce
regularly went to visit the wounded at Walter
Reed and other hospitals.

Despite his years of service in the military
and his long-time record as an advocate for
the military, Jack did not hesitate to speak his
conscience. Despite his initial support for the
War in Irag, he became disillusioned with the
conduct of the war and called for the with-
drawal of our troops. This took great courage
and, in my view, speaks to the inherent honor
of this fine man.

It is still hard to believe that Jack is gone.
He had such a dynamic presence that it feels
as if he is still here with us—sitting in his cor-
ner holding court. In his book, From Vietnam
to 9/11, Jack wrote, “Ever since | was a young
boy, | had two goals in life—| wanted to be a
colonel in the Marine Corps and a member of
Congress.” He achieved those goals and so
much more.

| send my deepest sympathy to Jack’s part-
ner of 55 years, Joyce Murtha; to his daughter
Donna; his sons Pat and John; and his grand-
children. | join all my colleagues in giving
thanks for Jack’s life of service and accom-
plishment. Mahalo nui loa, Jack.

Mr. SKELTON. Madam Speaker, | rise
today to pay tribute to my friend and colleague
Congressman John Murtha of Pennsylvania. It
is with a heavy heart that | say goodbye to a
friend of more than 30 years.

Jack Murtha arrived in Washington to serve
in this House in 1974, just a few years before
| had the honor to join this distinguished body.

Jack Murtha and | had a lot in common, in
our love for the troops and for our country. We
didn’t always agree, but you always knew that
his heart was in every fight he took on. People
listened to his counsel. He had conviction. He
inspired respect.

The kind of respect that Jack Murtha had in
this House doesn't come automatically. No
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one has it when they take the oath of office for
the first time. It has to be earned.

Jack Murtha was no nonsense. Like Presi-
dent Truman, he didn’t suffer fools. You knew
where he stood, and if you were lucky, you
had him in your corner. He was a fighter, for
his country and for the people of Pennsyl-
vania.

Jack Murtha was a leader. He loved our
country. He loved the men and women of the
Armed Forces, and especially the United
States Marine Corps, of which he wore the
uniform and served with great distinction.

He also loved the Congress, and under-
stood its indispensable role as a co-equal
branch of our federal government. Anyone
watching the House floor could see his leader-
ship in action, as he held court with other
members in the back corner. A master legis-
lator, he built relationships, mentored other
members, and conducted the business that
runs this institution and plays a big part in run-
ning this country.

With the passing of Jack Murtha, we have
lost one of the giants of the House. | salute
his dedicated service to our country—as a Ma-
rine, as a businessman and community leader,
and as a Member of Congress.

Jack Murtha will be deeply missed. My con-
dolences go to his wife Joyce, his children
Donna, Pat, and John, and also to the people
of Pennsylvania he cared about so much and
represented so well.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Madam
Speaker, first, let me thank Congressman
KANJORSKI for reserving this Special Order
today to honor the life, legacy and service of
our friend and colleague John Murtha.

Our Nation has lost a gifted lawmaker, a de-
voted public servant and a true patriot. In
1974, Jack became the first Vietham War
combat veteran elected to Congress. His spirit
emboldened and his resolve hardened by his
service on the battlefield, he became a tireless
advocate for the people of Pennsylvania and
all Americans.

We all know so well that he never lost his
courage and his dedication to our Nation’s se-
curity, our troops, or their families. Even after
his election, he continued to serve in the Ma-
rine Corps Reserves until 1990 as a Colonel,
receiving the Navy’s Distinguished Service
Medal.

From my first day here, Jack was always a
mentor and a friend. When | was first ap-
pointed as a Cardinal on the Appropriations
Committee, Jack was right there with sage ad-
vice and a helping hand. His no-nonsense ex-
terior contained a fiery soul and fierce intel-
ligence the equal of which this body has sel-
dom known. Our Nation is surely better for his
service to it and a grateful country grieves its
loss.

Our thoughts and prayers are with his wife
Joyce, their children, and extended family dur-
ing this time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Madam Speaker,
Jack Murtha and | served together in this insti-
tution for over 30 years. We disagreed at
times over policy and politics, but | am proud
to say that Jack was my friend.

Throughout my time in Congress, | have
never seen a more valiant defender of the
men and women of our armed forces than
Jack, nor a more steadfast advocate for our
country’s unequaled national defense.

Years ago, when | was convinced that we
should push forward quickly with development

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

of the Predator UAV, Jack listened to my rea-
sons and helped me push through the funding
that has produced one of our most valuable
weapons in the War on Terror.

When | became chairman of the defense
appropriations subcommittee, | counted on
Jack Murtha to be a partner rather than an ad-
versary when the welfare of our military was
on the line. When we urged that the F-22 pro-
gram be reined in to ensure it was thoroughly
tested, Jack was by my side and helped win
the day and make that a better airplane.

Just weeks ago, Jack and | traveled to-
gether to Afghanistan. We were under tight
timelines that were influenced by the situation
on the ground. Although the travel was hard
and the schedule was arduous, Jack main-
tained the energy and dedication of a man half
his age. His unwavering purpose was to learn
as much as he could, gain as much insight
from our commanders as possible, and see for
himself the challenges our country faces in
that region.

He was a true patriot, and his passing is a
cause for great sadness. This Congress will
be a much lesser place without him.

My wife Arlene and | offer our most sincere
condolences to his family, and also to his sec-
ond family—his Congressional staff and the
Members and staff of the Appropriations Com-
mittee.

Mr. BACA. Madam Speaker, | rise today in
recognition of a dear friend and colleague, lov-
ing father and grandfather, and a true Amer-
ican patriot, Rep. John Murtha.

John served proudly when called to action
in the Vietnam War, and his valor was recog-
nized with the Bronze Star, and not one—but
two Purple Heart awards.

In all, John spent an astounding 37 years of
his life in active and reserve duty service in
the Marine Corps.

In 1974, John heeded another call to duty,
and began a life of public service here in the
House of Representatives.

John served his constituents in Western
Pennsylvania for an impressive 19 terms.

In Congress, he was respected for his polit-
ical prowess—and his tireless passion to sup-
port America’s men and women serving in uni-
form.

John Murtha was a man who measured our
nation’s strength not only military might, but
also in the well-being of our people; and | am
proud to have served with him in this body.

The thoughts and prayers of my wife Bar-
bara and | go out to Joyce and all of John’s
family during this difficult time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Speaker, | rise today
in honor of Congressman John Murtha, who
passed away on February 8th, 2010. Rep-
resentative Murtha was an exemplary leader
and an American patriot.

Born into an Irish-American family, John left
college in 1952 to join the Marine Corps. Here
he would begin his course in leadership, be-
coming a Marine Corps drill instructor. His
military career not only led him to receive a
degree from the University of Pittsburgh, but
also placed him on the front lines of service in
the Vietham War. During this time, he was
awarded the Bronze Star with Valor device,
two Purple Hearts, and the Vietnamese Cross
of Gallantry.

In 1974 John was elected to the U.S. House
of Representatives and had an extraordinary
36 year career, obtaining the distinction of
Pennsylvania’s longest serving Congressman
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two days before he passed. A fiercely inde-
pendent-minded public servant, John strived
for bipartisan solutions to our nation’s strug-
gles. He had no fear of partisan attacks and
as the Chairman of the House Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee he courageously
spoke out against the Irag War. His fearless
calls for the withdrawal of American forces in
Iraq, in the face of strong partisan confronta-
tions, earned him the John F. Kennedy Profile
in Courage Award.

| thank John for his service to our nation. |
extend my deepest sympathies to John’s wife
Joyce, his children Donna Sue, John, and Pat-
rick, and his grandchildren in this difficult time.
John was a tremendous public servant who
exemplified the spirit of America. He will be
greatly missed.

————
IN MEMORY OF JACK MURTHA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
HALVORSON). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FARR) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. FARR. I live in Carmel, Cali-
fornia, and when the phone rang and I
heard that Jack Murtha had died, I
couldn’t believe it. I broke into tears. I
just couldn’t believe it. It was like
when I heard my father had died. And
what I did at that moment was I did
the same thing when my dad died. I sat
down and I wrote a letter to Jack Mur-
tha. Here it is:

“Dear Jack, I can’t believe you’re
gone. Gone from the Pennsylvania Cor-
ner, from your chair where we would
all come to see you. Each checking in
during floor sessions on your opinion
on military issues and Pennsylvania
politics. And we talked about our
issues, about base closure progress,
about programs that were working and
programs that had problems. Always
thanking you for your help. Thanking
you for your earmarks. I'll never forget
what you did with your earmark for
breast cancer research, for child care
centers at military bases, for military
education. More than anything else,
you were concerned about the welfare
of our troops and especially their fami-
lies.

‘“Remember when you got me to go
to Walter Reed Hospital and Bethesda
Naval Hospital to visit the war wound-
ed and how we worked to get golf carts
for disabled soldiers by insisting that
each of the 177 golf courses operated by
the services have carts for the dis-
abled?

[ 1830

“You always asked me, ‘How is that
university that we got at Fort Ord
doing?’ I thanked you for the help in
getting the $65 million to get it start-
ed. Jack, Cal State University Mon-
terey Bay is doing really well, with
ever-growing enrollment and faculty.
You can be proud of your role you
played in converting swords to
ploughshares.

“You got really excited when I
showed you what I had done to bring
all the military missions in Monterey
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County together to form Team Mon-
terey, showing the brochure indicating
that over $1 billion was spent in Mon-
terey County for the DOD efforts there.
You were going to see if this team ef-
fort could be done for your district and
for the State of Pennsylvania.

“Jack, you were quite the Zeus. Ev-
eryone came to you, loved you, loved
your good nature, your loyalty, your
friendship, your laugh, and your wis-
dom. Remember how you would bet on
how long the debate would take on the
Defense appropriations bills? You al-
ways won. I was shocked that the big-
gest appropriations account in the Fed-
eral Government could be enacted with
the shortest debate. You laughed and
said, ‘All the problems were worked
out in committee, we don’t need floor
debate.” At first I thought it was a
fluke. But over the years, I learned you
made it so.

““Jack, thanks for coming out to the
Monterey Peninsula to visit the Naval
Postgraduate School and the Defense
Language Institute. You were a good
listener, and always insisted no
PowerPoints, no BS, just the problems.
No one in Congress cuts to the issue
faster than you.

“I remember your delight in hearing
from an IED specialist just back from
Iraq who asked you, ‘Why don’t we fig-
ure out what makes cultures set these
things off in the first place?’ You loved
that thinking. Thanks again for allow-
ing me to ride back to D.C. on Mil Air.
We brought Paul Stockton along and
had a wonderful discussion on Iraq and
how we might exit. By the way, Jack,
Paul is now the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Homeland Defense and
Americas’ Security Affairs. I know how
much you respected his insight.

“Thanks, Jack, for always asking me
for copies of photos I took, not of you,
but of your staff. I remember the photo
of John Hugya when he was your dis-
trict director taken with President
Clinton. You insisted I give it to you
for him. Remember the time you hung
up on a President when he called you?
You had guts.

“I remember going to your district
and being in a meeting with the area
economic development folks. You were
giving them the Washington update. It
was cold and wet, but full of people. I
admired how devoted they were to you.
And I took pictures, which you wanted
to pass on to them. Seeing the country-
side and the poverty of the area made
me realize how lucky I was to rep-
resent my district. You really helped
people in need. That is why you are
loved in your district and here on the
floor of the House of Representatives.

““The House Chamber has a lot of fa-
mous fixtures and paintings, statues,
reliefs, but you are going to stand out
as one of our greats. You showed your
profile in courage in taking a nation-
ally profiled lead against the war in
Iraq that you originally supported. And
you were attacked by everyone except
the military. They knew that you
knew it couldn’t be sustained.

“When they attacked you with big
campaign expenditures to defeat you,
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your friends responded without even
being asked. The word was out Jack
was in trouble, and we responded.

“Jack, you shouldn’t have died. It is
a real shock, not only to you, your
friends, and this institution, but to
your beloved family. You and Joyce
had such a special partnership.

“l loved accompanying you both on the Ap-
propriations Committee CODEL to California’s
National Parks, the joy you got in seeing how
a former army base in San Francisco could be
turned into the Golden Gate National Park,
and even Alcatraz is now a tourist site. You
loved being a tourist in San Francisco and
Joyce was so appreciative of NANCY PELOSI's
hospitality long before she sought leadership
roles.

“While the Democratic Caucus was visiting
Nemacolin Resort in your state you encour-
aged me to visit the two Frank Lloyd Wright
homes there. Joyce led the tour. She was a
model host and a good friend to all. | can’t
imagine her life without you, nor yours without
her. This has to be as hard for your children
as it was for me in losing my mom at an early
age. Time heals—unfortunately it is going to
take a long time.

“Congress will miss you as a great member
and, more importantly, as a caring, sensitive
friend. We will try to fill in, but the credibility
will be lacking and the outcome less success-

ul.

“Just know you made a difference, a big dif-
ference—out here on the Central Coast of
California—you helped launch a new univer-
sity, upgrade the Naval Postgratuate School,
and provided the programs that let our stu-
dents learn foreign languages faster and bet-
ter.

“You were the Captain of our ship, and Oh
Captain, you will be sorely missed!”

I'd like to include the letters from the Naval
Postgraduate School and the Defense Man-
power Data Center in Monterey in sympathy.

NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL,
Monterey, CA.

Congressman Murtha was a true servant to
the public, a throwback with few peers
matching his length of service to the U.S.
House of Representatives. Service to his na-
tion was perhaps a constant throughout his
life—not only is he one of our nation’s long-
est serving representatives, he was also a re-
tired Marine Corps colonel, joining the serv-
ice in 1952 during the Korean War out of a

deep sense of obligation to his country.

Congressman Murtha also served as Chair-
man of the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee—and was the ranking Democrat
on the committee for nearly two decades—
which put him in a position to impact so
many communities far beyond Pennsylva-
nia’s 12th District.

That impact was felt here at the Naval
Postgraduates School, where he was a friend
to NPS. He believed in the value of graduate
education for military officers and was con-
sistently and particularly supportive of NPS
over the years. Congressman Murtha recog-
nized the value of the NPS MISSION in sup-
porting our military forces and NPS unique
contributions to national security.

LEONARD A. FERRARI,
Ezxecutive Vice President & Provost.
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, HUMAN
RESOURCES ACTIVITY, DEFENSE
MANPOWER DATA CENTER,
Seaside, CA.

Chairman Murtha was a great American
and a steadfast friend of the members of the
Armed Forces and their families. He exem-
plified the best of our Nation’s values and
was the iconic example of a patriot. As a
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decorated veteran he identified closely with
Service members and his tireless efforts to
see that they were adequately compensated,
well-trained, well-led and provided with the
best equipment were legendary. As a direct
result of his four decades of leadership in the
Congress our ability to support and defend
our Nation remains unsurpassed. His unwav-
ering support for Defense organizations in
the Monterey area was of enormous value to
the Nation.

Every American owes him a great, great
debt.

———

IN MEMORY OF JACK MURTHA

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

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Speaker, I rise
to join my colleagues to sing the
praises of a great man, Jack Murtha.
Many of us had the honor of calling
him colleague in this Chamber, and
some of us here had the privilege of
calling him friend. And when he was
your friend, you had a true friend.

Last week, many of us traveled to
Johnstown, Pennsylvania, to see Jack
put to rest. It was wonderful to hear
the stories of the thousands of people
who showed up to pay their last re-
spects to him in Johnstown, the people
he knew so well, cared about so much,
fought for in this Chamber. His family
was gathered and surrounded by their
loved ones and people. The former
President of the United States, Bill
Clinton, was there, the Secretary of
Defense was there, the chairman of the
National Security Council was there,
representatives of the President’s cabi-
net, and planeloads of his colleagues
who came from Washington or drove
from home.

At that time we laughed and we
cried, and we tried to understand why
this had happened. Jack’s wife Joyce,
who is very strong, said to me, ‘‘Jack
would have wanted it this way. He
went out at the top of his game.”
Joyce is very strong. We went there to
console, and we came back consoled by
Jack’s strong family.

I told them in my remarks about
Jack holding court in the Pennsylvania
Corner in this Chamber. There isn’t an-
other corner that I know of that has its
own name and its own presiding officer.
But Jack held court there, and Mem-
bers from across the country and
across the aisle came to visit him, to
ask his Dblessing on their endeavors,
and to just be encouraged, and some-
times supported by him. The cluster
around him were Pennsylvanians and
others, but he was never alone. He was
a magnet, a personal magnet. People
were drawn to him. He had this won-
derful smile and cheerful, twinkling
eyes.

To see him operate in the Appropria-
tions Committee, many of us served
there, was to see a master at work. But
really to understand his character, it
was more important to see him with
our troops, whether it was just off the
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battlefield or in a military hospital,
Bethesda Naval Medical Center, Walter
Reed, Germany, Afghanistan, Iraq, in
the hospitals where our troops were
taken.

From his own military experience, he
would ask them questions very knowl-
edgeably about their unit and what
they had encountered and what they
had seen. And they all loved seeing
him. They knew he was their friend.
And so to visit, on the occasions when
I had the privilege of visiting with
Jack Murtha, was to receive a special
welcome from the troops and their
families.

One time I remember in particular
was we were visiting this young man,
it was a second visit, and he managed
somehow, when he knew Jack was com-
ing, to get out of his bed. And as we
went in the door, there he was standing
at attention saluting Jack Murtha in a
Steelers jersey. Pennsylvania, how he
loved that State, how he worked for it,
how we will miss him here.

He had a special way about him, as I
have said, by dint of his knowledge, his
courage. Imagine the courage it took
for Jack Murtha to come to our cau-
cus, to come to the Leader’s office and
tell me that day, ‘““We have to begin re-
moving our troops from Iraq.”” He went
alone to the press to tell them that. It
was like an earthquake in terms of
opinion. People who had questions
about the war felt validated. People
who respected Jack began to question.

One thing was for sure. He was re-
spected by the military. And when he
spoke, they knew it was with no agen-
da except the national security of our
country and the safety of our men and
women in uniform.

Force protection. He was always
talking about that. When we would
travel to the war zones, whether it was
the seats in the trucks, or the better
radios, or whatever, up-armored cars,
body armor, you name it, as soon as he
saw the need he came back and deliv-
ered. So when he did speak out against
the war in Iraq, it was really quite a
stunning thing for our country. I think
it was really historic. It wasn’t just
that episode, it was that event of na-
tional significance, historic signifi-
cance.

He received, as has been mentioned,
the John F. Kennedy Profiles in Cour-
age award. Can you imagine for people
of our generation, someone to receive
the John F. Kennedy Profiles in Cour-
age award? I will never forget that
night. The Kennedy Library, he and
Joyce, black tie, beautiful Joyce, proud
Jack standing tall like a Marine com-
ing down those steps, being cheered by
Democrats and Republicans alike. It
wasn’t about any partisanship. It was
about patriotism.

He was a proud Marine, as we all
know. Semper fi was their motto. Sem-
per fidelis. Always faithful. And that
was the motto of his life, faithful to
God, faithful to country, faithful to his
family, faithful to his district.

I can’t talk about Jack, just one
more moment, if I may, Madam Speak-
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er, without talking about the funny
stories he always told us about Tip
O’Neill. Tip was his mentor. As he
mentored so many of us, Tip was his
mentor. And he loved Tip O’Neill. And
he would tell us the stories of how it
was to go to a baseball game with Tip,
and this and that and the rest. I won’t
go into the stories now about peer re-
view, Mr. OBEY, and those kind of ap-
propriations matters. But Tip instilled
in him, perhaps he had it innately, but
still Tip strengthened in him a pride in
this institution that he took very seri-
ously. And he, in mentoring others,
passed that pride on to others as well.
He loved this Congress, he loved this
institution. He left us at the top of his
game. We will miss you, Jack Murtha.

Next week we will gather in Statuary
Hall with many more friends who can
join in, not as we are on the floor of
the House, to once again pay tribute to
this man. It is hard to believe he is
gone. But as he said, ‘‘Soldiers can’t
speak for themselves. We sent them to
war, and, by God, we are the ones that
have to speak out.”

His wife Joyce wants us to have the
music God Bless America at the closing
of his ceremony next week. God truly
blessed America with the life, leader-
ship, and service of Jack Murtha. I
hope it is a comfort to Joyce and to the
children and grandchildren, of whom he
was so proud, that so many people
mourn their loss and are praying for
them at this sad time.

————————

PRINCIPLED LEADERSHIP OF JACK
MURTHA

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

Mr. RAHALL. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to talk about principled leader-
ship that makes a difference. That best
describes the Dean of the Pennsylvania
delegation and its longest serving
member, Jack Murtha. Yes, Jack Mur-
tha was a Member’s Member. He was a
soldier’s soldier. Always straight
shooting, courageous, willing to defend
this institution and all of us that work
herein.

During my 33 years of service in this
body and with Jack Murtha, very few
individuals would I turn to for advice
and counsel like I would Jack Murtha.
Like so many of my colleagues, I have
traveled to troubled spots in this world
with Jack Murtha. I have read and
learned from him not only on these
hardworking, hard hitting CODELS,
but also from his book, From Vietnam
to 9/11. Words of wisdom for all of us
here today and for the future.

Many of my strongest memories of
Jack Murtha are from our congres-
sional travels together. We traveled to
Lebanon in the fall of 1982, following
the deployment of U.S. forces as peace-
keepers to that country. We stayed in
the very same Marine barracks that 6
months later were blown to smither-
eens.
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During our trip in June of 1987 to An-
gola, it was Chairman Murtha who was
successful in securing the release of a
downed U.S. pilot from his Congres-
sional district. Later, in August of that
same year, we traveled to the Persian
Gulf during the U.S. reflagging oper-
ation of Kuwaiti ships. A few years
later, in January of ’93, we traveled on
an inspection trip to Somalia, fol-
lowing President George Herbert Walk-
er Bush’s December of 1992 dispatch of
our U.S. troops there in order to estab-
lish order and ensure the success of our
humanitarian relief efforts.

The bottom line in all of these trav-
els, of course, as so many of my col-
leagues can attest, is that around this
world our service men and women
knew the true character of Jack Mur-
tha.

O 1845

They knew the backbone of Jack
Murtha, a veteran, a dedicated public
servant, an individual who was never
too busy or never too selfish to take
time to regularly visit our military in-
stallations, our military hospitals, to
visit our brave, wounded service per-
sonnel.

From Chairman Murtha’s station
atop our Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee, our soldiers knew, they
were secure in the knowledge that
their sacrifices and their dedications
were in the best hands in the United
States Congress.

I will miss you, Jack. I will miss our
true leader. I will miss his courage and
his dedication. Our courageous Amer-
ican troops will miss you, Jack Mur-
tha. Our veterans will miss you, and all
of America will miss you.

Your family, Joyce, and your chil-
dren and your grandchildren, to them I
extend my thoughts and prayers and
know that the memories of Jack Mur-
tha will always instill in his family the
inspiration, the pride, the strength,
and the love that will carry you on to
carry on the brave torch of Jack Mur-
tha.

God bless you, friend.

———

HONORING THE LIFE OF JOHN
MURTHA

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

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. I want to
make note, Madam Speaker, of the fact
that the Speaker of the House is here
and the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee has been here
throughout the entire time of this trib-
ute, out of respect. That’s old school.
Jack was old school. That’s what would
matter to him. You’d never see him
with a BlackBerry. Can you imagine
Jack Murtha with a BlackBerry? I am
sure he’s never used the Internet once
in his life.

You know, when we learned of Jack’s
passing, NORM DICKS and I were on the
phone and, between sobs, we, at the
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same time, we blurted out the same
thing: He was like a father to me. He
kind of was. He sort of taught us in his
own ways, really, by his conduct, the
way we should conduct ourselves in
this institution. That’s why he is here.
He’s here. He’s left his mark on each
one of us individually and collectively.
He’s done so much to shape this insti-
tution.

Family comes first. He would call his
daughter, Donna, who’s a teacher in
Fairfax County schools, every night.
Regardless of all the issues he was
dealing with with Iraq and Afghanistan
and so on, he’d want to know how her
kids were doing in class.

And, of course, he adored dJoyce.
Joyce was the queen. Of course, Joyce
would sometimes acknowledge that I
know I have to share him with you,
NANCY, as Speaker, but he had that
kind of reverence that was so impor-
tant to this institution for leadership
and for individuals.

And he was also—he knew how to be
a friend. Everyone who walked up to
that corner, he welcomed. He knew
their name. He made them feel wel-
come. If they had a letter that they
wanted him to read, a little note or
something, he’d take the time and read
it. He’d say, Come on, sit down beside
me.

He also was strong enough that he
could afford to be gentle. We know how
he reached out to all of the soldiers,
the men and women in uniform, really
cared about them. He’d go over to Wal-
ter Reed. He would go and stand with
them, hold their hand at times.

He also did other things that, you
know, if I didn’t mention it, I doubt
that anyone would know, and some
people will think they seem a little
silly perhaps.

Charlie Horner knows, his long time
aide. He heard that Army Navy Coun-
try Club had a problem with the cats,
that they had proliferated. They were
all over the place. And so they decided,
we’ve got too many cats; we’re going to
kill them all. Jack found that out. It’s
true, isn’t it? But Jack found that out.
He called a General and he says, Don’t
you go Kkilling any of those Kitty cats
at Army Navy Country Club. And he
didn’t. They didn’t. They all survived.

Just want to share an experience. 9/
11, we were debating whether to put
money into missile defense or into
counterterrorism because Richard
Clarke has told us that’s the real
threat. So it is the morning of 9/11 we
were debating it, and Jack had decided
the real threat is counterterrorism.
And then NORM had seen the TV and
the planes going into the World Trade
Center, and we could hear this herd of
people running down the corridor out-
side. The Capitol vacated immediately.
But there wasn’t a sign of anxiety, let
alone fear, on Jack’s face. I walked out
with him.

We stood there in the driveway and
all the police were trying to clear ev-
eryone. Jack didn’t feel any need to
move, and he told me this story. He
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says, JIM, when I was in Vietnam, I was
in a foxhole and we were taking fire.
And a young private jumped in the fox-
hole. There was only room for one per-
son, so I had to get out. And I ran into
the line of fire looking for a foxhole
and found one. A few minutes later, a
grenade landed in that foxhole I had
been in, blew the soldier up. Now, this
is the soldier, of course, who forced
him into the line of fire. And Jack said,
I have always felt so bad for that
young soldier. I wish I had stayed there
and not seen him blown up.

That was the kind of guy he was. He
was bigger than life, but his life was
really about other people and about
this institution and this country.

So Jack, thank you for being who
you were and who you are to this insti-
tution.

———

MAN OF THE HOUSE

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. Madam Speaker, man
of the House. The passing from this life
of legendary Pennsylvania Congress-
man and Defense Appropriation Chair-
man and Marine Colonel John P.
“Jack’ Murtha truly represents a seis-
mic shift in this Congress and in our
Nation’s history. His acumen, brass-
tacks style, and man-of-his-word rep-
utation are so rare.

As the longest-serving woman in the
current U.S. House, I came to know
Jack Murtha well, serving with him for
28 years. In early February, he became
the longest-serving member of the
Pennsylvania delegation in U.S. his-
tory.

No one had his grasp of our Nation’s
defense or his dexterity at ushering the
complicated Defense Appropriation
bill, the largest in Congress, with near-
ly unanimous bipartisan support.

Jack put the soldier first. Each
branch of the service, plus the Guard
and Reserve, owe Jack great gratitude.
He was indefatigable in their cause.
Jack Murtha respected the awesome
power of the U.S. military, but he also
knew its limits.

I have never served in this Congress
when Jack Murtha wasn’t here. Prop-
erly, a U.S. flag flown over this Capitol
has been placed on his chair in the
Pennsylvania corner where he an-
chored his work on the floor of this
House that he loved. His knowledge,
leadership, measure, and tutelage re-
main timeless gifts to those who
shared his path.

As the first Democratic woman to
serve on the Defense Subcommittee of
Appropriations, I can attest, it never
would have happened but for his sup-
port and encouragement. For his faith
in me, I shall always be in his debt as
I try to emulate his acuity, his range,
and his concern.

We, his subcommittee colleagues,
who had the privilege of serving most
closely with this giant of a man shall
miss him greatly.
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When my constituents ask me to de-
scribe him, here’s what I try to say in
his cadence: Man of the House. Marine.
Chairman. Colonel. Dean. Authentic.
Patriotic. Semper fi. Fearless. Keen.
Optimistic. Jovial. With an unforget-
table glint in his eyes. Alive. Devoted
husband to Joyce, and proud and car-
ing father and grandfather.

To his family, we send our deepest
sympathy and our abiding prayers and
friendship.

Son of Johnstown. Rough hewn. Bat-
tle tested. Two Purple Hearts. A
Bronze Star. Not blow dried nor cos-
metic. Fiercely loyal to his district
and Pennsylvania. In command. Ex-
traordinarily hard working. Kept Ma-
rine hours, rising early, arriving early.
Always building others. Trusted. Never
gave a word he would break. If he said,
I'll talk to you about it later, the sub-
ject was closed before you knew it.
Acute judge of character. Revered
counselor to dozens and dozens and
dozens of Members and friends. In few
golden but choice words, he advised,
critiqued, led.

Don’t mess with him. Absolutely
loved politics. A ticket maker and ana-
lyzer. Lots of real friends. Some really
cruel enemies. Always had a good word.
An author. Well-traveled, too, often to
war zones. Visited the wounded and
bore that pain close to his heart.

New ideas and insights captivated
him. Razor sharp mind. Don’t tangle
with him unless you know your sub-
ject. Memory that could recall votes 10
years ago, and who voted which way.
Master of the rules. Wielded the gavel
with authority and certitude. Atten-
tive to the floor at all times, even
when you thought he wasn’t paying at-
tention. Possessed all the attributes to
be Speaker, except he came from the
working class of people and didn’t hail
from a financial or government en-
clave.

Madam Speaker, he instinctively
knew how to build a majority. He had
lived war, and his heart was always
with the soldier.

A giant tree has fallen in the forest.
A lion is now at rest. How fortunate we
are to cherish his friendship and serv-
ice. America’s defense is the best in the
world because Chairman Jack Murtha
lived to leave that legacy.

The passing from this life of legendary
Pennsylvania Congressman and Defense Ap-
propriations Chairman and Marine Colonel
John P. “Jack” Murtha truly represents a seis-
mic shift in our Nation’s history. His acumen,
brass-tacks style and man-of-his-word reputa-
tion are so rare.

As the longest-serving woman in the current
U.S. House of Representatives, | came to
know Jack Murtha well, serving with him 28
years. In early February he became the long-
est-serving Congressman in Pennsylvania his-
tory. He took it upon himself to guide young
Members of Congress, particularly if their dis-
tricts mimicked the hardscrabble nature of his
own.

As representative of the Ninth Congres-
sional District of Ohio, which extends along
the Lake Erie shoreline from Toledo almost to
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Cleveland, | had invited Jack to our job-chal-
lenged region many times. In fact, he was
scheduled to open the national rifle matches
at Camp Perry this spring.

Jack Murtha was legendary. He never forgot
where he came from. He tirelessly served his
district and his constituents. He grew to serve
our Nation and his reach was global. No one
had his grasp of our Nation’s defense or his
dexterity at ushering the complicated defense
appropriations bill, the largest in Congress,
with nearly unanimous bipartisan support.

Jack put the soldier first. His unheralded vis-
its to military hospitals to visit the sick and
wounded were not designed as photo ops but
as heartfelt expressions of appreciation for
those who served on the front lines and sac-
rificed for us. Every soldier knew he under-
stood.

Each branch of the service, plus the Re-
serve and National Guard, owes Jack Murtha
a debt of gratitude. He was indefatigable in
their cause. In Toledo, our 180th F-16 Fighter
Wing is genuinely the best in the world. Why?
Because Jack Murtha helped to build its capa-
bility. | daresay he attended to all 435 con-
gressional districts with the same diligence.

Our Guard and Reserve units were modern-
ized with improved pay and benefits because
he knew their importance: he advised America
cannot conduct successful operations without
them. America’s blood supply is more robust
and deliverable because he fought for it. New
weapons, materiel, and technologies are un-
derway in every service branch because Jack
knew that some generals tend to fight the last
war, so he purposely worked in the future.

Jack Murtha respected the awesome power
of the U.S. military, but he also knew its limits.

| have never served in Congress when Jack
Murtha wasn’t here. Properly, a U.S. flag has
been placed on his chair in the “Pennsylvania
Corner,” where he anchored his work on the
floor of the House of Representatives and will
remain unoccupied by those who held him in
esteem. His knowledge, leadership, measure,
and tutelage remain timeless gifts to those
who shared his path.

As the first Democratic woman to serve on
the defense subcommittee of Appropriations, |
can attest it would never have happened but
for his support and encouragement. For his
faith in me, | shall always be in his debt as |
try to emulate his acuity, range and concern.

We, his subcommittee colleagues, who had
the privilege of serving most closely with this
giant of a man, shall miss him greatly.

When my constituents ask me to describe
him, here is what | say in his cadence: Jack.
Authentic. Patriotic. Man of the House. Marine.
Chairman. Colonel. Dean. Semper fi. Fearless.
Keen. Optimistic. Jovial. With an unforgettable
glint in his eyes. Alive. Devoted husband to
Joyce and proud and caring father and grand-
father. Son of Johnstown. Rough hewn. Battle
Tested. 2 Purple Hearts. A Bronze Star. Not
blow dried nor cosmetic. Fiercely loyal to his
district and Pennsylvania. In command. Ex-
traordinarily hard working. Kept Marine hours,
rising early, arriving early. Always building oth-
ers. Trusted. Never gave a word he would
break. If he said, I'll talk to you about it later,
the subject was closed before you knew it.
Acute judge of character. Revered counselor
to dozens and dozens of Members and
friends. In few golden but choice words, he
advised, critiqued, led. Defended his sub-
committee’s prerogatives.
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Don’t mess with him. Absolutely loved poli-
tics. A ticket maker and analyzer. Lots of real
friends. Some really cruel enemies. Always
had a good word. Liked bright colors on oth-
ers. Extraordinarily gifted. Well read. An au-
thor. Well traveled too, often to war zones.
Visited the wounded and bore that pain close
to his heart.

Quite curious. New ideas and insights cap-
tivated him. Capable of independent views.
Razor sharp mind. Don’'t tangle with him un-
less you know your subject. Memory that
could recall votes from 10 years ago, and who
voted which way. Master of the Rules. Wield-
ed the gavel with authority and certitude. At-
tentive to the Floor at all times even when you
thought he wasn’t paying attention. A coach.
Possessed all the attributes to be Speaker,
except he came from the working class of
people and didn’t hail from a financial or gov-
ernment enclave.

Not a trust fund baby nor into the cocktail
circuit. Self made. Fair. Precise. Garrulous.
Politically savvy. Strong, Unflinching. Always
humorous, throwing his head back with a sin-
cere laugh, and “is that so?” A brusque man-
ner that didn’t suffer fools gladly. Regularly
reached across the aisle. Consistently passed
his bills with nearly unanimous support. He in-
stinctively knew how to build a majority.

Lived war. Heart always with the soldier.
Loyal disciple of Speaker Tip O’Neill and the
common man. Soul buddies with twinkles in
their eyes. Cussing occasionally. But a good
word always. A giant tree has fallen in the for-
est. A lion is now at rest. How fortunate are
we who cherish his friendship and service. We
loved him and will deeply miss him. America’s
defense is the best in the world because
Chairman Jack Murtha lived to leave that leg-
acy.

————

HONORING THE LIFE OF
CHAIRMAN JOHN MURTHA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. LOWEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Speaker, I rise
to pay tribute to the life of our dear
friend and colleague, Chairman Jack
Murtha. Jack was truly an all-Amer-
ican, a committed public servant, deco-
rated veteran of war, small business-
man, devoted husband and father and
grandfather.

Many have recalled tonight and in re-
cent weeks his service on the front
lines of combat. His experience in the
military made him a lifelong advocate
for our men and women in uniform and
a compass for this body when it came
to making some of the toughest issues
we face, those related to the defense of
the United States.

Jack Murtha exercised his power to
protect the country he loved, taking
seriously the trust of his constituents
and his responsibility to the American
people.
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I learned so much from Jack Murtha.
I witnessed firsthand and benefited
from his expertise on military strat-
egy, intelligence, and foreign policy.
His compassion and commitment to do
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what was right were equally impres-
sive. On his broad shoulders, he carried
a great burden to not only provide for
our troops and their security but to en-
sure that we have made this world a
better place, a safer place, including
for innocent civilians in war zones and
vulnerable societies around the world.
And with a heavy heart he regularly
gave his time to lift the spirits of men
and women recovering from injuries in
battles, sharing with them the appre-
ciation of a grateful Nation.

Finally, I would like to note his dedi-
cation to a goal we shared: Alleviating
cancer, especially those unique to
women. He not only worked to help
adapt military technology to aid in the
treatment of cancer, he and his loving
wife, Joyce, have supported initiatives
to directly support breast cancer pa-
tients and survivors.

Jack was a giant among men. He was
tough, he was smart, he was committed
to this great institution. His lifelong
service to our country will be missed.

Rest in peace, my dear friend. I will
miss him.

————

IN TRIBUTE TO REPRESENTATIVE
JOHN P. MURTHA OF PENNSYL-
VANIA

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

Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey.
Madam Speaker, I've been in Congress
now—this is my 14th year.

A lot of people don’t know about the
quality of some of the people who are
here in the Congress. A lot of people in
this country find it funny to ridicule
elected officials in general—Members
of Congress in particular.

I am going to talk to you about a
great American, a great human being.
But there are many others like him, in
a sense, with the patriotism and grace
and greatness that he possessed.

Grace, generosity, and greatness:
Jack Murtha. This was my fourth year
serving on Mr. Murtha’s defense sub-
committee, and I was wondering how
this giant of a man—physical giant,
powerful, legislatively powerful man,
would accept this guy from Jersey on
his subcommittee. But he had such
grace. He welcomed me with great ci-
vility and gentility. He was tough. He
was sO generous to me. He was gen-
erous to everyone on the committee.

He believed in bipartisanship abso-
lutely, completely and totally, espe-
cially when it came to the security of
our beloved country, the United States
of America. So he took the best ideas
from wherever they came—Democrat,
Republican, liberal, or conservative. He
just wanted what was best for America.

To talk about generosity, he even let
me, a New Jersey guy, into the Penn-
sylvania corner. I was tickled by it. I
was honored. For most of my years
here when I was not on his sub-
committee, I would see him over there
in his corner, and I would see the peo-
ple flocking around him from Pennsyl-
vania and elsewhere, coming as if truly
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just to get an audience with just a
great man, a great human being, to get
advice, to get direction, to get support.
He always made you feel as if he was
interested in your point of view.

He asked me what books I read. When
I told him, he said, I want to read that
book, and he did. He made you feel like
you were making a contribution.

The greatness of Jack Murtha—aside
from being a great husband and father
and war hero and devoted representa-
tive of the people of Johnstown and his
congressional district—part of his
greatness was his expectations, his ex-
pectations about what it meant to be
an American, someone committed to
equal justice, equal opportunity, and
integrity. His integrity was unques-
tioned and unquestionable.

I just hope that we remember,
Madam Speaker, when we think of this
great, gracious, generous, gentle giant,
Jack Murtha, we remember not only
his expectations for himself, but we re-
member his expectations for each of us.
He had it of his staff, he had it of his
committee members, he had it of all of
his colleagues of the House that we be-
have as true American patriots and
leave America stronger, freer, more
just, and a greater Nation—as great as
he believed America to be. He de-
manded greatness from all of us and
that we pass on that legacy for our
country, our fellow countrymen and
women, for generations to come.

Thank you, Mr. Murtha, for all you
have done for us, and we hope to repay
all that you have done for us by giving
back to our country and creating the
kind of country that you fought so
hard to make.

We will never forget you, sir. Thank
you. God bless you.

—————

IN TRIBUTE TO REPRESENTATIVE
JOHN P. MURTHA OF PENNSYL-
VANIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. BRALEY) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Madam Speak-
er, some people may wonder why I am
standing here tonight, because almost
everyone who’s spoken before me knew
Jack Murtha longer and better than I
did.

But one of the things that I want to
share with everyone who cares about
Jack is my first meeting in his office,
because Jack came to the door and
greeted me, and as we were walking in,
I looked up on the wall of his office and
I saw that famous photograph that Joe
Rosenthal took of the flag-raising on
Iwo Jima, and it was signed by Joe
Rosenthal. And I stopped the chair-
man, and I pointed it out to him, and I
told him that my father landed at Iwo
Jima the same days that those flags
were raised. And in that instant, Jack
Murtha became my friend for life.

And we talked about the photograph,
and I showed him that over the shoul-
der of those Marines on Mount
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Suribachi, you could see down on the
shoreline on Green Beach LST-808,
which was the landing ship tank that
dropped my dad off on Iwo Jima 65
years ago yesterday.

And after that moment, any time I
had a question or a concern or a prob-
lem that affected the men and women
in my district or my State that served
this country in uniform, I knew where
to go, and I went to Jack Murtha.

And one of the amazing things about
how all of this unfolded is Jack and I
had talked about this year being the
65th anniversary of the invasion of Iwo
Jima, and we talked about going there
together. And unfortunately, because
of his tragic loss of life, we never had
that opportunity.

And I think about that because my
dad died 29 years ago, and SO many
things about him were like Jack. He
landed as an 18-year-old farm boy from
Iowa, and he saw horrible things in
war. Like Jack, he saw one of his good
friends vaporized by a shell burst, and
I have read the story of that account
by the commanding officer of the core
artillery that my dad served under,
Colonel John Letcher.

One of the things that I did recently
was I got a chance to tape the vet-
eran’s history interview of my cousin,
Richard Braley, who, like my dad, was
a Marine and served in Vietnam as an
officer, just like Jack Murtha. And one
of the things that is so special about
people like my dad and my cousin and
Jack Murtha is you never forget and
you’re always faithful.

So when my dad died 29 years ago,
one of the most emotional things that
happened was when my cousin flew all
the way back from Hawaii so that
someone would be at that small rural
cemetery where he was buried to play
taps, and he played it on his trumpet.
And then he came up to me at the very
end with tears in his eyes, and he said,
I wonder if you could help. I brought
this with me and I would like to put it
in the casket. And I looked down and
in his hand he had a small silver me-
dallion with the words ‘‘Semper
Fidelis” on it.

And when I heard these stories about
Jack Murtha all afternoon long, one of
the other things it reminded me of was
how mad my mother used to get when
my dad would stop and pick up hitch-
hikers, because she didn’t think it was
safe for him to be doing that. And I
think my dad and Jack Murtha real-
ized after the hell that they had lived
through on the battlefield, that the
rest of their lives was gravy.

And as I was listening here to all of
these amazing stories about Jack, I
was thinking to myself, I wish my fa-
ther had lived to meet Jack.

And then it suddenly dawned on me
that he probably has.

———

IN TRIBUTE TO JOHN P. MURTHA
OF PENNSYLVANIA

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

Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland. Madam
Speaker, I rise today to express my
condolences to the family of Jack Mur-
tha and to pay tribute to him. As a rel-
atively new Member of this body, I
knew Jack Murtha only briefly, but I
am so grateful even for that.

One day very early in my tenure here
in Congress, I needed some guidance on
a military issue, and everyone told me
I needed to speak directly with Mr.
Murtha. I have to admit I was just a
little bit intimidated. It wasn’t just his
size and the boom of his voice and his
upright carriage, but I knew he knew
stuff and that he could guide me. But
to my great surprise, Mr. Murtha was
so wonderful to me. His advice was
sage, his generosity was unlimited, his
inquiry was precise, and his kindness
and gentleness were truly genuine. And
from that moment forward, I am hon-
ored to have been guided by his good
counsel.

I can still see on occasion when I sit
in the Speaker’s chair a twinkle from
his eye, and when it got a little rough,
a little bit of a nod from that back cor-
ner.

On a personal note, Jack Murtha re-
membered that I grew up in a military
family, and he asked me about my fa-
ther’s and my brother’s service and my
experiences growing up. And I talked
to him about being a candy striper and
reading to our service men and women
at veterans’ hospitals.

And I know that he cared deeply
about our servicemembers and about
their families and about the special ob-
ligation that we owe to them. He un-
derstood more than so many the call to
service and the importance for polit-
ical leaders to carry that at the fore-
front of all of our decisions on ques-
tions of war and peace. And his passion
was so evident. And I know that my
family and all of our servicemembers
and their family members are so much
better off because of Jack Murtha’s
service in this body, his service to our
Nation, his commitment to them and
to their service.

And so I am really grateful, Jack, to
have even had just a moment in time
with you, and I only hope that in my
service here in the United States Con-
gress, I can carry myself forward with
the kind of honor and duty and courage
with which you served.

————
0 1915

REMEMBERING CHAIRMAN JACK
MURTHA

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

Mr. JONES. Madam Speaker, my
heart ached so much last week when I
heard that the chairman, and that’s
what I called Jack Murtha, Mr. Chair-
man, that he had passed on. My father
served in the Congress for 26 years. I
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have been here for 15 years. So that
means for 41 years Jack Murtha, Mr.
Chairman, has been part of our life, of
the Walter Jones family.

I wanted to come to the floor tonight
because I could not go to bed knowing
that this tribute would be held to
honor a great man. I have the privilege
of having Camp Lejeune Marine Base
and Cherry Point Marine Air Station
in the Third District of North Carolina.
To the chairman, the Marines were a
part of his heart, because he was a ma-
rine.

The many times that I would go to
that corner that so many people have
made reference to, and I would stand in
line because I am a Republican, and
that didn’'t matter to him. What
mattered to him was that I was a per-
son, like the chairman, who cared. As
has been said many times before me to-
night, it didn’t matter which party you
were in. What was good for America,
what was good for the military, that’s
what he stood for.

I would stand and wait my time, and
he would say, Walter, what do you
need? I would go up and take my turn
and say, Mr. Chairman, our marines
down in Camp Lejeune are having
many problems with PTSD and TBI,
and there are not enough psychiatrists
to help. This was the last time I spoke
to him. He said, Well, why don’t we get
together. Why don’t we have a meet-
ing.

So in the little room downstairs, I
guess, on the first floor, the basement,
in his room, we would go in, and I
would talk to him about the needs of
the marines, and the marines loved
him. I had a couple in my room tonight
when this started and they were say-
ing, We’ve lost a great friend.

But tonight, for me personally, it
was to come down here and say, Mr.
Chairman, thank you. Thank you for
having the time for a person that’s no
more than a foot soldier in the Con-
gress. I am talking about myself. It
didn’t matter who you were, what posi-
tion you held in the Republican Party
or the Democratic Party, it was a mat-
ter of his heart. His heart was what can
I do to help you. What does your dis-
trict need? What do your marines need?
And he would always find time to talk
to you.

So, tonight, I wanted to come down
for just a few minutes to say to the
family that are here tonight that he
was a great man, he was a patriot, and
he is the kind of man that America
needs to remember with great respect
and also to thank him for being a man
of humility.

I have always said that Christ was a
man of humility, and he got so much
accomplished because he was a man of
humility. Chairman Murtha was a man
of humility. He had great power, but he
did not flex the muscles of power. He
walked and he worked with humility.

Tonight I close by saying, Mr. Chair-
man, thank you for taking the time for
all of us. You were a man that probably
slept well at night because you were
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overworked, but you are in a better
place now, and I am sure God is listen-
ing to whatever advice you might have
to make America a better country.

I thank you for giving me this time
to say thank you and goodbye, and
America will miss you, and the Jones
family will miss you, also.

HONORING CONGRESSMAN JOHN
“JACK” MURTHA

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

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida.
Madam Speaker, to whom God has
given much, much is expected. We are
truly blessed that we have had the op-
portunity to work and serve with Mr.
Murtha.

Now, I have my Mr. Murtha story. I
was able to get Mr. Murtha to come to
my district, Jacksonville, Florida, the
Third Congressional District, which is
a military district, but I knew that
when he came that I would only have
one shot. So I wanted to make sure I
covered everything he needed to see in
my district.

We started out at the marine base,
we went to the port, we went to Cecil
Field, we went to Shands Hospital
where we had the proton beam. Well,
they had tried to get a proton beam in
his area. I took the doctor in my area,
so he was very shocked when he came
to Jacksonville and found out that not
only did I have the proton beam in
Jacksonville, I had his doctor from his
area.

Then I had a reception scheduled for
him, and, of course, he said, I don’t
work this hard. You have shown me ev-
erything that you want to develop in
your district. Of course, the point is, he
came, he saw, and we were able to get
the services that the military people
needed in my area.

I will never forget, when I went to
Normandy, and we had a visitors cen-
ter, and they had just opened the visi-
tors center there. It was a tribute to
all of the people that had served and
died in Normandy. And they had no
place to go, it was all the crosses, but
it was a center that Mr. Murtha and
the chairman of Appropriations had
gotten funded. Yes, it was an earmark,
it was an earmark and a tribute to the
people that had served this country. I
will never forget how proud I was to go
to that visitors center. That should be
Mr. Murtha’s name on that visitors
center in Normandy because he did so
much.

In closing, I want to say we always
sing the song ‘‘God Bless America,”
and, yes, God blessed America because
of Mr. Murtha. In closing, the scrip-
ture, Paul, he has fought a good fight
and he has finished the course, but it is
left up to us now to continue to work,
to continue to work for our veterans,
to continue to work for the military.
This is the kind of tribute that we
should pay to Mr. Murtha. The work is
not finished.
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God did bless America with giving us
the example of Mr. Murtha.

| was extremely saddened to hear about the
passing of my close colleague and dear friend,
Congressman John Murtha, Chairman of the
Defense Appropriations subcommittee. Elected
to the House of Representatives in 1974, Rep.
Murtha dedicated his life to serving his coun-
try, both in the military and in Congress. A
former Marine, he was the first Vietnam com-
bat Veteran elected to Congress.

Ever since | came to Washington, Con-
gressman Murtha and | had always had a very
close relationship; in part, because my district,
Florida’s third, has a strong military presence,
and because of our joint efforts in the arena
of veterans affairs. Considered by most to be
one of the most influential Democrats in the
House, he was an expert and a leader on
issues concerning Defense, the military, and
our nation’s veterans. Deeply respected by
Republicans and Democrats alike, Congress-
man Murtha’s leadership and institutional
knowledge of all aspects of our nation’s secu-
rity policy will be greatly missed, as will his
charm and leadership within the Democratic
party. My thoughts and prayers go out to the
Congressman’s wife, Joyce, and the entire
Murtha family.

————

IN TRIBUTE TO REPRESENTATIVE
JOHN MURTHA

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

Mr. CAPUANO. Madam Speaker, out
of respect for Jack, I will be very brief.
Great American, great patriot, but for
me he was a friend. He was my buddy.

The truth is, he was my buddy not
because we shared a philosophical
view—we probably disagreed on more
than we agreed on—but because we re-
spected each other. In my world, the
best thing you can say about anybody
is he didn’t forget where he came from.
Jack mnever forgot. He represented
working men and women to the ut-
most. Even when we disagreed, his mo-
tivation was pure.

He was the epitome of a politician.
He liked helping people. I disdain poli-
ticians who think that we won’t or
that we shouldn’t help people. That’s
what we are here for. Jack knew that
from the day he got here to the day he
left. He was my friend. I'm going to
miss him. I think America will miss
him, but I will miss him.

Jack, I will tell you that I am not
looking forward to it, but when my day
comes I'm going to be looking you up.
My hope is that you’ll be up there with
a whole bunch of the good old boys and
hopefully you’ll welcome me then as
you welcomed me when I got here.

I'm going to miss you, Jack.

———

IN TRIBUTE TO REPRESENTATIVE
JOHN P. MURTHA OF PENNSYL-
VANIA
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Ohio (Mr. DRIEHAUS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. DRIEHAUS. Madam Speaker, I
just wanted to join all of my colleagues
as we give our thanks to Jack and
Jack’s family. I am a new Member of
Congress, and I didn’t get to know
Jack Murtha until the fall of 2008 when
I was running for Congress. Jack came
down to Cincinnati and we visited the
VA hospital. We sat down with some
veterans and we sat down with the staff
of the VA hospital and started talking
about PTSD and the PTSD program
that we had in Cincinnati.

Jack had such a sincere interest, and
he exuded care for those veterans. He
wanted to see that what we were doing
in Cincinnati was replicated across the
country.

Every time I went to Jack and asked
for something, every time I approached
him, he was open. As I talked to or as
I listened to the Members here tonight,
there seems to be an underlying theme:
We didn’t go and Jack asked us for
things. Every time you approached
Jack Murtha, he was asking what he
could do for you. What a great Con-
gressman. What a great dad.

Jack was the type of guy that in his
district, he was always asking that
question: What can I do for you? And
that’s the right question. We had per-
haps the greatest challenge that we
faced in Cincinnati this year, on a jobs
program. It was the Joint Strike
Fighter, the competitive engine pro-
gram.

I happened to be the Congressman for
the district for GE—Aviation where
that engine is made. We were worried.
We were worried that we were going to
lose a thousand jobs. Now I know it to
be a good program. I know it to be a
cost-saving program, but the Presi-
dent, the administration, sometimes
thinks a little differently about that
program.

So I went to Jack, and I said, Jack,
I'm really worried about this. This is a
lot of jobs in Cincinnati. I believe this
is the right thing to do for the country.
Without hesitation, he just looked me
in the eye and he said, Steve, don’t
worry about it, we’ll take care of it.

I knew that it was taken care of, be-
cause I had Jack’s word. He was that
type of guy. He had that kind of
strength and that kind of authority.
Every time you approached him, he
was always asking what he could do for
you.

This House was a great place because
of Jack Murtha, and we are a lesser
body because of his loss. I lost my fa-
ther a little over a year ago, and he
was a lot like Jack. I hope the two of
them have gotten to know each other
since Jack’s passing, because he re-
minded me a lot of my dad.

You will be greatly missed, Jack. I
thank your family, and I thank your
community for sharing you with us and
the American people for so long.
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IN TRIBUTE TO REPRESENTATIVE
JOHN P. MURTHA OF PENNSYL-
VANIA

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

Mr. STUPAK. Madam Speaker, I will
be brief. I have been tied up most of the
afternoon and never thought I would
have an opportunity to come down and
join in this special order to our friend
and our colleague, Jack Murtha. I am
very pleased and heartened by all of
the outpouring of Members who have
come down here for the last few hours,
and it has also given me an oppor-
tunity to say a few things about my
friend, Jack Murtha.

Jack would be embarrassed about all
of the attention being shown to him to-
night, but for those of us who knew and
love and respected Jack Murtha, it’s
been an especially hard week, espe-
cially those of us who hang out, as we
say, in the Pennsylvania Corner. When
we always look on the corner to see
Jack there, we see a folded American
flag. I guess it’s appropriate for Jack’s
service to his country, not only as a
soldier, but also as a Member of this
House of Representatives.

If you want to know more about Jack
Murtha, his courage, his love for this
country, I would urge you to read the
book that he wrote, “From Vietnam to
9/11: On the Front Lines of National Se-
curity.” He really traced the history of
this country, policy and military in-
volvement of this country since Viet-
nam to September 11. It is written by a
true patriot who lived it and urged all
of us to also see the world and our com-
mitment and our dedication to the men
and women in uniform through the
eyes of Jack Murtha in a book.

I said it’s been a hard week, and I
think everything that needs to be said
about Jack Murtha has probably been
said. I am thankful for having known
him, and I am thankful for the oppor-
tunity of being able to come down here
tonight and just say a few words and to
express our love and condolences for
Joyce and the entire Murtha family.

——————

IN TRIBUTE TO REPRESENTATIVE
JOHN P. MURTHA OF PENNSYL-
VANIA

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

Mr. WELCH. Madam Speaker, one of
the qualities, of, I think, a great person
is that they don’t see themselves as
great. They really see themselves as
ordinary.

If they value something about them-
selves, it’s that being ordinary allows
them to do generous and good things
for other people. Jack Murtha was a
huge figure for those of us who were in
my class, the class of 2006. People may
remember that the big debate that
year was about the war in Iraq.
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I ran as a person who was opposed to
that war, and I remember during the
campaign being very dispirited won-
dering where we were going. Then a
voice rose out of Washington, and it
was a Vietnam veteran, it was a com-
bat decorated marine, it was the chair
of the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee, it was a man who had the
highest credentials as an advocate for
the military. That voice, of course, was
Jack Murtha.

O 1930

And he stood up and he said that this
war was wrong. He said that his vote
was a mistake.

What attracted me, I think my class-
mates, and all of my colleagues who
have been speaking to this man, Jack
Murtha, was his generosity—he was al-
ways wondering what could he do for
you today—his integrity, but he also
had a quality of incredible strength.
You gravitated to Jack because he was
a strong man, strong in his convic-
tions, strong in his will to carry on,
and yet with the strength of a person
who had the strength of mind and was
willing to experience and analyze what
was going on. When he came to his con-
clusion about Iraq, it was through the
eyes of the soldier on the ground in as-
sessing what was going on and why.

Even as he changed his policy posi-
tion on Iraq, no one was a stronger sup-
porter of the troops getting what they
needed to be safe and getting what
they needed to be taken care of when
they got home. And what he under-
stood and he began to teach this Con-
gress and this country was that if we
respect the valor of these men and
women who are willing to subordinate
their own judgment to take an oath of
allegiance to the flag of the Com-
mander in Chief and to report for duty
when and where ordered by the Presi-
dent, then Congress and he, Jack Mur-
tha, had a solemn responsibility to do
every single thing in his body, mind,
heart, and soul to provide those sol-
diers with a policy that was worthy of
the sacrifice they were willing to
make.

Like I think everybody here in Con-
gress, when Jack would ask what Jack
could do for me, I oftentimes had an
answer. But the first time he asked me
that question was the first day of my
experience here in Congress. I said to
Jack, I understand that you go out and
visit the troops often at Bethesda and
at Walter Reed. And he told me he did.
He usually went alone, almost always
went alone, always quietly, never any
press, never any entourage. I asked
him if in the course of my 2 years in
Congress sometime he would take me
to go with him, and it turned out that
the next day he did.

I will never forget going through the
Bethesda Naval Hospital with Jack
Murtha and seeing how, when he talked
to our troops who suffered incredible
injuries, he had that same directness,
that same pride, that same confidence
in engaging these soldiers—What hap-
pened? How did it happen? Was it an
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IED? Was it trip wire? Was it pressure
activated?

He knew everything about the experi-
ence of these soldiers. And he wasn’t
sentimental. He was direct. He was
blunt. And in that strength he was
warm and encouraging and respectful
to the service of those soldiers. It is
something only a person with Jack’s
strength of character could do.

We all know that Jack was endlessly
challenged by the press for the so-
called earmarks. I remember that he
took the criticism as though it was a
grain of salt, and when asked, he would
hold up a document saying, this is my
power. It is in the Constitution, and I
take care of my people.

We lost a great man.

———

IN TRIBUTE TO REPRESENTATIVE
JOHN P. MURTHA OF PENNSYL-
VANIA

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

Mr. COHEN. Madam Speaker, many
speakers have preceded me today in
speaking about Mr. Murtha—and I will
always call him Mr. Murtha because
that’s how I referred to him here in the
House and that’s how I will refer to
him in memory.

I only had the opportunity to serve
with him for 3 years, and I feel cer-
tainly inadequate in being the last per-
son to speak, but this man was my
friend. He was like a father figure to
me.

When I was thinking about running
for Congress, I came up here to view
Congress and think about it. I wasn’t
sure if I was going to run or not. I went
up in that gallery and I sat on this left
side of the aisle, Madam Speaker. I
looked at the floor and all the people
down here and I thought about whether
or not I wanted to run. But coming up
here, I was in Rayburn, and I walked up
by the train that comes from Rayburn
to the Capitol. And this man came up
to me, this gentleman—I didn’t know
him—and he put his arm around me
and we talked on the way up and
walked all the way down the path. And
he said, Young man, this is going to be
like 1974. It’s going to be a great year
for Democrats.

We got up the elevator—and I was so
proud to be in this building—and we
got to the top and he went to the left
where you enter the Speaker’s lobby
and come onto this floor and I went
around the way to this gallery where
visitors go. He said, Next time you
come up here, I hope you can come in
here with me. And it was the next time
I got to come in here with him.

I was so proud every time I got to go
over—I read about ‘“Murtha’s Corner’”’
in The New York Times, and then I
find myself over there with mostly
folks from Pennsylvania, but also the
different people that were fond of Mr.
Murtha. I was standing there and I
thought, I remember reading about
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Murtha’s Corner, now I'm in Murtha’s
Corner. And I was in his corner and he
was in mine. When I needed help for my
community and learning about appro-
priations, defense appropriations and
how they could benefit this country
and my community and my univer-
sities, he helped me. He always helped
me. And I helped him when he was in
need in his last election.

I made the trip to Johnstown for his
funeral, and I am so happy I did and I
am happy to be here. I could not let
this opportunity pass to speak about
this great American. It has been talked
about he was a marine and he was the
first from Vietnam to be elected—he
was part of that class—and he stood up
and received the John F. Kennedy Pro-
files in Courage Award. All is true. But
the bottom line is he was a good
human being.

“Avuncular’” is a word I learned
when I was in high school, uncle-like
figure, and I guess he was an uncle-like
figure. He was just a grand, good
human being. I will miss him. This
House will miss him. And I am just for-
tunate that I passed this way at the
same time he did and got to change
time with him in life.

Thank you, Jack Murtha.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Ms. Curtis, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed
with amendments in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested, a bill
of the House of the following title:

H.R. 3961. An act to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to reform the Medi-
care SGR payment system for physicians and
to reinstitute and update the Pay-As-You-Go
requirement of budget neutrality on new tax
and mandatory spending legislation, en-
forced by the threat of annual, automatic se-
questration.

———————

IN HONOR OF SERGEANT
JEREMIAH WITTMAN

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

Mr. INGLIS. Madam Speaker, I am
here to honor one of America’s heroes.
U.S. Army Sergeant Jeremiah
Wittman, age 26, was killed in Afghani-
stan on Saturday, February 13, 2010.
Sergeant Wittman was from Montana.
His wife, Karyn, is from the Chesnee/
Boiling Springs area of Spartanburg
County, South Carolina.

Sergeant Wittman and Karyn have a
beautiful 3-year-old daughter named
Miah. I got to play in Miah’s doll house
when I visited her grandparents’ home
recently. More on that in a minute.

Sergeant Wittman was doing what
Americans best do—he was protecting
freedom, protecting us, when an impro-
vised explosive device was detonated
near him as he was on foot patrol in
Zhari province in Afghanistan.
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I wonder what it means to a 3-year-
old, Madam Speaker, to hear that her
daddy is one of our heroes. I said that
to Miah the other night at her house. I
know she heard it from others because
we are very patriotic people in the up-
state of South Carolina, Madam Speak-
er. Still, I wonder what it means to a 3-
year-old.

Miah’s mom, Karyn, knows what it
means. She knew what it meant when
representatives of the U.S. Army
showed up at her parents’ front door
dressed in ‘‘Class A’s.” She knows that
this Saturday an Army officer will
kneel beside her and say that the
President of the United States and a
grateful Nation stand in appreciation
of the honorable and faithful service of
her husband, Jeremy.

Devoted spouses like Karyn and self-
sacrificing parents 1like Sergeant
Wittman’s know that service means
the possibility of not coming home safe
and sound, the possibility that the last
full measure of devotion will be given
on a battlefield far from home.

The people of the upstate of South
Carolina and Montana know what it
means. It means that we must live our
lives in gratitude to America’s best;
the ones who come home unscathed,
the ones who come home with scars,
and the ones who come home in solemn
honor.

But what does it mean to Miah? Well,
Madam Speaker, if you will indulge
me, I will try to say what it means in
a letter to Miah.

Dear Miah, that’s an awesome doll-
house you have in the living room at
your grandma and grandpa’s house.
Thank you for letting me see the cool
things you’ve got in there. I like the
computer a lot, and the lights over the
door to your doll tent are awesome.
Thank you for showing me the pictures
of you and your daddy.

I guess you’ve noticed by now that
grown-ups like us cry sometimes when
we hear you say that your daddy is in
heaven. It’s not that we’re not happy
for him. You know better than us
grown-ups that your daddy can trust
God to dry every tear. It’s just that
we’re overwhelmed by the gift you’ve
given. You and your mom and your
grandparents have given the rest of us
the gift of your dad’s life.

He was in Afghanistan protecting
you and your mom mostly, but he was
also there protecting me and my fam-
ily and all American families. So if you
see a lot of people crying, it’s the only
way we know to show how much we
care, how much your dad’s sacrifice,
how much your sacrifice means to us.

A sergeant like your dad told me re-
cently, “When I see good things at
risk, I’'m inclined to fight for it. I guess
that’s why I'm in the Army.” That’s
Sergeant Mennell from Texas. I don’t
know if Sergeant Mennell knew your
dad, but I bet that’s what your dad
thought too. Your dad saw your future
at risk, Miah, so he went to fight for
you and for me and for all of us.

When I was leaving your house the
other night, there was a beautiful
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moon hanging low in the west over the
mountains you can see from the top of
your driveway. It was glowing orange
and looked like a bowl that could hold
something. I thought of those pictures
of you and your dad. I thought of God
holding the moon up there, holding
your dad, holding you and your mom,
holding this whole big world. It seemed
like the moon was doing something
else, Miah. It seemed that it was hold-
ing the hope of a lot of tomorrows. You
see, as the moon falls, the sun rises on
a new day. When your dad fell, it was
so that you could have many more to-
morrows in peace and freedom.

When I see a waxing moon glowing
orange and hanging low in the west,
stretching its light from South Caro-
lina to that farm your dad loved in
Montana, I'll think of you, Miah, and
I'll think of your dad, and I'll pray for
many tomorrows for you and for the
country your dad loved.

Thank you, Miah.

Your friend, Bob.

P.S. Keep an eye on those dinosaurs
in your doll tent. You know they scare
me.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2701, INTELLIGENCE AU-
THORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2010, WAIVING REQUIRE-
MENT OF CLAUSE 6(a) OF RULE
XIII WITH RESPECT TO CONSID-
ERATION OF CERTAIN RESOLU-
TIONS, AND PROVIDING FOR
CONSIDERATION OF MOTIONS TO
SUSPEND THE RULES

Mr. ARCURI, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 111-419) on the resolution (H.
Res. 1105) providing for consideration
of the bill (H.R. 2701) to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2010 for in-
telligence and intelligence-related ac-
tivities of the United States Govern-
ment, the Community Management Ac-
count, and the Central Intelligence
Agency Retirement and Disability Sys-
tem, and for other purposes, waiving a
requirement of clause 6(a) of rule XIII
with respect to consideration of certain
resolutions reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, and providing for con-
sideration of motions to suspend the
rules, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

———

POLITICAL DRAMA AT THE WHITE
HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. AKIN) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. AKIN. Madam Speaker, this
evening we stand just before a day—to-
morrow—of great political drama.

I am trained as an engineer, and not
much of an expert on drama or plays,
but I have at least one theory about
acting in plays and drama, and that is,
usually it’s very good or very bad.
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As we take a look at the drama that
faces people who will be watching to-
morrow, the question tonight is: What
drama are they liable to watch? Are
they going to watch the Olympics, the
last part of the Olympics, which will be
very exciting, or the political drama of
6 hours of discussions or debate? I
think there will be more drama that
will take place tomorrow on the health
care bill.

Now, we have been talking about this
health care bill for more than a year,
and the subject has had a tendency to
get a little bit stale, but tomorrow is
an attempt to revive that discussion.
One of the things that is required in
good drama is the theme, or the major
topic, and the different parts of that
drama have to be believable. I think
that’s one of the things that may make
the drama tomorrow more difficult in
terms of its success. Let’s just talk
about what really is believable.

The President claimed about a year
or so ago—I guess it was in a State of
the TUnion message—that this new
health care was going to save money
and that it wouldn’t cost us a dime.
Well, I guess that’s true. It’s going to
cost more like $1 trillion. Is that be-
lievable?

The President repeatedly said that
Republicans had no ideas. Yet, in Balti-
more, just a month or two ago, he said,
not that the Republicans had no ideas,
but that he’d read a good number of
the bills that had been introduced by
the Republicans. Is that believable?

The President also pledged trans-
parency and openness in the whole
process of developing a health care bill.
What we have seen has been that bills
are developed behind closed doors, and
for tomorrow, the bill that has been
created behind closed doors is going to
be revealed only for 24 hours. So is the
transparency-openness pledge believ-
able?

In Baltimore, the President talked
about the fact that he has a lot of eco-
nomic experts scoring the bill and tak-
ing a look at whether it works finan-
cially or not, whether or not the dif-
ferent component parts come together
and whether or not it achieves the eco-
nomic results that he wants. Yet, when
the Congressional Budget Office, which
is supposedly and to a large degree po-
litically neutral, scored the bill, they
said that the Republican bill actually
reduces premiums by 10 percent while
the Democrat bill makes them more
expensive.

Then there is a question about
whether or not the meeting tomorrow,
which is attempting to be billed as bi-
partisan and bipartisanship—does that
really make sense? Because, if you
write a bill behind closed doors, unveil-
ing it at the last minute, within 24
hours, and then demand that the Re-
publicans agree to it, is that really bi-
partisanship? I wonder if that is believ-
able.

The President promised us that the
bill that he was going to present when
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he was in Baltimore would include tort
reform. Yet the bill that we have seen
did the exact opposite. The States that
had already enacted tort reform were
forbidden from using those tort reform
laws. So, in effect, it would reverse tort
reform and would go in the exact oppo-
site direction. Is that believable?

We were told that the special deals
have been taken out. Yet, in a few min-
utes, we will take a look at those spe-
cial deals which remain in the bill.

Then last of all—and it is the one
that I find most amazing—the Repub-
licans are obstructionists. I find that
hard to believe how anybody could
even repeat that, let alone believe it. I
wish it were true. I sorely wish it were
true. The Republicans here in this
Chamber, my Republican colleagues,
are 40 votes short of a majority. There
is nothing that we could obstruct if our
lives depended on it. The Democrats
could lose 20 voters and still pass any-
thing that they choose to pass. So how
we could be, as Republicans, obstruc-
tionists, again, seems very hard to pass
the old sniff test.

Now, it seems that the President, in
setting up this great drama of 6 hours
of televised discussion on health care,
has made a major assumption, which
is, if people just knew what was in his
bill, they would really like it. Probably
the opposite is true. What we have seen
is our constituents, my constituents,
have called in, and they have read por-
tions of these bills. They know what is
in the bill. Guess what? They don’t like
it. In fact, this bill that is being pro-
posed is ugly. It’s so ugly it has to
sneak up on a glass of water just to get
a drink. Well, let’s take a look specifi-
cally at why it is that we are going to
have this great health care political
drama tomorrow, and yet we are not
really passing the believable test. Let’s
just take a look to see if anything has
really changed at all.

First of all, this bill imposes $500 bil-
lion in Medicare cuts. That’s a whole
lot of money. Five hundred billion dol-
lars is going to be taken out of Medi-
care. The old Democrat bill took $500
billion out of Medicare. The Presi-
dent’s new bill takes $500 billion out of
Medicare. The Republican alternative
takes nothing out of Medicare. Well,
nothing seems to have changed here.

This bill enacts job-killing tax hikes
and government regulations, costing
hundreds of billions of dollars. In the
old Democrat bill, yes, that was true
for it. The President’s new plan, which
is online, likewise enacts a lot of job-
killing tax hikes and government regu-
lations that cost billions of dollars. Yet
the Republican alternative does not.

It spends $1 trillion on a government
takeover of the health care system.
This is something that people are real-
ly conscious of. This is a government
takeover of an entire sector of the U.S.
economy—=$1 trillion. I think that num-
ber is short because it’s not counting
the unfunded mandates to States. The
old Democrat bill does that. The Presi-
dent’s new bill does it. The Republican
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bill does not. So what has changed
here?

It benefits trial lawyers by failing to
enact tort reform. Well, the old Demo-
crat bill did not have any real tort re-
form in it. In fact, it went the opposite
way. The President’s new bill is not
different. The Republican alternative
is the opposite. It protects backroom
deals with Washington special inter-
ests. We’ve been told these deals have
been taken out, but they’ve not been
taken out. The old bill had those spe-
cial deals. The new bill does. The Re-
publican bill does not.

It puts government bureaucrats in
charge of personal health care deci-
sions. This is something a lot of Ameri-
cans are very concerned with. It’s bad
enough if some insurance company is
getting between you and your doctor,
but it’s even worse if a government bu-
reaucrat does because, if you don’t like
the insurance company, you can
change companies. You can’t change
governments. So, again, the new pro-
posal is no different than the Democrat
proposal, and the Republicans are not
doing that.

It breaks President Obama’s pledge
not to raise taxes on those who make
less than $250,000. Well, certainly, the
old Democrat bill did raise taxes on
people making less than $250,000. The
new proposal still taxes people more
who make less than $250,000. The Re-
publican proposal does not.

It forces individuals to purchase gov-
ernment-approved health insurance.
That’s something that people are pret-
ty sensitive to—the government’s tell-
ing you that you must buy health in-
surance. The old Democrat bill does
that. The President’s proposal still
does it. Republicans reject that idea. It
forces employers to choose govern-
ment-approved health insurance or
they are going to have to pay a new
tax. So the government is going to tell
you what kind of insurance you have
got to purchase or you are going to
have to pay a new kind of tax. The old
Democrat bill did that. What the Presi-
dent is proposing continues to do it.
The Republicans don’t.

So is this great drama that is sup-
posed to take place tomorrow really
something new? I'm not so sure that it
is in that it seems to follow the same
pattern.

Now, if we take a look at the pro-
posal, the proposal is still pretty much
the same thing. Here is a picture of
what this bill looks like. You have got
a 2,000-page bill, and it is pretty com-
plicated. To try and read 2,000 pages in
24 hours is quite an undertaking. The
only advantage that some of us have is
that it’s so much like the other pro-
posals that it is not really that dif-
ferent. You don’t have to read all 2,000
pages of it to know what’s in there.

As I mentioned, the President makes
an assumption, which is that, if people
just understood the bill better—now
that’s obviously something that he
could talk about for 6 hours, I think, if
it’s that complicated. If people just un-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

derstood the bill better, they would
like it.

What I would propose is that the
President is mistaken in that regard.
What I would like to talk about for
just a few minutes are the people who
are not going to like this bill when
they see what it has got in it, because
there are a lot of these groups of Amer-
icans, various groups, and I will tell
you which groups they are and why
they’re not going to like this bill. I
think, the more that this bill is talked
about and the more that people read it
and see how it works, what’s going to
happen is that you’re going to see
these numbers change.

Right now, in the public opinion of
health care, 58 percent of voters na-
tionwide oppose the Obama health care
reform plan; 58 percent oppose it; 50
percent of voters strongly oppose the
plan, and 78 percent of voters expect
the plan to cost more than projected.
So it’s not very popular now. The ques-
tion is: If they see 6 more hours of
drama, are they going to like the plan
any more? I would suggest that there
are all kinds of groups of people who
are not going to like this plan. Let me
talk to you about some of those groups
of people.

The first is a category that I am in-
creasingly putting myself in, and
that’s the group of people who are
older. I just hit 62 years old, so I'm
feeling a little bit older, and older peo-
ple aren’t going to like this plan for a
couple of reasons:

The first reason they won’t like it is
because of something we mentioned
just a minute ago, which is that this is
going to take $5600 billion out of Medi-
care. Now, when I was first getting
started in politics years ago, the Demo-
crats always accused Republicans of
taking money away from Medicare.
Yet, ironically, this bill which is being
proposed by the President is taking
$500 billion out of Medicare. So, if
you’re an older person, you probably
won’t like it for that reason.

If you are an older person, there is a
bigger and more serious reason that
you will not like this bill. If you are
older, you will go to see the doctor
more. If you go to see the doctor more,
what this bill is going to do is it is
going to harm the quality of American
health care. It will harm the quality.
This has been the experience of every
nation that has had its government
take over health care. It has also been
the experience of two States—Massa-
chusetts and Tennessee—which have
had their State governments try to
take over health care. In every one of
those experiences, the quality of health
care has gone down, and the cost of
health care has gone up.

So, if you are an older person and if
you see the doctor a little bit more,
first of all, you’re not going to like
that great big cut to Medicare. Second
of all, the quality of your health care is
going to go down.

Now let’s say, instead of being older,
you’re young. Certainly you would like
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the bill if the older people don’t like it.
No. Wrong. If you’re young, you won’t
like the bill because this bill forces you
to pay for government insurance which
is written the way the government
says you have to buy the insurance. If
you don’t buy that insurance, you’re
going to be penalized. You’re going to
have to pay a penalty.

If you are a young person, if you like
freedom and if you don’t want the gov-
ernment telling you what kind of in-
surance to buy or if you have to buy in-
surance, you won’t like this bill for
those reasons.

The next group of people that will
probably not like this bill is the group
of people who are married. What this
bill does to married people is it says, if
you’re married, you’re going to have to
pay more money for your health insur-
ance than if you’re single. So there is a
marriage penalty in this bill.

In other words, if you have two indi-
viduals who are both making the same
amount of money—say you have two
individuals making $32,000 a year. If
you take a look at what those two sin-
gle individuals have to pay, because
they get all the subsidies under this
bill, they are going to have to pay a lot
less than the two people, as husband
and wife, who are making the same
amount of money. Those people will
have to pay $2,000 more. So this bill
contains, for that example, $2,000 of
penalties for people who are married.
So, if you’re married, you probably
won’t like this bill.

Now, if you happen to fall in the cat-
egory of being pro-life, or at least if
you fall in the category of not wanting
government money, your tax money, to
pay for abortions, you won’t like this
bill because the bill that’s being pro-
posed is the Senate bill, and it allows
in these insurance policies, which are
government funded, for people to get
abortions through the policies.
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So there is not a strict and clean line
in the bill the way the House version of
the bill was passed which says that
there is absolutely no using these gov-
ernment policies to do abortions. So if
you’re pro-life, you will not like the
Senate version of this bill, and you will
hear people who are involved in the
pro-life cause standing and arguing vig-
orously that the Senate version is un-
acceptable.

Now, if you own a small business,
you’re not going to like this bill. If you
own a small business, this is going to
cause you trouble in a number of dif-
ferent ways. First of all, you'’re going
to be taxed a tremendous amount of
money to help pay for this whole thing.
If you think about small business in
America as being people who have 500
employees or less, that is, 80 percent of
the jobs in America are small business
people, those companies are not going
to like this bill, the people that run
those companies, because of the fact
that it requires those companies, first
of all, to pay a great deal of increased
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taxes to help pay for the trillion-plus-
dollar bill in this package, but also it
requires those companies to buy the in-
surance that the government tells
them they have to buy, and if even one
employee doesn’t like it, then there are
going to be additional penalties. This is
going to cost small businessmen a lot
of taxes and a lot of regulations and
red tape. If you’re a small business-
man, you’re not going to like this bill.

If you’re unemployed, you won’t like
this bill because this bill is going to
cost jobs. It will make it harder for you
to get your next job. How is it that this
bill will make it harder for you to get
your job? We’ll get into that in a little
bit more detail later, but the basic ele-
ments of creating jobs in our economy
is allowing the small businesses to cre-
ate the jobs by creating an environ-
ment in the small business that makes
jobs.

How does that happen? Well, one, you
don’t want to tax the guy that owns
the business because you want him to
put his money back into the business
to expand it, to buy new equipment, to
put a new wing on the building in order
to create more jobs. This bill does the
exact opposite. It buries the small busi-
ness owner in taxes and red tape and a
lot of unknown costs for health care.
When you do that, it’s going to make
the small business less likely to hire
people, and, therefore, if you’re unem-
ployed, it’s going to make it a lot hard-
er to get a job because this is a job-
killing proposal. So if you are an un-
employed person, this is not something
that you want to see passing right
away.

The people in America who own
health insurance are not going to like
this bill. If you own health insurance,
what this bill is going to do is it’s
going to charge you more money for
your health insurance to help pay for
the people who haven’t bought any
health insurance. So this bill is going
to cost you more for the health insur-
ance if you own health insurance.

Let’s just run through the list of who
wouldn’t like this bill. If you’re older,
you won’t like the bill. If you’re young,
you won’t like the bill. If you’re mar-
ried, you won’t like the bill. If you’'re
pro-life, you won’t like the bill. If
you’re a small business owner, you
won’t like the bill. And if you’re some-
body looking to get a job from that
small business owner, you still won’t
like the bill. Then also if you have
health insurance, you’re not going to
like the bill either. So there’s a whole
lot of people that just naturally when
they take a look at what all of this
complicated maze means to them,
those are all people who aren’t going to
like this proposal.

Is that all there are who won’t like
the proposal? Oh, no. There are a lot of
other people who won’t like the pro-
posal as well. Let’s take a look at some
of the others.

If you are concerned about illegal im-
migration, you won’t like the bill be-
cause this bill provides no guarantee
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that illegal immigrants cannot come in
and get health care and get the sub-
sidies to health care that will have to
be paid for by the American public and
all the people who are taxed to pay for
this measure. So if you’re concerned
about illegal immigrants coming and
getting a free ride in terms of govern-
ment-paid-for health care, this bill
does not contain the protections. If
you’re worried about illegal immi-
grants coming into this country and
getting subsidized health care, this bill
does that and there is no protection
against it.

If you’re one of 36 States who do not
want the Federal Government to man-
date that everybody in your State has
to buy government-certified health
care, if you want the people in your
State to have some sovereignty, if you
care about State sovereignty and you
want the people of your State to make
their own decisions how they’ll spend
their money and you don’t want the
Federal Government to force the peo-
ple in your State to pay for insurance,
then this bill is something that you
don’t want. And there are 36 different
States, out of 50, 36 States that have
legislation that is in the process of
moving in those States essentially ban-
ning the Federal Government from re-
quiring citizens of those States to have
to buy health insurance product. So if
you’re one of those 36 States where the
legislators are saying we don’t want
the Federal Government butting into
our business, telling our citizens that
they have to buy insurance, then this
is something that you certainly
wouldn’t want.

The other people that might not like
this, and this probably goes almost
without saying, are people who make a
fair amount of money. People who
make a fair amount of money are going
to be taxed very heavily in a number of
different regards to try to help sub-
sidize this new health insurance plan.
If you’re well-to-do and you don’t like
huge taxes, then you certainly are not
going to like this plan.

If you happen to be somebody that’s
concerned with doing things in a just
way, that is, if you’re concerned that
every State gets the same deal, that
there are no special deals in this legis-
lation, you’re not going to like it.
We’ve been told that the special deals
have been taken out. But, unfortu-
nately, that’s not true. Here are some
of the special deals in this proposal
that are still there:

One of them is what they call Lou-
isiana Purchase No. 2. And that is
something for, I Dbelieve, MARY
LANDRIEU out in Louisiana. The cost is
$300 million, and it provides a special
assignment for States recovering from
a major disaster. It’s written just to in-
clude this one State, and it’s $300 mil-
lion to add to the State Medicaid pro-
gram. So that’s a $300 million special
deal for Louisiana.

How about for Connecticut? Yes,
there is a special deal for a Con-
necticut hospital, $100 million, which
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appears to apply only to some Con-
necticut hospitals.

There’s millions of Medicaid dollars
for Vermont and Massachusetts, that’s
$1.1 billion total. It helps with the Med-
icaid program and gives about $600 mil-
lion to Vermont; Massachusetts $500
million, for those States.

Cash for New Jersey drug companies.
New Jersey’s getting a deal. The cost is
$1 billion for special deals for New Jer-
sey.

Extra cash for union health care
plans. This is a deal of $6 billion. It
says that there’s going to be a reinsur-
ance program to defray the medical
costs of union members. So that’s $5
billion for union member health care
costs.

Are there other special deals? Yes, in
fact, there are. We don’t have to pay
any Medicare Advantage. Remember
how I said this bill is going to cut $500
billion from Medicare. But it won’t cut
Medicare Advantage for people in Flor-
ida. So if you’re in Florida, you won’t
get that Medicare Advantage cut; the
other States will.

Special funding for coal miners in
Montana. Yes, it does. The cost, we’re
not quite sure what that is, but it’s
Medicare coverage for workers exposed
to environmental health hazards.

There is a fee exemption for politi-
cally connected insurers, in Michigan
apparently. Higher Medicare payments
for North Dakota providers. Hawaii
hospitals are getting exempt from the
cuts. And longshoremen are exempt
from tax or health plans. There is a
whole series of special deals. So if you
don’t like special deals for various
States that your State doesn’t get, you
won’t like this plan.

I think one of the groups, and this is
probably not exactly small that doesn’t
like this plan, would be doctors. Why
would that be? Well, what does a doc-
tor do? Why does a doctor become a
doctor? Many of them will say that
they really wanted to take care of peo-
ple and help them with their health
care. Why, then, would a doctor dislike
this plan other than its great com-
plexity?

Well, one of the things that’s ex-
tremely frustrating to doctors, as well
as patients, is something that we don’t
like but has happened, and that is you
allow an insurance company to come
between a doctor and a patient. I think
most people consider that doctor-pa-
tient relation—certainly my Repub-
lican colleagues would say if there’s
anything in health care that should be
principally sacred, it would be the fact
that the doctor and the patient need to
make the final decisions on health
care. That’s something that we don’t
want to have disturbed, and if an insur-
ance company is allowed to come be-
tween the doctor and the patient, we
don’t like that. We don’t want some-
body that’s not a doctor getting in-
volved in medical decisions.

Unfortunately, in versions of this
plan, what you have is you have insur-
ance companies who are allowed to
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make medical decisions and are not
held legally accountable for the out-
come of those decisions. That’s bad
enough, but a doctor particularly won’t
like this plan because, instead of an in-
surance company, which you can al-
ways change or at least you have some
chance to change, you have no chance
to change the Federal Government if
the Federal Government is the one
that is coming between you and your
doctor. So if you’re a doctor, a lot of
doctors do not like this plan. In fact,
there have been a dozen different Re-
publican doctors on the floor over the
period of the last year talking about
the fact that they don’t like this plan.
They think it’s terrible, and that
should tell us something. There is an-
other constituent group that does not
like the plan.

There’s another group of people who
will not like this plan, I happen to fall
into this group, and it’s one that you
might not think of off the top of your
head, and that would be people who
have cancer. Why would people who
have cancer not like this plan? Well,
one of the things that has been done is
to take a look at the survival rate in
people who have cancer in various
countries. What you find in England is
the survival rate is much, much lower
than the survival rate in America. The
survival rate of cancer patients in Can-
ada is lower than the survival rate of
cancer patients in America. So if
America, then, changes our medical
system to be more like England or Can-
ada, we have to assume also that then
the survival rate of cancer patients is
going to be less. It’s going to be harder
to try to survive cancer when you have
a State-run system doing cancer. So
there’s cancer patients.

The list does seem to be getting a lit-
tle bit long. And is it really such a
good idea on this great drama that’s
supposed to take place tomorrow, in
competition, by the way, with the
Olympics, this great political drama, is
the assumption really true that if the
American people see this bill more
closely, they’re going to love it more,
or is it possible that in this drama, the
real villain in the drama is this very
bill itself? Is it possible that all of
these different groups of Americans
really do have it right?
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Let’s run through this again. This is
a pretty significant list as I go through
it. I would like you to ask yourself, do
I fall into that group myself? Is this
something that is going to affect me in
a bad way? Certainly a great majority
of Americans believe it will hurt them,
and it is not a bill that they want. But
let’s take a look at who these people
are that wouldn’t like it.

First of all, if you’re old. Then if
you’re young. If you’re married. If
you’re pro-life. If you’re a small busi-
ness owner. If you’re unemployed. If
you have health insurance. If you’re
concerned about illegal immigration,
and they are getting health insurance.
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If you are one of the many States who
are concerned with a government man-
date that every citizen has to purchase
government-certified health care. If
you are well-to-do. If you are those
who don’t like the special deals that
some States get and other ones don’t
get. If you are a doctor, you are not
going to like this plan. And if you care
about the doctor-patient relationship,
you particularly won’t like this plan.
And if you happen to be a person with
cancer, you’re not going to like this
plan. But then again, you may be dead,
so you might not care as much.

And then you have other people,
leaders who are in State government,
governors, legislators, various senators
or house members in State govern-
ment. Why would they not like this
plan? Well, here, this is another group
that has a pretty good concern; and
that is the trillion-dollar bill that has
been attached to this plan, that tril-
lion-dollar bill is not the full cost of
the plan. A lot of cost is going to be
passed down to the various States. So
this plan contains unfunded mandates
on the various States.

Now, a lot of States, because of the
recession and the high level of unem-
ployment, their State revenues are
very tight. In fact, some of them are in
the red. And if we, through this plan,
produce something that first of all is
going to create more unemployment
and going to cost more money to the
various States, people who have to
manage the State budget, unlike the
Federal budget, many States have a
balanced budget requirement. And so if
you keep adding more costs to those
States, they are going to have to cut
other things on the State budget in
order to pay for this big government-
run program. The exact numbers on
what unfunded mandates this includes
are not entirely known, particularly
when a plan is being released and you
have 24 hours for different economic
experts to look at it.

Now, is it possible that the reason
that this bill, after it has been put to-
gether behind closed doors, is trotted
out for only 24 hours, that the reason
for that is people really don’t want a
good economic look at what this is
going to cost? I hope that is not the
case, but it is very hard in 24 hours for
the Congressional Budget Office to
come up and say, well, here is what it
is really going to cost.

And even if you take their best esti-
mates, which I think they try, in the
past their estimates of Medicare were
way, way off by a factor of two or three
or as much as seven times off. Those
numbers tend to be much lower than
what the real costs of the programs
are. So there are a lot of people in var-
ious State leaderships that are not
going to like this plan.

People who do not like red tape. I
don’t think we need explain that one
very much. If you don’t like red tape,
you are not going to like this. This is
a simplified version of a 2,000-page bill.
And every one of these new boxes is
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some government creation to try to
make this thing work, because the gov-
ernment is taking over, you have to re-
member, almost a fifth of the U.S.
economy. And when they do that, they
have got to create a lot of bureaucrats
and boxes and flow charts and all that
kind of stuff. If you don’t like red tape,
you are not going to like this bill.

And then people who don’t trust the
government to run the economy. Well,
I think there are a lot of people who
think that the government is not prov-
ing to be very efficient in the way it
runs a lot of things. Even the premise
behind this bill is, well, we’ve got a
problem with Medicare, so we’re going
to take the money out of Medicare, and
Medicare isn’t working quite right, so
therefore what we need to do is to re-
place Medicare with the government
taking everything over. There is some-
thing about that logic.

If you take a look at the overall fi-
nances of the U.S. Government, what
you find is it is not a big problem with
earmarks, the real big problem is with
three entitlement programs which are
growing because of the demographics
in our country and because of the na-
ture of those entitlement programs.
The entitlement programs are Social
Security, Medicare, and Medicaid. Two
of those are medical entitlements,
Medicare and Medicaid. Both of those
are growing to the point that over
time, and people disagree exactly what
year it happens, but they bust the en-
tire Federal budget. They grow so big,
they balloon so large that you can’t de-
rive taxes any more, and they basically
shut out all of the money that Con-
gressmen are supposed to spend on dif-
ferent things like defense or all other
kinds of government programs. So
these things, like a cancer, are growing
so big that they threaten to break the
Federal budget and the Federal piggy
bank. In fact, right now those three
programs, Medicare, Medicaid, Social
Security, have almost gotten to the
point where they are taking half of the
disposable budget of the country.

So now we have got Medicare and
Medicaid out of control. And so what
are we going to do? Oh, well, we’re
going to have the government take
over all of health care. That doesn’t
seem to be a credible solution to that
problem.

This is an article from the New York
Times. ‘“As a result,” this is talking
about this great meeting, this great po-
litical drama that is supposed to take
place tomorrow, ‘“‘Democrats now are
considering a plan to use a parliamen-
tary maneuver called budget reconcili-
ation to attach changes to the Senate
health care legislation as a budget
measure which cannot be filibustered
and requires only a simple majority for
passage in the Senate.”

Now, does this look like a bipartisan
effort to cooperate on health care? I
don’t think so. What this is is a call by
the captain of the ship to go to ram-
ming speed, to take the bill which a
majority of Americans do not support
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and to try to jam it through. Now,
there can be a nice political drama to-
morrow, but is it really working in a
cooperative spirit to go behind closed
doors, put together a bill, pop it out
within 24 hours, and then demand that
the Republicans all go along with it? Is
that really working in a bipartisan way
or is it really just more of my way or
the highway? I will leave that to your
decision. But that is what the New
York Times, not exactly a conservative
oracle, is saying this is the plan, is to
take the bill that went through the
Senate, which a great majority of
Americans do not support, and push it
through anyway.

This is where the public is now.
Fifty-eight percent of voters nation-
wide oppose this health care reform
plan. Will 6 hours of drama tomorrow
change that? Is this going to change? Is
it really going to be drama, or does it
lack credibility? I would suggest that
when I take a good look at this, I think
people may yawn and say, this sure
looks like the same old same old, we
haven’t seen very much changing, and
the Olympics is a whole lot more excit-
ing.

As 1 started by saying, I have ob-
served things about drama and plays.
And the things that I have observed are
that they tend to be either really good
or really bad and boring. And so that is
my concern about the high level of
drama tomorrow.

Now, one of the connections that I
think we need to make, and it is some-
thing that has been made, is the con-
nection to something that I think is on
the minds of Americans maybe more
than a government-run health -care
program, and that is the problem of un-
employment. I would like to connect
these two because these two do connect
together.

I see that I am joined by my good
friend from Georgia. JACK, were you in-
terested in joining our discussion?

Mr. KINGSTON. I certainly am. I
wanted to ask the gentleman from Mis-
souri something.

Mr. AKIN. I yield.

Mr. KINGSTON. As I understand it,
this theater tomorrow, this summit at
the White House about health care, I
want to make sure I understand, is it
health care only? Certainly they’re
going to talk about jobs. We had the
stimulus program when the unemploy-
ment was less than 8 percent. It is now
over 10 percent. The stimulus program,
which was over $800 billion, was spent
over a year ago, it’s deficit spending,
it’s borrowed money, and it was sup-
posed to keep unemployment from
going to 8 percent, now it’s up to 10
percent. Certainly tomorrow at the
White House the topic isn’t going to be
more spending for a government health
care program. Certainly they do plan
to talk about jobs.

Am I correct or incorrect?

Mr. AKIN. What you just said, Con-
gressman KINGSTON, I would wish that
that were true. I think the American
public is concerned about unemploy-
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ment. Somebody made the comment
that unemployment is an important
issue, but it really becomes critical
when you are the one that is unem-
ployed. Yet my understanding is that
this drama, this political drama, is ba-
sically rehashing the same old play,
which is, here we go again with this
health care situation.

You made the comment that they
had, I think it was a $787 billion, some
people called it a stimulus plan.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
would yield a second.

Mr. AKIN. I do yield.

Mr. KINGSTON. Actually, as price
tags tend to expand after legislation is
passed in Washington, the Obama stim-
ulus plan was $787 billion, but they re-
vised it now another $75 billion, so it is
well over $800 billion.

Mr. AKIN. Over $800 billion?

Mr. KINGSTON. Yes.

Mr. AKIN. Some of us stood here and
said, This is not going to work. I was
standing on this floor a year ago and I
said, This stimulus plan will not work.
It wasn’t because some of us were such
geniuses. It is because we had learned
from Henry Morgenthau back in the
1930s, who stood before the House Ways
and Means Committee and said, we
tried this idea of excessive government
spending, money that we didn’t have,
and we tried to spend money like mad.
This is the guy who was Little Lord
Keynes’s buddy, he was FDR’s Sec-
retary of the Treasury, and he said, it
doesn’t work.

Now, I don’t think you had to be a
rocket scientist to figure that when
you and your family are in trouble eco-
nomically that what you do is don’t go
spending money like mad. If spending
money was going to give us a good
economy, boy, we would have a great
economy right now.

Mr. KINGSTON. I'm glad you
brought that up. Because as you know,
as Republicans we overspent.

Mr. AKIN. We did.

Mr. KINGSTON. We spent way too
much money. Now, I will point out this
year’s deficit alone at $1.4 trillion is
more deficit than George Bush had in
the entire 8 years. Let me repeat that.
Eight years of Bush is still less debt
than 1 year of President Obama.

Mr. AKIN. Let me just toss that
number a different way. George Bush’s
worst debt year was with a Nancy
Pelosi Congress, and that was about
$400-something billion. I agree with
you that was too much debt. And that
was ’08. You go to 09 with President
Obama, and his very first year was $1.4
trillion, three times more than Presi-
dent Bush. And then they want to say,
yeah, but it’s Bush’s fault. Wait a
minute.

Mr. KINGSTON. Actually, also there
might be something to it if the Presi-
dent had not been Senator Obama. Be-
cause Senator Obama voted for every
single appropriations bill; and the Bush
stimulus program in May of ’08, about
$168 billion; July of ’08, Fannie Mae,
$200 billion; Bear Stearns, $29 billion;
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AIG, $85 billion going to $140 billion,
done by the Federal Reserve.

Mr. AKIN. What you are saying, Con-
gressman KINGSTON, a billion here and
a billion there, that starts to add up,
doesn’t it?

Mr. KINGSTON. It absolutely does.
But the thing I am saying on this Fed-
eral Reserve spending is that neither
Senator nor President Obama has spo-
ken out against that. He embraced the
TARP bill, the Wall Street bailout,
with both arms. That is $700 billion.
Then there was $410 billion for the om-
nibus spending bill. And then, as you
pointed out, $800 billion for the stim-
ulus bill. Now he is proposing $950 bil-
lion for this government health care
plan. And yet he still says that he
wants to reduce spending.

I'm on the Agriculture Committee.
We had a hearing today with the Sec-
retary. I think the Secretary is a very
decent Secretary. But the proposal of
the administration is to freeze agricul-
tural spending. Agricultural spending
has gone up 26 percent since 2007. Yeah,
you have a run on the bank——

Mr. AKIN. Wait a minute. This is one
of these ones just like we are talking
about in that health care plan. This
doesn’t compute, does it? We say we
are going to freeze something that we
just raised by over 25 percent in a year
or two. That’s incredible.

Mr. KINGSTON. There is no end to
this. Today at the Business Roundtable
the President said something like, I am
a staunch capitalist, I believe in the
capitalist system. And yet let’s look at
the last record. There is not a govern-
ment regulation that this administra-
tion hasn’t embraced and said, look, we
need the government to do this.

Mr. AKIN. Government to do more
and more things. You know, if we go
back to that whole thing you are talk-
ing about on that supposedly stimulus
bill, this is such basic stuff, and yet
somehow the administration doesn’t
understand it. We have a lot of unem-
ployment, we have a whole lot of
Americans that would like to get jobs,
and so the question is what can the
government do to try to get those jobs
going? And I have made a list of all the
wrong things to do. These are the
things that are job killers.

Now, if you take a look at what are
the things that Kkill jobs, first thing off
the bat, we score the stimulus bill you
are talking about, the health care bill
that is supposed to be the centerpiece
of this great political drama tomorrow,
and it is supposed to be something new,
and they are going to open the box and
it is going to be the same old ugly
thing that was there before. What is it
that Kkills jobs? This stuff is not com-
plicated. Anybody who ran a lemonade
stand as a kid is going to understand
what these things are.

The first thing is economic uncer-
tainty. If a guy that owns a business,
because you think all these jobs, most
of them are in small businesses, 500 or
less, that is 80 percent of the jobs in
America, if you take a look at those
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guys and if you say, hey, I don’t know
what in the world the future is going to
bring, you are going to go, boy, I don’t
want to take any risks because we just
don’t know what’s going to happen.
You’ve got this huge tax for the social-
ized medicine bill, you’ve got this glob-
al warming deal, which is a tax on en-
ergy, tons of red tape that go along
with it, a lot of uncertainty.

Mr. KINGSTON. The gentleman is
right. Investment money is going to sit
on the sidelines until the government
sets the rules and keeps them. Busi-
nesses can adjust. Even if the rules are
a bit excessive and high and unreason-
able, business will adjust to it. But if
you keep changing it, they can’t ad-
just. So of course investment capital is
going to sit on the sidelines. That’s
just economic common sense.

Mr. AKIN. So the first thing is if you
take a look at what we have been
doing, we have injected a whole lot of
uncertainty into the system to begin
with.

Mr. KINGSTON. With more to come.
More to come. As you said, cap-and-
trade, but you did not mention the
banking bill. This is another financial
takeover. And you know, I haven’t seen
a lot of wisdom behind the govern-
ment-knows-best mentality of the
Pelosi House.

Mr. AKIN. Congressman KINGSTON, I
am glad you mentioned that, because
when I take a look at some of this un-
certainty, I think of three nets that
are being thrown over free enterprise.
The first was a net on everything that
has to do with energy. And as an engi-
neer, energy is very pervasive in every-
thing.
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So, if the government is regulating
energy all over, that’s, as you say, a
government takeover of a type.

The next net is over all of health
care. But the third net most people
don’t know about, and I'm very thank-
ful that you brought that up, and that
is the net over all the financial trans-
actions. Now, you put those three nets
in place and you don’t have very much
of free enterprise anymore, because the
government is tinkering and tampering
and adjusting and fiddling around with
the rules in all of those areas. And that
really builds that economic uncer-
tainty, and that’s a job killer.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, you know, it’s
interesting the way the Pelosi-Reid-
Obama triumvirate always is coming
back to government and Washington
solutions because, as I see it, looking
at the government performance, Re-
publican or Democrat, it hasn’t been
effective. Just think about Wash-
ington, D.C., two weeks ago, shut down
because of snow. Now, you know it
might be worth 48 hours, but this was
a town where, essentially, everybody in
the government took off for a week.

Now, it’s interesting. My son works
in Washington, D.C., in the private sec-
tor. Somehow, his roads were open.
And I saw that over and over again, the
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private sector people could get to work
2 weeks ago in the snow. Not every day,
not every hour, because it was a bad
storm. But for government employ-
ees——

Mr. AKIN. My friend, you’ve men-
tioned that snow. I heard—I wish you
could tell me if it’s true. I heard that
the snow was going to continue unless
Al Gore said ‘‘uncle.” Is that true?

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, let’s just say
the global warming campaign has been
a great disappointment except for the
Vice President’s pocketbooks. He’s
done real well on this financially.

But, you know, you think about the
government efficiency. Think about
Katrina. What was that, $120 billion to
rebuild New Orleans? I would think
Democrats and Republicans share the
blame. Government did not do a very
good job.

Think about the war in Afghanistan,
now going into its eighth year. We
have not executed the war very well.

Think about Social Security. It’s
going broke. I look at my 24-year-old
son and your children. They are not
going to get it. That’s a mathematical
reality. That’s not political spin. It
runs out of money in 2030, period. Now,
we could tinker around the edges and
postpone that maybe a year or two, but
it needs working.

Mr. AKIN. Now, one of my favorites
there is the Department of Energy. Did
you know why the Department of En-
ergy was originally created? Quiz time.

Mr. KINGSTON. I have a feeling it
was Jimmy Carter trying to get us off
Middle East oil. Is that——

Mr. AKIN. You go to the head of the
class. The whole purpose of the Depart-
ment of Energy was to make sure we’re
not dependent on foreign oil.

Mr. KINGSTON. And I think, at the
time the export or the import amount
from the Middle East was maybe 50 to
60 percent, or, no, excuse me. It was
about 35 percent, and now it’s up to the
50 or 60 level.

Mr. AKIN. Of course the Department
has grown tremendously as we’ve be-
come more dependent on Middle East-
ern oil. What was it they said? The
compassion of the IRS and the effi-
ciency of the post office or whatever.

Mr. KINGSTON. Yes. But let’s talk
about the Department of Education.
Boy, I tell you what. School systems
have really done well, haven’t they,
since the Department of Education. I
mean, there’s no way you could argue
that.

Mr. AKIN. Did you know there was a
report that was done on the Depart-
ment of Education? I think it was dur-
ing the days of Ronald Reagan. Their
conclusion in the report was that if a
foreign country had done to America
what the Department of Education had
done to education, we would consider it
an act of war. I thought that was kind
of an interesting report that we’re pay-
ing money for a department that has
done what would be considered an act
of war.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, you know, the
old expression, I'm from the govern-
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ment, I’'m here to help. I haven’t found
a school board or a school board mem-
ber back home or a teacher in the
classroom who can’t spend the money
more efficiently and more effectively
because, you know, there’s an old Lo-
retta Lynn song about raising children.
One needs a spanking, one needs a hug-
ging, and one’s on his way. And you
know, that’s the situation with edu-
cation. It’s the teacher in the class-
room who knows how to teach Johnny,
not some bureaucrat on the sixth floor
three offices down at the Department
of Education in Washington, D.C.

Well, you know, what about Medi-
care?

Now, Medicare’s a very important
health care program for our seniors—
my mom’s on it and I think your par-
ents are—and yet it’s going broke. $36
trillion in unfunded assets? What are
we doing to senior citizens? The pro-
gram is going broke, and yet we have
our head in the sand.

Mr. AKIN. What I was just talking
about here on the floor a little bit with
this great drama that’s supposed to
take place tomorrow, the question is,
you know, drama, there’s supposed to
be some element of it being credible. A
science fiction movie, it’s a cheesy
movie if it’s unbelievable. And yet
what’s going on tomorrow is we’re
going to take $500 billion out of Medi-
care.

Now, and then the idea is that after
people watch this 6-hour great debate,
that they’re going to be happy and
they’re going to like the bill when they
find that they’ve taken $600 billion or
$500 billion out of Medicare. And I'm
thinking, I'm not sure that people
aren’t going to just say that bill is
ugly.

Mr. KINGSTON. You know, there’s a
joke about the guy asks his friend, he
says, Why don’t you ever read the
Bible? And he says, Well, you know
what? I just don’t understand all that
stuff that’s in there. And the guy re-
plies and says, Well, I don’t think it’s
the part that you don’t understand
that is bothering you.

And the President says over and over
again, I guess this is maybe his back-
ground in, you Kknow, Ivy League
schools or, you know, the circles that
run around in the Northeast that, well,
the American people, bless their heart,
they just don’t understand this health
care bill. You know, what has he given,
50 speeches? I don’t know. I know I had
19 town hall meetings. The people un-
derstand the health care bill. If there’s
one certainty in the whole debate it is
that the American people understand
the Obama-Pelosi health care bill.

Mr. AKIN. That’s what I find is al-
most comical in this whole thing be-
cause, you know, you take a look at
the American public—and this is my
10th year in the U.S. Congress, and I've
got constituents that are reading this
stuff, and they know the bill. And you
can’t tell me these people don’t know
what’s in this bill. People know what’s
in it, and they don’t like it. They think
it’s ugly
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Mr. KINGSTON. You know, the town
meetings that you and I had, the town
meetings where you did not have to
have an invitation, the town meetings
where you invited Democrats, Repub-
licans, Tea Party members, independ-
ents, out-of-towners, nonregistered
voters, the kind of town meeting where
you had open mikes and anybody could
stand up and say anything they want-
ed——

Mr. AKIN. Those meetings seemed to
have been pretty exciting this last

year.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, you know what
I found though? The people were read-
ing the bill. And I've got to say this to
the people who supported the bill, they
found some good stuff in there and said
to me, you ought to support that. And
there were some things in there that I
think are worthy of supporting.

But I still think it’s very difficult to
make a bad bill a better bill. I think it
would be better to start all over, pick
and choose some ideas from Repub-
licans. You don’t have to start at
Ground Zero as if you’ve never heard of
health care reform ideas, but you
should start all over in this legislation.

What if this was the Pelosi-Boehner-
Reid-McConnell bill? What a different
thing. And I think that’s what we want
to do. We want to work with the Demo-
crats.

We were shut out of the stimulus bill.
We were shut out of the omnibus bill.
We’ve been shut out of health care.
Maybe tomorrow isn’t just theater.
Maybe it’s the turning point. I hope
that it is. You know, I'd like to see
something get done. But a lot of times,
you know, these things are just posi-
tioning.

Mr. AKIN. Let me just respond to
what you’re saying because maybe I'm
being too pessimistic about this. But
let’s take a look at the format. The
format is we’re going to huddle behind
closed doors. We’re going to produce a
bill. You get 24 hours to look at it, and
then we want you to come and tell us
how much you like it. That doesn’t
seem to me to be sort of an open the
kimono and let’s work together as a
team. It’s more like, if you don’t sup-
port me, then my way or the highway.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, let me ask you
this now. Who gets to look at it in 24
hours and when? Who is this group of
people and when?

Mr. AKIN. Well, I'm not exactly sure
of that. My understanding was the bill
was supposed to be released 24 hours
from the day that they’re talking
about it, and the only thing I'd seen
earlier this morning was outlines, and
the outlines, of course, the Congres-
sional Budget Office can’t score it. And
it appears to be very much the same
thing as the Senate health care bill is
everything we can tell. We’ve been told
that there aren’t special deals in it,
and yet as we take a look at it, we find
that there are. Somebody managed to
take a look at the ones that were there
before and a lot of them are still there.
The Louisiana Purchase is still in it, as
I understand.
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Mr. KINGSTON. I understand there’s
some special interests for Louisiana,
Connecticut, Michigan, and those are
the deals we know about because those
were a little bit more visible. But you
can imagine all the other oddball stuff
in there, the hospital wings that will
be built here and there.

Mr. AKIN. Hospital’s in—my under-
standing is the hospital is in Con-
necticut; Medicaid dollars, Vermont,
Massachusetts, New Jersey; drug com-
panies; extra cash for union health care
plans. I have a list of some of these.
Montana coal miners. Florida seniors
don’t have to pay that Medicare Ad-
vantage. You know, Medicare’s being
cut, but you don’t if you’re a Florida
senior. It’s not cut there, but in other
States it is. If you’re a union guy, it’s
not. But if you aren’t, you know. And
then there’s North Dakota Medicare
payments. Hawaii hospitals are exempt
from the cuts. And longshoremen. I
didn’t know about longshoremen. But
there are, of course a bunch of these
special deals in the program.

Mr. KINGSTON. So special interest
groups have clearly been on the inside
of this and their fingerprints are all
over the health care bill.

Mr. AKIN. Yeah, exactly. That’s the
situation.

And I guess the other thing is, I
think the American public is worried
about this job thing. Excessive tax-
ation is a big deal, because if you own
a small business and you tax that guy
really heavily, the small business
owner is not going to have any money
to invest in new equipment or new
plants and things, so heavy taxation on
a small business owner is going to be a
job killer. And yet, this bill on medi-
cine puts a heavy, heavy tax on small
business owners. So, in that sense, it’s
a job-killing bill.

Mr. KINGSTON. And, you know, not
to mention there will be a new tax on
individuals because, you know, when
you’re forced to buy something, that is
a tax. And so there would be less
money for customers of small busi-
nesses on a discretionary basis. Wheth-
er they’re buying hamburgers or
clothes or tires or whatever, they’ll
have less of it in their pocket.

Mr. AKIN. Did you know that there
are supposedly 36—I know Missouri is
one of them. That’s my home State.
There are 36 States that have legisla-
tion moving exempting the States from
having to be required to purchase
health care when the government de-
mands that everybody has to buy feder-
ally approved health care? There are 36
separate States moving legislation to
stop that. That doesn’t say something’s
popular.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, again, the
American people do understand this
Pelosi-Obama-Reid health care pack-
age. And, you know, I think one of the
great examples of government effi-
ciency we saw in August, Cash for
Clunkers. It was a program, actually
pretty simple program. You turn in
your old gas guzzler, you trade it in for
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a more fuel-efficient car. We give you a
tax credit. They take your old car, put
it out to pasture and put it down. And,
you know, it’s kind of an easy thing to
follow. Stimulates the car dealerships.

Well, that program was supposed to
last from August to November. It was a
$1 billion program. I think they hired
100 employees, came back a week later
and said they needed 1,100 employees
and $3 billion. And even doing that,
Cash for Clunkers was dead and defunct
within a matter of weeks.

So you now feel that that same gov-
ernment that brought us Cash for
Clunkers, a $3 billion program, is going
to be able to run a $2 trillion health
care bill.

Mr. AKIN. Well, I thank you, gen-
tleman, for joining me today. And the
question at the beginning was is this
going to be a credible theatrical per-
formance tomorrow or are people just
going to tune in to the Olympics. I
guess we’ll see tomorrow what’s going
to really happen, but I'm not sure
there’s much new, from what we can
see about what’s being proposed from
the White House.

——
O 2045
HEALTH CARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OWENS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 2009, the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes as the designee
of the minority leader.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the privilege to address you
here on the floor, and I appreciate the
dialogue that came from my colleagues
the previous hour discussing this
health care issue that has so consumed
this Nation.

And we are here now on the eve of
the 6-hour meeting that is scheduled at
Blair House that the President has in-
vited both Democrats and Republican
leadership to join. And Mr. Speaker, 1
came to the floor to talk about this
issue and help to put it in a perspective
so that as the American people watch
what’s going to happen tomorrow, they
understand it in perhaps a better per-
spective than they might otherwise.

Now, I would lay it out this way. I
think there are two points, Mr. Speak-
er, that need to be addressed by Demo-
crats. And these are significant points
of vulnerability where there has been a
persistent criticism from the public.
They have made the point that of all of
the agonizing national debate that’s
taken place on health care, that the
Democrats have first of all shut Repub-
licans out. They shut Republican out of
the room, shut them out of the nego-
tiations, shut them out of the office.

And the second thing is, the Demo-
crats haven’t had transparency.
They’ve been cooking up these health
care deals in secret. And as this thing
unfolded, some time in early Sep-
tember was the last time that I am
aware of that a Republican senator or
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a House Member was sitting in a room
talking with Democrat leadership
about how to come about this health
care policy.

From that time forward, it became
secret back-door meetings, and it be-
came secret deals and combinations of
secret deals that brought about in the
end the American people were repulsed
by what they saw. They were repulsed
by the special deals that came down.
They were repulsed by the idea that if
you live in Nebraska, if you live in
Florida, if you live in Maine or
Vermont, you’ve got a different deal a
different cost.

I would interrupt what I am about to
say and yield to the gentleman, Mr.
KINGSTON.

Mr. KINGSTON. I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding.

I was looking at the Tea Party list of
priorities, which they call a contract
from America, which you know, this is
a grassroots deal, just popped up. And
there are even different Tea Party
groups. But they have nationally been
surveying their members on what their
priorities are.

The number one priority is to cut the
size of the Federal Government spend-
ing. The number two priority, would
the gentleman from Iowa like to guess?
The number two priority of all of these
thousands of participants on a grass-
roots’ basis is, do not put something in
the bill that doesn’t belong in the bill.

So as the gentleman talks about
these secret deals to the senator in Ne-
braska, the senator from Florida, the
senator from Louisiana, people don’t
like that at all. If it’s such a great deal
for the good people of Nebraska, maybe
it ought to go for the rest of the 49
States and maybe it doesn’t need to be
brokered in some smoke-filled back
room.

So what you’re saying is very impor-
tant. It can’t be understated. If this
bill is such a great deal, why do you
need to have all of those special inter-
est side deals in order to get the votes
from Nebraska or from Florida or from
Louisiana?

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time, of course that is what it takes to
get the votes for a bad deal. That is
what the American people know, that’s
what the Tea Party patriots know.

I would go further. When you start
out and you have a good idea. Let’s say
it’s a stand-alone idea. What about the
idea of putting an end to the lawsuit
abuse in America? We’ve passed that
legislation out of this House, and Re-
publicans were in charge, and we sent
it over to the Senate, where it was
blocked in the Senate. But it was a
clear, concise idea that makes every-
body whole that has been actually the
victim, perhaps, of medical mal-
practice. Three hundred million people,
some things are going to go wrong. It
allows for them to cover all of their
health care costs, allows for someone
who is a victim to receive their loss
and income. And actually it estab-
lished pain and suffering and an addi-
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tional $250,000 on top of that. And in
Texas, there’s three different incre-
ments that go to three-quarters of a
million, but that’s it.

Trial lawyers don’t walk away with
pockets full of money. It’s a very sim-
ple concept that can stand alone, that
the American people can look at and
see that it isn’t a special deal.

But if you put an idea out for health
care and then you have to patch some-
thing else to it, and something else to
it, and when you get this whole toxic
stew that I've talked about so many
times, and you still can’t sell that to
get 218 votes in the House or 60 votes in
the Senate, and you have to go out and
get a special deal in Nebraska to get a
vote from the Nebraska senator and a
special deal in Florida to exempt Flor-
ida from Medicare Advantage cuts, or
if you go up and you build a bunch of
public health clinics in Vermont out of
that deal, or Louisiana—the list goes
on and on and on.

The American people Kknow that
when you’re buying votes with their
taxpayer dollars, they reject that con-
cept, Mr. Speaker. The American peo-
ple know that if you have a good idea,
it should stand alone, it should be able
to be passed on its merits and move
through the House of Representatives
on an up-or-down vote so everybody
knows what’s going on.

We’re not at that point. This is a con-
glomeration of a bill, and this is frus-
trating to me that we can’t put a good
idea out in front of the American peo-
ple and vote up or down and go on to
the next idea.

Mr. AKIN. When you start talking
about what you’re saying, the Amer-
ican public does not like these special
deals—and special deals a lot of times
happen in the darkness, in little dark
corners, like the kind of places where
cockroaches breed. And these special
deals, people aren’t real proud of them.
And so they’re done behind closed
doors. They’re done when people can’t
see it. And when they get all put to-
gether in a great big piece of legisla-
tion, those special deals are rolled out
in a big hurry. Hurry up and look at it
so that we can pass it before anybody
reads it too closely because sometimes
they’re disguised in little ways so you
won’t see them.

So the public, they’re starting to get
wise to this. The idea is that if the pub-
lic sees more of this health care bill
they’ll like it. No. If you see something
that’s ugly, the more you look at it,
the uglier it’s going to get. And when
you put all of these special deals in it,
then people have a tendency to want to
bring it out in a hurry and don’t bother
to look at it too closely.

If some used car salesman says, 1
want you to get this car but don’t
bother to look under the hood, you’re
kind of thinking, I wonder if there is
an engine under there or not. And that
is what’s going on. And the public is
wise, and they’re sick of this special
deal kind of stuff.

And we do this in a lot of different
ways. We’ll put two things together
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that would never pass, and then we
pass it on a regular basis.

I don’t mean to step on toes, but the
farm bill is an example of that. You
take the farm bill, and there is a farm
piece and there is all of this food stamp
stuff, and neither one could pass on
their own. But you put the two to-
gether, and you can pass something.
And I think the public is starting to
stay, Time out. We’re tired of this be-
cause we can’t afford it any more.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time, I will bring this back to that,
that time they had 51 votes counted in
the Senate on the health care bill. I
went back to the Midwest, and I usu-
ally fly into Omaha. Well, Omaha, of
course, is a central metropolitan area
for the State of Nebraska.

And as I went in, I did a whole num-
ber of meetings around on both sides of
the river, the Nebraska and the Iowa
side, did a lot of media around there
and took phone calls on a call-in radio
show. And this was the day before the
agreement was made for the
Cornhusker kickback. And the senator
from Nebraska was the linchpin that
could put together, hold together the
entire health care package up or down.
If the senator from Nebraska decides to
pull the pin, the whole thing falls
apart.

So the day before, people were call-
ing in and they understood that the Ne-
braska senator held the future of this
socialized medicine bill in his hand.
They didn’t know what was going to
happen. In the middle of the night,
there was some kind of agreement that
got made. There were accommodations
that were made. All of a sudden there
was an announcement that HARRY REID
had 60 votes and he could break the fil-
ibuster in the Senate and they could
pass the socialized medicine bill. And
what does it include?

First of all, it includes a provision
that will allow for Federal funding of
abortion, and it exempted Nebraska
from the increased costs in Medicaid in
perpetuity. Now, no one should ever
sign a document or make a pledge for
anything in perpetuity. Actually per-
petuity probably lasts longer than for-
ever.

I yield to the gentleman from Geor-
gia.

Mr. KINGSTON. I can’t imagine what
the HARRY REID U.S. Senate was think-
ing. How stupid do they think the
American people are? How callous can
they be to the sense of fair play? What
kind of almost thuggery is it when you
do that to people? It just doesn’t sound
right for the taxpayers all over the
country to have to float the bill for one
State. And as the gentleman from Mis-
souri pointed out, there was also a spe-
cial interest deal for Florida.

And I think the presumption was
people are Christmas shopping, they’re
getting ready to have their families in.
They’re not paying attention. Let’s
just push through whatever we can.
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Well, a funny thing happened in Mas-
sachusetts. They were apparently pay-
ing attention, and I think that that has
woke up a lot of people around here.

We have a group in the House called
Blue Dog Democrats. I am not exactly
sure what a Blue Dog is because they
certainly vote like the yellow dog
Democrats from what I can under-
stand. But I don’t think there is any
distinction except there is a lot of
Democrats right now who are saying,
Hey, I saw what happened in Massachu-
setts, and if this bill comes back, I
think I am going to vote ‘“no’” and
maybe make up for my ‘‘yes’’ vote pre-
viously.

Mr. AKIN. I just have a question if I
could jump in.

Tomorrow there is going to be this
big drama, I guess, 6-hour—maybe it
will be pretty boring. I don’t know. But
it’s supposed to be dramatic. Six hours
of people sitting around a table talking
about this same old health care plan
basically.

And there were different people that
were chosen to go to participate in
this. And I am just wondering if you
know—I know there were a few Repub-
licans invited, but were there any
Democrats that voted ‘“no” on the bill
that were invited to participate? Do
you know of any?

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time, I can’t name a single one. I
haven’t looked over the list of the
Democrats but that would be quite un-
usual. It would be unusual to see
Democrats in there negotiating a vote
of “no” on the bill. I'd be very sur-
prised if there was even a token Demo-
crat that voted no.

Mr. KINGSTON. How many Demo-
crats did vote ‘“‘no” in the House, do
you remember? It was 220. You need
218. So there were two votes over 218.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I would guess that
was nearly 32 Democrats that voted
“no.” It would be in that neighborhood
somewhere.

Mr. KINGSTON. You would think
they would probably have something to
say at the White House. They would be
a little more moderate and have some
good productive contribution to make.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Wouldn’t you want
to know what their objections are? I
would think that would be important.

BART STUPAK on the pro-life amend-
ment worked very closely with SMITH
and Pennsylvania Representative JOE
PI1TTS. They worked very hard to pass,
and they received 64 votes on a pro-life
amendment to that.

I understand that BART STUPAK is
not on this negotiation either. And
what we’re seeing come out and what
came out of the Senate, it looks to me
like the package that’s there—there’s
going to be a bill that still funds abor-
tion and compels Americans to fund
abortions through their premiums in
one fashion or another, or brokers
them through an exchange, and also
one that funds illegals. And those are
two things that are completely egre-
gious to me, to think we compel tax-
payers to do that.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. AKIN. I got another question for
you.

After tomorrow, after this 6 hours of
drama, do you think people are going
to say that you and I and my good
friend Congressman KINGSTON, do you
think they’re going to say that we’re
obstructionists? I am trying to figure
out—I wish it were true that we could
be obstructionists, because if we were
obstructionists, that meant if we vote
“no,” it would stop the bill. But they
have got 40 more votes than we do, so
how in the world could we be obstruc-
tionists?

I need some help on that because the
logic seems to be very hard for me to
grasp.

Mr. KING of Iowa. There are a lot of
things that get spun around this thing,
as you know in this town. It’s been, Re-
publicans are blocking the bill. We
have no capability of doing that, obvi-
ously, not from a vote-count stand-
point, when the Speaker of the House
has 40 votes to burn, a 40-vote advan-
tage, and they’re sitting behind closed
doors cooking up a closed-door deal.
They can’t get enough Democrats to
pass 218 votes here. I don’t think today
they can bring a bill to the floor and
get it passed.

This is about, though, the public crit-
icism of shutting Republicans out and
about this bill being negotiated in se-
cret. Those are the two things that the
President seeks to resolve tomorrow.
Six hours of C-SPAN time, and then
he’ll say, Listen, we’re doing what I
promised we’d do. We’re negotiating
this bill out in public, and, by the way,
we’re doing it with Republicans, so who
can complain?

Well, for me, it controls the entire
format.

Here’s the real centerpiece that I
don’t think anybody has articulated at
this point yet.

The President of the United States,
as Senator Obama and as candidate for
President, said to the Iranians, If you
just simply unclench your fist, we will
offer our hand. We will negotiate with
the people that we have been at odds
with since 1979, the Iranians and
Ahmadinejad—with no preconditions
whatsoever—and offer an open hand to
the guy with the clenched fist.

And yet the President of the United
States refuses to come to the negoti-
ating table with Republicans with a
blank slate. The President has insisted
and demanded upon preconditions. He
has to have his conditions of his bill
that has failed, his concepts that have
failed. And he also puts out there the
threat that they have been putting to-
gether behind closed doors, too, of rec-
onciliation. Reconciliation is what
President Obama and others called
‘“‘the nuclear option” when it was Re-
publicans looking at a 5l-vote oppor-
tunity on the other side of the aisle.

0 2100

In fact, this is posted today on the
Web site, biggovernment.com. This is a
statement of our President, and we
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think about reconciliation. This is
what blows things up in the Senate.
This is the nuclear option. This is how
they would circumvent the anticipated
and very legitimate legislative process
by taking a Senate version of the bill
that sits over here on the calendar of
the House, pass amendments to the
Senate version of the bill in the Senate
called a reconciliation package, then
both bills would be here on our cal-
endar.

Then the House, under the direction
of Speaker PELOSI, would take up the
fixes that the House Members have in-
sisted on which is called the reconcili-
ation package, pass it first, and then
pass the Senate version of the bill,
message them both to the White House
where the President would sign them
in the proper sequence, one bill amend-
ing the first bill. Then this would be, as
far as I know, the first time in history
that the White House has replaced a le-
gitimate conference committee, which
would be the Members of the House and
the Senate, Democrats and Repub-
licans, having an open dialogue about
resolving the differences. And what did
President Obama say about this rec-
onciliation nuclear option?

Here is what he said: Passing a bill
with 51 Senate votes is an arrogant
power grab against the Founders’ in-
tent. That’s what President Obama
said. The point is, he said that in 2005,
not 2010.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, I would say if
the gentleman is saying it’s an arro-
gant power grab, he certainly is accu-
rate, and that’s apparently the model
that he wants to have. The gentleman
may also have quotes from Senator JOE
BIDEN, who denounced using this nu-
clear option, as well as HARRY REID.

When they were in the minority, I
think they were right. When we were in
the majority, I think we were wrong. I
don’t think you should do that. I think
that it is a desperation thing. And if
you can’t get the requisite number of
votes, maybe you need to start all over
on the legislation. But you do have
very strong, unequivocal statements by
Senator Obama, candidate Obama, Sen-
ator REID, Senator BIDEN and yet total
hypocrisy, that’s what it is, is hypoc-
risy at this point.

The gentleman was talking about
needing Republican votes. They do not
need a Republican vote to stop any-
thing or to pass anything. It’s not just
with this $950 billion health care bill;
they could pass a jobs bill without a
Republican vote.

They could pass the tax-and-trade
bill without it. They could get out of
Iraq or Afghanistan without a single
Republican vote. They could have en-
ergy independence without a Repub-
lican vote. They could pass that card
check, that special interest bill for
unions, without a Republican vote.

Why aren’t they doing it? I just think
that they had no idea that America

was not asleep at the wheel. They
found out in Massachusetts, and
they’re scared to death, hey, this
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might not be an isolated election. So
we are seeing a lot of backpedaling
right now. It’s hilarious when you see
some of these people, like the Senator
from Nebraska who had the special in-
terest deal on the health care bill.
Now, he is all over this jobs bill. Oh,
too much spending. You’ve got a $950
billion health care bill which he sup-
ports and a $15 billion jobs bill that he
is against because of the spending.

Only in this town.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Let me suggest to
the gentleman from Georgia that the
problem is, no, Republicans can’t stop
anything that Democrats decide they
want to get together and vote for be-
cause of the margin of 40 votes to burn
here in the House, 19 in the Senate.

But the problem is, Democrats can’t
agree among Democrats on what they
want to push for policy. If they can’t
find the votes among all of these extra
Democrats that there are and they still
point their finger back over at Repub-
licans and say, you guys, you wouldn’t
vote for the stimulus package, you
won’t support a health care, most of us
wouldn’t support that abysmal cap and
tax, that cap and trade bill that, by the
way, passed off the floor of this House.
A Dbill that didn’t exist passed off the
floor of the House of Representatives
and a bill that didn’t exist was mes-
saged to the United States Senate.
That’s another part of this component.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
will yield quickly, a bill that was still
being amended at 3:30 a.m. before we
started debating it at 9 a.m. in the
morning, a bill which you could say
truthfully in your heart of hearts be-
lieve that not one single Member in the
United States House of Representatives
had read.

Mr. KING of Iowa. To the gentleman,
in fact, I can say that with a factual
knowledge, and I don’t have to ask any
of the 435 Members, did you read this
bill, because I was here on the floor
that night when we suspended the de-
bate for 35 minutes to resolve, where is
the bill? T mean, sometimes they will
say to us, you don’t have any ideas,
where are your bills?

We have a lot of bills. We have 40
some bills that we’ve filed on health
care. But we said, where is the bill that
we are debating? This is actually LOUIE
GOHMERT from Texas that deserves a
lot of credit, and JOE BARTON also was
very good on that night. So we looked
down here at the well. The bill didn’t
exist. There was an old bill. There was
an amendment that had never been in-
tegrated. Actually, even the amend-
ment wasn’t here. It wasn’t findable.

So what was going on was we were
debating a bill that didn’t exist, so it
was impossible for anyone to have read
a bill that didn’t exist. That bill was
then passed and messaged to the
United States Senate. A bill that didn’t
exist was passed and messaged to the
Senate, so no one read the bill.

I yield to the gentleman from Mis-
souri.

Mr. AKIN. The funny thing is, a num-
ber of us have served in legislative bod-
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ies for a number of years. One of the
rules has always been the public never
pays any attention to the process of
how we go about passing legislation.
You can complain about different stuff
like we had a bill that was done here,
where we had a choice of voting for ei-
ther a big tax increase or voting for a
cost of living and we had to take a
choice between the two. The process or
the procedure there is unfair. Anyway,
we got this bill here, 300 pages of
amendments passed at 3 o’clock in the
morning, and we’re here on the floor.
The Congressman from Texas, he has
sort of the sense of humor of Eeyore,
and he just asks in this plaintive kind
of way, is it normal procedure that we
have a copy of the bill on the floor
when we are going to be debating a
bill?

There is muttering and talking to
the Parliamentarian and he says yes,
indeed there is supposed to be a copy of
the bill on the floor. So he comes back
a couple of minutes later and says, I've
been wandering around the Chamber
and I'm having trouble finding it. Is it
north, south, east or west or something
like that. Pretty soon the Speaker
starts laughing and we go back and
forth about four times in a row. Fi-
nally he says, I've come up to the po-
dium, and the place where you say
there is a copy of the bill there isn’t
because the Clerk is still trying to
stick 300 pages of amendments in this
bill. So here we are passing a bill that
doesn’t even exist.

And the funny thing was—I guess it
wasn’t funny—the public was paying
attention. They understood that we
passed a massive tax increase on en-
ergy that’s affecting very many small
people who have to pay that power bill.
Everybody who flips a light switch is
going to get taxed, along with a mas-
sive amount of red tape. And it was
done, they thought, in the secret and in
the dark of night. But the public was
paying attention, and, in my opinion,
that started a lot of that Tea Party
movement, that very event that we ac-
tually were standing here on the floor
for.

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me just ask both
of you, should Republicans take over
this House, would you be willing to
change the House rules to say any bill
has to be posted online at least 72
hours before it’s voted on; would you
support that?

Mr. AKIN. I would support that in a
heartbeat. If you’re not proud enough
of it to put it out there, then you
shouldn’t be sticking it out there at
all.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Not only would I
support that, but I would go further,
and I would have a lot more bills come
down here under an open rule. I would
sign the pledge and the oath that every
appropriations bill would be open rule.

Mr. KINGSTON. I am an appropri-
ator, and I can tell you, generally all
appropriation bills have been open rule.
There have been a few rare occasions
when we were in the majority that we
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had maybe a modified rule or a closed
rule, but traditionally open rules were
always the case on appropriations bills.
When all else failed, at least there were
appropriation bills to allow the minor-
ity party an opportunity to put in
some amendments.

But the iron hand of the oppressive
majority has closed down that system.
It’s not about Republicans versus
Democrats; it’s about 435 people who
have been elected by 600,000 people to
represent their views in their Nation’s
capital.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Another thing
that happens around this town is the
hole in the wall gang, the Rules Com-
mittee, sits up here on the third floor
in a place where you very seldom see
any press from the room. And only on
one occasion have I seen a television
camera in the room. They control what
gets debated here on the floor and what
is voted on on the floor. The last time
we had a legitimate open rule on our
appropriations process was in the
spring of 2007. That was when Speaker
PELOSI first came in and got the gavel
before this draconian shutdown of the
open debate process.

In that spring period of time through
the appropriations process, I was suc-
cessful in getting passed—mnot those I
introduced—but those that actually
passed this floor, nine amendments. As
far as I know, that’s the most amend-
ments of any Member of Congress dur-
ing that period of time.

Yet I have taken dozens of amend-
ments up to the Rules Committee and
submitted them, and I can’t think of a
single one that they ever allowed to be
debated. That process has to change.
That’s got to be out in the open. We
need the Rules Committee on tele-
vision, out front, meeting in a pub-
lished hour so that they can be
watched by the press and the public
and then, additionally, while we are
here watching what goes on with the
rules and the shutdown of what’s going
on, we need more sunlight.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
would yield, I want to tell you one of
my rules experiences at the Rules Com-
mittee. Now, remember, the Rules
Committee, when the bill is passed by,
say, the Agriculture or the Education
or the Energy Committee, it goes to
the Rules Committee and they deter-
mine how long it’s going to be debated
and what amendments will be allowed
and what amendments won’t be al-
lowed. That’s why they’re called rules.
Four hundred thirty-five Members,
you’ve got to have rules, strict rules,
or you won’t get anything done.

I was going to the Rules Committee.
I had submitted an amendment, and I
was waiting my turn to present my
amendment to the Rules Committee
for their consideration. And a staffer
wrote me an e-mail and said, Your
amendment has been rejected. Do you
still want to sit in here and present it?

I said, Well, how could it be rejected?
I haven’t presented it and until I
present it they can’t reject it.
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And my staffer said, I have some in-
side information. I've got a friend on
the majority. Your amendment is not
on the list.

I said, Well, what list?

The list of amendments they’re going
to allow.

I said, Well, this is just a total farce.
You have Members of Congress sitting
in a crowded room waiting their turn
to present an amendment, and the
Rules Committee behind closed doors
had already decided which ones they
were going to take and not take.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Because they got a
list from the Speaker as to what
amendments to approve and which ones
not to approve. And on this health care
bill, this monstrosity here, I was before
the Rules Committee at 1:30 in the
morning, I offered 13 separate amend-
ments, to ask to be able to debate them
and get a vote on to approve this
health care bill. And I was chastised by
members of the Rules Committee be-
cause I had wasted paper and staff time
to have them drafted up, because I
should have known, as the gentleman
from Georgia apparently should have
known, that they weren’t going to
allow these amendments, so why
should I try.

But any Congress that can pass a bill
that doesn’t exist, debate a bill that
doesn’t exist here, pass a bill that
doesn’t exist here, and message that
bill to the United States Senate, I sup-
pose can also put out a list and say,
we’'re going to reject the amendment
that you never offered in advance.

Another thing that happens in this
Congress—and it happened on this floor
today—is committee action. And the
committee action that goes on is de-
signed to take this language apart,
take a look at it, examine the rami-
fications, hold hearings, get educated,
evaluate the impact of legislation and
then bring that legislation through the
committee and amend it and perfect
the legislation when you have a debate
where you can focus it with people that
are experts on the subject matter.

The legislation that came through
today on this insurance across State
lines political bill that came to the
floor, had been amended in the Judici-
ary Committee with an amendment by
DAN LUNGREN, passed by a majority of
members, Republicans and Democrats
voting for the Lungren amendment.
The bill passed out of the Judiciary
Committee, and on its way to the
Rules Committee it magically became
a different bill without the Lungren
amendment language in the bill. That’s
what we voted on on the motion to re-
commit today.

So we have committee action that’s a
farce, as well as the Rules Committee
which is a farce, as well as the debate
here on the floor of the House, which is
a farce, when we are debating a bill
that doesn’t exist. That’s just three
egregious things that need to change in
a Republican-run Congress. I will stand
to change all of those with anybody
else that will stand with me.
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Mr. KINGSTON. You know what’s in-
teresting about that bill, though, is
dispute that strange route that it went
for the strange product that wasn’t
passed by the committee, we still had a
decent debate on it and passed the bill.

The importance of that is if you want
open debate on health care, we now
have an example that shows, hey, you
know what, it works. This was a health
insurance related piece of legislation.
We had an open debate on it. It didn’t
have special deals for Nebraska or Lou-
isiana. It did not have a big price tag
on it. It had some Republicans against
it, some Republicans for it, and the
thing passed.
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Oh, hey, what about doing that on ev-
erything else about health care?
Wouldn’t that be an interesting experi-
ment in democracy?

Mr. KING of Iowa. Well, I hope, as I
reclaim, that what we see tomorrow is
more than a dog and pony show. I hope
it’s not just a show that’s designed to
resolve the two things that seem to be
giving Democrats and the President
heartburn, which are the very legiti-
mate point that they have shut Repub-
licans out of the process and the very
legitimate point that the President has
promised that negotiations will take
place on C-SPAN. That seems to be
what is going to be presented tomor-
TOoW.

But I'm going to say again, the re-
quirement of preconditions that the
President wants to negotiate from his
position—and by the way, he doesn’t
have a bill yet that I know of. He just
has platitudes and bullet points that
are out there. But to start with his
platitudes and bullet points—and
maybe we’ll be guessing at the amor-
phous combination of the Senate and
the House version of this, that all
needs to go off of the table, and this
threat of reconciliation, the nuclear
option needs to be renounced and re-
jected by the President of the United
States.

I would be just as happy if he would
just read his 2005 statement verbatim
tomorrow. He should start out the
meeting and say, Well, all in good
faith, I want to talk about health care
with you on C-SPAN. I know I made a
campaign oath. It probably wasn’t the
best promise, but it was good political
leverage and good theater at the time,
so I'm going to try to follow through
on that so that I can resolve some of
the criticism. And by the way, I know
we’ve shut you Republicans out of this
thing. We’ve done so since clear back
last September, but I'm going to open
this up at least so we can have the
semblance of negotiations take place,
and to demonstrate my good faith—and
then read from the 2005 statement.

Then the President should say,
“Passing a bill with 51 Senate votes is
an arrogant power grab against the
Founders’ intent.” That’s what the
President should say tomorrow. That’s
actually what the President said in
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2005. That would demonstrate good
faith. And then we would have a blank
slate, a blank piece of paper, however
you want to characterize it, except Re-
publicans have their package bill. I'm
suggesting we should concede that too.
Slide that off the side of the table,
really start with a blank slate, and
then bring up, as the gentleman from
Georgia said, a stand-alone idea can be
debated and it be perfected and it can
be passed. We need to do it with tort
reform in a real way that takes the
money out of the pockets of the trial
lawyers as opposed to taking it out of
the pockets of our senior citizens.

The gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. AKIN. It seems like, to me, what
you're talking about is, in a way you
are defining something that’s bipar-
tisan, where people in good faith come
to the table, they all have some ideas,
they talk about them and say, Well, 1
don’t like this part of your idea, and
they say, Well, I don’t like this part.
Well, what part can we all agree to and
put together?

Now, my understanding is the way
the President is defining bipartisanship
tomorrow is that what he’s going to do
is go behind closed doors, come up with
a legislative product, then give the Re-
publicans the chance to agree with
him. And Republicans aren’t allowed to
bring anything they have in, but he has
something that he has concocted. He’s
going to kind of spring it on them and
say, Now are you going to go along
with me?

Is that your concept of bipartisan-
ship?

Mr. KING of Iowa. You know, I think
they have been sitting up behind closed
doors cooking up this reconciliation/
nuclear option. They’ve been doing this
for over a month. Senator HARKIN an-
nounced, after SCOTT BROWN won the
election in Massachusetts—again,
thank you, Massachusetts, Mr. Speak-
er—announced that they had already
reached an agreement within a couple
of days before SCOTT BROWN was elect-
ed in Massachusetts. This is a continu-
ation of it, and the strategy was what
I've described with reconciliation/nu-
clear option.

So, yes, they have worked behind
closed doors. They are operating in se-
cret, and they have cooked up this and
they are going to say take it or leave

it.

Mr. AKIN. Is that bipartisanship or is
that ramming full speed ahead? That’s
what it seems like to me.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Well, it’s truly not
bipartisanship; it’s only the show of bi-
partisanship designed for two things:
so they can say, Well, we’ve negotiated
with Republicans on C-SPAN. We
didn’t shut them out. That’s really it.

The gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. KINGSTON. You know, the
amazing thing is, I was in the State
legislature, and we had, out of 180
members, 26 Republicans, and yet the
philosophies were still reflective of the
State of Georgia. You could roughly
say one-third of the people were fairly
liberal, one-third of the people were



H828

fairly conservative, and then another
third were either right of center or left
of center. And so you had to have the
legislative deliberations to get a bill in
order to get, for the Georgia House, 91
votes to pass something. So I assumed
that Congress would be the same way,
where you would have some people
from really safe hard left, hard right
districts, and then people maybe from
more swing districts where it’s reflec-
tive of the American people, but every
bill would have the mark of both par-
ties on it.

I was shocked when I came here and
saw that it’s full speed ahead with the
majority party. I think that’s why,
when we took over the House in the
104th Congress, we had open rules. And
you know what, we strayed from that.
That was one reason the people threw
us out and put the Democrats in. But
now they’ve seen the Democrats, and
they are sick and tired of this partisan
stuff. They do want open debate on C-
SPAN and amendments.

So you know what would really be
nice? If Mr. AKIN offers an amendment
and I vote against it and you vote for
it—and it’s okay to vote against your
party members. And maybe you prefer
a Democrat one. But you know, once
you understand something, you have
the opportunity to debate it, as we did
today, you get a better bipartisan prod-
uct.

And so today, I don’t know if the
Speaker is in town, but perhaps she
saw that and said, Oh, my goodness, 8o
this is the way democracy works?
Maybe we should do this on another
dozen bills and cobble together a col-
lection of health care reforms. Because
it seems to me somewhere in the town
meetings that’s what people were say-
ing; fix what’s broken. Don’t throw out
the entire system. And if you did some
one-shot bills, you could have targeted
health care reform without some $950
billion government takeover of health
care.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Well, reclaiming
my time, I would label the gentleman
from Georgia as not necessarily right
or left or center, but perhaps an opti-
mist on the grounds that the Speaker
has been around here for a long time,
and she surely would have seen this
over and over and over again over the
last 20 or more years that I believe she
has been here. So I actually don’t
think that it is about trying to arrive
at a means to get Democrat and Repub-
lican votes. I think it’s about trying to
move a hard-core left-wing agenda.

The President has said he is for sin-
gle payer. The Speaker is for single
payer. HARRY REID is for single payer.
That’s all socialized medicine. That’s
government-run health care. Now it’s a
matter of—it isn’t necessarily, in my
view, what’s right or wrong with the
way they’re looking at this.

I had said before the election—a year
ago last November—if we elect Presi-
dent Obama, the most liberal President
in American history, the most liberal
Senator in the United States Senate, if
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we elect him, with a strong ideology—
and by the way, he told us in Balti-
more, the President said, I am not an
ideologue, I am not, but I am not aware
of anyone that actually believes that.
A strong left-wing President standing
with the Speaker of the House from
San Francisco, HARRY REID from Las
Vegas, those three are the ruling troi-
ka in America.

And I said before Mr. Obama was
elected President that the three of
them could go into a phone booth and
do what they would to America—and
they wouldn’t have to ask any Repub-
licans for sure—and the only thing
they would have to do is be able to
verify that they could produce the
votes within their own Democrat Party
to pass any bill. And what happened?
Just what I said, essentially. The rul-
ing troika cooked up a bill. They just
couldn’t agree in the House and the
Senate and they had trouble finding
enough Democrats to get it to pass.
Now they come back to Republicans.

I would remind the Speaker of this,
Mr. Speaker, and that is, Thomas Jef-
ferson’s quote, when he said, ‘‘Large
initiatives should not be advanced on
slender majorities.” This is a large ini-
tiative and it should never be advanced
on slender majorities. It should be
something that is debated and delib-
erated and perfected in a legitimate
process, not a partisan process, which
the committee markup actually was.

The gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. AKIN. Gentleman, this is my
22nd year—I hate to admit it—in an
elected office, and I have seen 22 years’
worth of bills, 12 in the Missouri legis-
lature, and this is my 10th year here. I
have never seen a bill like this that is
going to affect so many different
Americans so profoundly. This is larger
than anything we’ve dealt with before.
And I know there are a number of us
that believe that if this bill were to
pass the way it stands now, not only
would it destroy health care in Amer-
ica, it would destroy our budget and
would be tremendously detrimental to
the lives of Americans from coast to
coast. This is a very big deal and it is
right for the American people to be
very exercised about it.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time, I will make another point of this
that I think has been completely un-
derstated—if stated at all, Mr. Speak-
er—here in the House of Representa-
tives or across the dialogue of this
land, and that is this: This President
and this administration participated
with—the beginnings of this during the
Bush administration—the nationaliza-
tion of a huge chunk of our private sec-
tor. We have seen three large invest-
ment banks nationalized: Fannie Mae
and Freddie Mac, General Motors,
Chrysler, AIG.

According to The Wall Street Jour-
nal last August, they printed that one-
third of the private sector profits had
been nationalized, and most of it by
the Obama administration, depending
on how you actually pick the dates
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that it is declared to be nationalized.
But one-third of the private sector
profits, and now we are looking at an-
other 17 percent of our economy na-
tionalized. That takes, at 33 percent,
you add it up and you’re at 50 percent,
right there at half.

But the important thing, the part
that seems to be missed in the dialogue
of this debate is, when the government
nationalizes and takes over the private
sector economy, which they have done,
and they want to take over the health
care and take over the management of
everybody’s health care in America,
this unique thing happens. When we
look back to 1973, the decision of Roe v.
Wade, and since that time when the
Supreme Court made their ruling—
which I think is not grounded in the
Constitution and I reject the rationale
of Roe v. Wade—we have continually
heard every year since then, people on
this side of the aisle primarily, a few
on this side of the aisle, say the gov-
ernment has no business telling a
woman what she can and can’t do with
her body. That is not the government’s
business. That is between the woman
and her doctor and her priest. It is not
anybody else’s business. No one can
tell a woman what to do with her body.
That is what I heard from these folks
over here mostly since 1973.

Now the same people, the same
voices are saying government should
tell everybody what they can and can’t
do with their body. Government should
take over and nationalize everybody’s
bodies, our health care, and determine
whether our health insurance is the
one that they will approve; determine
what tests we get at what age; what
age you get a mammogram; how long
you’re going to wait for a hip replace-
ment or a knee replacement; the gov-
ernment taxing the nondiet pop to try
to tell you don’t buy anything or eat
anything or drink anything but diet
pop; the government punishing trans
fats so that we can have a healthier
diet, managing our diet, managing our
health care. They’ve done everything
except promise to run us across the
scales, check our body fat index and
tax us for our fat and tax us for failing
to exercise.

They already tax about every sin
that you can put in your body by try-
ing to control our behavior. This nanny
state is wanting to fund the takeover
of the private sector, our bodies. They
want to do this, and it is the most pri-
vate thing we have, the Federal Gov-
ernment taking over our bodies. The
very people that said that the govern-
ment has no business telling a woman
what she can do with her body, they
want to tell everybody in America
what we can and can’t do with our bod-
ies.

Gentleman.

Mr. AKIN. There just doesn’t seem to
be a lot of consistency there, does it?
We’ve got 36 States that have legisla-
tion they’re considering trying to pro-
tect their citizens from us demanding
that those citizens have to buy the
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government-approved package of
health care. I mean, there are a whole
lot of people fighting back, and they’re
sick of the nanny state telling people
what to do.

I think, gentleman, when you talk
about the Federal Government taking
things over, what I have seen in the
last year seems to me to be three nets
that are being tossed over our econ-
omy.

The first net is the net that govern-
ment is going to make all the decisions
about energy. And energy is a key com-
ponent of almost everything, so the
government wants to regulate in all
kinds of very fine ways the use of en-
ergy.

The second net says we are going to
control all of health care. Now, that af-
fects everybody because everybody has
a body.

And the third one, which has not re-
ceived a lot of attention but is equally
insidious, is that the government is
going to throw a net over all financial
transactions. In fact, the bill that was
proposed would allow the government
to determine the salary of a teller in a
bank.

So when you put a net over energy, a
net over health care, a net over finan-
cial transactions, talk about Big
Brother looking over your shoulder. No
wonder people are exercised.
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Mr. KING of Iowa. In reclaiming my
time from the gentleman from Mis-
souri, it causes me to think about what
I have talked about for some time here
on the floor, and I'll see if I have the
notes on this. I can also speak from
memory, however. I have long talked
about the Democratic Socialists of
America and their Web site. It seems as
though Americans just don’t seem to
want to take a look at what’s going on
at dsausa.org.

I got to wondering on one of my
nights that I wasn’t sleeping very well.
I guess it was bothering me that the
liberals are deconstructing our Con-
stitution, so I was doing a little re-
search to figure out what they were
thinking.

I went to their Web site, the Socialist
Web site, and I just typed in ‘‘Social-
ists in America,” dsausa.org. What I
came up with was this Web site that
said, Here is what we want to do. At
first, the definition in there says, We
are Socialists. We are not Communists.

Now, I always want to trust those
people who start out their introductory
paragraphs with “I am not a Com-
munist.”” Okay. Well, tell me why
you’re not. Now I'm really interested,
and I'm not actually sure after I read
it.

Well, Communists, they say, want to
nationalize everything right down to
the butcher, the baker, and the candle-
stick maker. Socialists really don’t
want to do that. They just want to na-
tionalize the Fortune 500 companies
and anything else that’s in their way.
So they say this is the difference. So
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we’re not Communists; we’re Social-
ists. We do want to nationalize the
Fortune 500 companies, and we also
want to nationalize the oil refinery in-
dustry and the energy industry in
America. We want to take that all
over, and we want to manage these cor-
porations ‘‘for the benefit of the people
affected by them.”

Now, I read that, and I might have
been a little blurry-eyed because 1
thought: Let’s see. You’d run a res-
taurant for the benefit of the cus-
tomers. That wouldn’t be profit-based.
You’d run a bar the same way. Oh, you
can’t benefit people by serving them a
lot of drinks because they might hurt
themselves or somebody else.

No. Really what it is is the benefit of
the people affected by them will be the
trade unions. They’d run the corpora-
tions for the purposes of creating jobs
for trade unions to work in there, and
they’d put the unions into the manage-
ment of the companies. That’s what
they say at dsausa.org, Democratic So-
cialists of America.

So then I read further, and it reads,
Yes, we are Socialists. We’re not Com-
munists, remember. We’re Socialists,
but we don’t run anybody, any can-
didates, on our banner. We don’t have a
party that advances candidates to go
on the ballot, because our legislative
arm is the Progressives, the Progres-
sive Caucus in the United States Con-
gress.

If you go to their Web site—and
they’re quite proud of this, and they
put a poster up over here on a fairly
regular basis—there are 78 of them list-
ed. There are 77 House Members who
are proud Progressives, and the one
other is BERNIE SANDERS, the Senator
from Vermont, who is a proud Social-
ist. He is a Socialist. He is a Progres-
sive. He is on the list with the others.

The Socialists say the Progressives
are Socialists. I don’t hear the Progres-
sives saying they are not Socialists.
I'm going to take all their word for it.
They are Socialists, and their agenda is
the same agenda that has been ad-
vanced on the Socialist Web site, and
we hear it on a regular basis here, and
the agenda that is being advanced by
the President of the United States is
an agenda that, for all the world, looks
like the one I read on the Progressive
Web site and that I read on the Social-
ists Web site.

I yield to the gentleman from Mis-
souri before I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. AKIN. You know, it was inter-
esting to me that there was a coun-
try—it was the U.S.—and they had a
theory. Their theory was that the gov-
ernment should provide you with a job,
with an education. They should provide
you with health care. They should pro-
vide you with food and with clothing
and with a place to live. That was the
job of the government to do those
things. We watched that country. It
was a big country. After a while, it col-
lapsed. It wasn’t just the U.S.—It was
the USSR.
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Aside from the fact that they just
hated people of the Christian faith,
aside from that sort of prejudice, that
was their operating philosophy—that
the government was going to provide
things that were necessary for your
survival. You’ve got to have food to
survive, so the government is going to
give it to you. You’ve got to have
health care, so the government is going
to give it to you. You have to have edu-
cation, so the government is going to
give it to you. That was their oper-
ating premise. We sat there, as I was a
young man, and we went ‘“‘yuk, yuk,
yuk’ when the whole thing fell apart,
because we knew it was a dumb idea.

So what are we doing in America
here under the Pelosi and Obama lead-
ership? The government is not only
providing education and housing, but
now they’re going to jump into expand-
ing to take over all of health care, and
they are going to tell you where to
work.

I guess my question is: How come we
are doing the same thing we knew that
wouldn’t work before? I think that’s
what a lot of American citizens are
saying. Time out. What is going on? We
need not just to get the budget in con-
trol. We need to deconstruct Wash-
ington, D.C., and we need to remove
them as a threat to the freedom of this
country.

Mr. KING of Iowa. In reclaiming my
time, I have a remark to the gen-
tleman:

Free enterprise capitalism is what
defeated the Soviet Union and is what
ended the Cold War, because our econ-
omy could outproduce their economy,
and they eventually collapsed. I don’t
know why we are trying to emulate
them.

I have a very brief question to the
gentleman from Missouri before I yield
to the gentleman from Georgia, which
is: In the Akin household, when you
serve breakfast to those kids growing
up down there, to that whole conserv-
ative family, do you serve them grits
on a regular basis, or do you not?

Mr. AKIN. Well, you know, now,
when you get to the State of Missouri,
that’s one of those things that just
kind of depends.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Am I going to
have to go down there and have you
show me?

Mr. AKIN. Yes. We're going to have
to do some showing down in the State
of Missouri. We’re not too bad on oat-
meal, but I'll tell you what is some-
thing, I think, of a little bit of New
England that I would want to rec-
ommend, and that is that you’d get
that cornbread and put maple syrup on
top of it and then homemade apple
sauce over the top. I'd even stack that
up against grits in spite of what my
good friend from Georgia might say.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Well, I'll reclaim
my time, and yield to the man who
does have grits for breakfast, the doc-
tor from Georgia, Mr. BROUN.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Thank you,
Mr. KING. I appreciate your yielding.
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I think the American people need to
know that socialism never has worked,
never will work, and we’ve got people
here in Washington who are so arro-
gant, so ignorant, so incompetent that
they will think that their brand of so-
cialism is going to work, but it will
not. It never has worked. It never will
work. I don’t care who is trying to
force socialism upon our people; it’s
still not going to work.

In fact, the Progressives, as Mr. KING
was talking about recently, said way
back years ago with Theodore Roo-
sevelt, who was the first Progressive
and started the Progressive movement
here in this country—the Progressives
back a century ago were saying, The
best way to socialize America would be
to socialize the health care system.
They have been trying for 100 years
now to socialize the health care sys-
tem.

We have a sham of a meeting tomor-
row at the Blair House that the White
House has set up. When it was first an-
nounced, I was very hopeful that
maybe the President had seen the light
from everything that the American
people had been saying, in that they
don’t want to have the government
take over the health care system.
Maybe he was beginning to see the
light and reach out a hand to try to
work with us as Republicans. I'm a
medical doctor, and I was hopeful that
my input and even my health care re-
form bill, H.R. 3889, which is a com-
prehensive health care and financial
reform bill, which totally looks at the
private sector, would maybe be consid-
ered.

No, that’s not what the White House
wants to do. In fact, they’ve stacked
the deck, actually, the final chapter of
this whole sham—of the ruse, of the
dog-and-pony show—that’s going to
occur tomorrow.

Now, I've challenged Democrats indi-
vidually—in fact, many of them—to in-
troduce a bill that would do four things
which are totally market-based, which
would give patients many options and
which would literally lower the cost of
health insurance for every American.
Four things.

One is to have cross-State purchasing
for businesses and individuals so that
people could go out and buy their
health insurance anywhere in this
country.

The second thing is to develop an as-
sociation pool so that people could join
an association and could have a choice
of one or more multiple products in the
way of health insurance that they
could buy.

The third thing is to stimulate the
States to set up high-risk pools to
cover those people who are uninsur-
able.

The fourth thing is to have tax fair-
ness for everybody so that everybody
could deduct 100 percent of all their
health care expenses. We don’t have
that today.

In fact, last night, I led the Doctors
Caucus discussion about health care.
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Just following us, the Democrats came
to the floor, and they were talking
about a bill that passed the House
today. It’s a big insurance company
protection bill, is actually what it is.
BETSY MARKEY from Colorado, a Demo-
crat, said she has had a small business,
and she was remarking, as to her small
business in Colorado, that she only has
two choices of buying health insurance,
and that she would like to see her em-
ployees be able to get insurance across
State lines. I've had Democrat after
Democrat tell me they’d like to intro-
duce this bill, but they said that their
leadership would punish them if they
were to introduce it and promote it.

JOHN SHADEGG, CHARLIE DENT and I,
all Republicans from different parts of
this country, wrote an op-ed that was
published in The Washington Times to
challenge Democrats to introduce that
bill. If we were to have it on the agenda
tomorrow, we could introduce that bill.
The Democrats could take control of it
and could claim the bill as theirs.

Mr. KING of Iowa. In briefly reclaim-
ing my time, to the gentleman from
Georgia, I'"d make the point that, as to
what’s going on tomorrow that you re-
ferred to as a dog-and-pony show, I
don’t take issue with that statement.

I just think that the American people
need to know that this isn’t a negotia-
tion taking place tomorrow. This is
about putting up the front and the
show that there will be C-SPAN discus-
sions taking place and that there will
be Republicans in the room.

By the way, there hasn’t been any
dialogue on our part about the dynam-
ics of what happens with the faces of
the Democrats who will be in the room
or whose job it will be to enhance the
image of the President of the United
States. This is the President’s image.
He has lost his mojo, and he cannot get
it back by simply continuing to work
in the backroom with Democrats.
That’s how he lost it in the first place.
So the President can’t get his juice
back. He can’t get his mojo back unless
he gets Republicans in the room—and
he has got to have some of them either
looking silly or nodding their heads,
one of the two—and I'm going to sug-
gest going cheek-to-cheek with the
President of the United States after
we’ve come all of this way.

The American people have won the
debate, and we are with them. We’ve
now recovered the fumble in Massachu-
setts. We’ve got the ball. We’re playing
offense. They’re playing defense. This
is the best that they can come up
with—allowing the President of the
United States to set conditions on the
negotiations by which we are going to
consider his defeated bill, to which 47
percent of the people say scrap it and
start over, to which 23 percent of the
people say just throw it out and do
nothing—don’t start over—and to
which about a quarter of the people
say, We’ll pass the President’s bill.
Well, that’s how far down he is when 25
percent of the American people think
that might be a good idea.
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So I think that we need to under-
stand that this is about the show. It’s
not about getting anything negotiated.
But if it were, I’d do tort reform.

The gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. AKIN. That’s what we called it
during the last hour. We called it ‘‘Po-
litical Drama.”’

You know, there isn’t anything, first
of all, that the Republicans can do that
could block his bill. The problem he
has got is he doesn’t even have enough
Democrats who want to do this thing,
so he is trying to drum up, as you say,
support for this thing to make it look
like there are people who are sup-
porting it. Yet he goes behind closed
doors, puts some deal together, comes
out, and says, Now are you going to
agree with it?

There is nothing bipartisan about
that. It’s just a scam. I just don’t think
the American people are going to buy
it.

Mr. KING of Iowa. In reclaiming my
time, in addition to this reconciliation
package is the, figuratively, gun to the
head of Republicans. They’ve been
cleaning their gun all weekend and
spinning the cylinder. They’ll put it to
our heads tomorrow, and they’ll say,
We have cooked up this reconciliation
package. We’ve got our deal.

They’re going to think we believe
they have the votes.

They’ll put that gun to our heads,
and they’ll say, Now, you can either
accept the terms we’re going to offer at
the Blair House tomorrow or we’re
going to drop the hammer and go with
the nuclear option and try to push this
thing through the Senate.

I don’t think they’ve got the votes in
the House to do it. I don’t think
they’ve got the votes in the Senate to
do it. I will say, Mr. Speaker, if they
try to move that, they’re going to be
looking at a whole stack of amend-
ments in the Senate that will take an
awful long time, with more exposure on
the Senate votes than there will be at
the Blair House tomorrow.

The gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Thank you.

I believe the American people know
what’s going on up here, and they’re
going to say ‘‘no’”’ to ObamaCare. The
American people have already spoken.
They’re going to say ‘“‘no’’ to all of this
sham, this secrecy, this putting things
together with just a few people who
won’t let Democrats or Republicans be
engaged in setting things up. It’s all a
show. It’s a joke. It’s a bunch of clowns
who are just trying to make something
look different than it is. It is nothing
but trying to ramrod a health care
takeover by the Federal Government,
by this administration, and by the
leadership.

The American people need to stand
up and tell their Congressmen, their
Senators ‘‘no’” to this sham, ‘“‘no” to
ObamaCare—and we can defeat it. I en-
courage people all over this country to
start calling first thing in the morning,
Mr. Speaker, every Congressmen in
this Congress and every Senator and
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say ‘‘no” to this sham, ‘no” to
ObamaCare and ‘‘no” to a government
takeover of the health care system. My
patients and my patients’ families de-
pend upon it—the American people just
saying ‘‘no.”

With that, we as Republicans are not
the party of N-O; we are the party of K-
N-O-W. We can lower the cost of health
care if our issues will get on the table
and if we can discuss those.

I yield back.

Mr. KING of Iowa. In reclaiming my
time and in thanking the gentlemen
from Georgia and Missouri, in our last
minute here, Mr. Speaker, I'"d make the
point that I'm happy to say ‘‘no” to
bad ideas, N-O to bad ideas. The Amer-
ican people are glad of that. They were
glad when Nancy Reagan said, ‘‘Just
say ‘no.””” We’re just saying ‘‘no” to so-
cialized medicine.

We’re saying ‘‘yes’ to good ideas, in-
cluding ending lawsuit abuse, selling
health insurance across State lines,
full deductibility, HSAs, portability,
and transparency.

I yield back the balance of my time.

———————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. PI1TTS (at the request of Mr.
BOEHNER) for today on account of ill-
ness.

———

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 Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. DELAURO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. McDErMOTT, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 56 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, 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,
March 3.

Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, March 3.

Mr. TiM MURPHY of Pennsylvania, for
5 minutes, today.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. LEwIs of California, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. KINGSTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. SHUSTER, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes,
March 3.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, for 5 minutes,
today.

(The following Members (at their own
request) to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

for 5 minutes,
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Mr. GARAMENDI, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. FARR, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. RAHALL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mrs. LOWEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. CAPUANO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DRIEHAUS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. STUPAK, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. WELCH, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. COHEN, for 5 minutes, today.

———

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A Dbill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 30. An act to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to prohibit manipulation of
caller identification information; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

————

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the
House, reported and found truly en-
rolled a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 4532. An act to provide for permanent
extension of the attorney fee withholding
procedures under title II of the Social Secu-
rity Act to title XVI of such Act, and to pro-
vide for permanent extension of such proce-
dures under titles IT and XVI of such Act to
qualified non-attorney representatives.

—————

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 45 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, February 25, 2010,
at 10 a.m.

————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

6192. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — 2-propenoic acid, butyl
ester, polymer with ethenylbenzene, methyl
2-methyl-2-propenoate and 2-propenoic acid;
Tolerance Exemption [EPA-HQ-OPP-2009-0
691; FRIL.-8800-6] received December 15, 2009,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

6193. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — 2,6-Diisopropylnaphthalene
(2,6-DIPN); Time-Limited Pesticide Toler-
ances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2009-0802; FRL-8798-5]
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received December 15, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

6194. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Bifenazate; Pesticide Toler-
ances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0126; FRI.-8804-1]
received December 15, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

6195. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Chlorimuron Ethyl; Pes-
ticide Tolerances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2009-0009;
FRL-8798-1] received December 15, 2009, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

6196. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Dinotefuran; Pesticide Tol-
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2009-0013; FRIL-8803-1]
received December 15, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

6197. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Endothall; Pesticide Toler-
ances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0730; FRIL-8804-8]
received December 15, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

6198. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Fenarimol; Pesticide Toler-
ances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2007-0536 and 2007-0097;
FRL-8793-5] received December 15, 2009, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

6199. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Fluoxastrobin; Pesticide
Tolerances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0704; FRL-
8803-4] received December 15, 2009, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

6200. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Glyphosate; Pesticide Tol-
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0385; FRI.-8408-1]
received December 15, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

6201. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Mesotrione; Pesticide Tol-
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0811; FRL-8799-1]
received December 15, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

6202. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Prometryn; Pesticide Toler-
ances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0773; FRIL-8801-8]
received December 15, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

6203. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Prosulfuron; Pesticide Tol-
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0276; FRI1.-8800-8]
received December 15, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

6204. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Quinclorac; Pesticide Toler-
ances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0937; FRL-8800-7]
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received December 15, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

6205. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Rimsulfuron; Pesticide Tol-
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2009-0004; FRIL-8796-9]
received December 15, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

6206. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Tribenuron methyl; Pes-
ticide Tolerances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2009-0005;
FRL-8797-9] received December 15, 2009, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

6207. A letter from the Chair, Congres-
sional Oversight Panel, transmitting the
Panel’s monthly report pursuant to Section
125(b)(1) of the Emergency Economic Sta-
bilization Act of 2008, Pub. L. 110-343; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

6208. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Financial Stability, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting Certification Relat-
ing to SIGTARP and GAO Recommenda-
tions; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices.

6209. A letter from the Administrator, En-
ergy Information Administration, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s report entitled, ‘‘Performance Pro-
files of Major Energy Producers 2008, pursu-
ant to Public Law 95-91, section 205(h); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

6210. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Maintenance Plan for Carbon Monoxide;
State of Arizona; Tucson Air Planning Area
[EPA-R09-OAR-2008-0379;  FRL-8982-4] re-
ceived December 15, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

6211. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Cali-
fornia; Monterey Bay Region 8-Hour Ozone
Maintenance Plan [EPA-R09-OAR-2009-0359;
FRL-8983-6] received December 15, 2009, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

6212. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Vir-
ginia; Update to Materials Incorporated by
Reference; Correction [VA201-5202; FRI1.-9093-
6] received December 15, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

6213. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Change of Addresses for
Submission of Certain Reports; Technical
Correction [FRL-9093-5] received December
15, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

6214. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Revisions to the California
State Implementation Plan, South Coast Air
Quality Management District [EPA-R09-
OAR-2009-0818; FRIL-9087-3] received Decem-
ber 15, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

6215. A letter from the Secretary, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting a report en-
titled ‘““Federal Trade Commission Report to
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Congress on The U.S. SAFE WEB Act: The
First Three Years’’; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

6216. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
visor for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting report prepared by the
Department of State concerning inter-
national agreements other than treaties en-
tered into by the United States to be trans-
mitted to the Congress within the sixty-day
period specified in the Case-Zablocki Act; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

6217. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting weekly Iraq Status Reports for
the October 15 to December 15, 2009 period; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

6218. A letter from the Inspector General,
Department of Commerce, transmitting the
Inspector General’s semiannual report to
Congress for the reporting period April 1,
2009 through September 30, 2009, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

6219. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting the semi-
annual report on the activities of the Inspec-
tor General for the period April 30, 2009
through September 30, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

6220. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s Fiscal Year 2009 Agency Financial
Report; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

6221. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s report on
competitive sourcing for fiscal year 2009; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

6222. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Maritime Commission, transmitting the In-
spector General’s semiannual report to Con-
gress for the reporting period April 1, 2009
through September 30, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 8G(h)(2);
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

6223. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, General Services Administration,
transmitting Fiscal year 2010 Annual Finan-
cial Report; to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

6224. A letter from the Chairman, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting
in accordance with Pub. L. 105-270, the Fed-
eral Activities Inventory Reform Act of 1998
(FAIR Act), the Commission’s inventory of
commercial activities for fiscal year 2009; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

6225. A letter from the Commissioner, So-
cial Security Administration, transmitting
the semiannual report on the activities of
the Office of Inspector General for the period
April 1, 2009 through September 30, 2009, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act), sec-
tion 5(b); to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

6226. A letter from the Inspector General,
Office of Inspector General, transmitting
final management advisory report on the
governance of the Atlas project; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

6227. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting the Department’s report entitled, ‘‘Re-
port to the Nation 2009 from the Office for
Victims of Crime for fiscal years 2007-2008
and initiatives that extend into Fiscal Year
2009; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

6228. A letter from the President and CEO,
National Safety Council, transmitting a
copy of the Council’s 2009 annual report and
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audit report, pursuant to 36 U.S.C. 1101(36)
and 1103; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
6229. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Office of Legislative Affairs, Department of
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s report entitled, ‘“‘United States
Department of Homeland Security Other
Transaction Authority Report to Congress
Fiscal Year 2009, pursuant to Public Law
107-296, section 831(a)(1), as amended; to the
Committee on Homeland Security.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida: Committee on
Rules. House Resolution 1105. A resolution
Providing for consideration of the bill (H.R.
2701) to authorize appropriations for fiscal
year 2010 for intelligence and intelligence-re-
lated activities of the United States Govern-
ment, the Community Management Account,
and the Central Intelligence Agency Retire-
ment and Disability System, and for other
purposes, waiving a requirement of clause
6(a) of rule XIII with respect to consider-
ation of certain resolutions reported from
the Committee on Rules, and providing for
consideration of motions to suspend the
rules (Rept. 111-419). Referred to the House
Calendar.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. BOSWELL (for himself, Mr.
TERRY, Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN, Mr.
LOEBSACK, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. FOSTER,
Mr. HARE, and Mr. PETERSON):

H.R. 4674. A Dbill to authorize loan guaran-
tees for projects to construct renewable fuel
pipelines; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. HELLER:

H.R. 4675. A bill to prohibit the further ex-
tension or establishment of national monu-
ments in Nevada except by express author-
ization of Congress; to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

By Mr. FARR:

H.R. 4676. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Commerce to establish a competitive grant
program to promote domestic regional tour-
ism; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr.
COHEN, Mr. NADLER of New York, Mr.
HARE, Mr. FILNER, Mr. DELAHUNT,
Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Ms. SUTTON,
Mr. KILDEE, Ms. CHU, Mr. MICHAUD,
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. GEORGE
MILLER of California, Mr. HALL of
New York, Mr. SIRES, and Mr. RYAN
of Ohio):

H.R. 4677. A bill to amend title 11, United
States Code, to improve protections for em-
ployees and retirees in business bank-
ruptcies; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Ms. SUTTON (for herself, Mr. TURN-
ER, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. ZOE
LOFGREN of California, Mrs. MILLER
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of Michigan, Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr.
SARBANES, Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE
of Florida, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr.
DOGGETT, Mr. JONES, Mr. DUNCAN,
Mr. HARE, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. STUPAK,
Mr. DONNELLY of Indiana, Mr. GENE
GREEN of Texas, Mr. TERRY, Ms. ED-
WARDS of Maryland, Ms. SHEA-POR-
TER, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. RYAN of
Ohio, Mr. KANJORSKI, Ms. KAPTUR,
Mr. KAGEN, and Mr. YARMUTH):

H.R. 4678. A bill to require foreign manu-
facturers of products imported into the
United States to establish registered agents
in the United States who are authorized to
accept service of process against such manu-
facturers, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in
addition to the Committees on Ways and
Means, and Agriculture, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mrs. CHRISTENSEN:

H.R. 4679. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to assist in the recovery
and development of the Virgin Islands by
providing for a reduction in the tax imposed
on distributions from certain retirement
plans’ assets which are invested for at least
30 years, subject to defined withdrawals,
under a Virgin Islands investment program;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ELLSWORTH:

H.R. 4680. A bill to reduce the employer
portion of payroll taxes in the case of em-
ployers who expand payroll in 2010 and 2011;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FORBES:

H.R. 4681. A bill to provide for rates of pay
for Members of Congress to be adjusted as a
function of changes in Government spending;
to the Committee on House Administration,
and in addition to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr.
PETRI, and Mr. COOPER):

H.R. 4682. A bill to encourage savings, pro-
mote financial literacy, and expand opportu-
nities for young adults by establishing Life-
time Savings Accounts; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania (for himself and Mr. GAR-
RETT of New Jersey):

H.R. 4683. A Dbill to amend the Agricultural
Trade Act of 1978 to repeal the Market Ac-
cess Program of the Department of Agri-
culture; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. NADLER of New York (for him-
self, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. ARCURI, Mr.
BisHOP of New York, Ms. CLARKE, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. HALL of New York, Mr.
HIGGINS, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. ISRAEL,
Mr. KING of New York, Mr. LEE of
New York, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. MAFFEI,
Mr. MASSA, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr.
MCMAHON, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New
York, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr.
MURPHY of New York, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. SERRANO, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, Mr. TONKO, Mr. TOWNS, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. WEINER, Mr. CROW-
LEY, Mr. PERRIELLO, Mr. THOMPSON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. PIERLUISI, Ms.
BORDALLO, Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY of
Pennsylvania, Ms. RICHARDSON, Ms.
SCHWARTZ, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. MORAN of
Virginia, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Ms. PIN-
GREE of Maine, Mr. HIMES, Mr.
CONNOLLY of Virginia, Mr. MEEK of
Florida, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of
California, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. SHU-
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STER, Mr. CASTLE, Ms. MATSUI, Mr.
GARRETT of New Jersey, Mr. ROTH-
MAN of New Jersey, Ms. KILROY, Mr.
MicA, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, and Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia):

H.R. 4684. A bill to require the Secretary of
the Treasury to strike medals in commemo-
ration of the 10th anniversary of the Sep-
tember 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States and the establishment of the
National September 11 Memorial & Museum
at the World Trade Center; to the Committee
on Financial Services.

By Ms. NORTON:

H.R. 4685. A bill to provide for the perma-
nent existence of the United States Parole
Commission; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. SABLAN:

H.R. 4686. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Interior to study the suitability and feasi-
bility of designating prehistoric, historic,
and limestone forest sites on Rota, Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, as a
unit of the National Park System; to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

By Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia:

H.R. 4687. A bill to provide grants to States
for low-income housing projects in lieu of
low-income housing credits; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Ways and Means,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SESTAK:

H.R. 4688. A bill to amend the Second
Chance Act of 2007 to reauthorize the grants
program carried out by the Secretary of
Labor to provide mentoring, job training and
job placement services, and other com-
prehensive transitional services to assist eli-
gible offenders in obtaining and retaining
employment, and to require a study on best
practices by nonprofit organization partici-
pating in such grants program; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. DAVIS of California (for her-
self and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN):

H. Con. Res. 239. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of Emancipation Hall in
the Capitol Visitor Center for a ceremony to
present the Congressional Gold Medal to the
Women Airforce Service Pilots; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

By Mr. McCAUL (for himself, Mr.
CULBERSON, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. BRADY
of Texas, Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. SAM
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. HALL of Texas,
Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. SESSIONS,
Mr. PAUL, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas,
Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. CUELLAR, Mr.
GOHMERT, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. OLSON,
Mr. CARTER, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr.
NEUGEBAUER, and Mr. POE of Texas):

H. Res. 1103. A resolution celebrating the
life of Sam Houston on the 217th anniversary
of his birth; to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

By Mr. COSTA (for himself, Mr. POE of
Texas, Mr. BACA, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr.
GRIJALVA, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida,
Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. LARSEN of Wash-
ington, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Mr. MINNICK, Mr. MOORE of Kansas,
Mr. MORAN of  Virginia, Mr.
PIERLUISI, and Mr. ROYCE):

H. Res. 1104. A resolution supporting the
mission and goals of 2010 National Crime
Victims’® Rights Week to increase public
awareness of the rights, needs, and concerns
of victims and survivors of crime in the
United States, no matter their country of or-
igin or their creed, and to commemorate the
National Crime Victims’ Rights Week theme
of “Crime Victims’ Rights: Fairness. Dig-
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nity. Respect.”; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. QUIGLEY (for himself, Mr.
BARTLETT, Mr. MURPHY of New York,
Mr. WALz, Mr. SMITH of Washington,
Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. KISSELL, Mrs.
BIGGERT, Mr. TONKO, Ms. GIFFORDS,
and Mr. KIRK):

H. Res. 1106. A resolution commending the
United States Army for its achievements in
and commitment to environmental sustain-
ability and energy security; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN (for herself,
Mrs. MALONEY, Ms. T1TUS, Mr. BROWN
of South Carolina, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr.
WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. BILI-
RAKIS, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. BERK-
LEY, Mr. GALLEGLY, Ms. KOSMAS, Mr.
GARRETT of New Jersey, Mr. MAN-
ZULLO, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Ms. WATSON,
Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. SPACE, Mr.
ALTMIRE, Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART
of Florida, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois,
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, Mr. SARBANES,
Mr. HoLT, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. VAN
HOLLEN, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. ISRAEL,
Mr. SNYDER, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois,
Mr. CONYERS, Ms. ESHOO, Ms. KILROY,
Mr. MARIO DiIAZ-BALART of Florida,
Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. PALLONE, and Mr.
MCMAHON):

H. Res. 1107. A resolution recognizing the
189th anniversary of the independence of
Greece and celebrating Greek and American
democracy; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

By Ms. WATSON:

H. Res. 1108. A resolution commemorating
the life of the late Cynthia DeLores Tucker;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 25: Mr. GRIFFITH.

H.R. 211: Mr. KLEIN of Florida.

H.R. 213: Mr. CARNAHAN.

H.R. 413: Ms. GIFFORDS, Mr. GENE GREEN of
Texas, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. SHUSTER,
Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, and Mr. ENGEL.

H.R. 571: Mr. CARNAHAN.

H.R. 618: Mr. MICHAUD.

H.R. 656: Ms. GRANGER.

H.R. 690: Mr. MEEKS of New York.

H.R. 716: Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 734: Ms. FUDGE, Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr.
KAGEN, Mr. DAvVIs of Tennessee, and Mr.
CHANDLER.

. 855: Mr. RYAN of Ohio.

. 1074: . ROSKAM.

. 1175: . JACKSON LEE of Texas.
L1177 . SKELTON.

. 1248: . BARTLETT.

. 1283: . VISCLOSKY.

H.R. 1305: Mr. OWENS and Mr. MANZULLO.

H.R. 1314: Ms. CHU, Ms. RICHARDSON, and
Mrs. NAPOLITANO.

H.R. 1523: Ms. WATERS.

H.R. 1552: Mr. SENSENBRENNER.

H.R. 1584: Mr. KISSELL and Mr. CAPUANO.

H.R. 1751: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.

H.R. 1778: Mr. REYES, Mr. CARDOZA, and Mr.
BOSWELL.

H.R. 1826: Mr. WEINER and Mrs. DAVIS of
California.

H.R. 1831: Mr. TOwNS, Mr. PASTOR of Ari-
zona, Mr. MINNICK, and Mr. MELANCON.

H.R. 1836: Mr. SHULER.

H.R. 1855: Mr. SPACE.

H.R. 2024: Mr. MCINTYRE.

H.R. 2030: Ms. SHEA-PORTER.
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H.R. 2112: Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 2122: Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee.

H.R. 2149: Mr. BISHOP of New York.

H.R. 2246: Mr. BISHOP of New York.

H.R. 2271: Mr. LATHAM.

H.R. 2361: Mr. GORDON of Tennessee.

H.R. 2421: Mr. BARROW, Mr. DICKS, Mr.
P1TTS, and Mr. SCOTT of Virginia.

H.R. 2492: Mr. MAFFEI

H.R. 2579: Mr. SESTAK.

H.R. 2731: Mr. SESTAK.

H.R. 2817: Ms. PINGREE of Maine.

H.R. 2866: Mr. WuU.

H.R. 3012: Mr. TAYLOR.

H.R. 3025: Mr. BAIRD.

H.R. 3043: Ms. NORTON, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr.
MARKEY of Massachusetts, Ms. CHU, Mr.
HoLT, and Mr. BOCCIERI.

H.R. 3101: Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. DAVIS of Ten-
nessee, Mr. MOORE of Kansas, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, Mr. OLVER, and Mr. TIERNEY.

H.R. 3511: Ms. BORDALLO.

H.R. 3525: Ms. WOOLSEY.

H.R. 3560: Mr. RUSH.

H.R. 3564: Mr. LYNCH and Mr. PIERLUISI.

H.R. 3648: Mr. ELLSWORTH.

H.R. 3731: Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mr. PIERLUISI,
Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. HONDA, Mr. CONNOLLY of
Virginia, Mr. DOGGETT, Ms. RICHARDSON, and
Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 3790: Mr. OWENS and Ms. WATSON.

H.R. 3810: Mr. TONKO.

H.R. 3974: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H.R. 4051: Mr. COURTNEY.

H.R. 4055: Mr. CoOSTA, Ms. HIRONO, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. COHEN, and Ms. BERKLEY.

H.R. 4085: Mr. SIMPSON.

H.R. 4109: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

H.R.

H.R.

H.R.

H.R.

4127: Mr.
4131: Mr.
4141: Mr.
4149: Mr.

H.R. 4155: Ms. SUTTON and Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 4210: Mr. MORAN of Virginia.

H.R. 4256: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia and Mr.
DaAvVIs of Illinois.

H.R. 4274: Mr. BAcA, Mr. FILNER, and Mr.
TONKO.

POE of Texas.
HoLT.
KRATOVIL.
HARE.
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H.R. 4278: Mr. DRIEHAUS and Mr. CAPUANO.

H.R. 4296: Mr. LOBIONDO.

H.R. 4302: Mr. BAcA, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr.
MURPHY of New York, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr.
DRIEHAUS, and Mr. MAFFEL

H.R. 4312: Mr. MANZULLO.

H.R. 4325: Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey.

H.R. 4330: Mr. WuU.

H.R. 4341: Mr. GRAYSON.

H.R. 4386: Mr. SESTAK, Ms. DEGETTE, and
Mr. KAGEN.

H.R. 4402: Mr. DELAHUNT, Ms. LINDA T.
SANCHEZ of California, Mr. NYE, Ms. SHEA-
PORTER, Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey, and
Mr. JACKSON of Illinois.

H.R. 4469: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina,
Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas, Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania, and Mr. LATOURETTE.

H.R. 4526: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 4537: Ms. BEAN, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr.
MASsA, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. PALLONE, Mr.
PoLis of Colorado, and Ms. WATERS.

H.R. 4560: Ms. BEAN.

H.R. 4580: Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. MOORE of
Kansas, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts,
Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. BOSWELL, and Mr.
GRIJALVA.

H.R. 4594: Ms. RICHARDSON, Ms. BORDALLO,
Ms. FUDGE, Mr. GRAYSON, Ms. GIFFORDS, Mr.
COHEN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. FARR, Mr. McGOV-
ERN, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. CAPUANO, and Mr. WU.

H.R. 4614: Mr. LUJAN and Mr. REICHERT.

H.R. 4621: Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr.
GRIJALVA, and Mr. SHERMAN.

H.R. 4624: Mr. HILL.

H.R. 4626: Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 4647: Mr. ENGEL.

H.R. 4668: Mr. KENNEDY.

H. Con. Res. 144: Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of
California.

H. Con. Res. 147: Mr. SESTAK.

H. Con. Res. 222: Mr. GRIJALVA.

H. Con. Res. 238: Mr. TEAGUE, Mr.
MCMAHON, Mr. MILLER of North Carolina,
Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. CAO, Mr. CHILDERS, Mr.
MCINTYRE, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
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RANGEL, Mr. HALL of New York, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK of Michigan, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. JACK-
SON LEE of Texas, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr.
TOowNS, Mr. RUSH, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia,
Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Ms. MOORE of Wis-
consin, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. CLEAVER,
Ms. LEE of California, Mr. COHEN, Mr. MEEKS
of New York, Mr. PERRIELLO, Ms. FUDGE, Mr.
BisHOP of Georgia, Mr. CARSON of Indiana,
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. DAVIS of Il-
linois, Mr. MEEK of Florida, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mrs. HALVORSON, Mr.
RODRIGUEZ, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. WATT, and Mr. DONNELLY
of Indiana.

H. Res. 100: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan.

H. Res. 111: Mr. SMITH of Texas, Ms. JEN-
KINS, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. ROGERS of Ala-
bama, Mr. DRIEHAUS, and Mr. TIBERI.

Res. 200: Mr. BILIRAKIS.

. 213: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut.
. 376: Mr. MCCOTTER.

. 440: Mr. PETERS.

. 716: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.
. 870: Mr. SENSENBRENNER.

. 879: Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut.
. 929: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.
. 938: Mr. CHANDLER.

. 977: Mr. CAMPBELL.

Res. 992: Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas, Mr.
BILIRAKIS, Mr. McCAUL, Mr. INGLIS, Mr. FIL-
NER, and Mr. SCHOCK.

H. Res. 1060: Mr. SCALISE, Mr. KINGSTON,
and Mr. WALZ.

H. Res. 1063: Mr. JONES.

H. Res. 1072: Mr. CA0, Mr. FLEMING, Mr. AL-
EXANDER, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. SCALISE, and
Mr. MELANCON.

H. Res. 1075: Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr.
THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON of Texas, and Mr. WALZ.

H. Res. 1086: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H. Res. 1091: Ms. DELAURO.
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