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HON. J. DENNIS HASTERT OF ILLINOIS, SPEAKER 
KAREN L. HAAS OF MARYLAND, CLERK 

DECIDED IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES AT THE SECOND SESSION, ONE HUNDRED 
NINTH CONGRESS 

QUESTIONS OF ORDER 

POINT OF ORDER 

(T3.8) 

PURSUANT TO SECTION 426(B)(4) OF THE 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT OF 1974, A 
MEMBER WHO MAKES A POINT OF ORDER 
UNDER SECTION 426(A) OF THE ACT AND 
SATISFIES THE THRESHOLD BURDEN 
SPECIFIED IN SECTION 426(B)(2) OF THE 
ACT BY CITING LANGUAGE IN THE RESO-
LUTION THAT WAIVES THE APPLICATION 
OF SECTION 425 OF THE ACT IS RECOG-
NIZED TO CONTROL ONE-HALF OF THE 20 
MINUTES PROVIDED FOR DEBATE ON THE 
QUESTION OF CONSIDERATION. 

PURSUANT TO SECTION 426(B)(3) OF THE 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT OF 1974, AS 
DISPOSITION OF A POINT OF ORDER 
RAISED UNDER SECTION 426(A) OF THE 
ACT, THE CHAIR PUTS THE QUESTION OF 
CONSIDERATION WITH RESPECT TO THE 
PROPOSITION THAT IS THE OBJECT OF 
THE POINT OF ORDER. 

On February 1, 2006, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, made a point of order, 
pursuant to section 426 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974, against con-
sideration of said resolution, and said: 

‘‘Mr. Speaker, pursuant to section 426 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, I make a point of order against 
consideration of this rule, H. Res. 653. 
Section 425 of that same act states that 
a point of order lies against legislation 
which imposes an unfunded mandate in 
excess of specified amounts against 
State or local governments. Section 426 
of the Budget Act specifically states 
that a rule may not waive the applica-
tion of section 425. 

‘‘H. Res. 653 states that the House 
hereby concurs in the Senate amend-
ment to the bill S. 1932 to provide for 
reconciliation. This self-executing rule 
effectively waives the application of 
section 425 to provisions in the under-
lying bill on child support enforcement 
which the Congressional Budget Office 
informs us impose an intergovern-
mental mandate as defined by the Un-
funded Mandates Reform Act. 

‘‘Therefore, I make a point of order 
that the rule may not be considered 
pursuant to section 426.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 
LAHOOD, sustained the point of order, 
and said: 

‘‘The gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. McDermott] makes a point of 
order that the resolution violates sec-
tion 426(a) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974. 

‘‘In accordance with section 426(b)(2) 
of that Act, the gentleman has met the 

threshold burden to identify the spe-
cific language in the resolution on 
which the point of order is predicated. 

‘‘Under section 426(B)(4) of the Act, 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
MCDERMOTT] and the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. PUTNAM] each will control 
10 minutes of debate on the question of 
consideration. 

‘‘Pursuant to section 426(b)(3) of the 
Act, after that debate, the Chair will 
put the question of consideration, to 
wit: ‘Will the House now consider the 
resolution?’.’’ 

After debate, 
The question being put, 
Shall the House now consider said 

resolution? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 

SIMPSON, announced that the ayes 
had it. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT demanded that the 
vote be taken by the yeas and nays, 
which demand was supported by one- 
fifth of the Members present, so the 
yeas and nays were ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice. 

It was decided in the Yeas ....... 226 ! affirmative ................... Nays ...... 201 

T3.9 [Roll No. 2] 

So the House decided to consider said 
resolution. 

A motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby consideration of said resolu-
tion was agreed to was, by unanimous 
consent, laid on the table. 

f 

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE 

(T8.6) 

A RESOLUTION ALLEGING THAT KNOWN ER-
RORS IN THE ENGROSSMENT OF A BILL 
WERE IGNORED, THAT MATTER HAD 
BEEN INSERTED INTO A CONFERENCE RE-
PORT AFTER CONFEREES HAD SIGNED IT, 
THAT MATERIAL INFORMATION CON-
CERNING LEGISLATION HAD BEEN WITH-
HELD FOR THE PURPOSE OF ACHIEVING 
PASSAGE OF THAT MEASURE IN A PRIOR 
CONGRESS, AND DIRECTING THE COM-
MITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL 
CONDUCT TO INITIATE AN INVESTIGA-
TION INTO SUCH ALLEGATIONS, PRE-
SENTS A QUESTION OF PRIVILEGES OF 
THE HOUSE UNDER RULE IX. 

THE HOUSE LAID ON THE TABLE A RESOLU-
TION CONSIDERED AS A QUESTION OF 
THE PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE. 

On February 16, 2006, Ms. PELOSI 
rose to a question of the privileges of 
the House and called up the following 
resolution (H. Res. 687): 

Whereas the Republican Leadership has en-
gaged in a continuing pattern of withholding 
accurate information vital for Members of 
the House of Representatives to have before 
voting on legislation, and has inserted nu-
merous controversial provisions into com-
pleted conference reports in the dead of 
night without notifying Democratic Mem-
bers of the House, the press, or the public; 

Whereas on February 1, 2006 the Repub-
lican Leadership permitted a vote on House 
Resolution 653 to concur in a Senate amend-
ment to the conference agreement on Budget 
Reconciliation, despite the inclusion of inac-
curate numbers in provisions that cost the 
Medicare program an additional $2 billion 
dollars; 

Whereas although the Senate Enrolling 
Clerk had mistakenly changed critical num-
bers which had a major financial significance 
for Medicare, and had notified the House of 
those errors two weeks prior to the vote on 
February 1, the Republican Leadership delib-
erately chose to ignore that notification and 
instead allowed the House to vote on an in-
correct version of this legislation; 

Whereas the conference agreement on 
Budget Reconciliation passed the House by 
the narrowest of margins, 216–214, with every 
Democrat voting in opposition, and knowl-
edge of this mistake may have influenced 
the outcome of this vote, which is why the 
Republican Leadership chose not to pursue 
the proper course in correcting this legisla-
tion; 

Whereas as a result of the concealment of 
these errors in the enrollment of the bill, the 
law signed by the President of the United 
States on February 8, 2006 is not the same as 
the text cleared by the House on February 1, 
2006; 

Whereas the effect of these actions raises 
serious constitutional questions and jeopard-
izes the legal status of this legislation and 
The Washington Post has reported: ‘‘Now 
there are questions about the legality of 
signing a bill the House technically did not 
pass’’ (The Washington Post, February 9, 
2006); 

Whereas Republican incompetence led to 
numerous errors in this legislation, and two 
additional errors in the Senate amendment 
that was agreed to by House Resolution 653 
were found by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice in a report dated January 27, 2006, five 
days BEFORE the House voted on the final 
conference report: ‘‘The (conference report 
on Budget Reconciliation) contains two ap-
parent errors in legislative language: one in 
section 8006 regarding direct loans to parents 
of postsecondary students, and one in section 
10002 regarding bankruptcy fees.’’ (CBO Re-
port on S. 1932, January 27, 2006); 

Whereas in this ongoing pattern of abuse of 
power, the Republican Leadership on Decem-
ber 17, 2005 deliberately misled Members of 
the House by inserting into a completed con-
ference report without debate or notification 
a provision granting liability protection for 
drug companies from cases involving con-
sumers injured by avian flu vaccine; (HR 
2863, the Defense Appropriations Conference 
Report); 

Whereas the Republican Leadership in-
serted this liability vaccine provision at 
midnight, AFTER conferees signed what 
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they understood to be the final document 
seven hours earlier, thereby breaking their 
word and assurances that ‘‘Avian Flu shall 
be funded at the House level, and will not in-
clude either indemnity or compensation pro-
visions.’’ (House Appropriations Committee 
Summary, December 17, 2005, 4:40 PM); 

Whereas during passage of the Prescription 
Drug bill in 2003, the Republican Leadership 
and the committees of jurisdiction ignored 
the warnings from knowledgeable experts 
that the true cost of the legislation was po-
tentially hundreds of billions of dollars high-
er than the official estimate, and inten-
tionally misled Members of the House by 
withholding information for the sole purpose 
of winning passage of this extremely con-
troversial bill by a single vote in the middle 
of the night; and 

Whereas the Republican Leadership’s cul-
ture of corruption and its repeated efforts to 
thwart the normal legislative process by cut-
ting corners, inserting hand-written provi-
sions into completed conference reports in 
the dead of night, and rushing through legis-
lation with major errors, forces Members to 
vote on controversial legislation without 
thorough time for review and must be de-
nounced: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct shall begin an imme-
diate investigation into the abuse of power 
surrounding the inaccuracies in the process 
and enrollment of the Budget Reconciliation 
legislation cleared for the President on Feb-
ruary 1, 2006. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 
LAHOOD, ruled that the resolution 
submitted did present a question of the 
privileges of the House under rule IX, 
and said: 

‘‘The resolution qualifies.’’. 
Mr. BOEHNER moved to lay the reso-

lution on the table. 
The question being put, viva voce, 
Will the House lay the resolution on 

the table? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 

LAHOOD, announced that the yeas had 
it. 

Ms. PELOSI demanded a recorded 
vote on said motion, which demand was 
supported by one-fifth of a quorum, so 
a recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice. 

Yeas ....... 219 
It was decided in the Nays ...... 187 ! affirmative ................... Answered 

present 6 

T8.7 [Roll No. 13] 

So the motion to lay the resolution 
on the table was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby said motion was agreed to 
was, by unanimous consent, laid on the 
table. 

f 

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE 

(T22.5) 

A RESOLUTION ALLEGING, AMONG OTHER 
THINGS, THE IMPROPER AND UNILAT-
ERAL FIRING OF NONPARTISAN STAFF OF 
THE COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OF-
FICIAL CONDUCT AND THE OCCURRENCE 
OF ILLEGAL ACTIVITIES BETWEEN A 
LOBBYIST AND MEMBERS, AND DIRECT-
ING THE COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF 

OFFICIAL CONDUCT TO INITIATE AN IN-
VESTIGATION OF MISCONDUCT OF MEM-
BERS AND STAFF ASSOCIATED WITH 
THAT LOBBYIST, PRESENTS A QUESTION 
OF THE PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE 
UNDER RULE IX. 

THE HOUSE LAID ON THE TABLE A RESOLU-
TION CONSIDERED AS A QUESTION OF 
THE PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE. 
On March 30, 2006, Ms. PELOSI, rose 

to a question of the privileges of the 
House and called up the following reso-
lution (H. Res. 746): 

Whereas, it has been two years since cred-
ible reports of misconduct by Mr. Jack 
Abramoff and Members of Congress began 
appearing regularly in the public record, in-
cluding reports closely linking Republican 
Members of Congress with the documented 
misconduct of Mr. Abramoff; 

Whereas, in the first session of the 109th 
Congress, for the first time in the history of 
the House of Representatives, the rules of 
procedure of the Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct were changed on a partisan 
basis, the Chairman of the Committee and 
two of his Republican Colleagues were dis-
missed from the Committee, the newly ap-
pointed Chairman of the Committee improp-
erly and unilaterally fired non-partisan staff, 
and the Chairman attempted to appoint su-
pervisory staff without a vote of the Com-
mittee in direct contravention of the intent 
of the bi-partisan procedures adopted in 1997; 

Whereas, because of these actions, the 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct 
conducted no investigative activities in the 
first session of the 109th Congress and has 
not yet conducted such activities; 

Whereas, the Senate Committee on Indian 
Affairs and the Senate Committee on Fi-
nance have both undertaken investigations 
of Mr. Jack Abramoff’s activities, yet no 
House Committee has begun any such inves-
tigation; 

Whereas, on March 29th, 2006, Mr. Jack 
Abramoff was sentenced to 5 years and 10 
months in prison after pleading guilty to 
conspiracy and wire fraud; 

Whereas, a Justice Department press re-
lease reported that Mr. Jack Abramoff ‘‘cor-
ruptly provid[ ed] things of value to public 
officials . . . including, but not limited to, a 
lavish trip to Scotland to play golf on world- 
famous courses, tickets to sporting events 
and other entertainment, regular meals at 
Abramoff’s upscale restaurant, and campaign 
contributions for [a] Representative, his po-
litical action committee, his campaign com-
mittee, and other political committees on 
behalf of [that] Representative.’’ (Depart-
ment of Justice press release, January 3, 
2006); 

Whereas, Mr. Jack Abramoffs plea agree-
ment states that he and his colleagues ‘‘pro-
vided things of value to public officials in ex-
change for a series of official acts and influ-
ence . . . including agreements to support 
and pass legislation (and) agreements to 
place statements in the Congressional 
Record.’’ (Abramoff Plea Agreement); 

Whereas, on November 5, 2005, in the 
United States District Court for the District 
of Columbia, a former Congressional staff 
member and business partner of Mr. Jack 
Abramoff pled guilty to conspiracy to vio-
late Federal laws and admitted that, begin-
ning in January, 2000, he offered and pro-
vided things of value to public officials, in-
cluding Members of Congress and staff, in ex-
change for a series of official acts; 

Resolved, That the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct shall immediately 
initiate an investigation of the misconduct 
by Members of Congress and their staff im-
plicated in the scandals associated with Mr. 
Jack Abramoff’s criminal activity. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 
LATOURETTE, ruled that the resolu-
tion submitted did present a question 
of the privileges of the House under 
rule IX. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah moved to lay 
the resolution on the table. 

The question being put, viva voce, 
Will the House lay the resolution on 

the table? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 

LATOURETTE, announced that the 
yeas had it. 

Ms. PELOSI demanded a recorded 
vote on said motion, which demand was 
supported by one-fifth of a quorum, so 
a recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice. 

Yeas ....... 216 
It was decided in the Nays ...... 193 ! affirmative ................... Answered 

present 7 

T22.6 [Roll No. 76] 

So the motion to lay the resolution 
on the table was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby said motion was agreed to 
was, by unanimous consent, laid on the 
table. 

f 

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE 

(T25.18) 

A RESOLUTION ALLEGING, AMONG OTHER 
THINGS, THE IMPROPER AND UNILAT-
ERAL FIRING OF NONPARTISAN STAFF OF 
THE COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OF-
FICIAL CONDUCT AND THE OCCURRENCE 
OF ILLEGAL ACTIVITIES BETWEEN A 
LOBBYIST AND MEMBERS, AND DIRECT-
ING THE COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF 
OFFICIAL CONDUCT TO INITIATE AN IN-
VESTIGATION OF MISCONDUCT OF MEM-
BERS AND STAFF ASSOCIATED WITH THE 
LOBBYIST, PRESENTS A QUESTION OF 
THE PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE UNDER 
RULE IX. 

THE HOUSE LAID ON THE TABLE A RESOLU-
TION CONSIDERED AS A QUESTION OF 
THE PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE. 

On April 5, 2006, Ms. PELOSI rose to 
a question of the privileges of the 
House and called up the following reso-
lution (H. Res. 762): 

Whereas, on March 31, 2006, Tony Rudy, a 
former top Republican Leadership staff per-
son, pleaded guilty to charges that he con-
spired with Republican lobbyist Jack 
Abramoff to bribe public officials, including 
accepting money, meals, trips, and tickets to 
sporting events from Mr. Abramoff in ex-
change for official acts that included influ-
encing legislation to aid Mr. Abramoff’s cli-
ents; 

Whereas The Washington Post has stated 
that Mr. Rudy’s plea bargain is an admission 
of a ‘‘far-reaching criminal enterprise oper-
ating out of’’ the Republican Leader’s office, 
‘‘an enterprise that helped sway legislation, 
influence public policy, and enrich its main 
players.’’ (The Washington Post, April 1, 
2006) 

Whereas the press has reported that ‘‘court 
papers point out official actions that were 
taken in (the Republican Leader’s) office 
that benefited Abramoff, his clients or (the 
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former Republican Leader’s Chief of Staff 
Ed) Buckham.’’ (Roll Call, April 3, 2006); 

Whereas, according to Mr. Rudy’s plea 
agreement, his crimes involving illegal fa-
vors and lobbying activity lasted from 1997 
through 2004; 

Whereas on March 31, 2006, Assistant U.S. 
Attorney General Alice S. Fisher stated, 
‘‘The American public loses when officials 
and lobbyists conspire to buy and sell influ-
ence in such a corrupt and brazen manner. 
By his admission in open court today, Mr. 
Rudy paints a picture of Washington which 
the American public and law enforcement 
will simply not tolerate.’’; 

Whereas Mr. Rudy is the second former 
high-ranking Republican Leadership staff 
person, in addition to Michael Scanlon, to 
admit wrongdoing in the corruption inves-
tigation centered on Mr. Abramoff; 

Whereas, on March 29, 2006, Mr. Abramoff 
was sentenced to five years and ten months 
in prison after pleading guilty to conspiracy 
and wire fraud; 

Whereas it is the purview of the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct to 
investigate allegations that relate to the of-
ficial conduct of a Member or a staff person, 
the abuse of a Member’s official position, 
and violations of the Rules of the House, and 
to take disciplinary action in cases of wrong-
doing; 

Whereas, the fact that cases are being in-
vestigated by the U.S. Justice Department 
does not preclude the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct from determining in-
vestigative steps that must be taken; 

Whereas, in the first session of the 109th 
Congress, for the first time in the history of 
the House of Representatives, the rules of 
procedure of the Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct were changed on a partisan 
basis, the Chairman of the Committee and 
two of his Republican Colleagues were dis-
missed from the Committee, the newly ap-
pointed Chairman of the Committee improp-
erly and unilaterally fired non-partisan staff, 
and the Chairman attempted to appoint su-
pervisory staff without a vote of the Com-
mittee in direct contravention of the intent 
of the bi-partisan procedures adopted in 1997; 

Whereas, because of these actions, the 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct 
conducted no investigative activities in the 
first session of the 109th Congress; 

Resolved, That the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct shall immediately 
initiate an investigation of the misconduct 
by Members of Congress and their staff im-
plicated in the scandals associated with Mr. 
Jack Abramoff’s criminal activity. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 
LAHOOD, ruled that the resolution 
submitted did present a question of the 
privileges of the House under rule IX. 

Mr. BOEHNER moved to lay the reso-
lution on the table. 

The question being put, viva voce, 
Will the House lay the resolution on 

the table? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 

LAHOOD, announced that the yeas had 
it. 

Ms. PELOSI demanded a recorded 
vote on agreeing to said motion, which 
demand was supported by one-fifth of a 
quorum, so a recorded vote was or-
dered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice. 

Yeas ....... 218 
It was decided in the Nays ...... 198 ! affirmative ................... Answered 

present 5 

T25.19 [Roll No. 87] 

So the motion to lay the resolution 
on the table was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby said motion was agreed to 
was, by unanimous consent, laid on the 
table. 

f 

POINT OF ORDER 

(T48.19) 

A MOTION TO RECOMMIT A GENERAL AP-
PROPRIATION BILL WITH INSTRUCTIONS 
TO REPORT FORTHWITH AN AMENDMENT 
PRESCRIBING A NEW RULE OF LAW RE-
GARDING THE FEDERAL INCOME TAX 
WAS HELD TO VIOLATE CLAUSE 2 OF 
RULE XXI AND RULED OUT OF ORDER. 

THE HOUSE LAID ON THE TABLE AN AP-
PEAL FROM THE RULING OF THE SPEAK-
ER PRO TEMPORE. 

On June 6, 2006, Mr. ROGERS of Ken-
tucky made a point of order consider-
ation of said motion to recommit, and 
said: 

‘‘Madam Speaker, I make a point of 
order against the motion to recommit 
because it violates clause 2(c) of rule 
XXI.’’ 

Mrs. LOWEY was recognized to speak 
to the point of order and said: 

‘‘Madam Speaker, I wish to speak on 
the point of order. 

‘‘Madam Speaker, I wish to speak on 
the point of order because, frankly, it 
is beyond belief to me that this com-
mittee could appropriate less to major 
cities like New York and Washington 
than they received last year. Given the 
current threats that are still out there 
loud and clear, we should not be cut-
ting back on these important critical 
homeland security dollars.’’ 

Mr. WEINER was recognized to speak 
to the point of order and said: 

‘‘Madam Speaker, a fundamental ele-
ment of the rules of the House is that 
Members get an opportunity to debate 
and have their views heard on issues. 
We have lost the opportunity to have 
an amendment such as this because of 
a unanimous consent that was entered 
into before these events happened. We, 
in good faith, entered into a unanimous 
consent agreement on limiting the 
number of amendments we offered to 
this bill. Then in the intervening pe-
riod, news happened. The Department 
of Homeland Security issued a formula 
and issued a distribution of funds that 
gave less money to places that were at 
the highest need. 

‘‘What happened was we entered into 
a unanimous consent agreement to 
limit the number of amendments that 
were offered.Certainly. That is what I 
am doing, Madam Speaker. 

‘‘What happened was during the in-
tervening period, after the unanimous 
consent was entered into, this formula 
was issued giving Members no oppor-
tunity other than this motion in order 
to make this point, that in order to 
have funds allocated where they are 
needed most, the Lowey motion is the 
only way to do it. 

‘‘If you vote yes on tabling this mo-
tion, you are voting to essentially sus-
tain this allocation. 

‘‘The motion to recommit that we 
are voting on today that we are seek-
ing to have an up or down vote on, I 
would say, would give us an oppor-
tunity to hear this. 

‘‘You don’t need to raise the point of 
order. If you want to simply go vote to 
sustain this ridiculous formula, vote on 
the Lowey amendment in an act of 
good faith that we showed by entering 
into the unanimous consent. That is 
why the point of order should be with-
drawn.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mrs. 
BIGGERT, sustained the point of order, 
and said: 

‘‘The motion to recommit proposes 
an amendment prescribing a new rule 
of law regarding the Federal income 
tax. As such, it constitutes legislation 
in violation of clause 2(c) of rule XXI. 

‘‘The point of order is sustained. The 
motion to recommit is not in order.’’ 

Mrs. LOWEY appealed the ruling of 
the Chair. 

The question being stated, viva voce, 
Will the decision of the Chair stand 

as the judgment of the House? 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, moved to 

lay the appeal on the table. 
The question being put, viva voce, 
Will the House lay on the table the 

appeal of the ruling of the Chair? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mrs. 

BIGGERT, announced that the yeas 
had it. 

Mrs. LOWEY demanded a recorded 
vote on agreeing to said motion, which 
demand was supported by one-fifth of a 
quorum, so a recorded vote was or-
dered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice. 

Yeas ....... 207 
It was decided in the Nays ...... 191 ! affirmative ................... Answered 

present 2 

T48.20 [Roll No. 225] 

So the motion to lay the appeal on 
the table was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby said motion was agreed to 
was, by unanimous consent, laid on the 
table. 

f 

POINT OF ORDER 

(T50.6) 

PURSUANT TO SECTION 426(B)(4) OF THE 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT OF 1974, A 
MEMBER WHO MAKES A POINT OF ORDER 
UNDER SECTION 426(A) OF THE ACT AND 
SATISFIES THE THRESHOLD BURDEN 
SPECIFIED IN SECTION 426(B)(2) OF THE 
ACT BY CITING LANGUAGE IN THE RESO-
LUTION THAT WAIVES THE APPLICATION 
OF SECTION 425 OF THE ACT IS RECOG-
NIZED TO CONTROL ONE-HALF OF THE 20 
MINUTES PROVIDED FOR DEBATE ON THE 
QUESTION OF CONSIDERATION. 

PURSUANT TO SECTION 426(B)(3) OF THE 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT OF 1974, AS 
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DISPOSITION OF A POINT OF ORDER 
RAISED UNDER SECTION 426(A) OF THE 
ACT, THE CHAIR PUTS THE QUESTION OF 
CONSIDERATION WITH RESPECT TO THE 
PROPOSITION THAT IS THE OBJECT OF 
THE POINT OF ORDER. 

On June 8, 2006, Ms. BALDWIN made 
a point of order against consideration 
of said resolution, and said: 

‘‘Mr. Speaker, pursuant to section 426 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, I make a point of order against 
consideration of the rule, H. Res. 850. 
Page 1, line 7, through page 2, line 1, 
states: ‘All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived.’ 

‘‘The rule makes in order H.R. 5252, 
the Communications Opportunity, Pro-
motion, and Enhancement Act of 2006, 
which contains a large unfunded man-
date on State and local governments in 
violation of section 425 of the Budget 
Act. Section 426 of the Budget Act spe-
cifically states that the Committee on 
Rules may not waive section 425; and, 
therefore, this rule violates section 
426.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 
BOOZMAN, spoke and said: 

‘‘The gentlewoman from Wisconsin 
makes a point of order that the resolu-
tion violates section 426(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974. In ac-
cordance with section 426(b)(2) of the 
Act, the gentlewoman has met the 
threshold burden to identify the spe-
cific language in the resolution on 
which the point of order is predicated. 

‘‘Under section 426(b)(4) of the Act, 
the gentlewoman from Wisconsin [Ms. 
BALDWIN] and the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Lincoln DIAZ-BALART] 
each will control 10 minutes of debate 
on the question of consideration. 

‘‘Pursuant to section 426(b)(3) of the 
Act, after that debate the Chair will 
put the question of consideration, to 
wit: Will the House now consider the 
resolution?’’ 

After debate, 
The Speaker pro tempore, Mr. 

BOOZMAN, spoke and said: 
‘‘The point of order was made against 

the resolution for waiving any point of 
order under the Congressional Budget 
Act, as provided by section 426 of such 
Act.’’ 

The question being stated, viva voce, 
Shall the House now consider the res-

olution? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 

BOOZMAN, announced that the yeas 
had it. 

Ms. BALDWIN objected to the vote 
on the ground that a quorum was not 
present and not voting. 

A quorum not being present, 
The roll was called under clause 6, 

rule XX, and the call was taken by 
electronic device. 

Yeas ....... 254 When there appeared ! Nays ...... 166 

T50.7 [Roll No. 235] 

So the House decided to consider said 
resolution. 

A motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby consideration of said resolu-

tion was agreed to was, by unanimous 
consent, laid on the table. 

f 

POINT OF ORDER 

(T60.12) 
TO A BILL CONFINED TO TAX ISSUES WITH-

IN THE JURISDICTION OF THE COM-
MITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, A MOTION 
TO RECOMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS TO 
REPORT AN AMENDMENT ADDRESSING 
THE MINIMUM WAGE, AN ISSUE WITHIN 
THE JURISDICTION OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE IS 
NOT GERMANE. 

AFTER PUTTING THE AFFIRMATIVE PART 
OF A QUESTION BY VOICE, THE CHAIR 
STILL MAY RECOGNIZE A MEMBER WHO 
SEEKS TO CONTINUE CONSIDERATION OF 
THE QUESTION. 

JUST AS IT IS TRUE THAT A MEMBER MAY 
NOT APPEAL A RESPONSE TO A PAR-
LIAMENTARY INQUIRY, SO ALSO IS IT 
TRUE THAT MEMBER MAY NOT APPEAL 
THE GENERAL PARLIAMENTARY SITUA-
TION IN WHICH THE CHAIR FINDS THE 
HOUSE. 

THE TIMELINESS OF THE CHAIR’S REC-
OGNITION OF A MEMBER TO OFFER A MO-
TION TO TABLE AN APPEAL IS NOT SUB-
JECT TO APPEAL. 

THE HOUSE LAID ON THE TABLE AN AP-
PEAL FROM THE RULING OF THE SPEAK-
ER PRO TEMPORE. 
On June 22, 2006, Mr. THOMAS, made 

a point of order and said: 
‘‘Mr. Speaker, I make a point of 

order against the motion to recommit 
and believe the point of order is in 
order because this supposed motion to 
recommit is not germane.’’ 

Mr. RANGEL spoke to the point of 
order and said: 

‘‘Mr. Speaker, one may wonder how 
germane is it when we are considering 
a bill that 7,500 families will be the 
beneficiary at the cost of $800 billion, 
as opposed to what I am raising in the 
motion to recommit, and that is the 
lives of 6.6 million working people that 
really are working at the minimum 
wage. So there is a difference in how 
we perceive what we are doing today, 
whether the hundreds of million of peo-
ple that work every day should be sac-
rificed at a cost of close to $1 trillion 
when, in fact, we are talking about 
7,500 families that have not worked for 
the money but are going to inherit the 
money.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 
PRICE of Georgia, sustained the point 
of order and said: 

‘‘The gentleman makes a point of 
order that the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York is not 
germane. 

‘‘Clause 7 of rule XVI, the germane-
ness rule, provides that no proposition 
on a ‘‘subject different from that under 
consideration shall be admitted under 
color of amendment.’’ One of the cen-
tral tenets of the germaneness rule is 
that an amendment should be within 
the jurisdiction of the committee of ju-
risdiction of the bill. 

‘‘The bill, H.R. 5638, was referred to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

‘‘The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York in pertinent 
part addresses the minimum wage, a 
matter within the jurisdiction of the 
Education and the Workforce Com-
mittee. By addressing a matter outside 
the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, the amendment is not 
germane. 

‘‘The point of order is sustained. The 
motion is not in order.’’ 

Mr. RANGEL appealed the ruling of 
the Chair. 

Mr. THOMAS moved to lay the ap-
peal on the table. 

Mr. HOYER made a point of order 
and said: 

‘‘The gentleman’s motion is not in 
order because we were in the process of 
voting on the issue that was pro-
pounded by the gentleman from New 
York.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 
PRICE of Georgia, spoke and said: 

‘‘When the Chair began to put the 
question, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia was on his feet seeking recogni-
tion. The gentleman’s motion was to 
table.’’ 

Mr. HOYER appealed the ruling of 
the Chair. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 
PRICE of Georgia, spoke and said: 

‘‘The Chair has made a ruling on a 
germaneness point of order. An appeal 
has been taken. No further appeal may 
be erected at this point. The situation 
that the gentleman from Maryland 
seeks to appeal from is not appeal-
able.’’ 

The question being put, viva voce, 
Will the House lay on the table the 

appeal of the ruling of the Chair? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 

PRICE of Georgia, announced that the 
yeas had it. 

Mr. HOYER demanded that the vote 
be taken by the yeas and nays, which 
demand was supported by one-fifth of 
the Members present, so the yeas and 
nays were ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice. 

It was decided in the Yeas ....... 229 ! affirmative ................... Nays ...... 195 

T60.14 [Roll No. 313] 

So the motion to lay the appeal on 
the table was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby said motion was agreed to 
was, by unanimous consent, laid on the 
table. 

f 

POINT OF ORDER 

(T60.20) 

TO A BILL ADDRESSING A PROCEDURE FOR 
THE PRESIDENT TO PROPOSE CANCELLA-
TIONS OF PROVISIONS OF LAW AND DE-
FERRALS OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF 
SUCH PROVISIONS PENDING CONGRES-
SIONAL APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL, A 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT WITH INSTRUC-
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TIONS TO REPORT AN AMENDMENT AD-
DRESSING PERMISSIBLE RECONCILIATION 
DIRECTIVES IN A CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION ON THE BUDGET AND OTHER 
POINTS OF ORDER REGARDING HOUSE 
PROCEDURE IS NOT GERMANE. 

On June 22, 2006, Mr. RYAN of Wis-
consin, rose to a point of order and 
said: 

‘‘Mr. Speaker, I reluctantly raise a 
point of order to the motion to recom-
mit on the grounds that the motion in-
cludes provisions that are not germane 
to the bill. On those grounds, that is 
why I raise the point of order.’’ 

Mr. SPRATT, spoke to the point of 
the order and said: 

‘‘Mr. Chairman, the motion to recom-
mit concerns entirely the budget proc-
ess. It is germane and completely ger-
mane to the budget process. We add to 
the bill or would add to the bill the so- 
called pay-as-you-go provisions which 
were the law of the land from 1990 to 
2002. We reinstate that as a com-
plement to, and it is complementary 
to, the other powers granted by this 
bill. It relates to entitlement spending. 
The bill relates to entitlement spend-
ing. So this is well within the ambit of 
the subject matter of this bill.’’ 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, spoke fur-
ther and said: 

‘‘Mr. Speaker, I will just rise to say 
that is evidence of my point of order 
which PAYGO is outside of the ger-
maneness of this bill. Earmark reform 
is outside the germaneness of the bill. 
It is on those grounds that I raise this 
point of order.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 
BOOZMAN, sustained the point of 
order and said: 

‘‘The gentleman from Wisconsin 
makes a point of order that the in-
structions contained in the motion to 
recommit are not germane. 

‘‘Clause 7 of rule XVI, the germane-
ness rule, provides that no proposition 
on a subject different from that under 
consideration shall be admitted under 
color of amendment. Among the cen-
tral tenets of the germaneness rule are 
that an amendment may not introduce 
a subject matter not represented in the 
pending bill. 

‘‘The test of germaneness of a motion 
to recommit with instructions is the 
relationship of those instructions to 
the bill as a whole, as amended by 
House Resolution 886. 

‘‘H.R. 4890 addresses a procedure for 
the President to propose cancellations 
of certain provisions of law, and a pro-
cedure for Congress to approve such 
cancellations. It further provides that 
the President may defer the effective-
ness of the provisions of law associated 
with such proposed cancellations pend-
ing approval or disapproval by the Con-
gress. 

‘‘The amendment contained in the 
motion to recommit addresses, in part, 
a reinstatement of sequestration proce-
dures within the executive branch, a 
change in permissible reconciliation 
instructions contained in a concurrent 
resolution on the budget, and various 

points of order regarding House proce-
dures. 

‘‘Such provisions address subject 
matters not contained in H.R. 4890, as 
amended. 

‘‘Accordingly, the Chair finds that 
the instructions in the motion to re-
commit are not germane. The point of 
order is sustained. The motion is not in 
order.’’ 

f 

POINT OF ORDER 

(T87.4) 

PURSUANT TO SECTION 426(B)(4) OF THE 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT OF 1974, A 
MEMBER WHO MAKES A POINT OF ORDER 
UNDER SECTION 426(A) OF THE ACT AND 
SATISFIES THE THRESHOLD BURDEN 
SPECIFIED IN SECTION 426(B)(2) OF THE 
ACT BY CITING LANGUAGE IN THE RESO-
LUTION THAT WAIVES THE APPLICATION 
OF SECTION 425 OF THE ACT IS RECOG-
NIZED TO CONTROL ONE-HALF OF THE 20 
MINUTES PROVIDED FOR DEBATE ON THE 
QUESTION OF CONSIDERATION. 

PURSUANT TO SECTION 426(B)(3) OF THE 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT OF 1974, AS 
DISPOSITION OF A POINT OF ORDER 
RAISED UNDER SECTION 426(A) OF THE 
ACT, THE CHAIR PUTS THE QUESTION OF 
CONSIDERATION WITH RESPECT TO THE 
PROPOSITION THAT IS THE OBJECT OF 
THE POINT OF ORDER. 

On September 20, 2006, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT made a point of order, 
pursuant to section 426 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974, against con-
sideration of said resolution, and said: 

‘‘Mr. Speaker, pursuant to section 426 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, I make a point of order against 
consideration of the rule, H. Res. 1015. 

‘‘Section 425 of the same act states 
that a point of order lies against the 
legislation which, number one, imposes 
an unfunded mandate in excess of the 
annual amount specified in that sec-
tion against State or local govern-
ments; or two, does not publish prior to 
floor consideration a CBO estimate of 
any unfunded mandates in excess of the 
amounts specified annually for State 
and local entities or in excess of the 
amount specified annually for the pri-
vate sector. 

‘‘Section 426 of the Budget Act spe-
cifically states that the Rules Com-
mittee may not waive this point of 
order. 

‘‘On page 1, line 2, and on page 2, line 
1, of H. Res. 1015, all points of order are 
waived against consideration of H.R. 
4844, the Federal Election Integrity Act 
of 2006. Therefore, I make a point of 
order that this rule may not be consid-
ered pursuant to section 426.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 
BOOZMAN, spoke and said: 

‘‘The gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. McDermott] makes a point of 
order that the resolution violates sec-
tion 426(a) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974. 

‘‘In accordance with section 426(b)(2) 
of the Act, the gentleman has met the 

threshold burden to identify the spe-
cific language in the resolution on 
which the point of order is predicated. 

‘‘Under section 426(b)(4) of the Act, 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
MCDERMOTT] and the gentlewoman 
from West Virginia [Mrs. CAPITO] each 
will control 10 minutes of debate on the 
question of consideration. 

‘‘Pursuant to section 426(b)(3) of the 
Act, after that debate, the Chair will 
put the question of consideration, to 
wit: ‘Will the House now consider the 
resolution?’.’’ 

After debate, 
The question being put, 
Shall the House now consider said 

resolution? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 

BOOZMAN, announced that the ayes 
had it. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT objected to the 
vote on the ground that a quorum was 
not present and not voting. 

A quorum not being present, 
The roll was called under clause 6, 

rule XX, and the call was taken by 
electronic device. 

Yeas ....... 213 When there appeared ! Nays ...... 190 

T87.5 [Roll No. 454] 

So the House decided to consider said 
resolution. 

A motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby consideration of said resolu-
tion was agreed to was, by unanimous 
consent, laid on the table. 

f 

POINT OF ORDER 

(T88.12) 
TO A BILL CONFINED TO IMMIGRATION 

ISSUES, A MOTION TO RECOMMIT WITH 
INSTRUCTIONS TO REPORT AN AMEND-
MENT ADDRESSING THE CONDUCT OF 
U.S. MARSHALS BEYOND THEIR WORK IN 
AN IMMIGRATION CONTEXT IS NOT GER-
MANE. 

THE HOUSE LAID ON THE TABLE AN AP-
PEAL FROM THE RULING OF THE SPEAK-
ER PRO TEMPORE. 
On September 21, 2006, Mr. SENSEN-

BRENNER made a point of order 
against the motion to recommit and 
said: 

‘‘Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6094 restores the 
Secretary of Homeland Security’s au-
thority to detain certain dangerous 
aliens, to ensure the removal of the de-
portable criminal aliens and to combat 
alien gang crime. 

‘‘The legislation provides DHS au-
thority to detain beyond 6 months 
aliens under orders of removal who 
cannot be removed in a number of situ-
ations, such as if an alien has a highly 
contagious disease, release would have 
serious adverse foreign policy con-
sequences, release would threaten na-
tional security, or release would 
threaten the safety of the community 
and the alien is either an aggravated 
felon or is mentally ill and has com-
mitted a crime of violence. 

‘‘The legislation also provides DHS 
with expedited procedures for the re-
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moval of inadmissible criminal aliens 
and provides new tools to prosecute 
criminal alien gang members. 

‘‘The motion to recommit pertains to 
a subject matter different from that 
contained in the legislation under con-
sideration. Specifically on page 2, line 
18 of the motion to recommit, it in-
creases the number of United States 
marshals. 

‘‘United States marshals do not do 
immigration enforcement, and thus it 
expands the bill beyond the scope of 
the bill and is nongermane. And as a 
result, the motion fails the test of ger-
maneness contained in clause 7 of rule 
XVI and thus is not in order.’’ 

Mr. GUTIERREZ was recognized to 
speak to the point of order and said: 

‘‘Mr. Speaker, the gentleman makes 
a point of order that the proposed sub-
section 3 that I would add to section 
210(a) of the bill is not germane. 

‘‘I would argue that this paragraph is 
germane to the bill. When the subject 
matter of the whole bill is taken into 
consideration, H.R. 6094 presents a 
number of different immigration re-
form proposals that my subsection 3 
addresses, related legislation that ad-
dresses the same exact subject matter. 

‘‘All day today, Mr. Speaker, we have 
been hearing the proponents of this bill 
argue that the various immigration re-
form proposals included in the bill are 
a valuable alternative to a more com-
prehensive immigration reform legisla-
tion that is stalled in the 109th Con-
gress. 

‘‘In other words, Mr. Speaker, they 
are conceding that this bill is related 
to the many other immigration reform 
proposals this House has considered 
over the past 2 years. 

‘‘Republicans are trying to pretend 
that the 109th Congress has not debated 
the immigration issue on many other 
occasions other than today. That is 
simply not the case and is wrong, Mr. 
Speaker. This House has debated the 
subject matter of this bill many times. 
My motion simply suggests a better 
way to handle the subject matter of 
this bill, which is to go to conference 
with the comprehensive bills the two 
Houses have already passed, and that is 
why I consider it germane. 

‘‘Look, we all agree the drug dealers, 
gang members have no place in our so-
ciety. Alien smugglers who live out of 
the hopes and aspirations of this who 
wish to come, but rape and rob and 
murder people should be thrown into 
jail, and we should throw away the 
key. 

‘‘There are 11 to 12 million people 
walking around this country, and we do 
not know who they are. We do not have 
an address, an employer. We believe 
that they should have a place in this 
society if they have followed the 
rules.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 
CULBERSON, sustained the point of 
order, and said: 

‘‘The bill is confined to immigration 
matters. As argued by gentleman from 
Wisconsin, the motion to recommit ad-
dresses U.S. marshals beyond their 
work in an immigration context. 

Accordingly, the point of order is 
sustained.’’ 

Mr. GUTIERREZ appealed the ruling 
of the Chair. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER moved to lay 
the appeal on the table. 

The question being put, viva voce, 
Will the House lay on the table the 

appeal of the ruling of the Chair? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 

CULBERSON, announced that the yeas 
had it. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ demanded that the 
vote be taken by the yeas and nays, 
which demand was supported by one- 
fifth of the Members present, so the 
yeas and nays were ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice. 

It was decided in the Yeas ....... 225 ! affirmative ................... Nays ...... 195 

T88.13 [Roll No. 464] 

So the motion to lay the appeal on 
the table was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby said motion was agreed to 
was, by unanimous consent, laid on the 
table. 

f 

POINT OF ORDER 

(T88.20) 

TO A BILL CONFINED TO IMMIGRATION 
ISSUES, A MOTION TO RECOMMIT WITH 
INSTRUCTIONS TO REPORT AN AMEND-
MENT ADDRESSING ISSUES UNRELATED 
TO IMMIGRATION IS NOT GERMANE. 

On September 21, 2006, Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER made a point of order 
against the motion to recommit and 
said: 

‘‘Mr. Speaker, I make a point of 
order against the motion to recommit 
for the same reason that I made a point 
of order against the gentleman from Il-
linois’ previous motion to recommit. 

‘‘Clause 7 of rule XVI precludes 
amendments on a subject different 
from that under consideration. 

‘‘H.R. 6095 reaffirms the inherent au-
thority of State and local law enforce-
ment to voluntarily investigate, iden-
tify, apprehend, arrest, detain or trans-
fer to Federal custody aliens in the 
United States in order to assist in the 
enforcement of immigration laws, and 
clarifies guidelines for the prosecution 
of smuggling offenses. It also ends the 
practice of catch and release by DHS to 
ensure that immigration laws are en-
forced in the manner in which they 
were intended. 

‘‘This motion to recommit pertains 
to a subject matter different from the 
legislation under consideration. It is 
the same motion to recommit that the 
gentleman from Illinois made to the 
previous bill by increasing the number 
of U.S. marshals by 250, which is on 
page 2, line 15 of the motion to recom-
mit. 

‘‘The U.S. marshals do not have a 
role in enforcing the immigration law. 
Thus, the motion to recommit expands 
the scope of the bill and is non-

germane, and it fails the test of ger-
maneness contained in clause 7 of rule 
XVI.’’ 

Mr. GUTIERREZ was recognized to 
speak to the point of order and said: 

‘‘Mr. Speaker, I would argue that it 
is germane to the bill. When you take 
the whole bill subject to consideration, 
and we look at representing a number 
of different immigration reform pro-
posals, and my sections address those 
same exact matters. All day, Mr. 
Speaker, we have been hearing from 
the proponents of this and other immi-
gration bills argue that the various im-
migration reform proposals included in 
this bill are viable alternatives to 
much more comprehensive immigra-
tion reform legislation that has stalled 
in the 109th Congress. 

‘‘In other words, Mr. Speaker, they 
are conceding that this bill is related 
to many other immigration reform pro-
posals this House has considered over 
the past 2 years. Republicans are try-
ing to pretend that the 109th Congress 
has not debated the immigration issues 
on many other occasions other than 
today. That is simply wrong. This 
House has debated the subject matter 
of this bill many times. 

‘‘My motion certainly suggests a bet-
ter way to handle the subject matter 
on this bill, which is to go to con-
ference with the comprehensive bills 
that the two Houses have already 
passed. The subject matter of this bill 
is immigration reform. The subject 
matter of my motion to recommit is 
also immigration reform. The only dif-
ference is that my proposal would actu-
ally require Congress to do something. 

‘‘Republicans are addressing the im-
migration issue with press releases. I 
am saying the more responsible way to 
address the subject matter of this bill 
is to go to conference and actually pass 
a law. 

‘‘Well, it seems to me that it is ger-
mane, Mr. Speaker. We have heard on 
repeated occasions that what we are 
considering is the first step. We have 
heard that repeatedly here today. We 
have other bills, and simply what my 
motion to recommit instructs us that 
we go to conference to take it into con-
sideration into the totality. 

‘‘We agree, Mr. SENSENBRENNER and 
I, if we were actually to sit around a 
table and use regular order, we would 
find that we have much agreement on 
securing our borders, on a number of 
the issues that have been raised here 
today. No one on this side of the aisle 
is pretending to stand up for gang 
members and drug dealers. We want 
them out of the country also. 

‘‘But we also understand that like 
Mr. Tom Ridge, of Homeland Security, 
and Congressman SENSENBRENNER re-
ferred to the current Homeland Sec-
retary in his statement, we have state-
ments from the former Director of 
Homeland Security that we need to 
deal with. So I think it is germane, Mr. 
Speaker.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 
SWEENEY, sustained the point of 
order, and said: 
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‘‘The bill is confined to matters of 

immigration. The motion to recommit 
addresses matters unrelated to immi-
gration. For the reasons stated by the 
Chair earlier today, the motion is not 
germane. 

‘‘The point of order is sustained.’’ 

f 

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE 

(T93.42) 

A RESOLUTION ALLEGING IMPROPER CON-
DUCT BY A FORMER MEMBER WITH RE-
GARD TO THE CONGRESSIONAL PAGE 
PROGRAM AND INSUFFICIENT RESPONSE 
THERETO BY THE HOUSE LEADERSHIP, 
AND DIRECTING THE COMMITTEE ON 
STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT TO 
ESTABLISH A SUBCOMMITTEE TO INVES-
TIGATE THE CIRCUMSTANCES SUR-
ROUNDING THE FORMER MEMBER’S MIS-
CONDUCT AND THE RESPONSE THERETO 
AND TO ISSUE A REPORT THEREON, PRE-
SENTS A QUESTION OF THE PRIVILEGES 
OF THE HOUSE UNDER RULE IX. 

THE HOUSE REFERRED A RESOLUTION CON-
SIDERED AS A QUESTION OF THE PRIVI-
LEGES OF THE HOUSE TO THE COM-
MITTEE ON STANDARD OF OFFICIAL CON-
DUCT. 

On September 29, 2006, Ms. PELOSI, 
pursuant to rule IX, rose to a question 
of the privileges of the House and 
called up the following resolution (H. 
Res. 1065): 

Whereas for more than 150 years, parents 
from across the country have sent their chil-
dren to be pages in the U.S. Capitol, the 
Page School is a national treasure, and the 
children who attend it and work in the Con-
gress are our special trust; 

Whereas, according to press reports, Rep-
resentative MARK FOLEY (R–FL) reportedly 
engaged in highly inappropriate and explicit 
communications with a former underage 
page; 

Whereas these allegations were so severe 
that Representative FOLEY immediately re-
signed his seat; 

Whereas the page worked for Congressman 
RODNEY ALEXANDER (R–FL) and, according to 
press reports, Representative ALEXANDER 
learned of the e-mails ‘‘10 to 11 months ago’’; 
(AP, September 29, 2006) 

Whereas Rep. ALEXANDER has said, ‘‘We 
also notified the House leadership that there 
might be a potential problem’’, and the 
Democratic leadership was not informed; 
(AP, September 29, 2006) 

Whereas all Members of Congress have a 
responsibility to protect their employees, es-
pecially young pages who serve this institu-
tion; 

Whereas these charges demand immediate 
investigation, including when the e-mails 
were sent, who knew of the e-mails, whether 
there was a pattern of inappropriate activity 
by Mr. FOLEY involving e-mail or other con-
tacts with pages, when the Republican lead-
ership was notified, and what corrective ac-
tion was taken once officials learned of any 
improper activity; 

Whereas given the serious nature of these 
charges, the pages, their parents, the public, 
and our colleagues must be assured that such 
egregious behavior is not tolerated and will 
never happen again; 

Therefore be it resolved, 
That the Chairman and Ranking Member 

of the Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct are directed to immediately appoint 

a Subcommittee, pursuant to Rule 19 of the 
Rules of the Committee, to fully and expedi-
tiously determine the facts connected with 
Representative FOLEY’s conduct and the re-
sponse thereto; and 

That the Chairman and Ranking Minority 
Member of the Committee on Standards are 
further directed to make a preliminary re-
port within 10 days. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 
LAHOOD, ruled that the resolution 
submitted did present a question of the 
privileges of the House under rule IX. 

Mr. BOEHNER moved to refer the 
resolution to the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct. 

After debate, 
Mr. BOEHNER moved the previous 

question on the motion to refer the res-
olution. 

The question being put, viva voce, 
Will the House now order the pre-

vious question? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 

LAHOOD, announced that the yeas had 
it. 

Ms. PELOSI demanded a recorded 
vote on ordering the previous question 
on the motion to refer, which demand 
was supported by one-fifth of a 
quorum, so a recorded vote was or-
dered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice. 

It was decided in the Yeas ....... 410 ! affirmative ................... Nays ...... 0 

T93.43 [Roll No. 513] 

So the previous question on the mo-
tion to refer was ordered. 

The question being put, viva voce, 
Will the House refer said resolution? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore, Mr. 

RYAN of Wisconsin, announced that 
the yeas had it. 

Ms. PELOSI demanded a recorded 
vote on agreeing to said motion, which 
demand was supported by one-fifth of a 
quorum, so a recorded vote was or-
dered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice. 

It was decided in the Yeas ....... 409 ! affirmative ................... Nays ...... 0 

T93.44 [Roll No. 514] 

So said motion to refer the resolu-
tion to the Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby said motion was agreed to 
was, by unanimous consent, laid on the 
table. 

f 

SUBPOENAS RECEIVED PURSUANT 
TO RULE L 

On January 31, 2006, the SPEAKER 
pro tempore, Mr. LAHOOD, laid before 
the House a communication, which 
read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, January 10, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a subpoena, issued by the 
District Court for the District of Columbia, 
for documents. 

I will make the determinations required by 
Rule VIII. 

Sincerely, 
BART STUPAK, 

Member of Congress. 

f 

On January 31, 2006, the SPEAKER 
pro tempore, Mr. LAHOOD, laid before 
the House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, January 18, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a criminal subpoena, issued 
by the Circuit Court for the 16th Judicial 
Circuit, DeKalb County, Illinois, for testi-
mony. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
BONNIE WALSH, 

Casework Director for J. Dennis Hastert, 
Speaker. 

f 

On January 31, 2006, the SPEAKER 
pro tempore, Mr. LAHOOD, laid before 
the House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF ADMINISTRA-
TIVE OFFICER, HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, January 23, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a criminal subpoena, issued 
by the Superior Court of the District of Co-
lumbia, for testimony. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
DEREK SCOTT, 

Sales Clerk, Office Supply Service, 
House of Representatives. 

f 

On February 7, 2006, the SPEAKER 
pro tempore, Mr. CAMPBELL of Cali-
fornia, laid before the House a commu-
nication, which was read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, February 1, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
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of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a subpoena, issued by the 
District Court of Johnson County, Kansas, 
for testimony in a criminal case. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
JULIE MERZ, 
District Director. 

f 

On February 14, 2006, the SPEAKER 
pro tempore, Mr. ISSA, laid before the 
House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, February 8, 2006. 

Hon. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 

formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a grand jury subpoena, 
issued by the U.S. District Court for the 
Southern District of California, for testi-
mony. 

After consultation with counsel, I have de-
termined that compliance with the subpoena 
is consistent with the precedents and privi-
leges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
NANCY LIFSET, 

Office of the 50th District of California. 

f 

On February 28, 2006, the SPEAKER 
pro tempore, Mr. ADERHOLT, laid be-
fore the House a communication, which 
was read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, February 17, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a subpoena for testimony 
and documents issued by the U.S. District 
Court for the Eastern District of Pennsyl-
vania. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is inconsistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
CURT WELDON, 

Member of Congress. 

f 

On March 7, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. PUTNAM, laid before the 
House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, March 1, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a civil subpoena, issued by 
the U.S. District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia, for documents. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-

ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
BARBARA CUBIN, 
Member of Congress. 

f 

On March 30, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. FITZPATRICK of Penn-
sylvania, laid before the House a com-
munication, which was read as follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 27, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: this is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a grand jury subpoena for 
testimony issued by the U.S. District Court 
for the Eastern District of Virginia. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
JOYCE G. DAVIS, 
Congressional Aide. 

f 

On March 30, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. FITZPATRICK of Penn-
sylvania, laid before the House a com-
munication, which was read as follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 27, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a grand jury subpoena for 
testimony issued by the U.S. District Court 
for the Eastern District of Virginia. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
LORETTA MAHONY, 

Congressional Aide. 

f 

On March 30, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. FITZPATRICK of Penn-
sylvania, laid before the House a com-
munication, which was read as follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 27, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a grand jury subpoena for 
documents issued by the U.S. District Court 
for the Eastern District of Virginia. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is inconsistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
STEPHANIE BUTLER, 

District Manager. 

f 

On March 30, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. FITZPATRICK of Penn-
sylvania, laid before the House a com-
munication, which was read as follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 27, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a grand jury subpoena for 
documents issued by the U.S. District Court 
for the Eastern District of Virginia. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is inconsistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
ANGELLE KWEMO, 
Legislative Assistant. 

f 

On March 30, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. FITZPATRICK of Penn-
sylvania, laid before the House a com-
munication, which was read as follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 27, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a grand jury subpoena for 
testimony issued by the U.S. District Court 
for the Eastern District of Virginia. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
JULIUS FELTUS, 
Congressional Aide. 

f 

On March 30, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. FITZPATRICK of Penn-
sylvania of Pennsylvania, laid before 
the House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 22, 2006. 

The Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a grand jury subpoena for 
testimony issued by the U.S. District Court 
for the Eastern District of Virginia. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
STEPHANIE BUTLER, 

District Manager. 

f 

On March 30, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. FITZPATRICK of Penn-
sylvania, laid before the House a com-
munication, which was read as follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 27, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a grand jury subpoena for 
testimony issued by the U.S. District Court 
for the Eastern District of Virginia. 
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After consultation with the Office of Gen-

eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
ERICKA EDWARDS, 

Congressional Aide. 

f 

On April 5, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. WESTMORELAND, laid 
before the House a communication, 
which was read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC., April 5, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a grand jury subpoena for 
testimony issued by the Superior Court of 
the District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
TROY PHILLIPS, 

Senior Legislative Assistant. 

f 

On April 5, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. WESTMORELAND, laid 
before the House a communication, 
which was read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC., March 30, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a civil subpoena, issued by 
the Court of Common Pleas for Anderson 
County, South Carolina, for testimony. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is inconsistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
J. GRESHAM BARRETT, 

Member of Congress. 

f 

On April 5, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. WESTMORELAND, laid 
before the House a communication, 
which was read as follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
April 5, 2006. 

The Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a grand jury subpoena for 
testimony issued by the Superior Court of 
the District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
LISA SUBRIZE, 

Executive Assistant. 

f 

On April 6, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. KOLBE, laid before the 
House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, April 5, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a grand jury subpoena for 
documents issued by the U.S. District Court 
for the Western District of Pennsylvania. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
JON C. PORTER, 
Member of Congress. 

f 

On April 25, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mrs. DRAKE, laid before the 
House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, April 18, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you, 
pursuant to rule VIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, that I have been 
served with a grand jury subpoena for testi-
mony issued by the Superior Court of the 
District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
JULIA WINDING, 

Congressional Fellow. 

f 

On April 25, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mrs. DRAKE, laid before the 
House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, April 18, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you, 
pursuant to Rule VIII of the rules of the 
House of Representatives, that I have been 
served with a grand jury subpoena for testi-
mony issued by the Superior Court of the 
District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
RAMESH P. NAGARAJAN, 

Legislative Correspondent, 
Congresswoman Lois Capps. 

f 

On April 25, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mrs. DRAKE, laid before the 
House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, April 19, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you, 
pursuant to Rule VIII of the rules of the 
House of Representatives, that I have been 
served with a grand jury subpoena for testi-
mony issued by the Superior Court of the 
District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
MICHELLE CHRISTENSEN, 

Congressional Fellow. 

f 

On April 25, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mrs. DRAKE, laid before the 
House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, April 24, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you, 
pursuant to rule VIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, that I have been 
served with a grand jury subpoena for testi-
mony issued by the Superior Court of the 
District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
DEBORAH GREENE, 

Congressional Fellow. 

f 

On May 9, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, laid be-
fore the House a communication, which 
was read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, May 9, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a grand jury subpoena for 
testimony issued by the U.S. District Court 
for the Eastern District of Virginia. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERTA Y. HOPKINS, 

Deputy Chief of Staff. 

f 

On May 17, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. GILLMOR, laid before the 
House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, May 15, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a civil subpoena, issued by 
the 417th Judicial District Court for Collin 
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County, Texas, for testimony and docu-
ments. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
JERRY W. DURHAM, 

Constituent Services Director. 

f 

On May 18, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. BASS, laid before the 
House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

14TH DISTRICT, OHIO, 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

Washington, DC, May 15, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-
tify you, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a civil subpoena for docu-
ments and testimony issued by the Cuyahoga 
County, Ohio Court of Common Pleas. 

After consulting with the Office of General 
Counsel, I will make the determinations re-
quired by Rule VIII of the Rules of the 
House. 

Sincerely, 
STEVEN C. LATOURETTE. 

f 

On May 19, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. MCHENRY, laid before 
the House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

MAY 18, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to Rule VIII 
of the Rules of the House of Representatives, 
I am notifying you that I have received a ju-
dicial subpoena from the United States Dis-
trict Court for the District of Columbia di-
recting me to appear as a witness and pro-
vide testimony. 

As required by Rule VIII 3., I shall under-
take to determine whether the issuance of 
the subpoena is, among other matters, con-
sistent with the privileges and precedents of 
the House. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM HEATON, 

Chief of Staff, 
The Honorable Robert W. Ney. 

f 

On May 19, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. MCHENRY, laid before 
the House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

MAY 19, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House, 
The Capitol, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to rule VIII 
of the Rules of the House of Representatives, 
I am hereby notifying you that I have re-
ceived a judicial subpoena from the United 
States District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia directing me to appear as a witness 
and provide testimony. 

As required by rule VIII(3), I shall under-
take to determine whether the issuance of 
the subpoena is; among other things, con-
sistent with the privileges and precedents of 
the House. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL D. VINOVICH, 

Counsel, Committee on House Administration. 

f 

On June 15, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. PUTNAM, laid before the 
House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, June 12, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a civil deposition subpoena, 
issued by the U.S. District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, for documents and testi-
mony. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
AARON SPORCK, 
Legislative Director. 

f 

On June 29, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. SIMMONS, laid before 
the House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

JUNE 28, 2006. 
Hon. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a grand jury subpoena for 
documents and testimony issued by the U.S. 
District Court for the District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
MATTHEW PARKER, 

District Director. 

f 

On June 29, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. PRICE of Georgia, laid 
before the House a communication, 
which was read as follows: 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF ADMINISTRA-
TIVE OFFICER, HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC., June 29, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington, 

DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a grand jury subpoena for 
documents issued by the U.S. District Court 
for the Eastern District of Virginia. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I will make the determinations 
required by Rule VIII. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES M. EAGEN, III, 

Chief Administrative Officer.. 

f 

On July 10, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mrs. BIGGERT, laid before 
the House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, July 5, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a grand jury subpoena, 
issued by the U.S. District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, for documents and testi-
mony. 

After consultation with counsel, I have de-
termined that compliance with the subpoena 
is consistent with the precedents and privi-
leges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN BENNETT, 

Senior Policy Advisor. 

f 

On July 17, 2006, the SPEAKER pro 
tempore, Mr. PETRI, laid before the 
House a communication, which was 
read as follows: 

U.S. CONGRESS, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, July 17, 2006. 
Hon. J. Dennis Hastert, 
Speaker, House of Representtives, Washington 

DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 

formally, pursuant to rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a civil deposition subpoena, 
issued by the Superior Court of Fulton Coun-
ty, GA, for documents and testimony. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLIE NORWOOD, 

Member of Congress. 

f 

On September 6, 2006, the SPEAKER 
pro tempore, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, laid 
before the House a communication, 
which was read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Washington, DC, July 24, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 

formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a criminal subpoena, issued 
by the San Bernardino Court of the State of 
California, for testimony. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
TARA CLARKE, 

District Representative. 

f 

On September 6, 2006, the SPEAKER 
pro tempore, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, laid 
before the House a communication, 
which was read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, July 24, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a criminal subpoena, issued 
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by the San Bernardino Court of the State of 
California for testimony. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
JANET SCOTT, 

District Representative. 

f 

On September 6, 2006, the SPEAKER 
pro tempore, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, laid 
before the House a communication, 
which was read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
August 16, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-
tify you, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a civil subpoena for docu-
ments issued by the Cuyahoga County, Ohio 
Court of Common Pleas. 

After consulting with the Office of General 
Counsel, I will make the determinations re-
quired by Rule VIII of the Rules of the 
House. 

Sincerely, 
STEVEN C. LATOURETTE 

f 

On September 19, 2006, the SPEAKER 
pro tempore, Mrs. MCMORRIS ROG-
ERS, laid before the House a commu-
nication, which was read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, September 14, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 

of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a subpoena for testimony 
issued by the U.S. Court of Federal Claims. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is inconsistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
SHELLEY BERKLEY, 

Member of Congress. 

f 

On September 29, 2006, the SPEAKER 
pro tempore, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, 
laid before the House a communica-
tion, which was read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, September 28, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives that I have 
been served with a civil subpoena duces 
tecum, issued by the Superior Court of Los 
Angeles, California, which seeks personnel 
records relating to a former employee. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
JOE BACA, 

Congressman, 43rd CD. 

f 

On December 5, 2006, the SPEAKER 
pro tempore, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, laid 
before the House a communication, 
which was read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House of Representatives, November 9, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a civil deposition subpoena, 
issued by the Circuit Court for Polk County, 
Florida, for documents and testimony. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
AMY TOPOL, 

Caseworker. 

f 

On December 5, 2006, the SPEAKER 
pro tempore, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, laid 
before the House a communication, 
which was read as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House of Representatives, November 27, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a grand jury subpoena for 
testimony issued by the U.S. District Court 
for the Eastern District of Virginia. 

After consulting with the Office of General 
Counsel, I will make the determinations re-
quired by rule VIII. 

Sincerely, 
MALAK JADALLAH, 

District Office Congressional Staff. 

f 
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