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them that nobody else has anything to 
bring to the table except their Member 
of Congress. But those things will not 
be true. 

We are not just moving a bill to pro-
tect nonprofits and educational insti-
tutions and small business, Mr. Speak-
er. We are not just moving a bill that 
is going to do more to protect inland 
waterways and the economy than what 
we have seen in previous years, Mr. 
Speaker; we put together a package 
that I believe is going to start the logs 
rolling for all of the other priorities 
that we have in this Chamber. But we 
can’t get to them unless we pass this 
rule. 

This rule came out of the Committee 
on Rules last night about 11:30, Mr. 
Speaker. The Committee on Rules was 
working late on your behalf last night. 
They say nothing good happens after 
midnight. That is why we finished up 
at 11:30. We have got a good rule for 
you. It is worthy of the support of this 
Chamber. 

I ask all of my friends to support the 
rule, to support the underlying legisla-
tion, and to allow us to continue to be 
about the business of the American 
people. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. MCGOVERN is as follows: 

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 897 OFFERED BY 
MR. MCGOVERN 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new sections: 

SEC. 7. Immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 1434) to amend the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 to provide for 
the refinancing of certain Federal student 
loans, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All 
points of order against consideration of the 
bill are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute 
rule. All points of order against provisions in 
the bill are waived. At the conclusion of con-
sideration of the bill for amendment the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and 
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to 
recommit with or without instructions. If 
the Committee of the Whole rises and re-
ports that it has come to no resolution on 
the bill, then on the next legislative day the 
House shall, immediately after the third 
daily order of business under clause 1 of rule 
XIV, resolve into the Committee of the 
Whole for further consideration of the bill. 

SEC. 8. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of H.R. 1434. 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to 

offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about 
what the House should be debating. 

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

The Republican majority may say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend 
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule. . . . When the 
motion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.’’ 

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

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan. 

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

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

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. 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, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on the motion to suspend the 
rules on which a recorded vote or the 
yeas and nays are ordered, or on which 
the vote incurs objection under clause 
6 of rule XX. 

Any record vote on the postponed 
question will be taken later. 

f 

PFC JAMES DUNN VA CLINIC 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(S. 3283) to designate the community- 
based outpatient clinic of the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs in Pueblo, 
Colorado, as the ‘‘PFC James Dunn VA 
Clinic’’. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

S. 3283 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF PFC JAMES DUNN 

VA CLINIC IN PUEBLO, COLORADO. 
(a) DESIGNATION.—The community-based 

outpatient clinic of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs in Pueblo, Colorado, shall after 
the date of the enactment of this Act be 
known and designated as the ‘‘PFC James 
Dunn VA Clinic’’. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in any 
law, regulation, map, document, paper, or 
other record of the United States to the com-
munity-based outpatient clinic referred to in 
subsection (a) shall be considered to be a ref-
erence to the PFC James Dunn VA Clinic. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. LAMBORN) and the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. 
BROWNLEY) each will control 20 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and add 
extraneous materials. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 

of S. 3283 to name the Department of 
Veterans Affairs community-based out-
patient clinic in Pueblo, Colorado, the 
PFC James Dunn VA Clinic. 

I am grateful to this bill’s sponsor, 
Senator CORY GARDNER, for his efforts 
introducing this legislation. I am also 
grateful to my colleague and friend, 
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. TIP-
TON), for his work championing this 
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