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1. Parliamentarian’s Note: As noted elsewhere, adjournment sine die does not prevent the 
House from taking actions through its committees, and Members remain Members of 
that Congress until the constitutionally–required ending of their terms at noon on Jan-
uary 3. See U.S. Const. amend. XX; House Rules and Manual § 242 (2017). 

2. For an example of resuming business on the (now abolished) Consent Calendar at the 
beginning of a second session, see Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 1 § 11.2. 

3. See Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 1 § 3.2. 

Both the Congress and the President have demonstrated that Congress did not prevent 
the return of the bill by its adjournment on November 22, 1989. The Congress dem-
onstrated its position by adopting House Concurrent Resolution 239 on November 22, 
1989, which included section 4 reaffirming that the adjournment of either House pursu-
ant to that concurrent resolution shall not prevent the return by the President of any 
bill presented to him for approval. The President—who received a certified copy of House 
Concurrent Resolution 239—demonstrated that the Congress did not prevent the bill’s re-
turn by in fact returning the bill to the originating House through its agent, the Clerk. 

The Chair, therefore, is constrained by the mandate of the Constitution and the prece-
dents of the House to permit the House to proceed to reconsider the bill, the objections 
of the President to the contrary notwithstanding. 

The Chair is not ruling on the constitutional prerogatives of the Congress and the 
President with respect to the exercise of a pocket veto during an intersession sine die 
adjournment. The Chair is responding only with respect to the responsibility of the Chair 
and of the House at this time in proceeding to reconsider the bill. 

§ 8. Legislative Business of a Prior Session 

Each Congress is a separate parliamentary body that comes into being at 
assembly and terminates upon sine die adjournment.(1) Thus, it is generally 
the case that business of one Congress does not continue as business of the 
next Congress. For example, bills and resolutions introduced in one Con-
gress cannot be taken up in a subsequent Congress but must be formally 
reintroduced. Unfinished business pending at the close of one Congress does 
not remain unfinished business of a subsequent Congress. 

However, with respect to different sessions of the same Congress, it is 
generally the case that authorities granted and business commenced in one 
session continue without interruption into the next session. Bills and resolu-
tions introduced in one session may be taken up in a subsequent session, 
and unfinished business on the House’s various calendars remains available 
for the House to consider.(2) Signatures on a discharge petition are not af-
fected by the close of a session of Congress, and Members need not re–sign 
discharge petitions in the new session.(3) 

It is often the case that committee investigations require an extended pe-
riod of time to complete, and there have been many instances where an in-
vestigation begun in one Congress is not completed before the expiration of 
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4. See §§ 8.1, 8.2, infra. Impeachment proceedings though may continue from one Con-
gress to the next Congress. See House Rules and Manual § 620 (2017). 

5. See § 8.3, infra. 
6. See § 8.4, infra. 
7. See Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 1 § 11.1. 
8. Rule II, clause 8(c), House Rules and Manual § 670b (2017). Prior to the 115th Con-

gress, the authority to continue judicial proceedings had been granted by separate or-
ders for specific matters. 

9. Parliamentarian’s Note: The Congressional Record for the first day of the new Congress 
will typically carry a separate heading to indicate business of the prior Congress occur-
ring after sine die adjournment. See Precedents (Wickham) Ch. 5. 

10. See Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 1 § 11.3. 
11. See § 7.8, supra. 
12. See § 8.5, infra. 
13. See § 8.6, infra. 
14. See § 8.7, infra. 

that Congress. In such circumstances, the House in the next Congress will 
formally reauthorize the investigation, thus conferring on the new Congress 
jurisdiction over the matter. This has been the case for impeachment inves-
tigations,(4) contempt proceedings,(5) ethics investigations,(6) and other in-
quiries.(7) Often, the formal continuation of these authorities occurs on open-
ing day of the new Congress. In the 115th Congress, the House enabled con-
tinuing litigation authority in the standing rules,(8) allowing a committee or 
chair of a committee authorized during a prior Congress to act in a litiga-
tion matter to act as a successor in interest with respect to such litigation 
matter and to take steps to ensure continuation of the matter. 

During sine die adjournment, the House may receive messages or reports 
of various kinds, which are often communicated to the membership on open-
ing day of the next Congress or session.(9) For example, a Senate bill mes-
saged to the House after sine die adjournment of a first session was referred 
to committee on opening day of the second session.(10) Veto messages from 
the President have been received during sine die adjournment and laid 
down on opening day of a subsequent session for disposition by the House 
(for instance, by postponing consideration of the veto message(11) or refer-
ring it to committee).(12) Committee reports have been filed and printed on 
a pro forma day to begin a second session of Congress.(13) A report filed by 
a commission after sine die adjournment of one Congress was printed as a 
report of the new Congress on opening day of that subsequent Congress.(14) 

Given the numerous organizational steps required to be completed on 
opening day of a new Congress, it is rare for the House to take up regular 
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15. For an earlier Senate custom of not considering legislation prior to the President’s an-
nual address on the state of the Union, see Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 1 §§ 11.4, 11.5, 
and 12.10. 

16. See § 8.8, infra. For action on measures during organization generally, see Deschler’s 
Precedents Ch. 1 § 12. 

17. See Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 1 §§ 12.3–12.9. 
18. See Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 1 § 12.2. 
19. See Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 1 § 12.1. The Speaker has customarily reiterated a policy 

regarding the referral of bills and resolutions on opening day originally made on Janu-
ary 3, 1983. For the original statement, see 129 CONG. REC. 54, 98th Cong. 1st Sess. 
(Jan. 3, 1983). For a recent reiteration of the policy, see 163 CONG. REC. H34 [Daily 
Ed.], 115th Cong. 1st Sess. (Jan. 3, 2017). 

20. 155 CONG. REC. 568, 111th Cong. 1st Sess. 

legislative business on opening day.(15) However, nothing precludes the con-
sideration of bills and resolutions on opening day, and there have been in-
stances where the House has considered legislation during assem-
bly(16)—even before the adoption of rules.(17) However, it is not possible to 
refer measures to committees prior to the adoption of rules that establish 
those committees.(18) It is common on opening day (following the adoption 
of rules) for Members to introduce numerous bills and resolutions to be 
taken up at some point during that Congress. The Speaker has traditionally 
made an announcement that, due to the large volume of measures intro-
duced on opening day, referral of such measures to committees of the House 
may be delayed until each bill and resolution has had a chance to be prop-
erly examined, although such delay has not occurred in more recent Con-
gresses.(19) 

Continuation of Investigative or Other Authorities 

§ 8.1 The House suspended the rules and considered a resolution au-
thorizing the Committee on the Judiciary to continue an investiga-
tion commenced in the prior Congress regarding possible impeach-
ment of a Federal judge and conferring on such committee special 
investigative authorities. 
On January 13, 2009,(20) a resolution was adopted by suspension of the 

rules as follows: 

IMPEACHMENT INQUIRY OF JUDGE G. THOMAS PORTEOUS

Ms. [Doris] MATSUI [of California]. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend the rules and 
agree to the resolution (H. Res. 15) authorizing and directing the Committee on the Judi-
ciary to inquire whether the House should impeach G. Thomas Porteous, a judge of the 
United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolution. 
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21. 145 CONG. REC. 240, 245, 106th Cong. 1st Sess. 

The text of the resolution is as follows: 
H. RES. 15 

Resolved, That in continuance of the authority conferred in House Resolution 1448 of 
the One Hundred Tenth Congress adopted by the House of Representatives on September 
17, 2008, the Committee on the Judiciary shall inquire whether the House should impeach 
G. Thomas Porteous, a judge of the United States District Court for the Eastern District 
of Louisiana. 

SEC. 2. The Committee on the Judiciary or any subcommittee or task force designated 
by the Committee may, in connection with the inquiry under this resolution, take affida-
vits and depositions by a member, counsel, or consultant of the Committee, pursuant to 
notice or subpoena. 

SEC. 3. There shall be paid out of the applicable accounts of the House of Representa-
tives such sums as may be necessary to assist the Committee in conducting the inquiry 
under this resolution until a primary expense resolution providing for the expenses of the 
Committee on the Judiciary for the first session of the One Hundred Eleventh Congress 
is adopted. Any of the amounts paid under the authority of this section may be used for 
the procurement of staff or consultant services. 

SEC. 4. (a) For the purpose of the inquiry under this resolution, the Committee on the 
Judiciary is authorized to require by subpoena or otherwise— 

(1) the attendance and testimony of any person (including at a taking of a deposition 
by counsel or consultant of the Committee); and 

(2) the production of such things; 

as it deems necessary to such inquiry. 
(b) The Chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary, after consultation with the rank-

ing minority member, may exercise the authority of the Committee under subsection (a). 
(c) The Committee on the Judiciary may adopt a rule regulating the taking of deposi-

tions by a member, counsel, or consultant of the Committee, including pursuant to sub-
poena. 

§ 8.2 The House, by privileged resolution offered by the chair of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, provided for the continuation of cer-
tain impeachment authorities initiated in the prior Congress. 
On January 6, 1999,(21) a resolution continuing certain impeachment au-

thorities was raised as a question of the privileges of the House as follows: 

PROVIDING FOR CERTAIN APPOINTMENTS AND PROCEDURES RELATING TO 
IMPEACHMENT PROCEEDINGS 

Mr. [Henry] HYDE [of Illinois]. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to clause 2(a)1 of rule IX, I 
hereby give notice of my intention to offer a resolution which raises a question of the 
privileges of the House. 

The form of the resolution is as follows: 
H. RES. — 

Resolved, That in continuance of the authority conferred in House Resolution 614 of the 
One Hundred Fifth Congress adopted by the House of Representatives and delivered to the 
Senate on December 19, 1998, Mr. Hyde of Illinois, Mr. Sensenbrenner of Wisconsin, Mr. 
McCollum of Florida, Mr. Gekas of Pennsylvania, Mr. Canady of Florida, Mr. Buyer of 
Indiana, Mr. Bryant of Tennessee, Mr. Chabot of Ohio, Mr. Barr of Georgia, Mr. Hutch-
inson of Arkansas, Mr. Cannon of Utah, Mr. Rogan of California, and Mr. Graham of 
South Carolina are appointed managers to conduct the impeachment trial against Wil-
liam Jefferson Clinton, President of the United States, that a message be sent to the Sen-
ate to inform the Senate of these appointments, and that the managers so appointed 
may, in connection with the preparation and the conduct of the trial, exhibit the articles 
of impeachment to the Senate and take all other actions necessary, which may include 
the following: 

(1) Employing legal, clerical, and other necessary assistants and incurring such other 
expenses as may be necessary, to be paid from amounts available to the Committee on 
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22. Ray H. LaHood (IL). 

the Judiciary under applicable expense resolutions or from the applicable accounts of the 
House of Representatives. 

(2) Sending for persons and papers, and filing with the Secretary of the Senate, on the 
part of the House of Representatives, any pleadings, in conjunction with or subsequent 
to, the exhibition of the articles of impeachment that the managers consider necessary. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore.(22) The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HYDE) to call up the resolution. 

The Clerk will report the resolution at this time under rule IX. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

H. RES. 10 
Resolved, That in continuance of the authority conferred in House Resolution 614 of the 

One Hundred Fifth Congress adopted by the House of Representatives and delivered to the 
Senate on December 19, 1998, Mr. Hyde of Illinois, Mr. Sensenbrenner of Wisconsin, Mr. 
McCollum of Florida, Mr. Gekas of Pennsylvania, Mr. Canady of Florida, Mr. Buyer of 
Indiana, Mr. Bryant of Tennessee, Mr. Chabot of Ohio, Mr. Barr of Georgia, Mr. Hutch-
inson of Arkansas, Mr. Cannon of Utah, Mr. Rogan of California, and Mr. Graham of 
South Carolina are appointed managers to conduct the impeachment trial against Wil-
liam Jefferson Clinton, President of the United States, that a message be sent to the Sen-
ate to inform the Senate of these appointments, and that the managers so appointed 
may, in connection with the preparation and the conduct of the trial, exhibit the articles 
of impeachment to the Senate and take all other actions necessary, which may include 
the following: 

(1) Employing legal, clerical, and other necessary assistants and incurring such other 
expenses as may be necessary, to be paid from amounts available to the Committee on 
the Judiciary under applicable expense resolutions or from the applicable accounts of the 
House of Representatives. 

(2) Sending for persons and papers, and filing with the Secretary of the Senate, on the 
part of the House of Representatives, any pleadings, in conjunction with or subsequent 
to, the exhibition of the articles of impeachment that the managers consider necessary. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. LAHOOD). The resolution offered by the chairman of 
the Committee on the Judiciary constitutes a question of the privileges of the House. 

Pursuant to clause 2(a)(2) of rule XI, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that all Members may have 5 legis-
lative days within which to revise and extend their remarks on the resolution under con-
sideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, the resolution before us is a simple, straightforward housekeeping resolu-

tion which the House customarily adopts after adopting articles of the impeachment. Be-
cause this resolution is incidental to impeachment, the precedents of the House dictate 
that it is a question of privilege under rule IX. 

On December 19, 1998, the House approved House Resolution 614, which appointed 
managers whose duty it was to exhibit the articles of impeachment in the Senate. On 
that day, the managers informed the Senate of the House’s action. Because the House, 
unlike the Senate, is not a continuing body, it must again appoint managers in the 106th 
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23. 135 CONG. REC. 84, 85, 101st Cong. 1st Sess. 

Congress. This is not a new concept, notwithstanding some protestations from one law 
professor. This procedure has been used on three previous occasions regarding the im-
peachments of Judges Pickering, Louderback, and Hastings. 

Section 620 of Jefferson’s Manual states, and I quote, ‘‘An impeachment is not discon-
tinued by the dissolution of parliament, but may be resumed by the new parliament.’’ 

The commentary on this section is instructive, and is as follows: 
In Congress impeachment proceedings are not discontinued by a recess; and the Pick-

ering impeachment was presented in the Senate on the last day of the Seventh Congress; 
and at the beginning of the eighth Congress the proceedings went on from that point. The 
resolution and articles of impeachment against Judge Louderback were presented in the 
Senate on the last day of the 72d Congress, and the Senate organized for and conducted 
the trial in the 73d Congress. The resolution and articles of impeachment against Judge 
Hastings were presented in the Senate during the second session of the 100th Congress but 
were still pending trial by the Senate in the 101st Congress, for which the House re-
appointed managers. 

This resolution is procedural in nature. It merely appoints 13 managers who will 
present the case in the Senate. It also directs that a message be sent to the Senate to 
inform the other body of these appointments, and authorizes the managers to exhibit the 
articles of impeachment to the Senate. 

Because this resolution is procedural, it should be noncontroversial. It is imperative 
that the House take this action today so that the constitutional process may move for-
ward. If the House were to postpone this vote, the trial could not proceed in the Senate. 
It is my intention to move this process as expeditiously and as fairly as possible, and 
the House’s approval of this resolution today will help ensure that the Senate can fulfill 
its constitutional duty as quickly as possible. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of the pending question, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. . . . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the previous question is ordered on the 
resolution. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the Speaker pro tempore announced that the ayes ap-

peared to have it. 
Mr. [John] CONYERS [of Michigan]. Mr. Speaker, on that I demand the yeas and 

nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic device, and there were—yeas 223, nays 198, not vot-

ing 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 6] . . . 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider is laid on the table. 

Similarly, on January 3, 1989,(23) three resolutions relating to an im-
peachment inquiry were considered en bloc as follows: 
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24. Dale Kildee (MI). 

PROVIDING FOR CERTAIN APPOINTMENTS AND PROCEDURES RELATING TO 
IMPEACHMENT PROCEEDINGS 

Mr. [Jack Bascom] BROOKS [of Texas]. Mr. Speaker, I offer three privileged resolu-
tions (H. Res. 12, H. Res. 13, and H. Res. 14), and I ask unanimous consent that they 
be considered en bloc. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore.(24) Without objection, the resolutions will be considered 
en bloc. . . . 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. [George William] GEKAS [of Pennsylvania]. Mr. Speaker, as I understood it, these 
resolutions being privileged carry automatically within them debate time, and that time 
will be granted, is that correct? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] will be recog-
nized for 1 hour and he may yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Without objection, the resolutions will be considered en bloc. 
There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the resolutions. 
The Clerk read the resolutions, as follows: 

H. RES. 12 
Resolved, That Jack Brooks, John Conyers, Jr., Don Edwards, John Bryant, Hamilton 

Fish, Jr., and George W. Gekas, Members of the House of Representatives, are appointed 
managers to conduct the impeachment trial against Alcee L. Hastings, judge of the 
United States District Court for the Southern District of Florida. 

H. RES. 13 
Resolved, That the managers on the part of the House of Representatives in the matter 

of the impeachment of Alcee L. Hastings, judge of the United States District Court for 
the Southern District of Florida, are authorized to do the following in the preparation 
and conduct of the impeachment trail: 

(1) To employ legal, clerical, and other necessary assistance and to incur such expenses 
as may be necessary. Expenses under this paragraph shall be paid out of the funds avail-
able to the Committee on the Judiciary under clause 5(f) of rule XI of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives on vouchers approved by the Chairman of the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

(2) To send for persons and papers, and to file with the Secretary of the Senate, on the 
part of the House of Representatives, any subsequent pleadings which they consider nec-
essary. 

(3) To take such other actions as are necessary to the preparation or conduct of the 
trail. 

H. RES. 14 
Resolved, That a message be sent to the Senate to inform the Senate that Jack Brooks, 

John Conyers, Jr., Don Edwards, John Bryant, Hamilton Fish, Jr., and George W. Gekas, 
have been appointed managers for the trial of the impeachment of Alcee L. Hastings, 
judge of the United States District Court for the Southern District of Florida. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] is recognized 

for 1 hour. . . . 
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25. Parliamentarian’s Note: In the 115th Congress, the House enabled continuing litigation 
authority in the standing rules, allowing a committee or chair of committee authorized 
during a prior Congress to act in a litigation matter to act as a succesor in interest 
with respect to such litigation matter and to take steps to ensure continuation of the 
litigation matter. See rule II, clause 8(c), House Rules and Manual § 670b (2017). 

26. 155 CONG. REC. 10, 111th Cong. 1st Sess. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the resolutions. 
The resolutions were agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 

§ 8.3 As a separate order contained in the resolution adopting the 
standing rules for the 111th Congress,(25) the House authorized the 
continuation of certain investigative authorities that had existed 
in the prior Congress, including authorizing the Committee on the 
Judiciary (as well as the office of General Counsel) to resume civil 
contempt proceedings against certain individuals. 
On January 6, 2009,(26) the following continuing authorities were adopted 

as part of the resolution establishing the standing rules for the 111th Con-
gress: 

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

(1) The House authorizes— 
(A) the Committee on the Judiciary of the 111th Congress to act as the successor in in-

terest to the Committee on the Judiciary of the 110th Congress with respect to the civil 
action Committee on the Judiciary v. Harriet Meirs et al., filed by the Committee on the 
Judiciary in the 110th Congress pursuant to House Resolution 980; and 

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

(2)(A) The House authorizes— 
(i) the Committee on the Judiciary to take depositions by a member or counsel of the 

committee related to the investigation into the firing of certain United States Attorneys 
and related matters; and 

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

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

(3) The House authorizes the chair of the Committee on the Judiciary (when elected), 
on behalf of the Committee on the Judiciary, and the Office of General Counsel to peti-
tion to join as a party to the civil action referenced in paragraph (1) any individual sub-
poenaed by the Committee on the Judiciary of the 110th Congress as part of its investiga-
tion into the firing of certain United States Attorneys and related matters who failed to 
comply with such subpoena or, at the authorization of the Speaker after consultation 
with the Bipartisan Legal Advisory Group, to initiate judicial proceedings concerning the 
enforcement of subpoenas issued to such individuals. 

§ 8.4 By unanimous consent, the House considered a resolution au-
thorizing the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct (now 
the Committee on Ethics) to continue an investigation authorized 
by the House in the preceding Congress. 
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27. 129 CONG. REC. 52, 98th Cong. 1st Sess. 
28. William Natcher (KY). 
29. 132 CONG. REC. 2–3, 4, 99th Cong. 2d Sess. 

On January 3, 1983,(27) a resolution continuing an investigation regarding 
alleged sexual misconduct and illegal drug distribution by House Members 
and employees was considered as follows: 

AUTHORIZING CONTINUATION OF INVESTIGATION BY COMMITTEE ON 
STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT

Mr. [James] WRIGHT [of Texas]. Mr. Speaker, I offer a resolution (H. Res. 12) author-
izing continuation of an investigation by the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, 
and ask unanimous consent for its immediate consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore.(28) Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the resolution, as follows: 

H. RES. 12 
Resolved, That the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct shall continue the in-

quiry and investigation and related activities authorized by House Resolution 518, Nine-
ty–seventh Congress, agreed to July 13, 1982, in the manner prescribed in such resolution. 

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

Messages and Reports Between Sessions 

§ 8.5 During assembly of a second session of Congress, the Chair laid 
before the House two veto messages from the President received 
during sine die adjournment, which were referred to committee. 
On January 21, 1986,(29) the following occurred: 

ESTABLISHING THE EASTERN SHORE OF VIRGINIA NATIONAL WILDLIFE 
REFUGE AND THE NATIONAL FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE TRAINING 
CENTER AT CAPE CHARLES VETO MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 99–146) 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following veto message from the President 
of the United States: 
To the House of Representatives: 

Since the adjournment of the Congress has prevented my return of H.R. 1404 within 
the meaning of Article I, section 7, clause 2 of the Constitution, my withholding of ap-
proval from the bill precludes its becoming law. Notwithstanding what I believe to be 
my constitutional power regarding the use of the ‘‘pocket veto’’ during an adjournment 
of Congress, however, I am sending H.R. 1404 to the House of Representatives with my 
objections, consistent with the Court of Appeals decision in Barnes v. Kline, 759 F.2d 21 
(D.C. Cir. 1985), cert. pending sub nom. Burke v. Barnes, No. 85–781. . . . 
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30. Thomas O’Neill (MA). 

Unfortunately, H.R. 1404 does not simply provide protection for this valuable habitat. 
It would also require the Secretary of the Interior to develop a training center at the 
refuge for use by the Service, other Federal and State agencies, educational institutions, 
and private organizations and Individuals, 

In this time of fiscal constraint, the Federal Government must limit its expenditures 
to matters of significant national concern. The provisions of H.R. 1404 requiring estab-
lishment of a training facility do not meet this test, The Service has fully adequate train-
ing facilities already in place, including a facility at Leetown, West Virginia, as well as 
the use of various private sector facilities. In addition, the Service is actively supporting 
the effort to clean up the Chesapeake Bay by designating an existing Service field station 
in Annapolis, Maryland, as its primary center for work on this important program. I be-
lieve that it would be more appropriate for State or private entities to fund and develop 
a training center if they consider it essential. 

For these reasons, I must return H.R. 1404 without my approval. 
RONALD REAGAN.

THE WHITE HOUSE, January 14, 1986. 

The SPEAKER.(30) The objections of the President will be spread at large upon the 
Journal, and the message and bill will be printed as a House document. 

Mr. [Walter] JONES of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the veto message of the President, together with the accompanying bill, H.R. 1404, be 
referred to the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from North Caro-
lina? There was no objection. 

f 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES BENEFITS IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1985—VETO MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 99– 
145) 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following veto message from the President 
of the United States: 
To the House of Representatives: 

Since the adjournment of the Congress has prevented my return of H.R. 3384 within 
the meaning of Article I, section 7, clause 2 of the Constitution, my withholding of ap-
proval from the bill precludes its becoming law. Notwithstanding what I believe to be 
my constitutional power regarding the use of the ‘‘pocket veto’’ during an adjournment 
of Congress, however, I am sending H.R. 3384 to the House of Representatives with my 
objections, consistent with the Court of Appeals decision in Barnes v. Kline, 759 F.2d 21 
(D.C. Cir. 1985), cert. pending sub nom. Burke v. Barnes, No. 85–781. . . . 

In the meantime, I urge the Congress to act as soon as possible to enact acceptable 
legislation that will permit Federal annuitants to receive rebates of health insurance pre-
miums without undue further delay. 

RONALD REAGAN.
THE WHITE HOUSE, January 17, 1986. 

The SPEAKER. The objections of the President will be spread at large upon the Jour-
nal, and the message and bill will be printed as a House document. 
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31. Parliamentarian’s Note: Pursuant to House Concurrent Resolution 232, no organiza-
tional or legislative business was authorized until January 22, 1980. 125 CONG. REC. 
37317, 96th Cong. 1st Sess. (Dec. 20, 1979). 

Ms. [Mary Rose] OAKAR [of Ohio]. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that further 
consideration of the veto message of the President on the bill, H.R. 3384, be postponed 
until February 20, 1986. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to tile request of the gentlewoman from Ohio? 
Mr. [Robert] WALKER [of Pennsylvania]. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 

it seems to me that the normal procedure for a message of this type would be to vote 
on the bill today. The President, I think, has made very clear that this is a matter which 
involves a good deal of additional Federal spending that he does not think we can afford 
at the present time. He has indicated that the cost may be as much as a billion dollars 
additional to the taxpayers in personnel costs. . . . 

Reserving the right to object, if the gentlewoman wants to assign responsibilities, if 
we move forward with her motion, I will assign the responsibility to her in the same 
vein that she has just cost the taxpayers an extra billion dollars. 

Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 
Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I move that further consideration of the veto message on 

the bill, H.R. 3384, be postponed until February 20, 1986. 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentlewoman withhold for a moment. The Chair would advise 

the gentlewoman to refer to committee. It is my understanding there was an agreement 
on both sides, but there is an objection. Why does the gentlewoman not go to committee 
and possibly report it out of the committee rather than taking an hour of debate and 
a further rollcall? 

Ms, OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, if I might respond to the Speaker, we were trying to deal 
very expeditiously with the situation. 

The SPEAKER. The gentlewoman may report it out of committee and bring it up on 
the date that you had agreed upon. 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I agree with that from the standpoint of the House, but 
we do not have the same kind of assurances from the other body’s standpoint, and if 
we thought in conjunction with our colleagues in the other body we could just get a quick 
postponement, we could deal expeditiously with this difficulty. 

The SPEAKER. In view of the fact that this is the first day back, and under the an-
nounced schedule there are no rollcalls anticipated, and there are over 100 Members out, 
the Chair would ask the gentlewoman to take the suggested course of action. 

Ms. OAKAR. I agree, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I move that the veto message on the bill, H.R. 3384, be referred to the 

Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion offered by the gentlewoman from Ohio 

[Ms. OAKAR]. 
The motion was agreed to. 

§ 8.6 During a pro forma session at the commencement of a second 
session of Congress, a standing committee of the House filed a leg-
islative report which was printed but not referred to the appro-
priate Calendar of the House until the House resumed legislative 
activity.(31) 
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32. 126 CONG. REC. 50, 96th Cong. 2d Sess. 
33. 123 CONG. REC. 77, 95th Cong. 1st Sess. 

On January 17, 1980,(32) the Congressional Record noted the filing and 
printing (but not referral) of a committee report: 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of committees were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing and reference to the proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. ULLMAN: Committee on Ways and Means. House Concurrent Resolution 204. Res-
olution approving the extension of nondiscriminatory treatment to the products of the 
People’s Republic of China. (Rept. No. 96–733). And ordered to be printed. 

§ 8.7 The Speaker laid before the House communications from the 
chair of the Commission on Administrative Review transmitted fol-
lowing adjournment sine die of the prior Congress, which were or-
dered printed as House documents of the new Congress. 
On January 4, 1977,(33) the following communication was laid before the 

House: 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMISSION ON 
ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. [George] DANIELSON [of California]) laid before the 
House the following communication from the Chairman of the Commission on Adminis-
trative Review, which was read and, without objection, ordered printed: 

WASHINGTON, D.C.,
December 20, 1976. 

The SPEAKER, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SIR: The Commission on Administrative Review, established by the House Reso-
lution 1368 and incorporated into law by P.L. 94–440, was directed to study administra-
tive operations and services of the House of Representatives. The Commission was re-
quested by the Speaker to review and make recommendations to the House of Represent-
atives regarding House scheduling. 

Pursuant to this request the Commission on Administrative Review transmits herewith 
its initial report on scheduling with recommendations. This report is also intended to 
serve as the semi–annual report of the Commission mandated in the aforementioned res-
olution. 

The Commission, in pursuing its responsibilities under H. Res. 1368, will continue to 
study and make recommendations in the following areas: 

1. Scheduling of the House. Enclosed is a report and recommendations. Further sched-
uling changes will be considered later in the Commission study. 

2. Financial Management and Accountability. This area is now being studied and the 
Commission plans to make recommendations to the House early in 1977. 
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34. 141 CONG. REC. 530, 534, 544, 545, 104th Cong. 1st Sess. 
35. Parliamentarian’s Note: House Resolution 6, the resolution adopting the standing rules 

for the 104th Congress, was adopted earlier on January 4, 1995. Section 108 of such 
resolution read: ‘‘The Rules of the House of Representatives of the One Hundred Third 
Congress, including applicable provisions of law or concurrent resolution that con-
stituted rules of the House at the end of the One Hundred Third Congress, together 
with such amendments thereto in this resolution as may otherwise have been adopted, 
are adopted as the Rules of the House of Representatives of the One Hundred Fourth 
Congress, with the following amendment: Consideration of the ‘‘Congressional Account-
ability Act’’ It shall be in order at any time after the adoption of this resolution to 
consider in the House, any rule of the House to the contrary notwithstanding, the bill 
(H.R. 1) to make certain laws applicable to the legislative branch of the Federal Gov-
ernment, if offered by the majority leader or a designee. The bill shall be debatable 
for not to exceed one hour, to be equally divided and controlled by the majority leader 
and the minority leader or their designees. The previous question shall be considered 
as ordered on the bill to final passage without intervening motion except one motion 
to recommit.’’ 

3. Overall Organization of Administrative Units and Resource Management. The Com-
mission is studying the organizational structure of administrative units as well as the 
resources available to the House. 

4. Work Management. The Commission plans to look at the management of work in 
Member and committee offices and make recommendations to the House. 

Sincerely, 
DAVE R. OBEY,

Chairman. 

Consideration of Legislation 

§ 8.8 On opening day of the 104th Congress, following the adoption 
of the standing rules, the House considered a legislative measure 
pursuant to an order of the House contained in the resolution 
adopting the rules. 
On January 4, 1995,(34) a legislative measure was considered on opening 

day of the 104th Congress, as follows: 

CONGRESSIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 1995

Mr. [Christopher] SHAYS [of Connecticut]. Mr. Speaker, as the designee of the major-
ity leader and pursuant to section 108 of House Resolution 6,(35) I call up the bill (H.R. 
1) to make certain laws applicable to the legislative branch of the Federal Government, 
and ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of H.R. 1 is as follows: 

H.R. 1 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America 

in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Congressional Accountability Act of 1995’’. . .
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1. For adjournment generally, see Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 40 and Precedents 
(Wickham) Ch. 40. 

2. See Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 1 § 3.1. 
3. For recesses generally, see Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 39 and Precedents (Wickham) Ch. 

39. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. [William] THOMAS [of California]). Pursuant to the 
provisions of section 108 and title I of House Resolution 6, it is now in order to consider 
H.R. 1, the Congressional Accountability Act. . . . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. [Vernon] EHLERS [of Michigan]). Pursuant to section 
108 of House Resolution 6, the previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the engrossment and third reading of the bill. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time and was read the third 

time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the passage of the bill. 
The question was taken; and the Speaker pro tempore announced that the ayes ap-

peared to have it. 
Mr. [Christopher H.] SHAYS [of Connecticut]. Mr. Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 

and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic device, and there were—yeas 429, nays 0, not voting 

5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 15] . . . 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 

C. Other Assembly and Convening Issues 

§ 9. Hour of Meeting 

Congress makes a distinction between regular calendar days and legisla-
tive days. Legislative days do not necessarily correspond to calendar days. 
A legislative day begins when the House convenes at the previously–deter-
mined time and the Chair calls the House to order. The legislative day ends 
when the House adjourns (most often by motion from the floor).(1) Such ad-
journment may take place on a different calendar day—for example, if the 
House were to adjourn after midnight on the day it convenes.(2) Thus, a sin-
gle legislative day may span two or more calendar days. A mere recess of 
the House does not end the legislative day,(3) and the House has used recess 
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