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Senate 
The Senate was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Monday, March 15, 2010, at 2 p.m. 

House of Representatives 
FRIDAY, MARCH 12, 2010 

The House met at 9 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

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

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 12, 2010. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable DONNA F. 
EDWARDS to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

NANCY PELOSI, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 

Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 
For the Members of Congress and all 

those scattered around the world who 
have been called to be Your ambas-
sadors of reconciliation and peace, 
Lord, we pray this day. 

Almighty Creator of the universe, re-
ceive them all in Your love and con-
tinue to call them out of darkness into 
light, out of ignorance to the knowl-
edge of Your glorious name and bring 
hope to Your people. 

Open human hearts to know You and 
You alone as the Most High, the Holy 
One, Whose dwelling is wrapped in 
mystery and beyond our imagining. 

You alone flatten the arrogance of 
the proud, frustrate the designs of the 
godless, raise up the lowly and humble 
the self-righteous. 

You are the benefactor of all the 
blessed and the Savior of all humanity. 

Be a help to all in peril or in crisis. Be 
strength for the sick and the weak and 
consolation to those who mourn or who 
are afraid. Gift us and the whole world 
with peace now and forever. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House her approval thereof. 

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

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, pur-
suant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a 
vote on agreeing to the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the Speaker’s approval 
of the Journal. 

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentlewoman from Maine (Ms. PIN-
GREE) come forward and lead the House 
in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine 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. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain up to five requests 
for 1-minute speeches on each side of 
the aisle. 

f 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 

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

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today to urge my col-
leagues to come together and finally 
pass a health reform bill that provides 
Americans with the stability, afford-
ability, and access to high quality 
choice in coverage they so richly de-
serve. 

We must act now. We absolutely can-
not afford to wait any longer. 

Over the last year, we saw what hap-
pens when you give pharmaceutical 
companies, insurance companies, and 
entrenched special interests time to 
spend millions of dollars on ad cam-
paigns that spread misinformation, 
fear, and confusion. 

In my home State of Maine, our larg-
est insurer, Anthem, used this time to 
demand a 23 percent rate hike on indi-
viduals. And they weren’t alone. Last 
year, profits for the five biggest insur-
ance companies rose by 56 percent over 
the year before. 

Enough is enough. Americans are 
counting on us. They sent us here to 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1362 March 12, 2010 
work hard and make difficult choices, 
entrusting us to represent them with 
integrity and to set aside partisanship 
and pettiness to do what is best for the 
American people. And I, for one, look 
forward to showing them that their 
trust was not misplaced. 

f 

HEALTH CARE COSTS IN A DISMAL 
ECONOMY 

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 
Madam Speaker, this week it was an-
nounced that the unemployment rate 
in my home State reached a tragic new 
high of 12.6 percent. Statewide, 172,400 
people have lost their jobs since the 
end of 2007. 

In this crisis, the administration has 
irresponsibly announced that March 18 
is their deadline to pass a job-killing 
health care takeover that imposes 100 
new mandates on private individuals 
and businesses; includes billions of dol-
lars in new taxes, and trillions in new 
government spending, squeezing Medi-
care; forces employers to cancel health 
care coverage, and forces people into a 
government-run health care plan. 

More taxes, borrowing, and spending 
is not the way to reform health care in 
America. NFIB warns 1.6 million jobs 
will be killed. We should first consider 
job-creation policies, and then work on 
a step-by-step approach to lowering 
health care costs. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September the 
11th in the global war on terrorism. 

f 

HEALTH CARE COSTS 

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

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, 
Republicans have talked so much about 
the need for tort reform, you would 
think that lawyers single-handedly 
were responsible for America’s sky-
rocketing health care costs. But a new 
report from Public Citizen found that 
the value of malpractice settlements is 
actually the lowest it has been since 
1999, and that for 5 consecutive years 
the number of malpractice settlements 
has actually dropped. 

And, of course, the health care costs 
have gone down; right? No, absolutely 
not. 

Health care spending increased 83 
percent between 2000 and 2009, while 
malpractice payments fell 8 percent 
during the same period. 

Blaming our health care crisis on 
litigation costs is simply baloney. I 
hope my Republican friends can find 
another theme song for their attempt 
to derail what the American people 
want, and that is health care that is 
guaranteed and will not bankrupt 
America. 

CONGRATULATING KANSAS 
JAYHAWKS 

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

Ms. JENKINS. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize the University of 
Kansas men’s basketball program and 
to congratulate them on a tremendous 
accomplishment. Yesterday, the 
Jayhawks defeated Texas Tech to pick 
up their 2,000th victory. The only other 
schools to reach this milestone are the 
University of Kentucky and North 
Carolina, and it should be noted that 
the basketball arenas at both of those 
schools are named after native Kansans 
and former Kansas basketball players. 
From James Naismith, the inventor of 
basketball, to the legendary Forrest 
‘‘Phog’’ Allen, to current coach Bill 
Self, KU is a proven perennial power in 
college basketball. 

This year, the Jayhawks will com-
pete for their sixth national champion-
ship. In commemoration of this im-
pressive accomplishment, I ask my 
congressional colleagues in the Con-
gress to join me in a hearty, Rock 
Chalk Jayhawk, go KU. 

f 

JOBS—OUR TIME TO LEAD 

(Mr. HALL of New York asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. HALL of New York. I rise today 
to talk about the Nation’s unemploy-
ment problem. There are people in my 
district who are struggling. They want 
to work; they know how to work. Many 
of them are highly skilled and have 
great ideas, but they cannot find a job. 
It is our job, Madam Speaker, to help 
them. 

In the 19th District of New York last 
Saturday, I sponsored two job fairs 
that helped hundreds of people connect 
with resources and people who can help 
them. Among them was 65-year-old 
George Myrnyj of Sparrow Bush. 
George retired last year from a career 
in manufacturing, but he still wants 
and needs to work. He has an idea for 
packaging do-it-yourself solar panel 
kits. Last Saturday, he was able to 
connect with people he thinks can help 
him. 

Madam Speaker, I submit that it is 
our job to help George find a way to re-
alize his dream and find a job or create 
one. This is not a time to do nothing. 
It is our time to lead. 

f 

OCS DELAY 

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

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, offshore energy development 
is an important step toward reducing 
our dependence on foreign oil, creating 
new jobs, and putting our economy 
back on track. 

In 2008, by ending the decades-long 
ban on offshore exploration, we opened 

500 million acres containing an esti-
mated 14 billion barrels of oil and 55 
trillion cubic feet of natural gas. 

Unfortunately, the Obama adminis-
tration immediately instituted an ex-
tended public comment period, delay-
ing progress. 

Despite public support for increased 
offshore drilling, Secretary of the Inte-
rior Salazar recently stated the Obama 
administration will now wait until 2012 
to put a new plan in place. This means 
the administration’s initial 6-month 
delay has turned into a 3-year morato-
rium on new offshore exploration. 

With the potential to create 1.2 mil-
lion jobs and add $8 trillion to our 
economy, it is irresponsible to con-
tinue to ignore the economic potential 
these areas hold. 

f 

HEALTH REFORM NOW 

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

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, we 
need health care reform now, and fail-
ure to act is not an option. Doing noth-
ing on health care reform doesn’t mean 
that nothing happens. People will con-
tinue to lose coverage, to pay more in 
premiums, to be banned for preexisting 
conditions, to have caps on coverage, 
and other discriminatory practices. 

By doing nothing for 8 years, the Re-
publicans essentially endorsed these 
things. It isn’t a choice, Madam Speak-
er, between the reform plan we have or 
nothing. The real option is how every-
thing will continue to get worse. 

f 

INCURSION BY MEXICAN MILITARY 
HELICOPTER 

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, 
yesterday an armed Mexican military 
helicopter was spotted and photo-
graphed over a residential area a mile 
inside the territorial boundary of the 
United States. 

Texas Sheriff Sigi Gonzalez of Zapata 
County said the Mexican Navy heli-
copter was not the first incursion by 
the Mexican military onto the U.S. 
side of the Rio Grande River. 

There is a violent border war raging 
in this area between the Los Zetas and 
Gulf drug cartels for territory. Eight 
Mexican journalists have been kid-
napped, numerous individuals killed in 
old west style shoot-outs, and the vio-
lence and corruption has even spilled 
over to the U.S. side. The cartels have 
even infiltrated U.S. law enforcement 
agencies on the border, resulting in 400 
corruption cases being filed. 

The border has become a corrupt, 
violent area, and now the Mexican 
military crosses our border with un-
known intentions. The United States 
cannot allow the border to be a war 
zone for murder, mayhem, violence, 
drugs, and corruption. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
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HEALTH CARE COVERAGE ONE- 
SIDED 

(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. Madam Speak-
er, yesterday, The New York Times, 
the Washington Post and the Los Ange-
les Times each featured a news story 
about President Obama’s trip to Mis-
souri to promote his health care plan. 
Combined, the three articles feature 16 
quotes from individuals who support 
the administration’s plan compared to 
just two quotes from those opposing it. 
This is a high level of bias considering 
that most Americans oppose the health 
care proposal and about two-thirds of 
Americans want Congress to start over 
and get it right. 

The national media continue to be an 
unpaid public relations firm for this 
administration’s health care scheme. 
To restore their credibility, the na-
tional media should give Americans 
the facts on health care, not just the 
administration’s opinions. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 3650, HARMFUL ALGAL 
BLOOMS AND HYPOXIA RE-
SEARCH AND CONTROL AMEND-
MENTS ACT OF 2010 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Madam 
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 1168 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1168 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to consider in 
the House the bill (H.R. 3650) to establish a 
National Harmful Algal Bloom and Hypoxia 
Program, to develop and coordinate a com-
prehensive and integrated strategy to ad-
dress harmful algal blooms and hypoxia, and 
to provide for the development and imple-
mentation of comprehensive regional action 
plans to reduce harmful algal blooms and hy-
poxia. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived except those aris-
ing under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. In lieu 
of the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Committee on 
Science and Technology now printed in the 
bill, the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in part A of the report of the 
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution shall be considered as adopted. The 
bill, as amended, shall be considered as read. 
All points of order against provisions of the 
bill, as amended, are waived. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill, as amended, and on any amendment 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except: (1) one hour of debate equally 
divided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Science and Technology; (2) the amendment 
printed in part B of the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules, if offered by Representative 
Flake of Arizona or his designee, which shall 
be in order without intervention of any point 
of order except those arising under clause 9 
or 10 of rule XXI, shall be considered as read, 
shall be separately debatable for 10 minutes 

equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, and shall not be 
subject to a demand for division of the ques-
tion; and (3) one motion to recommit with or 
without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Maine is recognized for 
1 hour. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Madam 
Speaker, for the purpose of debate 
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes 
to the gentleman from California (Mr. 
DREIER). All time yielded during con-
sideration of this rule is for debate 
only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I ask unani-

mous consent that all Members have 5 
legislative days within which to revise 
and extend their remarks and insert 
extraneous materials into the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Madam 

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

Madam Speaker, the resolution pro-
vides for consideration of H.R. 3650, the 
Harmful Algal Blooms and Hypoxia Re-
search and Control Amendments Act of 
2009, under a structured rule. 

The resolution waives all points of 
order against consideration of the bill 
except those arising under clause 9 or 
10 of rule XXI. The resolution provides 
1 hour of debate on the bill. The resolu-
tion provides that in lieu of the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Science Committee, 
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the Rules Committee 
report shall be considered as adopted. 

The bill, as amended, shall be consid-
ered as read. The rule waives all points 
of order against the bill, as amended. 
The resolution makes in order the 
amendment printed by the Rules Com-
mittee report if offered by Representa-
tive FLAKE or a designee. The resolu-
tion waives all points of order against 
the amendment except those arising 
under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. The 
resolution provides one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions. 

Madam Speaker, harmful algal 
blooms, or HABs, are a growing prob-
lem along U.S. coasts and they impact 
almost every coastal district. Some 
algae, like red tide, produce toxins that 
contaminate shellfish and shut down 
shellfish beds to local harvesters. 

Severe red tide blooms can be harm-
ful to tourism across the country. 
When red tide affects an area, people 
can’t go in the water, seafood isn’t 
bought and sold, and stores and hotels 
along the coast are empty. 

Over the past few decades, harmful 
algae have begun to bloom more fre-
quently and with greater intensity. 
HABs are one of the most complex and 
economically significant coastal man-
agement challenges facing the Nation. 

We know that algae growth is influ-
enced by a number of factors, including 
light, water temperature, salinity, and 

nutrient availability, but the factors 
that drive outbreaks like red tide are 
not understood as well, and additional 
efforts are needed to monitor, control, 
prevent, and mitigate these outbreaks. 

A professor at the University of 
Maine has done research that shows 
that the blooms start offshore and are 
blown towards shore by easterly winds. 
This sounds simple enough; yet in the 
field of red tide research, this was 
groundbreaking work. 

Addressing HABs on a national level 
requires a coordinated approach that 
involves a number of Federal agencies, 
including the EPA and NOAA. The un-
derlying bill oversees the development 
and implementation of regional re-
search and action plans to help coastal 
managers understand and deal with 
HAB outbreaks. 

New England, and Maine in par-
ticular, have been especially hard hit 
by outbreaks. Severe red tide events 
occurred in 4 of the last 5 years, caus-
ing tens of millions of dollars in lost 
income to shellfish harvesters. 

The shellfish industry is vital to the 
Maine economy, Madam Speaker. Over 
2,000 harvesters and dealers depend di-
rectly on access to healthy shellfish 
beds to make their living and support 
their families. Maine’s Department of 
Marine Resources estimates total an-
nual economic value of the shellfish in-
dustry in Maine to be about $50 mil-
lion. 

Last spring and summer, the shell-
fish industry in Maine was shut down 
because of severe red tide bloom. At its 
peak, the density of the red tide toxin 
was nearly 100 times the federally man-
dated quarantine level and closed 97 
percent of the State’s shellfish beds 
and 100 percent of the offshore beds in 
Federal waters. Many shellfish har-
vesters were stuck on land for months 
with nowhere to go. This all occurred 
during the peak of the tourist season, 
and the results were devastating. 

Coastal families rely on the income 
generated during the short summer 
months to carry them through Maine’s 
long, cold winters; and the timing 
could have not have been worse for 
these hardworking harvesters. Not 
only were they missing out on the best 
time to sell their product, but they had 
no way of knowing when it would be 
okay to return to the mudflats. The 
uncertainty made it impossible to 
know whether to look for other em-
ployment or to wait and see if the next 
week would bring clear water. 

Predictions for 2010 indicate that it 
could be an even worse year for red tide 
in the Gulf of Maine. According to a re-
cent NOAA report, the cysts that cause 
red tide are at some of the highest lev-
els ever measured, 60 percent higher 
than what was observed in the sedi-
ments prior to the historic red tide of 
2005. 

While red tide in Maine is a coastal 
issue, HABs are increasingly occurring 
in our inland lakes and rivers. Blue- 
green algae blooms in some Midwest 
lakes and the Great Lakes have killed 
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dozens of dogs and poisoned people all 
over the region. Frequently, these 
freshwater algae blooms are caused by 
a combination of droughts and fer-
tilizer runoff. These outbreaks lead to 
rashes, sore throats, and other health 
concerns. This bill helps address algal 
blooms in lakes as well. 

I am proud to be a cosponsor of this 
important bill, and I am glad that Sen-
ator SNOWE from Maine is a leader on 
this issue in the Senate and is the au-
thor of the Senate companion legisla-
tion. I look forward to continuing to 
work with her to improve the economic 
health of our coastal communities. 

This bill will help shellfish har-
vesters in every coastal community by 
improving our knowledge and ability 
to predict red tide blooms. We need a 
national strategy to address HABs and 
to provide for the development of re-
gional action plans to reduce HAB out-
breaks. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on the rule and ‘‘yes’’ on the under-
lying bill. 

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

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

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

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, let me 
begin by expressing my appreciation to 
my Rules Committee colleague, the 
distinguished gentlewoman from North 
Haven, for yielding me the customary 
30 minutes. 

Madam Speaker, I sat and listened 
attentively as my colleague talked 
about the challenge of dealing with 
algal blooms and hypoxia research. 
And I am reminded, as I mentioned in 
the Rules Committee yesterday after-
noon, of the rather famous vice presi-
dential debate that took place in 1992. 

Now, vice presidential debates, 
Madam Speaker, are not terribly mem-
orable, but in 1992, for those who are 
old enough to remember, we saw three 
top-tier Presidential candidates, 
George H.W. Bush was running for re-
election, Bill Clinton was the Demo-
cratic nominee, and H. Ross Perot was 
running as an independent candidate. 
In that vice presidential debate we saw 
Vice President Quayle, challenger Al 
Gore, who went on to become Vice 
President, of course, and this totally 
unknown figure, Admiral James 
Stockdale, a great man whom I was 
privileged to know. The famous line 
that came from that vice presidential 
debate, Madam Speaker, was from not 
Vice President Quayle or Vice-Presi-
dent-to-be Gore, but from Admiral 
Stockdale, who looked into the camera 
and said, ‘‘I’m sure you’re asking who 
am I and why am I here.’’ That term 
went on to be used throughout the dec-
ade plus in our vernacular. 

I was reminded of that as we look at 
what it is that we’re doing right here, 
Madam Speaker. One can’t help but 
ask, who am I and why are we here? 
And having listened to the very 

thoughtful statement on algal blooms 
and hypoxia research from my friend 
from North Haven, I would like to yield 
to her, if I might, Madam Speaker, to 
see if she could give us a really good 
description of why it is that we are 
here at this moment at 9:25 Friday 
morning when this was a measure that 
had been considered under a suspension 
of the rules and we had, mid-afternoon 
yesterday, completed the work and I 
know many of my colleagues have gone 
into their districts. 

So I would like to yield to my col-
league and ask her to provide us a 
clear, clear definition as to exactly 
why it is that we’re here. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I appreciate 
my colleague’s yielding, and I appre-
ciate his thoughtful comments about 
red tide and hypoxia research. 

I can only answer for the residents of 
my home State, who are deeply con-
cerned about algal blooms, red tide, the 
economic impact in our communities, 
and the importance of passing this leg-
islation so that the research is done. 

Mr. DREIER. Well, Madam Speaker, 
let me reclaim my time and say that 
we had an emergency Rules Committee 
meeting yesterday to bring this meas-
ure up. Now, I understand the impor-
tance of dealing with algal blooms and 
hypoxia research, but in my State of 
California we have many counties, 
Madam Speaker, that tragically have 
an unemployment rate that is in excess 
of 20 percent. We have a nationwide un-
employment rate that is hovering right 
around 10 percent, 9.7 percent—it’s 
been around 10 percent for 7 months— 
and we know that millions and mil-
lions of Americans have lost their 
homes and many more continue to face 
either the threat of foreclosure or 
years of upside-down mortgages. Our 
deficit is $1.4 trillion, and we all know 
that our national debt has exceeded $12 
trillion. 

Credit remains very scarce. We hear 
regularly decried from both sides of the 
aisle about working families and small 
business owners who depend on a ro-
bust financial services system. We have 
serious, very serious issues as a Nation 
that the American people expect us to 
deal with aggressively and responsibly. 
And I would argue, Madam Speaker, 
that while we are considering the algal 
blooms and hypoxia research measure 
under an emergency structure that was 
put forth by the Rules Committee, I’m 
not in any way diminishing its impor-
tance, but I think these issues that I 
just mentioned are what are on the 
minds of Americans all across this 
country: job creation and economic 
growth. 

So what is it that we do in response 
to the economic crisis that we’re facing 
in the United States of America? It is, 
as I said, the Harmful Algal Blooms 
and Hypoxia Research and Control 
Amendments. 

b 0930 

Now, Madam Speaker, I yielded to 
my colleague to say why it is that we 

are really here, which is the fact that 
we were promised transparency. You 
don’t need a really, really good pair of 
reading glasses to know exactly why it 
is that we are here. 

Very simply, we are here because the 
Democratic leadership is doing every-
thing that it possibly can to twist arms 
and to line up votes. Based on public 
opinion polling and on three elections 
that have been held within the last 
couple of months in Virginia, New Jer-
sey, and Massachusetts, they are twist-
ing arms to try and pass a very, very, 
very unpopular and, I believe, out-
rageous, horrible measure that would 
see us have the Federal Government 
take control of one-sixth of our Na-
tion’s economy. 

The most recent maneuver they were 
considering to ram this thing through 
was something that has been dubbed 
the ‘‘Slaughter solution.’’ Many media 
outlets have tried to explain to the 
American people what exactly the 
Slaughter solution would be. Most ex-
planations have left listeners more 
confused and outraged than when they 
started. It is a twisted and contorted 
process that can make anyone’s head 
spin, but this is it in a nutshell: 

Madam Speaker, the Slaughter solu-
tion is an end run around a vote in the 
House of Representatives on the health 
care bill. As the health care process 
has moved forward, the substance of 
what the Democratic majority is try-
ing to accomplish has become ever 
more unpopular. The result is that 
they simply do not have the votes to 
pass a bill that can get to the Presi-
dent for his signature. We all know 
that. 

In the last 30 minutes, the President 
has announced that he is delaying his 
trip to Indonesia and to Australia. We 
know that they are doing everything 
within their power to try and twist 
arms and to encourage people to vote 
for something that is extraordinarily 
unpopular and that, I believe, would be 
devastating for our Nation’s economy. 

So, Madam Speaker, what is it that 
you do if you don’t have the votes? 
What is it that you do? Do you start 
over and work for a bipartisan solu-
tion, which is what the American peo-
ple want? This is not a partisan issue 
on our part. We are saying let’s take 
the commonsense approach that the 
American people have said we should 
take, a step-by-step approach. So is 
that the message that has come 
through? 

Do you listen? Do you listen, as 
many of us have, to what it is that the 
American people are saying through 
town hall meetings and through other 
fora, and do you incorporate their ideas 
into this quest that we all share of try-
ing to drive health care costs down so 
that we can increase access to health 
insurance for our fellow Americans? 

Apparently, the answer to every sin-
gle one of those, Madam Speaker, is 
‘‘no,’’ for this Democratic majority; 
when you don’t have the votes, you 
simply come up with a scheme to avoid 
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a vote altogether, which is what the 
Slaughter solution is. This so-called 
‘‘Slaughter solution’’ would allow the 
House to wait for the Senate to pass a 
fix-it package to their flawed health 
care bill. When the fix would be passed 
by the Senate, the bill would magically 
be deemed passed by the House without 
our ever having a transparent up-or- 
down vote on the original bill. 

Let’s remind ourselves of a new di-
rection for America, the document that 
then-Minority Leader Nancy PELOSI 
put forward, one promising trans-
parency, disclosure, accountability, 
and the kind of openness that we all as-
pire to, but which tragically has dete-
riorated over the past 3 years. 

The approach that we have with the 
Slaughter solution is a hopelessly cyn-
ical attempt to completely upend the 
democratic process. It also, Madam 
Speaker, I believe, creates the poten-
tial for a real backfire. For months, 
the Democratic majority has blamed 
the Senate for their own inability to 
provide leadership and decisive action 
on the pressing challenges that we 
face, and now they want to put the fate 
of their convoluted plan on the ability 
of the Senate to pass a clean fix-it bill. 

Madam Speaker, the Senate has dis-
appointed my Democratic colleagues 
yet again. We got the report just yes-
terday which seemed to undermine the 
Slaughter solution. It appears that the 
Senate parliamentarian will insist on 
the enactment of the Senate health 
care reform bill before he will recog-
nize the fix-it bill as reconciliation, 
meaning that reconciliation can only 
be utilized to deal with existing law. 
That means, if the Democrats won’t 
take a straight up-or-down vote on the 
bill, their only option is the light 
version of the Slaughter solution, hav-
ing the bill deemed as passed by the 
rule and sending the Senate bill to the 
President for his signature. Now, that’s 
what the lawyers call, Madam Speaker, 
a distinction without a difference. 

The reality is that a vote on the rule 
will be a vote on the Senate health 
care bill, complete with all of the spe-
cial interest provisions that it con-
tains—the Cornhusker kickback, gator 
aid, the Louisiana purchase, these 
kinds of things that we have heard 
about. Then there are all sorts of hid-
den items in there which some friends 
of mine have been discussing with me, 
like promises that there won’t be a 
middle class tax increase. What does 
the measure do? It slashes FSAs, Flexi-
ble Savings Accounts, which have been 
utilized by people who are trying to ad-
dress their health care needs. By doing 
what they do in this bill, it will be a 
slap to the taxpayers of this country 
who are middle-income wage earners. 
Their problems don’t end there. There 
will be, Madam Speaker, challenges to 
some proposed fixes and, therefore, 
changes to the Senate package. 

Then there is the question of the 
Federal funding of abortion. If this 
cannot be banned through reconcili-
ation, would the Slaughter solution be 

further expanded to implement a fix on 
that issue as well? How would that fix 
make its way through the United 
States Senate? 

Now, with serious unanswered ques-
tions like these, why would any Mem-
ber of this House take the bait and sup-
port the Slaughter solution, even in its 
light version, by deeming a measure 
passed with the passage of a rule? 
There is a high probability that House 
Democrats would be forced into taking 
the tough votes they tried so hard to 
avoid after putting themselves on 
record as supporting an end run around 
a real transparent vote. 

In the end, Madam Speaker, rank- 
and-file Democrats would be making 
themselves all the more vulnerable for 
having supported their leadership’s 
egregious tactics. The Slaughter solu-
tion is bad policy, bad process, and bad 
politics. The fact that the Democratic 
leadership is pursuing this option ex-
poses its unwillingness to abandon the 
most fundamental element of legis-
lating. The most fundamental element 
of being a deliberative body is a trans-
parent up-or-down vote, and they are 
doing that in order to achieve what ev-
eryone recognizes, based on public 
opinion polling. And I don’t make my 
decisions based on public opinion poll-
ing; I make my decisions on what I 
think is right, but it just so happens 
that public opinion overwhelmingly 
has pointed to this as a very, very, very 
unpopular, unpopular proposal. 

Today, on which I have just had an 
exchange with my colleague from 
North Haven, they are hiding behind 
blooming algae as they twist arms and 
try to work their backroom deals. But, 
Madam Speaker, your leadership can-
not hide forever. If the Democratic ma-
jority proceeds with its plan to ram 
through their health care bill without 
actually holding a vote, it’s going to 
take more than algae to protect them 
from the American public’s outrage. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Madam 
Speaker, I had no idea that we were 
here to debate health care this morn-
ing, but I appreciate that the gen-
tleman, my friend from California, has 
brought up the differences between us. 
I would like to make a couple of points. 

First off, we are here today to take 
up this bill that could have been done 
under a suspension; but as I under-
stand, my colleague voted ‘‘no’’ when 
this bill originally came to the floor, 
which is why we’re back here today—to 
pass what is a relatively simple, I 
agree, piece of legislation but what is 
very important in coastal districts like 
mine. 

Yes, we do have a disagreement on 
health care legislation, and I wish that 
your caucus were doing what my cau-
cus is doing right now, which is going 
through the health care legislation 
that we hope to bring to this floor 
soon, line by line, to make sure that we 
are confident this is excellent legisla-
tion to move forward the cause of 

health care reform, something on 
which he and I don’t agree. 

I support very strongly and am look-
ing forward to the debate that we will 
have on this floor about that health 
care legislation, and I am thrilled with 
the year and a half that I have spent 
here and with the number of hours that 
the committees and Members on both 
sides of the aisle, Republicans and 
Democrats, have put in in crafting 
health care legislation. Now, we may 
not agree on the final product, and 
that will come down to a vote. You’re 
right. It will depend on making sure 
that we have enough votes on our side 
of the aisle, and I am glad that we are 
making sure that everyone feels con-
fident about that vote. 

You know, it was interesting. I, as 
you know, am a freshman, so I wasn’t 
here in previous years when you were. 
But when you talk about arm-twisting 
and about getting votes, I am reminded 
of the stories that I’ve heard about 
passing the prescription drug legisla-
tion, and about what it took for the 
other party, in the middle of the night 
and with a vote open for many hours, 
to pass a piece of legislation. I have to 
say, from my perch as a former State 
legislator from a State where the cost 
of prescription drugs is crippling the 
health care costs for many of our sen-
ior citizens, I was shocked to see what 
that final piece of legislation came to 
be. I am thrilled that our health care 
legislation, which I believe will be on 
this floor soon, will fix some of the 
problems in there, but, I’m sorry to 
say, not all. 

I remember hearing about that legis-
lation. Was it 2 hours or was it 3 hours 
in the middle of the night when people 
were convinced to change their votes 
so as to get the votes, and when every 
minute counted to get one more vote? 
That was the legislation that left us 
with this tremendous doughnut hole of 
which our senior citizens talk to me 
every day. Frankly, that’s the public 
opinion polling that I hear about when 
I go back to my district. 

Yet it’s not a public opinion poll. It’s 
senior citizens who come up to me and 
ask, Do you see what it costs me to buy 
my prescription drugs? Do you see 
what happens when I get into the 
doughnut hole? 

Here is what they really ask me. 
They ask, How could the Republican 
Party, in the middle of the night and in 
twisting arms for every vote, pass a 
piece of legislation that doesn’t allow 
us to negotiate with the pharma-
ceutical manufacturers for the price of 
prescription drugs? I can tell you, in 
my home State of Maine, this was an 
issue for years. 

When I first got elected in 1992 to my 
State legislature, senior citizens came 
up to me and asked, Do you see what it 
costs me to buy my prescription drugs? 
Then, every year, it got worse and 
worse and worse as the pharmaceutical 
manufacturers, which are some of the 
wealthiest corporations and multi-
national corporations in this country, 
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were able to sell their drugs at the 
highest prices in the world to senior 
citizens in America. Those people had 
to pay cash for their prescription 
drugs. Those people had to decide 
whether to put heating oil in their 
tanks to keep warm or put food on 
their tables. 

The Republicans came to the point 
where they could have changed the law 
like they’ve done in Canada or like 
they’ve done in virtually every other 
country in the world. They could have 
done what they’re always telling us: Be 
like a good business, have good busi-
ness practices. You know, I own a 
small business. I wouldn’t think of 
buying something I didn’t negotiate 
for. Well, that’s what that bill said. It 
said we won’t negotiate. In fact, we’ll 
give them sweetheart deals. We’ll say 
to our senior citizens, You know what? 
You’re going to pay the highest prices 
in the world, so there will be no cost 
savings. These are the same Repub-
licans who tell us now there aren’t 
enough cost savings in our health care 
bill. They use it as an excuse, but that 
was what was done in the dark of the 
night, for 3 hours, in holding open a de-
bate. 

Do you know how I first found out 
about this? I got on a bus with senior 
citizens from the State of Maine. Let 
me tell you how it worked. We’d stop 
in Biddeford, Maine. Then we’d go to 
Portland, Maine. Then we’d go to 
Lewiston, Maine. We’d stop at places 
all along the State of Maine, and we’d 
drive all the way up to the Canadian 
border. We’d get all the way to the Ca-
nadian border, and we’d visit with a 
duly licensed physician so that they 
could have their prescriptions rewrit-
ten and they could take them across 
the Canadian border legally. So then 
we’d go to a Canadian drug store. This 
is a busload of senior citizens. We’d go 
into that Canadian drug store, and 
they’d buy their prescriptions. I want 
to tell you about one person I sat next 
to on one of the many bus trips. 

I sat next to a person who had to 
take Tamoxifen, which is a wonderful 
drug that we’re glad we have for breast 
cancer, but this person takes 30 pills a 
month. At that point, I think it cost 
her about $150 a month for her 30 pills. 
When we got across the Canadian bor-
der, it was $12.35. In my opinion, that 
was highway robbery. Do you know 
why that was? Because the Canadian 
Government, just like every other 
Western nation, requires that they ne-
gotiate for the best prices possible. 

So, as far as I’m concerned, that’s 
what should have been in that prescrip-
tion drug plan that was decided in the 
middle of the night when arms were 
twisted to get every last vote. That is 
what should be: closing the doughnut 
hole and lowering prescription drug 
prices in the health care bill that we 
will debate soon. 

b 0945 

As far as I am concerned, I am 
thrilled that members of my caucus are 

here today to go through line by line, 
to make sure that we are getting the 
best possible health care plan we can 
get. And I will say, it is not going to be 
everything I want in a health care 
plan. 

I come from the State of Maine. Our 
doctors think that single payer ought 
to be the health care plan in Maine, 
and I am right there with them, but I 
know that is not what we are going to 
get to vote on here on the floor. But I 
am anxious to make sure that we get 
the best possible compromise, and I 
would be thrilled if some of the mem-
bers of your caucus would vote for that 
bill. I would be thrilled. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

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

I would like to yield to my colleague 
to engage in a colloquy, if I might, so 
we might have a discussion. 

I found it very interesting, very in-
teresting, Madam Speaker, that she 
talked about that amazing drug that is 
used for breast cancer, and, unfortu-
nately, the huge disparity in the cost 
that that woman she was riding on the 
bus had in Canada versus the United 
States of America. There is an impor-
tant reason for that, Madam Speaker, 
and that is the fact that we want to 
make sure that there are more amazing 
drugs created. 

There are many very serious ail-
ments that exist out there today, and 
one of the things that we have as our 
great comparative advantage here in 
the United States of America is that 
we are the center for research and in-
novation. And, unfortunately, we have 
had to shoulder the financial burden 
for that research so that that woman 
riding on the bus with my friend from 
North Haven was able to have a drug 
that would never have been developed 
had it not been for the kind of innova-
tion that exists here in the United 
States of America. 

I would like to yield to my friend to 
see if she would recognize that the in-
novation and creativity that exists in 
the United States of America is what 
allowed that friend of hers on the bus 
to have. 

I am happy to yield whatever amount 
of time my friend consumes from my 
time. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Well, thank 
you so much for yielding your time and 
for allowing me to address this topic, 
and even though we are here to address 
algal blooms, I appreciate the chance 
to go back and forth on this important 
topic. 

Mr. DREIER. Let me just say, 
Madam Speaker, that I am very happy 
that we are here to address an issue 
that is of concern to the American peo-
ple. With all due respect to the impor-
tance of algal blooms and hypoxia re-
search, I believe what we are talking 
about today is much more important. 
And the thing we should be talking 
about is not something that happened 5 
years ago, which, frankly, many, many 

seniors are benefiting from, but what 
we should talk about is what is about 
to happen and what is happening be-
hind closed doors throughout this Cap-
itol at this moment. 

I am happy to further yield to my 
friend. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Thank you. 
And just to answer your point, I, too, 
think it is essential that we continue 
our research and development here in 
this country. Frankly, much of it is 
done around the world on research and 
development. But I don’t think that 
negotiating for a better price, that low-
ering the prices to our senior citizens, 
would cost us research and develop-
ment. And, frankly—— 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, if I 
could reclaim my time just to say to 
my friend that she is right. She is 
right, Madam Speaker, that there are 
other parts of the world where research 
and innovation are taking place. But it 
all pales, it pales in comparison to the 
kind of research and development that 
takes place here in the United States. 

I would like to ask my colleague, 
Madam Speaker, if she would support 
making permanent the research and 
development tax credit so that we 
could have the kind of incentive for our 
pharmaceutical industry and others 
out there who are creating these inno-
vative new ideas to deal with Alz-
heimer’s and cancer and diabetes and 
other ailments that exist. Madam 
Speaker, would she be supportive of the 
notion of our pursuing that kind of in-
centive to deal with these problems 
that can play a role in driving costs 
down? 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. First off, I 
would prefer to answer you on my own 
time, because it seems to me when you 
yield me your time, you usually answer 
for me. So I would rather wait until I 
have my time. 

Mr. DREIER. I just asked the ques-
tion on my own time. I am happy to 
yield to my friend. I asked a question, 
and I would welcome your answer. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I have to say 
I am unprepared to answer your ques-
tion about the research and develop-
ment tax credit for the pharmaceutical 
industry—I know that I have industries 
in my State that benefit from that tax 
credit—before I say yes or no about the 
solution that you are proposing. 

But I do want to go back to one other 
thing—— 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, let me 
just say, because I control the time—— 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. See, I don’t 
think you are letting me finish my an-
swer, so you go ahead. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I am 
happy to yield to my friend further, 
but the gentlewoman has chosen to say 
she doesn’t know whether or not she 
would support making permanent the 
research and development tax credit, 
when we all know that would play a 
critical role in driving costs down for 
our seniors and others. 

Madam Speaker, the fact of the mat-
ter is we are here at this juncture deal-
ing with a measure that may be impor-
tant to some, but this measure was 
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considered, as I said, under an emer-
gency structure upstairs in the Rules 
Committee. 

Now, I ask the question, when the 
President made his decision to delay 
his trip to Indonesia and Australia 
from March 18 to March 21 or 22, was 
that so that he could deal with the 
emergency of signing legislation deal-
ing with algal blooms and hypoxia re-
search? I don’t think so. But that is the 
measure, as my friend said, she wanted 
to discuss here on the House floor 
today, when in fact we know, we know 
that arm-twisting is taking place. And 
to liken, to liken the structure that is 
taking place with what happened 5 
years ago is preposterous. 

It is true, it is true that under the 
rules of the House that vote may have 
been left open, and as a by-product of 
that we have seen literally millions 
and millions of seniors have access to 
affordable prescription drugs. 

Madam Speaker, I have to say that 
that pales in comparison to this un-
precedented and outrageous structure 
that is being utilized, that is being uti-
lized to ram down the throats of the 
American people something that they 
don’t want. 

Madam Speaker, with that, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Madam 
Speaker, I will just say a couple of 
more things again. 

I am thrilled that the President has 
decided to focus all of his energy on 
health care. I think that the people of 
this country have waited long enough 
for health care reform, and I am anx-
ious to see it come to this floor. I am 
anxious to see us bring it to final pas-
sage. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. DREIER. I yield myself such 

time as I may consume. 
Let me say that I was just reminded 

by my staff, Madam Speaker, and I 
have got a couple of articles that were 
just handed to me here today, about 
this process issue. I regularly argue 
that process is substance. And excuse 
me, I am not talking, by the way, 
about algal blooms or hypoxia re-
search. I am talking about this con-
voluted process known as the ‘‘Slaugh-
ter solution.’’ 

For some strange reason, the Demo-
cratic leadership has said that, regard-
less of what the Senate is going to do, 
we are going to proceed with taking 
our action here, when reconciliation 
itself is a Senate process. That was de-
signed, as we all know, it is called 
budget reconciliation, put into place in 
the 1974 Budget and Impoundment Act. 
It was put into place by Senator BYRD, 
and the goal of providing an oppor-
tunity for reconciliation, budget rec-
onciliation, was so that there could be 
an opportunity to deal with tax in-
creases or spending cuts. 

I will say, the last time we dealt with 
meaningful spending cuts under this 
kind of structure was when we tried to 
tackle the issue of entitlement reform, 
and we were able to bring about a very, 

very modest $40 billion reduction. I 
think that we need to work harder on 
that and we need to utilize that process 
in doing it. 

But what we are seeing right now and 
these reports that are out there, the 
confusion that exists in this House, and 
certainly with the American people, 
who are just casual observers of this, is 
that this is not what we were promised, 
Madam Speaker. It is not what we were 
promised. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I have no 
further requests for time, and I will 
continue to reserve my time. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, it 
looks like my friend from Texas is here 
and would like to be recognized. I am 
happy to yield to my friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT). 

Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, I 
appreciate so much the points my 
friend from California has been mak-
ing. Here there have been discussions 
about health care and the White House 
wanting to take that over for the 
American people, and it really is high-
lighted by something that I ran into 
just this morning at the White House. 

Now, we know from the prior hear-
ings that were held that apparently the 
Social Secretary had a meeting with 
people at security at the White House 
and decided to change protocol so she 
wouldn’t be there, and so some people 
got waved in that shouldn’t have got-
ten waved in. As a result, what has 
happened now, with Members of Con-
gress, it used to be that if you gave 24 
hours’ notice with Social Security 
numbers, date of birth, all that kind of 
thing, you could get six people into the 
White House at 8 o’clock, 7:45, some-
thing like that the next morning. Now, 
under this White House that was 
changed to where they want 48 hours. 
Okay, fine. 

As a result of the incompetent han-
dling over letting people into the 
White House that shouldn’t have been, 
not by the Secret Service, not by the 
armed guards there—now they have 
doubled the number of guards that are 
out there—they now make both Mem-
bers of Congress and those people who 
are obviously law-abiding and have had 
their security checked and double- 
checked with not one smudge on their 
record, now they have to go clear down 
a block away to 15th Street and go 
through security there. 

The Member of Congress, like today 
in the rain, has to go down a block and 
then go through security there, with 
double the number of guards, and then 
come up and go through security again 
and go through guards again, all not 
because Secret Service messed up or 
the armed guards that are now doubled 
in number, but because somebody in 
the White House staff screwed up. Now 
they are deciding to punish Members of 
Congress and law-abiding citizens that 
normally just get in. 

The point here is that this is a circus 
over there. Nobody seems to know 

what is going on. When accountability 
was demanded and the Social Secretary 
was requested by Members of Congress 
to come testify, they said, ‘‘We are not 
going to let you come testify.’’ 

The same thing happened on the 
Auto Task Force. Could you have them 
at least come tell us about their secret 
meetings, these czars and all that 
stuff? ‘‘We are not going to be account-
able.’’ 

It is a circus going on over there, and 
now the people in the circus want to be 
in charge of your health care. Good 
grief. It is time to say we don’t want 
clowns in charge of something as im-
portant as our health care. I don’t even 
want them in charge of algal blooms. 

With that, I appreciate the time. 
Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I 

thank my friend for his very thought-
ful remarks. 

Let me just close—I know my col-
league is prepared to do the same—by 
making a couple of comments. 

I began by pointing to the fact that 
in California we have a number of 
counties with an unemployment rate in 
excess of 20 percent. In part of the area 
I represent in suburban Los Angeles, 
we have an unemployment rate in ex-
cess of 14 percent. We have, obviously, 
tremendous numbers of home fore-
closures and small business people are 
unable to gain access to credit. 

I believe that we can get our econ-
omy growing boldly, strongly, and dy-
namically, with bipartisanship—and I 
underscore that term ‘‘bipartisan,’’ 
Madam Speaker—by utilizing the John 
F. Kennedy-Ronald Reagan approach 
with marginal tax rate reduction 
which, during the 1960s under John F. 
Kennedy and the 1980s under Ronald 
Reagan, stimulated economic growth 
by reducing marginal tax rates and 
doubled, doubled the flow of revenues 
to the Federal Treasury. 

Everyone is decrying the $1.4 trillion 
deficit and the $12 trillion debt that we 
have today. And what is it we are 
doing? We are sitting here with a dis-
cussion about algal blooms and hy-
poxia research, and we are witnessing 
arm-twisting to see the Federal Gov-
ernment take control of one-sixth of 
our economy, while the American peo-
ple want us to focus on job creation 
and economic growth. 

b 1000 

We can be doing that, Madam Speak-
er, if we can refocus our attention to 
where it is that the American people 
want us to be. And I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote 
on this rule. 

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

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I thank my 
colleague from California. 

We have had a lively debate this 
morning on a whole variety of issues. I 
had no idea I was going to have the 
pleasure of coming to the floor to talk 
about the bus trips with senior citi-
zens, about the prescription drug de-
bate in the middle of the night and 
many of the things that have been part 
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of our process for years before I was 
ever here. And I thank you for that op-
portunity to go back and forth on those 
issues. 

I appreciate your thoughts and our 
differences of opinion on this issue of 
health care reform. I want to reiterate 
we are here today on the issue of algal 
blooms and red tide and a variety of 
things that are important to my con-
stituents here in Maine. 

The reason this bill is here on this 
floor today is because many of those on 
the other side of the aisle, including 
my Republican colleague, whom we 
have been going back and forth with 
today, Mr. DREIER, voted ‘‘no’’ on the 
bill when it first hit the floor and we 
are taking up again. 

I would like to close and stick to the 
topic for a minute and let us move for-
ward with our business today making 
sure that we continue to bring more 
bills around jobs here, and I hope that 
we have some Republican votes on our 
future jobs bill and certainly on our 
health care bill. 

In closing, I just want to say that the 
2009 red tide in Maine hit our coastal 
communities hard. Most shellfish har-
vesters are self-employed and make the 
majority of their living in the summer 
months. Every day, shellfish harvesters 
were calling the State agencies and 
asking for help with mortgages pay-
ments, utility bills, doctor bills, car 
payments, and even food. In my State 
and in many coastal States, these are 
jobs. These are jobs that keep families 
working through the summer and help 
them get through the winter. 

The economic impact of closing 
much of the coast to shellfish har-
vesters, aquaculturists and related 
businesses was conservatively esti-
mated to be between $1.6 million and 
$2.5 million each week. This is real 
money to coastal States in every cor-
ner of this country. 

This bill will make a difference for 
coastal communities. With improved 
testing and tracking, scientists will be 
able to accurately identify localized 
areas. This means that smaller por-
tions of the coast will be shut down in-
stead of entire regions. In addition, it 
will build on so much of the good work 
that has already been done, improve 
our prediction and monitoring capa-
bilities, and take steps to mitigate the 
impact of red tide and other HABs. We 
need a national program dedicated to 
coordinating and integrating Federal 
resources to minimize or even prevent 
HABs in both fresh and saltwater. En-
hanced coordination will help resource 
managers make better decisions, and 
with better decisions will come less 
economic hardship in our coastal com-
munities. 

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

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

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous materials on the bill, 
H.R. 3650. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida). Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 
f 

HARMFUL ALGAL BLOOMS AND 
HYPOXIA RESEARCH AND CON-
TROL AMENDMENTS ACT OF 2010 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
the resolution just adopted, I call up 
the bill (H.R. 3650) to establish a Na-
tional Harmful Algal Bloom and Hy-
poxia Program, to develop and coordi-
nate a comprehensive and integrated 
strategy to address harmful algal 
blooms and hypoxia, and to provide for 
the development and implementation 
of comprehensive regional action plans 
to reduce harmful algal blooms and hy-
poxia, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 1168, in lieu of 
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on Science and Technology 
printed in the bill, the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute printed in 
part A of House Report 111–439 is adopt-
ed and the bill, as amended, is consid-
ered read. 

The text of the bill, as amended, is as 
follows: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Harmful 
Algal Blooms and Hypoxia Research and 
Control Amendments Act of 2010’’. 
SEC. 2. AMENDMENT OF HARMFUL ALGAL BLOOM 

AND HYPOXIA RESEARCH AND CON-
TROL ACT OF 1998. 

Except as otherwise expressly provided, 
whenever in this Act an amendment or re-
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment 
to, or repeal of, a section or other provision, 
the reference shall be considered to be made 
to a section or other provision of the Harm-
ful Algal Bloom and Hypoxia Research and 
Control Act of 1998 (16 U.S.C. 1451 note). 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—The Act is amended by 
inserting after section 602 the following: 
‘‘SEC. 602A. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘In this title: 
‘‘(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘Adminis-

trator’ means the Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency. 

‘‘(2) PROGRAM.—The term ‘Program’ means 
the National Harmful Algal Bloom and Hy-
poxia Program established under section 
603A. 

‘‘(3) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means each 
of the several States of the United States, 
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, 
American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, any other terri-
tory or possession of the United States, and 
any Indian tribe. 

‘‘(4) UNDER SECRETARY.—The term ‘Under 
Secretary’ means the Under Secretary of 
Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere.’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS AMENDMENT.—The 
table of contents in section 2 of the Coast 
Guard Authorization Act of 1998 is amended 
by adding after the item relating to section 
602 the following new item: 
‘‘Sec. 602A. Definitions.’’. 
SEC. 4. NATIONAL HARMFUL ALGAL BLOOM AND 

HYPOXIA PROGRAM. 
(a) AMENDMENT.—The Act is amended by 

inserting after section 603 the following: 
‘‘SEC. 603A. NATIONAL HARMFUL ALGAL BLOOM 

AND HYPOXIA PROGRAM. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subsection (d), the Under Secretary, through 
the Task Force established under section 
603(a), shall establish and maintain a Na-
tional Harmful Algal Bloom and Hypoxia 
Program pursuant to this section. 

‘‘(b) DUTIES.—The Under Secretary, 
through the Program, shall coordinate the 
efforts of the Task Force to— 

‘‘(1) develop and promote a national strat-
egy to understand, detect, predict, control, 
mitigate, and respond to marine and fresh-
water harmful algal bloom and hypoxia 
events; 

‘‘(2) integrate the research of all Federal 
programs, including ocean and Great Lakes 
science and management programs and cen-
ters, that address the chemical, biological, 
and physical components of marine and 
freshwater harmful algal blooms and hy-
poxia; 

‘‘(3) coordinate and work cooperatively 
with State, tribal, and local government 
agencies and programs that address marine 
and freshwater harmful algal blooms and hy-
poxia; 

‘‘(4) identify additional research, develop-
ment, and demonstration needs and prior-
ities relating to monitoring, prediction, pre-
vention, control, mitigation, and response to 
marine and freshwater harmful algal blooms 
and hypoxia; 

‘‘(5) encourage international information 
sharing and research efforts on marine and 
freshwater harmful algal blooms and hy-
poxia, and encourage international mitiga-
tion, control, and response activities; 

‘‘(6) ensure the development and imple-
mentation of methods and technologies to 
protect the ecosystems affected by marine 
and freshwater harmful algal blooms; 

‘‘(7) integrate, coordinate, and augment ex-
isting education programs to improve public 
understanding and awareness of the causes, 
impacts, and mitigation efforts for marine 
and freshwater harmful algal blooms and hy-
poxia; 

‘‘(8) assist in regional, State, tribal, and 
local efforts to develop and implement ap-
propriate marine and freshwater harmful 
algal bloom and hypoxia response plans, 
strategies, and tools; 

‘‘(9) provide resources for and assist in the 
training of State, tribal, and local water and 
coastal resource managers in the methods 
and technologies for monitoring, controlling, 
mitigating, and responding to the effects of 
marine and freshwater harmful algal blooms 
and hypoxia events; 

‘‘(10) oversee the development, implemen-
tation, review, and periodic updating of the 
Regional Research and Action Plans under 
section 603B; and 

‘‘(11) administer peer-reviewed, merit- 
based competitive grant funding to support— 

‘‘(A) the projects maintained and estab-
lished by the Program; and 

‘‘(B) the research and management needs 
and priorities identified in the Regional Re-
search and Action Plans. 

‘‘(c) COOPERATIVE EFFORTS.—The Under 
Secretary shall work cooperatively and 
avoid duplication of efforts with other of-
fices, centers, and programs within the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion and other agencies represented on the 
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Task Force established under section 603(a), 
States, tribes, and nongovernmental organi-
zations concerned with marine and fresh-
water aquatic issues related to harmful algal 
blooms and hypoxia. 

‘‘(d) FRESHWATER PROGRAM.—With respect 
to the freshwater aspects of the Program, 
the Administrator and Under Secretary, 
through the Task Force, shall carry out the 
duties otherwise assigned to the Under Sec-
retary under this section and section 603B, 
including the activities described in sub-
section (e). The Administrator’s participa-
tion under this subsection shall include— 

‘‘(1) research on the ecology of freshwater 
harmful algal blooms; 

‘‘(2) monitoring and event response of 
freshwater harmful algal blooms in lakes, 
rivers, estuaries (including their tribu-
taries), and reservoirs; 

‘‘(3) mitigation and control of freshwater 
harmful algal blooms; and 

‘‘(4) an identification in the President’s an-
nual budget request to Congress of how much 
funding is proposed in that request for car-
rying out the activities described in sub-
section (e). 

‘‘(e) NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 
ADMINISTRATION ACTIVITIES.—As part of the 
program under this section, the Under Sec-
retary shall— 

‘‘(1) maintain and enhance existing com-
petitive grant programs at the National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration relat-
ing to marine and freshwater harmful algal 
blooms and hypoxia; 

‘‘(2) carry out marine and freshwater 
harmful algal bloom and hypoxia events re-
sponse activities; and 

‘‘(3) enhance communication and coordina-
tion among Federal agencies carrying out 
marine and freshwater harmful algal bloom 
and hypoxia activities, and increase the 
availability to appropriate public and pri-
vate entities of— 

‘‘(A) analytical facilities and technologies; 
‘‘(B) operational forecasts; and 
‘‘(C) reference and research materials. 
‘‘(f) INTEGRATED COASTAL AND OCEAN OB-

SERVATION SYSTEM.—All monitoring and ob-
servation data collected under this Act shall 
be collected in compliance with all data 
standards and protocols developed pursuant 
to the National Integrated Coastal and 
Ocean Observation System Act of 2009 (33 
U.S.C. 3601 et seq.), and such data shall be 
made available through the System estab-
lished under that Act. 

‘‘(g) ACTION STRATEGY.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 12 months 

after the date of enactment of the Harmful 
Algal Blooms and Hypoxia Research and 
Control Amendments Act of 2010, the Under 
Secretary, through the Task Force estab-
lished under section 603(a), shall transmit to 
the Congress an action strategy that identi-
fies— 

‘‘(A) the specific activities to be carried 
out by the Program and the timeline for car-
rying out such activities; and 

‘‘(B) the roles and responsibilities of each 
Federal agency in the Task Force estab-
lished under section 603(a) in carrying out 
Program activities. 

‘‘(2) FEDERAL REGISTER.—The Under Sec-
retary shall publish the action strategy in 
the Federal Register. 

‘‘(3) PERIODIC REVISION.—The Under Sec-
retary shall periodically review and revise 
the action strategy prepared under this sub-
section as necessary. 

‘‘(h) REPORT.—Two years after the submis-
sion of the action strategy, the Under Sec-
retary shall prepare and transmit to the 
Congress a report that describes— 

‘‘(1) the activities carried out under the 
Program and the Regional Research and Ac-
tion Plans and the budget related to these 
activities; 

‘‘(2) the progress made on implementing 
the action strategy; and 

‘‘(3) the need to revise or terminate activi-
ties or projects under the Program.’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS AMENDMENT.—The 
table of contents in section 2 of the Coast 
Guard Authorization Act of 1998 is amended 
by adding after the item relating to section 
603 the following new item: 
‘‘Sec. 603A. National Harmful Algal Bloom 

and Hypoxia Program.’’. 
SEC. 5. REGIONAL RESEARCH AND ACTION 

PLANS. 
(a) AMENDMENT.—The Act is amended by 

inserting after section 603A the following: 
‘‘SEC. 603B. REGIONAL RESEARCH AND ACTION 

PLANS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Under Secretary, 

through the Task Force established under 
section 603(a), shall— 

‘‘(1) identify the appropriate regions and 
subregions to be addressed by each Regional 
Research and Action Plan; and 

‘‘(2) oversee the development and imple-
mentation of the Regional Research and Ac-
tion Plans. 

‘‘(b) CONTENTS.—The Plans developed under 
this section shall identify— 

‘‘(1) regional priorities for ecological, eco-
nomic, and social research on issues related 
to the impacts of harmful algal blooms and 
hypoxia; 

‘‘(2) research, development, and dem-
onstration activities needed to develop and 
advance technologies and techniques for 
minimizing the occurrence of harmful algal 
blooms and hypoxia and improving capabili-
ties to prevent, predict, monitor, control, 
and mitigate harmful algal blooms and hy-
poxia; 

‘‘(3) ways to reduce the duration and inten-
sity of harmful algal blooms and hypoxia, in-
cluding in times of emergency; 

‘‘(4) research and methods to address 
human health dimensions of harmful algal 
blooms and hypoxia; 

‘‘(5) mechanisms, including the potential 
costs and benefits of those mechanisms, to 
protect vulnerable ecosystems that could be 
or have been affected by harmful algal 
blooms and hypoxia events; 

‘‘(6) mechanisms by which data, informa-
tion, and products are transferred between 
the Program and State, tribal, and local gov-
ernments and relevant research entities; 

‘‘(7) communication, outreach, and infor-
mation dissemination methods that State, 
tribal, and local governments and stake-
holder organizations can undertake to edu-
cate and inform the public concerning harm-
ful algal blooms and hypoxia; and 

‘‘(8) the roles that Federal agencies can 
play to assist in the implementation of the 
Plan. 

‘‘(c) BUILDING ON AVAILABLE STUDIES AND 
INFORMATION.—In developing the Plans under 
this section, the Under Secretary shall— 

‘‘(1) utilize and build on existing research, 
assessments, and reports, including those 
carried out pursuant to existing law and 
other relevant sources; and 

‘‘(2) consider the impacts, research, and ex-
isting program activities of all United States 
coastlines and fresh and inland waters, in-
cluding the Great Lakes, the Chesapeake 
Bay, and estuaries and tributaries. 

‘‘(d) DEVELOPMENT OF PLANS.—The Under 
Secretary shall develop Plans under this sec-
tion with assistance from the individuals and 
entities described in subsection (f). 

‘‘(e) PLAN TIMELINE AND UPDATES.—The 
Under Secretary, through the Task Force es-
tablished under section 603(a), shall ensure 
that the Plans developed under this section 
are completed not later than 24 months after 
the date of enactment of the Harmful Algal 
Blooms and Hypoxia Research and Control 

Amendments Act of 2010, and updated once 
every 5 years thereafter. 

‘‘(f) COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION.—In 
developing the Plans under this section, as 
appropriate, the Under Secretary— 

‘‘(1) shall coordinate with State coastal 
management and planning officials; 

‘‘(2) shall coordinate with tribal resource 
management officials; 

‘‘(3) shall coordinate with water manage-
ment and watershed officials from both 
coastal States and noncoastal States with 
water sources that drain into water bodies 
affected by harmful algal blooms and hy-
poxia; and 

‘‘(4) shall consult with— 
‘‘(A) public health officials; 
‘‘(B) emergency management officials; 
‘‘(C) science and technology development 

institutions; 
‘‘(D) economists; 
‘‘(E) industries and businesses affected by 

marine and freshwater harmful algal blooms 
and hypoxia; 

‘‘(F) scientists, with expertise concerning 
harmful algal blooms or hypoxia, from aca-
demic or research institutions; and 

‘‘(G) other stakeholders.’’. 
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS AMENDMENT.—The 

table of contents in section 2 of the Coast 
Guard Authorization Act of 1998 is amended 
by adding after the item relating to section 
603A, as added by section 4(b) of this Act, the 
following new item: 
‘‘Sec. 603B. Regional research and action 

plans.’’. 
SEC. 6. NORTHERN GULF OF MEXICO HYPOXIA. 

Section 604 is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 604. NORTHERN GULF OF MEXICO HYPOXIA. 

‘‘(a) TASK FORCE INITIAL PROGRESS RE-
PORTS.—Not later than 12 months after the 
date of enactment of the Harmful Algal 
Blooms and Hypoxia Research and Control 
Amendments Act of 2010, the Administrator, 
through the Mississippi River/Gulf of Mexico 
Watershed Nutrient Task Force, shall com-
plete and transmit to the Congress and the 
President a report on the progress made by 
Task Force-directed activities toward at-
tainment of the goals of the Gulf Hypoxia 
Action Plan 2008. 

‘‘(b) TASK FORCE 2-YEAR PROGRESS RE-
PORTS.—After the initial report required 
under subsection (a), the Administrator, 
through the Task Force, shall complete and 
transmit to Congress and the President a re-
port every 2 years thereafter on the progress 
made by Task Force-directed activities to-
ward attainment of the coastal goal of the 
Gulf Hypoxia Action Plan 2008. 

‘‘(c) CONTENTS.—The reports required by 
this section shall assess progress made to-
ward nutrient load reductions, the response 
of the hypoxic zone and water quality 
throughout the Mississippi/Atchafalaya 
River Basin, and the economic and social ef-
fects. The reports shall— 

‘‘(1) include an evaluation of how current 
policies and programs affect management de-
cisions, including those made by municipali-
ties and industrial and agricultural pro-
ducers; 

‘‘(2) evaluate lessons learned; and 
‘‘(3) recommend appropriate actions to 

continue to implement or, if necessary, re-
vise the strategy set forth in the Gulf Hy-
poxia Action Plan 2008.’’. 
SEC. 7. PACIFIC NORTHWEST, ESTUARIES, AND 

PUGET SOUND HYPOXIA. 
(a) AMENDMENT.—The Act is amended by 

inserting after section 604 the following: 
‘‘SEC. 604A. PACIFIC NORTHWEST, ESTUARIES, 

AND PUGET SOUND HYPOXIA. 
‘‘(a) ASSESSMENT REPORT.—Not later than 

12 months after the date of enactment of the 
Harmful Algal Blooms and Hypoxia Research 
and Control Amendments Act of 2010, the 
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Task Force established under section 603 
shall complete and submit to Congress and 
the President an integrated assessment of 
hypoxia in the coastal and estuarine waters 
of the Pacific Northwest that examines the 
status of current research, monitoring, pre-
vention, response, and control efforts. 

‘‘(b) PLAN.—The Task Force shall include 
in the regionally appropriate Regional Re-
search and Action Plan developed under sec-
tion 603B a plan, based on the integrated as-
sessment submitted under subsection (a), for 
reducing, mitigating, and controlling hy-
poxia in the coastal and estuarine waters of 
the Pacific Northwest. In developing such 
plan, the Task Force shall consult with 
State, Indian tribe, and local governments, 
and academic, agricultural, industry, and en-
vironmental groups and representatives. 
Such plan shall include incentive-based part-
nership approaches. The plan shall also ad-
dress the social and economic costs and ben-
efits of the measures for reducing, miti-
gating, and controlling hypoxia.’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS AMENDMENT.—The 
table of contents in section 2 of the Coast 
Guard Authorization Act of 1998 is amended 
by adding after the item relating to section 
604 the following new item: 
‘‘Sec. 604A. Pacific Northwest, estuaries, 

and Puget Sound hypoxia.’’. 
SEC. 8. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—Section 605 is amend-
ed to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 605. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

‘‘There are authorized to be appropriated— 
‘‘(1) to the Under Secretary to carry out 

sections 603A and 603B, $34,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2011 through 2015, of which, for 
each fiscal year— 

‘‘(A) $2,000,000 may be used for the develop-
ment of the Regional Research and Action 
Plans and the reports required by section 
604A; 

‘‘(B) $3,000,000 may be used for the research 
and assessment activities related to marine 
and freshwater harmful algal blooms at re-
search laboratories of the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration; 

‘‘(C) $8,000,000 may be used to carry out the 
Ecology and Oceanography of Harmful Algal 
Blooms Program (ECOHAB); 

‘‘(D) $5,500,000 may be used to carry out the 
Monitoring and Event Response for Harmful 
Algal Blooms Program (MERHAB); 

‘‘(E) $1,500,000 may be used to carry out the 
Northern Gulf of Mexico Ecosystems and Hy-
poxia Assessment Program (NGOMEX); 

‘‘(F) $5,000,000 may be used to carry out the 
Coastal Hypoxia Research Program (CHRP); 

‘‘(G) $5,000,000 may be used to carry out the 
Prevention, Control, and Mitigation of 
Harmful Algal Blooms Program (PCM); 

‘‘(H) $1,000,000 may be used to carry out 
marine and freshwater harmful algal bloom 
and hypoxia events response activities; and 

‘‘(I) $3,000,000 may be used for increased 
availability, communication, and coordina-
tion activities; and 

‘‘(2) to the Administrator to carry out sec-
tions 603A, 603B, and 604, $7,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2011 through 2015.’’. 

(b) EXTRAMURAL RESEARCH ACTIVITIES.— 
The Under Secretary shall ensure that a sub-
stantial portion of funds appropriated pursu-
ant to subsection (a) that are used for re-
search purposes are allocated to extramural 
research activities. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. After 1 
hour of debate on the bill, as amended, 
it shall be in order to consider the 
amendment printed in part B of House 
Report 111–439 if offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) or 
his designee, which shall be considered 
read, and shall be debatable for 10 min-

utes equally divided and controlled by 
the proponent and an opponent. 

The gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
BAIRD) and the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. HALL) each will control 30 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

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

H.R. 3650, the Harmful Algal Blooms 
and Hypoxia Research and Control 
Amendments Act of 2009, as amended, 
is a good bipartisan bill. The bill rep-
resents a timely and necessary step to 
address the large and growing problems 
of harmful algal blooms and hypoxia. 
The Harmful Algal Blooms and Hy-
poxia Research and Control Act was 
first signed into law in 1998 and last re-
authorized in 2004. Since the last reau-
thorization, there has been an increase 
in the number, frequency, and type of 
algal blooms and hypoxic events. 

These events can terribly affect the 
marine and freshwater systems where 
they occur. Large fish kills, closed 
beaches, and poisoned seafood are all 
typical consequences of harmful algal 
blooms. 

I listened to the debate on the rule 
prior to our debating the bill itself; and 
as far as the question of why are we de-
bating this, the simple answer is, it can 
kill you. Indeed, it does kill some of 
our citizens every year. It kills count-
less numbers of fish life, it destroys 
tourism, and it costs hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars. That seems to me a 
pretty good reason to take something 
up. 

In addition, as my dear friend and 
colleague from Florida will attest, his 
tourist industry, as mine, and as the 
gentlewoman from Maine who spoke 
earlier and indeed the gentleman from 
California and my colleague from 
Texas, all have beaches which are ad-
versely affected. If the issue we are 
concerned about is jobs, harmful algal 
blooms are destroyers of jobs in addi-
tion to takers of lives. 

In freshwater, harmful algal blooms 
present a toxin that is very, very dif-
ficult to remove; and let me clarify 
why. All the normal means we use to 
purify water don’t work with harmful 
algal blooms. You cannot boil it be-
cause boiling separates the toxin from 
the algae and actually concentrates 
the toxin. Indeed, lab researchers use 
boiling as a way to concentrate the 
toxin when they are trying to study it. 
You can’t filter it because filtering 
breaks down the bodies of the algae, 
and that also releases the toxin. Chlo-
rine doesn’t work because chlorine is 
designed to kill protozoa, and these are 
not protozoa. The toxin is not caused 
by a protozoa. 

So we’ve got a very dangerous prob-
lem. And beyond that, it is a problem 
that is expanding in duration. Harmful 
algal blooms and hypoxic events are 
starting earlier in the season and last-
ing longer. They are growing in larger 
scale, and they are spreading around 
the country. We have some ideas about 

why, and we have some ideas about 
how to control them, but we don’t 
know for certain. And that is why this 
bill matters, and that is why my col-
leagues, Mr. MACK, Mr. EHLERS and 
others, have worked on it. We have 
taken some important steps since 1998 
and 2004. And, again, I want to com-
mend my colleague, VERN EHLERS, who 
has been instrumental on this issue for 
many, many years. 

The bill before us would establish a 
National Harmful Algal Bloom and Hy-
poxia program within the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion tasked as the lead in overseeing 
the development of these plans and the 
execution of this national program. 

HABs, again, do not only affect our 
coastlines. From the waters and 
streams of Virginia and West Virginia 
to the Great Lakes, throughout this 
country, every single State in the 
Union, whether it is freshwater or ma-
rine ecosystem, has been affected by 
harmful algal blooms. My own State of 
Washington, the Puget Sound in Hood 
Canal, has a dead zone that expands 
every year. Off our coast, we have in-
creasing dead zones, and red tides dev-
astate the tourist industry when they 
stop the clamming season from hap-
pening. 

Legitimate questions have been 
raised about the authorized funding 
levels in this bill. But the increased in-
vestment this legislation calls for is 
necessary to address the harmful eco-
nomic impacts and health impacts that 
HABs pose to our country. Conserv-
ative estimates back in 2006 estimated 
a minimum impact of $82 million per 
year. 

This bill is the product of bipartisan 
collaboration and contains the input of 
both Democratic and Republican Mem-
bers. And as I mentioned, Dr. VERN 
EHLERS, Dr. CONNIE MACK, as well as on 
our side Mr. KRATOVIL and Ms. CASTOR, 
have all offered very valuable input. 

The bill you have before you today is 
the product of two hearings, a sub-
committee markup, a full committee 
markup, post-markup negotiations 
with the three House committees with 
jurisdiction over the bill, as well as ne-
gotiations with the Senate Commerce 
Committee. 

The bill represents a focused effort to 
address the specific issues of harmful 
algal blooms and hypoxia. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
bill, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

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

The bill before us today is the same 
bill that was before this body 3 days 
ago. As such, I don’t have much to add 
today except to compliment the gen-
tleman from Washington and tell him 
that he has made a difference in the 
time he has been here and he will be 
missed when he leaves in November. 
And it is tough to go against a bill that 
I’m in favor of the thrust that he has, 
but I have some concerns about it. 
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I will simply reiterate that I’m sup-

portive of the underlying goals of this 
legislation. It fosters continued re-
search into the causes of harmful algal 
blooms, explores ways to manage these 
events, and sets up mechanisms to po-
tentially predict when they might even 
occur. While supportive of the goals of 
the measure, I and several of my Re-
publican colleagues, and there is a dif-
ference among us on this side, have 
some concerns about the authorization 
levels in this bill as well as the poten-
tial for unfunded mandates on States 
and localities. 

This bill authorizes funding that is 
almost three times the amount that 
had been appropriated in recent years 
and is 50 percent higher than the last 
reauthorization in 2004. In authorizing 
legislation, we must be mindful of fis-
cal constraints both at the Federal and 
the State level. 

I look forward to continuing to work 
with Dr. BAIRD and my colleagues on 
the House Science and Technology 
Committee as this bill moves through 
the process. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. BAIRD. I thank the gentleman 

for his comments. 
Before recognizing Ms. CASTOR, I 

would just point out, as he is aware— 
first of all, I want to thank him for his 
support of the underlying issue here. I 
think the recognition of the severity of 
this problem is much appreciated, as 
Mr. MACK will attest to in just a mo-
ment. 

Regarding the issue of unfunded man-
dates, the Congressional Budget Office 
has looked at this legislation and de-
termined specifically that it does not 
impose any unfunded mandates, so I re-
spect the concern but would offer as-
surance that it is not considered a 
problem, at least by CBO. 

Regarding the authorization levels, 
we discussed these levels at some 
length. Given the severity of the prob-
lem, we actually began with the higher 
number. In consult with our friends on 
the other side of the aisle, we actually 
lowered the number. And, furthermore, 
the number, of course, is an author-
izing number; it is not an appropriated 
amount. Our premise is that the prob-
lem actually perhaps deserves substan-
tially more money than we have been 
spending on it because it is a deadly 
threat and an economic loss. But we 
recognize that probably now actual ap-
propriated levels will fall below au-
thorization. Having a greater author-
ization allows us to up the effort 
should a situation arise that needs 
that. 

With that, I’m happy to yield such 
time as she may consume to the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. CASTOR), 
who has been a champion of this, as it 
affects so much of her State. 

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I’m very pleased to rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 3650. I call this the ‘‘red 
tide’’ bill. I would like to thank my 
colleague Mr. BAIRD for his great lead-
ership on this initiative. 

b 1015 
I’ve heard some discussion here in 

the Chamber and throughout the Cap-
itol the last couple of days, Why are we 
taking up time with algae? Well, let’s 
not diminish the issue because this is 
vitally important for jobs throughout 
the great State of Florida. I am very 
pleased that my colleague from Florida 
is in the Chair this morning to preside 
over this. 

We simply can’t go backwards when 
it comes to jobs in our economy, and 
red tide is a significant threat to the 
tourism economy in the State of Flor-
ida. We depend in Florida upon people 
coming from all over the country and 
all over the world to vacation, espe-
cially on the beautiful beaches of the 
west coast of Florida, where you have 
the warm waters of the Gulf of Mexico. 
There are no better beaches across the 
entire world than there are on the west 
coast of Florida. Now, also, on the At-
lantic side it is quite lovely and the 
Florida Keys, but we face a significant 
threat from red tide. 

The tourism industry in Florida em-
ploys over 1 million people, and it is es-
timated that tourism has a $65 billion 
impact on our State’s economy. Add on 
top of that recreational fishing, com-
mercial fishing. What happens when 
this red tide washes in, it’s awful. The 
tourists flee the beaches, and the folks 
that live and work and rely upon those 
industries really suffer. This happened 
just a few years ago in 2005. We had ter-
rible red tide outbreaks on the west 
coast of Florida. And I can tell you be-
cause I had my family there at the 
beach with about a dozen other fami-
lies where we go right after school is 
out. And what happens is that it causes 
you a lot of difficulty breathing. Your 
eyes start to water, the fish wash up on 
the shore, dead fish. And you can for-
get about it. Our economy took a real 
hit because of red tide. The tourists 
simply don’t want to visit polluted 
beaches. We have beautiful, clean, 
crystal clear water most of the time. 
But when this red tide invades, it’s ab-
solutely awful. You can see where it’s 
directly tied to jobs because then the 
word spreads. There were news stories 
over in England and Great Britain, 
where a lot of our tourists come from, 
and they decided not take their vaca-
tion. Now, if that happened in this 
economy, it would be very detrimental. 
So today’s legislation will help us com-
bat that threat. 

And I would like to especially thank 
my colleague from Florida, Represent-
ative CONNIE MACK, who represents the 
Naples, Sanibel Island area. There is 
simply no more beautiful place to va-
cation than maybe up towards my dis-
trict in Longboat Key and Anna Maria 
Island. But Congressman MACK and I 
have been working on this issue since 
2007. He was working on it before I ar-
rived in Congress, and we introduced 
the Save Our Shores Act to bring more 
attention to the research on red tide. 
That’s why I am so gratified that the 
Science Committee, Mr. BAIRD and Mr. 

BARTON, have really stepped up and 
promoted this. It’s a bipartisan effort. 
And it’s important because it comes on 
the heels of the tourism bill, the Travel 
Promotion Act that was signed into 
law by President Obama just last week. 
It’s another good bolstering of the 
tourism economy and all those impor-
tant jobs to the Sunshine State and 
across the country. 

Now, this legislation will ensure that 
we learn more about harmful algal 
blooms so that we can protect our pre-
cious coastlines and the tourism-re-
lated jobs that come with having 
healthy beaches. According to the Na-
tional Centers for Coastal Ocean 
Science, the national economic impact 
of the red tide, the harmful algal 
blooms, is at least $82 million annu-
ally. So if we can pump in a little bit 
of research money and figure out what 
causes this—you see, that’s the prob-
lem. We don’t really know what causes 
the red tide and the algal blooms. If 
we’re already suffering an $82 million 
hit, then it is very cost-effective for us 
to put a little bit more money into re-
search and coordination. There’s a lot 
of good research out there, but I don’t 
think that it’s being shared widely. So 
this initiative will help do that. And I 
think we’ll be able to avoid devastating 
losses to tourism, to recreation and to 
commercial fishing all across the coun-
try. 

In 1971, Florida faced an exception-
ally bad case of red tide, and then 
again in 2005, and we think that that 
caused Florida to take a hit of over 
$100 million. So the level of concern 
about red tide’s cost to tourism is still 
high even though it’s been a couple of 
years since our last big outbreak. But 
like I said, if we had an outbreak today 
in this economy, it would severely hurt 
businesses at a time when we just can’t 
take it anymore. The unemployment 
rate in my community is about 13 per-
cent, and we rely on folks needing 
some relaxation time and vacations in 
the beautiful Sunshine State. So that’s 
why I strongly support this initiative. 

Again, I want to thank my col-
leagues, Representative MACK from 
Florida, Mr. BAIRD, the Science and 
Technology Committee, and I am 
pleased to urge all my colleagues to 
vote for H.R. 3650. 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MACK). 

Mr. MACK. I want to thank the 
chairman, Mr. BAIRD, for his work on 
this important issue. I also want to 
thank the ranking member, Mr. HALL, 
for his hard work and dedication. 

I also want to recognize that in this 
bill, there may be a lot of people who 
have concerns about the funding levels, 
and I’ll just pick up where the chair-
man talked about that this is an au-
thorizing bill. This is not the appro-
priations process. But it is important 
that we recognize that for our re-
searchers around the country, they 
need to be able to plan looking for-
ward, and if they constantly are rely-
ing on funding to be done through the 
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appropriations process once a year, 
whether or not they’re going to have 
the research dollars or not, that is no 
way to conduct quality research, espe-
cially on an issue that’s so important, 
and I too call this red tide. 

This is an important issue for all of 
us, not just those that live along the 
coast, but for all of us. It used to be 
thought that red tide was only some-
thing that affected the marine life, but 
now we have seen that this has crossed 
over and is affecting not only the qual-
ity of life for people who live or vaca-
tion at the beach but also can cause 
death. So I commend the committee 
for this bill. 

Passing this important legislation is 
the first step in increasing research on 
red tide while ensuring that scientists 
and experts in the field, and not politi-
cians, determine where research money 
is spent. And this is an important fact 
because right now, all of my colleagues 
and I, we try to make sure that we 
bring some money home for our local 
research organizations, which we sup-
port. But in this legislation what we’re 
saying is, let’s have a peer review 
group look at the research projects 
that are out there, and let them decide. 
Let scientists decide what’s most im-
portant, what research is to be sup-
ported and funded. 

This is very important for everybody 
at home. For those people who want to 
make sure that we control spending, 
one of the best ways to control spend-
ing through this bill is to make sure 
that peer review groups are deciding 
where the money’s going, not everyone 
and Members of Congress fighting for 
their own little project in their back-
yards. So I see this in that light as 
well. There are great organizations out 
there, whether it’s Woods Hole, or 
Mote Marine, or Florida Gulf Coast 
University, and also Ocean Champions, 
who have been working hard on this 
legislation, and we need to support 
them as well. 

So on a last note, growing up in 
southwest Florida, I have spent my 
whole life on the water in Sanibel and 
Fort Myers Beach and Captiva, and we 
would have red tide maybe 1 week out 
of the year. 

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

Mr. HALL of Texas. I yield the gen-
tleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. MACK. So we would have an out-
break maybe once a year for 1 week. 
Not too long ago, we had 13 months of 
straight red tide off the coast of Flor-
ida in southwest Florida. Clearly some-
thing is changing, something is hap-
pening. And right now, frankly, I don’t 
know that we can trust all the research 
that’s out there. This bill will ensure 
that we can trust the research that’s 
happening, that it’s done through a 
peer review group, through NOAA, and 
that we will have reporting to the Con-
gress on those findings so we can con-
tinue to monitor and hopefully elimi-
nate or begin to control red tide so the 

citizens of this great country can enjoy 
the beaches, our economies can grow, 
and the quality of life can improve. 

Thank you for the time. 
Mr. BAIRD. I want to commend the 

gentleman from Florida. His personal 
story is one we hear so often. But he 
knows it firsthand, from his time as a 
child, an occasional red tide where his 
parents probably said, No, you can’t go 
swimming today, son, to a 13-month 
period of red tide. Earlier when I said 
we have seen an expansion in duration, 
in size, and in breadth across the coun-
try, that’s precisely what I’m referring 
to. 

I’m sure this is true of both of my 
colleagues from Florida. If you’re a 
hotel owner, and you get notice that a 
red tide is forming off your beach, 
that’s it. You basically can kiss your 
entire season of income—or at least a 
good part of it—goodbye. Where I’m 
from in the Pacific Northwest, clam-
ming, razor clams are one of the great 
things that draws people to the coast. 
Our beaches just are covered with 
folks, and they get up in the wee hours 
of the morning when the tide is low 
and go out. It is a great family endeav-
or. It provides a wonderful delicacy to 
people, and people look forward to it 
year-round, and it is the high season at 
the coast. Except if a scientist is out 
there and says, We’ve got an algal 
bloom forming, and it is not safe for 
people to eat the shellfish or to swim 
in this water at this time. 

Why isn’t it safe? Well, first off, I 
want to underscore that most shellfish 
from around our country is safe, but 
during these periods, it is not. And 
here is why: The toxin that forms is a 
neurotoxin. It attacks your brain. It’s 
called paralytic shellfish poisoning. In 
some areas, sometimes you will hear it 
as amnesic shellfish poisoning. Amne-
sic shellfish poisoning attacks the part 
of your brain that turns short-term 
memories into long-term memories. 
This is a bad thing. This means that 
you can’t learn new information. So 
when people say, Oh, this is algae, 
what do we care about algae—I heard 
this a lot yesterday. Why are we com-
ing back into session to talk about 
algae? Well, I hope people can remem-
ber that if they eat shellfish with para-
lytic shellfish poisoning, they can die. 
Their brain can be damaged. Their 
children’s brains can be damaged. If 
somebody says, Oh, Mom and Dad, it’s 
just red tide, I’m going swimming any-
way, you can’t let that happen. The kid 
will die. It’s that serious. 

Let me turn to the freshwater. A true 
story from my district. Imagine you 
take your family dog, your beloved fa-
vorite pet, to the water that you al-
ways take them to. You take the ten-
nis ball and you fling it out into the 
water. And your retriever jumps in the 
water, swims out, grabs that tennis 
ball, swims back to the shore. You take 
the tennis ball out, you turn to throw 
it, and the dog is dying before your 
eyes. That really happened. It hap-
pened in my district in a lake that, 

when there’s not an algal bloom, people 
recreate in, they have sailboats, they 
have boat races, they swim in it, they 
take their dogs there. From one week 
when it was safe for that dog to go in 
the water, the owner comes back the 
next week, and through no fault of 
their own, the dog does everything it 
normally does, and it dies. 

If I had a glass of clear water here, 
and someone were saying, Oh, what a 
waste of time, what a waste of time to 
work on this, and it had the toxin from 
blue-green algae, the person who drank 
that water would die. If it’s in your 
freshwater system, a large reservoir for 
your municipality, and you get a blue- 
green algal bloom in that with toxin, I 
would ask my colleagues who are skep-
tical about this, Tell me how you get it 
out? There are mechanisms, but 
they’re not easy, and they’re very cost-
ly. How do you get it out of there? And 
more importantly, tell me how you’re 
going to give the people who you rep-
resent clean drinking water if your 
water system is contaminated. If you 
depend on surface reservoirs, and you 
get a blue-green algal bloom, you are 
in deep, deep trouble, and you are look-
ing at a lot of money and possibly some 
deaths of your constituents. 

Mr. MACK talked a little bit about 
hypoxia, which is a huge problem in 
the Gulf. Let me put this in terms we 
understand: Hypoxic zones are areas 
where the algae has decomposed, and 
that decomposition has taken the air 
out of the water, basically taken the 
oxygen out. Imagine if you were walk-
ing your normal route to work or to 
your home, and suddenly, invisibly, 
you went into an area where there was 
no oxygen in the air. You’re walking a 
route you normally take. No oxygen. 
What happens? You suffocate. You die. 
That’s what dead zones do. Hundreds of 
thousands, millions of aquatic fish— 
the very fish that our fishermen in our 
coastal communities depend on, the 
very fish we eat and enjoy—they just 
flat die. They’re swimming in their 
normal, maybe their migratory route, 
maybe their reproductive areas. They 
go into this area. They can’t tell there 
is no oxygen in the water. They swim 
into it, they have no oxygen, and they 
die in enormous quantities. Then they 
wash up on the beaches as a pleasant 
attraction for our tourism industry. 

In this body, we stick around to 
honor sports teams, we praise movie 
stars. This is something that can kill 
you, for goodness sakes. 

I also want to make sure we thank 
the many scientists who have done the 
work on this legislation. Scientists 
around the world are trying to study 
the causes, trying to study the inter-
ventions. They literally evaluate our 
beaches around the country and our 
freshwater systems on a daily basis and 
give us the information we need to pro-
tect the public safety and health. And 
I want to make sure I commend them. 

At this point I will reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 
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b 1030 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time. 

In closing, I just want to point out 
once again to be guarding against un-
funded mandates on States and local-
ities. This bill will reach probably a 
conference committee somewhere down 
the road. I would like to have that re-
membered. 

In authorizing legislation, we have to 
still be mindful of fiscal constraints 
both at the Federal and the State level. 
The President’s budget request for the 
NOAA program is $12.7 million. Forty- 
one million dollars in authorization is 
significantly above the request. It is a 
good program, a great thrust. I support 
the thrust. I just ask those who vote 
upon it, for or against it, to remember 
the unfunded mandate danger and the 
fact that it is well above. 

I now see my colleague from Michi-
gan, Dr. EHLERS, here, who is probably 
going to disagree with me. I will yield 
him 5 minutes. 

Mr. EHLERS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I am sorry I arrived late for this de-
bate, but I was speaking at the Na-
tional Academy of Engineering. 

I simply want to speak on the record 
in support of this bill. It is essentially 
the same bill that I introduced several 
years ago when we were in the major-
ity, and it did pass then. The major 
change now is of course increased fund-
ing because of the increased need that 
has occurred. 

The hypoxia and harmful algal 
blooms, also known as HABs, are na-
tionwide problems that have grown tre-
mendously in the last decade, not just 
in the Gulf of Mexico, but also in the 
Great Lakes, Chesapeake Bay, Cali-
fornia, the Pacific Northwest, and else-
where. This is a problem that just sim-
ply has to be dealt with. It is hurting 
the fishing industry tremendously. 

I recognize that there is concern 
about the cost of the bill. First of all, 
I am sure we will not be appropriating 
as much money as is authorized. But 
secondly, you have to measure the ef-
fect on commerce of this bill, particu-
larly the commercial fishing industry, 
but also the safety of the tourist indus-
try. If we do not correct this problem 
and it continues to spread, we will soon 
find the tourist industry off the south-
ern coast, particularly Florida and the 
Gulf States and also Texas, will be in-
jured because people will simply not be 
able to use the waters and will vaca-
tion elsewhere. 

This could create additional prob-
lems. I won’t go into all the details on 
that. I do have a prepared statement 
which I will submit. But I just wanted 
to go on record as supporting this bill 
very strongly. I have worked with Mr. 
BAIRD. I was the sponsor a few years 
ago, and he helped me then. He is the 
sponsor now, and I have helped him. 
And I just want to encourage the body 
to vote for this bill and adopt it. 

The cost issue is certainly a legiti-
mate one. It always is. But I think that 

is best addressed through the appro-
priations process. But certainly there 
is the need to go after this HAB prob-
lem scientifically and find out why the 
problem is becoming so much worse, 
and what we can do to stop it. I am 
hoping that through research we can 
stop it at far less cost than we are 
talking about in this bill. But we won’t 
know until we do the research and get 
into the details of the problem. 

I again thank the ranking member, 
Mr. HALL, who has done yeoman work 
on the committee this year. I thank 
him for yielding time to me, and thank 
him for all the good work he has done. 

I urge the body to adopt this par-
ticular bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that today the 
House is considering H.R. 3650, the Harmful 
Algal Blooms and Hypoxia Research and Con-
trol Amendments Act of 2010. 

Hypoxia and harmful algal blooms, also 
known as HABs, are nationwide problems that 
affect our coastal and Great Lakes commu-
nities. The damaging effects of HABs and hy-
poxia are felt in locations including the Chesa-
peake Bay, California, the Pacific Northwest, 
the Great Lakes, and the Gulf of Mexico. Less 
than two weeks ago, the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) released 
a warning indicating the potential for a major 
bloom in New England this summer that may 
threaten the shellfish industry. These blooms 
have major economic consequences for our 
country, and must be prevented. 

In 1998, Congress passed a three-year bill 
authorizing HAB and hypoxia research pro-
grams, with a focus on the ‘‘dead zone’’ in the 
Gulf of Mexico and Pfiesteria in the Chesa-
peake Bay. The Act was reauthorized in 2004, 
and added freshwater, such as the Great 
Lakes, as an important area for HAB and hy-
poxia research. It also increased the participa-
tion of local resource managers in developing 
HAB and hypoxia research plans; ensuring 
that the research was prioritized to address 
the questions facing people working with 
HABs and hypoxia on a daily basis. Also, the 
bill required that all research funding be ad-
ministered through a competitive, merit-based, 
peer-reviewed process. 

The amendments we are considering today 
strengthen the algal bloom research activities 
at NOAA and the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), and improve the communica-
tion and coordination between the many fed-
eral, state and local stakeholders. The bill 
would facilitate a clear national strategy for re-
search in both marine and freshwater environ-
ments, and reauthorize activities through 
2015. 

One comment on the process; I am aware 
that modifications have been made to the leg-
islation since it was considered by the Science 
and Technology Committee, and that some of 
these modifications fall within this committee’s 
jurisdiction. While I understand there are nec-
essary technical changes following markups, I 
do believe the consideration of substantive 
changes should take place in a manner that 
all committee members have the opportunity 
to voice their input. I understand that Sub-
committee Chairman BAIRD will detail these 
changes on the floor, and I thank him for his 
efforts to share this information with all Mem-
bers. 

I am pleased that Chairmen BAIRD and 
GORDON and Ranking Member HALL have 

worked diligently within the Science and Tech-
nology Committee and other Committees of ju-
risdiction to bring this bill expeditiously to the 
floor of the House. This bill will help us im-
prove our understanding of these phenomena 
so that we can accurately predict their occur-
rence and develop tools for improved detec-
tion and mitigation of these problems. I urge 
the House to pass this bill. 

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

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

I am so delighted that Mr. EHLERS is 
here for a number of reasons. First of 
all, the history of harmful algal bloom 
legislation really owes its existence to 
this gentleman. As a scientist, as 
someone who cares passionately about 
the people of his State and the Great 
Lakes, I will say without any hesi-
tation the Great Lakes have had no 
stronger champion in the Congress 
than this gentleman here, Dr. EHLERS. 
And for that matter, I believe science 
itself has had no stronger champion. 

If you look at his contributions on 
the Great Lakes, harmful algal blooms 
I just mentioned. Invasive species. He 
has been a champion in trying to fight 
the zebra mussel, which is also the 
kind of thing someone could look at 
with derision and say why are we try-
ing to fight invasive species, a little 
tiny mussel? Well, it costs billions of 
dollars a year in property loss and eco-
nomic loss. Just yesterday we were on 
a panel together and he was raising the 
very important issue of the possible in-
vasion of carp into the Great Lakes 
system, which would devastate the 
sports fishing and other industries in 
the Great Lakes. 

The other reason I think it is par-
ticularly appropriate that he is here is 
when we speak about red tide, inland 
communities may say, we don’t have 
any marine waters, what do we care? 
The Great Lakes are a classic example 
of an area where harmful algal blooms 
can affect fresh waters as well as mari-
time waters. And so my hat is off to 
Dr. EHLERS, and he has my gratitude 
for his leadership on this over the 
years. 

In closing, I would like to again 
thank my friend and colleague from 
Texas, my friend from Michigan, and 
Mr. MACK, Ms. CASTOR, and Mr. 
KRATOVIL. I am very grateful for the 
time, and urge passage of this. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
H.R. 3650, the Harmful Algal Blooms and Hy-
poxia Research and Control Amendments Act 
of 2010. I am pleased to cosponsor this bill, 
which would help us address one of the most 
underrecognized problems affecting our coast-
al communities, damaging aquatic environ-
ments, and threatening human health. 

Harmful algal blooms can devastate com-
mercial fisheries and tourism. Some blooming 
species produce potent neurotoxins that can 
kill marine organisms and cause human ill-
ness—or even death—when contaminated 
seafood is consumed. For this reason, blooms 
often necessitate fisheries closures. The Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
estimates that HABs cost the commercial fish-
ing industry $38 million per year. In cases 
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where the blooming organisms do not produce 
toxins, they can deplete the water column of 
light and oxygen, causing dead zones. These 
often drive off tourists at a cost of millions of 
dollars annually to our coastal communities. 
All together, NOAA estimates that HABs cost 
the United States economy $82 million per 
year. 

The bill before us today would establish and 
maintain a National Harmful Algal Bloom and 
Hypoxia Program to develop a national strat-
egy to address this national problem. This 
would include a full analysis of our research, 
development, and demonstration needs and 
priorities and the creation of coordinated edu-
cation programs. This is just the kind of action 
we need to take more often. We need to pro-
vide our federal science agencies the tools 
they need to gather the scientific data nec-
essary to help us develop an effective solution 
to this problem. I am pleased to support this 
bill, and I urge my colleagues to do so as well. 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 
3650, the Harmful Algal Blooms and Hypoxia 
Research and Control Amendments Act, will 
address a growing threat to the health of our 
aquatic environments and our coastal commu-
nities. 

H.R. 3650 establishes a program, led by the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, NOAA, to reduce the environmental im-
pact of harmful algal blooms, HABs, and hy-
poxia. 

Algal blooms, which are a rapid increase in 
the population of algae in an aquatic system, 
are typically not threatening to their environ-
ments. However, a growing percentage of 
algal blooms produce toxins that can kill fish, 
shellfish, marine mammals, and birds, and 
may cause illness in people. Non-toxic algal 
blooms may also have a hypoxic effect on ma-
rine ecosystems. For example, when masses 
of algae die and decompose, they can deplete 
oxygen in the water, causing the water to be-
come so low in oxygen that animals either 
leave the area or die. HABs have been re-
ported in almost every U.S. coastal state, and 
their occurrence may be on the rise. 

H.R. 3650 authorizes $41 million each year 
for the next four years for NOAA and the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, EPA, to further 
research the complex causes of HABs. The 
program will develop a national strategy to ad-
dress marine and freshwater HABs, hypoxia, 
and the protection of affected ecosystems. It 
will educate coastal resource managers and 
the general public with training and awareness 
programs. The program will also identify fur-
ther research needs, and provide grant fund-
ing for research projects. 

I strongly support this bill because it is a 
critical step towards the preservation of our 
coastlines for future generations. 

Mr. BAIRD. I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

The Chair understands that the gen-
tleman from Arizona will not be offer-
ing his amendment. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 1168, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
bill, as amended. 

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. 

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. BAIRD. 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, this 15- 
minute vote on passage of H.R. 3650 
will be followed by 5-minute votes on 
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal 
and the motion to suspend the rules on 
H.R. 4506. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 251, nays 
103, not voting 76, as follows: 

[Roll No. 109] 

YEAS—251 

Adler (NJ) 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boccieri 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Butterfield 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Clarke 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Engel 

Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fleming 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Gordon (TN) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
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 (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilroy 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maffei 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 

McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Minnick 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Nadler (NY) 
Neal (MA) 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Platts 
Polis (CO) 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Richardson 
Rooney 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 

Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Snyder 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Taylor 
Teague 

Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 

Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (OH) 
Wittman 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—103 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Altmire 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett 
Blackburn 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Boren 
Brady (TX) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Burton (IN) 
Camp 
Cantor 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Conaway 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Forbes 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Griffith 

Guthrie 
Hall (TX) 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Jenkins 
Jordan (OH) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latham 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Manzullo 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 

Miller (MI) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Olson 
Owens 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Price (GA) 
Radanovich 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (MI) 
Royce 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—76 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Baca 
Barton (TX) 
Berman 
Bishop (UT) 
Blunt 
Boswell 
Brown (SC) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Campbell 
Cao 
Carter 
Chaffetz 
Childers 
Clay 
Costello 
Davis (AL) 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
Delahunt 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 

Flake 
Frank (MA) 
Gallegly 
Gingrey (GA) 
Grijalva 
Heller 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hoekstra 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kagen 
Kaptur 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
LaTourette 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Luján 
Maloney 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 

Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Tim 
Napolitano 
Paul 
Pence 
Pomeroy 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Rush 
Schock 
Shimkus 
Sires 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Walden 
Wamp 
Young (FL) 

b 1106 

Messrs. SOUDER and WHITFIELD 
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
‘‘nay.’’ 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, on Friday, 

March 12, 2010, I was absent during rollcall 
vote No. 109. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yea’’ on passage of H.R. 3650, 
the Harmful Algal Blooms and Hypoxia Re-
search and Control Amendments Act. 
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Stated against: 
Mr. HELLER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

109, had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, on rollcall No. 109, had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin-
ished business is the question on agree-
ing to the Speaker’s approval of the 
Journal, on which the yeas and nays 
were ordered. 

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 203, nays 
144, answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 
82, as follows: 

[Roll No. 110] 

YEAS—203 

Andrews 
Bachmann 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Butterfield 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carson (IN) 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Clarke 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon (TN) 

Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Hall (NY) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Herseth Sandlin 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilroy 
Kind 
Klein (FL) 
Kosmas 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lowey 
Luetkemeyer 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Markey (MA) 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy, Patrick 

Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis (CO) 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Roe (TN) 
Rooney 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Snyder 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Teague 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 

Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 

Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (OH) 

Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—144 

Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Altmire 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Blackburn 
Boccieri 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Burton (IN) 
Camp 
Cantor 
Cardoza 
Carney 
Cassidy 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Costa 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (KY) 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Fallin 
Fleming 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Granger 
Graves 
Griffith 
Guthrie 
Hall (TX) 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Himes 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Jenkins 
Jordan (OH) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Kline (MN) 
Kratovil 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Markey (CO) 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Melancon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 

Miller (MI) 
Minnick 
Mitchell 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 
Olson 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (MI) 
Royce 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Taylor 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Turner 
Upton 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1 

Gohmert 

NOT VOTING—82 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Baca 
Barton (TX) 
Berman 
Bishop (UT) 
Blunt 
Boswell 
Brown (SC) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Campbell 
Cao 
Carter 
Chaffetz 
Childers 
Clay 
Costello 
Davis (AL) 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
Delahunt 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Flake 
Frank (MA) 

Gallegly 
Gingrey (GA) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Heller 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hoekstra 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kagen 
Kaptur 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kirk 
LaTourette 
Linder 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Luján 
Maloney 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Miller, Gary 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 

Murphy, Tim 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Pence 
Pomeroy 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ryan (WI) 
Schock 
Shimkus 
Simpson 
Sires 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Sutton 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Walden 
Wamp 
Young (FL) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote. 

b 1114 
So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, on Friday, 
March 12, 2010, I was absent during rollcall 
vote No. 110. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yea’’ on approving the journal. 

Stated against: 
Mr. HELLER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

110, had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, on rollcall No. 110, had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

f 

BANKRUPTCY JUDGESHIP ACT OF 
2010 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
HALVORSON). The unfinished business is 
the vote on the motion to suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4506, as 
amended, on which the yeas and nays 
were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
COHEN) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4506, as 
amended. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 345, nays 5, 
not voting 80, as follows: 

[Roll No. 111] 

YEAS—345 

Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Boccieri 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Clarke 

Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Garrett (NJ) 

Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon (TN) 
Granger 
Graves 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heinrich 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jordan (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilroy 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
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Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NY) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maffei 
Manzullo 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
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, George 
Minnick 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 

Moran (VA) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Myrick 
Nadler (NY) 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olson 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis (CO) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Richardson 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rooney 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schrader 
Schwartz 

Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Whitfield 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 

NAYS—5 

Bright 
Broun (GA) 

Brown-Waite, 
Ginny 

Duncan 
Westmoreland 

NOT VOTING—80 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Baca 
Barton (TX) 
Berman 
Bishop (UT) 
Blunt 
Boswell 
Brown (SC) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Campbell 
Cao 
Carter 
Chaffetz 
Childers 
Clay 
Costello 
Davis (AL) 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
Delahunt 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Flake 

Frank (MA) 
Gallegly 
Gingrey (GA) 
Grijalva 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hoekstra 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kagen 
Kaptur 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kirk 
LaTourette 
Linder 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Luján 
Maloney 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Miller, Gary 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 

Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Tim 
Napolitano 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Pence 
Pomeroy 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ryan (WI) 
Schock 
Shimkus 
Sires 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Walden 
Wamp 
Woolsey 
Young (FL) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote. 

b 1126 

Mr. MANZULLO changed his vote 
from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill, as amended, was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 
Mr. HELLER. Madam Speaker, on rollcall 

No. 111, had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Madam 
Speaker, on rollcall No. 111, had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Madam Speaker, on 
Friday, March 12, 2010, I was absent during 
rollcall vote No. 111. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on the motion to sus-
pend the rules and pass H.R. 4506, the Bank-
ruptcy Judgeship Act of 2010, which will au-
thorize the appointment of additional bank-
ruptcy judges into the courts. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, I was unable to attend several votes 
today. Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘aye’’ on final passage of H.R. 3650 and 
‘‘aye’’ on final passage of H.R. 4506. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Madam 
Speaker, on March 12, 2010, I was unavoid-
ably unable to cast my votes for rollcall 109, 
rollcall 110 and rollcall 111. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, yesterday, I debated the im-
peachment resolution, H. Res. 1031, but 
I was delayed in a health care discus-
sion and meeting, which caused me to 
miss rollcall vote 102 of article I of H. 
Res. 1031, the impeachment resolution. 

I ask unanimous consent to place my 
vote in the RECORD. If I were present, I 
would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ I ask it to be 
placed in the RECORD in the appro-
priate place. 

f 

PERMISSION FOR MEMBER TO BE 
CONSIDERED AS FIRST SPONSOR 
OF H.R. 562 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may here-
after be considered to be the first spon-
sor of H.R. 562, a bill originally intro-
duced by Representative Neil Aber-
crombie of Hawaii, for the purposes of 
adding cosponsors and requesting 
reprintings pursuant to clause 7 of rule 
XII. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

PERMISSION FOR MEMBER TO BE 
CONSIDERED AS FIRST SPONSOR 
OF H.R. 3333 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may here-
after be considered to be the first spon-
sor of H.R. 3333, a bill originally intro-
duced by Representative Neil Aber-
crombie of Hawaii, for the purposes of 
adding cosponsors and requesting 
reprintings pursuant to clause 7 of rule 
XII. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

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

Mr. CANTOR. Madam Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Maryland, 
the majority leader, for the purposes of 
announcing next week’s schedule. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend, the 
Republican whip, for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, on Monday the 
House will meet at 12:30 p.m. for morn-
ing-hour debate and at 2 p.m. for legis-
lative business, with votes postponed 
until 6:30 p.m. On Tuesday the House 
will meet at 10:30 a.m. for morning- 
hour debate and 12 p.m. for legislative 
business. On Wednesday and Thursday, 
the House will meet at 10 a.m. for legis-
lative business. On Friday, the House 
will meet at 9 a.m. for legislative busi-
ness. 

We will consider several bills under 
suspension of the rules, including a 
number of bills focused on improving 
government operations: the Plain Lan-
guage Act, H.R. 946, by Representative 
BRALEY; H.R. 4720, Taking Responsi-
bility for Congressional Pay Act, by 
Representative KIRKPATRICK of Ari-
zona. A complete list of suspension 
bills will be announced by the close of 
business today, as is the custom. 

In addition, we will consider further 
action on H.R. 1586, the FAA Air Trans-
portation Modernization and Safety 
Improvement Act. Further action on 
the jobs agenda is possible, and further 
action on health care legislation is also 
possible. 

b 1130 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
Madam Speaker, I think it has been 

well reported that the majority plans 
to try to use the reconciliation process 
to ram a health care bill through this 
House and the one across the Capitol, 
and we also know from the reports that 
it is imperative that this House and 
the House majority and members of the 
majority must first pass the Senate’s 
health care bill before any other action 
on a reconciliation measure is taken. 
The gentleman has announced, Madam 
Speaker, that all this will take place 
next week. 
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I wonder if the gentleman could give 

us a little bit more clarity as to the 
schedule and perhaps the need for 
Members to keep their schedules flexi-
ble through the weekend. 

Mr. HOYER. First, let me say that no 
matter how often the gentleman and 
his colleagues want to say so, that we 
are going to ‘‘ram through’’ something, 
no matter how many times the press 
and public may be misled by that as-
sertion, we are not ramming through 
anything, I tell my friend. 

We are following the rules of the 
House and following the rules of the 
Senate that have been decades in exist-
ence, which, when they have been used, 
72 percent of the time they have been 
used, 72 percent of the time they have 
been used, I tell my friend, your party 
used them. They are the rules, and we 
are going to follow the rules. 

Both bills that are pending before the 
Congress of the United States have 
been passed with a majority, and, in 
fact, the Senate bill was passed by a 60 
percent majority, I tell my friend, not 
rammed through, after a full year of 
debate and discussion, scores of hear-
ings, hundreds of witnesses, and thou-
sands of hours of consideration. 

I tell my friend that you can say we 
are ramming something through as 
much as you want and it will not make 
it true, no matter how often it is said 
by your side of the aisle, who, in my 
opinion, wants simply to stop the legis-
lation in its tracks. 

I tell my friend that we are going to 
be in the regular order, as we have been 
on these bills since they were intro-
duced. We are going to be in the reg-
ular order in terms of considering the 
passage of bills that have received ma-
jorities in both Houses. As I say again, 
the Senate bill has received a 60 per-
cent majority in its House. 

Now, the American public, frankly, I 
expect when we vote on bills, they ex-
pect things to pass by majority vote. 
They do here. They unfortunately 
don’t in the other body. So you can 
have 59 percent, as we had in the 
House, to give children health care, 
and children don’t get health care. 

So I say to my friend, as I said, the 
expectation is we will consider passing 
health care legislation this coming 
week. We think it is long overdue. We 
expect the Budget Committee to mark 
up a reconciliation bill, as the com-
mittee did when the Republicans were 
in charge on 16 occasions out of the 22 
that reconciliation has been used, 72 
percent of the time, as I want to reit-
erate; because I, frankly, get a little 
impatient with this assertion that 
somehow a process that you utilized 72 
percent of the times it has been uti-
lized, which means we used it 28 per-
cent, that somehow now when we are 
using it, it is somehow now not con-
sistent with the rules. My friend knows 
it is consistent with the rules, and we 
are pursuing that process. 

The committee, I expect, will mark 
up on Monday. I expect thereafter the 
Rules Committee to meet, as is con-

sistent with the rules, to prepare a rec-
onciliation bill and to report it to this 
floor. I expect them to report a rule to 
consider that reconciliation bill, and I 
expect that reconciliation bill to be 
considered. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
Madam Speaker, all I asked was 

whether the Members should be pre-
pared to be here over the weekend. 

Mr. HOYER. No, you said a number 
of things before that which I was re-
sponding to. But, yes, Members should 
prepare to be here next weekend. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
Madam Speaker, without having to 

delve back into the debate on what 
makes this health care bill different 
than the other times reconciliation 
was used, I think the American people 
are those that see the obvious. 

But I would ask the gentleman, since 
he says we will be employing regular 
order here in response to the Presi-
dent’s request that there be an up-or- 
down vote in this House, could the gen-
tleman give us some enlightenment as 
to the suggestion surrounding some-
thing called the ‘‘Slaughter solution’’ 
and whether, in fact, Members can 
have an up-or-down vote, clean up-or- 
down vote on this bill, or whether 
there will be some procedural maneu-
vering, self-executing rule deeming the 
Senate bill passed? If he could give us 
some indication of what we may be 
able to expect next week. 

Mr. HOYER. Of course, as the gen-
tleman knows, the gentleman’s party 
has used that process as well, as I am 
sure the gentleman knows. But, in any 
event, we will follow the rules. We will 
have a vote on the rule, consistent 
with the rules. 

I have not talked to the chairwoman 
of the Rules Committee at this point in 
time, so that I cannot give you a spe-
cific response and have not heard—this 
is the first I have heard something re-
ferred to in the terms you have just re-
ferred to it as. But we will provide for 
a rule for consideration of the Senate 
bill for reconciliation, and the process 
of doing so will be consistent with the 
rules. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
Madam Speaker, I would like to ask 

again, consistent with the President’s 
request that there be an up-or-down 
vote on the Senate bill itself, can we 
expect an up-or-down vote on the Sen-
ate bill itself? 

Mr. HOYER. What the President was 
referring to, of course, in terms of an 
up-or-down vote, was a majority vote. 
One of the problems we have had in the 
Senate, as the gentleman knows and 
experienced as well when his party was 
in the majority, it is difficult to get an 
up-or-down vote when the majority of 
the Senate is for something. They have 
to get an extraordinary majority, some 
60 votes, before they can bring a bill to 
the floor. 

That process, obviously, thwarts, 
does not facilitate, a vote by the ma-
jority. In fact, a minority in the Sen-
ate on a regular basis thwarts the will 

of the majority. That is what the 
President was referring to, that he 
wanted an up-or-down vote on that, 
and I expect we are going to get an up- 
or-down vote in the Senate. Why? Be-
cause in the Senate they have rules 
that we are going to follow, as you did 
in 16 out of the 22 times, that allow for 
an up-or-down majority vote in the 
United States Senate. 

We have to have, as you know, a ma-
jority vote in the House, and we con-
sistently do have measures that can 
fail or succeed, depending upon the will 
of the majority, as opposed to the 
thwarting by the minority. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
Madam Speaker, I know the gen-

tleman would like to speak to the Sen-
ate. We are trying to focus on the 
House here and what the vote will look 
like. Since the gentleman has indi-
cated that the President and he and all 
of America would like to see a vote up 
or down in this House as well, I would 
ask the gentleman whether we can ex-
pect an up-or-down vote on the health 
care bill itself or not. 

Mr. HOYER. I tell the gentleman 
that nothing will pass here without a 
majority vote. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
I take that to mean that there is a 

likelihood that we will not see an up- 
or-down vote on the Senate bill itself 
and that perhaps these reports of a 
concept called the Slaughter solution 
in which the majority will deem it 
passed, the Senate bill, in some type of 
procedural move, that maybe the pub-
lic can expect that to happen. I know 
that the gentleman does not think that 
that represents the kind of vote that 
the American people expect, but I take 
that to mean that that certainly is a 
possibility. 

Madam Speaker, I would ask the gen-
tleman whether he expects the House 
to have 72 hours to review whatever 
legislation comes to the floor next 
week. 

Mr. HOYER. I expect the House to 
have very significant time to consider 
the proposals that come out of the 
Budget Committee and/or the Rules 
Committee. And this bill, of course, ei-
ther bill, the House bill or the Senate 
bill, as proposed, have been online for 
some 21⁄2 months, otherwise known as 
about 75 days. So there has been ample 
time to review the bill, whether it is 
the Senate bill or the House bill. So my 
friend is, I am sure, well aware of what 
is in the Senate bill and what is in the 
House bill. 

In addition to that, the President put 
online his proposed compromises be-
tween the Senate and the House, which 
have been the subject of great discus-
sion, including the bipartisan meeting 
that the gentleman and I attended at 
the White House, an extraordinary, his-
torical meeting at which the President 
invited leaders from both parties and 
both Houses to come and discuss what 
he believed to be a historic opportunity 
to provide health care accessibility to 
all Americans. 
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So I say to my friend that we will 

certainly give as much notice as pos-
sible, but I am not going to say that 72 
hours is going to be the litmus test, per 
se, because that which we have voted 
on already in the House and the Senate 
have given Members months of notice 
and the American public months of no-
tice on the substance of the propo-
sitions that are pending before us. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
Again, I am a little bit taken aback 

that now the 72-hour rule has been 
completely cast aside, since no one in 
this House has had an opportunity to 
see what is in the reconciliation bill, at 
least I speak for the Members on our 
side of the aisle that have not had an 
opportunity to see what is in the rec-
onciliation bill, and I imagine would 
have some of the provisions that the 
President in his plan, not the legisla-
tion, put up online prior to the Blair 
House meeting. 

Again, it is rather disturbing, Madam 
Speaker, that the 72-hour rule has now 
been completely cast aside. 

Mr. HOYER. First of all, the 72-hour 
rule, I didn’t say that we were casting 
aside any rule, nor did I say that we 
may not have more than 72 hours’ no-
tice. You may well have more than 72 
hours’ notice. What I said to you was I 
am not going to commit myself and 
then have 70 hours as opposed to 72 
hours and think that I have violated 
some representation that I made. We 
want to give as much notice as we pos-
sibly can. 

This has been a very difficult discus-
sion, as you know, and as you well 
know, the Members on your side of the 
aisle in the other body have indicated 
they are going to do everything in 
their power to stop the passage of this 
legislation. So we need to get about 
this business and engage, if you will. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
I guess the gentleman may begin to 

understand why it is some on our side 
of the aisle, including yours truly, de-
pict this as ramming the bill through. 
I mean, if we can’t even get a commit-
ment from the gentleman, as well as 
the Speaker had indicated prior, that 
we would have 72 hours to review any 
piece of legislation that comes to the 
floor, I think that that is consistent 
with the depiction that perhaps there 
is a ramming through going on. 

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman has had 
72 days, I tell the gentleman, to review 
the bill that he refers to—72 days, not 
72 hours—72 days in final form to re-
view the bill. 

Now, you can keep saying this. You 
can keep telling the American public 
that somehow we are ramming some-
thing through. You have had, I tell the 
gentleman, and you know you have 
had, 72 days, at least, to review the bill 
as it stands today. 

Mr. CANTOR. Madam Speaker, I tell 
the gentleman again, we are expecting, 
as he said, to see a new bill, a reconcili-
ation bill on the floor next week. That 
bill, no one on our side of the aisle has 
had an opportunity to see. Perhaps the 

Congressional Budget Office has had 72 
hours to see it, but we haven’t. No one, 
I believe, has had 72 hours in this body 
to see the reconciliation bill. That is 
the bill that I am speaking to. 

b 1145 
Mr. HOYER. Let me repeat the proc-

ess that I’m sure the gentleman knows 
well. The Budget Committee will meet. 
They will report out the bills that are 
to be reconciled. The Rules Committee 
will then take them under consider-
ation shortly thereafter and will 
present a reconciliation bill. We will 
all see it at that point in time. It will 
obviously do exactly what the instruc-
tions that we adopted in the budget a 
year ago instructed it to do, and that is 
to reconcile these bills. 

And it will have a fiscally positive ef-
fect, in my view. I haven’t seen it yet 
finally, but my expectation is it will 
have a positive fiscal impact, and we 
will all see that. But it will be simply 
following the instructions that the 
Budget Committee in the budget 
passed. I don’t think the gentleman 
voted for it; but, nevertheless, the ma-
jority of the House did vote for it. 

I know that the other body doesn’t 
like majority will. Maybe that is not 
the case here. But I will tell the gen-
tleman that, yes, he is going to see the 
reconciliation bill. And as I said, the 
reconciliation bill, which will be draft-
ed by the Rules Committee after the 
Budget Committee reports to it, the 
process that you followed on a regular 
basis when you utilized reconciliation. 
We will hope to have as much notice of 
that particular piece of legislation as 
possible. 

But I tell my friend, again, when he 
refers to the health care bill, the Sen-
ate bill or the House bill, you have had 
months to review the substance of that 
bill. You don’t like it. We understand 
it. You’re going to oppose it. We under-
stand that as well. But the fact of the 
matter is you cannot say that you have 
not had notice of each and every one of 
its provisions for over 2 months. 

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

And, again, it seems as if we are not 
going to get an up-or-down vote on the 
Senate bill in the House, but we will be 
voting on a reconciliation measure. 
And the instructions that were in-
cluded in the budget bill are not legis-
lative text. That is my point, Madam 
Speaker. 

But since we are not going to, since 
we cannot be guaranteed a 72-hour pe-
riod for review, Madam Speaker, nor 
can the American people realize their 
right to know during the 72-hour pe-
riod, I would ask the gentleman wheth-
er the reconciliation package will con-
tain the House language referred to as 
the Stupak-Pitts language. 

I yield. 
Mr. HOYER. I don’t have knowledge 

of that at this point in time; so I can’t 
give my friend a definitive answer. But 
as my friend does know, that language, 
or any other alternative language, may 
not qualify for reconciliation. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
I would just like to, Madam Speaker, 

read a recently reported statement by 
the gentleman in which he said, it is 
clear that the matter of abortion can-
not be dealt with per se in the rec-
onciliation bill; so we are pretty much 
going to have to deal with it as is at 
this point in time. 

I ask the gentleman if that is a cor-
rect translation of his remarks today. 

I yield. 
Mr. HOYER. It wasn’t a translation. 

It was an accurate reporting of what I 
said. 

Mr. CANTOR. So, Madam Speaker, I 
would take that to mean the Stupak- 
Pitts language will not be in the rec-
onciliation package. 

Mr. HOYER. As I said, we don’t be-
lieve that any change in that lan-
guage—because the gentleman is well 
aware reconciliation needs to deal with 
budgetary impact—we don’t believe 
that can be dealt within reconciliation. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
I would say to the gentleman that 

I’m sure he has seen a letter that has 
been signed by 41 Senate Republicans 
in which they indicated they would op-
pose any effort to waive the so-called 
Byrd rule during the Senate’s consider-
ation of the reconciliation bill, which 
means to me, Madam Speaker, it is far 
from certain that the Senate will actu-
ally pass the bill when the House sends 
it to the Senate. And, in fact, I would 
just call that to the gentleman’s atten-
tion that we stand ready to continue to 
work in another direction, but it seems 
to me very much in doubt with this 
bill. 

Mr. HOYER. Will my friend yield on 
that issue? 

Mr. CANTOR. I will yield. 
Mr. HOYER. That is an interesting 

letter. I’m glad you brought it up, be-
cause you brought it up in juxtaposi-
tion to the issue of the Stupak amend-
ment. What the letter essentially said 
is, even if you send over the Stupak 
language and we agree with the Stupak 
language, we will not waive the Byrd 
rule. 

So even though they agree with the 
policy, they won’t waive the Byrd rule. 
Why? They want to defeat the bill. We 
understand that. That is what that let-
ter said. And I think Americans prob-
ably, if they knew enough about the 
process and could take the time to do 
what you and I do to follow this very 
closely, they know what is going on. 

And, very frankly, it is ironic that 41 
Senators will say, notwithstanding the 
fact that they may agree with the 
proposition that we put in the bill and 
sent over to them, that they would not 
waive the rule to adopt the proposition 
with which they agree for procedural 
purposes of defeating the bill. 

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

I would indicate that in that letter 
there is no specific language that di-
rectly relates to an abortion provision 
or any other. And the gentleman I 
know agrees that this country has had 
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a longstanding tradition of denying 
government funding for abortion serv-
ices. That is the very important issue 
behind the Stupak-Pitts language. In 
fact, 45 Senators voted in favor of that 
language, just as a majority of this 
House voted for that language. That is 
why it is so important, I think, that 
the Members, as well their constitu-
ents, understand that you will not be 
including the Stupak-Pitts language 
with the protection that will guarantee 
no government funding goes toward 
abortion services, which is why I bring 
the point up, Madam Speaker. 

Mr. HOYER. As the gentleman 
knows, the language in the Senate bill 
specifically provides for no government 
funding. I know there is a dispute be-
cause there is a contribution towards 
policies. But, as you know, the Senate 
drew language very carefully to ensure 
that no public funds were spent for or 
participated in purchasing insurance 
for abortion services. 

In fact, as the gentleman, I’m sure, 
well knows, the Senate language spe-
cifically provides that if those protec-
tions are going to be purchased, they 
must be purchased by separate pay-
ment with none, either subsidy dollars 
or government dollars, that they must 
be spent out of an individual’s personal 
pocket. 

Mr. CANTOR. Madam Speaker, I say 
to the gentleman, if that is his inter-
pretation and belief that this language 
in the Senate bill protects that long-
standing tradition, that may be. How-
ever, the U.S. Catholic Bishops as well 
as Right to Life have strongly, strong-
ly opposed the language in the Senate 
bill as not having the adequate safe-
guards to deny government funding of 
abortion services. 

I yield. 
Mr. HOYER. This is an extraor-

dinarily difficult issue not only for the 
Congress but for Americans generally 
and for individuals. There is a dispute 
on this language, he is correct. As he 
knows, neither side likes the language 
in the Senate bill. One side, the pro- 
choice side if you will, for simplifica-
tion, believes that the language goes 
beyond the Hyde language. The Catho-
lic bishops believe it is short of the 
Hyde language. There is a difference of 
opinion on that. I think the gentleman 
understands that well. There are other 
groups which believe that, in fact, the 
language that is in the Senate bill 
does, in fact, as I have projected it 
does, preclude any public dollars from 
being spent, which is consistent with 
the Hyde language. 

I tell my friend that from our per-
spective on this side of the aisle, there 
is no intent nor objective of changing 
the Hyde language in any health care 
legislation that is adopted. The Presi-
dent has indicated that is his intent. 
That is our intent. And that is why we 
are proceeding in the manner we are. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman 
for his clarification of his intent. I 
would just say again the Catholic 
bishops, as well as the right-to-life or-

ganizations, stand very much in oppo-
sition to this language. I stand with 
them. 

I would say to the gentleman, Madam 
Speaker, that the Parliamentarian in 
the Senate has ruled that the Senate 
cannot take up the reconciliation 
package until the Senate-passed health 
care bill is signed into law. That is the 
bill, Madam Speaker, that contains 
provisions such as the Cornhusker 
kickback. And I would ask the gen-
tleman if it is his position that that 
would be the case that this House must 
pass the Senate bill first, it must be 
signed into law before the Senate can 
even take up the reconciliation pack-
age. 

I yield. 
Mr. HOYER. I think the gentleman 

correctly states the Senate Parliamen-
tarian’s position, and therefore I think 
the gentleman is correct on that obser-
vation. I might say to him, while I do 
not know the entire thrust of the rec-
onciliation bill, I can guarantee him 
this: The reconciliation bill will take 
out that Nebraska provision which of-
fended him, offended me, and I think 
offended people across America, not be-
cause it advantaged Nebraska, but be-
cause it advantaged Nebraska un-
equally. 

I think the gentleman is going to be 
pleased that Nebraska will be treated 
like every other State; and, in fact, 
every other State will be advantaged to 
the same extent that the Senator 
wanted to make sure that Nebraska 
was advantaged. But the Nebraska pro-
vision to which the gentleman speaks, 
and which all of us have felt was inap-
propriate, will be changed. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
In closing, Madam Speaker, I look 

forward to working with the gentleman 
in trying to refocus the issue of this 
House on getting Americans back to 
work. And the gentleman did indicate 
that there will be further action in 
what he is calling a ‘‘jobs agenda.’’ Cer-
tainly that didn’t happen today, as we 
are here already having finished the 
legislative business of the day and only 
having considered a bill dealing with 
algae. 

I only mention this because 52 per-
cent of Americans do think that jobs 
and the economy are the Nation’s top 
issue; and, by contrast, only 13 percent 
of Americans think that health care is 
our Nation’s top priority. This was ac-
cording to a CBS-New York Times poll. 

So I do thank the gentleman for his 
willingness, hopefully, to get back to 
the question of how we get America 
back to work. 

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. CANTOR. I yield. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
First of all, let me say to the gen-

tleman from Virginia that Maryland 
and Virginia and a lot of other States 
think the bill we passed through this 
House on algae is critically important 
to the health of the Chesapeake Bay. 

I’m sure the gentleman shares that 
view with me, a critically important 
bill for the health of our bay and its es-
tuaries. I happen to live on a river, the 
Patuxent River, and the gentleman’s 
State feels the Chesapeake Bay is a 
major asset of his, as well and of his 
State. So I know that he is pleased 
that we passed that bill. It was an im-
portant bill. 

We are here trying to make sure that 
we have the time to get ready to pass 
a major historic piece of legislation 
that Teddy Roosevelt set us on the 
path to accomplish over a century ago 
so that we have accomplished, I think, 
a significant piece of legislation today. 

Let me say that in addition to that, 
we believe the jobs agenda is very im-
portant. We passed a bill through here 
last week. The Senate passed a bill 
over to us. We are in the process of 
considering those bills. And I want to 
say to the gentleman that I share his 
view, that we look forward to working 
together to try to get Americans back 
to work. 

I won’t go through the litany of how 
we got here. The gentleman has heard 
it before. But I will tell the gentleman 
this part of it, that in 4 months of the 
last administration, as he well knows, 
we lost over 700,000 jobs per month. 
During the last 4 months here, we have 
lost 27,000 jobs per month. That is a 95 
percent reduction in the loss of jobs. 
Surely anybody who is fair-minded will 
say that is progress. It is not success. 
We need to create jobs. We have lost 8 
million jobs over the last 2 years. 

People are hurting in America. Fami-
lies are hurting in America. We need to 
get people back to work. We are going 
to keep continuing to make sure that 
when they can’t find a job because they 
are not available that they don’t go 
hungry, that they can support them-
selves and their families, not to the 
level that they would if they were 
working, but certainly support them-
selves in a way that we think is hu-
manitarian. So those are included in 
those bills, as the gentleman knows. 

I will tell the gentleman that we feel 
keenly the pain of the American public 
confronting this historic great reces-
sion, the deepest recession that we 
have seen in 75 years. The gentleman 
knows that in the decade of the 1990s, 
we saw the best economy that you and 
I have seen in our lifetime, and I, of 
course, am very substantially older 
than you are. That is an admission 
against interest, but it nevertheless is 
true. So I will yield back to the gen-
tleman saying we share your view. We 
want to continue to work on this jobs 
agenda. 

b 1200 
Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman 

for his view of history. I also would 
like to say to the gentleman, Madam 
Speaker, I share his commitment to 
the preservation of the Chesapeake 
Bay. I do, however, think that the 
American people are most interested in 
seeing us get back to the business of fo-
cusing on the economy. That is why I 
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raised the issue of our being here 
today, not doing anything today to 
promote job creation. 

And as far as any quarrel we may 
have with history as to why we got or 
how we got to where we are today, I 
would just like to quote to the gen-
tleman in closing Winston Churchill’s 
speech to the House of Commons June 
18, 1940. And he said, ‘‘Of this I’m quite 
sure, that if we open a quarrel between 
the past and the present, we shall find 
that we have lost the future.’’ 

And with that, Madam Speaker, I 
yield back. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
MARCH 15, 2010 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 12:30 p.m. on Monday next for 
morning-hour debate. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

VIRTUAL COLONOSCOPIES AND 
MEDICARE 

(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Madam Speaker, the President just had 
a physical and is apparently very 
healthy. Among the tests he had was a 
virtual colonoscopy to screen for 
colorectal cancer. A virtual 
colonoscopy employs x ray technology 
that produces a three-dimensional 
image of the entire colorectal struc-
ture. However, it is much less invasive 
and does not require sedation that is 
often needed for a standard 
colonoscopy. 

I bring this up because the Centers 
for Medicare & Medicaid Services have 
denied coverage of this procedure for 
seniors enrolled in Medicare. 
Colorectal cancer is the third most di-
agnosed cancer among men and women 
in the United States and the second 
leading cause of cancer death, despite 
having a 90 percent cure rate when de-
tected early. Many insurers like An-
them Blue Cross-Blue Shield and 
CIGNA cover this virtual procedure but 
not Medicare. 

The National Cancer Institute 
Colorectal Cancer Progress Review 
Group predicts that the minimal 
invasiveness and lower cost of this pro-
cedure could attract more people to be 
screened, with the possibility of saving 
20,000 lives annually. The President has 
set an example. The American Cancer 
Society recommends it. Medicare 
should cover it as a provided procedure. 

f 

RESPECT FOR OUR DIPLOMATIC 
GUESTS 

(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. Madam 
Speaker, I have served on the Home-
land Security Committee, tragically, 
since the occurrences of 9/11, and I 
want to congratulate this Nation for 
moving toward securing its people in a 
way that balances civil liberties and as 
well recognizes our responsibilities. 

As the chairwoman of the Transpor-
tation Security Committee, I want to 
acknowledge that in looking at how we 
treat our guests that come from other 
countries, we should always continue 
to review those circumstances. Just a 
few days ago, our guests from Paki-
stan, Pakistani parliamentarians, were 
traveling through our airport and were 
detained and asked a number of ques-
tions even though they were traveling 
with State Department escorts, as we 
understand it. I believe it is important 
to always remain secure but to remain 
balanced as well. I think it is appro-
priate that we look again at our proce-
dures to ensure that our international 
diplomatic guests receive the kind of 
responsible treatment that is appro-
priate. We thank those who serve us on 
the front lines, but I will be looking 
forward to a full report by the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, and I offer 
to those dignitaries our respect be-
cause we do believe in international di-
plomacy. 

f 

HEALTH CARE 

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

Mr. TURNER. Madam Speaker, it is 
irresponsible for Congress to continue 
debating an increasingly unpopular and 
costly health care bill at a time of 
record-breaking deficits and uncer-
tainty about our economy. We should 
be focusing on reducing spending and 
creating jobs. In Tuesday’s New York 
Times, columnist David Brooks edito-
rialized that the majority’s ‘‘passion 
for coverage has swamped their . . . 
commitment to reducing the debt. The 
result is a bill that is fundamentally 
imbalanced.’’ Brooks wrote that 
‘‘they’ve stuffed the legislation with 
gimmicks and dodges designed to get a 
good score from the Congressional 
Budget Office but that don’t genuinely 
control runaway spending.’’ He points 
out that the bill appears deficit-neutral 
because it immediately collects reve-
nues but doesn’t pay for benefits until 
2014. It also doesn’t include $300 billion 
in additional costs because it assumes 
Congress will cut Medicare reimburse-
ments by 21 percent. 

Unfortunately, this proposed govern-
ment takeover of health care has 
blocked the path to reasonable reform. 
We can and must work together on a 
bipartisan basis to achieve real reform 
that will bring down costs and increase 
access for all Americans without in-
creasing the national debt. 

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. 

f 

HEALTH CARE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
GARAMENDI) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Madam Speaker, 
if I might, we heard just a moment ago 
from one of our esteemed colleagues 
from the Republican side that there 
were no savings in the health care bill. 
In fact, there are substantial savings, 
at least according to the Congressional 
Budget Office, and over time, the 
American deficit would be substan-
tially reduced. Let me just tell you 
some of the reasons why. First of all, 
by extending coverage to most all 
Americans, you eliminate one of the 
most pernicious and most difficult cost 
increases in the system, and that is 
that the uninsured wind up in the 
emergency room, usually very, very 
sick, and that gets to be a very, very 
expensive matter. That cost is in the 
system and is passed on to both the 
Federal Government as well as to those 
people that are buying private insur-
ance. 

Also there is a major effort in the 
legislation to extend the medical tech-
nology information systems. We know 
that that will reduce errors and omis-
sions, and create not only better care 
but reduced cost. We know that the 
system will also have a Medicare panel 
look at ways of reducing the costs in 
the Medicare system. Finally, there are 
programs in the system and in the leg-
islation to promote wellness. Healthy 
people are not expensive. If you are 
well, you are not going to be increasing 
the cost of the systems. There are 
many, many parts of this bill that will 
significantly reduce the cost, and 
therefore, this is a good piece of legis-
lation. 

Finally, I want to speak to one of the 
issues that our Republican colleagues 
constantly put before us as a way of re-
ducing costs, and this is the ability of 
the insurance companies to sell prod-
ucts across State lines. Now, I was the 
insurance commissioner in California 
for 8 years, 1991 to 1995 and again from 
2003 to 2007. During that period of time, 
we had insurance companies that were 
not licensed for business in California, 
selling products illegally in the State 
of California. There was a reason why 
we had a procedure to make sure that 
insurance companies that were selling 
health insurance in California were li-
censed. We wanted to know that they 
were legitimate companies, that they 
actually would have the financial 
strength to pay claims, that their pol-
icy actually provided benefits, and that 
they were able to carry out the con-
tract that they had made with people. 
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All too often, we found that companies 
that were selling policies illegally in 
California without the proper license 
were selling junk to the public. 

I remember a case in San Diego, a 
woman who was working, a lawyer, had 
lost her employment with a law firm. 
She went out and purchased an indi-
vidual policy. It was cheap. It was ac-
tually too good to believe. She got 
sick, and she wound up with an enor-
mous expenditure, and she had to actu-
ally file bankruptcy in order to cover 
that cost. 

So we know that if companies are 
simply selling across State lines with-
out the proper underlying strength and 
without the proper regulation, it will 
not solve the problem. In fact, it will 
create a whole set of other problems. 
That is not the solution. What we need 
is a national program and, in fact, we 
have such a program in the proposal 
that will hopefully be before us next 
week. That proposal establishes a na-
tional benefit program. It establishes a 
mechanism for the pooling of risk and 
pooling of companies in what are called 
exchanges, either State, regional ex-
changes, or a national exchange. That 
is a procedure that is in the bill and 
does provide the kind of protections 
that every consumer needs and also 
provides some competition. Because 
one of those companies that will be op-
erating in the exchange—at least the 
national exchange—will be a nonprofit 
company that will have a national 
reach and be able to have the actuarial 
strength of being able to spread the 
risk across the entire Nation and all 
parts of it. 

So I’m looking forward to next week. 
It’s going to be a terrific week. We will 
finally deal with something that the 
Nation has wrestled with for a century, 
and that is how to expand health insur-
ance to the entire population. We’re 
well on the road. 

f 

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

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

f 

CONGRATULATING DETROIT 
CATHOLIC CENTRAL HIGH SCHOOL 

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

Mr. MCCOTTER. Madam Speaker, 
today I rise to acknowledge the Divi-
sion I State Champion wrestling team 
from my alma mater, Detroit Catholic 
Central High School. On February 27, 
2007, the Catholic Central Shamrocks 
defeated Rockford 39–24 to hoist their 
first State championship trophy since 
1988. Third-year Head Coach Mitch 
Hancock, an individual State final win-
ner for the Shamrocks in 2000, saw all 
14 of his wrestlers earn a berth to the 

Individual State Finals. This is the 
first time in recent Division I history 
that an entire team has qualified for 
the Individual State meet. Three 
Shamrock grapplers brought home 
State titles to complement the team 
championship. Following in the re-
markable tradition of legendary Catho-
lic Central Coach Mike Rodriguez, who 
was both coach and mentor to current 
coach Mitch Hancock, the Shamrocks 
brought home their eighth State wres-
tling team title and earned Coach Han-
cock the Division I honors for Wres-
tling Coach of the Year. 

Madam Speaker, with a season record 
of 27–4, the 2010 Catholic Central Sham-
rocks deserve to be recognized for their 
determination, achievement, and spir-
it, and we are all very proud of their 
determination and effort. 

Equally, Madam Speaker, I also rise 
today to acknowledge the Division I 
State Championship bowling team 
from my alma mater, Detroit Catholic 
Central High School. This has been a 
noteworthy year for the gentlemen at 
Catholic Central, as the championship 
marks the fourth State title for the 
school during the 2009–2010 year. The 
Michigan High School Athletic Asso-
ciation recognized bowling as an offi-
cial sport in 2006. Thus, it is impressive 
how the Catholic Central team has 
risen to State prominence in a very 
short time. 

Two members of the State champion-
ship bowling team qualified for the in-
dividual finals, and although they did 
not ultimately win, they represented 
C.C. High admirably and honorably. 
This year, after defeating Salem 1,856– 
1,824 pins in the quarterfinals, the 
Shamrock bowlers outdueled Flint Car-
man-Ainsworth 1,855–1,747 to earn a 
berth in the finals, setting them up to 
take on Macomb Dakota. On March 5, 
2010, the Catholic Central Shamrocks 
rolled over Macomb Dakota 1,834–1,565 
to earn their first State championship 
trophy. 

b 1215 

Coach Al Bridges saw his bowlers in 
seventh place after the morning quali-
fying round, yet in true Shamrock 
fashion the team kept fighting and re-
fused to give up. As the day wore on, 
CC kept moving up in the standings, 
leading by 143 pins after the Baker 
games. From that point on, the Sham-
rocks never looked back. 

Coach Al Bridges credits good condi-
tioning and a lot of practice for the 
payoff of winning a championship. In 
earning their first bowling title, the 
2010 Catholic Central Shamrocks de-
serve to be recognized for their deter-
mination, achievement, and spirit. 

In conclusion, Madam Speaker, the 
hard work and dedication of each of 
these State championship teams epito-
mizes what it means to be a Shamrock. 
By the teaching of our Basilian fathers, 
through goodness, discipline, and 
knowledge, the entire Catholic Central 
family, including this alumnus, share 
in their accomplishments. 

In recognition of their effort, I ask 
my colleagues to join me in congratu-
lating the Detroit Catholic Central 
Shamrocks for achieving these State 
titles and for honoring their devotion 
to Mary, alma mater. Live and die for 
CC High. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GARAMENDI). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY) is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

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

f 

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

f 

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.) 

f 

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

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

f 

NUCLEAR WASTE 

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

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, today 
I rise to discuss an issue that I think 
very few people in America are aware 
of. It relates to the very important 
topic of nuclear waste and the impact 
that that has upon our Federal policy 
and its effect on our energy needs and 
our Federal debt. 

Most Americans support nuclear 
power as a major source of our elec-
tricity. Today it provides 20 percent of 
all the electricity produced in Amer-
ica. Now, we know that over the next 
15 or 20 years our demand for elec-
tricity is going to double what it is 
today. I might also remind everyone 
that coal is providing 51 percent of all 
the electricity produced in America. As 
I said, nuclear power provides about 20 
percent. 

The administration and many people 
are focused on alternative forms of en-
ergy, particularly solar and wind 
power. Now, all of the experts will tell 
you that while, yes, some energy can 
be produced from solar and wind power, 
it will never come close to meeting the 
demands of the American people in en-
ergy. 
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I might add on the nuclear power 

front, today in America we have 109 nu-
clear power plants located in 39 States 
across the country. At each one of 
those sites nuclear waste is being 
stored today. It does have a major im-
pact on our environment, it has major 
concerns for security, and it has major 
costs for the American people. 

The solution that Congress came up 
with many years ago was to build 
Yucca Mountain as a deep repository 
to store this waste indefinitely. Now, 
unfortunately last week President 
Obama withdrew the license applica-
tion for a high-level nuclear waste re-
pository at Yucca Mountain. This ap-
plication was before the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission to look at from a 
scientific standpoint of could this re-
pository at Yucca Mountain safely 
take care of this waste for the Amer-
ican people for hundreds of years in the 
future? And I might also add that the 
American taxpayer has already spent 
billions of dollars trying to build this 
repository at Yucca Mountain. 

Well, not only did President Obama 
jerk back the application so that it 
cannot be considered anymore, but now 
the Department of Energy is asking 
the Appropriations Committee for ap-
proval to reprogram all of the money 
that was going to Yucca Mountain in 
2010, which in essence would stop all 
movement in the development of Yucca 
Mountain and the solution for storage 
of this high-level waste. 

So the question that I would have for 
President Obama and his administra-
tion today is this. Very simply, what 
are we going to do with all of the waste 
currently being stored at the 109 nu-
clear sites around the Nation? Now, the 
President has appointed a blue panel 
commission to come up with a solution 
to this problem. As I said, we have al-
ready spent billions of dollars on Yucca 
Mountain. In fact, in the very near fu-
ture it was getting ready to open. 

Why is it important as to what are 
we going to do with this nuclear waste 
that is stored at these 109 sites around 
the country? It is important for this 
reason. Number one, in 1982 Congress 
passed the Nuclear Policy Waste Act. 
It in essence said that the Federal Gov-
ernment was going to be responsible 
for taking care of this. Well, as a result 
of the policies we have adopted so far 
today, here is our situation. The util-
ity companies who are now depending 
upon the Federal Government to store 
this waste for them are now filing law-
suits against the Federal Government, 
and have already obtained judgments 
in excess of $11 billion against the Fed-
eral Government. Experts are saying 
that additional lawsuits will cost the 
Federal Government $56 billion. 

I want to raise this issue with the 
American people and make them aware 
that this decision on Yucca Mountain 
not only is a security issue for Amer-
ica, but it also is a costly decision for 
the American taxpayer at a time when 
we already have a Federal debt of $14 
trillion. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to discuss a very 
important topic facing our nation—Nuclear 
Waste and the impact our Federal Policy on 
this issue will have on our energy needs and 
our Federal Debt. 

I support nuclear power as a major source 
of electricity for our nation, which currently ac-
counts for twenty percent of our electricity 
supply. 

In Kentucky, we do not have any nuclear 
power although some of my District receives 
electricity from the Tennessee Valley Author-
ity, which does have nuclear power plants. Of 
course, Kentucky is not uninvolved with nu-
clear power because in Paducah, Kentucky 
the gaseous diffusion plant enriches all the 
uranium for reactors around the nation. 

Today, we have 109 nuclear power plants in 
the United States in 39 states across the 
country. At each one of these sites, nuclear 
waste is being stored that creates a major en-
vironmental security and economic challenge 
for our nation. 

Mr. Speaker, the solution that was being 
proposed was to build Yucca Mountain as a 
deep repository to store the waste indefinitely. 
However, last week President Obama with-
drew the license application for a high-level 
nuclear waste repository at Yucca Mountain 
with prejudice. 

Additionally, the Department of Energy 
asked the Appropriations Committee for ap-
proval to reprogram the money from the 
project for Fiscal Year 2010, essentially stop-
ping all movement on the project. 

I might also add that there was an article in 
Energy Daily today where the former chairman 
of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission said 
the Obama Administration’s decision to termi-
nate the Yucca Mountain nuclear waste repos-
itory does not appear to be based on ‘‘factual 
findings’’ and its ‘‘unfortunate’’ handling of the 
issue will delay resolution of the nation’s nu-
clear waste disposal problems for years. 

Some have said that President Obama is 
pushing forward with Nuclear Power because 
of the loan guarantee money he has proposed 
for building nuclear plants. 

My question to the President is—What do 
we do with all the waste currently being stored 
at the 109 nuclear sites around the nation? 
This blue label commission the President has 
created is going to take years to develop a 
process and a path forward, when we’ve al-
ready spent billions of dollars and many years 
developing a state of the art facility that could 
accept waste in the next few years. 

Because the government’s plan was to take 
care of the material after the Yucca Mountain 
facility was completed, the utility companies 
paid the federal government to care for this 
waste, but as a result of the government’s fail-
ure to take the waste, the utilities have re-
cently been filing lawsuits against the govern-
ment to recoup costs associated with having 
to store the waste at their own plant sites. 

Additionally, two attorney generals—Wash-
ington State and North Carolina—have filed 
lawsuits against the federal government. 

A number of court cases have ruled that the 
Department of Energy is liable for the cost of 
keeping the waste because of a breach of 
contract. How much is at stake is anyone’s 
guess, but the industry has put the number as 
high as $56 billion. 

Nuclear power is essential to our energy 
portfolio, which at this point in time is very im-
portant to Americans. We simply cannot afford 
to do without nuclear power. 

I urge the House of Representatives to tell 
President Obama to stop playing politics with 
out nation’s energy future and finish Yucca 
Mountain to ensure that Nuclear Power con-
tinues to create jobs and provide electricity. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CONGRESSMAN JACK 
MURTHA 

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to pay tribute to 
a fallen hero, my friend, the late Con-
gressman John Murtha. During the 
time of his memorial services and the 
special order hour that was rendered on 
this floor, my statements were not able 
to be submitted because I wanted to 
speak directly on the floor in his 
honor. 

John Murtha was of course a hus-
band, a father, a loved one, a Marine, 
and a patriot. What we loved most 
about John Murtha was his love for the 
United States military, unwavering 
and always steadfast. He was a family 
man that loved his family, and a 
Congressperson that loved his people. 
Those he represented were so very im-
portant in his mind and in his heart. 

He came to this floor and to this 
House tall and recently from battle, 
having served in the Vietnam war on 
several occasions, knowing what it is 
to have been shot at and to be in battle 
on behalf of your Nation. That true les-
son gave him a cause for life, and the 
cause for life was to be able to fight for 
the men and women of the United 
States military. 

But he did not stop there. As the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on De-
fense on the Appropriations Com-
mittee, he fought for the families of 
the United States military, the wives 
and husbands and the children. He 
fought for a better quality of life in 
health care and housing. He fought for 
better standards, if you will. And yes, 
he recognized the importance of leave 
time, R & R coming out of battle. And 
there was no greater champion during 
the midst of the Iraq war, the most re-
cent war, who fought to give relief to 
the soldiers on the battlefield who were 
doing tours of duty one after another. 

He was a man of courage. He didn’t 
step away from a fight. But he also was 
a friend. And if he gave you his word, 
he would fight on behalf of your con-
stituents as he would fight on behalf of 
his. In fact, Mr. Speaker, he was an 
American’s American, all-American. 
And if it had something to do with 
bettering the lives of Americans, you 
can be assured John Murtha was there. 

He took a very tough stand just a few 
years ago. The eyes of those who knew 
him as a champion of the military 
fighting for their cause, standing 
alongside of them, wondered what hap-
pened when he stood up with his elo-
quent voice, steady voice, and spoke 
about the Iraq war, calling for the sol-
diers to come home. That is courage, 
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because he had been a supporter of that 
war. But he saw it crumbling before his 
eyes. 

Oh, yes, there has been an election 
over the last couple of days, but we al-
ways wonder what direction and how 
we could have handled it differently so 
that the lives that were laid down did 
not have to be laid down in a war in 
Iraq. The champion for the military 
saw that there was a crack in the sys-
tem, and he chose to speak eloquently 
about it. 

I miss John Murtha. This body 
misses John Murtha, Democrats and 
Republicans. America misses John 
Murtha. But the one good news about 
John Murtha’s life is that his legacy 
will live on forever and ever and ever. 
I thank him for serving, for living. And 
to his family, God bless you, and may 
he rest in peace. 

Mr. Speaker, I will submit a state-
ment into the RECORD next week that 
will also speak to the qualities and the 
honor of John Murtha, the late Con-
gressman from Pennsylvania. 

f 

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

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

f 

YUCCA MOUNTAIN 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. BERKLEY. I was in the doctor’s 
office a moment ago, and I had the op-
portunity to be watching C–SPAN and 
listen to what the gentleman from 
Kentucky said about Yucca Mountain. 
I just thought I better come down here 
and set the record straight, because ob-
viously my esteemed colleague from 
Kentucky doesn’t know the Yucca 
Mountain issue very well. So with this 
5 minutes I would like to help en-
lighten him and the rest of my col-
leagues. 

The State of Nevada is opposed to 
storing this Nation’s nuclear waste at 
Yucca Mountain, Nevada. President 
Obama pulled the plug because, and 
only because there is no scientific evi-
dence, and there never has been, that 
Yucca Mountain can safely store thou-
sands and thousands of tons of toxic ra-
dioactive nuclear waste within the 
Yucca Mountain complex. And let me 
tell you why, Mr. Speaker. 

At Yucca Mountain we have discov-
ered there are groundwater issues, seis-
mic activity, volcanic activity. To re-
fresh everybody’s memory, the EPA, 
Environmental Protection Agency, had 
a radiation standard of 10,000 years, 
where they wanted to be able to safely 
store this Nation’s nuclear waste, 
thousands and thousands of tons of ra-
dioactive material, for 10,000 years. 

b 1230 
The U.S. Court of Appeals overthrew 

that radiation standard, and let me 

share with you why: Because they de-
termined, based on scientific evidence, 
that the radiation standard should be 
300,000 years because that is when radi-
ation reaches its peak. So the 10,000- 
year radiation standard was thrown 
out by the U.S. Court of Appeals, and 
they could never figure out how to 
come up with a radiation standard that 
tracks with the scientific evidence. 

There is no way to safely transport 
radioactive nuclear waste across 43 
States in order to be buried in a hole in 
the Nevada desert where, I remind you, 
we have groundwater problems, seismic 
activity, and volcanic activity. There 
are no canisters that currently exist— 
they do not exist—that can safely 
transport and store nuclear waste; not 
in Yucca Mountain, not anywhere. 

We had better figure out as a Nation, 
before we start building more nuclear 
power plants that create more nuclear 
waste, what we are going to do with 
the by-product of nuclear energy, 
which is the nuclear waste. 

This country has been single focused, 
and the people of Nevada have said 
year after year, decade after decade, we 
are not the answer. We don’t want to 
be this Nation’s garbage dump for this 
Nation’s nuclear waste. 

We do not produce one nanogram, not 
one speck of energy using nuclear in 
the State of Nevada, so why should we 
be accepting everybody’s nuclear 
waste. If you have a nuclear power 
plant in your district, in your State, 
then that is fine. You figure out what 
you are going to do with the nuclear 
waste that is produced by creating nu-
clear energy. 

The idea that Nevada should be the 
repository, and some people call it the 
suppository, for nuclear waste in this 
country is an absolute absurdity. We 
will fight this. 

We thank the President of the United 
States for standing with the people of 
the State of Nevada. We do not want 
the nuclear waste. It is dangerous, and 
we join with everyone else in trying to 
come up with a solution. But this myth 
that we are going to have one reposi-
tory instead of 43 or 33 or however 
many nuclear power plants we have in 
this country is preposterous, because 
these power plants are going to keep 
creating nuclear waste. So we are not 
eliminating nuclear dump sites; we are 
creating an extra one. Can’t do it. 
Shouldn’t do it. Won’t do it. 

I urge my colleagues to join with me 
and come up with a suitable method of 
dealing with our nuclear waste. Yucca 
Mountain just is not that answer, and 
it never will be. 

f 

NO GOVERNMENT TAKEOVER OF 
HEALTH CARE 

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, Republicans 
have been talking for over 3 years 
about the problem of the debt and def-

icit facing our Nation. We, as well as 
average Americans, have realized that 
these problems are a threat to our ex-
istence as the greatest and freest Na-
tion on Earth. But what the Democrats 
are proposing to do in passing a health 
care bill that Americans do not want is 
an even more immediate threat to the 
future of this Nation. Let me explain 
just a little bit about that. 

What the Democrats are proposing to 
do is a government takeover of health 
care that the American people do not 
want. Because they have a political 
problem, because there is no support 
for this bill among Americans, they are 
going to use a procedural mechanism 
to avoid an up-or-down vote on the bill 
that the Senate passed on Christmas 
Eve. They are going to create a rec-
onciliation bill that meets the Senate 
test for reconciliation. As the majority 
leader said out here a few minutes ago, 
we are not the Senate. We don’t have 
reconciliation rules. He kept making 
that point over and over again. But 
they are going to create a mechanism 
to pass a bill in the House to match 
reconciliation rules over in the Senate. 

What they want to do is to develop 
mechanics to hide a vote on the Senate 
bill and create a scheme to pass a bill 
in the House that will then pass muster 
in the Senate. It is a cram-down; and 
despite what the majority leader keeps 
saying about the fact that we have 
seen the bill, we know what is in the 
bill, we have not. Bills have to be de-
veloped in bill language, and we have 
to see specifically what it is we are 
going to vote on. 

The President has never presented a 
bill to the American people. What the 
President did present about 3 weeks 
ago was an 11-page proposal. That is 
exactly what it is called on the Presi-
dent’s Web site: The President’s pro-
posal, February 22, 2010. It is really 10 
pages with one line on page 11. It has 
general language. It makes insurance 
more affordable. It sets up competitive 
health insurance markets, ends dis-
crimination against Americans with 
preexisting conditions, and it says that 
it bridges the gap between the House 
and Senate bills and includes new pro-
visions to crack down on waste, fraud, 
and abuse. This is not legislative lan-
guage. We cannot vote on something 
like this. 

In addition, one of my colleagues just 
pointed out to me that there is a 19- 
page summary of the 11-page proposal 
on the White House Web site. You 
know, if you haven’t read ‘‘1984,’’ I ask 
you, read it. If it has been a long time 
since you’ve read it, read it again. 

Now let me give you an example of 
specific legislative language. This is a 
page out of the Senate bill that passed. 
I don’t know the section before, but 
this starts out with (1). It is page 35. 

‘‘(1) Requirement to provide value for 
premium payments. A health insurance 
issuer offering group or individual 
health insurance coverage shall, with 
respect to each plan year, provide an 
annual rebate to each enrollee under 
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such coverage, on a pro rata basis, in 
an amount that is equal to the amount 
by which premium revenue expended 
by the issuer on activities described in 
subsection (a)(3) exceeds,’’ and then it 
has an (A) and a (B) and a (2). That is 
specific language that is used in bills 
that we pass here every day. 

What the President has proposed is 
not legislative language. What they 
want to do is use something called the 
‘‘Slaughter sleight of hand,’’ and the 
American people don’t want it. 

f 

HONORING REVEREND DAVID 
CRUMP 

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. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to commend to this House the 
memory of one of my constituents, the 
Reverend David Joshua Crump, who, at 
the age of 42, died suddenly on Feb-
ruary 20 of this year. 

Rev. Crump was a young man of 
strong personal faith, coming from a 
long line of leaders in America’s faith 
community, including Bishop Alex-
ander Waymon. His parents, the Rev-
erends Izell and Elaine Crump, are also 
well-regarded ministers in my home-
town of Baltimore. 

At a time when so many of America’s 
young people are struggling to come of 
age without strong and loving fathers 
in their lives, Rev. David Crump’s com-
mitment to their upbringing was a bea-
con of personal and social responsi-
bility for us all. 

I had the occasion to attend the fu-
neral of the late David Crump, and his 
foster children, a number of them, 
came forward and talked about how he 
had touched their lives and how he had 
opened so many doors for them and 
what a wonderful parent he was. 

Not only that, David Crump excelled 
in his mastery of that most valuable 
kind of wisdom: the insights that help 
us to remain focused squarely upon 
what is truly important in our lives. 

In 1998, I invited the Congressional 
Black Caucus to Baltimore for a field 
investigation hearing of our local re-
sponses to illicit drug use and HIV/ 
AIDS. We chose Micah’s Cafeteria as 
the primary site for our hearing. David 
Crump’s family owned Micah’s, and 
David was the master chef and maitre 
d’ at the restaurant. During our field 
hearing there, he made a very favor-
able impression on all of my CBC col-
leagues. Our positive response went be-
yond the positive quality of the res-
taurant’s food. We were heartened by 
how well David worked with Micah’s 
staff, and especially with the young 
people who worked with him. These 
young men and women were competent 
and polite, building better lives for 
themselves, and a lot of that had to do 
with David’s leadership and compas-
sion for them. It soon became apparent 
that David Crump was at the heart of a 
transformation that was worth our un-
derstanding. 

In the years that followed, I would 
often find David reaching out to the 
young and giving them an opportunity 
to find themselves in life-affirming set-
tings. His calling was at the center of 
his faith. 

So often, people go to church and 
prayer meeting, and when they come 
out the door, they forget their faith. 
But he never forgot. Not only was he a 
great foster parent, but he was a very 
loving husband. 

With his wife, Theresa Mina, he built 
a home full of love and laughter for the 
children who came into their lives. He 
was a man of good humor and a gentle 
spirit. He was a good father and hus-
band who was devoted to his God and 
to his family. 

One of the things that I said at his 
funeral was, if I ever met someone who 
tried to walk in the path that God had 
laid out, it was David Crump. 

Mr. Speaker, recently I was thinking 
about Rev. Crump’s example as I read 
comments that Attorney General Eric 
Holder made during a recent speech. 
Encouraging men to take more respon-
sibility for our children and homes, At-
torney General Holder observed that, 
‘‘I have held many titles in my life, but 
the title I am most proud of is father. 
A father’s role in the life of a child is 
irreplaceable.’’ 

Stressing that we must do more to 
create a culture of mutual respect, our 
Attorney General went on to empha-
size that we hold the future in our 
hands. He said, ‘‘We as men need to 
spend more time with our sons and 
daughters. We need to teach our sons 
to have respect for women and daugh-
ters to demand respect for them-
selves.’’ 

This same wisdom was at the heart of 
David Crump’s ministry and personal 
life. His vision and commitment are ex-
amples that we all would be well ad-
vised to follow. 

I strongly believe that government 
has important roles to play in rebuild-
ing America’s communities, yet I also 
understand that we, as individual citi-
zens, are the critical element in the so-
cial transformation that this Nation 
needs to undertake. Rev. David Crump 
understood this, both in his ministry 
and in his personal commitment to the 
young people in his life. He was, in-
deed, a wonderful role model. 

f 

HEALTH CARE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority 
leader. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I very 
much appreciate this opportunity to 
speak here on the floor. The topic 
again will be health care because, even 
though most of Americans are more 
concerned about the economy, as am I, 
and jobs, because the President keeps 
trying to shove this thing into the lap 
of Americans—actually, it will control 

the lap of Americans—we have to deal 
with this until we can start over, start 
fresh, get the special interest groups, 
the unions, AARP, those people who 
have been meeting in the last few 
weeks behind closed doors, away from 
C–SPAN cameras, getting special deals 
for themselves, we start over and start 
fresh. And the number one most impor-
tant aspect is not the unions. It is not 
AARP. It is retired people. It is sen-
iors. It is Americans across the coun-
try. It is the poor. It is the wealthy. It 
is everybody. 

b 1245 

Those people who are United States 
citizens, those are the number one con-
cern, should be, under a newly nego-
tiated bill. 

I just got sent a copy of an e-mail 
that has gone all over the country ap-
parently from a group called Orga-
nizing Against America—I’m sorry, Or-
ganizing for America, it just sounds 
like they’re organizing against Amer-
ica—and it has an individual’s name, 
first name. It says: ‘‘President Obama 
has called for the House to vote to 
move health reform forward as early as 
next week. Your representative’’—in 
this case, LOUIS GOHMERT—‘‘voted last 
fall to allow insurance companies to 
continue to jack up rates, drop cov-
erage when folks need it the most, and 
discriminate against people with pre-
existing conditions.’’ You know, the 
rules of the House do not prevent me 
from calling this what it is: that’s a 
lie; that’s simply not true. 

But it goes on to say: ‘‘We’re in the 
final margin, one last chance to do the 
right thing.’’ It says: ‘‘Call Representa-
tive GOHMERT today,’’ and it says: ‘‘Let 
them know’’—that’s not correct gram-
mar, but that’s not the only thing 
that’s not correct—‘‘know that there is 
a political price to favoring big insur-
ance companies over the American peo-
ple. 

‘‘Organizing Against America’’—I’m 
sorry, ‘‘Organizing for America sup-
porters in Texas have pledged 506,830 
volunteer hours to fight for candidates 
who support reform.’’ 

So, anyway, what they’re not appar-
ently aware of is that the vast major-
ity of Americans, the vast majority in 
my district, they know what this bill— 
I’ve got four volumes to get it all, 
that’s the bill that was passed in the 
House—they know what this rep-
resents. It’s a government takeover not 
just of health care, but a whole lot 
more than that. Anyway, that’s the 
stuff that’s going out in this hour of 
desperation to try to cram this bill 
through, cram it down on America. 

I heard our valiant Speaker PELOSI, I 
saw and heard the video of the Speaker 
saying we’ve got to pass this bill so 
that we can find out what’s in it. I un-
derstand that she was talking about 
apparently there’s a big fog around the 
bill and we really won’t see what’s in 
the bill until we pass it and then the 
fog is lifted; but some of us have been 
concerned that we need to look at this 
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bill, and everybody needs to know 
what’s in it now and not wait until 
later. 

We also know that secretly nego-
tiated—I saw an AARP rep and union 
rep saying that before this summit the 
President was going to have his health 
care bill that would be discussed at the 
summit between Republicans and 
Democrats. I know my friend, ERIC 
CANTOR, brought a copy of the bill, and 
it seemed like that made people mad. I 
suggested that they have a copy of the 
Senate bill and the House bill there so 
that when somebody made a represen-
tation that wasn’t accurate as to what 
was represented in the bill, you could 
immediately turn to the bill during the 
summit and correct whatever inaccu-
racy was painted. 

Well, one of the problems with the 
President’s health care bill, like my 
friend, Ms. FOXX, pointed out earlier, is 
that there is still no President’s bill. 
He came in here and spoke from the 
second level up there and kept refer-
ring to ‘‘my bill,’’ ‘‘this bill,’’ ‘‘my 
plan,’’ ‘‘this plan’’; but as I asked Sec-
retary Sebelius later, I said, I’ve been 
trying to find a copy of the President’s 
bill; he keeps referring to it, said he 
was going to call us out if we misrepre-
sented it, and I just want to know 
where I get a copy of it. And that’s 
when she told us, Well, actually, I 
think he was talking about a set of 
proposals or principles. 

Well, I was told by CBO that they 
could not score my plan until I had it 
in a hard and fast bill. So we did, we 
got it in bill form. And that took a lot 
of work because legislative counsel, 
who prepares the bills in legislative 
form, were so tied up with all the 
Democratic bills that were being filed 
and being shoved to the front so quick-
ly. But we finally got it done. It took, 
I think, around 6 weeks or so. And then 
we got it filed. And then we couldn’t 
get a CBO scoring. We were finally told 
in August, well, you know, you don’t 
have the request from the highest- 
ranking Republican on the committee 
of jurisdiction, Energy and Commerce. 
So I talked to Republican JOE BARTON, 
and JOE said, yeah, it sounds great; 
let’s get it done. He said to send a re-
quest that my bill be scored. 

Then, about 1 month later, we were 
told, well, we haven’t scored it. You 
still don’t have the approval of the 
highest-ranking Republican on the 
Joint Tax Committee. So I got DAVE 
CAMP, told him about the bill, showed 
him what I had. He said, sure. He sends 
over a letter saying, Please score 
GOHMERT’s bill. That was in Sep-
tember, I think September 19, some-
thing like that, 20th, somewhere 
around there. 

In the meantime, anytime a Demo-
cratic leader doesn’t have a bill, just 
has an idea, a plan, wow, they can rush 
that in to CBO. Every now and then 
CBO will say, you know, you just don’t 
give us enough to work from, we’re 
making presumptions, but here’s a 
score usually is what they get to any-

way. That is something that is so 
grossly unfair. 

There is a summary of 70 health care 
bills in this document here that have 
been filed by Republicans to help re-
form health care. So if someone both-
ered to read that before they sent out 
a false e-mail saying we don’t want to 
do anything to reform insurance, they 
would find out they’re wrong. We’ve 
got all kinds of good proposals because 
the truth is, and I’ll say it again, all 
the people I know want health care re-
formed. They don’t want insurance 
companies between us and our doctors 
or between any American and their 
doctors. And they don’t want govern-
ment in between them and their doc-
tors. That’s what we’re trying to get 
to. 

And even though CBO hasn’t been 
kind enough to, after all these 
months—and we have the data here 
that shows what CBO has done. There 
have been 50 total health care bills for-
mally scored in the 111th Congress, and 
six of them—six—have been Republican 
plans. We’ve got 70 others we’d like to 
get scored, but they’re not going to get 
to those, they’re not even going to get 
to mine. In the 111th Congress there 
have been a total all together of 530 
bills that have been scored by CBO: 442 
were for Democrats, 88 were from Re-
publicans. But we didn’t even get that 
good of odds as far as the health care 
scoring. So we are obviously working 
at a severe disadvantage here. 

I know that there are so many things 
the President said that even though 
they’re inaccurate, he has no intent to 
deceive. It’s just that when you’re 
President of the United States, obvi-
ously you can’t have all the facts at 
your fingertip. You have to rely on 
people who work for you to give you 
accurate information. Unfortunately, 
our good President has not been given 
all the accurate information he needs 
in order to address things properly. 

I’ve been joined by my good friend 
from Georgia, and I would like to yield 
such time as Mr. LYNN WESTMORELAND 
might need. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Well, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Texas for 
taking this Special Order to come talk 
about the health care bill that, regard-
less of what anybody says, is actually 
being rammed through the process. 
And the reason it’s being rammed 
through, as I think my friend from 
Texas mentioned, the American people 
are not in favor of this health care bill. 
It also, I believe, is unconstitutional 
that we’re going to require our citizens 
to buy health care. That should be a 
choice that every individual makes on 
whether they buy health care or don’t 
buy health care. They may be in an 
economic situation to where they don’t 
need it, or they may be young and they 
may be doing health savings accounts. 
We need to be promoting the health 
savings accounts and other ways that 
young people can do things to provide 
health care for themselves without 
their government forcing them to buy 
a health insurance program. 

The other thing that I think is inter-
esting is the unions get a special break 
out of this. You know, I thought that 
everything that we did in this body was 
supposed to be fair to everybody, but 
what they’re doing is they’re making a 
difference in this health care proposal 
that if you have neighbors living beside 
one another and one is a union em-
ployee and the other is a nonunion em-
ployee and they’re making the same 
amount of money, their health benefits 
are going to be taxed differently. Now, 
why should that be? I mean, I think 
that’s one of the disservices that has 
come about through this bill is there is 
so much inequity between individuals. 
It all depends on how much money you 
make, where you live. 

There is also going to be a czar that 
we don’t know who that’s going to be 
and we don’t really know what his or 
her full capability is going to be and 
what they’re going to regulate. But I 
would say to my friend from Texas 
that they may tell you that the cur-
rent health care plan that you have 
that you’re happy with does not meet 
the Federal requirements. 

This plan also establishes about 111 
new commissions, boards, and agencies 
that we have no idea what their re-
sponsibility or what their rules or what 
their regulations are going to be and 
what other type of impact they’re 
going to have on our freedom and our 
privacy. 

The interesting thing is that the 
leadership continues to talk about how 
many jobs this is going to create. If it 
creates any jobs, they will be govern-
ment jobs. We need to create private 
sector jobs. We need to be concen-
trating on the economy. All the polit-
ical capital that has been spent on 
health care—and not only on health 
care, this most open, honest, ethical 
Congress that we were promised by 
then-Minority Leader NANCY PELOSI, 
now Speaker PELOSI, is the fact that 
they’ve been tied up with ethics inves-
tigations of Congressman RANGEL. 
We’ve had the tickle wrestling con-
troversy that just came up lately about 
young people being allowed to be sub-
ject to sexual harassment. 

Now, we need to be concentrating on 
jobs. Most of my constituents are call-
ing me saying, look, where are the 
jobs? You passed a $787 billion stimulus 
package that was supposed to keep un-
employment from going from 8 percent 
any higher, well, it’s at 9.7. The only 
jobs that have been created have been 
government jobs. We created about 
5,000 jobs with Cash for Clunkers. We 
have created over 120,000 government 
jobs since this President has been in of-
fice. We need to be concentrating on 
our economy and on creating jobs from 
the private sector. We need to be free-
ing up credit. We need to be making it 
so small business has an initiative to 
hire people. 

The jobs bill that we passed through 
here was really a joke. And my friend 
from Texas, I’m sure you talk to many 
of your small business people who said, 
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Congressman, do they really think that 
I’m going to go out and hire somebody 
for $30,000 or $35,000 a year to get a 
$1,000 tax credit? Do they not under-
stand that you can’t survive in small 
business doing something that silly? I 
said, well, the problem is only about 7 
percent of the people in the President’s 
administration have ever even had a 
private sector job, and I don’t know 
how many or what percentage of that 
ever created any jobs or actually was 
responsible for job creation. 

What we have got to do is remove the 
uncertainty that’s out there to the 
small business world, to that employer 
that is ready to create, to expand, to 
put infrastructure in our communities. 
We’ve got to make sure that he has 
some certainty. The small business 
people I talk to go, look, I’m not going 
to do anything until I have some cer-
tainty, and the one thing that the 111th 
Congress has brought to the American 
people and to the people that create 
jobs in this country is uncertainty. 
They don’t know what their energy 
cost is going to be; they have no idea. 
Is cap-and-trade going to pass that 
would raise, just on individuals, energy 
costs of about $3,200 a year? Is that 
going to pass? I don’t know. 

b 1300 

Are we going to raise taxes on the 
small business people? Are we going to 
raise taxes on the people who make 
over $250,000 or over $200,000 or over 
$150,000? Most of these subchapter S 
corps that create the jobs are under 
those individual guidelines. 

They ask, Am I going to end up pay-
ing more taxes? I don’t know. 

I can’t answer that for you. 
What are our health care costs going 

to be? Are you going to mandate these 
health care prescriptions on us? 

I don’t know. I can’t answer that. 
We don’t know about any free trade 

agreements. This administration has 
refused to act on free trade agree-
ments. We need to remove the uncer-
tainty for business in this country. We 
need to crank up our economic engine 
without starving it for the fuel that it 
needs to stand and to create those jobs 
that we so desperately need. 

So this health care plan is going to 
be rammed through regardless of what 
you say. The rules are going to be ad-
justed to fit what they need to do. But 
I’ve got something to tell the majority: 
The American people are not that stu-
pid. They understand smoke and mir-
rors and hocus-pocus when they see it. 
I promise you they’re not just going to 
hold the majority accountable; they’re 
going to hold every Member of this 
body and every Member of the body 
across this Capitol accountable for tak-
ing this country in a direction that the 
majority of people does not want to see 
it go. 

With that, I yield back my time to 
the gentleman, my friend from Texas. 

Mr. GOHMERT. I appreciate so much 
the insights from the gentleman from 
Georgia. You make such good points. 

Madam Speaker, I’ve heard people 
say before, Well, you know, I see you 
go down to the House floor and just 
pour your heart out, and you’re really 
trying to convince people of what’s 
right. I wonder. It has got to be pretty 
frustrating when there’s not more than 
a handful of people around on the 
House floor. 

I think what a lot of people don’t re-
alize is, since C–SPAN came about, 
every Member of Congress whom I 
know has a television in his or her of-
fice, and they watch C–SPAN. A lot of 
folks will have more than one so that 
you can monitor C–SPAN and watch 
the news. You can monitor what is 
being said, and you can monitor de-
bate. We’ve been told there may be 
200,000 or there may be many more peo-
ple watching on C–SPAN. Yet this is a 
chance, under the Constitution, under 
the Speech or Debate Clause, to come 
in and to try to bring light. Light is 
the best disinfectant to any kind of in-
fection. That’s what we’re trying to do, 
to shed some light on this. 

We have been joined by my dear 
friend, Ms. VIRGINIA FOXX. When you’re 
talking about someone who has been 
the president of a university before— 
and I know her work hours as they’re 
not unlike my work hours—I know 
that she comes to the floor informed. 

I yield such time as Ms. FOXX may 
need. 

Ms. FOXX. Well, I want to thank 
both of my colleagues, my classmates, 
actually—my colleague from Georgia 
(Mr. WESTMORELAND) and my colleague 
from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) for their in-
sights and for their sharing of informa-
tion in this Special Order today. 

Instead of going home to be in our 
districts, we stayed in town today to 
vote on a bill on algae, which we could 
have voted on yesterday, but our col-
leagues across the aisle are twisting 
arms every minute of every day in 
order to get votes. They understand 
that the American people don’t want 
this health care bill that they’re trying 
to ram through and pass. They’re try-
ing to be responsive to their constitu-
ents, but they’re being forced, in many 
cases, to vote for something by their 
leadership. 

I want to talk for just a minute 
about two problems here. We have a 
problem with the bill, and we also have 
a problem with the process, or the rule, 
that is going to be governing this bill. 

I serve on the Rules Committee. Up 
until this year, people have always 
said, Oh, we shouldn’t try to talk about 
process because the public’s eyes glaze 
over. They don’t really want to know 
about that. 

Yet more and more Americans have 
awakened and are paying attention to 
what is going on in Congress, and I find 
that people are concerned about the 
process here because they understand 
the process is sometimes as important 
as the substance of what we’re doing. 

The Rules Committee is the com-
mittee here that establishes the rules 
for debate and the procedure on legisla-

tion that’s being considered by the 
House. Unfortunately, our colleagues 
will not allow the Rules Committee to 
be covered by C–SPAN, so very few peo-
ple have seen the Rules Committee in 
action. We meet in a tiny room up 
here. Really, there are no seats for the 
public, or almost no seats for the pub-
lic. There are seats for Members; there 
are seats for the press, and there are 
seats for staff, but there are almost no 
seats for the public. So very few people 
have observed the Rules Committee, 
but it is doing extremely important 
work in the House. 

The Rules Committee establishes the 
length of the debate and which amend-
ments, if any, will be allowed to be de-
bated. It has nine Members of the ma-
jority and four Members of the minor-
ity, so they have it stacked pretty good 
against the minority. We meet at all 
times of the day and night, lots of 
times in the middle of the night. Last 
year, on the cap-and-trade bill, we got 
the manager’s amendment at 3 a.m., an 
almost 400-page amendment at 3 
o’clock in the morning. Then we voted 
on that bill just a little later on that 
day. 

Well, what is being talked about to 
get a health care bill passed some peo-
ple are calling ‘‘the Slaughter solu-
tion,’’ but I call it the Slaughter 
sleight of hand. Ms. SLAUGHTER, from 
New York, is the Chair of the com-
mittee, and she has come up with a 
really, really clever way of having the 
Members of this body not vote on a bill 
but say that the bill has passed. 

I said a few minutes ago that we are 
facing a major crisis in this country, a 
crisis with our debt and deficit, but the 
more immediate crisis is this very cyn-
ical attempt to pass a bill without hav-
ing the Members vote for the bill. That 
has never happened in this House be-
fore. This is a complete cynical ap-
proach to this, and they have to do 
that because their Members don’t want 
to vote for it because they know their 
constituents don’t want them to vote 
for it. 

They believe they’re going to be able 
to send their Members home to say, 
Oh, I didn’t vote for that horrible bill. 
I didn’t vote for that bill you don’t 
want. I only voted for the rule, or I 
only voted for this reconciliation bill, 
and I didn’t vote for that bill. 

Now, folks, they’re trying to go from 
passing bills they haven’t read to pass-
ing bills they haven’t voted on. I think 
any high school youngster in this coun-
try who has taken civics knows how a 
bill becomes law. You pass a bill in one 
House, and you pass exactly the same 
thing in the other Chamber. It then 
goes to the President. The President 
can veto it or sign it. Yet that’s not 
what the majority party is about here. 
They want a procedural vote that 
would simply declare the measure to 
have passed at the moment the Senate 
passes what they are calling a rec-
onciliation bill. 

As I also pointed out earlier, we have 
no reconciliation process here. We have 
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straight up-or-down votes. The major-
ity rules. Because there are four vacan-
cies in the House, and because nobody 
is in the House of Representatives un-
less he or she is elected, as you don’t 
appoint people to the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Speaker only needs 
216 votes. So what we have again is a 
sleight of hand going on. 

You know, I’ve seen a lot of cartoons 
representing the President as the Wiz-
ard of Oz, and I think that’s a pretty 
apt description. The President and the 
people in charge here have been talk-
ing a lot about this reconciliation bill 
because they want people’s attention 
on that. They don’t want people to pay 
attention to the bill that has to be 
voted on in order for it to become law, 
which is the Senate bill. 

Now, a few minutes ago, the majority 
leader said, Oh, everybody knows 
what’s in these bills. They’ve been out 
there for months. We’ve discussed them 
for thousands of hours. 

That is not true. 
What’s going to happen next week is 

the Budget Committee is going to meet 
on Monday. They’re going to pass what 
amounts to an empty vessel, which is 
going to come to the Rules Committee. 
Sometime next week—and we don’t 
know what time of day or night—we’re 
going to execute an amendment in the 
Rules Committee that will be seen for 
the very first time by anybody in a po-
sition to vote on it. The staff will have 
seen it, and perhaps those in charge 
will have seen it, but my guess is they 
will not have seen it either. We’ll be 
asked to vote on that immediately in 
the Rules Committee. That’s going to 
be the first time anybody will have 
seen it. 

As my colleague from Texas talked 
about, and as I mentioned earlier, we 
don’t have a bill from the President. He 
presented an 11-page set of principles, 
which he called a proposal, and he has 
got a 19-page summary of the 11-page 
proposal on the Web site. There is still 
no legislative language, and we have to 
have legislative language. 

The Democratic majority is engaging 
in such extraordinary legislative chica-
nery to get this bill passed that it is a 
clear indication they cannot pass the 
bill without doing that. They don’t 
have the votes within their member-
ship to pass that bill, so they’ve got to 
do all this sleight of hand to get it 
passed. 

These people have exposed them-
selves as willing to abandon the most 
fundamental element of legislating, a 
transparent up-or-down vote, in order 
to achieve an unpopular, partisan ob-
jective. 

This is very disturbing, and it should 
be an alarm to every American. This is 
what banana republics do. This is not 
what the greatest Nation in the world 
does. This is not what the greatest de-
liberative bodies in the world do. The 
American people do not want this 
health care bill, and they don’t want 
their democratic process turned on its 
head to pass it over their objectives. 

I said it before: I was ridiculed. I was 
ridiculed for saying that I feared this 
health care bill almost more than any-
thing else. I want to tell you the Amer-
ican people need to fear it because it 
undermines our entire system of laws. 
It takes us from being a nation of laws 
to being a nation of people who will do 
anything to pass their ideological pro-
gram, and they will go out to attempt 
to destroy what is great about this Na-
tion, and that is our Constitution and 
our rule of law. 

With that, I yield back. 
Mr. GOHMERT. I appreciate the com-

ments of the gentlelady, Ms. FOXX. 
They were really on target. Thank you 
so much. 

When she mentions banana republics, 
I actually had the experience in 1973 of 
being an exchange student to the So-
viet Union for a summer, and I got to 
see firsthand how the former Soviet 
Union operated before, of course, it 
went broke. It couldn’t borrow enough 
money. It couldn’t print enough 
money, so it went broke. 

b 1315 

In looking at the President’s com-
ment in his speech on March 3 of this 
year, it was after the so-called health 
care summit, and I am quoting: ‘‘My 
proposal would give uninsured individ-
uals and small business owners the 
same kind of choice of private health 
insurance that Members of Congress 
get for themselves, because if it is good 
enough for Members of Congress, it is 
good enough for the people who pay 
their salaries.’’ And there was applause 
on that. 

But apparently he hasn’t read the 
bill that was passed in the House that 
he is trying to join and mesh up in his 
so-called proposal. This is in the first 
volume. Let me get over here to that, 
the benefit package levels. It says, 
‘‘The commissioner,’’ this is another 
czar-type person he will appoint, ‘‘shall 
specify benefits to be made available 
under the exchange participating 
health benefit plans.’’ 

Then subparagraph B, ‘‘Limitation 
on health benefit plans offered by offer-
ing entities.’’ I haven’t seen anything 
in the President’s proposal that 
changes this. It says, ‘‘In every area of 
the United States,’’ and it will be cut 
up into different service areas, it says, 
‘‘the entity only offers one basic plan.’’ 

The commissioner will designate 
what has to be in the health care insur-
ance policy. Then their idea of that is 
you will have a slew of insurance com-
panies that will offer the same policy, 
one basic plan. And then you could, if 
you wanted to, as an insurance com-
pany, offer an enhanced plan. But the 
big deal is the same exact plan will be 
offered by different insurance compa-
nies. 

I had an experience that this reminds 
me of so much when I was in a city 
stay in Moscow. We had read and heard 
that the largest department store in 
the world was in Moscow, and the Rus-
sian letters in the English equivalent 

are GUM, which stood for govern-
mental universal store or department 
store. 

I needed some 110 film for my little 
camera. There were probably a dozen 
camera stores on three or four different 
levels, and there were several different 
sections. It was enormous. I went to 
every one of them, and every single one 
had the exact same products, the exact 
same prices. And that is what we are 
talking about in this plan. There is no 
choice. And it won’t be long, there will 
only be one insurance company, and 
that will be the Federal Government. 

We have been joined by my good 
friend from California, former attorney 
general, former Member of Congress 
before coming back, who has always 
terrific insights. I yield to Mr. LUN-
GREN. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing. I actually came down because I 
was listening to the debate and I won-
dered whether there would be room for 
someone who spoke with the absence of 
an accent on this floor. 

Mr. GOHMERT. There is nobody 
talking with an accent that I have 
heard. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I appreciate that. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I would just say that there is a funda-
mental proposition that is before the 
House that is often forgotten in the 
discussion of the procedure, as strange 
as the procedure might be for consider-
ation of this bill, and that is, if this 
bill were to be brought to the floor, the 
Senate version, or the House version 
that already passed, and it were ulti-
mately to be signed by the President, 
it is my understanding that for the 
first time in the history of the United 
States we will condition your legal sta-
tus in the United States, that is, your 
ability to remain a legal citizen in 
good standing in the United States, on 
the mandated purchase of a product 
provided by a private entity, but as de-
termined by parameters established by 
the Federal Government. 

Is that the gentleman’s under-
standing as well? 

Mr. GOHMERT. That is indeed my 
understanding. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. It is sometimes easily called an 
individual mandate, but no one really 
talks too much about that, where we 
have the authority to mandate your 
continued legal presence in the United 
States. There has been a lot of debate, 
some even engendered by comments 
during the President’s speech before a 
joint session, on whether or not people 
who are here illegally will be covered 
by all of the government health pro-
grams that will be established by law. 
In fact, that has been at least a matter 
of contention, whether or not the lan-
guage contained in the versions would 
have any meaningful limitation on the 
provision of health care to people who 
are in this country illegally. The gen-
tleman is aware of that debate. 
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But here we have a situation where 

those who are born in the United 
States would be rendered an illegal sta-
tus if, in fact, they did not purchase a 
product mandated by the Federal Gov-
ernment. Of course, in the House provi-
sion, that mandate is enforced by way 
of criminal sanction, first by way of a 
fine, and then failure to pay the fine 
could bring one a criminal sanction. 

In fact, in one way, they are attempt-
ing to get around this question of 
whether or not the Federal Govern-
ment has the authority to mandate 
this. They have introduced it by way of 
a section of the Internal Revenue Code. 
We know that if one commits fraud in 
terms of not paying a tax, and they are 
trying to qualify the definition of the 
fine as a tax, that you can go to prison 
for committing fraud on the govern-
ment in your failure to pay the tax. So 
it is not a reach, as some have sug-
gested, that the penalty would be, in 
fact, a criminal penalty, which in-
cludes incarceration for failure to fol-
low this mandate. 

Is that the gentleman’s under-
standing as well? I know the gentleman 
is a former judge of the State of Texas. 

Mr. GOHMERT. A judge, and was 
briefly chief justice of an intermediary 
court filling an unexpired term. And 
that is my understanding. But I also 
know the gentleman from California 
was the highest ranking legal officer in 
the State of California and very 
articulately has set out his, as well as 
my, understanding. 

But I am curious as to the gentle-
man’s opinion of whether or not this 
really meets constitutional muster. 
Nobody knows what the Supreme Court 
would do. Some project maybe 5 or 6 
years before it got there, since we were 
unsuccessful in getting any fast track 
in the House version or the Senate 
version. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. In other words, an expedited 
consideration of the legal matters up 
to the Supreme Court, which we have 
done on other legislation in the past. 

Mr. GOHMERT. I am curious about 
the gentleman’s opinion. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Here is my concern. There are 
those who say these bills are justified 
under the expansive reading of the 
commerce clause, and it is true in the 
past the Supreme Court has found a 
rather expansive view of the commerce 
clause. But if one suggests that one’s 
own health and the decision on how 
one provides for one’s own health is, in 
fact, a part of interstate commerce, 
which then grants the authority to the 
Federal Government to act, then the 
question I would ask is: What is left 
that is not covered by Federal author-
ity? What part of your life is not cov-
ered by the Federal authority? 

In other words, if we can do this for 
the purpose, admittedly a good pur-
pose, of ensuring that people have 
health care in this country, but if we 
can extend the reach of the Federal 
Government in this way, would it be 

out of the realm of possibility that one 
could argue it would be constitutional 
for the Federal Government to say, in 
light of the impact of obesity on cer-
tain health conditions, and in light of 
the fact that when one develops those 
health conditions one has a call on 
medical care in this country, and that 
impacts all of us, because that is the 
argument that is being made, would it 
not then be logical that we, on the Fed-
eral level, could mandate that you 
must belong to a federally approved 
fitness program? Is that so much of a 
reach? 

Wouldn’t that be less of an inter-
ference in one’s life than to mandate 
precisely how one has to prepare for 
one’s own health and pay for one’s own 
health, and then dictate exactly what 
coverage one might have, even though 
you might not want to have that par-
ticular coverage? 

So I think it goes beyond just the 
health care question. It goes to the 
question—and I have had this discus-
sion in my town hall meetings as re-
cently as this last Monday, where I had 
250 people in Rancho Cordova. It goes 
to the question of what is the proper 
relationship between the individual 
and their Federal Government, and the 
greatness of our Founding Fathers was 
to say that would be a limited relation-
ship; that is, the Federal Government’s 
call on us, because we recognize that 
government did not extend rights to 
us. Those rights were God-given rights. 
And we the people—those are the words 
that are found in the Constitution. We 
the people formed a United States of 
America, but we decided what author-
ity we would give that government, 
and they should not go beyond that. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Would the gen-
tleman yield? I thank the gentleman 
from Texas. 

This argument about the commerce 
clause and the Federal Government 
being able to regulate interstate com-
merce, I take this to the other side of 
the scenario that Mr. LUNGREN has laid 
out and take it down to the assumption 
that is in this bill that everybody in 
America is engaged in interstate com-
merce is relevant to health insurance. 

I would submit that in Texas or Cali-
fornia or Georgia or Iowa, there is like-
ly to have been, I will say certain to 
have been, and likely to still be, indi-
viduals born in those particular States 
that never participated in a health care 
program of any kind, lived within the 
State, didn’t cross the State line to get 
an aspirin, and died, and never engaged 
in health care that could be even de-
scribed as interstate commerce in any 
way. Yet this commerce clause would 
be broadened to the point of being so 
inclusive that not only would that, by 
inference, give Congress the authority 
to require a person to join a health 
club, but also to show up and exercise, 
tell us what we can and can’t eat, and 
the commerce clause then would have 
no limits whatsoever. 

I am going to say that the individual 
that is born in one of those States, or 

any State in America that doesn’t par-
ticipate in a health care program that 
links the interstate commerce, is com-
pletely exempt under the commerce 
clause, and therefore that is one of the 
bases for which I believe this is an un-
constitutional bill. 

Mr. GOHMERT. We have a friend 
from Georgia, Mr. WESTMORELAND. Do 
you have anything to add on that 
point? 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Well, I don’t 
have anything to add on the constitu-
tionality of the legislation, because I 
have already expressed I think it is un-
constitutional, but I did want to make 
one comment before I had to go to my 
friend from Texas. 

I believe you said the President had 
put out an 11-page summary and then 
had put out a 19-page summary of the 
11-page summary, so I wanted to quote 
from the 19-page summary of the 11- 
page summary. And anybody within 
the sound of my voice, Madam Speak-
er, if they believe this, then they need 
some help and some counseling. 

This is the new affordable choices 
where the 19-page explanation of the 
11-page explanation says, ‘‘paper reduc-
tion and simplified forms will begin to 
reduce costs.’’ 

Anybody that has ever dealt with the 
government knows they do nothing to 
reduce paperwork. 

‘‘A new Web site to help consumers 
compare different insurance coverage 
options, along with State-by-State con-
sumer health care assistance and as-
sistance for any of their health insur-
ance questions.’’ 

To my friend from Texas, you can’t 
call a government agency now and even 
talk to a real human being, and now 
they are going to answer questions for 
300 million people? 

Here is the final one. ‘‘Clear and 
easy-to-understand insurance docu-
ments to help Americans make deci-
sions when shopping for health insur-
ance.’’ 

The government has never had any 
documents that were clear and simple 
to understand. The majority of Ameri-
cans today cannot even fill out their 
own 1040 personal income tax. 

This is a sham, and I hope that the 
American people will wake up and un-
derstand that what is fixing to happen 
to them is not only unconstitutional, 
but will be something that will not be 
easily undone. 

b 1330 

Mr. GOHMERT. I want to yield more 
time to my friend from California. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I think the gentleman from 
Georgia made a point about a summary 
of a summary being larger than the 
original summary, and we’re talking 
about a 2,000-page bill at least in both 
the House and the Senate, which will 
then spawn thousands, tens of thou-
sands, of pages of regulations which 
will then be interpreted by thousands 
of people employed by the Federal Gov-
ernment, which will then finally get to 
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you and your doctor. And I think that 
is one of the problems that we have. 

I would just cite the Speaker of the 
House who recently said in a press con-
ference: We must pass the bill so we 
can find out what is in it. Now, I don’t 
make that stuff up. It almost sounds 
like a comedy routine from ‘‘Saturday 
Night Live.’’ But that was essentially 
the statement: We must pass the bill to 
find out what was in it. 

I used to think that good legislation 
was you knew what was in it before 
you voted on it, and if you had prob-
lems with it, you didn’t vote on it until 
you fixed the problems, and you didn’t 
say, well, we know we have problems in 
the bill, but we are going to reconcile 
those problems later on. And particu-
larly when ‘‘reconcile’’ is a special 
term of art in the United States Sen-
ate, and it allows you to fix some 
things but not others, and those that 
you cannot fix in the arcane notion of 
the reconciliation process in the Sen-
ate, you will then have to take to the 
floor of the House, and that will be 
then subject to the possibility of fili-
buster, which means essentially you 
will have to get 60 votes to pass it. 

So I would ask the gentleman on an 
issue that is of immense importance to 
the American people, as they have ex-
pressed at town hall meetings, in poll-
ing and everything else, there has been 
a 30-plus-year consensus in this Con-
gress and in this country about the 
limits of Federal funding for the proce-
dure called abortion. That law, that 
line of laws, has been encapsulated in 
what was known as the Stupak amend-
ment in the House of Representatives. 

We know that the Stupak amend-
ment is not in the Senate bill. There is 
another provision which Mr. STUPAK 
and others have said is insufficient to 
maintain the current law, therefore 
meaning that it will establish a new 
law allowing Federal funding of abor-
tions for procedures that have not been 
allowed that is paid for by the tax-
payers for over 30 years. 

Is the gentleman aware of whether 
the history of the voting pattern in the 
Senate would lead one to conclude that 
there are 60 votes for the Stupak 
amendment in the Senate? 

Mr. GOHMERT. I thank the gen-
tleman for the question. It’s a great 
question because we know when SCOTT 
BROWN was elected, he said, I’m the 
41st vote against this. There are not 60 
votes to do what they are saying, 
which as you’re pointing out, the Stu-
pak amendment—if our pro-life friends 
across the aisle were to get talked into 
voting for the Senate bill as is, on the 
promise that, oh, gee, we will bring 
that amendment up, and we are sure it 
will pass—I just don’t see how anybody 
can make that claim because it has al-
ready been made clear at the other end 
of the Hall that they are not getting 60 
votes to do it. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. If you have an animal control 
officer come to your house and say 
that your dog or cat hasn’t been 

neutered or spayed, and you say, well, 
wait a second, I’m going to let my dog 
or cat out for the next month, but I 
will get him fixed, do you think the 
animal control officer would trust you? 

Mr. GOHMERT. No, they don’t. And 
there is no reason to believe that any-
thing could happen other than what 
we’ve already seen. They’re not going 
to have 60 votes to do it, which is why 
they are trying to do it on a reconcili-
ation gimmick. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Is the gentleman aware of 
whether or not the language that ar-
ticulates the Stupak amendment or the 
language that would articulate some-
thing close to the Stupak amendment 
would be allowed under the tight con-
trols of reconciliation? 

Mr. GOHMERT. Well, it is hard to 
know; but I believe if the Speaker tells 
BART STUPAK, we are going to get the 
amendment, your Stupak amendment 
passed in the House through reconcili-
ation, we’ll get it done, and we should 
get it done in the Senate, I’m sure if 
she tells him that she will get it done 
in the House, then she probably will. 
But there is no way on this Earth that 
she can guarantee what will happen in 
the Senate because it’s not going to 
happen. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. In other words, if one were to 
preserve the Stupak amendment, it 
would be to take the House bill over to 
the Senate, have the Senate accept the 
House bill, and then perhaps try and 
reconcile it later on if you were going 
to preserve the intent of the Stupak 
amendment and thereby preserve 30 
years or 35 years of the consensus of 
this Congress and the consensus of the 
courts and the consensus of the Amer-
ican people. 

Mr. GOHMERT. The gentleman is ex-
actly right. 

And I want to emphasize how impor-
tant the Stupak language was. We did 
hear our friends across the aisle say, 
look, there is no money that will be al-
lowed under the House bill for abor-
tion. And I know they believe that 
when they said it or they really 
wouldn’t have said it. The trouble is 
one of the problems in this body is we 
have ended up having such massive 
bills come so fast that people do not 
read the bills, because on page 110 of 
the very bill that was under debate 
that the Stupak amendment was to ad-
dress, this is page 110, subsection 4b, 
the subsection titled, ‘‘Abortions For 
Which Public Funding is Allowed,’’ 
then it goes on to say the services de-
scribed in this subparagraph are abor-
tions for which expenditure of Federal 
funds appropriated for the Department 
of Health and Human Services is per-
mitted, and then it goes and sets out 
conditions. 

The point is they hadn’t read that 
bill or they would never have gotten up 
and said, there is no money in this bill 
for Federal tax dollars for abortion. It 
was there, and it is there if you don’t 
have the Stupak amendment. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. If I might ask the gentleman to 
yield again, the point we’re making is 
this has nothing to do with Roe v. 
Wade. This has nothing to do with a 
woman’s right to choose. It has to do 
with the question of whether Federal 
taxpayers are required to pay for the 
procedures, and there has been a con-
sensus in this country with a limita-
tion on federally funded abortions ex-
cept for the life of the mother, rape and 
incest. There have been those kinds of 
limitations on that. And this changes 
that, changes the consensus that has 
existed for 30-some years. 

Again, if you wanted to protect that 
consensus that was repeated on this 
floor in the nature of the Stupak 
amendment, you would take that up in 
the Senate and you would pass that. 
Now, why are they not doing it? We 
hear they are not doing it because they 
couldn’t pass it in the Senate. 

Mr. GOHMERT. That is exactly 
right. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. So we are supposed to believe 
that if they can’t pass the Stupak 
amendment in the Senate, we should 
pass the Senate bill here because then 
there is a promise that they will pass a 
virtual Stupak amendment with a re-
quirement of 60 votes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. That they can’t get 
on any other bill itself. It makes no 
sense. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. So people should understand the 
conundrum we are in, not of our own 
making, but precisely because of the 
bill that was brought to this floor and 
the bill that was brought to the Sen-
ate. And those are basically the two 
options that are out there. And the 
question is, How can you get a major-
ity vote in either body while finessing 
that issue? 

I would suggest you cannot do that 
if, in fact, that issue is as important to 
people as they stated it was during the 
consideration of the bill both in the 
House and the Senate. 

And of course that goes far beyond 
the question we had before, which is, 
What about the constitutionality of 
the underlying principle that we will 
now mandate that you must purchase a 
product, in this case, a health care pol-
icy, or if you do not, you will find 
yourself in illegal status in the United 
States? We are not talking about you 
having entered the United States ille-
gally. We are not talking about you 
having overstayed your visa. We are 
not talking about you committing 
some fraud on the United States to 
come here. 

We are talking about you already 
being an American citizen, someone 
with legal status in the United States, 
and now you are going to be rendered 
illegal because you will not purchase a 
product imposed by the Federal Gov-
ernment for the first time in our Na-
tion’s history. 

Mr. GOHMERT. That is such a great 
point. I was talking with some of my 
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constituents this past weekend who are 
scared to death this thing is going to 
pass. Some of them work for lower 
wages, and they are on their spouse’s 
insurance with their employer. 

There are companies that exist only 
because they are able to hire people 
who don’t need health insurance, and 
so they are able to hire them without 
providing health insurance. Under the 
bill, they are going to get hit with an 
8 percent tax. And I’m hearing employ-
ers say, we can’t pay the 8 percent tax. 
They’ve either got to take an 8 percent 
cut or lay people off. 

There’s been one estimate confirmed 
by a number of people that if this bill 
passes, if this bill becomes law at the 
worst time conceivable, more Ameri-
cans out of work than ever in history, 
it will put 51⁄2 million people out of 
work. This is incredible. I have heard 
friends across the aisle talk about how 
important it is to help the working 
poor, the lower middle class, that is 
who we really want to help. Under the 
bill, if they can’t afford the mandated 
type of insurance, then they are going 
to get hit with an additional tax, the 
very people that can’t afford it. In ad-
dition to that, they are going to be hit 
with other taxes to help pay for this 
bill. It is not a friend of the working 
poor in America. 

I yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 
Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-

tleman from Texas. 
I point out an additional 51⁄2 million 

people resulting unemployed over this 
bill, but it provides access, according 
to calculations from the Congressional 
Budget Office, to health insurance poli-
cies for as many as 6.1 illegals. So 
there’s your trade-off: 51⁄2 million un-
employed Americans, 6.1 million 
illegals having access to their own 
health insurance policy. 

Additionally, picking up on the point 
of the gentleman from California, not 
only does it render an illegal status to 
someone who wouldn’t, could not per-
haps or would not, purchase health in-
surance policies that are mandated by 
the Federal Government. It levies a 
fine against them, as we have said, and 
it takes us into the realm of what I 
think is a definition of debtor’s prison. 
You levy a fine against someone, and if 
you don’t pay the fine, and when it gets 
to $250,000, then the original bill adds a 
prison penalty in there. 

And it would be for the first time in 
the history of this country that the 
Federal Government had either pro-
duced a product or certified a product 
to be produced by the private sector, 
required every American citizen to pur-
chase that product; and if they didn’t 
do so, levy a fine against them and 
then have them facing a jail term. 
That’s the kind of debtor’s prison that 
our Founding Fathers rejected. I use 
stark terms, but that’s where it takes 
us up in our logic. 

I will say, Mr. Speaker, that we are 
at this point now where the nuances of 
these bills, we know what’s in them, 
that anything that is likely to pass 

this House and go to the President’s 
desk, he will be sitting there with pen 
in hand to sign. He is salivating to sign 
something that is called national 
health care that he can call ObamaCare 
and does call ObamaCare. He is for sin-
gle-payer. He is for socialized medicine. 
He has said that he is for single-payer. 
So has the Speaker, and so has HARRY 
REID. So this is about whether we keep 
our freedom, whether we keep the Fed-
eral Government from nationalizing 
and taking over our bodies like they 
did at General Motors and Chrysler. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I think a very, very basic ques-
tion is this. There is a notion of 
healthy skepticism within our govern-
ment and our view of government. We 
grow up with that. That is part and 
parcel of the Constitution. But if you 
move from healthy skepticism to de-
structive, not skepticism, but cyni-
cism, then you have really ruptured 
the relationship between the American 
people and their government. 

And if we were to ignore the voices of 
the American people as they have been 
articulated in town hall after town hall 
after town hall throughout this coun-
try, not just in August—I had my last 
town hall meeting this Monday; 250 
people in one of my communities, over-
whelming opposition not to some 
changes in health care—they are not 
arguing for the status quo—they are 
arguing against these two visions of 
health care reform. And they ask me, 
they beg me to bring a message here 
from them directly: scrap what you’re 
doing, start over, give us the right 
medicine, not the wrong medicine. 

Mr. GOHMERT. I thank the gentle-
men. My time has expired. 

f 

b 1345 

HEALTH CARE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentlewoman from Ne-
vada (Ms. TITUS) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader. 

Ms. TITUS. Mr. Speaker, we’ve heard 
a lot about health care today and for 
the past month and, actually, for the 
past year as this issue has been debated 
as one of the most important things 
facing this country and the people in 
all our districts. We know that we need 
better access to health care. We need 
more affordable health care. We need 
to protect Medicare as we move for-
ward with meaningful reforms. These 
reforms need to include issues involv-
ing the insurance companies, the insur-
ance companies that are today adver-
tising on television against reform, are 
sending their lobbyists to the Hill 
against reform, who are resisting any 
kind of meaningful reform in hopes of 
protecting their bottom line. I wel-
come additional comments from some 
of my colleagues. 

I will reserve my time for a few min-
utes. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. WATSON) is recognized 
for 54 minutes as the designee of the 
majority leader. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 

have a parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman will state his inquiry. 
Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 

under the rules of the House on a Spe-
cial Order, is it appropriate for a Mem-
ber to yield to someone else when 
they’ve been recognized for 60 minutes? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Speaker’s announced policy allows for 
the leadership hour to be subdivided 
among designees. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the Speak-
er. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
California. 

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to extend our time to 1 hour. Do I 
have 54 minutes? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman has 54 minutes. 

Ms. WATSON. Fifty-four. Thank you. 
Madam Speaker, I would like to yield 

time to Congressman GARAMENDI from 
California. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you very 
much, Congresswoman. As you recall, 
you and I have had a long, long history 
of dealing with health care issues. In 
the late 1970s, I was chairman of the 
California State senate health com-
mittee, and when I left that post, you 
took it over. And over those many, 
many years that you and I worked on 
health care, we are now approaching 
the final moment in which this Nation 
will take up an extraordinarily impor-
tant task, and that is moving towards 
providing health insurance and health 
care for all of the citizens in this coun-
try. 

It’s going to be a very, very busy 
week next week. Over the last hour or 
so, I’ve heard from our esteemed col-
leagues on the Republican side talk 
about a rush to judgment. It was not a 
rush to judgment if you consider the 30 
years that you and I have been spend-
ing, trying to provide health care serv-
ices for all the people in California, and 
now we have this opportunity to deal 
with this issue here for the entire Na-
tion. 

It certainly wasn’t a work to rush to 
judgment in the early part of the 20th 
century when, in California and across 
the Nation, men and women were being 
injured on the job, and to deal with 
that, the Workers’ Compensation pro-
grams were created. Even Teddy Roo-
sevelt back in those periods said that 
we needed to have a health care system 
for all. It didn’t happen then. During 
the World War II period and before it, 
the Blue Cross-Blue Shield programs 
were developed by the medical commu-
nity to provide services. But again, it 
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wasn’t universal, and it wasn’t avail-
able to all. 

Later during World War II, I remem-
ber in California and on the west coast, 
Kaiser Industries found that their 
workers were getting sick. Actually, it 
was during the Depression when they 
were building the dam on the Colorado 
River. And so they started what has be-
come known as Kaiser Permanente to 
provide health care to their workers 
beyond just the Workers’ Compensa-
tion program. In the 1960s, we made a 
major step forward here in America 
with Medicare and then following it 
with Medicaid. An enormous debate 
erupted, but progress was made, and a 
universal program was made available 
to every person—every legal citizen, 
legal person in this Nation who at-
tained the age of 65. 

And I noted with some humor that at 
the President’s summit, just I think 
about 10 days ago, men and women 
were sitting around the table, nearly 
all of whom—excluding the President 
and I think just two others—actually 
belong to a single-payer universal 
health care program called Medicare. 
Yet many of those people said they 
wouldn’t want anything to do with a 
single-payer universal health care sys-
tem, but yet they were participating in 
such a system. 

So we have been at this a long, long 
time, and in this House, the debate on 
how to finish the process began 1 year 
ago. So there’s no rush to judgment 
here, nor is there a rush to judgment. I 
yield to the gentlewoman. 

Ms. WATSON. One of the things I 
would like to make perfectly clear in 
this debate. I was listening to the 
former hour from my office, and I 
heard over and over and over again how 
we are cramming the unknown 
through. Now prior to this whole new 
concept of reconciliation, I remember 
the other side coming down with 2,700 
pages and talking about what was in 
those pages and also mentioning to us, 
Madam Speaker, that they had their 
staff reading through every single 
word. Now I heard them say, Congress-
man GARAMENDI, that we’re cramming 
the unknown through. This is highly, 
highly unreasonable and a 
misstatement. We intended and we set 
out to address the 38 million uninsured. 
If you have insurance—and I want the 
public to hear this—the original intent 
was to cover the 38 million uninsured. 
And by the way, Congressman 
GARAMENDI, 8 million of that 38 million 
is in California, our State, and 6 mil-
lion of those are children. Would we 
not want to cover health care for our 
children? 

Mr. GARAMENDI. If I might for a 
moment, Congresswoman WATSON—ab-
solutely. It would seem to be the fun-
damental compassion of a human being 
to make sure that their children and 
the community’s children, indeed our 
Nation’s children, have health care. 
And we should extend that well beyond 
to all of us. It is not in our interest as 
human beings who presumably have 

compassion to leave people without 
health care. 

b 1400 

We are not rushing to judgment here. 
We have been at this in America for 
more than a century. And this House 
has been at it for a year, heavily de-
bated. I was just elected to Congress 
back in November, came here 3 days 
later, and voted on a bill that you and 
others had worked on for the previous 
10 months. 

So here we are with the House having 
passed its bill, the Senate having 
passed a bill back Christmas Eve, I 
think 72 days ago. That bill has been 
available. It is my understanding that 
next week we may have an opportunity 
to vote on the Senate bill and send 
that to the President and then follow 
up with corrections to the Senate bill 
that are desired by both Houses, such 
things as eliminating that little advan-
tage that was given to Nebraska and 
other corrections to the bill. 

So this is not something that is being 
rushed to judgment. In fact, it has been 
debated for a century. It has been de-
bated in this House. Back in the Clin-
ton period, there was a major debate 
going on during that period of time. 

Ms. WATSON. This is not mystery 
content. What we are going to be con-
sidering are the issues that both sides 
can agree on. We should have health in-
surance that is affordable, health in-
surance that is accessible, and with the 
great expanse of land in California, 
where you go to get your health care 
needs to be accessible to you, and not 
in another town like it is in so many 
areas of our districts. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. One of the things 
that was in both the Senate bill and 
the House bill was an effort to expand 
access to care, not just with an insur-
ance policy, but also with facilities. 
There were major improvements and 
significant sums of money available to 
expand community clinics, where most 
poor people, where many young chil-
dren and people that are moving from 
one town to another are able to get 
their care. That is an enormous expan-
sion of services. So what is wrong with 
providing a facility, community care? 
It happens to be good care, and it hap-
pens to be very well priced. 

Ms. WATSON. I think of your dis-
trict, over an expanse of land. I have 
gone to other districts in Colorado 
with DIANA DEGETTE, and we drove for 
miles all within her district, town to 
town. So the community clinics will be 
accessible to people who live in remote 
areas. Then we all agreed that we 
wanted to cover preexisting conditions. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Let’s talk about 
that. I was the insurance commissioner 
in California 1991 to 1995, 4 years, and 
then again in 2003 to 2008. And in that 
8-year period I saw horrible things 
being done by the health insurance in-
dustry in the way in which they dis-
criminated. There are many lessons I 
learned, but one of the principal ones is 
for the private health insurance com-

panies it is profit before people; do 
whatever you need to do to enhance 
your profits. And you just mentioned 
one of the ways, which is various mech-
anisms to discriminate, preexisting 
conditions. 

Let me give you an example. I know 
of a young woman that had been on her 
family’s health insurance program for 
23 years. She turned 23, and under the 
current law a 23-year-old can no longer 
be on their parents’ care. Under the 
bills that will be before us for final re-
view hopefully next week is a proposal 
to extend that to 26 years. 

But for her that wasn’t yet law, so 
she went out searching for insurance. 
It turns out she went back to the com-
pany that had insured her for 23 years. 
And the company said, oh, we can’t in-
sure you. She asked why. You have a 
preexisting condition. It turns out the 
condition was acne. The list of condi-
tions that would exclude you from cov-
erage called preexisting conditions is 
about three pages long for most insur-
ance companies, which basically say if 
you are a woman in the child-bearing 
age group you are not going to get cov-
erage. Why? Because you might actu-
ally have a child. My goodness, that is 
expensive. We are not talking about 
family friendly policies here, are we? 
But that is reality. For this young 
woman she was excluded on the excuse 
of a preexisting condition. 

Now, I happen to have been familiar 
with this woman and I said let me see, 
let me get on the computer and see 
what this is all about. So I entered her 
name, came out she was excluded. I 
went back and entered her name as a 
male, and she got coverage. Something 
seriously wrong. And the bills before us 
next week will eliminate that kind of 
discrimination, preexisting conditions, 
as well as discrimination because you 
happen to be a woman. Those days will 
be over. 

Ms. WATSON. I am so appreciative of 
your knowledge. You live in an area 
that is a valley in Sacramento, Cali-
fornia. I went up to Sacramento, and I 
spent 20 years there; and I inherited 
the health committee, as you have al-
ready mentioned, from you. I had it for 
17 years. And I found out that I had al-
lergies. I spent years and years trying 
to find out why I had these allergies. 
Then I found that in this valley the al-
lergens collect. And I found out that I 
was allergic to grass, tree bark, cat 
hair, the CBCs, that material on the 
wall. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I am sorry, Con-
gresswoman, but you are uninsurable. 
You cannot get a health care policy. 

Ms. WATSON. Exactly. Exactly. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Unless you happen 

to live until you are 65. When you are 
65, you will automatically be eligible 
for a single-payer universal health care 
program called Medicare. People want 
to live long enough to get into that 
system. And at that White House meet-
ing most of the graybeards there were 
65, and they belonged to that system. 

Ms. WATSON. Well, I finally made 65 
and went beyond. 
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Mr. GARAMENDI. I don’t believe it. 
Ms. WATSON. I did. Way beyond. But 

the point I am trying to make here is 
that Americans deserve health care. If 
you have an insurance company that 
covers you and your family and you 
like it, you keep it. And I want to 
make this perfectly clear to the public 
that many meetings were held. 

Many meetings were held here in 
Congress. No bill gets out of committee 
that has not been voted on. And a ma-
jority vote will get the bill out of com-
mittee. We hold our meetings in front 
of the public. When a bill goes to a 
committee, it is held, and it is spoken 
to, it is marked up in front of the pub-
lic. So I want to make that perfectly 
clear to the viewing audience and the 
listening audience out there. 

We did nothing in a closed smokey 
room. We don’t really smoke in all of 
our rooms. Some people do. In Cali-
fornia, we have a policy that you can-
not smoke in any enclosure or outside. 
You can smoke in your own homes, 
however. 

So everything that was in the bill 
that we are going to consider has been 
discussed in the public. You were not 
here for all of those discussions, but 
you follow policymaking because you 
served with distinction in the Cali-
fornia legislature. You served as a 
statewide officer, and you know some-
thing about this. And thank you for 
tuning in to what we were doing here. 

But our premise was we ought to 
have a single-payer so that every 
American can feel that they are cov-
ered. If we want to keep costs down, we 
are going to keep people healthy. And 
we even have a provision that allows 
medical students to be able to get 
grants and scholarships if they then 
commit to becoming a general practi-
tioner so that people can go, particu-
larly to these clinics or to their hos-
pitals, their doctors’ offices, and stay 
healthy. That is what is going to save 
money. 

We are not doing this, Mr. Speaker 
and Congressman GARAMENDI, to in-
crease the deficit. It is just the oppo-
site. We are doing it to save Americans 
money. Because if you don’t have good 
health care and coverage and you have 
a sick child and that child has a fever, 
what are you going to do? You are 
going to take that child into where you 
see that flashing light, that neon light. 
That is emergency. That is a costly 
area in a hospital. And if that child is 
acutely ill, the next stop will be in the 
surgical suite. And that is where the 
cost goes up. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Congresswoman 
WATSON, you are very, very aware of 
all of these, having served those many 
years in the California legislature, 
here, and also as an ambassador. And 
you understand what apparently our 
colleagues on the other side tend to 
miss, and that is that the cost is in the 
system. And because there are so many 
uninsured who do wind up in the emer-
gency room, the cost actually goes up. 

Now, for a variety of reasons I was at 
an emergency room in Sacramento 

over the weekend, and it was plain to 
see that there were a variety of people 
there. Most of them did not have a true 
emergency from perhaps an auto acci-
dent. They were there with a cold, with 
the flu; and they were waiting. 

Now, America has been waiting. And 
they are in a waiting room that is ex-
traordinarily expensive, as you said. 
The bills, the Senate bill as well as the 
House bill, address this in two ways. 
First of all, they provide the health in-
surance so that a person can go to the 
doctor before they become seriously ill 
and go to the clinic, go to the doctor’s 
office rather than to the expensive 
emergency room. That is one way they 
save money. The second way is there 
are a variety of elements in the Senate 
bill as well as the House bill specifi-
cally designed to reduce the cost in the 
system. You mentioned one: stay 
healthy. Smoking: we know that if we 
can keep people healthy we reduce the 
overall costs. 

There are provisions in the bill to ad-
vance wellness. Great. There are also 
provisions in the bill to deal with the 
extraordinary administrative costs in 
the system. One of them, which I heard 
our colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle demean, is a national benefit 
package, a uniform benefit package 
across the Nation. 

Now, I know from my experience as 
insurance commissioner doctors, insur-
ance companies are faced with hun-
dreds of different kinds of policies, dif-
ferent deductibles, different copays. 
The result of that is extraordinary ad-
ministrative cost. One way of dealing 
with it is to have a national benefit 
available through what are called ex-
changes, which are pools which insur-
ance companies can get involved in, 
creating a large actuarial, a large 
group so the actuarial cost, the actual 
cost is reduced per person. And also al-
lowing competition to exist, which is 
the other third way. There will be com-
petition within the pools. 

So you have got a uniform benefit, 
you have competition, you have a na-
tional nonprofit company operating 
within those exchanges. So that would 
provide additional competition. So you 
have got competition keeping prices 
down. 

And on this floor 2 weeks ago we 
passed a major change in the antitrust 
laws applying the antitrust laws to the 
health insurance. So within this area 
of legislation that will be voted on next 
week are major efforts to reduce the 
costs. And I have only begun. I have 
gone through three of what I think are 
half a dozen different ways to reduce 
the costs in the system. So much so 
that the Congressional Budget Office 
estimates that the reforms that will be 
before us will actually reduce the na-
tional deficit in the decade ahead and 
in the out-years, more than a trillion- 
dollar reduction in the national deficit 
as a result of these reforms. 

Ms. WATSON. Congressman, we have 
been waiting for the CBO to then give 
us some idea of what these reforms will 

cost and how they will reduce the costs 
of health care here in America. We 
were hoping that we would have gotten 
that information today. We do have to 
give everyone 72 hours to look at the 
bill before we can bring it up. So we are 
waiting to get the cost estimate on 
this new proposal, and we do expect it 
to come in lower than anticipated. 
Thank you for giving that information. 

b 1415 

Mr. GARAMENDI. The figures I was 
giving you are based on the Senate bill. 
Now, the additional changes that are 
going to be made, corrections to the 
Senate bill, will provide, we are quite 
confident, additional reductions in the 
cost of the total bill and reductions in 
the national deficit in the years ahead. 

The other thing that needs to be un-
derstood is that these cost reductions 
will be real, and many will be available 
in the near term, others as we learn 
how to implement the medical tech-
nology so that we have records that are 
readily available. So we will be able to 
see significant reductions in cost, as we 
have already discussed. 

One of the things that will also be 
available as a result of this legislation 
is the availability of medical providers. 
You touched on this and hit it hard, 
and we need to emphasize it once 
again. There is a lot of discussion like 
the bill has too many pages, some say. 
Well, many of those pages specifically 
deal with making sure that the medical 
providers are there, extending the 
availability of loans and programs for 
primary care doctors, for nurses, for 
nurse practitioners. And I recall, years 
ago you carried the nurse practitioner 
legislation in California. 

Ms. WATSON. One of the misstate-
ments I hear over and over again is 
that government that doesn’t do any-
thing right will be running the system, 
and that is a misconcept, and I want 
everyone to hear me. We do cover the 
conversation between the patient and 
the doctor to determine end-of-life 
care. It will be covered for the first 
time. They called it death panels. It is 
just the opposite. 

You know, you ought to have a right 
to discuss with your practitioner, with 
your doctor, what your quality of life 
should be. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. How to deal with 
what will inevitably be the final days 
for all of us. We would want that to be 
in the interest of the individual and 
the individual’s family. Right now, 
many doctors cannot do that. 

Ms. WATSON. We allow you to tell 
your doctor, and it will be covered, who 
has the durable power of attorney; 
where your will is; do you want to be 
resuscitated; do you want to have these 
kinds of treatments or not. This is a 
discussion that will be covered. Gov-
ernment does not have this discussion. 
The patient and the doctor will have 
that discussion. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. That is the way it 
should be, but the way it often is, it is 
the insurance company that makes the 
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decision. I cannot begin to count the 
number of times when I was insurance 
commissioner that complaints would 
be brought to me that the insurance 
company decided that this young girl 
was going to die because she was not 
going to get treatment for her leu-
kemia. This is not unusual. 

In California last year, the statistics 
collected by the Department of Man-
aged Health Care showed that the five 
largest insurance companies that cover 
most everybody in California, the de-
nial of claims and the denial of services 
ranged from 25 to 40 percent. So it is 
the insurance company, not the doctor 
or the patient, that is making the deci-
sion. It is the insurance company. 

Now, on the other side of it, in Medi-
care and in Medi-Cal, you don’t see 
those kinds of denials. There are deni-
als for things that are inappropriate. 

So we know in the reforms that are 
coming before us, we open the door for 
the patient and the medical practi-
tioner, the doctor, the nurse, to have 
that relationship to make the decision 
on what is the appropriate care. That 
is not the case today. It is the insur-
ance company, all too often, that is 
making the judgment on whether a 
treatment will be available. 

Ms. WATSON. Congressman GARA-
MENDI, you know this, a few weeks ago, 
Anthem Blue Cross, the California Blue 
Cross program, announced to its con-
sumers that they will have a 39, almost 
a 40 percent raise in their fees. If we 
did nothing in the State of California, 
it would cost a family $1,800 annually 
for coverage. 

Now, we had a series of community 
forums. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I think that is 
$1,800 a month. 

Ms. WATSON. It would raise their 
coverage up $1,800. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Yes, additional 
cost. 

Ms. WATSON. We had a series of 
town halls and so on, and I will never 
forget this man. He had a heavy ac-
cent, but he was an American citizen. 
He said he worked three jobs, and he 
said, My 2-year-old became ill, and 
even with my three jobs, I was not able 
to afford an insurance policy and could 
not get coverage for her, and she died. 
We should never get that testimony in 
the United States of America. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. That is yet again 
an example of what is seen every day in 
every community in this Nation. There 
is a denial of coverage by the insurance 
companies. And for those who have no 
insurance, they face a situation of 
death, bankruptcy, and the loss of 
their jobs. It is not necessary. 

Now, we have talked about the cost 
in the system, and perhaps this is 
where we will let this discussion end 
today. This Nation is spending 17.5 per-
cent of its total wealth on health care. 
Our competitors around the world, not 
including China, which is completely 
different, but the other industrialized 
nations of the world, Japan, Korea, the 
European countries, spend 10 percent 

or less of their wealth on health care. 
In all of those countries, they have uni-
versally available health care, different 
kinds of systems, but it is universally 
available. We are pending 17.5. They 
are spending 10. You would think with 
that additional expenditure we would 
be healthier. Unfortunately, we are 
not. We don’t live as long. Our children 
die earlier. Our women die in child-
birth more often. Our health care sta-
tistics rank us in the range of the na-
tion of Colombia. This is a tragedy for 
America, and it is a blot on our reputa-
tion in America. 

The legislation before us will begin 
to address that by providing better 
health care services, as we have dis-
cussed with the clinics and other re-
forms that are taking place; access to 
health care, because of the expansion 
of insurance to some 30 million Ameri-
cans that don’t presently have it; and 
control of the insurance companies. So 
no more preexisting conditions, no 
more game playing and discrimination 
and post-event underwriting, which is 
you get sick and suddenly your insur-
ance is cancelled. Those things are 
gone. 

We are also, in this legislation, con-
trolling the cost of health care in 
America so that our Nation can once 
again revive its competitiveness, so we 
spend our money on education and 
manufacturing and the things that cre-
ate a strong economy and a strong so-
ciety with health care. That is our 
goal. 

And the great opportunity that you 
and I have, and all 432 Members of this 
House and the 100 Members of the Sen-
ate and the President have, is to fi-
nally close the gap—finally, after a 
century of effort—to provide a system 
that covers Americans with a health 
insurance program that has the quality 
and the benefits that they need. 

I know you have been there. You 
have been there since I first met you in 
1976 in California and the years you 
have been here. So, Congresswoman 
WATSON, it is a great privilege to en-
gage in this dialogue with you. 

Ms. WATSON. I would just like to 
conclude by saying I serve on the Inter-
national Relations Committee. We 
travel the globe. I served as an ambas-
sador. I taught school in my twenties 
in the Far East and over in Europe. 
And so I have been around this world 
many, many times. Our status has 
dropped among other nations. My in-
tent is to continue to lift the status of 
the most wonderful country in the 
world, and we are only as strong as our 
weakest link. 

It amazes me to hear the criticism, 
to hear people rant over delivering 
health care rather than reason over de-
livering health care, when I know that 
they happily nodded their heads to 
spending $15 billion a month on a war 
that has not really benefited the 
United States much, and that is the 
war in Iraq. And no one complained 
about adding to the deficit then. And 
now we come up with a health care re-

form that we want to strengthen Amer-
ica’s children, America’s adults, all 
Americans. And to think that would be 
the cause for these tirades we hear is 
beyond reason. 

So I really appreciate you enriching 
this House with your experience and 
your knowledge. And I am a little prej-
udiced because you are from California, 
but I think your background helps to 
give understanding to our audience, 
Americans, that we are doing this for 
the benefit of all Americans. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan (at the 
request of Mr. HOYER) for today. 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO (at the request of 
Mr. HOYER) for today. 

Mr. JONES (at the request of Mr. 
BOEHNER) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons. 

Mr. WALDEN (at the request of Mr. 
BOEHNER) for today on account of at-
tending a memorial service in the dis-
trict. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida (at the request 
of Mr. BOEHNER) for today on account 
of illness caused by food poisoning. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PERLMUTTER) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. GARAMENDI, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Ms. FOXX) to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material:) 

Mr. WHITFIELD, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 

March 15, 16, 17, 18, and 19. 
Mr. POE of Texas, for 5 minutes, 

March 19. 
Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, March 19. 
Mr. DREIER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. FOXX, for 5 minutes, today and 

March 15, 16, 17, 18, and 19. 
(The following Member (at her own 

request) to revise and extend her re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:) 

Ms. BERKLEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 2 o’clock and 25 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, March 
15, 2010, at 12:30 p.m., for morning-hour 
debate. 
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EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL 

Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for Speaker-Authorized Official Travel during the 
third and fourth quarters of 2009 and the first quarter of 2010 pursuant to Public Law 95–384 are as follows: 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO KUWAIT AND AFGHANISTAN, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 15 AND JAN. 18, 
2010 

Name of Member or employee 

Date 

Country 

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 

Arrival Departure Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Hon. Loretta Sanchez .............................................. 1 /15 1 /18 Kuwait/Afghanistan .............................. .................... 245 .................... 229.50 .................... 5,143.77 .................... 5,618.27 
Hon. Jean Schmidt .................................................. 1 /15 1 /18 Kuwait/Afghanistan .............................. .................... 245 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 245.00 
Hon. Suzanne Kosmas ............................................. 1 /15 1 /18 Kuwait/Afghanistan .............................. .................... 245 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 245.00 
Hon. Laura Richardson ............................................ 1 /15 1 /18 Kuwait/Afghanistan .............................. .................... 245 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 245.00 
Hon. Dina Titus ....................................................... 1 /15 1 /18 Kuwait/Afghanistan .............................. .................... 245 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 245.00 
Hon. Judy Chu ......................................................... 1 /15 1 /18 Kuwait/Afghanistan .............................. .................... 245 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 245.00 
Debra Wada ............................................................. 1 /15 1 /18 Kuwait/Afghanistan .............................. .................... 245 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 245.00 
Lynn Williams .......................................................... 1 /15 1 /18 Kuwait/Afghanistan .............................. .................... 245 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 245.00 

Committee total ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 1,960.00 .................... 229.50 .................... 5,143.77 .................... 7,578.27 

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 

HON. LORETTA SANCHEZ, Feb. 18, 2010. 

(AMENDED) REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 
2009 

Name of Member or employee 

Date 

Country 

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 

Arrival Departure Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Hon. Gus M. Bilirakis .............................................. 8 /4 8 /5 Turkey ................................................... .................... 300.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
8 /5 8 /6 Afghanistan .......................................... .................... 26.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
8 /6 8 /7 Qatar ..................................................... .................... 341.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
8 /7 8 /8 Kuwait ................................................... .................... 416.60 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
8 /8 8 /9 Iraq ....................................................... .................... .................... .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
8 /9 8 /10 Germany ................................................ .................... 310.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................

Hon. Sheila Jackson Lee .......................................... 8 /16 8 /17 Liberia ................................................... .................... 420.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
8 /17 8 /19 Ghana ................................................... .................... 694.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
8 /19 8 /20 Nigeria .................................................. .................... 1,027.28 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................

............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 4 4,528.20 .................... .................... .................... ....................
8 /27 8 /30 Tunisia .................................................. .................... 1,111.97 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
8 /30 9 /2 Rwanda ................................................. .................... 625.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
9 /2 9 /3 Zimbabwe ............................................. .................... 317.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
9 /3 9 /4 Senegal ................................................. .................... 393.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................

Committee total ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 5,981.25 .................... 4,528.20 .................... .................... .................... 10,509.45 

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
3 Military Air transportation. 
4 One-way Airfare. 

HON. HOWARD L. BERMAN, Chairman, Feb. 19, 2010. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 2009 

Name of Member or employee 

Date 

Country 

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 

Arrival Departure Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Hon. Bob Filner ........................................................ 11 /21 11 /28 Philippines ............................................ .................... 1,337.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,337.00 
Tony Buckles ............................................................ 11 /21 11 /28 Philippines ............................................ .................... 1,337.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,337.00 
Jian Zapata ............................................................. 11 /21 11 /28 Philippines ............................................ .................... 1,337.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,337.00 

Committee total ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 

HON. BOB FILNER, Chairman, Feb. 26, 2010. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 2009 

Name of Member or employee 

Date 

Country 

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 

Arrival Departure Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Behnaz Kibria .......................................................... 9 /30 10 /02 Haiti ...................................................... .................... 482.00 .................... 1,250.80 .................... .................... .................... 1,732,80 
Angela Ellard ........................................................... 9 /30 10 /02 Haiti ...................................................... .................... 482.00 .................... 1,250.80 .................... .................... .................... 1,732.80 
Hon. Sander Levin ................................................... 11 /10 11 /12 Singapore .............................................. .................... 1,459.00 .................... 10,098.70 .................... 929.00 .................... 12,486.70 
Hon. Kevin Brady ..................................................... 11 /11 11 /12 Singapore .............................................. .................... 1,459.00 .................... 8,391.20 .................... .................... .................... 9,850.20 
Jason Kearns ........................................................... 11 /10 11 /12 Singapore .............................................. .................... 1,203.00 .................... 9,890.70 .................... .................... .................... 11,093.70 
David Thomas .......................................................... 11 /12 11 /14 Singapore .............................................. .................... 1,254.00 .................... 10,439.80 .................... .................... .................... 11,693.80 
Hon. Ron Kind ......................................................... 11 /11 11 /14 Pakistan ................................................ .................... 1,267.00 .................... 11,901.10 .................... .................... .................... 13,168.10 

11 /14 11 /15 England ................................................ .................... 458.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 458.00 
Angela Ellard ........................................................... 11 /30 12 /03 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 1,947.00 .................... 6,144.90 .................... .................... .................... 8,091.90 
Evan Alexander ........................................................ 11 /30 12 /03 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 1,947.00 .................... 6,144.90 .................... .................... .................... 8,091.90 
Vijiaya Rangaswami ................................................ 11 /30 12 /02 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 1,332.61 .................... 8,020.90 .................... .................... .................... 9,343.51 
George York ............................................................. 11 /30 12 /03 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 1,670.31 .................... 6,144.90 .................... .................... .................... 7,815.21 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 2009— 

Continued 

Name of Member or employee 

Date 

Country 

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 

Arrival Departure Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Hon. Brian Higgins .................................................. 12 /27 12 /28 United Arab Emirates ........................... .................... 387.72 .................... 7,755.10 .................... .................... .................... 8,142.82 
12 /28 12 /29 Afghanistan .......................................... .................... 75.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 75.00 
12 /29 12 /30 United Arab Emirates ........................... .................... 748.13 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 748.13 

Committee total ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 16,161.77 .................... 87,433.80 .................... 929.00 .................... 104,524.57 

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL, Chairman, Feb. 22, 2010. 

h 
EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 

ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows: 

6549. A letter from the Regulatory Analyst, 
Department of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Registration, Five 
Year Terms (RIN: 0580-AB03) received Feb-
ruary 17, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

6550. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Acetamiprid; Pesticide Tol-
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2009-0289; FRL-8809-9] 
received February 16, 2010, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

6551. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Exemption from the Re-
quirement of a Tolerance; Technical Amend-
ment [EPA-AQ-OPP-2008-0923; FRL-8809-4] re-
ceived February 16, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

6552. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Inert Ingredients; Extension 
of Effective Date of Revocation of Certain 
Tolerance Exemptions with Insufficient Data 
for Reassessment [EPA-HQ-OPP-2009-0601; 
FRL-8812-3] received February 16, 2010, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

6553. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Acquisi-
tion Strategies to Ensure Competition 
throughout the Life Cycle of Major Defense 
Acquisition Programs (DFARS Case 2009- 
D014) (RIN: 0750-AG61) received February 17, 
2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

6554. 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. 

6555. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on transactions involving U.S. exports 
to Turkey pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of the 
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended; 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 

6556. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulatory Affairs, Consumer 
Product Safety Commission, transmitting 
the Commission’s final rule — Requirements 
for Consumer Registration of Durable Infant 

or Toddler Products; Final Rule received 
February 5, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6557. A letter from the Administrator, En-
ergy Information Administration, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s report entitled, ‘‘Emissions of Green-
house Gases in the United States 2008’’, pur-
suant to Public Law 102-486, section 1605(a); 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6558. 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; Geor-
gia: Update to Materials Incorporated by 
Reference [GA-200922; FRL-9097-5] received 
February 16, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6559. 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; Lou-
isiana; Baton Rouge 1-Hour Ozone Non-
attainment Area; Determination of Attain-
ment of the 1-Hour Ozone Standard [EPA- 
R06-OAR-2009-0014; FRL-9113-5] received Feb-
ruary 16, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6560. 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; Mary-
land; Control of Carbon Monoxide Emissions 
from Basic Oxygen Furnaces [EPA-R03-OAR- 
2010-0010; FRL-9111-7] received February 16, 
2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6561. 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; West 
Virginia; Removal of NOx SIP Call Rules 
[EPA-R03-OAR-2009-0706; FRL-9111-5] re-
ceived February 16, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

6562. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval of Air Quality Im-
plementation Plans; New Mexico; Albu-
querque/Bernalillo County [EPA-R06-OAR- 
2006-0569; FRL-9112-1] received February 16, 
2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6563. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Delegation of National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pol-
lutants for Source Categories; State of Ari-
zona, Maricopa County Air Quality Depart-
ment; State of Nevada, Nevada Division of 

Environmental Protection, Washoe County 
District Health Department [EPA-R09-OAR- 
2010-0044; FRL-9111-2] recieved February 16, 
2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

6564. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final 
rule — Policies to Promote Rural Radio 
Service and to Streamline Allotment and As-
signment Procedures [MD Docket No.: 09-52] 
received February 17, 2010, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

6565. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final 
rule — Review of the Commission’s Program 
Access Rules and Examination of Program-
ming Tying Arrangements [MB Docket No.: 
07-198] received January 29, 2010, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

6566. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator, Bureau for Legislative and 
Public Affairs, Agency for International De-
velopment, transmitting the agency’s re-
sponse to the GAO’s report ‘‘UN OFFICE 
FOR PROJECT SERVICES: Management Re-
forms Proceeding but Effectiveness Not 
Assesed, and USAID’s Oversight of Grants 
Has Weaknesses’’ GAO-10-168; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

6567. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting report 
on proposed obligations of funds provided for 
the Cooperative Threat Reduction Program; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6568. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting pursuant to section 3(d) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, as amended, cer-
tification regarding the proposed transfer of 
major defense equipment to Turkish Aero-
space Industries (Transmittal No. RSAT-09- 
1973); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6569. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Communications and Legislative Af-
fairs, Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission, transmitting the Commission’s An-
nual Sunshine Act Report for 2009; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

6570. A letter from the Chairman, Merit 
Systems Protection Board, transmitting the 
Board’s FY 2010 — FY 2015 Strategic Plan; to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

6571. A letter from the Chairman, Merit 
Systems Protection Board, transmitting the 
Board’s report entitled ‘‘Fair & Equitable 
Treatment: Progress Made and Challenges 
Remaining’’, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 1204(a)(3); 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

6572. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting the De-
partment’s annual accomplishments report 
during Fiscal Year 2009; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 
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6573. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 

for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department 
of the Interior, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Special Regulation: 
Areas of the National Park System, National 
Capital Region; Correction [Docket No.: E8- 
27047] (RIN: 1024-AD71) received February 17, 
2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

6574. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Administrator for Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule — 
Endangered and Threatened Species; Des-
ignation of Critical Habitat for North Pacific 
Right Whale [Docket No.: 070717354-8251-02] 
(RIN: 0648-AV73) received February 5, 2010, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

6575. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Endangered and Threatened Species: 
Final Threatened Listing Determination, 
Final Protective Regulations, and Final Des-
ignation of Critical Habitat for the Oregon 
Coast Evolutionary Significant Unit of Coho 
Salmon [Docket No.: 071227892-7894-01] (RIN: 
0648-AW39) received February 19, 2010, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Natural Resources. 

6576. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Operations, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Atlantic Highly Migratory Species; 
Atlantic Commercial Shark Management 
Measures [Docket No.: 0906221072-91425-02] 
(RIN: 0648-AX95) received January 16, 2010, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

6577. A letter from the Director, Depart-
ment of Justice, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s report on the activities of the Com-
munity Relations Service (CRS) for Fiscal 
Year 2009, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 2000g-3; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

6578. A letter from the Deputy Chief, Regu-
latory Products Division, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Professional Conduct 
for Practitioners: Rules, Procedures, 
Represetation, and Appearances [Docket No.: 
DHS-2009-0077] (RIN: 1601-AA58) received Feb-
ruary 22, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

6579. A letter from the Chief Counsel, 
FEMA, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Criminal and Civil Penalities Under the Rob-
ert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act [Docket ID: FEMA- 
2009-0007] (RIN: 1660-AA01) received February 
5, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

6580. A letter from the Administrator, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion’s Capital Investment Plan (CIP) for fis-
cal years 2011-2015, pursuant to 49 U.S.C. app. 
2203(b)(1); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

6581. A letter from the President and Chief 
Executive Officer, Amtrak, National Rail-
road Passenger Corporation, transmitting 
the Corporation’s FY 2011 General and Legis-
lative annual report, pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 
24315(b); to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

6582. A letter from the Director, of Regula-
tions Management, Department of Veterans 
Affairs, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — VA Veteran-Owned Small Business 
Verification Guidelines (RIN: 2900-AM78) re-
ceived February 5, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

6583. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s ‘‘2010 Annual Plan for the Ultra-Deep-
water and Unconventional Natural Gas and 
Other Petroleum Resources Research and 
Development Program’’; jointly to the Com-
mittees on Science and Technology and Nat-
ural Resources. 

f 

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. OBERSTAR: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. House Resolution 
1125. Resolution supporting the goals and 
ideals of National Public Works Week, and 
for other purposes (Rept. 111–440). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

f 

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. WHITFIELD: 
H.R. 4835. A bill to allow an employer to 

pay an H-2A worker the Federal minimum 
wage or the prevailing wage in a case where 
the employer pays either wage to United 
States citizens similarly employed; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. SHEA-PORTER: 
H.R. 4836. A bill to amend part D of title V 

of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 to provide grants to schools for 
the development of asthma management 
plans and the purchase of asthma inhalers 
and spacers for emergency use, as necessary; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 
H.R. 4837. A bill to amend the Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act of 1965, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. CASTLE (for himself, Mr. 
CAPUANO, Mr. GERLACH, Mr. SESTAK, 
Mr. KING of New York, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Mr. HOLT, Mr. 
RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. COURTNEY, Mrs. 
LOWEY, and Mr. PASCRELL): 

H.R. 4838. A bill to make the Northeast 
Corridor eligible for high-speed rail corridor 
development grants under section 26106 of 
title 49, United States Code; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Illinois (for himself, 
Mr. ROSKAM, and Mr. TIBERI): 

H.R. 4839. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross in-
come contributions to the capital of a part-
nership, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TIBERI (for himself, Mr. 
DRIEHAUS, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. TURN-
ER, Mr. JORDAN of Ohio, Mr. LATTA, 
Ms. SUTTON, Mr. LATOURETTE, Ms. 
KILROY, Mr. BOCCIERI, Mr. RYAN of 
Ohio, Mr. SPACE, Mr. WILSON of Ohio, 
Mr. AUSTRIA, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
KUCINICH, and Ms. FUDGE): 

H.R. 4840. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
1979 Cleveland Avenue in Columbus, Ohio, as 
the ‘‘Clarence D. Lumpkin Post Office’’; to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

By Ms. VELÁZQUEZ: 
H.R. 4841. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide tax relief for 

small businesses; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. BROUN of Georgia (for himself, 
Mr. ROHRABACHER, Ms. FOXX, Mr. 
BARTLETT, Mr. MILLER of Florida, 
Mr. KLINE of Minnesota, Mr. HARPER, 
Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. WILSON of 
South Carolina, Mr. KING of Iowa, 
Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. 
GOHMERT, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, 
Mrs. BACHMANN, and Mr. CONAWAY): 

H. Res. 1175. A resolution expressing sup-
port for designation of the first weekend of 
May as Ten Commandments Weekend to rec-
ognize the significant contributions the Ten 
Commandments have made to shaping West-
ern civilization and the vital role they 
played in the development of the institutions 
and national character of the United States; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

By Mr. HODES: 
H. Res. 1176. A resolution amending the 

Rules of the House of Representatives to ban 
congressional earmarks, limited tax bene-
fits, and limited tariff benefits; to the Com-
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. MINNICK (for himself and Mr. 
SIMPSON): 

H. Res. 1177. A resolution amending the 
Rules of the House of Representatives to pro-
hibit congressional earmarks, limited tax 
benefits, and limited tariff benefits; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. MURPHY of New York: 
H. Res. 1178. A resolution directing the 

Clerk of the House of Representatives to 
compile the cost estimates prepared by the 
Congressional Budget Office which are in-
cluded in reports filed by committees of the 
House on approved legislation and post such 
estimates on the official public Internet site 
of the Office of the Clerk; to the Committee 
on House Administration. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Illinois: 
H. Res. 1179. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives that 
biotechnology firms meeting small business 
standards are critical to the United States, 
its people and its economy because they cre-
ate new medicines, services, and jobs and 
meet unmet needs related to populations and 
patients with infectious and chronic dis-
eases, including those of medically under-
served populations; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Florida (for him-
self, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, and Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ): 

H. Res. 1180. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing the policy of the United States on wild 
animals at the Conference of the Parties of 
the Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MCCOTTER (for himself and 
Mr. POE of Texas): 

H. Res. 1181. A resolution calling on the 
United Nations General Assembly to reject 
the Islamic Republic of Iran’s bid to join the 
United Nations Human Rights Council; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

f 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as fol-
lows: 

241. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the Senate of the State of New Mexico, 
relative to Senate Memorial 30 urging the 
Congress to expedite the passage of legisla-
tion to provide funding to reclaim abandoned 
uranium mines; to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources. 
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242. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-

resentatives of the State of South Dakota, 
relative to House Concurrent Resolution No. 
1001 supporting the prompt enactment of a 
well-funded, multi-year federal surface 
transportation program; to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

243. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Michigan, relative to Senate Reso-
lution No. 27 urging the Congress to revise 
the requirements for federal guardianship as-
sistance funding; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 43: Mr. BARROW, Mr. MCCAUL, and Mr. 
GRIFFITH. 

H.R. 197: Mrs. BLACKBURN. 
H.R. 213: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 275: Mr. ROONEY. 
H.R. 391: Mr. INGLIS. 
H.R. 442: Mr. SENSENBRENNER and Mr. 

CHANDLER. 
H.R. 444: Mr. OWENS. 
H.R. 618: Mr. SIRES. 
H.R. 636: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 816: Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. 
H.R. 1020: Mr. MAFFEI. 
H.R. 1024: Mr. LARSEN of Washington. 
H.R. 1177: Mr. BOCCIERI, Mr. MURPHY of 

New York, and Mr. PETERSON. 
H.R. 1310: Mr. QUIGLEY. 
H.R. 1410: Mr. KISSELL, Ms. NORTON, and 

Ms. RICHARDSON. 
H.R. 1458: Mr. ROSS and Mr. SCHAUER. 
H.R. 1585: Mr. COLE. 
H.R. 1695: Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
H.R. 1755: Mr. MINNICK. 
H.R. 1806: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, and Mr. LIPIN-
SKI. 

H.R. 2000: Mr. TONKO, Mr. PASCRELL, Ms. 
DEGETTE, Mr. TERRY, Mr. CLEAVER, Ms. 
SPEIER, Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. SCHWARTZ, and 
Mrs. BIGGERT. 

H.R. 2275: Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. JONES, Mr. ARCURI, Mr. PITTS, 
Mr. EHLERS, and Mr. HOLT. 

H.R. 2296: Mr. WELCH and Mr. PETRI. 
H.R. 2361: Mr. WU and Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 2373: Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 2406: Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. 
H.R. 2421: Ms. MCCOLLUM and Mr. ELLISON. 
H.R. 2565: Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
H.R. 2568: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 
H.R. 2597: Mr. KENNEDY. 
H.R. 2676: Mr. MARSHALL. 
H.R. 2737: Ms. NORTON and Mr. KISSELL. 
H.R. 2866: Mr. PITTS, Mr. TIM MURPHY of 

Pennsylvania, and Mr. TIAHRT. 
H.R. 2882: Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 3131: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. 
H.R. 3140: Mr. TIAHRT. 
H.R. 3188: Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 3240: Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. 

LOBIONDO, and Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 
H.R. 3431: Mr. COLE. 
H.R. 3623: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 3670: Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 3680: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 3734: Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 3904: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 
H.R. 3922: Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
H.R. 3934: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina. 
H.R. 3990: Mr. QUIGLEY and Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 4005: Mr. CAPUANO. 
H.R. 4014: Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
H.R. 4054: Mr. CHANDLER, Ms. DELAURO, 

and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 
H.R. 4114: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 
H.R. 4132: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 

POSEY, and Mr. ROONEY. 

H.R. 4148: Mr. TONKO. 
H.R. 4150: Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. 

CONAWAY, Mr. CARTER, Ms. GRANGER, and Mr. 
HALL of Texas. 

H.R. 4196: Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey and 
Mr. MCINTYRE. 

H.R. 4202: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. SESTAK, 
and Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 4229: Ms. NORTON, Mr. SIRES, and Mr. 
COFFMAN of Colorado. 

H.R. 4241: Mr. ROE of Tennessee and Mr. 
SALAZAR. 

H.R. 4255: Mr. TONKO and Mrs. CAPITO. 
H.R. 4274: Mr. SERRANO and Mr. SESTAK. 
H.R. 4278: Mr. POLIS. 
H.R. 4306: Mr. SCHOCK. 
H.R. 4320: Ms. BORDALLO and Mr. HEINRICH. 
H.R. 4324: Mr. LUJÁN. 
H.R. 4371: Mr. OLSON, Mr. YARMUTH, Mrs. 

MCMORRIS RODGERS, and Mr. WILSON of 
South Carolina. 

H.R. 4420: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 4533: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. 

OLVER, and Mr. PAYNE. 
H.R. 4545: Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.R. 4557: Mr. CONYERS. 
H.R. 4596: Mr. COHEN, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, 

Mrs. MYRICK, and Mr. HARE. 
H.R. 4629: Mr. CARNAHAN. 
H.R. 4656: Mr. ROONEY. 
H.R. 4662: Mr. ROE of Tennessee. 
H.R. 4663: Mr. KAGEN and Mr. POLIS of Col-

orado. 
H.R. 4683: Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 

CHAFFETZ, and Mr. FLAKE. 
H.R. 4720: Mr. MICA. 
H.R. 4732: Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
H.R. 4733: Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. STARK, and 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. 
H.R. 4753: Mr. WALZ, Mr. GENE GREEN of 

Texas, Mr. WILSON of Ohio, and Mr. 
MELANCON. 

H.R. 4755: Mr. LEE of New York. 
H.R. 4785: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina and 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 
H.R. 4788: Mr. HARE and Mr. SIRES. 
H.R. 4790: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 

MCGOVERN, Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, and Mr. 
ROTHMAN of New Jersey. 

H.R. 4812: Mr. OLVER and Mr. TONKO. 
H.R. 4820: Ms. CHU. 
H.J. Res. 74: Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. 
H.J. Res. 78: Mr. SCOTT of Georgia and Mr. 

SPACE. 
H. Con. Res. 16: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of 

Florida. 
H. Con. Res. 192: Mr. SOUDER. 
H. Con. Res. 201: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. JONES, 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, 
Mr. COLE, and Mr. RADANOVICH. 

H. Con. Res. 232: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of 
California. 

H. Con. Res. 244: Mr. SOUDER. 
H. Con. Res. 252: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. SMITH 

of New Jersey, Mr. BILIRAKIS, and Mr. 
QUIGLEY. 

H. Res. 173: Mr. PAYNE and Ms. BORDALLO. 
H. Res. 236: Mr. SHERMAN. 
H. Res. 486: Mr. SHERMAN. 
H. Res. 870: Mr. INGLIS. 
H. Res. 919: Mr. KAGEN. 
H. Res. 929: Mr. PAYNE. 
H. Res. 947: Ms. KILROY, Mr. MOORE of Kan-

sas, and Mr. HINCHEY. 
H. Res. 982: Mr. SCHOCK, Mr. BISHOP of 

Utah, Mr. THORNBERRY, and Mr. COFFMAN of 
Colorado. 

H. Res. 1034: Mr. SESTAK. 
H. Res. 1053: Mr. RYAN of Ohio and Ms. 

BALDWIN. 
H. Res. 1058: Mr. SHERMAN. 
H. Res. 1063: Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. 
H. Res. 1089: Mr. RUSH, Mr. JACKSON of Illi-

nois, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
QUIGLEY, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, 
Ms. BEAN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. KIRK, Mrs. 
HALVORSON, Mr. COSTELLO, Mrs. BIGGERT, 

Mr. FOSTER, Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. 
MANZULLO, Mr. SCHOCK, and Mr. SHIMKUS. 

H. Res. 1099: Ms. RICHARDSON. 
H. Res. 1103: Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr. 

HERGER, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. 
PLATTS, Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, Ms. FOXX, 
Mr. BOREN, Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr. KING of New 
York, Mr. DENT, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
MACK, Mr. GORDON of Tennessee, Mr. 
MCHENRY, Mr. BONNER, Mr. BARRETT of 
South Carolina, and Mr. WESTMORELAND. 

H. Res. 1116: Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. PETERS, 
Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. MURPHY of New York, and 
Mr. SESTAK. 

H. Res. 1148: Mr. UPTON, Mr. KLEIN of Flor-
ida, Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Ms. MATSUI, 
Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. SMITH of 
Washington, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
LEVIN, Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland, Ms. MAR-
KEY of Colorado, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. MEEKS of 
New York, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. 
TANNER, Mr. DREIER, Mr. PRICE of North 
Carolina, Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, Mr. KIRK, 
Ms. GIFFORDS, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. 
CONNOLLY of Virginia, Mr. HOLT, Mr. 
WHITFIELD, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. 
WATSON, Mr. WALZ, Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. CASTLE, 
Mr. FILNER, Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mr. BERMAN, 
Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. 
BOUSTANY, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. EDWARDS of 
Texas, Ms. CHU, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. COSTELLO, 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. COOPER, Mr. ANDREWS, 
Mr. MATHESON, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 
WELCH, Mr. MARKEY of Massachusetts, Mr. 
THOMPSON of California, Mr. BISHOP of New 
York, Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, and Ms. 
HARMAN. 

H. Res. 1155: Mr. WAXMAN and Ms. WOOL-
SEY. 

H. Res. 1157: Mr. BAIRD, Mr. WATT, and Mr. 
BOYD. 

H. Res. 1174: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. FILNER, Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, 
Mr. MAFFEI, Mr. FARR, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. 
LOEBSACK, Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. CORRINE BROWN 
of Florida, Mr. GONZALEZ, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. 
CAO, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mrs. 
BIGGERT, and Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM-
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM-
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS 
Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or 

statements on congressional earmarks, 
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits were submitted as follows: 

The amendment to be offered by Rep-
resentative FLAKE, or a designee, to H.R. 
3650, the harmful Algal Blooms and Hypoxia 
Research and Control Amendments Act of 
2009, does not contain any congressional ear-
marks, limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits as defined in clause 9(d), 9(e), or 9(f) 
of rule XXI. 

f 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk’s 
desk and referred as follows: 

107. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
City of Kansas City, Missouri, relative to 
Resolution No. 100112, as amended, urging 
the President and the Congress of the United 
States to repeal the ‘‘Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell’’ 
policy; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

108. Also, a petition of City of North Miami 
Beach, Florida, relative to Resolution No. 
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R2010-8 urging the President and the Con-
gress of the United States to automatically 
waive all application fees for Haitians apply-

ing for Temporary Protected Status; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

109. Also, a petition of City and County of 
Honolulu, Hawaii, relative to Resolution No. 

10-8 urging the Congress of the United States 
to support and pass S. 2757, the Military 
Families Act; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 
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