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The House met at 10:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 23, 2009.

I hereby appoint the Honorable SHEILA
JACKSON-LEE to act as Speaker pro tempore
on this day.

NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 6, 2009, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to 30 minutes and each Mem-
ber, other than the majority and mi-
nority leaders and the minority whip,
limited to 5 minutes.

———

CELEBRATING THE 150TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF ALLEGHANY COUN-
TY, NORTH CAROLINA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
North Carolina (Ms. FoxX) for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to celebrate the 105th anniver-
sary of Alleghany County, North Caro-
lina. Alleghany County was created by
an act of the North Carolina legisla-
ture in 1859. The county sits astride the
Appalachian Mountains and the North
Carolina High Country and boasts some
of the most beautiful mountain scenery
in North Carolina.

Since its creation in 1859, Alleghany
County has been called home by count-
less hard-working North Carolinians,
from farmers to small business owners
who know the value of a hard day’s
work.

One of Alleghany’s most notable na-
tive sons, Robert Doughton, served
here in the House of Representatives
for 42 years, from 1911 to 1953. Con-
gressman Doughton was chairman of
the House Ways and Means Committee
for 18 of his 42 years in Congress. He
also played a decisive role in creating
the Blue Ridge Parkway, which we all
know as one of the most beautiful sce-
nic roads in America.

Today, Alleghany hosts the 6,000 acre
Doughton Park named in his honor and
known for its excellent wildlife view-
ing. The Blue Ridge Parkway itself
also cuts a scenic path through
Alleghany County, just a stone’s throw
from the county seat, the town of Spar-
ta.
Alleghany County is a place of
unique beauty and character, right off
the beaten path. From the pristine wa-
ters of the New River to the distinct
sounds of its local Blue Grass musical
heritage, it is a one-of-a-kind place
found only in the great State of North
Carolina. The people here are friendly
and welcoming, good-natured and full
of common sense. I am proud to rep-
resent them in Congress and proud to
join them in celebrating the 105th anni-
versary of this fine county.

CONTROLLING RUNAWAY FEDERAL SPENDING

Madam Speaker, I would also like to
speak briefly this morning about the
runaway Federal spending that we are
seeing occurring in this Congress.

Here are the facts on spending from
this year:

A $2 trillion deficit for FY 2009;

The second tranche of the TARP al-
lowed to be spent, $350 billion;

The stimulus package, H.R. 1, $787
billion, but over $1 trillion with debt
costs;

The omnibus appropriations bill, $409
billion.

President Obama’s budget increased
total spending to $4 trillion in 2009, or
28 percent of GDP, the highest Federal
spending as a percentage of GDP since
World War II. Federal spending is out
of control.

Republicans in the last week or so
have offered many, many amendments,
most of which were designed to cut
Federal spending. However, the Demo-
crats don’t want to hear those amend-
ments. They say they would take too
much time. Apparently, the Democrats
can’t spend the people’s money fast
enough.

Republicans believe Congress has the
time to practice fiscal discipline. Re-
publicans are going to stand up for the
American people and fight runaway
Federal spending.

TRUE FACTS ON THE STATE OF HEALTH CARE IN
AMERICA

Madam Speaker, the other issue that
needs to be addressed is the misleading
comments made almost every day on
this floor about the uninsured in this
country. We hear over and over and
over again a figure that 47 million
Americans don’t have health -care.
That is not true.

First of all, the number of people who
are uninsured in this country is only
45.7 million: 9% million of them are il-
legal aliens; 12 million of them are eli-
gible for public programs, but they
choose not to participate; 7.3 million
have incomes of $84,000 a year and
choose not to purchase insurance; and
those only temporarily uninsured, 9.1
million. That brings us to 7.8 million
who are American citizens, lower in-
come and long-term uninsured.

We have to continue to correct the
misleading numbers given on this floor
every day by our colleagues across the
aisle, and we are going to continue to
do that.
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THE ECONOMIC CASE FOR HEALTH
CARE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY) for 5 minutes.

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Madam
Speaker, I rise today to highlight the
economic need for health care reform.
Indeed, as my friend from North Caro-
lina just indicated, there are a lot of
misleading statistics on health care. In
fact, we just heard a few from her.

We have heard a great deal about the
human costs of failing to reform health
care. Forty-six million Americans lack
health care insurance. A child without
insurance, for example, is 5 times more
likely to die of appendicitis than a
child that has access to health care in-
surance.

The loss of any life is truly incalcu-
lable. However, there are those who
would rather avoid talking about that
child. They prefer to discuss the dollars
and cents of health care. For those who
worry only about the cost of reform, I
would like to discuss the tremendous
economic cost of doing nothing.

We know the cost of doing nothing.
Without reform, small businesses will
pay $2.4 trillion in health care for their
employees over the next decade. Re-
forming the system and controlling
costs could save those small businesses
$800 billion by 2018 and save 168,000
jobs, unless we do nothing.

Currently, 46 million Americans lack
health insurance. We know the eco-
nomic costs of that. In 2008, Federal,
State and local governments paid $442.9
billion to reimburse the uncompen-
sated costs for visits to health clinics
and hospitals by the uninsured. That
places a tax burden on every American
of $627 a year, Madam Speaker. If we
continue doing nothing, the tax burden
in inflation-adjusted dollars will nearly
triple by 2030.

As health insurance costs continue to
rise, and they will, and as more Ameri-
cans find themselves unable to afford
insurance, and they will, those reim-
bursement costs will, of course, sky-
rocket. We know the cost of doing
nothing, and we cannot afford that
cost.

Americans have the most expensive
health care system in the world. True,
the quality of care at the highest levels
is second to none. However, the dra-
matically rising costs each year render
more and more people unable to access
that quality care.

As chairman of Fairfax County, Vir-
ginia, Board of Supervisors, one the
primary concerns I heard from county
retirees was the rapidly rising cost of
health care. Senior citizens and those
on fixed incomes were especially con-
cerned that the ever-growing premiums
were forcing them to choose between
health care and other necessities. Pri-
vate industry is also feeling that pinch.
Companies such as IBM have begun to
eliminate retiree health care benefits
altogether, precisely because of rising
health care costs.

In 1960, health care costs in the
United States were 5 percent of our
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Gross Domestic Product. Today, they
represent 18 percent, and if we do noth-
ing, the costs will rise to a staggering
34 percent of our entire GDP by 2040.
Madam Speaker, our children will be
paying seven times more for health
care costs than we paid in 1960. That
level of cost increase is unconscionable
and unsustainable.

Workers currently receiving em-
ployer-provided health insurance are
increasingly faced with two dev-

astating scenarios; either the level of
care they receive is reduced to counter
the costs, or their health care costs
rise each year, far outpacing their rise
in wages. For many workers, they see
both in a double whammy of paying
more for less. This is evident in the
growth in the average employer-spon-
sored health insurance family deduct-
ible. In just 7 years year, Madam
Speaker, from 1999 to 2006, the average
deductible grew 50 percent. For firms
with less than 50 employees, the de-
ductible increased from roughly $1,300
in 1999 to over $2,000 in 2006.

Currently 43 percent of those smaller
firms offer their employees health care
coverage. As costs continue to rise,
this number will shrink and more
Americans will find themselves unin-
sured and unable to afford affordable
options. If we can continue to do noth-
ing, government spending on health
care will suffer equally. Spending on
Medicare and Medicaid, currently 6
percent of GDP, will rise if we do noth-
ing to 15 percent by 2040.

Studies have shown that slowing the
cost growth in health care by 1.5 per-
centage points a year will result in dra-
matic decreases in the Federal budget
deficit. By 2030, Federal deficits would
be 3 percent of GDP smaller than it
otherwise would have been, saving us
hundreds of billions of dollars a year,
something my friend from North Caro-
lina just indicated she was concerned
about. If we do nothing, we condemn
our future to rapidly increasing budget
deficits and a dearth of funding avail-
able for other essential government
functions.

Madam Speaker, I support com-
prehensive health care reform.

————
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until noon
today.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 41
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until noon.

———
0 1200
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore ( Mr. CARNAHAN) at noon.

———
PRAYER

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

June 23, 2009

Lord, the summer solstice has al-
ready passed. So quietly and relent-
lessly daylight grows shorter. The full
expression of family joy on a weekend
holiday or a brief summer vacation is
abruptly ended with the news of a
Metro train crash. The bright light is
suddenly dimmed when the cloud of
fragile life passes by.

Lord, we lift up in prayer all those
who died or were injured in yesterday’s
tragedy here in Northeast Washington.
Be with their families, neighbors and
friends.

As You restore confidence and peace
to the fragile systems of routine in our
workaday world, Lord, we bless You
and praise You for all of the good days
and the good times we try to hold onto
as best we can, because they carry us
through the times that are not so good.

Lord of the ages, it is You who hold
all together and oversee the seasons of
everyone’s life, even as summer days
grow shorter. Both now and forever.
Amen.

—————

THE JOURNAL

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

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

——————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. POE) come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. POE of Texas led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed with an
amendment in which the concurrence
of the House is requested, a bill of the
House of the following title:

H.R. 1777. An act to make technical correc-
tions to the Higher Education Act of 1965,
and for other purposes.

————
H.R. 2967 STOPS LOOPHOLE ABUSE
(Mrs. KIRKPATRICK of Arizona

asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.)

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK of Arizona. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 2967,
a bill I introduced to save 324 jobs in
my district and save American tax-
payers billions of dollars.

Kraft paper companies have abused a
loophole in the alternative fuels mix-
ture tax credit to claim billions of dol-
lars of subsidies with no benefit to the
taxpayer. Their gimmicks have not en-
couraged alternative fuel use, and they
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are actually costing us jobs in recycled
paper mills which should be growing
our economy.

These mills, like the Catalyst paper
mill in Snowflake, Arizona, cannot
compete against rivals who claim Fed-
eral subsidies. Catalyst has been forced
to let go more than a quarter of its
workers, and is at risk of shutting
down entirely.

This Congress has a duty to restore
fiscal responsibility and help Kkeep
folks at work. This bill will help save
jobs and eliminate waste. I urge my
colleagues to give it their support.

————

THE SONS AND DAUGHTERS OF
IRAN

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the
turmoil continues in Iran with the lit-
tle man from the desert, President
Mahmud Ahmadinejad, claiming vic-
tory in the apparent fraudulent presi-
dential elections.

Leave it to the students of Iran to
continue to protest, in spite of the gov-
ernment’s shooting of students and
others who risk their lives for the
human right to peaceably assemble and
freedom of speech.

Backed by the government-con-
trolled press and the religious leaders,
Ahmadinejad is trying to quell the
hundreds of thousands who say his
claim to the imperial throne of the
presidency is a fraud.

The sons of liberty and the daughters
of democracy in Iran who wish to exer-
cise the right of free speech and free-
dom to assemble should resolve this
drama peaceably in order to ensure
their human rights. And I hope our
American policy would be morally and
verbally supportive, as stated by Presi-
dent Kennedy years ago when he said,
“Let every Nation know, whether it
wishes us well or ill, that we will pay
any price, bear any burden, meet any
hardship, support any friend, oppose
any foe, in order to ensure the survival
and the success of liberty.”

And that’s just the way it is.

———

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 22, 2009.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
The Speaker, The Capitol, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: Pursuant to the
permission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II
of the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, I have the honor to transmit a sealed
envelope received from the White House on
Monday, June 22, 2009 at 5:29 p.m., and said
to contain a message from the President
whereby he submits a copy of a notice filed
earlier with the Federal Register continuing
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the emergency with respect to the Western
Balkans first declared in Executive Order
13219 of June 26, 2001.
With best wishes, I am
Sincerely,
LORRAINE C. MILLER,
Clerk of the House.

———

CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO
THE WESTERN BALKANS—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
NO. 111-51)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the TUnited
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs
and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (60 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, prior to the
anniversary date of its declaration, the
President publishes in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmits to the Congress a
notice stating that the emergency is to
continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. In accordance with this pro-
vision, I have sent to the Federal Reg-
ister for publication the enclosed notice
stating that the Western Balkans
emergency is to continue in effect be-
yond June 26, 2009.

The crisis constituted by the actions
of persons engaged in, or assisting,
sponsoring, or supporting (i) extremist
violence in the Republic of Macedonia
and elsewhere in the Western Balkans
region, or (ii) acts obstructing imple-
mentation of the Dayton Accords in
Bosnia or United Nations Security
Council Resolution 1244 of June 10, 1999,
in Kosovo, that led to the declaration
of a national emergency on June 26,
2001, in Executive Order 13219, and to
amendment of that order in Executive
Order 13304 of May 28, 2003, has not
been resolved. The acts of extremist vi-
olence and obstructionist activity out-
lined in Executive Order 13219, as
amended, are hostile to U.S. interests
and pose a continuing unusual and ex-
traordinary threat to the national se-
curity and foreign policy of the United
States. For these reasons, I have deter-
mined that it is necessary to continue
the national emergency declared with
respect to the Western Balkans and
maintain in force the sanctions to re-
spond to this threat.

BARACK OBAMA.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 22, 2009.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions to suspend the rules
on which a recorded vote or the yeas
and nays are ordered, or on which the
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of
rule XX.
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Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken after 6:30 p.m. today.

———

VETERANS’ COMPENSATION COST-
OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT ACT OF
2009

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (S.
407) to increase, effective as of Decem-
ber 1, 2009, the rates of compensation
for veterans with service-connected
disabilities and the rates of dependency
and indemnity compensation for the
survivors of certain disabled veterans,
and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

S. 407

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Veterans’
Compensation Cost-of-Living Adjustment
Act of 2009,

SEC. 2. INCREASE IN RATES OF DISABILITY COM-
PENSATION AND DEPENDENCY AND
INDEMNITY COMPENSATION.

(a) RATE ADJUSTMENT.—Effective on De-
cember 1, 2009, the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs shall increase, in accordance with sub-
section (c), the dollar amounts in effect on
November 30, 2009, for the payment of dis-
ability compensation and dependency and in-
demnity compensation under the provisions
specified in subsection (b).

(b) AMOUNTS TO BE INCREASED.—The dollar
amounts to be increased pursuant to sub-
section (a) are the following:

(1) WARTIME DISABILITY COMPENSATION.—
Each of the dollar amounts under section
1114 of title 38, United States Code.

(2) ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION FOR DEPEND-
ENTS.—Each of the dollar amounts under sec-
tion 1115(1) of such title.

(3) CLOTHING ALLOWANCE.—The
amount under section 1162 of such title.

(4) DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY COMPENSA-
TION TO SURVIVING SPOUSE.—Each of the dol-
lar amounts under subsections (a) through
(d) of section 1311 of such title.

() DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY COMPENSA-
TION TO CHILDREN.—Each of the dollar
amounts under sections 1313(a) and 1314 of
such title.

(c) DETERMINATION OF INCREASE.—

(1) PERCENTAGE.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), each dollar amount described
in subsection (b) shall be increased by the
same percentage as the percentage by which
benefit amounts payable under title II of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) are
increased effective December 1, 2009, as a re-
sult of a determination under section 215(i)
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 415(i)).

(2) ROUNDING.—Each dollar amount in-
creased under paragraph (1), if not a whole
dollar amount, shall be rounded to the next
lower whole dollar amount.

(d) SPECIAL RULE.—The Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs may adjust administratively,
consistent with the increases made under
subsection (a), the rates of disability com-
pensation payable to persons under section
10 of Public Law 85-857 (72 Stat. 1263) who
have not received compensation under chap-
ter 11 of title 38, United States Code.

(e) PUBLICATION OF ADJUSTED RATES.—The
Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall publish
in the Federal Register the amounts speci-
fied in subsection (b), as increased under sub-
section (a), not later than the date on which
the matters specified in section 215(i)(2)(D) of

dollar
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the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
415(1)(2)(D)) are required to be published by
reason of a determination made under sec-
tion 215(i) of such Act during fiscal year 2010.

SEC. 3. CODIFICATION OF 2008 COST-OF-LIVING
ADJUSTMENT IN RATES OF DIS-
ABILITY COMPENSATION AND DE-
PENDENCY AND INDEMNITY COM-
PENSATION.

(a) VETERANS’ DISABILITY COMPENSATION.—
Section 1114 of title 38, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking *‘$117° and
inserting <‘$123’’;

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ¢$230”° and
inserting ‘‘$243”’;

(3) in subsection (c), by striking *$356’° and
inserting <‘$376°’;

(4) in subsection (d), by striking *$512”° and
inserting ‘‘$541°’;

(5) in subsection (e), by striking *‘$728”° and
inserting <‘$770°’;

(6) in subsection (f), by striking “‘$921”’ and
inserting ‘‘$974”’;

(7) in subsection (g), by striking “‘$1,161”
and inserting *‘$1,228"’;

(8) in subsection (h), by striking ‘‘$1,349”
and inserting ‘‘$1,427’;

(9) in subsection (i), by striking “‘$1,517"
and inserting *‘$1,604’;

(10) in subsection (j), by striking ‘$2,5627"
and inserting ‘‘$2,673’;

(11) in subsection (k)—

(A) by striking ‘“$91” both places it appears
and inserting ‘“$96”’; and

(B) by striking ‘$3,145 and ‘‘$4,412” and
inserting ¢‘$3,327’ and ‘‘$4,667’, respectively;

(12) in subsection (1), by striking ‘$3,145”
and inserting ‘‘$3,327"’;

(13) in subsection (m), by striking ‘‘$3,470”’
and inserting ‘‘$3,671"’;

(14) in subsection (n), by striking ‘‘$3,948”
and inserting ‘‘$4,176"’;

(15) in subsections (o) and (p), by striking
¢‘$4,412” each place it appears and inserting
<$4,667;

(16) in subsection (r), by striking “$1,893"
and ‘$2,820" and inserting ‘$2,002 and
¢‘$2,983”’, respectively; and

(17) in subsection (8), by striking ‘$2,829”
and inserting ‘‘$2,993".

(b) ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION FOR DEPEND-
ENTS.—Section 1115(1) of such title is amend-
ed—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ¢‘$142”
and inserting *“$150°’;

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ¢$245”
and ‘371 and inserting ‘‘$259”° and ‘‘$75”°, re-
spectively;

(3) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘$96”’
and ““$71” and inserting ‘‘$101”’ and ‘‘$75, re-
spectively;

(4) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘$114”
and inserting *‘$120°’;

(6) in subparagraph (E), by striking ¢$271"
and inserting ‘‘$286°’; and

(6) in subparagraph (F), by striking ‘‘$227"
and inserting *‘$240”°.

(¢) CLOTHING ALLOWANCE FOR CERTAIN DIs-
ABLED VETERANS.—Section 1162 of such title
is amended by striking ‘‘$677° and inserting
“$716”.

(d) DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY COMPENSA-
TION FOR SURVIVING SPOUSES.—

(1) NEW LAW DIC.—Section 1311(a) of such
title is amended—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking $1,091”
and inserting ‘‘$1,154”; and

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking *‘$233’" and
inserting ‘‘$246’".

(2) OLD LAW DIC.—The table in paragraph
(3) of such section is amended to read as fol-
lows:
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‘“‘Pay grade %01{1;&' Pay grade 1}@0?;‘?‘;
E-1 $1,154 | W4 $1,380
E-2 $1,154 | O-1 $1,219
E-3 $1,154 | O-2 $1,260
E-4 $1,154 | O-3 $1,347
E-5 $1,154 | 04 $1,427
E-6 $1,154 | O-5 $1,571
E-7 $1,194 | O-6 $1,771
E-8 $1,260 | O-7 $1,912
E9 .. 181,314 | O-8 $2,100
W-1 .. $1,219 | O-9 $2,246
W-2 $1,267 | O-1i 2$2,463
W-3 it $1,305

'If the veteran served as sergeant major of the
Army, senior enlisted advisor of the Navy, chief
master sergeant of the Air Force, sergeant major of
the Marine Corps, or master chief petty officer of
the Coast Guard, at the applicable time designated
by section 1302 of this title, the surviving spouse’s
rate shall be $1,419.

2If the veteran served as Chairman or Vice-Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Chief of Staff of
the Army, Chief of Naval Operations, Chief of Staff
of the Air Force, Commandant of the Marine Corps,
or Commandant of the Coast Guard, at the applica-
ble time designated by section 1302 of this title, the
surviving spouse’s rate shall be $2,643.”.

(3) ADDITIONAL DIC FOR CHILDREN OR DIS-
ABILITY.—Section 1311 of such title is amend-
ed—

(A) in subsection (b), by striking ¢$271”
and inserting ‘‘$286°’;

(B) in subsection (c), by striking <$271”
and inserting ‘$286’’; and

(C) in subsection (d), by striking ¢$128”
and inserting ‘‘$135".

(e) DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY COMPENSA-
TION FOR CHILDREN.—

(1) DIC WHEN NO SURVIVING SPOUSE.—Sec-
tion 1313(a) of such title is amended—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘$462’° and
inserting ‘‘$488°’;

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘$663”’ and
inserting “‘$701’;

(C) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘$865"° and
inserting ‘‘$915”’; and

(D) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘$865’’ and
“$165” and inserting ‘‘$915° and ‘‘$174”, re-
spectively.

(2) SUPPLEMENTAL DIC FOR CERTAIN CHIL-
DREN.—Section 1314 of such title is amend-
ed—

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘$271”
and inserting ‘‘$286°’;

(B) in subsection (b), by striking ¢‘$462”
and inserting ‘“$488’’; and

(C) in subsection (c¢), by striking ““$230”’ and
inserting ‘‘$243"".

(f) DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY COMPENSA-
TION PAYABLE TO PARENTS.—Section 1315 is
amended—

(1) in subsection (b)—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking $163’° and
inserting ‘‘$569°’; and

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking ¢‘$4,038’
and inserting ‘‘$13,456"’;

(2) in subsection (c)—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘$115’° and
inserting ‘‘$412”’; and

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘$4,038"
and inserting ‘‘$13,456"’;

(3) in subsection (d)—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking <“$109° and
inserting ‘‘$387°’; and

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking $5,430"’
and inserting ‘‘$18,087"’; and

(4) in subsection (g), by striking ‘‘$85"’ and
inserting ‘‘$308’.

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on De-
cember 1, 2008.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. FILNER) and the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN)
each will control 20 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, this is the
last week before the July 4 break, and
we have a series of bills to suitably
commemorate July 4 with bills that
will really aid our veterans who have
made July 4 possible.

I rise in support of the Veterans’
Compensation Cost-of-Living Adjust-
ment Act of 2009, S. 407, which is a
companion to the House bill, H.R. 1533,
which was introduced by one of our
new members on the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs and sure to be one of
our body’s most productive members,
Mrs. KIRKPATRICK of Arizona. I thank
the gentlelady for her leadership on
this important bill.

The House leadership demonstrated
its commitment to our Nation’s vet-
erans, their families, and their sur-
vivors by getting this bill to the floor,
after reporting from the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs, and by getting this
companion bill, sponsored by Senator
AKAKA, to the floor shortly after re-
ceipt in the House.

As it has done every year since 1976,
Congress, with the passage of this
measure, directs the Secretary of Vet-
erans’ Affairs to increase the rates of
basic compensation for disabled vet-
erans and the rates of dependency and
indemnity compensation, DIC, to their
survivors and dependents along with
other benefits in order to keep pace
with the rising cost of living.

This disability COLA would become
effective on December 1 of this year
and will be equal to that provided on
an annual basis to Social Security re-
cipients. Last year, the COLA was set
at 5.8 percent, an increase we all agree
was direly needed, as the financial
crush of the recession closed in on
many of our disabled veterans’ house-
holds.

While it is likely to be a lesser per-
centage of an increase this year, the
measure will now move to the Presi-
dent’s desk for his signature. Enact-
ment ensures that veterans get a
matching increase to the Social Secu-
rity COLA on that date.

Mr. Speaker, this bill will benefit
each of the nearly 3 million disabled
veterans and their survivors, whether
they are from the World War I era
through the current conflicts in Iraq
and Afghanistan.

We would be derelict in our duty if
we failed to guarantee that those who
sacrificed so much for this country re-
ceive benefits and services that keep
pace with their needs. We fund the war;
let’s make sure that we fund the war-
rior and his or her families and their
survivors.

I urge my colleagues to support pas-
sage of the Veterans’ Compensation
Cost-of-Living Adjustment Act, S. 407,
without delay.
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I reserve the balance of my time.

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

I agree with the chairman in the
sense that this is the perfect time of
the year to bring these bills forward.
These are excellent bills that will help
our veterans, and I rise in strong sup-
port of S. 407, the Veterans’ Compensa-
tion Cost-of-Living Act of 2009.

I would like to thank my House col-
leagues, Mr. HALL of New York, chair-
man of the Disability Assistance and
Memorial Affairs Subcommittee, and
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
LAMBORN), the ranking Republican on
the subcommittee, as well as the House
bill’s sponsor, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK of Ari-
zona, for their leadership on H.R. 1533
which passed on March 30, 2009.

Mr. Speaker, S. 407 would increase ef-
fective as of December 1, 2009, the rates
of compensation for veterans with serv-
ice-connected disabilities and the rates
of dependency and indemnity com-
pensation for the survivors of certain
disabled veterans. The COLA adjust-
ment includes veterans’ disability com-
pensation, additional compensation for
dependents, clothing allowance depend-
ency, and indemnity compensation to
surviving spouses and children.

Mr. Speaker, this is an important an-
nual authorization which provides
much-needed assistance to our Nation’s
veterans, and I encourage all of my col-
leagues to support the bill.
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Again, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
thank the Subcommittee on Disability
Assistance and Memorial Affairs Chair-
man John Hall and Ranking Member
Doug Lamborn on these issues. I would
also like to thank Committee Chair-
man Bob Filner and Ranking Member
Steve Buyer for moving this bill for-
ward for consideration.

I urge my colleagues to support S. 407
and yield back the balance of my time.
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on S. 407.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in strong support of S. 407; with all
good intended purpose, this bill will increase
the rates of compensation for veterans with
service-connected disabilities and rates of de-
pendency indemnity compensation, DIC, for
the survivors of certain disabled veterans. It
will also increase of the Cost of Living Allow-
ance, COLA. At this time, | would like to thank
my good friend Senator DANIEL AKAKA, Chair-
man of the Senate Veterans Affairs Committee
and majority ranking members for introducing
this bill as well as the Committee Minority
Member Senator RICHARD BURR who is the
original cosponsor, so are Committee Mem-
bers JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV, PATTY MUR-
RAY, BERNARD SANDERS, SHERROD BROWN, JIM
WEBB, JON TESTER, MARK BEGICH, ROLAND
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BURRIS, ARLEN SPECTER, JOHNNY ISAKSON,
ROGER F. WICKER, MIKE JOHANNS, LINDSEY
GRAHAM, Senators FRANK R. LAUTENBERG,
BLANCHE LINCOLN, and OLYMPIA J. SNOWE.

Mr. Speaker, this very important legislation
could not have come at a time then it is most
critical to address the needs of service-con-
nected disabled veterans and survivors during
these challenging economic times in our coun-
try. The testimonies offered by Bradley G.
Mayes, Director, Compensation and Pension
Service, Veterans Benefits Administration, De-
partment of Veteran Affairs, etc., in the April
29, 2009 Committee hearing have further sub-
stantiated this measure and all voted in favor
without dissent.

This measure will also mandate an increase
in the Cost of Living Allowance, COLA, for our
disabled veterans and survivors.

Mr. Speaker, it is very important that we
take care of our veterans. According to VA, as
set forth in its fiscal year 2010 budget, the de-
partment will provide disability compensation
to 3,154,217 veterans with service-connected
disabilities in fiscal year 2010. | am pleased
with the undivided attention we give to this
legislation which underscores how much we
appreciate our veterans’ selfless military serv-
ice to protect our country and the freedom and
liberty we enjoy.

Again, | thank Senator DANIEL AKAKA and
his Veterans Committee for this legislation and
strongly urge my colleagues for their full sup-
port.

Mr. FILNER. I urge my colleagues to
unanimously support S. 407.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FILNER) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, S. 407.

The question was taken.

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

————

WEB SITE INCLUSION OF VA
SCHOLARSHIPS

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1172) to direct the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to include on the
Internet website of the Department of
Veterans Affairs a list of organizations
that provide scholarships to veterans
and their survivors, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 1172

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. PAT TILLMAN VETERANS’ SCHOLAR-
SHIP INITIATIVE.

(a) AVAILABILITY OF SCHOLARSHIP INFORMA-
TION.—By not later than June 1, 2010, the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs shall include on the
Internet website of the Department of Veterans
Affairs—
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(1) a list of organizations that provide schol-
arships to veterans and their survivors and, for
each such organization, a link to the Internet
website of the organization;

(2) a statement that the information described
in paragraph (1) is not an all-inclusive list of
scholarships available to veterans and their sur-
vivors; and

(3) a statement that the Secretary has not
verified the information available on the Inter-
net websites of the organizations referred to
paragraph (1) and that the Secretary does not
endorse any offer made by any sponsor of any
such the website.

(b) MAINTENANCE OF SCHOLARSHIP INFORMA-
TION.—The Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall
make reasonable efforts to notify schools and
other appropriate entities of the opportunity to
be included on the Internet website of the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs pursuant to sub-
section (a).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. FILNER) and the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

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

I thank the Speaker and also I thank
my distinguished colleague from Ar-
kansas, Congressman BOOZMAN, for in-
troducing this bill, H.R. 1172, and for
his bipartisan leadership working as
the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Economic Opportunity
with Chair STEPHANIE HERSETH
SANDLIN of South Dakota. That com-
mittee is, I think, a model of bipar-
tisan cooperation and we thank the
gentleman from Arkansas for his ef-
forts in that regard.

As many veterans service organiza-
tions have testified to our committee,
the lack of program awareness con-
tinues to be a major barrier preventing
veterans from accessing the benefits
they have earned. The same is also true
for non-VA related education assist-
ance such as grants and scholarships.
This legislation provides a common-
sense solution to provide useful schol-
arship information to our Nation’s vet-
erans and their dependents. Providing
a list of all available scholarships on
the VA Web site will allow veteran ad-
vocates to reach a larger population
and simplify the search for veterans
and their families.

I am confident our Internet savvy
veterans will come to rely on this tool
to obtain up-to-date information on
how to supplement their education
benefits administered by the VA. Again
I thank Congressman BOOZMAN for in-
troducing this bill. I urge all my col-
leagues to join us.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 1172, as amended, a bill
to direct the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs to include on the Internet Web
site of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs a list of organizations that pro-
vide scholarships to veterans and their
survivors.

Mr. Speaker, the goal of this bill,
H.R. 1172, is to provide a place on the
VA Web site that lists as many sources
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of scholarships for veterans as reason-
ably possible.

Beginning with the World War II GI
Bill, the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs has administered education pro-
grams designed to provide a wide range
of education and training opportunities
to veterans. Over the years, that mis-
sion expanded to include veterans, de-
pendents, and survivors.

Since World War II, the number of
degree-granting institutions and non-
degree-training schools has signifi-
cantly increased. According to the U.S.
Department of Education, there are
about 4,314 degree-granting institu-
tions and about 2,222 nondegree-train-
ing entities that qualify for title IV
education assistance programs.

Each of these may also offer non-Fed-
eral financial aid directly or indirectly
to veterans through association with
organizations such as foundations, but
it is the very expansion of these
sources that makes it imperative to as-
sist veterans in accessing scholarship
information.

With the proliferation of schools, the
rapidly increasing cost of education
and training, and the sources of poten-
tial financial assistance for veterans,
there is a need for a centralized source
of financial assistance where a veteran
can find links to at least some of the
aid available. For example, an Internet
search for ‘‘veterans scholarships”
yielded 8,570 sources of information.
Mr. Speaker, I believe that the VA
should also include sources of financial
assistance for dependents and survivors
if providers of such financial aid notify
VA about the availability of such as-
sistance.

During the legislative hearing on
H.R. 1172, VA expressed some concerns
about the bill. In response to their con-
cerns, in cooperation with Chairwoman
HERSETH SANDLIN of the Subcommittee
of Economic Opportunity, the com-
mittee amended the bill to better de-
fine the bill’s objectives and to include
appropriate limitations on VA’s role in
providing scholarship information to
veterans. I appreciate the opportunity
to work in bipartisan cooperation in
making these changes. The substitute
states that VA shall make reasonable
efforts to notify schools and appro-
priate entities, such as foundations, of
the opportunity to be linked by the VA
Web site as a provider of scholarships
for veterans.

The bill, as amended, also requires
VA to include statements on its Web
site noting that VA does not endorse or
guarantee any assistance offered by an
entity included on the Web site, nor
should the individual consider the list
to be all inclusive.

Finally, the amended bill sets an ef-
fective date of June 1, 2010, to enable
VA to concentrate on getting the new
post-9/11 GI Bill up and running, which
is so important before adding to their
workload. I believe this bill’s provi-
sions will help veterans identify schol-
arships intended for their use.

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

Mr. FILNER. I would like to recog-
nize the gentlelady from South Dakota
(Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN) for as much
time as she may consume, but I also
want to thank her for her incredible
leadership as Chair of the Sub-
committee on Economic Opportunity.
Lots of bills have come forward from
this committee and will continue to do
s0, and we thank her for her leadership.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. I thank
the gentleman, the distinguished chair-
man of the Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee, for yielding and for his kind
words in support of the work of the
Subcommittee on Economic Oppor-
tunity.

I rise today in strong support of H.R.
1172, as amended. I would like to thank
the chairman, Mr. FILNER, Ranking
Member BUYER, and the sponsor of the
bill, subcommittee ranking member,
Mr. BoOzMAN, for their leadership and
bipartisan support of this bill, which
the full committee passed on June 10.

As Mr. BOOZMAN discussed, this legis-
lation directs the Secretary of the VA
to include a list of organizations that
provide scholarships to veterans and
their survivors on its official Web site.
This list will help increase the edu-
cational opportunities available to vet-
erans and their survivors by providing
an easy-to-find portal to this informa-
tion.

A key part of the VA’s responsibility
to our veterans is properly managing
and providing the educational benefits
our veterans have earned through their
service. Legislation such as H.R. 1172
helps fulfill this responsibility and will
give veterans and their survivors easier
access to college scholarships for which
they are eligible.

As Chair of the Economic Oppor-
tunity Subcommittee, I am extremely
pleased to work with Ranking Member
BOO0OZMAN in a bipartisan manner to im-
prove educational benefits for vet-
erans. We have held a series of impor-
tant hearings on the post-9/11 GI bill,
as well as other educational assistance
programs, such as the Vocational Re-
habilitation and Education Service. I
appreciate Mr. BOOZMAN’s efforts and
cooperation on this important over-
sight, and I am pleased to support his
bill today.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
this legislation.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to again extend my thanks to the
Subcommittee on Economic Oppor-
tunity chairwoman, STEPHANIE
HERSETH SANDLIN, for her assistance on
this bill, and also for her leadership in
S0 many ways. STEPHANIE has done a
tremendous job.

Again, I would also like to thank the
full committee chairman, BoB FILNER,
the ranking member, STEVE BUYER,
and the committee staff on both sides
that have worked very hard on this.

Mr. Speaker, I ask all of my col-
leagues to support H.R. 1172, as amend-
ed, and urge its immediate passage.
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With that, having no further speak-
ers, I yield back the balance of my
time.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 1172,
as amended.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to support H.R. 1172, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FILNER) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1172, as
amended.

The question was taken.

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

——————

VETERANS HEALTH CARE BUDGET
REFORM AND TRANSPARENCY
ACT OF 2009

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1016) to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide advance appro-
priations authority for certain medical
care accounts of the Department of
Veterans Affairs, and for other pur-
poses, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 1016

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Veterans Health
Care Budget Reform and Transparency Act of
2009.

SEC. 2. SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the sense of Congress that the provision
of health care services to veterans could be more
effectively and efficiently planned and managed
if funding was provided for the management
and provision of such services in the form of ad-
vance appropriations.

SEC. 3. PRESIDENTS’ BUDGET SUBMISSIONS.

Section 1105(a) of title 31, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

“(36) information on estimates of appropria-
tions for the fiscal year following the fiscal year
for which the budget is submitted for the fol-
lowing accounts of the Department of Veterans
Affairs:

““(A) Medical Services.

‘““(B) Medical Support and Compliance.

““(C) Medical Facilities.

‘(D) Information Technology Systems.

‘“(E) Medical and Prosthetic Research.’’.
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SEC. 4. ADVANCE APPROPRIATIONS FOR CERTAIN
ACCOUNTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
VETERANS AFFAIRS.
(a) ADVANCE APPROPRIATIONS FOR CERTAIN
ACCOUNTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by inserting after sec-
tion 116 the following new section:

“§117. Advance appropriations for certain ac-
counts

‘““(a) IN GENERAL.—For each fiscal year, be-
ginning with fiscal year 2011, discretionary new
budget authority provided in an appropriations
Act for the appropriations accounts of the De-
partment specified in subsection (c) shall—

‘“(1) be made available for that fiscal year;
and

“(2) include, for each such appropriations ac-
count, advance discretionary mew budget au-
thority that first becomes available for the first
fiscal year after the budget year.

‘““(b) ESTIMATES REQUIRED.—The Secretary
shall include in documents submitted to Con-
gress in support of the President’s budget sub-
mitted pursuant to section 1105 of title 31,
United States Code, detailed estimates of the
funds necessary for the accounts of the Depart-
ment specified in subsection (c) for the fiscal
year following the fiscal year for which the
budget is submitted.

‘““(c) ACCOUNTS SPECIFIED.—The accounts
specified in this subsection are the following ac-
counts of the Department of Veterans Affairs:

‘(1) Medical Services.

““(2) Medical Support and Compliance.

““(3) Medical Facilities.

““(4) Information Technology Systems.

““(5) Medical and Prosthetic Research.

‘“‘(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not later than July 31
of each year, the Secretary shall submit to Con-
gress an annual report on the sufficiency of the
Department’s resources for the next fiscal year
beginning after the date of the submittal of the
report for the provision of medical care. Such re-
port shall also include estimates of the workload
and demand data for that fiscal year.”.

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-
tions at the beginning of such chapter is amend-
ed by inserting after the item relating to section
116 the following new item:

“117. Advance appropriations for certain ac-
counts.”.
SEC. 5. COMPTROLLER GENERAL STUDY ON ADE-
QUACY AND ACCURACY OF BASELINE
MODEL PROJECTIONS OF THE DE-
PARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
FOR HEALTH CARE EXPENDITURES.

(a) STUDY OF ADEQUACY AND ACCURACY OF
BASE LINE MODEL PROJECTIONS.—The Comp-
troller General shall conduct a study of the ade-
quacy and accuracy of the budget projections
made by the Enrollee Health Care Projection
Model (in this section referred to as the
“Model”’), its equivalent, or other methodologies
utilized for the purpose of estimating and pro-
jecting health care expenditures of the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs with respect to the fis-
cal year involved and the subsequent four fiscal
years.

(b) REPORTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the date of
each year in 2011, 2012, and 2013, on which the
President submits the budget request for the
next fiscal year under section 1105 of title 31,
United States Code, the Comptroller General
shall submit to the appropriate committees of
Congress and to the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs a report.

(2) ELEMENTS.—Each report under this para-
graph shall include, for the fiscal year con-
cerning the year for which the budget is sub-
mitted, the following:

(A) A statement whether the amount re-
quested in the budget of the President for ex-
penditures of the Department for health care in
such fiscal year is consistent with anticipated
expenditures of the Department for health care
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in such fiscal year as determined utilizing the
Model.

(B) The basis for such statement.

(C) Such additional information as the Comp-
troller General determines appropriate.

(3) AVAILABILITY TO THE PUBLIC.—Each report
submitted under this subsection shall be made
available to the public by the Comptroller Gen-
eral.

(4) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS
DEFINED.—In this subsection, the term ‘“‘appro-
priate committees of Congress’ means—

(A) the Committees on Veterans’ Affairs, Ap-
propriations, and the Budget of the Senate; and

(B) the Committees on Veterans’ Affairs, Ap-
propriations, and the Budget of the House of
Representatives.

SEC. 6. REPORT TO CONGRESS.

Not later than 90 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Veterans
Affairs, shall submit to the Committees on Vet-
erans’ Affairs, Appropriations, and the Budget
of the Senate and House of Representatives a re-
port on the requirements of this Act and the
amendments made by this Act. Such report shall
include—

(1) the Secretary’s plans for improving the ca-
pability of the Department of Veterans Affairs
to better and more accurately estimate future
health care costs and demands; and

(2) a description of impediments, statutory or
otherwise, to providing future year estimates
and advance appropriations for the Medical
Services, Medical Support and Compliance,
Medical Facilities, Information Technology Sys-
tems, and Medical and Prosthetic Research ac-
counts of the Department.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. FILNER) and the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

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

Mr. Speaker, this is undoubtedly one
of the most significant bills that this
Congress will pass in this or any other
session. The Veterans Health Care
Budget Reform and Transparency Act
was introduced in February, and this
bipartisan measure is a response to
years of chronic underfunding of the
VA medical care system.

During the last two decades, the VA
budget has been in place at the start of
the fiscal year barely four times. We
all know that this delay in providing
vital funding puts the provision of
health care to veterans at a risk and
hampers the VA’s ability to plan its
health care expenditures, hire needed
health care professionals, and plan
needed construction.

In an unprecedented step, nine vet-
erans groups formed the Partnership
for Veterans Health Care Budget Re-
form. These groups, including The
American Legion, AMVETS, Blinded
Veterans Association, Disabled Amer-
ican Veterans, Jewish War Veterans,
Military Order of the Purple Heart,
Paralyzed Veterans of America, Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars, and the Viet-
nam Veterans of America, formed to
advocate for a VA health care budget
that is sufficient, timely, and predict-
able.

These groups put forward the idea
that resources for VA health care
should be provided through advanced
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appropriations so that when the fiscal
year starts on October 1, the VA will
know what its budget is a year in ad-
vance. That is what will happen when
H.R. 1016 passes. It will ensure the VA
can best plan and utilize taxpayer dol-
lars to provide veterans with the
health care they have earned and de-
served. It provides the framework with
which we can realize advanced appro-
priations for VA medical care ac-
counts.

As part of the annual budget submis-
sion, the President will be required to
submit a request for certain VA ac-
counts for the fiscal year following the
fiscal year for which the budget is sub-
mitted. As part of the administration’s
FY 2011 budget, the President will in-
clude budget estimates for VA medical
care, information technology, and med-
ical and prosthetic research accounts
for FY 2012. The VA will be required to
provide detailed estimates in the budg-
et documents it submits annually to
Congress.

Each July, the VA will be required to
report to Congress if it has the re-
sources it needs for the upcoming fiscal
year in order for the Congress to ad-
dress any funding imbalances. This will
help to safeguard against the VA facing
budget shortfalls such as it did just a
few years ago.

H.R. 1016 provides the framework for
advanced appropriations, and we look
to our colleagues on the Appropria-
tions Committee to provide the dollars.
I want to express our thanks to our col-
league, CHET EDWARDS, who chairs the
Military Construction/VA Sub-
committee, for providing advanced
funding for the VA medical care ac-
counts for 2011, providing for an 8 per-
cent increase for fiscal year 2011 above
the historic fiscal year 2010 levels.
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I want to thank also Chairman OBEY
for supporting advanced appropriations
and Chairman SPRATT of the Budget
Committee for including advanced ap-
propriations language in his budget
resolution.

All of us, working together, have suc-
ceeded in providing veterans with their
top legislative priority. They spoke
and we listened. I ask the rest of the
House to join us in support of this bill,
H.R. 1016, which passed unanimously
from the Veterans’ Affairs Committee
last week.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 1016, as amended, a bill that
would authorize appropriations for sev-
eral veterans health care accounts a
year in advance beginning with fiscal
year 2011. I also thank Chairman FIL-
NER for bringing this bill forward and
trying to solve a problem that we’ve
had in the past.

The goal of the bill is to provide an
increased level of fiscal certainty re-
garding operations of the VA hospital
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system. By funding the accounts for
medical services, medical support and
compliance, medical facilities, infor-
mation technology systems, and med-
ical and prosthetic research, the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs should be
able to manage its health care per-
sonnel needs in day-to-day operations.
I would note that the last three ac-
counts that I mentioned were included
in the bill by an amendment offered by
the ranking member, Mr. BUYER, and
adopted by the full committee. Adding
these accounts has improved the bill by
providing more complete medical fund-
ing needs.

Advanced funding alone will not
solve the VA’s ability to provide qual-
ity medical care. Without accurate pre-
dictive data, advanced appropriations
will not necessarily provide the right
amount of funding the VA needs to op-
erate its health care system. Therefore,
the bill also contains provisions that
require a combination of reports and
analysis to determine the quality of
the data VA will be using in its finan-
cial model to determine funding needs.

Mr. Speaker, this bill, while not a
perfect solution, is a very reasonable
way to allow the advanced funding con-
cept to be tested in practice, and I urge
all of my colleagues to support H.R.
1016, as amended.

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

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Mrs. HALVORSON).
She is a new member of our committee
and of this Congress, but she has added
a dynamic element to our delibera-
tions, and we thank her for her com-
mitment to veterans.

Mrs. HALVORSON. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of H.R. 1016, the Vet-
erans Health Care Budget Reform and
Transparency Act of 2009, which was in-
troduced under the leadership of the
chairman of the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs, Mr. FILNER. I want to
thank Mr. FILNER and the Sub-
committee on Health Care chairman,
Mr. MICHAUD, for their great leadership
on this issue.

The Veterans Affairs health care sys-
tem includes 1563 medical centers with a
facility in each State, Puerto Rico, and
the District of Columbia. Almost 5.5
million people received care in the VA
health care facilities in 2008, and VA’s
outpatient clinics registered over 60
million visits. This is one of the largest
health care providers in the country.

However, in fiscal year 2009, for only
the third time in the past 20 years, VA
received its budget prior to the start of
the new fiscal year. It isn’t reasonable
to expect that one of the largest, fast-
est-growing health care providers in
the country can operate in the most ef-
ficient and effective manner if they
don’t know what their budgets will be.

The current budget process continues
to hamper and threaten VA health care
delivery. When VA does not receive its
funding in a timely manner, it is forced
to ration its care. So much-needed
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medical staff cannot be hired, equip-
ment cannot be procured, waiting
times increase, and the quality of care
suffers.

H.R. 1016 will solve many of these
problems and fund the VA 1 year in ad-
vance. It will allow the VA to spend
money more efficiently while at the
same time providing better and more
comprehensive care for our veterans.
H.R. 1016 will make sure that the VA
has the resources that it needs in a
timely manner so that it can provide
quality care without having to ques-
tion what funds will be available next
month.

I am here today in an attempt to
serve our veterans’ best interest and to
fight to make sure they receive the
best care possible. To that end, I stand
in favor of H.R. 1016 and strongly urge
my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes.”

I thank the chairman for yielding.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I would
yield 3 minutes to another new Member
from New Mexico (Mr. TEAGUE). He’s
also on a committee that has half of
our committee’s new members. They
have added a real element of dyna-
mism. We thank Mr. TEAGUE for his
commitment to veterans also.

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of H.R. 1016, the Vet-
erans Health Care Budget Reform and
Transparency Act of 2009. I would like
to thank the distinguished gentleman
from California, BoB FILNER, for intro-
ducing this bill. I'm happy to be a co-
sponsor of this legislation. It is
through his leadership, as chairman of
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,
that we will finally be able to make ad-
vanced appropriations of the VA’s
health budget a reality.

I simply do not believe that it is
right that we have lapsed in our care
for our veterans when they have never
lapsed in the defense of our country. I
do not think that it’s right that out of
the last 22 budgets that we have passed
for the VA, 19 of them have been late.
Our veterans served their country and
provided us with the security that we
often take for granted, and we owe
them quality health care.

Without a predictable and on-time
funding source, it is difficult or impos-
sible for the VA to provide our vet-
erans with the high level of health care
and services that they deserve. That is
why I led 50 Members of Congress to de-
mand a provision allowing for advanced
appropriations in the fiscal year 2010
budget, and we were fortunate enough
to convince the budget conference com-
mittee to support it.

As a result of allowing for advanced
appropriation in the budget, tomorrow
the Appropriations Committee will
hold a hearing on the Military Con-
struction and VA spending bill that
contains $48.2 billion in advanced ap-
propriations for the VA for fiscal year
2011. This represents a 15 percent in-
crease over fiscal year 2009 levels and a
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step in the right direction for veterans
health care.

Many people have compared ad-
vanced appropriations to a family
budget. A family needs to know how
much their income is before they know
what they can spend. I think that
about sums up why we need this bill. I
think it’s about common sense and
being responsible. As a businessman, I
never tried to make a purchase without
knowing what my budget was going to
be. I had to plan ahead and have a road
map for all of the company’s finances.
Because the VA is a direct provider of
services, they need to have the same
ability to plan ahead. It’s about deliv-
ering a quality product.

I urge my colleagues to take this
giant step in improving the VA’s abil-
ity to deliver quality health care serv-
ices to our Nation’s veterans.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, Mr. HARE
of Illinois came to us as the successor
of a legendary member of our com-
mittee, Mr. Lane Evans, who worked so
hard for veterans during his whole ca-
reer, and our thoughts are with him as
he faces his disease. Mr. HARE was on
our committee. He had to go off this
year, but we miss him greatly, and he’s
one of the strongest leaders for vet-
erans in our Nation. I yield to him such
time as he may consume.

Mr. HARE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 1016, the Vet-
erans Health Care Budget Reform and
Transparency Act of 2009, and let me
thank Chairman BOB FILNER for intro-
ducing this important legislation.

In the 110th Congress, we gave the
VA its largest funding increase in 77
years, and we did it on time. But,
sadly, punctual VA funding has not al-
ways been the case. The VA received
it’s annual funding for health care pro-
grams late in the last 19 of 22 years.

This record of tardiness is deplorable.
With the ongoing wars in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, the time to fix this broken
system is now. Late funding is more
than a missed deadline. It is a veteran
with posttraumatic stress disorder who
cannot access a treatment he or she
needs. It is an injured hero who must
wait for a prosthetic. It is a VA in dis-
array at a time when our wounded war-
riors are counting now more than ever
on the department’s services. That’s
why in the last Congress, I introduced
the Assured Funding for Veterans
Health Care Act. This bill would have
replaced the annual appropriated dis-
cretionary funding for veterans health
care with permanent direct spending
authority.

Like the bill I introduced, advanced
appropriations is the means to that
end. That end is ensuring veterans re-
ceive the best possible care from a VA
that has access to timely, sufficient,
and predictable resources. The legisla-
tion that we’re considering today will
do just that. It will allow the VA to ef-
fectively budget and manage its health
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care programs and services, meaning it
can hire the appropriate number of
doctors, nurses, clinicians, and support
staff to meet the demand for high-qual-
ity care for our veterans. Anything less
is unacceptable.

I'd also like to acknowledge and com-
mend Chairman DAVID OBEY and Chair-
man EDWARDS for their strong
proactive leadership in putting in an
advanced appropriation for VA health
care in the fiscal year 2010 Military
Construction and Veterans Affairs Ap-
propriations bill.

I enthusiastically support H.R. 1016,
and I once again want to thank Chair-
man FILNER for drafting a bill that
would ensure the VA has sufficient,
timely, and predictable funding.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this legislation.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Speaker, again I
would ask that my colleagues vote for
this bill. I appreciate Mr. FILNER’s hard
work on the bill. I think it’s a great
step in the right direction. And then
also I would like to thank Ranking
Member BUYER for offering a good
amendment that I think helped the bill
also.

So with that I urge adoption of the
bill.

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 1016,
as amended.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I think as
we approach the July 4 holiday, this is
an appropriate way to say thank you to
our Nation’s veterans. As I said earlier,
this is one of the most significant
steps, if not a revolutionary step,
taken for veterans in the budgeting
process. This will assure that one of
the largest health systems in the
world, if not the largest, will have, in
fact, funding available on time and in
the need that is required for our Na-
tion’s veterans.

So I urge my colleagues to unani-
mously support this bill, H.R. 1016, as
amended.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposi-
tion to H.R. 1016, as amended, a bill to
amend title 38, United States Code, to provide
advance appropriations authority for certain
medical care accounts of the Department of
Veterans Affairs, VA, and for other purposes.

In my view, it is premature for the House of
Representatives to consider this legislation.

The bill was not considered by the Sub-
committee on Health, to which it was referred,
nor was there a full Committee legislative
hearing, so the Administration has not pro-
vided its official analysis.

On April 29, 2009, we did hold a full Com-
mittee oversight hearing on the future funding
of VHA. At this hearing, concerns were raised
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about not including the “Information Tech-
nology Systems” and the “Medical and Pros-
thetic Research Accounts” in an advance ap-
propriations bill.

The Secretary of Veterans Affairs, the Hon-
orable Eric K. Shinseki, testified that informa-
tion technology is very much integrated into
the medical care activities and should be in-
cluded so that VA is not hindered in its ability
to provide health care services and operate
new facilities.

Additionally, the Congressional Research
Service, CRS, testified that funding information
technology under a separate, annual appro-
priation could create a situation where VA
would not be able to purchase computer soft-
ware even though it had procured medical
equipment that is reliant on such software.

CRS noted potential difficulty for VA in pro-
curing the necessary IT infrastructure for the
opening of new clinics, as well as difficulties
that could arise in VA research due to a mis-
match between accounts.

| was pleased that during the Committee
markup, my amendment was adopted to in-
clude the IT, and medical and prosthetic re-
search accounts to address these issues.

However, the Government Accountability Of-
fice, GAO, also expressed reservations about
its possible role in an advance appropriations
proposal. In a written response of June 17,
2009, to one of my hearing questions, GAO
made a strong statement which leads me to
believe that section 5 of the amended bill is
not workable. This section would require GAO
to obtain budgetary information from VA be-
fore the department makes its fiscal year
budget request. GAO questioned whether it
could conduct the required studies before the
President’s budget request is submitted to
Congress. GAO cited significant challenges in
obtaining, evaluating, reporting on the relevant
budgetary and technical information.

GAO indicated that its role in the process
would be inadvisable because executive agen-
cies have consistently resisted releasing de-
tailed information about the President’s budget
prior to its submission to Congress.

Again, VA’s official views on this issue are
currently unknown, and this issue should have
been addressed before H.R. 1016, as amend-
ed, was reported to the House.

There is nothing before us to indicate that
the administration is agreeable to this arrange-
ment.

The failure to follow regular order and the
unnecessary haste with which this legislation
is being advanced results in the House being
asked to pass obviously flawed legislation,
and | urge my colleagues to oppose H.R.
1016, as amended.

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of the Veterans Health Care Budget
Reform and Transparency Act of 2009.

| am here today as an original co-sponsor of
this legislation. | would like to express my ap-
preciation for all of the Chairman’s hard work
on it.

This bill accomplishes a simple, but a cru-
cial goal we all share: To provide timely fund-
ing for veterans health care.

| represent a district in a state of 1.3 million
people. Out of that number, | am proud that
over 155,000 veterans call Maine home.

Maine is a state that works hard to honor its
veterans.

The talented and dedicated professionals at
Maine’s Togus VA Medical Center do terrific
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work. So do our community based outpatient
clinics and all of VA’s partners.

But too often in recent history, VA’s ability to
provide the best possible care has been ham-
strung by the appropriations process.

In some cases, VA has not been funded
until after the beginning of the fiscal year.

As a result, maintenance of facilities, cost
saving investments in technology, and ulti-
mately care for veterans was delayed or put in
jeopardy.

This cannot be allowed to occur when we
are dealing with the health care of our vet-
erans.

There must be a timely, sufficient, and pre-
dictable funding stream. And that is exactly
what this legislation is designed to achieve.

Passage of this legislation today is a huge
step forward and will help make sure all vet-
erans have access to the best possible health
care.

| urge all of my colleagues to support this
bill.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FILNER) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1016, as
amended.

The question was taken.

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, while I support the pur-
pose of this bill, I object to the vote on
the ground that a quorum is not
present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

———
0 1245

WOMEN VETERANS HEALTH CARE
IMPROVEMENT ACT

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1211) to amend title 38, United
States Code, to expand and improve
health care services available to
women veterans, especially those serv-
ing in Operation Enduring Freedom
and Operation Iraqi Freedom, from the
Department of Veterans Affairs, and
for other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 1211

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “Women Veterans Health Care Improve-
ment Act”’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
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TITLE I—STUDIES AND ASSESSMENTS
OF DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS HEALTH SERVICES FOR WOMEN
VETERANS

Sec. 101. Study of barriers for women vet-
erans to health care from the
Department of Veterans Af-
fairs.

Sec. 102. Comprehensive assessment of wom-
en’s health care programs of
the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs.

TITLE II—IMPROVEMENT AND EXPAN-
SION OF HEALTH CARE PROGRAMS OF
THE DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS FOR WOMEN VETERANS

Sec. 201. Medical care for newborn children
of women veterans receiving
maternity care.

Sec. 202. Training and certification for men-
tal health care providers of the
Department of Veterans Affairs
on care for veterans suffering
from sexual trauma and post-
traumatic stress disorder.

Sec. 203. Pilot program for provision of child
care assistance to certain vet-
erans receiving certain types of
health care services at Depart-
ment facilities.

Sec. 204. Addition of recently separated
women and minority veterans
to serve on advisory commit-
tees.

TITLE I—STUDIES AND ASSESSMENTS OF
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
HEALTH SERVICES FOR WOMEN VET-
ERANS

SEC. 101. STUDY OF BARRIERS FOR WOMEN VET-

ERANS TO HEALTH CARE FROM THE
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS.

(a) STUDY REQUIRED.—The Secretary of
Veterans Affairs shall conduct a comprehen-
sive study of the barriers to the provision of
comprehensive health care by the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs encountered by
women who are veterans. In conducting the
study, the Secretary shall—

(1) survey women veterans who seek or re-
ceive hospital care or medical services pro-
vided by the Department of Veterans Affairs
as well as women veterans who do not seek
or receive such care or services;

(2) build on the work of the study of the
Department of Veterans Affairs entitled
“National Survey of Women Veterans in Fis-
cal Year 2007-2008"’;

(3) administer the survey to a representa-
tive sample of women veterans from each
Veterans Integrated Service Network; and

(4) ensure that the sample of women vet-
erans surveyed is of sufficient size for the
study results to be statistically significant
and is a larger sample than that of the study
of the Department of Veterans Affairs enti-
tled ‘‘National Survey of Women Veterans in
Fiscal Year 2007-2008".

(b) ELEMENTS OF STUDY.—In conducting
the study required by subsection (a), the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs shall conduct re-
search on the effects of the following on the
women veterans surveyed in the study:

(1) The perceived stigma associated with
seeking mental health care services.

(2) The effect of driving distance or avail-
ability of other forms of transportation to
the nearest medical facility on access to
care.

(3) The availability of child care.

(4) The acceptability of integrated primary
care, women'’s health clinics, or both.

(6) The comprehension of eligibility re-
quirements for, and the scope of services
available under, hospital care and medical
services.

(6) The perception of the personal safety
and comfort of women veterans in inpatient,
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outpatient, and behavioral health facilities
of the Department.

(7) The gender sensitivity of health care
providers and staff to issues that particu-
larly affect women.

(8) The effectiveness of outreach for health
care services available to women veterans.

(9) The location and operating hours of
health care facilities that provide services to
women veterans.

(10) Such other significant barriers as the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs may identify.

(c) AUTHORITY TO ENTER INTO CONTRACTS.—
The Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall enter
into a contract with a qualified independent
entity or organization to carry out the stud-
ies and research required under this section.

(d) MANDATORY REVIEW OF DATA BY CER-
TAIN DIVISIONS WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Veterans
Affairs shall ensure that the head of each di-
vision of the Department of Veterans Affairs
specified in paragraph (2) reviews the results
of the study conducted under this section.
The head of each such division shall submit
findings with respect to the study to the
Under Secretary for Health and to other per-
tinent program offices within the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs with duties relating
to health care services for women veterans.

(2) SPECIFIED DIVISIONS OF THE DEPART-
MENT.—The divisions of the Department of
Veterans Affairs specified in this paragraph
are—

(A) the Center for Women Veterans, estab-
lished under section 318 of title 38, United
States Code; and

(B) the Advisory Committee on Women
Veterans, established under section 542 of
title 38, United States Code.

(e) REPORTS.—

(1) REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION.—Not later
than 6 months after the date on which the
Department of Veterans Affairs publishes a
final report on the study entitled ‘‘National
Survey of Women Veterans in Fiscal Year
2007-2008"", the Secretary of Veterans Affairs
shall submit to Congress a report on the sta-
tus of the implementation of the section.

(2) REPORT ON STUDY.—Not later than 30
months after the date on which the Depart-
ment publishes such final report, the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs shall submit to
Congress a report on the study required
under this section. The report shall include
recommendations for such administrative
and legislative action as the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs determines to be appro-
priate. The report shall also include the find-
ings of the head of each specified division of
the Department and of the Under Secretary
for Health.

(f) DEFINITION OF FACILITY OF THE DEPART-
MENT.—In this section the term ‘‘facility of
the Department’ has the meaning given that
term in section 1701(3) of title 38, United
States Code.

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs $4,000,000 to
carry out this section.

SEC. 102. COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT OF
WOMEN’S HEALTH CARE PROGRAMS
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs shall conduct a comprehensive
assessment of all health care services and
programs provided by the Department of
Veterans Affairs for the health care needs of
women veterans. Such comprehensive assess-
ment shall include assessments of specialized
programs for women with post-traumatic
stress disorder, for women who are homeless,
for women who require care for substance
abuse or mental illnesses, and for women
who require obstetric and gynecologic care.

(b) SPECIFIC MATTERS STUDIED.—
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(1) IDENTIFICATION OF PROGRAMS.—For each
medical facility of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs shall identify each of the following
types of programs for women veterans pro-
vided by the Department and determine
whether effective health care services, in-
cluding evidenced-based health care services,
are readily available to and easily accessed
by women veterans:

(A) Health promotion programs, including
reproductive health promotion programs.

(B) Disease prevention programs.

(C) Health care programs.

(2) IDENTIFICATION OF RELEVANT ISSUES.—In
making such determination, the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs shall identify, for each med-
ical facility of the Department of Veterans
Affairs—

(A) the frequency with which such services
are available and provided,

(B) the demographics of the women vet-
erans population,

(C) the sites where such services are avail-
able and provided, and

(D) whether, and to what extent, waiting
lists, geographic distance, and other factors
obstruct the receipt of any of such services
at any such site.

(c) AUTHORITY To ENTER INTO A CON-
TRACT.—The Secretary of Veterans Affairs
shall enter into a contract with a qualified
independent entity or organization to carry
out the studies and research required under
this section.

(d) DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN ToO IMPROVE
SERVICES.—

(1) PLAN REQUIRED.—After conducting the
comprehensive assessment required by sub-
section (a), the Secretary of Veterans Affairs
shall develop a plan to improve the provision
of health care services to women veterans
and to project the future health care needs,
including the mental health care needs of
women serving in the combat theaters of Op-
eration Enduring Freedom and Operation
Iraqi Freedom.

(2) LIST OF SERVICES.—In developing the
plan under this subsection, the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs shall list the types of serv-
ices available for women veterans at each
medical center of the Department.

(e) REPORT.—Not later than one year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall submit to
Congress a report on the assessment con-
ducted pursuant to subsection (a) and the
plan required under subsection (d). The re-
port shall include recommendations for such
administrative and legislative action as the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs determines to
be appropriate.

(f) GAO REPORT.—Not later than 6 months
after the date on which the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs submits the report required
under subsection (e), the Comptroller Gen-
eral shall submit to Congress a report con-
taining the findings of the Comptroller Gen-
eral with respect to the report of the Sec-
retary, which may include such rec-
ommendations for administrative or legisla-
tive actions as the Comptroller General de-
termines to be appropriate.

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs $5,000,000 to
carry out this section.

TITLE II—-IMPROVEMENT AND EXPANSION
OF HEALTH CARE PROGRAMS OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
FOR WOMEN VETERANS

SEC. 201. MEDICAL CARE FOR NEWBORN CHIL-

DREN OF WOMEN VETERANS RE-
CEIVING MATERNITY CARE

(a) NEWBORN CARE.—Subchapter VIII of
chapter 17 of title 38, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:
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“§1786. Hospital care and medical services for new-
born children of women veterans re-
ceiving maternity care

“In the case of a child of a woman veteran
who is receiving hospital care or medical
services at a Department facility (or in an-
other facility pursuant to a contract entered
into by the Secretary) relating to the birth
of that child, the Secretary may furnish hos-
pital care and medical services to that child
at that facility during the 7-day period be-
ginning on the date of the birth of the
child.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of chapter 17 of
such title is amended by inserting after the
item relating to section 1785 the following
new item:
¢‘1786. Hospital care and medical services for

newborn children of women vet-
erans receiving maternity
care.”’.

SEC. 202. TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION FOR
MENTAL HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS ON CARE FOR VETERANS
SUFFERING FROM SEXUAL TRAUMA
AND POST-TRAUMATIC STRESS DIS-
ORDER.

Section 1720D of title 38, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-
section (f); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing new subsections:

‘(d) The Secretary shall carry out a pro-
gram to provide graduate medical education,
training, certification, and continuing med-
ical education for mental health profes-
sionals who provide counseling, care, and
services under subsection (a). In carrying out
such program, the Secretary shall ensure
that all such mental health professionals
have been trained in a consistent manner
and that such training includes principles of
evidence-based treatment and care for sexual
trauma and post-traumatic stress disorder.

‘“(e) The Secretary shall submit to Con-
gress an annual report on the counseling,
care, and services provided to veterans pur-
suant to this section. Each report shall in-
clude data for the year covered by the report
with respect to each of the following:

‘(1) The number of mental health profes-
sionals, graduate medical education train-
ees, and primary care providers who have
been certified under the program required by
subsection (d) and the amount and nature of
continuing medical education provided under
such program to such professionals, trainees,
and providers who are so certified.

‘“(2) The number of women veterans who
received counseling and care and services
under subsection (a) from professionals and
providers who received training under sub-
section (d).

‘“(3) The number of graduate medical edu-
cation, training, certification, and con-
tinuing medical education courses provided
by reason of subsection (d).

‘“(4) The number of trained full-time equiv-
alent employees required in each facility of
the Department to meet the needs of vet-
erans requiring treatment and care for sex-
ual trauma and post-traumatic stress dis-
order.

“(6) Any recommended improvements for
treating women veterans with sexual trauma
and post-traumatic stress disorder.

‘“(6) Such other information as the Sec-
retary determines to be appropriate.”’.

SEC. 203. PILOT PROGRAM FOR PROVISION OF
CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE TO CER-
TAIN VETERANS RECEIVING CER-
TAIN TYPES OF HEALTH CARE SERV-
ICES AT DEPARTMENT FACILITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—

(1) PILOT PROGRAM REQUIRED.—Not later
than six months after the date of the enact-
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ment of this Act, the Secretary of Veterans
Affairs shall carry out a two-year pilot pro-
gram under which, subject to paragraph (2),
the Secretary shall provide child care assist-
ance to a qualified veteran child care needed
by the veteran during the period of time de-
scribed in paragraph (3).

(2) FORM OF CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE.—Child
care assistance under this section may in-
clude—

(A) stipends for the payment of child care
offered by licensed child care centers (either
directly or through a voucher program);

(B) the development of partnerships with
private agencies;

(C) collaboration with facilities or pro-
grams of other Federal departments or agen-
cies; and

(D) the arrangement of after-school care.

(3) PERIOD OF TIME.—Child care assistance
under the pilot program may only be pro-
vided for the period of time that the quali-
fied veteran—

(A) receives a health care service referred
to in paragraph (4) at a facility of the De-
partment; and

(B) requires to travel to and return from
such facility for the receipt of such health
care service.

(4) QUALIFIED VETERAN DEFINED.—In this
section, the term ‘‘qualified veteran’ means
a veteran who is the primary caretaker of a
child and who is receiving from the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs one or more of the
following health care services:

(A) Regular mental health care services.

(B) Intensive mental health care services.

(C) Any other intensive health care serv-
ices for which the Secretary determines that
the provision of child care would improve ac-
cess by qualified veterans.

(5) LOCATION OF PILOT PROGRAM.—The Sec-
retary shall carry out the pilot program at
no fewer than three Veterans Integrated
Service Networks.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs $1,500,000 for
each of fiscal years 2010 and 2011 to carry out
the pilot program under this section.

(c) REPORT.—Not later than six months
after the completion of the pilot program,
the Secretary shall submit to Congress a re-
port on the pilot program and shall include
recommendations for the continuation or ex-
pansion of the pilot program.

SEC. 204. ADDITION OF RECENTLY SEPARATED
WOMEN AND MINORITY VETERANS
TO SERVE ON ADVISORY COMMIT-
TEES.

(a) ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON WOMEN VET-
ERANS.—Subsection (a)(2)(A) of section 542 of
title 38, United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘and’ at the end of clause
(i1);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
clause (iii) and inserting ‘‘; and”’’; and

(3) by inserting after clause (iii) the fol-
lowing new clause:

‘“(iv) women who are recently separated
veterans.”.

(b) ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON MINORITY VET-
ERANS.—Subsection (a)(2)(A) of section 544 of
title 38, United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘““‘and” at the end of clause
(1ii);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
clause (iv) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after clause (iv) the fol-
lowing new clause:

‘“(v) recently separated veterans who are
minority group members.”’.

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall first apply to ap-
pointments made on or after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
gentleman from California (Mr. FIL-
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NER) and the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. BOOZMAN) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I might consume.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a critical
piece of legislation which expands and
improves health care services available
for women veterans through the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs.

The bill will be explained in greater
detail by the chairwoman of the Sub-
committee on Economic Opportunity,
Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN, as the person
who introduced the bill and we thank
her for her steadfast commitment to
helping women veterans.

Mr. Speaker, we had a roundtable at
our full committee, where we had rep-
resentatives and women veterans from
all around the country. It was searing
testimony which revealed serious
weaknesses in the culture of the VA.

The VA health care system, after all,
was built to accommodate the war-re-
lated illnesses and injuries of male vet-
erans. The increased percentage of fe-
male veterans that has been occurring,
especially with the war in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, has led many women vet-
erans to say that we need some
changes in the culture of the VA.
Women walk through the lobbies of VA
hospitals and are given catcalls. There
are not sufficient women doctors avail-
able for the women who want them.
The male doctors don’t yet seem to
have the respect for the sacrifice of
women veterans.

There was one woman who testified
who had an amputation of one arm
from combat. When she showed up at
the doctor’s office, he just assumed
that it was lost from something else
like cancer. He didn’t even think that
this could be a combat-related injury.
And we can go on and on, but we need
to change the culture and change the
resources and change behavior, and
that’s what this bill by Ms. HERSETH
SANDLIN starts to do.

There are about 1.8 million women
veterans today, or 7 percent of the
nearly 24 million veterans that we
serve. Assuming that the current en-
rollments remain the same, the num-
ber of female veterans who use the VA
system will double in the next 5 years,
making female veterans one of the
fastest growing subgroups of veterans.
In this environment of organizational
transformation and changing demo-
graphics, H.R. 1211 has the potential to
lay the foundation for improved health
care services for our women veterans.

I urge my colleagues to support the
legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
1211, as amended, a bill to amend title
38, United States Code, to expand and
improve health care services available
to women veterans from the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs and for other
purposes.
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I appreciate the hard work of the
gentlelady from South Dakota (Ms.
HERSETH SANDLIN) on this bill and in
bringing it forward. Throughout his-
tory, women have played a vital role in
supporting our national defense. Cur-
rently women make up 8 percent, about
8 percent of the total veteran popu-
lation, and VA estimates that by 2020,
women veterans will comprise about 10
percent of the veteran population.

Women are the fastest-growing seg-
ment of the veteran population, and
it’s essential to make sure that VA is
providing specialized programs and
services to meet their unique physical
and mental health needs.

I want to thank again my good friend
and colleague, the gentlelady from
South Dakota, for introducing this leg-
islation, and I am pleased to have
joined with her as an original cospon-
sor for H.R. 1211.

This legislation would expand and
improve benefits and services for our
female veterans, especially our newest
generation of women veterans serving
in Iraq and Afghanistan. The VA would
be required to conduct independent
studies to look at the barriers women
veterans face in obtaining VA health
care, assist the services currently
being provided, and develop a plan to
better meet their needs.

In the past 5 years, there has been a
30 percent increase in the number of
women veterans of child-bearing age
enrolling in the VA health care system.
H.R. 1211, as amended, would aid this
population by authorizing VA to pro-
vide care to newborns of women vet-
erans receiving maternity care through
VA. Additionally, the bill would estab-
lish a pilot program to provide child
care assistance for certain qualified
veterans while they are receiving care
at the VA.

Recognizing that the largest number
of women veterans are serving in Oper-
ation Enduring Freedom and Operation
Iraqi Freedom, the bill would also en-
sure that recently separated women
veterans have a voice on the advisory
committee on women veterans and mi-
nority veterans.

I urge my colleagues to support 1211,
as amended.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FILNER. I am proud to recognize
the gentlelady from South Dakota (Ms.
HERSETH SANDLIN) for as much time as
she may consume. She is the author of
this very, very important piece of leg-
islation.

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today in strong support of
H.R. 1211, the Women Veterans Health
Care Improvement Act, as amended,
which the Veterans’ Affairs Health
Subcommittee passed on June 4 and
the full committee approved on June
10.

I would like to thank Chairman FIL-
NER, Ranking Member BUYER, Sub-
committee Chairman MIKE MICHAUD
and Subcommittee Ranking Member
BROWN for their leadership and support
of this bill, as well as my colleague on
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the Subcommittee on Economic Oppor-
tunity, the distinguished ranking
member, Mr. BoozMAN of Arkansas, for
cosponsoring this important legisla-
tion.

I would also like to take a moment
to give special recognition to Chair-
man FILNER for his leadership on this
very important issue. He had men-
tioned the roundtable that the full
committee hosted, his brainchild to
bring all of the women who represent
different veterans service organiza-
tions and women veterans themselves
to speak to their experiences and to
better inform and educate committee
members about the extraordinary cir-
cumstances that they have faced time
and time again as they have sought
care in VA medical centers.

So I was extremely pleased to intro-
duce this important legislation on Feb-
ruary 26, 2009, proud of the bipartisan
support the legislation has garnered.
And the roundtable discussion hosted
by Chairman FILNER illustrated even
further how imperative the passage of
this bill is for our women veterans.

Before I discuss the bill in greater de-
tail and the needs of women veterans, I
would also like to take this oppor-
tunity to thank the Disabled American
Veterans for their continued leadership
and the effort to address the needs of
female veterans and their support for
this important legislation.

I also want to thank Cathy Wiblemo
and the rest of her team for the great
work that they have done on the health
subcommittee. Cathy and her staff did
excellent work in assisting with this
legislation and shepherding it through
the legislative process.

Today women make up approxi-
mately 8 percent of veterans in the
United States, and that percentage will
continue to rise as more and more
women answer the call to duty to serve
their country. With an increasing num-
ber of women seeking access to care for
a diverse range of medical conditions,
the challenge of providing adequate
health care services for women vet-
erans is one that the VA must meet.

Unfortunately, services at VA facili-
ties often fall short of properly pro-
viding for the health care needs of
women. There is too much fragmenta-
tion of care and not enough clinicians
with the correct training and experi-
ence.

Child care considerations aren’t
being met adequately for male or fe-
male veterans, and currently the VA
does not cover care for the newborn
child of an eligible veteran.

To answer these challenges and oth-
ers, H.R. 1211 takes a number of impor-
tant steps to help the VA provide the
services and care that our women vet-
erans need and sets the VA on a path
toward providing even better care in
the future.

H.R. 1211 authorizes the VA to con-
duct two important studies. First the
VA will examine barriers to health
care that women veterans experience
within the VA system. The study will
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examine the full range of barriers, in-
cluding the lack of comprehensive pri-
mary care, the sensitivity of VA pro-
viders regarding gender-specific issues,
the stigma of seeking mental health
care services, and the availability of
child care.

The second study is a comprehensive
assessment of the VA’s women’s health
program, with the task of developing a
strategy to improve services at every
VA medical center. The bill also works
to enhance the VA’s sexual trauma and
post-traumatic stress disorder pro-
grams for women by requiring the sec-
retary of the VA to ensure that all
mental health professionals have been
properly and consistently trained to
help women veterans.

Female veterans who have suffered
such attacks have already suffered
enough. They need to know before they
begin treatment that every VA mental
health professional is prepared to help
them, understands the best methods
and practices, and can make them feel
secure in seeking treatment.

Child care concerns also have
emerged as a crucial issue for women
veterans seeking care. Sometimes vet-
erans without access to appropriate
child care are forced to forego impor-
tant health care appointments.

H.R. 1211 begins to address this issue
by authorizing a child care pilot pro-
gram for patients and requires the VA
to carry out this study in at least three
veterans service networks. Possible
forms of child care assistance include
stipends for child care centers, the de-
velopment of partnerships with private
agencies and collaboration with other
Federal agencies that have similar pro-
grams.

H.R. 1211 also requires the VA to pro-
vide 7 days of medical care for the new-
born children of women veterans. Cur-
rently the VA has no provision to pro-
vide care for these infants. However, 86
percent of Operation Enduring Free-
dom and Operation Iraqi Freedom
women veterans are under the age of
40, and this benefit represents an im-
portant update of VA policy.

Finally, the bill requires the VA to
add recently separated women and mi-
nority veterans to serve on key advi-
sory committees, such as the advisory
committee on women veterans. The VA
must ensure adequate attention is
given to women veterans programs so
quality health care and specialized
services are available for both women
and men.

I believe my bill will help the VA
better meet these specialized needs and
develop new systems to better provide
for the health care of women veterans,
especially those who are sexually as-
saulted, suffer from PTSD or who need
child care services. Congress must
honor our Nation’s commitment to all
of our veterans, and this legislation
furthers that aim.

Again, I want to thank Chairman
FILNER for his outstanding leadership
on this issue, and I urge all of my col-
leagues to support H.R. 1211.
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Mr. BOOZMAN. I would also like to
thank my colleagues on the Health
Subcommittee, Chairman MIKE
MICHAUD and Ranking Member HENRY
BrROWN of South Carolina, for their
hard work on this bill. I would also like
to thank Chairman BOB FILNER, Rank-
ing Member STEVE BUYER, for working
together to move this bill quickly and
get it on this floor.

I would also like to acknowledge and
thank Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN for her
leadership and recognizing the problem
and then moving forward with legisla-
tion that hopefully will be of great help
to women veterans.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support H.R. 1211, as amend-
ed.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlelady from Illinois
(Mrs. HALVORSON).

Mrs. HALVORSON. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of H.R. 1211, the Women
Veterans Health Care Improvement
Act.

I want to thank Ms. HERSETH
SANDLIN for her dedication on this
issue. As more women serve in the
military, they are quickly becoming an
important segment of VA users. Their
numbers will double over the next 2 to
4 years, and many are under the age of
40.

This presents new challenges to the
VA system, which historically was de-
signed to serve male veterans. Signifi-
cant changes to the VA need to occur
to properly serve all veterans.

As we heard at the VA committee
roundtable on women veteran issues,
women veterans arrive at the VA with
a variety of unique challenges. Many
women veterans do not identify them-
selves as veterans and seek care out-
side of the system. Some feel stig-
matized and are hesitant to speak out.
Women who have sought care at VA fa-
cilities have complained that staff
lacks understanding of the role of
women in combat.

The most pressing of these challenges
relate to mental health, including
PTSD, depression, anxiety, and behav-
ioral issues. A 2008 VA study reported
that 15 percent of women in Iraq and
Afghanistan experience sexual assault
or harassment, and 59 percent of these
women were at a higher risk for mental
health problems.

O 1300

These are tragic numbers and we
need to act immediately to address
them. The difficulty women face in ac-
cessing the VA system and the lack of
women-focused health care is unac-
ceptable.

These women have sacrificed so much
for our country. This bill takes the
first step to meet these challenges and
follows up on recommendations pro-
vided by Veterans Service Organiza-
tions by requiring the Secretary of the
VA to study the barriers women face as
they seek VA services.

Similarly, H.R. 1211 improves train-
ing and education for VA professionals
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to help treat women veterans. This
education will help to address the con-
cerns that many women veterans have
that the VA doesn’t understand their
needs.

This is why I support H.R. 1211 and
strongly urge my colleagues to vote
‘“‘yes” on this important bill.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 1211,
as amended.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. FILNER. In closing, Mr. Speaker,
I was listening to Ms. HERSETH
SANDLIN talk about the need for pilot
programs for child care. We’ve had tes-
timony that if a woman veteran
showed up with her child or children,
they would be denied their appoint-
ment and sent home. I mean this is a
way that the culture just must change,
which this bill is the first step toward
that change.

So I would urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 1211, as amended.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in strong support of House Resolution
1211. This piece of legislation will assist our
women veterans in obtaining better health
care.

First, I'd like to commend the chief sponsor
of this resolution, Ms. STEPHANIE HERSETH
SANDLIN. | would also like to recognize my
other colleagues for their strong support and
co-sponsorship of this piece of legislation.

Currently, there are an approximated
200,000 female troops in our Armed Forces
serving to help protect our Nation. It is not
only an important issue but a matter of re-
sponsibility that we ensure the fair and first-
rate treatment of our brave female troops
when they return and/or retire from the Armed
Forces.

This resolution will benefit our women vet-
erans by providing graduate education for
them. | believe education is a keystone for
every U.S. citizen and our government should
provide the right to an education for our val-
iant troops returning home. This gives the op-
portunity for women veterans who enlisted
right after high school to continue on with their
education at higher levels.

This legislation will also train and certify
mental health professionals so we can aid any
of our veterans who are in need of help. It is
imperative that we service our veterans in the
best way we can. On a day-to-day basis, thou-
sands of veterans suffer from conditions such
as sexual trauma and post-traumatic stress
disorder. The number of female veterans that
tested positive for military sexual trauma was
8,705 and this was a climb in number. It is
crucial that we take care of our female troops
especially because around 20 percent of fe-
male veterans test positive for sexual trauma
while only 1.8 percent of male veterans test
positive.

The resolution is also beneficial to our vet-
erans due to the fact that this piece of legisla-
tion provides for the study and analysis of any
current problems that our women veterans
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face in the current state of our system. It will
help us make amends and additions to the
structure of health care for our female vet-
erans.

Another important piece of this legislation
that will help Veterans Affairs greatly is includ-
ing recently discharged women veterans in the
Advisory Committee on Women Veterans and
the Advisory Committee on Minority Veterans.
This will only add more experience to the cur-
rent committee because having recently dis-
charged troops is important in knowing what
health care issues recently discharged female
military personal need.

Mr. Speaker, it is important that we take
care of our veterans. These veterans put their
life on the line to help protect all of us that live
in this great Nation. It is of the essence to pro-
vide easy access to health care and to a bet-
ter current health care system for our women
veterans.

Again, | would like to thank my colleague
Congresswoman STEPHANIE HERSETH SANDLIN
for being the chief sponsor of this key resolu-
tion in aiding our women veterans. | strongly
urge my other colleagues to support this reso-
lution as well.

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of the Women Veterans Health Care
Improvement Act.

This legislation will improve and expand
health care for women veterans.

| would like to thank Congresswoman
HERSETH SANDLIN for all of her hard work. She
is a champion of our nation’s veterans. | am
honored to be a cosponsor of this legislation.

Women now make up approximately four-
teen percent of the active military, and in the
past recruiting class, they made up twenty
percent.

Data released by the VA shows that the
amount of women who are expected to use
the VA health care system is expected to dou-
ble within the next four years.

As a country, we must ensure that women
veterans have a voice and that their needs are
addressed.

Passing this bill into law will help identify
and break down barriers faced by women vet-
erans in accessing VA health care.

| urge all of my colleagues to support this
crucial bill.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FILNER) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1211, as
amended.

The question was taken.

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

——————

HIGHER EDUCATION TECHNICAL
CORRECTIONS

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and concur in the
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Senate amendment to the bill (H.R.
1777) to make technical corrections to
the Higher Education Act of 1965, and
for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the Senate amendment is
as follows:

Senate amendment:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
SECTION 1. TABLE OF CONTENTS.

The table of contents for this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Table of contents.
Sec. 2. References.
Sec. 3. Effective date.

TITLE [—GENERAL PROVISIONS
101. General provisions.

TITLE II—-TEACHER QUALITY
ENHANCEMENT

201. Teacher quality enhancement.
TITLE III—INSTITUTIONAL AID

301. Institutional aid.

302. Multiagency study of minority science
programs.

TITLE IV—STUDENT ASSISTANCE

401. Grants to students in attendance at
institutions of higher education.

Federal Family Education Loan Pro-
gram.

Federal work-study programs.

Federal Direct Loan Program.

Federal Perkins Loans.

Need analysis.

General provisions of title IV.

Program integrity.

Waiver of master calendar and mego-
tiated rulemaking requirements.

TITLE V—DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS
Sec. 501. Developing institutions.

TITLE VI—INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION
PROGRAMS

Sec. 601. International education programs.

TITLE VII—GRADUATE AND
POSTSECONDARY IMPROVEMENT

Sec. 701. Graduate and postsecondary improve-
ment programs.

TITLE VIII—ADDITIONAL PROGRAMS

Sec. 801. Additional programs.

Sec. 802. Amendments to other higher education
Acts.

SEC. 2. REFERENCES.

Except as otherwise expressly provided, when-
ever in this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or repeal
of, a section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section or
other provision of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.).

SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Ezxcept as otherwise provided in this Act, the
amendments made by this Act shall take effect
as if enacted on the date of enactment of the
Higher Education Opportunity Act (Public Law
110-315).

TITLE I—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 101. GENERAL PROVISIONS.

(a) HIGHER EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ACT.—

(1) GENERAL DEFINITION OF INSTITUTION OF
HIGHER EDUCATION.—Section 101(b) of the High-
er Education Opportunity Act (Public Law 110-
315) is amended by striking “‘July 1, 2010’ and
inserting ‘‘the date of enactment of this Act’’.

(2) DEFINITION OF INSTITUTION OF HIGHER
EDUCATION FOR PURPOSES OF TITLE IV PRO-
GRAMS.—Section 102(e) of the Higher Education
Opportunity Act (Public Law 110-315) is amend-
ed by striking the period at the end and insert-
ing ‘‘, except that, with respect to foreign nurs-
ing schools that were eligible to participate in
part B of title IV as of the day before the date
of enactment of this Act, the amendments made

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec. 402.
403.
404.
405.
406.
407.
408.
409.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
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by subsection (a)(1)(D) shall take effect on July
1, 2012.”.

(b) HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965.—Title I
(20 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 102(a)(2)(D) (20 U.S.C.
1002(a)(2)(D)), by striking ‘“‘under part B’ and
inserting ‘‘under part B of title IV’’;

(2) in section 111(b) (20 U.S.C. 1011(b)), by
striking “With’’ and inserting “with’’;

(3) in section 131(a)(3)(A)(ii)(I) (20 U.S.C.

1015(a)(3)(A)(@)(1)), by  striking  “section
428(a)(2)(C)(i)”’ and inserting “‘section
428(a)(2)(C)(ii)’;

(4) in section 136(d)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1015e(d)(1)),
by striking ‘‘(Family Educational Rights and
Privacy Act of 1974)”° and inserting ‘‘(commonly
known as the ‘Family Educational Rights and
Privacy Act of 1974°)’;

(5) in section 141 (20 U.S.C. 1018)—

(A4) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A)
of subsection (c)(3), by striking ‘‘under this
title’’ and inserting ‘“‘under title IV’’; and

(B) in subsection (d)(3), by striking ‘“‘appro-
priate committees of Congress’ and inserting
“‘authorizing committees’’;

(6) in section 153(a)(1)(B)(iii)(V) (20 U.S.C.
1019b(a)(1)(B)(iii)(V)), by striking ‘‘borrowers
who take out loans under’ each place the term
appears and inserting ‘‘borrowers of loans made
under’’; and

(7) in section 155(a) (20 U.S.C. 1019d(a)), by
striking paragraph (4) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

“(4) include a place to provide information
on—

““(A) the applicant’s cost of attendance at the
institution of higher education, as determined
by the institution under part F of title IV;

“(B) the applicant’s estimated financial as-
sistance, including amounts of financial assist-
ance used to replace the expected family con-
tribution, as determined by the institution, in
accordance with title IV, for students who have
completed the Free Application for Federal Stu-
dent Aid; and

“(C) the difference between the amounts
under subparagraphs (A) and (B), as applicable;
and’’.

TITLE II-TEACHER QUALITY
ENHANCEMENT
SEC. 201. TEACHER QUALITY ENHANCEMENT.

Title II (20 U.S.C. 1021 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 200(22) (20 U.S.C. 1021(22)), by
striking subparagraph (D) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

““(D) prior to completion of the program—

‘(i) attains full State certification or licensure
and becomes highly qualified; and

““(i1) acquires a master’s degree not later than
18 months after beginning the program.’’;

(2) in section 202 (20 U.S.C. 1022a)—

(A) in subsection (b)(6)(E)(ii), by striking
“section 1111(b)(2)”’ and inserting ‘‘section
1111(b)(1)”;

(B) in subsection (c)(1), by striking ‘‘pre-bac-
calaureate’’;

(C) in subsection (d)—

(i) in the heading, by striking ‘‘PRE-BACCA-
LAUREATE’’ and inserting ‘‘“THE’’; and

(ii) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by
striking ‘‘An eligible partnership that receives a
grant to carry out an effective program for the
pre-baccalaureate preparation of teachers shall
carry out a program that includes all of the fol-
lowing:”’ and inserting “An eligible partnership
that receives a grant to carry out a program for
the preparation of teachers shall carry out an
effective pre-baccalaureate teacher preparation
program or a Sth year initial licensing program
that includes all of the following:”’;

(D) in subsection (e)(2)—

(i) in subparagraph (A)(ii), by striking ‘‘to
earn’’ and inserting ‘‘leading to’’; and

(ii) in subparagraph (C)—

(I) in clause (i), by striking ‘“‘one-year’’ before
“‘teaching residency program’’; and

(II) in clause (iii)(I1), by striking ‘‘one-year’’;
and
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(E) in subsection (i)(3), by striking ‘‘consent
of”’ and inserting ‘‘consent to’’; and

(3) in section 231(a)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1032(a)(1)),
by striking ‘‘serve graduate’’ and inserting ‘‘as-
sist in the graduation of”’.

TITLE III—INSTITUTIONAL AID
SEC. 301. INSTITUTIONAL AID.

Title 11T (20 U.S.C. 1051 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 316 (20 U.S.C. 1059¢c)—

(4) in subsection (a), by striking
Tribal’’ and inserting ‘‘“Tribal’’; and

(B) in subsection (b)—

(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘the Tribally
Controlled College or University Assistance Act
of 1978 and inserting ‘‘the Tribally Controlled
Colleges and Universities Assistance Act of
1978"’;

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘the Tribally
Controlled College or University Assistance Act
of 1978 and inserting ‘‘the Tribally Controlled
Colleges and Universities Assistance Act of
1978’; and

(iii) in paragraph (3)(4), by striking ‘‘the
Navajo Community College Assistance Act of
1978 and inserting ‘‘the Navajo Community
College Act’’;

(2) in section 318(b)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1059¢(b)(1)),
by striking subparagraph (F) and inserting the
following:

“(F) is not receiving assistance under—

“(i) part B;

““(ii) part A of title V; or

“(iti) an annual authorication of appropria-
tions under the Act of March 2, 1867 (14 Stat.
438; 20 U.S.C. 123).”;

(3) in section 323(a) (20 U.S.C. 1062(a)), in the
matter preceding paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘in
any fiscal year’” and inserting ‘‘for any fiscal
year,”’;

(4) in section 324(d) (20 U.S.C. 1063(d))—

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) as
subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively;

(B) by striking ‘‘Notwithstanding subsections
(a)” and inserting ‘‘(1) Notwithstanding sub-
sections (a)”’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

“(2) If the amount appropriated pursuant to
section 399(a)(2)(A) for any fiscal year is not
sufficient to pay the minimum allotment re-
quired by paragraph (1) to all part B institu-
tions, the amount of such minimum allotments
shall be ratably reduced. If additional sums be-
come available for such fiscal year, such re-
duced allocations shall be increased on the same
basis as the basis on which they were reduced
(until the amount allotted equals the minimum
allotment required by paragraph (1)).”’;

(5) in section 351(a) (20 U.S.C. 1067a(a))—

(A) by striking ‘‘section 304(a)(1)”’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 303(a)(1)”’; and

(B) by striking “of 1979°’;

(6) in section 355(a) (20 U.S.C. 1067¢e(a)), by
striking ‘302" and inserting “‘312°°;

(7) in section 371(c) (20 U.S.C. 1067q(c))—

(A) in paragraph (3)(D), by striking “402A(g)”’
and inserting ‘“402A(h)’’;

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘402A(g)”’
and inserting ‘‘402A(h)’’; and

(C) in paragraph (9)—

(i) in subparagraph (C)(iii), by
“402A(g)”’ and inserting ‘“402A(h)’’; and

(ii) by amending subparagraph (F) to read as
follows:

““(F) is not receiving assistance under—

““(i) part B;

““(ii) part A of title V; or

““(iii) an annual authorization of appropria-
tions under the Act of March 2, 1867 (14 Stat.
438; 20 U.S.C. 123).”’; and

(8) in section 392(a)(6) (20 U.S.C. 1068a(a)(6)),
by striking ‘‘College or University’’ and insert-
ing ‘““‘Colleges and Universities’.

SEC. 302. MULTIAGENCY STUDY OF MINORITY
SCIENCE PROGRAMS.
Section 1024 (20 U.S.C. 1067d) is repealed.

“Indian

striking
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TITLE IV—STUDENT ASSISTANCE
SEC. 401. GRANTS TO STUDENTS IN ATTENDANCE
AT INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDU-
CATION.

(a) AMENDMENTS.—Part A of title IV (20
U.S.C. 1070 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 400(b) (20 U.S.C. 1070(b)), by
striking ‘1 through 8’ and inserting ‘1 through
9%

(2) in section 401 (20 U.S.C. 1070a)—

(A) in the second sentence of subsection (a)(1),
by striking ‘“‘manner,,” and inserting ‘‘man-
ner,”’;

(B) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘section
401’ and inserting ‘‘this section’’; and

(C) in subsection (b)(9)(A)—

(i) in clause (vi), by striking $105,000,000’’
and inserting ‘‘3258,000,000°’; and

(i1) in clause (viii), by striking “‘$4,400,000,000°’
and inserting ‘‘$4,452,000,000°’;

(3) by striking paragraph (4) of section 401(f)
(20 U.S.C. 1070a(f)), as added by section 401(c)
of the Higher Education Opportunity Act (Pub-
lic Law 110-315);

(4) in section 4024 (20 U.S.C. 1070a-11)—

(A4) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘organiza-
tions including’ and inserting ‘‘organizations,
including’’; and

(B) in subsection (c)(8)(C)(iv)(I), by inserting
““to be’’ after ‘‘determined’’;

(5) in section 402E(d)(2)(C) (20 U.S.C. 1070a—
15(d)(2)(C)), by striking 320.” and inserting
“3207’;

(6) in section 415E(b)(1)(B) (20 U.S.C. 1070c—
3a(b)(1)(B))—

(A) in clause (i), by striking ““If a’’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘Except as provided in clause (ii), if a’’;

(B) by redesignating clause (ii) as clause (iii);
and

(C) by inserting after clause (i) (as amended
by subparagraph (A)) the following:

““(ii) SPECIAL CONTINUATION AND TRANSITION
RULE.—If a State that applied for and received
an allotment under this section for fiscal year
2010 pursuant to subsection (j) meets the speci-
fications established in the State’s application
under subsection (c) for fiscal year 2011, then
the Secretary shall make an allotment to such
State for fiscal year 2011 that is not less than
the allotment made pursuant to subsection (j) to
such State for fiscal year 2010 under this section
(as this section was in effect on the day before
the date of enactment of the Higher Education
Opportunity Act (Public Law 110-315)).”’;

(7) in section 419C(b)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1070d-
33(b)(1)), by inserting ‘“‘and’’ after the semicolon
at the end;

(8) in section 419D(d) (20 U.S.C. 1070d-34(d)),
by striking 1134 and inserting ““134°’; and

(9) by adding at the end the following:

“Subpart 10—Scholarships for Veteran’s

Dependents
“SEC. 420R. SCHOLARSHIPS FOR VETERAN’S DE-
PENDENTS.

‘““(a) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE VETERAN’S DE-
PENDENT.—The term ‘eligible veteran’s depend-
ent’ means a dependent or an independent stu-
dent—

‘(1) whose parent or guardian was a member
of the Armed Forces of the United States and
died as a result of performing military service in
Iraq or Afghanistan after September 11, 2001;
and

““(2) who, at the time of the parent or guard-
ian’s death, was—

““(A) less than 24 years of age; or

‘““(B) enrolled at an institution of higher edu-
cation on a part-time or full-time basis.

“(b) GRANTS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall award
a grant to each eligible veteran’s dependent to
assist in paying the eligible veteran’s depend-
ent’s cost of attendance at an institution of
higher education.

‘““(2) DESIGNATION.—Grants made under this
section shall be known as ‘Iraq and Afghani-
stan Service Grants’.
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““(c) PREVENTION OF DOUBLE BENEFITS.—No
eligible veteran’s dependent may receive a grant
under both this section and section 401.

““(d) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The Secretary
shall award grants under this section in the
same manner, and with the same terms and con-
ditions, including the length of the period of eli-
gibility, as the Secretary awards Federal Pell
Grants under section 401, except that—

“(1) the award rules and determination of
need applicable to the calculation of Federal
Pell Grants, shall not apply to grants made
under this section;

“(2) the provisions of subsection (a)(3), sub-
section (b)(1), the matter following subsection
(b)(2)(A)(v), subsection (b)(3), and subsection
(f), of section 401 shall not apply; and

“(3) a grant made under this section to an eli-
gible veteran’s dependent for any award year
shall equal the maximum Federal Pell Grant
available for that award year, except that such
a grant under this section—

“(A) shall not exceed the cost of attendance of
the eligible veteran’s dependent for that award
year; and

““(B) shall be adjusted to reflect the attend-
ance by the eligible veteran’s dependent on a
less than full-time basis in the same manner as
such adjustments are made under section 401.

““(e) ESTIMATED FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.—For
purposes of determinations of need under part
F, a grant awarded under this section shall not
be treated as estimated financial assistance as
described in sections 471(3) and 480(j).

“(f) AUTHORIZATION AND APPROPRIATIONS OF
FUNDS.—There are authorized to be appro-
priated, and there are appropriated, out of any
money in the Treasury mot otherwise appro-
priated, for the Secretary to carry out this sec-
tion, such sums as may be necessary for fiscal
year 2010 and each succeeding fiscal year.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a)(9) shall take effect on July 1,
2010.

(c) HIGHER EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ACT.—
Section 404 of the Higher Education Oppor-
tunity Act (Public Law 110-315) is amended by
adding at the end the following new subsection:

‘(i) EFFECTIVE DATE; TRANSITION.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by
subsection (e) shall apply to grants made under
chapter 2 of subpart 2 of part A of title IV of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070a—
21 et seq.) on or after the date of enactment of
this Act, except that a recipient of a grant
under such chapter that is made prior to such
date may elect to apply the requirements con-
tained in the amendments made by subsection
(e) to that grant if the grant recipient informs
the Secretary of the election.

“(2) SPECIAL RULE.—A grant recipient may
make the election described in paragraph (1)
only if the election does not decrease the
amount of the scholarship promised to an indi-
vidual student under the grant.”.

SEC. 402. FEDERAL FAMILY EDUCATION LOAN
PROGRAM.

(a) AMENDMENT TO PROVISION AMENDED BY
THE COLLEGE COST REDUCTION AND ACCESS
ACT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 428(b)(1)(G)(i) (20
U.S.C. 1078(b)(1)(G)(i)), as amended by section
303 of the College Cost Reduction and Access
Act (Public Law 110-84), is amended by striking
“or 439(q)”’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall be effective as if enacted
as part of the amendment in section 303(a) of
the College Cost Reduction and Access Act
(Public Law 110-84), shall take effect on October
1, 2012, and shall apply with respect to loans
made on or after such date.

(b) ENTRANCE COUNSELING FUNCTIONS.—

(1) GUARANTY AGENCIES.—Section 428(b)(3) (20
U.S.C. 1078(b)(3)) is amended—

(4) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘‘or
485(1)”" after ‘‘section 485(b)’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (D), by inserting
485(1)” after ‘‘section 485(b)”’.
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(2) ELIGIBLE LENDERS.—Section 435(d)(5) (20
U.S.C. 1085(ad)(5)) is amended—

(4) in subparagraph (E), by inserting ‘‘or
485(1)" after ‘‘section 485(b)”’; and

(B) in subparagraph (F), by inserting ‘‘or
485(1)"’ after ‘‘section 485(b)’’.

(c) AMENDMENT TO PROVISION AMENDED BY
THE HIGHER EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ACT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 428C(c)(3)(4) (20
U.S.C. 1078-3(c)(3)(A)), as amended by section
425 of the Higher Education Opportunity Act
(Public Law 110-315), is amended by striking
“‘section 493C”’ and inserting ‘‘section 493C,”".

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall be effective as if enacted
as part of the amendments in section 425(d)(1) of
the Higher Education Opportunity Act (Public
Law 110-315), and shall take effect on July 1,
2009.

(d) REHABILITATION OF STUDENT LOANS.—

(1) Section 428F (20 U.S.C. 1078-6) is amend-
ed—

(A) in subsection (a)—

(i) by amending paragraph (1) to read as fol-
lows:

““(1) SALE OR ASSIGNMENT OF LOAN.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Each guaranty agency,
upon securing 9 payments made within 20 days
of the due date during 10 consecutive months of
amounts owed on a loan for which the Secretary
has made a payment under paragraph (1) of sec-
tion 428(c), shall—

‘(i) if practicable, sell the loan to an eligible
lender; or

“‘(ii)) on or before September 30, 2011, assign
the loan to the Secretary if—

““(I) the Secretary has determined that market
conditions unduly limit a guaranty agency’s
ability to sell loans under clause (i); and

“(II) the guaranty agency has been unable to
sell loans under clause (i).

‘““(B) MONTHLY PAYMENTS.—Neither the guar-
anty agency nor the Secretary shall demand
from a borrower as monthly payment amounts
described in subparagraph (A) more than is rea-
sonable and affordable based on the borrower’s
total financial circumstances.

“(C) CONSUMER REPORTING AGENCIES.—Upon
the sale or assignment of the loan, the Sec-
retary, guaranty agency or other holder of the
loan shall request any consumer reporting agen-
cy to which the Secretary, guaranty agency or
holder, as applicable, reported the default of the
loan, to remove the record of the default from
the borrower’s credit history.

‘(D) DUTIES UPON SALE.—With respect to a
loan sold under subparagraph (A)(i)—

““(i) the guaranty agency—

‘(1) shall repay the Secretary 81.5 percent of
the amount of the principal balance outstanding
at the time of such sale, multiplied by the rein-
surance percentage in effect when payment
under the guaranty agreement was made with
respect to the loan; and

“(II) may, in order to defray collection costs—

‘“(aa) charge to the borrower an amount not
to exceed 18.5 percent of the outstanding prin-
cipal and interest at the time of the loan sale;
and

“(bb) retain such amount from the proceeds of
the loan sale; and

‘“‘(ii) the Secretary shall reinstate the Sec-
retary’s obligation to—

“(1) reimburse the guaranty agency for the
amount that the agency may, in the future, ex-
pend to discharge the guaranty agency’s insur-
ance obligation; and

‘“(1I) pay to the holder of such loan a special
allowance pursuant to section 438.

‘““(E) DUTIES UPON ASSIGNMENT.—With respect
to a loan assigned under subparagraph (A)(ii)—

‘(i) the guaranty agency shall add to the
principal and interest outstanding at the time of
the assignment of such loan an amount equal to
the amount described in  subparagraph
(D)()(1D)(aa); and

““(ii)) the Secretary shall pay the guaranty
agency, for deposit in the agency’s Operating
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Fund established pursuant to section 422B, an
amount equal to the amount added to the prin-
cipal and interest outstanding at the time of the
assignment in accordance with clause (i).

‘“(F) ELIGIBLE LENDER LIMITATION.—A loan
shall not be sold to an eligible lender under sub-
paragraph (A)(i) if such lender has been found
by the guaranty agency or the Secretary to have
substantially failed to exercise the due diligence
required of lenders under this part.

‘“(G) DEFAULT DUE TO ERROR.—A loan that
does not meet the requirements of subparagraph
(A) may also be eligible for sale or assignment
under this paragraph upon a determination that
the loan was in default due to clerical or data
processing error and would not, in the absence
of such error, be in a delinquent status.”’;

(ii) in paragraph (2)—

(I) by striking ‘“‘paragraph (1) of this sub-
section’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (1)(A)(1)’’;
and

(II) by striking ‘“‘paragraph (1)(B)(ii) of this
subsection’ and inserting “paragraph
(D)D)

(i1i) in paragraph (3)—

(I) by striking ‘‘sold under paragraph (2)”’
and inserting ‘‘sold or assigned under para-
graph (1)(A)”’; and

(II) by striking ‘‘sale.”” and inserting ‘‘sale or
assignment.”’;

(iv) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘“‘which is
sold under paragraph (1) of this subsection’
and inserting ‘‘that is sold or assigned under
paragraph (1)’; and

(v) in paragraph (5), by inserting ‘‘(whether
by loan sale or assignment)’’ after ‘‘rehabili-
tating a loan’’; and

(B) in subsection (b), in the first sentence, by
inserting ‘‘or assigned to the Secretary’ after
“‘sold to an eligible lender’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by paragraph (1) shall be effective on the date
of enactment of this Act, and shall apply to any
loan on which monthly payments described in
section 428F(a)(1)(A) were paid before, on, or
after such date of enactment.

(e) REPAYMENT IN FULL FOR DEATH AND DIs-
ABILITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 437(a)(1) (20 U.S.C.
1087(a)(1)), as amended by section 437 of the
Higher Education Opportunity Act (Public Law
110-315), is amended—

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph (4A),
by striking ‘‘Secretary),, or if’”’ and inserting
“Secretary), or if”’; and

(B) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘the re-
instatement and resumption to be’’ after ‘“‘deter-
mines’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by paragraph (1) shall be effective as if enacted
as part of the amendments in section 437(a) of
the Higher Education Opportunity Act (Public
Law 110-315), and shall take effect on July 1,
2010.

(f) OTHER AMENDMENTS.—Part B of title IV
(20 U.S.C. 1071 et seq.) is further amended—

(1) in section 428 (20 U.S.C. 1078)—

(4) in subsection (a)(2)(A)()(1I), by striking
“and’’ after the semicolon at the end;

(B) in subsection (b)—

(i) in the matter following subclause (II) of
paragraph (1)(M)(i), by inserting ‘‘section’ be-
fore “428B’’;

(ii) in paragraph (3)(A)(i), by striking ‘“‘any
institution of higher education or the employees
of an institution of higher education’ and in-
serting “‘any institution of higher education,
any employee of an institution of higher edu-
cation, or any individual or entity’’;

(iii) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘For the
purpose of paragraph (1)(M)(i)(I1I1) of this sub-
section,” and inserting ‘‘With respect to the
graduate fellowship program referred to in para-
graph (1)(M)(i)(11),”’; and

(iv) in paragraph (7)—

(I) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘clause
(i) or (ii) of’; and

(1I) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘sub-
paragraph (A)(i)”’ and inserting ‘‘subparagraph
(A)’; and
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(C) in subsection (c)(9)(K), by striking 3
months’’ and inserting ‘6 months’’;

(2) in section 428B(e) (20 U.S.C. 1078-2(e))—

(A) in paragraph (3)(B), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (c)(5)(B)”’ and inserting ‘‘subsection
(A)(5)(B)”’; and

(B) by repealing paragraph (5);

(3) in section 428C (20 U.S.C. 1078-3)—

(A) in subsection (a)(4)(E), by striking ‘‘sub-
part II of part B’ and inserting ‘“‘part E’’;

(B) in the matter preceding clause (i) of sub-
section (¢)(2)(A)—

(i) by striking ‘‘subsection (b)(2)(F)’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsection (b)(2)”’; and

(ii) by inserting a comma after ‘‘graduated’;

(C) in subsection (d)(3)(D), by striking ‘‘loan
insurance fund’’ and inserting ‘‘loan insurance
account’’; and

(D) in subsection (f)(3), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (a)’’ and inserting ‘‘this subsection’’;

(4) in section 428G(c) (20 U.S.C. 1078-7(c))—

(4) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘section
428(a)(2)(A)(A)(111)> and inserting ‘‘section
428(a)(2)(A)(I)(11)”’; and

(B) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting
the following:

“(3) notwithstanding subsection (a)(2), may,
with the permission of the borrower, be dis-
bursed by the lender on a weekly or monthly
basis, provided that the proceeds of the loan are
disbursed by the lender in substantially equal
weekly or monthly installments, as the case may
be, over the period of enrollment for which the
loan is made.’’;

(5) in section 428H (20 U.S.C. 1078-8)—

(A) in subsection (d), by amending the text of
the header of paragraph (2) to read as follows:
“LIMITS FOR GRADUATE, PROFESSIONAL, AND
INDEPENDENT POSTBACCALAUREATE STUDENTS’’;
and

(B) in subsection (e), by amending paragraph
(6) to read as follows:

““(6) REPAYMENT PERIOD.—For purposes of
calculating the repayment period under section
428(b)(9), such period shall commence at the
time the first payment of principal is due from
the borrower.”’;

(6) in section 4287 (20 U.S.C. 1078-10)—

(A) in subsection (c)(1), by adding at the end
the following: ‘“No borrower may receive a re-
duction of loan obligations under both this sec-
tion and section 460.”’; and

(B) in subsection (g)(2)—

(i) in subparagraph (B), by inserting
after the semicolon at the end;

(ii) by striking subparagraph (C);

(iii) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as
subparagraph (C); and

(iv) in subparagraph (C), as redesignated by
clause (iii), by striking 12571 and inserting
“12601°’;

(7) in section 428K(g)(9)(B) (20 U.S.C. 1078-
11(9)(9)(B)), by striking ‘“‘under subsection (11)(3)
of such section (42 U.S.C. 1395x(11)(3))”’ and in-
serting ‘“‘under subsection (11)(4) of such section
(42 U.S.C. 1395x(11)(4))’;

(8) in section 430A(f) (20 U.S.C. 1080a(f))—

(A) by striking “‘and (6)”’ and inserting ‘‘and
5)’; and

(B) by “(a)(6)”

“(a)(9)7;

(9) in section 432 (20 U.S.C. 1082)—

(4) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘section 1078
of this title’’ and inserting ‘‘section 428°; and

(B) in subsection (m)(1)(B)—

(i) in clause (i), by inserting ‘“‘and’ after the
semicolon at the end; and

(ii) in clause (ii), by striking *‘; and’ and in-
serting a period;

(10) in section 435 (20 U.S.C. 1085)—

(4) in subsection (a)(2)(C)(ii), by striking “‘a
tribally controlled community college within the
meaning of section 2(a)(4) of the Tribally Con-
trolled Community College Assistance Act of
1978’ and inserting ‘“‘a tribally controlled col-
lege or university, as defined in section 2(a)(4)
of the Tribally Controlled Colleges and Univer-
sities Assistance Act of 1978”’;
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(B) in subsection (d)—

(i) in paragraph (1)—

(1) in subparagraph (A)(ii)(111), by striking
‘“‘section 501(1) of such Code’ and inserting
“‘section 501(a) of such Code’’; and

(II) in subparagraph (G), by striking ‘‘sections
428A(d), 428B(d), and 428C,”" and inserting ‘‘sec-
tions 428B(d) and 428C,"’;

(ii) in paragraph (2)(A)(vi), by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 435(m)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (m)’’;

(iii) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘section
435(m)”’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (m)’’; and

(iv) in paragraph (5)(4), by striking ‘‘to any
institution of higher education or any employee
of an institution of higher education in order to
secure applicants for loans under this part” and
inserting ‘‘to any institution of higher edu-
cation, any employee of an institution of higher
education, or any individual or entity in order
to secure applicants for loans under this part’’;

(C) in subsection (0)(1)(A)(ii), by striking
“Service’ and inserting ‘‘Services’’; and

(D) in subsection (p)(1), by striking ‘‘section
771’ and inserting ‘‘section 781°°; and

(11) in section 438(b)(2) (20 U.S.C. 1087-
1(b)(2))—
(A) in the second sentence of subparagraph
(A4), by striking “427A(f)”’ and inserting
C“427TA®);

(B) in the first sentence of subparagraph
(B)(i), by striking ‘1954’ and inserting “‘1986°’;
and

(C) in the second sentence of subparagraph
(F), by striking “427A(f)” and inserting
C427TA().

SEC. 403. FEDERAL WORK-STUDY PROGRAMS.

Section 443 (42 U.S.C. 2753) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘section
443’ and inserting ‘‘this section’’;

(2) in subsection (d)(1), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (b)(2)(B)”’ and inserting ‘‘subsection
(b)(2)(A)”; and

(3) in subsection (e)(1), in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘in ac-
cordance with such subsection’.

SEC. 404. FEDERAL DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM.

(a) TEMPORARY AUTHORITY TO PURCHASE
LOANS.—Section 459A (20 U.S.C. 1087i-1) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in paragraph (2), in the matter preceding
subparagraph (A4), by striking ‘‘purchase of
loans under this section’ and inserting ‘‘pur-
chase of loans under paragraph (1)”’; and

(B) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

““(3) TEMPORARY AUTHORITY TO PURCHASE RE-
HABILITATED LOANS.—

“(A) AUTHORITY.—In addition to the author-
ity described in paragraph (1), the Secretary, in
consultation with the Secretary of the Treasury,
is authorized to purchase, or enter into forward
commitments to purchase, from any eligible
lender (as defined in section 435(d)(1)), loans
that such lender purchased under section 428F
on or after October 1, 2003, and before July 1,
2010, and that are not in default, on such terms
as the Secretary, the Secretary of the Treasury,
and the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget jointly determine are in the best in-
terest of the United States, except that any pur-
chase under this paragraph shall not result in
any net cost to the Federal Government (includ-
ing the cost of servicing the loans purchased),
as determined jointly by the Secretary, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, and the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget.

‘“(B) FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE.—The Sec-
retary, the Secretary of the Treasury, and the
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget shall jointly publish a notice in the Fed-
eral Register prior to any purchase of loans
under this paragraph that—

‘(i) establishes the terms and conditions gov-
erning the purchases authoriced by this para-
graph;

““(ii) includes an outline of the methodology
and factors that the Secretary, the Secretary of
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the Treasury, and the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget will jointly consider in
evaluating the price at which to purchase loans
rehabilitated pursuant to section 428F(a); and

““(iii) describes how the use of such method-
ology and consideration of such factors used to
determine purchase price will ensure that loan
purchases do not result in any net cost to the
Federal Government (including the cost of serv-
icing the loans purchased).’’; and

(2) by amending subsection (b) to read as fol-
lows:

‘““(b) PROCEEDS.—The Secretary shall require,
as a condition of any purchase under subsection
(a), that the funds paid by the Secretary to any
eligible lender under this section be used—

‘(1) to ensure continued participation of such
lender in the Federal student loan programs au-
thorized under part B of this title; and

“(2)(A) in the case of loans purchased pursu-
ant to subsection (a)(1), to originate new Fed-
eral loans to students, as authorized under part
B of this title; or

‘““(B) in the case of loans purchased pursuant
to subsection (a)(3), to originate such new Fed-
eral loans to students, or to purchase loans in
accordance with section 428F(a).”’.

(b) OTHER AMENDMENTS.—Part D of title IV
(20 U.S.C. 1087a et seq.) is amended—

(1) by repealing paragraph (3) of section 453(c)
(20 U.S.C. 1087c(c));

(2) in section 455 (20 U.S.C. 1087e)—

(A) in subsection (d)(1)(C), by striking
““428(b)(9)(A)(v)” and inserting
“428(b)(9)(A)(1v)”’;

(B) in subsection (h), by striking ‘‘(except as
authorized under section 457(a)(1))”’; and

(C) in subsection (k)(1)(B), by striking ‘¢
a notice under section 457(a)(1),”’;

(3) by repealing section 457 (20 U.S.C. 1087g);
and

(4) in section 460 (20 U.S.C. 1087j)—

(A4) in subsection (c)(1), by adding at the end
the following: ‘“‘No borrower may receive a re-
duction of loan obligations under both this sec-
tion and section 428J.”’; and

(B) in subsection (g9)(2)—

(i) by striking subparagraph (4);

(ii) by redesignating subparagraphs (B)
through (D) as subparagraphs (A4) through (C),
respectively; and

(11i) in subparagraph (C), as redesignated by
clause (ii), by striking ‘12571 and inserting
“12601".

SEC. 405. FEDERAL PERKINS LOANS.

Part E of title IV (20 U.S.C. 1087aa et seq.) is
amended—

(1) in section 462(a)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1087bb(a)(1)),
by striking subparagraph (A) and inserting the
following:

““(A) 100 percent of the amount received under
subsections (a) and (b) of this section for fiscal
year 1999 (as such subsections were in effect
with respect to allocations for such fiscal year),
multiplied by’’;

(2) in section 463(c) (20 U.S.C. 1087cc(c))—

(A) in paragraph (2)—

(i) by moving the margins of subparagraph (A)
2 ems to the left; and

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B) and insert-
ing the following:

“(B) information concerning the repayment
and collection of any such loan, including infor-
mation concerning the status of such loan,
and’’; and

(B) in paragraph (3)—

(i) by striking “and (6)” and inserting ‘“‘and

©);
“(@)6)”

(u) by
“(a)(5)’;

(3) in the first sentence of the matter pre-
ceding paragraph (1) of section 463A(a) (20
U.S.C. 1087cc-1(a)), by striking *‘, in order to
carry out the provisions of section 463(a)(8),”’;

(4) in section 464 (20 U.S.C. 1087dd)—

(A) in subsection (c)—

(i) in paragraph (1)(D)—

(1) by striking ‘(1) and inserting ‘“(i)”’; and

(II) by striking ““(II)” and inserting ‘(ii)’’;
and

(ii) in paragraph (2)(A)(iii)—

(1) by aligning the margin of the matter pre-
ceding subclause (I) with the margins of clause
(ii);

, orin

striking and inserting
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(II) by aligning the margins of subclauses (I)
and (II) with the margins of clause (i)(I); and

(I11) by aligning the margins of the matter fol-
lowing subclause (I1I) with the margins of the
matter following subclause (I1) of clause (i); and

(B) in subsection (g)(5), by striking ‘‘credit bu-
Teaus > and inserting ‘‘consumer reporting agen-
cies”’

(5) m section 465(a)(6) (20 U.S.C. 1087ee(a)(6)),
by strzkmg 12571 and inserting ‘12601°’;

(6) in section 467(b) (20 U.S.C. 1087gg(b)) by
striking ‘‘paragraph (5)(4), (5)(B)(i), or (6)”
and inserting ‘‘paragraph (4) or (5)”’; and

(7) in section 469(c) (20 U.S.C. 1087ii(c)), by
striking ‘“‘and the term’ and all that follows
through the period at the end and inserting
“and the term ‘early intervention services’ has
the meaning given the term in section 632 of
such Act.”.

SEC. 406. NEED ANALYSIS.

(a) AMENDMENTS.—Part F of title IV (20
U.S.C. 1087kk et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 473 (20 U.S.C. 1087mm)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘For the purpose of this title,
except subpart 2 of part A,”” and inserting ‘‘(a)
IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of this title, other
than subpart 2 of part A, and except as provided
in subsection (b),”’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:

“(b) SPECIAL RULE.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of this title, the family contribution of
each student described in paragraph (2) shall be
deemed to be zero for the academic year for
which the determination is made.

““(2) APPLICABILITY.—Paragraph (1) shall
apply to any dependent or independent student
with respect to determinations of need for aca-
demic year 2009-2010 and succeeding academic
years—

“(A) who is eligible to receive a Federal Pell
Grant for the academic year for which the de-
termination is made;

“(B) whose parent or guardian was a member
of the Armed Forces of the United States and
died as a result of performing military service in
Iraq or Afghanistan after September 11, 2001;
and

“(C) who, at the time of the parent or guard-
ian’s death, was—

‘(i) less than 24 years of age; or

“‘(ii) enrolled at an institution of higher edu-
cation on a part-time or full-time basis.

“(3) INFORMATION.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the Secretary of Veterans
Affairs and the Secretary of Defense, as appro-
priate, shall provide the Secretary of Education
with information necessary to determine which
students meet the requirements of paragraph

).
(2) in  section 475(c)(5)(B) (20 U.S.C.
108700(c)(5)(B)), by inserting ‘“‘of 1986 after
“Code’’;
(3) in section 477(b)(5)(B) (20 U.S.C.
1087qq(b)(5)(B)), by inserting ‘‘of 1986 after
“Code’’;

(4) in section 479 (20 U.S.C. 1087ss)—

(A) in subsection (b) (as amended by section
602 of the College Cost Reduction and Access
Act (Public Law 110-84))—

(i) in paragraph (1)(A)(i), by amending sub-
clause (II1) to read as follows:

“(II1) include at least one parent who is a dis-
located worker; or’’; and

(ii) in paragraph (1)(B)(i), by amending sub-
clause (II1) to read as follows:

“(I11) is a dislocated worker or has a spouse
who is a dislocated worker; or’’; and

(B) in subsection (c) (as amended by such sec-
tion 602)—

(i) in paragraph (1)(A), by amending clause
(iii) to read as follows:

““(iii) include at least one parent who is a dis-
located worker; or’’; and

(ii) in paragraph (2)(4), by amending clause
(iii) to read as follows:

““(iii) is a dislocated worker or has a spouse
who is a dislocated worker; or’’;

(5) in section 479C (20 U.S.C. 1087uu—I)—

(A4) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘“‘under’ and
all that follows through ‘‘; and’’ and inserting
“under Public Law 98-64 (25 U.S.C. 117a et seq.;
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97 Stat. 365) (commonly known as the ‘Per Cap-
ita Act’) or the Indian Tribal Judgment Funds
Use or Distribution Act (25 U.S.C. 1401 et seq.);
and’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2)—

(i) by striking “‘Alaskan’’ and inserting ‘‘Alas-

(ii) by inserting ‘(43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.)’’ be-
fore “‘or the’’; and

(iii) by inserting ‘“‘of 1980 (25 U.S.C. 1721 et
seq.)”” after “Maine Indian Claims Settlement
Act”’;

(6) in section 480(a)(2) (20 U.S.C. 1087vv(a)(2)),
by striking ‘12571’ and inserting ‘‘12511°°;

(7) in  section  480(c)(2) 20
1087vv(c)(2))—

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A),
by striking ‘‘the following’’ and inserting ‘‘bene-
fits under the following provisions of law’’; and

(B) by striking subparagraphs (A) through (J)
and inserting the following:

‘“(A) Chapter 103 of title 10, United States
Code (Senior Reserve Officers’ Training Corps).

“(B) Chapter 106A of title 10, United States
Code (Educational Assistance for Persons En-
listing for Active Duty).

‘“(C) Chapter 1606 of title 10, United States
Code (Selected Reserve Educational Assistance
Program).

‘(D) Chapter 1607 of title 10, United States
Code (Educational Assistance Program for Re-
serve Component Members Supporting Contin-
gency Operations and Certain Other Oper-
ations).

“(E) Chapter 30 of title 38, United States Code
(All-Volunteer Force Educational Assistance
Program, also known as the ‘Montgomery GI
Bill—active duty’).

“(F) Chapter 31 of title 38, United States Code
(Training and Rehabilitation for Veterans with
Service-Connected Disabilities).

‘“(G) Chapter 32 of title 38, United States Code
(Post-Vietnam Era Veterans’ Educational As-
sistance Program).

‘““(H) Chapter 33 of title 38, United States Code
(Post-9/11 Educational Assistance).

“(I) Chapter 35 of title 38, United States Code
(Survivors’ and Dependents’ Educational Assist-
ance Program).

“(J) Section 903 of the Department of Defense
Authorization Act, 1981 (10 U.S.C. 2141 note)
(Educational Assistance Pilot Program).

“(K) Section 156(b) of the ‘Joint Resolution
making further continuing appropriations and
providing for productive employment for the fis-
cal year 1983, and for other purposes’ (42 U.S.C.
402 note) (Restored Entitlement Program for
Survivors, also known as ‘Quayle benefits’).

‘““(L) The provisions of chapter 3 of title 37,
United States Code, related to subsistence allow-
ances for members of the Reserve Officers Train-
ing Corps.”’; and

(8) in section 480(j)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1087vv(5)(1)),
by striking 12571 and inserting “12511°°.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by—

(1) paragraph (1) of subsection (a) shall take
effect on July 1, 2009; and

(2) paragraph (4) of such subsection shall be
effective as if enacted as part of the amend-
ments in section 602(a) of the College Cost Re-
duction and Access Act (Public Law 110-84),
and shall take effect on July 1, 2009.

(c) HIGHER EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ACT.—
Section 473(f) of the Higher Education Oppor-
tunity Act (Public Law 110-315) is amended by
inserting ‘‘, except that the amendments made in
subsection (e) shall take effect on July 1, 2009
before the period at the end.

SEC. 407. GENERAL PROVISIONS OF TITLE IV.

(a) DELAYED IMPLEMENTATION OF EZ
FAFSA.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Secretary of Education shall be re-
quired to carry out the requirements under the
following provisions of section 483 of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1090) only for
academic year 2010-2011 and subsequent aca-
demic years:

(1) In subsection (a) of such section—

(A) subparagraphs (A)(i) and (B) of para-
graph (2);
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(B) in paragraph (3)—

(i) the second sentence of subparagraph (A);

(ii) clauses (i) and (ii) of subparagraph (B);
and

(iii) subparagraph (C);

(C) paragraph (4)(4)(iv); and

(D) paragraph (5)(E).

(2) Subsection (h) of such section.

(b) OTHER AMENDMENTS.—Part G of title IV
(20 U.S.C. 1088 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1) of
section 481(c) (20 U.S.C. 1088(c)), by striking ‘‘or
any State, or private, profit or nonprofit organi-
zation” and inserting ‘‘any State, or any pri-
vate, for-profit or nonprofit organization,’’;

(2) in section 482(b) (20 U.S.C. 1089(b)), by
striking ‘‘413D(e), 442(e), or 462(7)”’ and insert-
ing ‘““413D(d), 442(d), or 462(i)"’;

(3) in section 483 (20 U.S.C. 1090)—

(4) in subsection (a)(3)(C), by
“that’’ after “‘except’; and

(B) in subsection (e)(8)(4), by striking ‘‘iden-
tify’’ and inserting ‘‘determine’’;

(4) in section 484 (20 U.S.C. 1091)—

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A)
of subsection (a)(4), by striking ‘‘certification,,”
and inserting ‘‘certification,’’;

(B) in subsection (b)(1)(B)—

(i) by striking ‘“‘have (A)”’ and inserting ‘‘have
(i)”’; and

(ii) by striking ‘“‘and (B)”’ and inserting ‘‘and
(i);

(C) in subsection (f)(1), by striking ‘‘part B”’
and all that follows through “part E’’ in each
place that the phrase occurs and inserting ‘‘part
B, part D, or part E’’;

(D) in subsection (h)—

(i) in paragraph (2), by striking “(h)(4)(4)()”’
and inserting ‘“‘(9)(4)(A4)(i)”’; and

(ii) in  paragraph (3), by striking
“(h)(4)(B)(i)”’ and inserting “‘(9)(4)(B)(i)”’; and

(E) in subsection (n), by striking ‘‘section 1113
of Public Law 97-252"° and inserting ‘‘section
12(f) of the Military Selective Service Act (50
U.S.C. App. 462(f))”’;

(5) in section 485 (20 U.S.C. 1092)—

(A) in subsection (a)—

(i) in paragraph (1)—

(1) the matter preceding subparagraph (A), by
striking ‘‘also referred to as the Family Edu-
cational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974 and
inserting ‘‘commonly known as the ‘Family
Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974°’;
and

(I1) in subparagraph (1), by striking ‘‘handi-
capped students’” and inserting ‘‘students with
disabilities’’;

(ii) in paragraph (4)(B), by inserting
which’ after ‘‘time period’’; and

(iii) in the matter preceding subclause (I) of
paragraph (7)(B)(iv), by inserting ‘‘education’
after “‘higher’’;

(B) in subsection (e)(3)(B), by inserting ‘‘dur-
ing which’’ after ‘‘time period’’;

(C) in subsection (f)—

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A)
of paragraph (1), by inserting ‘“‘of’’ after ‘‘for-
eign institution’’; and

(ii) in paragraphs (3), (4)(4), (5), and (8)(4),
by striking “‘under this title’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘under this title, other than
a foreign institution of higher education,’’;

(D) in subsection (g)(2), by striking ‘‘subpara-
graph (G)” and inserting “‘paragraph (1)(G)’’;

(E) in subsection (i)—

(i) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘eligible insti-
tution participating in any program under this
title”’ and inserting ‘‘institution described in
paragraph (1)°’;

(ii) in paragraph (3), in the matter preceding
subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘eligible institu-
tion participating in any program under this
title”’ and inserting ‘‘institution described in
paragraph (1)’; and

(iii) in paragraph (5)(B), by striking ‘‘the
Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of
1974 and inserting ‘‘commonly known as the
‘Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of
1974’5

inserting

“during
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(F) in subsection (k)(2), by inserting ‘‘section’
before ““484(r)(1)”’; and

(G) in the matter preceding clause (i) of sub-
section (1)(1)(4), by striking ‘‘subparagraph
(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (2)’’;

(6) in section 485A (20 U.S.C. 1092a)—

(A) in subsection (a)—

(i) by striking ‘‘or defined in subpart I of part
C of title VII of the Public Health Service Act’’
and inserting ‘‘or an eligible lender as defined
in section 719 of the Public Health Service Act
(42 U.S.C. 2920)”’; and

(ii) by striking ‘“‘under subpart I of part C of
title VII of the Public Health Service Act
(known as Health Education  Assistance
Loans)”’ and inserting ‘“‘under part A of title VII
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 292
et seq.)’’;

(B) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘subpart I of
part C of title VII of the Public Health Service
Act” and inserting ‘“‘part A of title VII of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 292 et
seq.)”’;

(C) in subsection (e)—

(i) by striking ‘‘Health Education Assistance
Loan’’ and inserting ‘‘loan under part A of title
VII of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
292 et seq.)”’; and

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking 733(e)(3)”’
and inserting ““707(e)(3)’’; and

(D) in subsection (f)—

(i) in paragraph (1)—

(I) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘sub-
part I of part C of title VII of the Public Health
Service Act” and inserting ‘‘part A of title VII
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 292
et seq.)”’; and

(II) in the fourth sentence,
“728(a)’’ and inserting ‘‘710°’; and

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking “‘subpart I of
part C of title VII of the Public Health Service
Act” and inserting ‘“‘part A of title VII of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 292 et
seq.)”’;

(7) in section 485B (20 U.S.C. 1092b)—

(4) in subsection (a)(5), by striking ‘)"’ and
inserting “‘)”’; and

(B) in subsection (d)(3)(D), by striking ‘‘the
Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of
1974’ and inserting ‘‘commonly known as the
‘Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of
1974°;

(8) in section 487 (20 U.S.C. 1094)—

(4) in subsection (a)(23)(A4), by inserting ‘‘of
1993’ after ‘‘Registration Act’’;

(B) in subsection (c)(1)—

(i) in subparagraph (A)(i), by striking ‘‘stu-

by striking

dents receives’” and inserting ‘‘students re-
ceive’’;

(ii) in subparagraph (F), by striking ‘‘para-
graph  (2)(B)” and inserting ‘‘paragraph
(3)(B)”’; and

(iii) in subparagraph (H), by striking ‘‘para-
graph (2)(B)”’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph
(3)(B)”’;

(C) in subsection (f)(1), by striking ‘‘496(c)(4)”’
and inserting ‘‘496(c)(3)”’; and

(D) in subsection (g)(1), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (f)(2)”’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (e)(2)’’;

(9) in section 487A(b) (20 U.S.C. 1094a(b))—

(4) in paragraph (1)—

(i) by striking ‘“‘Any activities’ and inserting
“Any experimental sites’’; and

(ii) by striking “‘June 30, 2009’ and inserting
“June 30, 2010”’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(4) DETERMINATION OF SUCCESS.—For the
purposes of paragraph (1), the Secretary shall
make a determination of success regarding an
institution’s participation as an exrperimental
site based on—

““(A) the ability of the experimental site to re-
duce administrative burdens to the institution,
as documented in the Secretary’s biennial report
under paragraph (2), without creating costs for
the taxpayer; and

‘““(B) whether the experimental site has im-
proved the delivery of services to, or otherwise
benefitted, students.”’;
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(10) in section 489(a) (20 U.S.C. 1096(a))—

(A) in the third sentence, by striking ‘‘has
agreed to assign under section 463(a)(6)(B)’”’ and
inserting “has referred under section
463(a)(4)(B)’’; and

(B) in the fourth sentence,
“484(h)”’ and inserting ““484(9)’’;

(11) in section 491()(2)(4) (20 U.S.C.
1098(1)(2)(A)), by inserting ‘‘the’ after ‘‘enact-
ment of”’; and

(12) in section 492(a) (20 U.S.C. 1098a(a))—

(4) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘regula-
tions” and all that follows through ‘“‘The’ and
inserting ‘‘regulations for this title. The’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘ISSUES”’
and all that follows through ‘‘provide’ and in-
serting ‘‘ISSUES.—The Secretary shall provide’.
SEC. 408. PROGRAM INTEGRITY.

Part H of title IV (20 U.S.C. 1099a et seq.) is
amended—

(1) in section 496(a)(6)(G) (20 U.S.C.
1099b(a)(6)(G)), by striking the period at the end
and inserting a semicolon; and

(2) in section 498(c)(2) (20 U.S.C. 1099c(c)(2)),
by striking ‘‘for profit’” and inserting ‘‘for-prof-
it”.

SEC. 409. WAIVER OF MASTER CALENDAR AND NE-
GOTIATED RULEMAKING REQUIRE-
MENTS.

Sections 482 and 492 of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1089, 1098a) shall not
apply to the amendments made by this title, or
to any regulations promulgated wunder those
amendments.

TITLE V—DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS
SEC. 501. DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS.

Section 502(b)(2) (20 U.S.C. 1101a(b)(2)) is
amended by striking ‘““which determination’’
and inserting ‘‘which the determination’.

TITLE VI—INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS
INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION PRO-

'RAMS.

(a) HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965.—Title VI
(20 U.S.C. 1121 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 604(a) (20 U.S.C. 1124(a))—

(4) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A)
of paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘the’’ before
“Federal’’; and

(B) in paragraph (7)(D), by striking ‘‘institu-
tion, combination’ and inserting ‘‘applicant,
consortium,’’; and

(2) in section 622(a) (20 U.S.C. 1131-1(a)), by
inserting a period after ‘‘title’’.

(b) HIGHER EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ACT.—
The matter preceding paragraph (1) of section
621 of the Higher Education Opportunity Act
(Public Law 110-315) is amended by striking
“Section 631 (20 U.S.C. 1132)”’ and inserting
“Section 631(a) (20 U.S.C. 1132(a))’’.

TITLE VII—GRADUATE AND
POSTSECONDARY IMPROVEMENT
SEC. 701. GRADUATE AND POSTSECONDARY IM-
PROVEMENT PROGRAMS.

Title VII (20 U.S.C. 1133 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1) of
section 721(d) (20 U.S.C. 1136(d)), by striking
“‘services through’ and all that follows through
“resource centers’” and inserting ‘‘services
through pre-college programs, undergraduate
prelaw information resource centers’’;

(2) in  section 723(b)(1)(P) (20 U.S.C.
1136a(b)(1)(P)), by striking ‘‘Sate’’ and inserting
“State’’;

(3) in  section 744(c)(6)(C) (20 U.S.C.
1138¢c(c)(6)(C)), by inserting ‘‘of the National
Academies’ after “‘Institute of Medicine’’;

(4) in section 760 (20 U.S.C. 1140), by striking
paragraph (1) and inserting the following:

‘(1) COMPREHENSIVE TRANSITION AND POST-
SECONDARY PROGRAM FOR STUDENTS WITH INTEL-
LECTUAL DISABILITIES.—The term ‘comprehen-
sive transition and postsecondary program for
students with intellectual disabilities’ means a
degree, certificate, or mondegree program that
meets each of the following:

by striking
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‘“(A) Is offered by an institution of higher
education.

‘““(B) Is designed to support students with in-
tellectual disabilities who are seeking to con-
tinue academic, career and technical, and inde-
pendent living instruction at an institution of
higher education in order to prepare for gainful
employment.

‘“(C) Includes an advising and curriculum
structure.

‘(D) Requires students with intellectual dis-
abilities to participate on not less than a half-
time basis as determined by the institution, with
such participation focusing on academic compo-
nents, and occurring through 1 or more of the
following activities:

‘“(i) Regular enrollment in credit-bearing
courses with nondisabled students offered by the
institution.

““(ii) Auditing or participating in courses with
nondisabled students offered by the institution
for which the student does not receive regular
academic credit.

“‘(iii) Enrollment in noncredit-bearing, mon-
degree courses with nondisabled students.

“(iv) Participation in internships or work-
based training in settings with nondisabled indi-
viduals.

‘““(E) Requires students with intellectual dis-
abilities to be socially and academically inte-
grated with non-disabled students to the mazx-
imum extent possible.”’;

(5) in section 772 (20 U.S.C. 11401)—

(4) in subsection (a)(2)(4), by striking ‘“with
in’’ and inserting “with’’; and

(B) in the matter preceding subclause (I) of
subsection (b)(1)(C)(ii), by striking ‘‘subpara-
graph (C)”’ and inserting ‘‘clause (i)’’;

(6) in section 781 (20 U.S.C. 1141)—

(A) in subsection (c)(1), by striking ‘‘Service”
each place the term appears and inserting
“Services’’;

(B) in the matter preceding paragraph (1) of
subsection (e)—

(i) by striking ‘‘(as defined’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘this Act)”’ and inserting ‘‘(as de-
scribed in section 435(p))”’; and

(ii) by striking ““435(7)”
“428(b)’;

(C) in subsection (g9)(2), by striking ‘‘Service’’
and inserting ‘‘Services’’; and

(D) in subsection (i)—

(i) in paragraph (1)(D), by striking
sortia’’ and inserting ‘‘consortium’’; and

(ii) in paragraph (2)—

(I) in the paragraph heading, by striking
““CONSORTIA’’ and inserting ‘‘CONSORTIUM’’; and

(II) by striking ‘‘comsortia’ each place the
term appears and inserting ‘‘consortium’’.

TITLE VIII—ADDITIONAL PROGRAMS
SEC. 801. ADDITIONAL PROGRAMS.

Title VIII (20 U.S.C. 1161a et seq.) is amend-
ed—

(1) in section 802(d)(2)(D) (20 U.S.C.
1161b(d)(2)(D)), by striking ‘‘regulation’ and in-
serting ‘‘regulations’’;

(2) in section 804(d) (20 U.S.C. 1161d(d))—

(A4) in the heading, by striking ‘‘DEFINITION’’
and inserting ‘‘DEFINITIONS’’; and

(B) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting
the following:

‘“(2) PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT.—The terms
‘accredited’ and ‘school of nursing’ have the
meanings given those terms in section 801 of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 296).”’;

(3) in section 808(a)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1161h(a)(1)),
by striking ‘‘the Family Education Rights and
Privacy Act of 1974’ and inserting ‘‘section 444
of the General Education Provisions Act (com-
monly known as the ‘Family Educational Rights
and Privacy Act of 1974°)"’;

(4) in section 819(b)(3) (20 U.S.C. 11617(b)(3)),
by inserting a period after “‘101(a)’’;

(5) in section 820 (20 U.S.C. 1161k)—

(A) in subsection (d)(5), by inserting ‘‘the’’ be-
fore “‘grant’’;

(B) in subsection (f)(2), by striking ‘‘subpart’
each place the term appears and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion”’; and

and inserting

“‘con-
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(C) in subsection (h), by striking ‘‘use’” and
inserting “‘used’’;

(6) in section 821 (20 U.S.C. 11611)—

(A) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (9)”’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (f)”’; and

(B) in subsection (c)(1)(B), by striking ‘‘with-
in’’ and inserting “‘in’’;

(7) in section 824(f)(3) (20 U.S.C.
3(N(3)—

(4) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘“‘a’
after ‘“‘submitting’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (C), by
“pursing’’ and inserting ‘‘pursuing’’;

(8) in section 825(a) (20 U.S.C. 11611-4(a)), by
striking ‘‘the Family Educational Rights and
Privacy Act of 1974’ and inserting ‘‘commonly
known as the ‘Family Educational Rights and
Privacy Act of 1974°’;

(9) in section 826(3) (20 U.S.C. 11611-5(3)), by
striking ‘‘the Family Educational Rights and
Privacy Act of 1974 and inserting ‘‘commonly
known as the ‘Family Educational Rights and
Privacy Act of 1974’ ’;

(10) in section 830(a)(1)(B) (20 U.S.C.
116Im(a)(1)(B)), by striking ‘“‘of for’’ and insert-
ing “of”’;

(11) in section 833(e)(1) (20 U.S.C. 116In—
2(e)(1))—

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph (4),
by striking ‘‘because of’’ and inserting ‘‘based
on’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘pur-
poses of this section’ and inserting ‘‘purpose of
this part’’;

(12) in section 841(c)(1) (20 U.S.C. 11610(c)(1)),
by striking “486A(d)”’ and inserting
“486 A(b)(1)”’;

(13) in section 851(j) (20 U.S.C. 1161p(j)), by
inserting ‘‘to be appropriated’ after ‘‘author-
ized’’; and

(14) in section 894(b)(2) (20 U.S.C. 1161y(b)(2)),
by striking ‘‘the Family Educational Rights and
Privacy Act of 1974 and inserting ‘‘commonly
known as the ‘Family Educational Rights and
Privacy Act of 1974° .

SEC. 802. AMENDMENTS TO OTHER HIGHER EDU-
CATION ACTS.

(a) HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF
1998.—

(1) INCARCERATED INDIVIDUALS.—Section
821(h) of the Higher Education Amendments of
1998 (20 U.S.C. 1151(h)) is amended to read as
follows:

““(h) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—

““(1) FISCAL YEAR 2009.—From the funds appro-
priated pursuant to subsection (i) for fiscal year
2009, the Secretary shall allot to each State an
amount that bears the same relationship to such
funds as the total number of incarcerated indi-
viduals described in paragraphs (1) and (2) of
subsection (e) in the State bears to the total
number of such individuals in all States.

““(2) FUTURE FISCAL YEARS.—From the funds
appropriated pursuant to subsection (i) for each
fiscal year after fiscal year 2009, the Secretary
shall allot to each State an amount that bears
the same relationship to such funds as the total
number of students eligible under subsection (e)
in such State bears to the total number of such
students in all States.”’.

(2) UNDERGROUND RAILROAD.—Section 841(c)
of the Higher Education Amendments of 1998 (20
U.S.C. 1153(c)) is amended by inserting ‘‘this
section’’ after ‘‘to carry out’’.

(b) EDUCATION OF THE DEAF ACT OF 1986.—
Section 203(b)(2) of the Education of the Deaf
Act of 1986 (20 U.S.C. 4353(b)(2)) is amended by
striking ‘‘and subsections (b) and (c) of section
209.” and inserting ‘‘and subsections (a), (b),
and (c) of section 209.”".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. HINOJOSA) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMP-
SON) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

11611
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I re-
quest 5 legislative days during which
Members may revise and extend and in-
sert extraneous material on H.R. 1777
into the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HINOJOSA. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 1777, a bill to make technical
corrections to H.R. 4137, which is the
Higher Education Act.

Mr. Speaker, the House originally
passed this legislation on March 30,
2009. This is a revised version from the
Senate. The Senate made additional
conforming and technical changes, in-
cluding a scholarship program for stu-
dents whose parent or guardian was a
member of the Armed Forces of the
United States and died as a result of
performing military service in Iraq or
Afghanistan after September 11, 2001,
clarifying the ‘‘experimental site’ au-
thority at the Department of Edu-
cation. Let me explain some of these
changes.

Currently, borrowers may rehabili-
tate their defaulted Federal student
loans by making nine on-time pay-
ments. Once they meet this threshold,
the guaranty agency may sell the loan
to a lender, which results in the default
being removed from the borrowers’
credit reports.

Mr. Speaker, because of the current
credit crunch, guaranty agencies have
been unable to find lenders for these
loans. The bill amends the loan to
allow those loans qualified for rehabili-
tation to be assigned to the Depart-
ment of Education for this purpose.

The bill makes three changes to the
exemption of veterans’ assistance in
the calculation of the Federal financial
aid. The first is to clarify that assist-
ance under the Montgomery GI Bill is
included in exempted veterans’ bene-
fits, and the second is to move the date
of the exemption of veterans’ benefits
from the calculation of the estimated
financial assistance from July 1, 2010,
to July 1, 2009.

The third change is to provide schol-
arships in the amount of the maximum
Pell Grant award to students whose
parent or guardian was a member of
the Armed Forces of the United States
and died as a result of performing mili-
tary service in Iraq or Afghanistan
after September 11, 2001.

The bill ensures the continuation of
the Department of Education’s ‘‘experi-
mental site”” program on existing cam-
puses for another year and defines a
successful program as one that reduces
administrative cost and increases stu-
dent services, without additional cost
to the government.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to thank our committee chairman,
Representative GEORGE MILLER from
California, and our ranking member,
JOHN KLINE, along with our ranking
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member on the subcommittee, Rep-
resentative BRETT GUTHRIE of Ken-
tucky, for expediting this legislation
and helping us make these needed cor-
rections in a bipartisan manner.

I urge all my colleagues to vote
“yes’ on H.R. 1777.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. I
rise in support of this legislation, and I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

The House easily passed this bill
under suspension at the end of March
and, as often happens with the legisla-
tive process, when it went to the Sen-
ate, a few changes were made. There-
fore, we are here again today simply to
give final approval to a bill we have al-
ready supported, and rightfully so.

The primary purpose of this legisla-
tion is to make technical changes to
ensure smooth implementation of the
bipartisan higher education reforms
enacted last year. Second, it addresses
a pressing issue facing the Federal stu-
dent loan programs. And third, the leg-
islation includes a provision to assist
students who have lost a parent to the
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.

The technical corrections are just
that, clarifications needed to ensure
that the first comprehensive renewal of
higher education programs in a decade
can be put into place as Congress in-
tended. The legislation will also help
student loan borrowers who have fallen
behind to rebuild their damaged credit
by making these loans eligible for
emergency liquidity measures enacted
last fall. It’s a simple change that will
make a real difference for borrowers
who are just trying to do the right
thing by restarting regular payments
on their Federal student loans.

The other change we are making in
this bill is also important for a dif-
ferent set of students, students who
have suffered a terrible loss but who
have continued to move forward to
achieve a postsecondary education.
And I'm talking about the students
who have lost a parent due to the mili-
tary action taking place in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan.

The Higher Education Act reauthor-
ization bill that was passed by this
body last Congress included a provision
that would allow Pell-eligible students
to automatically receive the maximum
Pell Grant if one of their parents died
as a result of their military service in
Iraq or Afghanistan. The legislation be-
fore us today extends a similar benefit
to students who may fall outside of the
income limits placed on the Pell Grant
program but who have also suffered the
same type of loss.

Under this legislation, all students
who have lost a soldier-parent as a di-
rect result of fighting in the war in
Iraq and Afghanistan will be eligible
for a grant. The parents of these stu-
dents have given their lives in service
to our country.

A college student who loses a parent
in the war loses so much more than we
can fathom. These students will not
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have their parent around to move into
their first dorm room or hear com-
plaints about cafeteria food. They will
not have their parent’s consolation and
encouragement to continue even after
a poor test grade or a difficult pro-
fessor. Of course, these students who
lose a parent in Iraq or Afghanistan
will not have the financial support of
their parent in this time of rising col-
lege costs and economic uncertainty.

While this legislation does not pro-
vide students with the same type of
support a parent could provide, I hope
it will ease the financial burden of pay-
ing for college just a little bit.

The legislation before us easily
passed the House once. I hope for a
similar result again, and I urge my col-
leagues to join me in voting ‘‘yes’ on
this legislation.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I have
no other speakers, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
HiNoJOSA) that the House suspend the
rules and concur in the Senate amend-
ment to the bill, H.R. 1777.

The question was taken.

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on the
ground that a quorum is not present
and make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

———

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
ARMED SERVICES TO FILE SUP-
PLEMENTAL REPORT ON HR.
2647, NATIONAL DEFENSE AU-
THORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2010

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to file a supplemental report on
the bill, H.R. 2647.

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

There was no objection.

————

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 13 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

0 1833
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
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tempore (Mr. JACKSON of Illinois) at 6
o’clock and 33 minutes p.m.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings
will resume on motions to suspend the
rules previously postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order: S. 407, by the yeas and nays;
H.R. 1016, de novo; H.R. 1211, by the
yveas and nays; H.R. 1172, by the yeas
and nays; concurring in the Senate
amendment to H.R. 1777, de novo.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining
electronic votes will be conducted as 5-
minute votes.

———————

VETERANS’ COMPENSATION COST-
OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT ACT OF
2009

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill, S. 407, on which the yeas and nays
were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
R0ss). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, S. 407.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 403, nays 0,
not voting 30, as follows:

[Roll No. 419]
YEAS—403

Abercrombie Brown, Corrine Davis (CA)
Ackerman Brown-Waite, Davis (IL)
Aderholt Ginny Davis (KY)
Adler (NJ) Buchanan Dayvis (TN)
Akin Burgess Deal (GA)
Alexander Burton (IN) DeFazio
Altmire Butterfield Delahunt
Andrews Buyer DeLauro
Arcuri Calvert Dent

Austria Camp Diaz-Balart, L.
Baca Cantor Diaz-Balart, M.
Bachmann Cao Dicks
Bachus Capito Dingell
Baird Capps Doggett
Baldwin Capuano Donnelly (IN)
Barrett (SC) Cardoza Doyle
Barrow Carnahan Dreier
Bartlett Carney Driehaus
Barton (TX) Carson (IN) Duncan

Bean Carter Edwards (MD)
Becerra Cassidy Edwards (TX)
Berkley Castle Ehlers
Berman Castor (FL) Ellison

Berry Chaffetz Ellsworth
Biggert Chandler Emerson
Bilbray Childers Engel
Bilirakis Clarke Eshoo

Bishop (GA) Clay Etheridge
Bishop (NY) Cleaver Fallin
Bishop (UT) Clyburn Farr
Blackburn Coble Fattah
Blumenauer Coffman (CO) Filner
Boccieri Cohen Flake
Boehner Cole Fleming
Bonner Conaway Forbes

Bono Mack Connolly (VA) Fortenberry
Boozman Cooper Foster

Boren Costello Foxx

Boswell Courtney Frank (MA)
Boucher Crenshaw Franks (AZ)
Boustany Crowley Frelinghuysen
Brady (PA) Cuellar Fudge

Bright Culberson Gallegly
Broun (GA) Cummings Garrett (NJ)
Brown (SC) Dahlkemper Gerlach
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Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Guthrie
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch

Blunt
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Campbell

Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
MclIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olson
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paul
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
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Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schmidt
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sestak
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Westmoreland
Wexler
Whitfield
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Yarmuth
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—30

Conyers
Costa
Davis (AL)
DeGette
Grijalva

Gutierrez
Hastings (WA)
Higgins
Kennedy
Larsen (WA)

Lewis (GA)
Lummis

McCarthy (NY)

McHenry
Mollohan

Paulsen
Payne
Radanovich
Schock
Shadegg

Shea-Porter
Shuler
Sullivan
Woolsey

Wu

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote.
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———————

VETERANS HEALTH CARE BUDGET
REFORM AND TRANSPARENCY
ACT OF 2009

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on
suspending the rules and passing the
bill, H.R. 1016, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FILNER) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1016, as
amended.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 409, noes 1,
not voting 23, as follows:

[Roll No. 420]

This

AYES—409
Abercrombie Boyd Costello
Ackerman Brady (PA) Courtney
Aderholt Bright Crenshaw
Adler (NJ) Broun (GA) Crowley
AKkin Brown (SC) Cuellar
Alexander Brown, Corrine Culberson
Altmire Brown-Waite, Dahlkemper
Andrews Ginny Davis (AL)
Arcuri Buchanan Davis (CA)
Austria Burgess Davis (IL)
Baca Burton (IN) Davis (KY)
Bachmann Butterfield Davis (TN)
Bachus Calvert Deal (GA)
Baird Camp DeFazio
Baldwin Cantor DeGette
Barrett (SC) Cao Delahunt
Barrow Capito DeLauro
Bartlett Capps Dent
Barton (TX) Capuano Diaz-Balart, L.
Bean Cardoza Diaz-Balart, M.
Becerra Carnahan Dicks
Berkley Carney Dingell
Berman Carson (IN) Doggett
Berry Carter Donnelly (IN)
Biggert Cassidy Doyle
Bilbray Castle Dreier
Bilirakis Castor (FL) Driehaus
Bishop (GA) Chaffetz Duncan
Bishop (NY) Chandler Edwards (MD)
Bishop (UT) Childers Edwards (TX)
Blackburn Clarke Ehlers
Blumenauer Clay Ellison
Boccieri Cleaver Ellsworth
Boehner Clyburn Emerson
Bonner Coble Engel
Bono Mack Coffman (CO) Eshoo
Boozman Cohen Etheridge
Boren Cole Fallin
Boswell Conaway Farr
Boucher Connolly (VA) Fattah
Boustany Cooper Filner

Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Linder
Lipinski

LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olson
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paul
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Roe (TN)
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Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam

Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush

Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda

Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schmidt
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sestak
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Westmoreland
Wexler
Whitfield
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Wu
Yarmuth
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
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NOES—1
Buyer
NOT VOTING—23

Blunt Kennedy Radanovich
Brady (TX) Larsen (WA) Schock
Braley (IA) Lewis (GA) Shadegg
Campbell Lummis Shea-Porter
Conyers McHenry Shuler
Costa Mollohan Sullivan
Cummings Paulsen Woolsey
Gutierrez Payne

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
are 2 minutes remaining on this vote.

[ 1906

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

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to amend title 38, United States
Code, to provide advance appropria-
tions authority for certain accounts of
the Department of Veterans Affairs,
and for other purposes.”.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

MOMENT OF SILENCE IN MEMORY
OF FORMER REPRESENTATIVE
PAUL A. FINO OF NEW YORK

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is with
sadness that I announce the death of
my predecessor once removed, Con-
gressman Paul A. Fino of New York.

When I was growing up, you think of
certain elected officials as larger than
life. Paul Fino was certainly larger
than life. He served eight terms here in
the House, a State senator, served on
the State Supreme Court, was chair-
man of the Bronx County Republican
Party for many years, and one of the
people who really represented New
York.

He lived the American Dream. His fa-
ther was a subway car mechanic. He
leaves his wife, Esther, of 70 years, and
his children, Lucille and Paul.

I remember growing up, he had these
big signs that said Social Security at
60 and a national lottery. These were
the things that he really believed in.

He lived to be 95, someone that we all
respect and really remember and re-
vere.

I yield to the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I join with Congressman ENGEL in
mourning the passing of Paul Fino,
who among other things, was I believe
the last elected Republican congress-
man from the Bronx. He was an out-
standing Congressman. He was a mem-
ber of the New York State Supreme
Court. In his retirement years he
moved to Nassau County, and he never
lost his love and his interest for Con-
gress. In fact, every year he would call
me to remind me to send him a pro-
gram of the congressional baseball
game. He loved this institution; he

loved the Congress. He was a great
man. And for those of us old enough to
remember the 1961 mayor’s race, he
was the middleman on the most fa-
mous, ethnically balanced race in the
history of New York of Lefkowitz,
Fino, and Gilhooley. They touched all
of the ethnic bases at that time. He
was unsuccessful in that race, but he
was successful in all his others.

With Mr. ENGEL, I mourn his passing.

Mr. ENGEL. I would ask for a mo-
ment of silence in honor of Congress-
man Paul A. Fino.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers will rise for a moment of silence.

————————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, 5-minute voting will con-
tinue.

There was no objection.

———

WOMEN VETERANS HEATH CARE
IMPROVEMENT ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 1211, as amended, on which
the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FILNER) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, HR. 1211, as
amended.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 408, nays 0,
not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 421]

YEAS—408
Abercrombie Boucher Conaway
Ackerman Boustany Connolly (VA)
Aderholt Boyd Cooper
Adler (NJ) Brady (PA) Costello
Akin Bright Courtney
Alexander Broun (GA) Crenshaw
Altmire Brown (SC) Crowley
Andrews Brown, Corrine Cuellar
Arcuri Brown-Waite, Culberson
Austria Ginny Cummings
Baca Buchanan Dahlkemper
Bachmann Burgess Davis (AL)
Bachus Burton (IN) Davis (CA)
Baird Butterfield Davis (IL)
Baldwin Buyer Davis (KY)
Barrett (SC) Calvert Davis (TN)
Barrow Camp Deal (GA)
Bartlett Cantor DeFazio
Barton (TX) Cao DeGette
Bean Capito Delahunt
Becerra Capps DeLauro
Berkley Capuano Dent
Berman Cardoza Diaz-Balart, L.
Berry Carnahan Diaz-Balart, M.
Biggert Carney Dicks
Bilbray Carson (IN) Dingell
Bilirakis Carter Doggett
Bishop (GA) Cassidy Donnelly (IN)
Bishop (NY) Castle Doyle
Bishop (UT) Castor (FL) Dreier
Blackburn Chaffetz Driehaus
Blumenauer Chandler Duncan
Boccieri Childers Edwards (MD)
Boehner Clarke Edwards (TX)
Bonner Clay Ehlers
Bono Mack Cleaver Ellison
Boozman Clyburn Ellsworth
Boren Coble Emerson
Boswell Cole Engel
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Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
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Levin
Lewis (CA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
MclIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olson
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paul
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes

Richardson
Rodriguez
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schmidt
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sestak
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Westmoreland
Wexler
Whitfield
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Wu
Yarmuth
Young (AK)
Young (FL)



June 23, 2009
NOT VOTING—25

Blunt Kennedy Radanovich
Brady (TX) King (IA) Schock
Braley (IA) Larsen (WA) Shadegg
Campbell Lewis (GA) Shea-Porter
Coffman (CO) Lummis Shuler
Cohen McHenry Sullivan
Conyers Mollohan Woolsey
Costa Paulsen

Gutierrez Payne

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

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

O 1917

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

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker,
on rolicall No. 421, | was unavoidably de-
tained. Had | been present, | would have
voted “yea.”

———

WEB SITE INCLUSION OF VA
SCHOLARSHIPS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 1172, as amended, on which
the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FILNER) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1172, as
amended.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 411, nays 0,
not voting 22, as follows:

[Roll No. 422]

YEAS—411
Abercrombie Boozman Clarke
Ackerman Boren Clay
Aderholt Boswell Cleaver
Adler (NJ) Boucher Clyburn
Akin Boustany Coble
Alexander Boyd Coffman (CO)
Altmire Brady (PA) Cohen
Andrews Bright Cole
Arcuri Broun (GA) Conaway
Austria Brown (SC) Connolly (VA)
Baca Brown, Corrine Cooper
Bachmann Brown-Waite, Costello
Bachus Ginny Courtney
Baird Buchanan Crenshaw
Baldwin Burgess Crowley
Barrett (SC) Burton (IN) Cuellar
Barrow Butterfield Culberson
Bartlett Buyer Cummings
Barton (TX) Calvert Dahlkemper
Bean Camp Davis (AL)
Becerra Cantor Davis (CA)
Berkley Cao Davis (IL)
Berman Capito Davis (KY)
Berry Capps Dayvis (TN)
Biggert Capuano Deal (GA)
Bilbray Cardoza DeFazio
Bilirakis Carnahan DeGette
Bishop (GA) Carney Delahunt
Bishop (NY) Carson (IN) DeLauro
Bishop (UT) Carter Dent
Blackburn Cassidy Diaz-Balart, L.
Blumenauer Castle Diaz-Balart, M.
Boccieri Castor (FL) Dicks
Boehner Chaffetz Dingell
Bonner Chandler Doggett
Bono Mack Childers Donnelly (IN)

Doyle
Dreier
Driehaus
Duncan
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)

Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olson
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paul
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
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Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schmidt
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sestak
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
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Welch Wilson (OH) Wu
Westmoreland Wilson (SC) Yarmuth
Wexler Wittman Young (AK)
Whitfield Wolf Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—22
Blunt Larsen (WA) Schock
Brady (TX) Lewis (GA) Shadegg
Braley (IA) Lummis Shea-Porter
Campbell McHenry Shuler
Conyers Mollohan Sullivan
Costa Paulsen Woolsey
Gutierrez Payne
Kennedy Radanovich

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

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

0 1923

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

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall Nos.
419, 420, 421 and 422, my flight was delayed.
Had | been present, | would have voted “yea”
on all four bills.

————

HIGHER EDUCATION TECHNICAL
CORRECTIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on
suspending the rules and concurring in
the Senate amendment to the bill, H.R.
1777,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
HINOJOSA) that the House suspend the
rules and concur in the Senate amend-
ment to the bill, H.R. 1777.

The question was taken.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 411, noes 0,
not voting 22, as follows:

[Roll No. 423]

This

AYES—411
Abercrombie Bean Boren
Ackerman Becerra Boswell
Aderholt Berkley Boucher
Adler (NJ) Berman Boustany
Akin Berry Boyd
Alexander Biggert Brady (PA)
Altmire Bilbray Braley (IA)
Arcuri Bilirakis Bright
Austria Bishop (GA) Broun (GA)
Baca Bishop (NY) Brown (SC)
Bachmann Bishop (UT) Brown, Corrine
Bachus Blackburn Brown-Waite,
Baird Blumenauer Ginny
Baldwin Boccieri Buchanan
Barrett (SC) Boehner Burgess
Barrow Bonner Burton (IN)
Bartlett Bono Mack Butterfield
Barton (TX) Boozman Buyer
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Calvert
Camp
Cantor

Cao

Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Castor (FL)
Chaffetz
Chandler
Childers
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cohen

Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Cooper
Costello
Courtney
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Davis (TN)
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.

Diaz-Balart, M.

Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle

Dreier
Driehaus
Duncan
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emerson
Engel

Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin

Farr

Fattah
Filner

Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster

Foxx

Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie

Hall (NY)

Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
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McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olson
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paul
Paulsen
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schmidt
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner

Serrano Sutton Walden
Sessions Tanner Walz
Sestak Tauscher Wamp
Sherman Taylor Wasserman
Shimkus Teague Schultz
Shuster Terry Waters
Simpson Thompson (CA) Watson
Sires Thompson (MS)  Watt
Skelton Thompson (PA) Waxman
Slaughter Thornberry Weiner
Smith (NE) Tiahrt Welch
Smith (NJ) Tiberi Westmoreland
Smith (TX) Tierney Wexler
Smith (WA) Titus Whitfield
Snyder Tonko Wilson (OH)
Souder Towns Wilson (SC)
Space Tsongas Wittman
Speier Turner Wolf
Spratt Upton Wu
Stark Van Hollen Yarmuth
Stearns Velazquez Young (AK)
Stupak Visclosky Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—22
Andrews Larsen (WA) Schock
Blunt Lewis (GA) Shadegg
Brady (TX) Lummis Shea-Porter
Campbell McHenry Shuler
Conyers Mollohan Sullivan
Costa Payne Woolsey
Gutierrez Radanovich
Kennedy Reichert

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are less than 2 min-
utes remaining in this vote.

[ 1930

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
Senate amendment was concurred in.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, on June 23,
2009, | was called away on personal business.
| regret that | was not present for the following
votes:

On the passage of S. 407, had | been
present, | would have voted “yea.”

On the passage of H.R. 1016, as amended,
had | been present, | would have voted “aye.”

On the passage of H.R. 1211, as amended,
had | been present, | would have voted “yea.”

On the passage of H.R. 1172, as amended,
had | been present, | would have voted “yea.”

On the passage of concurring on a Senate
amendment to H.R. 1777, had | been present,
| would have voted “yea.”

———————

REPORT ON H.R. 2996, DEPART-
MENT OF THE INTERIOR, ENVI-
RONMENT, AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2010

Mr. DICKS, from the Committee on
Appropriations, submitted a privileged
report (Rept. No. 111-180) on the bill
(H.R. 2996) making appropriations for
the Department of the Interior, envi-
ronment, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2010,
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the Union Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
KosMAS). Pursuant to clause 1, rule
XXI, all points of order are reserved.
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FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Ms. Curtis, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Secretary of the Sen-
ate informs the House that the Senate
is ready to receive the managers ap-
pointed by the House for the purpose of
exhibiting articles of impeachment
against Samuel B. Kent, Judge of the
United States District Court for the
Southern District of Texas, agreeably
to the notice communicated to the
Senate, and that at the hour of 10:00
a.m. on Wednesday, June 24, 2009, the
Senate will receive the honorable man-
agers on the part of the House in order
that they may present and exhibit the
said articles of impeachment against
the said Samuel B. Kent, Judge of the
United States District Court of the
Southern District of Texas.

———

COMMENDING THE PEOPLE OF
IRAN WHO ARE DEMANDING A
FREE AND FAIR ELECTION

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

Mr. ENGEL. Madam Speaker, I want
to take this opportunity to commend
the brave people of Iran who have been
demonstrating in the streets of Tehran
for freedom and democracy and de-
manding that they have a free and fair
election.

The election that was held was obvi-
ously neither free nor fair. It was
fraudulent. And the declared winner,
President Ahmadinejad, obviously lost
the election.

The people of Iran deserve better, and
I want to commend those brave people.
They remind me of the people in
Tiananmen Square. They remind me of
the people in Prague during the Prague
spring of 1968. They remind me of peo-
ple everywhere who stand up against
oppression and stand for freedom.

I want the brave people of Iran to
know that we in the United States are
with them. We support them. We are
against fraudulent elections. We are
against dictatorships. We are against
mullahs ruling the country without
any real democracy.

And I would say to these people the
United States is with you and we are
watching.

———————

ABC’S HEALTH CARE COVERAGE
ONE SIDED

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, tomorrow ABC News will devote an
entire day of news programming to
President Obama’s health care plan.

The network will shill for the admin-
istration on every program from ‘‘Good
Morning America’” to ‘“World News To-
night’’ to a prime-time town hall meet-
ing broadcast from the White House.
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ABC will not devote time to an op-
posing viewpoint and refused to air ads
critical of the administration’s health
care plan.

I joined with dozens of other Mem-
bers of Congress to send a letter to
ABC News protesting this one-sided
coverage. It is contrary to the journal-
istic code of ethics, which states that a
journalist’s duty is to seek truth and
provide a fair and comprehensive ac-
count of events and issues.

ABC should adhere to this code of
ethics and abandon its plans to broad-
cast unfair and biased coverage of the
health care debate.

————
TRIBUTE TO BILL BANKS

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

Mr. TOWNS. Madam Speaker, I rise
to pay tribute to Bill Banks, a person
that really made a difference in the
lives of so many.

Bill Banks passed 4 days ago, and, of
course, he’s going to be really, really
missed. So at this time I would like to
say to his wife and to his daughter and
to all of those family members that, in
spite of the fact that we’ve lost Bill, we
can think in terms of the contribution
that he has made and all the lives that
he’s touched.

I will say that I'm just so happy that
I knew him, had an opportunity to
work with him, and to live during his
lifetime. He was really a person that
reached out to the people of Brooklyn.
And, of course, a lot of people are
where they are today politically be-
cause of his involvement. He was truly
a great political strategist.

Bill, we will miss you, but your work
is something that will live on and on
and on.

————

CALLING FOR THE PRESIDENT TO
RESCIND THE JULY 4 CELEBRA-
TION INVITATION TO IRANIAN
DIPLOMATS

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam
Speaker, the 4th of July is a holiday
that we hold very near and dear be-
cause it deals with our independence
and our desire for freedom and liberty,
and we celebrate that with a great deal
of awe.

What bothers me right now is that
this administration, in my opinion, is
violating the sanctity of that day by
inviting Iranian diplomats to our em-
bassies around the world to help us cel-
ebrate the 4th of July. Let’s just look
at what Iran’s doing.

Iran is still pursuing nuclear weap-
ons; Ahmadinejad is still calling for
the destruction of Israel; Iran is still
pursuing long-range missiles; Iran is
working to destabilize Iraq and Killing
American soldiers; Iran is still a state
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sponsor of terror; Iran continues to
supply Hezbollah and Hamas, terrorist
organizations. Now the Iranian regime
has turned on its own citizens and
killed many of them in the streets.

It is unthinkable, at a time when we
are celebrating freedom and independ-
ence in this country, the 4th of July,
that we’re going to invite into our em-
bassies people who support this kind of
terrorism. It makes no sense. And if I
were talking to the President, I would
say, Mr. President, rescind that invita-
tion. Rescind that invitation.

————

ADVOCATING FREEDOM FOR IRAN

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

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Speaker, it is evident by my col-
league’s remarks that Iran and the di-
lemma and complexity of its situation
has grabbed hold of the hearts and
minds of Americans and freedom-lov-
ing people around the world.

What struck me was the expression
and the tragic incident that caused
Neda, who is now known around the
world as a symbol of the Iranian move-
ment, to claim democracy in a free
election. A 16-year-old who was shot
through the heart, who lay bleeding in
the street as her father feverishly tried
to save her life.

No, Americans are not trying to tell
the Iranian people whom they should
vote for or whether the election was, in
fact, a true election, a fair election.
But we as freedom-loving people, who
love democracy, who believe in our own
country that we should have fair elec-
tions, we are standing with them as
they petition their government to
stand for the right side of the issue,
which is to ask for a new election or a
recount.

We also ask that lives are preserved
and violence ends. We ask that the op-
position be allowed to be heard. And we
certainly ask for the ending of the
interception of cell phones and the
Internet where freedom-loving people
would like to be able to speak to each
other.

No, we are not advocating violence.
We’re not advocating intrusion. We are
only advocating freedom for Iran.

———

CAP-AND-TRADE

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

Mr. FLEMING. Madam Speaker,
word has it that the infamous cap-and-
trade, or cap-and-tax, bill will be up for
a vote this week.

Cap-and-trade, or what has been
more appropriately named cap-and-tax,
would create $640 billion in new taxes
on American businesses and raise elec-
tric bills by $3,100 per household per
yvear on average. The revenue from the
new tax will be used to pay for various
social programs this administration
plans to enact such as the government
takeover of our health care.
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Simply put, cap-and-tax will cap our
growth and trade our jobs. Companies
looking to invest in our economy will
simply move overseas to escape this
enormous tax increase.

If you need a tangible example of
why this doesn’t work, look at Spain,
which has been on this plan for 10
years. The result: utility prices have
skyrocketed, and the unemployment
rate today is 17% percent. This is our
view of the future.

Experts tell us that cap-and-tax will
do nothing to cap greenhouse gases,
but it will put the United States at a
global economic disadvantage because
China and India have no reason to
enact or follow this policy. We will put
Americans out of work but create jobs
for developing countries.

We need a smart energy policy that
will put Americans to work, not fur-
ther squeeze the pocketbooks of this
country’s families.

——

THE WOMEN VETERANS HEALTH
CARE IMPROVEMENT ACT

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

Mr. COHEN. Madam Speaker, tonight
the House passed five bills, four of
which dealt with important veterans
issues, veterans compensation, the
Cost-of-Living Adjustment Act, the
Health Care Budget Reform and Trans-
parency Act, and another that directs
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to in-
clude on their Web site certain infor-
mation, one on education.

I was a sponsor of the fifth bill that
was on the calendar, the Women Vet-
erans Health Care Improvement Act,
with the prime sponsor being Rep-
resentative Sandlin. I was inadvert-
ently out of the room at the time of
that vote. I would have voted ‘‘yes’ for
that bill. It’s an important bill. And
that’s why I'm a prime sponsor of it
and regret the fact that I missed that
vote. But I think what we did tonight
for veterans was very important.

——

U.S. OPEN CHAMPION LUCAS
GLOVER

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

Mr. INGLIS. Madam Speaker, the up-
state of South Carolina is the home to
many champions and many successes.
Yesterday we crowned a new one. That
new one is the 29-year-old Greenville,
South Carolina, native Lucas Glover,
who conquered the field yesterday in
New York to win the 109th U.S. Open
Golf Championship.

With people from around the upstate
glued to the action, the soft-spoken
Wade Hampton High School graduate
and three-time All-American from
Clemson University rallied from one
shot down to break into the big time in
the world of golf, winning his first
major championship since joining the
PGA tour in 2004.
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We have come along to celebrate the
culmination of Lucas’ years of prepara-
tion. His family, wife, Jennifer, and
close friends have been there all along,
in the good times and the bad, in the
disappointments and in the small tri-
umphs. Yesterday they added a huge
triumph, and we join them in the cele-
bration.

Congratulations to our own TU.S.
Open golf champion, Lucas Glover.

————
O 1945
PROTECT OUR PLANET

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

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker, we
all want to protect our planet, but will
the American Clean Energy and Secu-
rity Act of 2009 do that? I don’t think
S0.

The pollution targets are inadequate.
Regulatory authority is stripped from
the EPA. The bill relies on huge num-
bers of carbon offsets. For example, it
says you can have 2 billion tons a year
of carbon offsets, which is roughly
equivalent to 30 percent of all U.S.
greenhouse gas emissions. Recent anal-
ysis suggests it might be 2026 until we
see the emissions decline below 2005
levels.

The renewable targets are not strong
enough. A recent analysis by the Union
of Concerned Scientists indicates this
target provides no new renewable en-
ergy over business as usual projections.
Dirty-energy options qualify as renew-
able, including biomass burners and
trash incinerators. The bill gives a sig-
nificant number of pollution permits
away free.

It opens up a carbon derivatives mar-
ket in the U.S., and this bill would help
establish one of the largest derivative
markets in the world without adequate
oversight or regulation. It taxes house-
holds to pay for an unproven carbon se-
questration of capture and storage
technology, and allocations for funding
for international obligations are under-
funded.

We can do better.

————

HEALTH CARE REFORM

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

Mr. PAULSEN. Madam Speaker, Cap-
itol Hill and the Nation are abuzz over
health care reform. While there is
much speculation to what a reform
plan will look like, one thing is for
sure: We must avoid any plan that
would lead to a government takeover
of health care.

A government takeover of health
care will stifle medical breakthroughs
and take away the peace of mind that
families around America have, know-
ing that they can get the timely treat-
ment for their children, their parents
and themselves. We need real com-
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prehensive reform that protects what
works and fixes what doesn’t.

We need patient-centered reform
where the patient is in control of their
own care, not politicians, not bureau-
crats, not special interests. We need to
enact commonsense measures, like al-
lowing small businesses to band to-
gether to purchase more affordable
coverage for their employees. And we
need a lower cost and focus on preven-
tion by rewarding quality over quan-
tity.

I know we can pass real comprehen-
sive health care reform.

———
SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

——————

THE VETERANS ADMINISTRATION
AND GOVERNMENT RUN HEALTH
CARE

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker,
as dangerous to the public’s health and
well-being as government-run health
care is in Europe and Canada, we have
our own American example that has
some very serious problems. Last
month there was a surprise inspection
at Veterans Affairs clinics in the
United States. The surprise inspections
exposed that fewer than half of those
clinics followed proper standards for
colonoscopies.

Some mistakes could have exposed
veterans to HIV and other diseases. Let
me repeat: Less than half followed
proper medical standards for
colonoscopies.

Since February, the VA has informed
10,000 veterans in three States to get
retested. More than 50 patients tested
positive for infections, including some
with HIV. But that’s just the beginning
of the medical malpractice by the VA.

VA patients with prostate cancer
were put through their own particular
set of horrors. In Philadelphia, a pa-
tient received a common surgical pro-
cedure where a doctor implants dozens
of radioactive seeds to attack the can-
cer.

But the doctor’s aim was more than a
little off. Most of the radioactive seeds,
40 of them to be exact, ended up in the
patient’s healthy bladder instead of the
prostate. The mistake was a serious
one, and under Federal rules it was in-
vestigated by the bureaucrat regu-
lators. The regulators allowed the doc-
tor to rewrite his surgical plan to
make his mistake just disappear.

In the private sector, somebody
would have been held accountable for
this negligence, but not with govern-
ment-run health care VA style. They
cover up their errors.

The patient had to undergo a second
radiation implant. This time the unin-
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tended dose ended up in his rectum.
Once again, more negligence. Two
years later in 2005, the same doctor
made the same mistake, putting more
than half of the radioactive seeds in
the wrong organ, and again the bureau-
crat regulators did not object when he
once again rewrote his surgical plan to
cover up his mistake.

Had the bureaucrat regulators actu-
ally done their jobs, they would have
uncovered what the media calls a rogue
cancer unit. This one Philadelphia VA
hospital, botched 92 of 116 treatments
over 6 years, then covered it up.

Let me repeat, Madam Speaker, the
VA government health care hospital in
Philadelphia medically erred in 92 of
116 cancer treatments. The medical
team continued to perform these radi-
ation implants, even though for over a
year the equipment that measured
whether or not the patient had re-
ceived proper radiation dosage was bro-
ken. Records proved that the radiation
safety committee at the veterans hos-
pital knew of this problem but took no
action.

In Philadelphia, 57 of the implants
delivered too little radiation to the
prostate, either because the seeds were
planted in the wrong organ or were not
distributed properly inside the pros-
tate. Thirty-five other cases involve
overdoses to other parts of the body.
An unspecified number of patients were
both underdosed in the prostate and
overdosed somewhere else in their
body. This is a horrible way to treat
America’s veterans.

Another patient, 21-year veteran of
the Air Force, had to remain in bed 6
months with pain so severe he couldn’t
even stand. He lost his job as a pastor
at a local church and all of his income,
thanks again to the incompetence of
the Veterans Administration.

Adding insult to injury, this 21-year
veteran of the Air Force didn’t learn of
the radiation injury from the Philadel-
phia VA hospital. He found out when he
sought treatment in Ohio at a hospital
where he underwent major surgery to
treat the damage.

Because the bureaucrat regulators
were covering up for the VA, it took a
private hospital to not only diagnose
but treat his injury. That is right,
Madam Speaker, the good old private
sector saved the veteran where the VA
just took a pass.

The New York Times conducted its
own examinations. They found that
none of the safeguards that were sup-
posed to protect veterans from poor
medical care had worked. They also
found none of the botched implants in
Philadelphia were reported properly.
So the errors weren’t investigated for
weeks, months and sometimes years.

During that time, many patients did
not know their cancer treatments were
flawed by our government-run health
care. The regulators are now looking
into the flawed implants in other gov-
ernment-run VA hospitals in Mis-
sissippi and Ohio. Who knows what
they will find out there about the way
government treats our veterans.
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Madam Speaker, the Veterans Ad-
ministration is a government-run
health care program that treats our
veterans cavalierly in these examples.
Veterans should be able to go to any
doctor or any hospital to be treated
and not bound and tied to VA hos-
pitals. And, also, this is a prime exam-
ple of how things will be when the gov-
ernment takes over the health care of
all Americans. Do we really want the
government to control our health care?
Not a healthy idea for Americans or for
veterans.

And that’s just the way it is.

——

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

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

——————

CREATE A SAFE AND SOUND
CREDIT SYSTEM

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

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, the
first goal of our banking system, as op-
posed to a securities system, should be
to create a safe and sound credit sys-
tem, one that promotes responsible
savings and lending practices. In this
system, the availability of credit is
crucial, and that’s what’s missing
today across our country. Earlier
today, Vice President JOE BIDEN held a
town hall meeting in the Toledo, Ohio,
area. He heard from Governor Ted
Strickland and others that one of the
biggest economic challenges facing
Ohio remains an inability of businesses
to obtain the credit they need. The rea-
son is because our banking system suf-
fered a heart attack last year and still
hasn’t fully recovered.

Safe and sound credit and prudent fi-
nancial behavior by individuals and in-
stitutions should be our Nation’s finan-
cial system’s primary purpose. The ad-
ministration’s priorities tell me it
plans a much larger role for higher-risk
securities in whatever system they are
envisioning, which to me threatens
more higher-risk behavior. Banks tra-
ditionally have served as inter-
mediaries between people who have
money, depositors, and those who need
money, borrowers.

The banks’ value-added was their
ability to loan money sensibly within
parameters of $10 of loans with every
dollar on deposit and thus sensibly and
responsibly managing their deposits
and collecting on the loans that they
were to oversee.

Wall Street’s high-risk securitization
destroyed that system. The banks
didn’t much care about making sen-
sible loans as long as they could sell
them off somewhere. The regulators
were not on top of this because the
loans were off the banks’ books. So
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why would the regulators care? These
loans were now somebody else’s prob-
lem, not theirs.

Where has the
securitization taken us?

Well, if you look at the government-
backed Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae
secondary markets, they became the
larger purchaser of securitized mort-
gages. In case you forgot, its we, the
taxpayers, who own both Fannie Mae
and Freddie Mac.

But these securitized mortgage bod-
ies bought too many bad loans, which
contributed to those institutions’
downfall. Who is profiting from this?
Because, yes, there are certain organi-
zations that are profiting royally from
the downfall of Freddie Mac and
Fannie Mae. It is not our constituents,
it’s not our Treasury, which collects
our tax dollars.

There are four entities at least that
are profiting, and I would like to target
on one tonight, BlackRock. That’s a
company that isn’t a bank. And why on
that one in particular? Because its cur-
rent CEO Lawrence Fink coinciden-
tally, some might say, sold Freddie
Mac its first $1 billion in collateralized
mortgage obligations. Euromoney.com
states, “‘Larry Fink is one of the pio-
neers of the mortgage-backed securi-
ties market. As a trader at [then] First
Boston a quarter of a century ago, he
pitched the first collateralized mort-
gage obligation that Freddie Mac ever
did.”

So Larry Fink had a hand in making
financial instruments that have
brought Freddie Mac and our financial
system to its knees, yet the company
he leads now profits from his mistake.

Now BlackRock just won a big con-
tract with the Federal Reserve Bank of
New York to manage the toxic assets
of Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae in their
collateralized mortgage obligations.

It’s a mess that he help to create, but
now we have hired the same man to
clean it up? One question I have to ask
is how can we be sure he isn’t self-deal-
ing or covering up what he did in the
last quarter century? Some might say
that relationship is a bit incestuous.

The administration’s financial regu-
latory reform proposal includes some
consideration for dealing with too-big-
to-fail institutions but, rather than
create an architecture that keeps risk
in hand, what they are doing is they
are allowing institutions like
BlackRock to become too big to fail.

In fact, BlackRock’s assets are now
larger with the purchase of Barclays
than the entire Federal Reserve system
itself. So BlackRock, although not a
bank, is getting too big to fail, per-
haps? Is BlackRock favoritism an ex-
ample of how we should be rebuilding
our financial system?

Paul Krugman thinks not. He states,
“In short, Mr. Obama has a clear vision
of what went wrong, but aside from
regulating shadow banking, no small
thing, to be sure, his plan basically
punts on the question of how to keep it
from happening all over again, pushing

epidemic of
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the hard decisions off to future regu-
lators.”

Now is not the time to punt. It’s the
time for reform. The time the has been
not as ripe since Roosevelt. We really
need a President who will lead and a
Congress as well, not following the
guidance of Wall Street, but going back
to prudent lending and recreating a
safe and sound banking system across
this country.

[From the New York Times, June 19, 2009]

OUT OF THE SHADOWS
(By Paul Krugman)

Would the Obama administration’s plan for
financial reform do what has to be done? Yes
and no.

Yes, the plan would plug some big holes in
regulation. But as described, it wouldn’t end
the skewed incentives that made the current
crisis inevitable.

Let’s start with the good news.

Our current system of financial regulation
dates back to a time when everything that
functioned as a bank looked like a bank. As
long as you regulated big marble buildings
with rows of tellers, you pretty much had
things nailed down.

But today you don’t have to look like a
bank to be a bank. As Tim Geithner, the
Treasury secretary, put it in a widely cited
speech last summer, banking is anything
that involves financing ‘‘long-term risky and
relatively illiquid assets’ with ‘‘very short-
term liabilities.”” Cases in point: Bear
Stearns and Lehman, both of which financed
large investments in risky securities pri-
marily with short-term borrowing.

And as Mr. Geithner pointed out, by 2007
more than half of America’s banking, in this
sense, was being handled by a ‘‘parallel fi-
nancial system’”—others call it ‘‘shadow
banking”’—of largely unregulated institu-
tions. These non-bank banks, he ruefully
noted, were ‘‘vulnerable to a classic type of
run, but without the protections such as de-
posit insurance that the banking system has
in place to reduce such risks.”

When Lehman fell, we learned just how
vulnerable shadow banking was: a global run
on the system brought the world economy to
its knees.

One thing financial reform must do, then,
is bring non-bank banking out of the shad-
OwS.

The Obama plan does this by giving the
Federal Reserve the power to regulate any
large financial institution it deems ‘‘system-
ically important’—that is, able to create
havoc if it fails—whether or not that institu-
tion is a traditional bank. Such institutions
would be required to hold relatively large
amounts of capital to cover possible losses,
relatively large amounts of cash to cover
possible demands from creditors, and so on.

And the government would have the au-
thority to seize such institutions if they ap-
pear insolvent—the kind of power that the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation al-
ready has with regard to traditional banks,
but that has been lacking with regard to in-
stitutions like Lehman or A.I.G.

Good stuff. But what about the broader
problem of financial excess?

President Obama’s speech outlining the fi-
nancial plan described the underlying prob-
lem very well. Wall Street developed a ‘‘cul-
ture of irresponsibility,”’” the president said.
Lenders didn’t hold on to their loans, but in-
stead sold them off to be repackaged into se-
curities, which in turn were sold to investors
who didn’t understand what they were buy-
ing. ‘“‘Meanwhile,” he said, ‘‘executive com-
pensation—unmoored from long-term per-
formance or even reality—rewarded reckless-
ness rather than responsibility.”’
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Unfortunately, the plan as released doesn’t
live up to the diagnosis.

True, the proposed new Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Agency would help control
abusive lending. And the proposal that lend-
ers be required to hold on to 5 percent of
their loans, rather than selling everything
off to be repackaged, would provide some in-
centive to lend responsibly.

But 5 percent isn’t enough to deter much
risky lending, given the huge rewards to fi-
nancial executives who book short-term
profits. So what should be done about those
rewards?

Tellingly, the administration’s executive
summary of its proposals highlights ‘‘com-
pensation practices’” as a key cause of the
crisis, but then fails to say anything about
addressing those practices. The long-form
version says more, but what it says—‘‘Fed-
eral regulators should issue standards and
guidelines to better align executive com-
pensation practices of financial firms with
long-term shareholder value’’—is a descrip-
tion of what should happen, rather than a
plan to make it happen.

Furthermore, the plan says very little of
substance about reforming the rating agen-
cies, whose willingness to give a seal of ap-
proval to dubious securities played an impor-
tant role in creating the mess we’re in.

In short, Mr. Obama has a clear vision of
what went wrong, but aside from regulating
shadow banking—no small thing, to be
sure—his plan basically punts on the ques-
tion of how to keep it from happening all
over again, pushing the hard decisions off to
future regulators.

I'm aware of the political realities: getting
financial reform through Congress won’t be
easy. And even as it stands the Obama plan
would be a lot better than nothing.

But to live up to its own analysis, the
Obama administration needs to come down
harder on the rating agencies and, even more
important, get much more specific about re-
forming the way bankers are paid.

———
O 2000

TO DIE FOR A MYSTIQUE

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

Mr. JONES. Madam Speaker, thank
you very much. Tonight, I want to take
my time and refer to an article written
by Andrew Bacevich. This was in the
American Conservative of May 18, 2009.
The title is ‘“To Die for a Mystique,”
subtitled ‘‘The lessons our leaders
didn’t learn from the Vietnam War. I'm
going to read two or three paragraphs
and then close from this article.

““In one of the most thoughtful Viet-
nam-era accounts written by a senior
military officer, General Bruce Palmer
once observed, ‘With respect to Viet-
nam, our leaders should have known
that the American people would not
stand still for a protracted war of an
indeterminate nature with no foresee-
able end to the United States’ commit-
ment.”

He further stated in the article,
“General Palmer thereby distilled into
a single sentence the central lesson of
Vietnam: to embark upon an open-
ended war lacking clearly defined and
achievable objectives was to forfeit
public support, thereby courting dis-
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aster. The implications were clear:
never again.”

I further read from the article, ‘“The
dirty little secret to which few in
Washington will own up is that the
United States now faces the prospect of
perpetual conflict. We find ourselves in
the midst of what the Pentagon calls
the ‘Long War,” a conflict global in
scope (if largely concentrated in the
Greater Middle East) and expected to
outlast even General Palmer’s ‘Twen-
ty-Five Year War.’ The present genera-
tion of senior civilians and officers
have either forgotten or inverted the
lessons of Vietnam, embracing open-
ended war as an inescapable reality.”

Madam Speaker, I submit this entire
article for the RECORD.

[From The American Conservative, May 18,
2009]

ToO DIE FOR A MYSTIQUE
(By Andrew J. Bacevich)

In one of the most thoughtful Vietnam-era
accounts written by a senior military officer,
Gen. Bruce Palmer once observed, ‘“With re-
spect to Vietnam, our leaders should have
known that the American people would not
stand still for a protracted war of an indeter-
minate nature with no foreseeable end to the
U.S. commitment.”

General Palmer thereby distilled into a
single sentence the central lesson of Viet-
nam: to embark upon an open-ended war
lacking clearly defined and achievable objec-
tives was to forfeit public support, thereby
courting disaster. The implications were
clear: never again.

Palmer’s book, which he titled ‘“The Twen-
ty-Five Year War’’, appeared in 1984. Today,
exactly 256 years later, we once again find
ourselves mired in a ‘‘protracted war of an
indeterminate nature with no foreseeable
end to the U.S. commitment.” It’s déja vu
all over again. How to explain this aston-
ishing turn of events?

In the wake of Vietnam, the officer corps
set out to preclude any recurrence of pro-
tracted, indeterminate conflict. The Armed
Forces developed a new American way of
war, emphasizing advanced technology and
superior skills. The generals were by no
means keen to put these new methods to the
test: their preference was for wars to be
fought infrequently and then only in pursuit
of genuinely vital interests. Yet when war
did come, they intended to dispatch any ad-
versary promptly and economically, thereby
protecting the military from the possibility
of public abandonment. Finish the job quick-
ly and go home: this defined the new para-
digm to which the lessons of Vietnam had
given rise.

In 1991, Operation Desert Storm seemingly
validated that paradigm. Yet events since 9/
11, in both Iraq and Afghanistan, have now
demolished it. Once again, as in Vietnam,
the enemy calls the tune, obliging American
soldiers to fight on his terms. Decision has
become elusive. Costs skyrocket and are ig-
nored. The fighting drags on. As it does so,
the overall purpose of the undertaking—
other than of avoiding the humiliation of ab-
ject failure—becomes increasingly difficult
to discern.

The dirty little secret to which few in
Washington will own up is that the United
States now faces the prospect of perpetual
conflict. We find ourselves in the midst of
what the Pentagon calls the ‘‘Long War,” a
conflict global in scope (if largely con-
centrated in the Greater Middle East) and
expected to outlast even General Palmer’s
“Twenty-Five Year War.”” The present gen-
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eration of senior civilians and officers have
either forgotten or inverted the lessons of
Vietnam, embracing open-ended war as an
inescapable reality.

To apply to the Long War the plaintive
query that Gen. David Petraeus once posed
with regard to Iragq—‘Tell me how this
ends”’—the answer is clear: no one has the
foggiest idea. War has become like the
changing phases of the moon. It’s part of ev-
eryday existence. For American soldiers
there is no end in sight.

Yet there is one notable difference between
today and the last time the United States
found itself mired in a seemingly endless
war. During the Vietnam era, even as some
young Americans headed off to Indochina to
fight in the jungles and rice paddies, many
other young Americans back on the home
front fought against the war itself. More
than any other event of the 1960s, the war
created a climate of intense political engage-
ment. Today, in contrast, the civilian con-
temporaries of those fighting in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan have largely tuned out the Long
War. The predominant mood of the country
is not one of anger or anxiety but of dull ac-
ceptance. Vietnam divided Americans; the
Long War has rendered them inert.

To cite General Palmer’s formulation, the
citizens of this country at present do appear
willing to ‘‘stand still”” when considering the
prospect of war that goes on and on. While
there are many explanations for why Ameri-
cans have disengaged from the Long War, the
most important, in my view, is that so few of
us have any immediate personal stake in
that conflict.

When the citizen-soldier tradition col-
lapsed under the weight of Vietnam, the
military rebuilt itself as a professional force.
The creation of this all-volunteer military
was widely hailed as a great success—well-
trained and highly motivated soldiers made
the new American way of war work. Only
now are we beginning to glimpse the short-
comings of this arrangement, chief among
them the fact that today’s ‘‘standing army’’
exists at considerable remove from the soci-
ety it purports to defend. Americans today
profess to ‘‘support the troops’ but that sup-
port is a mile wide and an inch deep. It rare-
ly translates into serious or sustained public
concern about whether those same troops are
being used wisely and well.

The upshot is that with the eighth anniver-
sary of the Long War upon us, fundamental
questions about this enterprise remain
unasked. The contrast with Vietnam is
striking: back then the core questions may
not have gotten straight answers, but at
least they got posed.

When testifying before the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee in April 1971, the
young John Kerry famously—or infamously,
in the eyes of some—asked, ‘“‘How do you ask
a man to be the last man to die for a mis-
take?”’

What exactly was that mistake? Well,
there were many. Yet the most fundamental
lay in President Johnson’s erroneous convic-
tion that the Republic of Vietnam con-
stituted a vital American security interest
and that ensuring that country’s survival re-
quired direct and massive U.S. military
intervention.

Johnson erred in his estimation of South
Vietnam’s importance. He compounded that
error with a tragic failure of imagination,
persuading himself that once in, there was
no way out. The United States needed to
stay the course in Vietnam, regardless of the
cost or consequences.

Now we are, in our own day and in our own
way, repeating LLBJ’s errors. In his 1971 Sen-
ate testimony, reflecting the views of other
Vietnam veterans who had turned against
the war in which they had fought, Kerry de-
risively remarked, ‘‘we are probably angriest
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about all that we were told about Vietnam
and about the mystical war against com-
munism.”’

The larger struggle against communism
commonly referred to as the Cold War was
both just and necessary. Yet the furies
evoked by irresponsible (or cowardly) politi-
cians more interested in partisan advantage
than in advancing the common good trans-
formed the Cold War from an enterprise gov-
erned by reason into one driven by fear. Be-
ginning with McCarthyism and the post-1945
Red Scare and continuing on through phan-
tasms such as the domino theory, bomber
gap, missile gap, and the putative threat to
our survival posed by a two-bit Cuban revo-
lutionary, panic induced policies that were
reckless, wrong-headed, and unnecessary,
with Vietnam being just one particularly
egregious example.

The mystical war against communism
finds its counterpart in the mystical war on
terrorism. As in the 1960s, so too today: mys-
tification breeds misunderstanding and mis-
judgment. It prevents us from seeing things
as they are.

As a direct result, it leads us to exaggerate
the importance of places like Afghanistan
and indeed to exaggerate the jihadist threat,
which falls well short of being existential. It
induces flights of fancy so that otherwise
sensible people conjure up visions of pro-
viding clean water, functioning schools, and
good governance to Afghanistan’s 40,000 vil-
lages, with expectations of thereby winning
Afghan hearts and minds. It causes people to
ignore considerations of cost. With the Long
War already this nation’s second most expen-
sive conflict, trailing only World War II, and
with the federal government projecting tril-
lion-dollar deficits for years to come, how
much can we afford and where is the money
coming from?

For political reasons the Obama adminis-
tration may have banished the phrase ‘‘glob-
al war on terror,” yet the conviction persists
that the United States is called upon to
dominate or liberate or transform the Great-
er Middle East. Methods may be shifting,
with the emphasis on pacification giving way
to militarized nation-building. Priorities
may be changing, Af-Pak now supplanting
Iraq as the main effort. But by whatever
name, the larger enterprise continues. The
president who vows to ‘‘change the way
Washington works’ has not yet exhibited
the imagination needed to conceive of an al-
ternative to the project that his predecessor
began.

The urgent need is to de-mystify that
project, which was from the outset a mis-
guided one. Just as in the 1960s we possessed
neither the wisdom nor the means needed to
determine the fate of Southeast Asia, so
today we possess neither the wisdom nor the
means necessary to determine the fate of the
Greater Middle East. To persist in efforts to
do so—as the Obama administration appears
intent on doing in Afghanistan—will simply
replicate on an even greater scale mistakes
like those that Bruce Palmer and John
Kerry once rightly decried.

I further read and want to close and
then make a few comments with this.
This is the last paragraph. Let me say
about Andrew Bacevich, he, himself,
was a Vietnam veteran. He, himself,
was a veteran of Desert Storm. He,
himself, taught at West Point. He lost
a son in 2007, a young lieutenant who
was killed in Iraq. So I think he brings
great credibility to this article that he
has written.

This is the last paragraph in the arti-
cle. “The urgent need is to demystify
that project, which was from the out-
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set a misguided one. Just as in the
1960s we possessed neither the wisdom
nor the means needed to determine the
fate of Southeast Asia, so today we
possess neither the wisdom nor the
means necessary to determine the fate
of the Greater Middle East.

“To persist in efforts to do so—as the
Obama administration appears intent
on doing in Afghanistan—will simply
replicate on an even greater scale mis-
takes like those that Bruce Palmer and
JOHN KERRY once rightly decried.”

Madam Speaker, I bring this forward
because my friend from Massachusetts,
JIM MCGOVERN, has put a bill in that
would say simply to the Secretary of
Defense: You need to come to the Con-
gress and tell the Congress what the
exit strategy is for Afghanistan. Some
people would say end point.

Let me briefly explain, having an
exit strategy and saying that to the
Congress, you don’t have to say in 2009,
2010, or 2015 or 2020, but tell the Amer-
ican people where we are going when
we send our young men and boys and
girls to die in Afghanistan without a
plan, without benchmarks.

So, Madam Speaker, I don’t know if
Mr. MCGOVERN’s amendment has been
approved for debate tomorrow on the
Armed Services bill, but I want to
thank Mr. MCGOVERN for bringing this
to the attention of the American peo-
ple and the Congress, because we need
to have benchmarks. We need to have
an end point to the strategy in Afghan-
istan.

The military, I know, from marines
down in my district, will tell you that
our military is tired. They’re worn out.
They’ll keep going back and forth,
back and forth because they love this
Nation and they love defending Amer-
ica. But we’ve got to be realistic about
breaking the military, because we have
got North Korea over here threatening.
We’ve got the Chinese. We don’t know
what they might do. Yet we need to
have a plan for victory in Afghanistan.
We cannot do what the Bush adminis-
tration did in Iraq and keep going on
and on.

Madam Speaker, as I close, as I do
every night on this floor, I have signed
over 8,000 letters to families and ex-
tended families who have lost loved
ones in Afghanistan and Iraq. I ask God
to please bless our men and women in
uniform. I ask God to please bless the
families of our men and women in uni-
form, and I ask God in his loving arms
to hold the families who have given a
child dying for freedom in Afghanistan
and Iraq.

Madam Speaker, I ask three times;
God, please, God please, God, please
continue to bless America.

REPORT ON H.R. 2997, AGRI-
CULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2010

Ms. KAPTUR, from the Committee
on Appropriations, submitted a privi-
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leged report (Rept. No. 111-181) on the
bill (H.R. 2997) making appropriations
for Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies programs for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2010, and
for other purposes, which was referred
to the Union Calendar and ordered to
be printed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule XXI, all points of
order are reserved on the bill.

———

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

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

——————

THE AMERICAN CLEAN ENERGY
AND SECURITY ACT OF 2009

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

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. From its very
beginning in the House Energy and
Commerce Committee, H.R. 2454, the
American Clean Energy and Security
Act of 2009, has been forced upon Mem-
bers of Congress with little time to
consider the significant and poten-
tially damaging consequences of this
legislation.

On June 12th of this month, the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, on which I
serve, held a 7-hour hearing to review
this bill. We quickly learned that there
is little solid economic analysis on how
this legislation will affect our econ-
omy. Preliminary evidence makes it
clear it will increase the cost of energy
and, with it, the cost of everything we
use in our lives on a daily basis.

We do know that the Congressional
Budget Office has said this bill will
raise government revenue by $846 bil-
lion over the next 10 years. In everyday
terms, that means a huge tax increase.
$846 billion, however, is just the begin-
ning.

H.R. 2454 is permanent, and after the
10-year period analyzed by the CBO,
free carbon allowances are phased out,
auctioned carbon allowances are
phased in, and total allowances are re-
duced. This means that future genera-
tions will be forced to pay much more
than that indicated in the initial 10-
year budget estimate.

Although billed as cap-and-trade, in
reality Waxman-Markey is a cap-and-
tax bill. Instead of government directly
levying a tax, this legislation disguises
that tax as a carbon allowance auction
that subsequently requires electrical
generation companies, petroleum, and
other biofuel refiners, manufacturers,
and others to collect the tax through
increased costs.

The consequences go far beyond the
price and our ability to turn on the
lights in rural America. Kansans, who
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must always travel great distances to
work, to school, and to receive their
medical care, will pay disproportion-
ately compared to those who have
shorter distances to travel and can use
public transportation.

Some had hope that agriculture and
rural America would actually benefit,
somehow be made whole under this leg-
islation. Under Waxman-Markey, this
clearly is not the case.

Despite great potential for agri-
culture to sequester carbon, agri-
culture is not mentioned once in the
section that defines offsets. Instead,
H.R. 2454 directs the EPA to define the
world of carbon offsets. This will lead
to few benefits for farmers and ranch-
ers and will allow the EPA to further
intrude upon our farms.

EPA has consistently made harmful
decisions that fail the test of common
sense. Unless agricultural offsets are
expressly defined and sole authority is
given to the Department of Agri-
culture, farmers will never see benefits
from this legislation.

But even if those offsets are defined
and USDA is given that authority, it is
difficult to see how agriculture will
overcome the increased cost of inputs
caused by this cap-and-tax system. In
the best case scenario under Waxman-
Markey, a farmer could mitigate 10 to
50 percent of the cost of the legislation.
In the worst case scenario, farmers and
ranchers could find themselves unable
to access the carbon offset market at
all and be forced to bear the full cost of
this legislation. HEither way, any hope
for profitability in agriculture is bleak.

I am especially concerned about the
livestock sector. Unlike crop farmers,
ranch operations and feed yards have
few opportunities to accumulate car-
bon offsets.

Much emphasis has been placed upon
our Nation’s economic recovery since
the market collapse of last fall. This
bill is almost certain to destroy any
chance of economic recovery if enacted
in its current form.

Congress should be allowed to obtain
sound technical and economic analysis
and address this legislation’s many,
many, many flaws. If further legisla-
tive debate is denied, then we must do
what common sense demands and de-
feat this bill. Congress rarely gets
things right when we have ample time
to properly consider policy changes,
but it has never made good decisions
when rushed by arbitrary timetables.

Congress should abandon the current
pace set by the Speaker of the House.
Otherwise, Members of Congress will
have abdicated their responsibilities
and farmers and ranchers, rural Amer-
ica, and in fact, the entire country will
suffer the consequences.

———

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

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)
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HER NAME WAS NEDA: A
GENERATIONAL CHANCE FOR
FREEDOM

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

Mr. McCOTTER. Her name was Neda.
In Farsi, it means ‘‘the voice.” True to
her name, she loved music, sought free-
dom, and she’s dead, shot down in the
streets by the Iranian regime’s state-
sanctioned murderers. She must not
have died in vain.

Today, Iranians and Americans face a
generational chance for freedom—one
that ensures a rogue regime’s implo-
sion prevents a nuclear confrontation.

Regrettably, our President’s ‘‘post-
American’ foreign policy presumes
talk can thaw the murderous mullahs’
hearts and attain a ‘‘grand bargain”
for peace in our time; consequently,
while Iranians demanded their freedom
from a barbarous regime, the President
vapidly opined: ‘It is up to Iranians to
make decisions about who Iran’s lead-
ers will be. We respect Iranian sov-

ereignty.”
Then, as the crisis escalated, the
President optimistically noted,

“You’ve seen in Iran some initial reac-
tion from the supreme leader that indi-
cates he understands the Iranian peo-
ple have deep concerns about the elec-
tion. And my hope is that the Iranian
people will make the right steps in
order for them to be able to express
their voices, to express their aspira-
tions.”

Tragically, the supreme leader’s deep
concern drove him to step on the
throats of pro-democracy protestors,
like Neda.

Next, on June 20, the President stat-
ed, ‘“The universal rights to assembly
and free speech must be respected, and
the United States stands with all who
seek to exercise those rights.” It was
painfully evident just how far behind
them he stood. ‘“The last thing that I
want to do is to have the United States
be a foil for those forces inside Iran
who would love nothing better than
make this an argument about the
United States.”

With these contradictory statements
of support and appeasement, the Presi-
dent returned to square one. ‘“‘The Ira-
nian people will ultimately judge the
actions of their own government. If the
Iranian Government seeks the respect
of the international community, it
must respect the dignity of its own
people and govern through consent, not
coercion.”

In truth, the Iranian people have al-
ready judged the regime and found it
wanting. The supreme leader, his cleric
cronies and their puppet government
have never respected the dignity of the
Iranian people or governed through
consent. This is why the regime stole
the election and shoots peaceful, pro-
democracy demonstrators. Implying
otherwise mocks the Iranians risking
and losing their lives for liberty.

As for the claim that American
“meddling”” in support of the dem-

June 23, 2009

onstrators plays into the mullahs’
hands, the Iranian regime will claim
this regardless, for as our President
noted, ‘“That’s what they do.”

Yet, what matters is not what the re-
gime says about America, but what the
demonstrators think about America.
Presently, brave Iranians watch as our
President still holds an open hand to
the regime that opened fire on them,
that opened fire on Neda.

This is the passive, disastrous policy
of Jimmy Carter that led to the rise of
this rogue regime, not the courageous
policy of Ronald Reagan that led to the
demise of an evil empire.

0O 2015

The surest, safest termination of
Iran’s nuclear weapons program and
support of terrorism is to hasten this
fanatical tyranny’s collapse by sup-
porting its people’s liberty. Taking its
rightful place amongst the community
of free nations, a democratic Iran will
necessarily realize and reverse the in-
sanity of this terrorist regime’s homi-
cidal obsession with nuclear weapons.
Thus, for their and our security, the
United States and the world must do
everything in our power to further the
Iranian demonstrators’ sacred claim to
freedom. We know Neda did.

Further, in the grand strategy of our
war for freedom over terrorism, how we
aid pro-democracy Iranians will remind
the world of who we are. We are Ameri-
cans, the revolutionary children of
freedom who have lived and died de-
fending our liberty and extending it to
the enslaved and oppressed. We will do
no less today in support of our Iranian
brothers and sisters.

Today Neda’s voice calls to our con-
sciences and warns that the fate of Ira-
nians’ liberty is entwined with the fate
of America’s security. We must not
miss this generational chance for free-
dom; again, one that ensures a rogue
regime’s implosion, prevents a nuclear
confrontation, and ensures that Neda
and all of liberty’s martyrs shall not
have died in vain. As Americans, we
must seize this moment and help Ira-
nians seize their freedom. That’s what
we do.

——

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

(Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

————

HAYNESVILLE SHALE HYDRAULIC
FRACTURING

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

Mr. FLEMING. Madam Speaker, like
most of America, I support an all-of-
the-above solution to this Nation’s en-
ergy needs. I believe we can have it all
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when it comes to energy. We can ag-
gressively pursue renewable energy,
nuclear energy and other innovative al-
ternatives while continuing efforts to
expand our domestic supply of fossil
fuels. We live in a country rich in en-
ergy sources, and Congress should en-
courage production from all available
resources and technologies.

Tonight I'd like to focus on a reli-
able, clean-burning alternative fuel
which is in extraordinary abundance
right under our feet in this country,
and that is natural gas.

Located in my district in northwest
Louisiana, recent estimates have pro-
jected the Haynesville Shale contains
234 trillion cubic feet of potential nat-
ural gas production. This would make
it the largest natural gas play in the
United States and one of the largest in
the world, the equivalent of 18 years’
worth of U.S. oil production.

I want to point out to you, the
crosshatch area is the so-called
Haynesville Shale. As you can see, it
overlies several parishes in Louisiana
as well as several counties in Texas, a
very wide area. Now of course for those
listening, shale is nothing more and
nothing less than a rock formation
deep down in the Earth, somewhere
around 2 miles in depth, that acts like
a sponge that’s full of either gas or oil,
and sometimes both. Today we have
great methods of extracting fossil fuels
from the shale.

But let me turn to some more statis-
tics regarding the Haynesville Shale.
It’s provided massive injections of cap-
ital into the Fourth Congressional Dis-
trict of Louisiana, my district. It’s
pumped $4.5 billion into the economy
in FY 2008. It’s created nearly $3.9 bil-
lion in household earnings in the same
year. The greatest impact on indirect
and household earnings was experi-
enced by workers in the mining sector,
with new household earnings of $191.3
million in 2008. It’s created over $30
million in new earnings in seven sepa-
rate sectors. Number one, mining,
$191.3 million; health care, $56.7 mil-
lion; management, $46.6 million; pro-
fessional, scientific and technical serv-
ices, $38.5 million; retail trade, $35.7
million; manufacturing, $33.5 million;
and construction, $31.8 million.

It directly and indirectly -created
over 32,000 jobs. The new jobs created
by the extraction activities in the
Haynesville Shale are widely dispersed
across industries. Large impacts have
been felt in utilities, 5,229 jobs; mining
3,808; health care, 3,496 jobs; and retail
trade, 3,433.

Those are a lot of numbers, but I
think you understand that the mag-
nitude is what counts here. Conserv-
ative estimates report that State and
local tax revenues increased by at least
$153.3 million in 2008 due to the extrac-
tion activities of the Haynesville
Shale. Needless to say, Louisiana is not
suffering from the effects of the reces-
sion, unemployment, or real estate
that many other States are today,
largely due to the Haynesville Shale.
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Some parishes are reporting a 300 per-
cent increase in sales tax collections.

I wanted to talk a moment about
how we get the natural gas out of that
shale that we’re talking about that’s 2
miles deep in the Earth. The method is
called hydraulic fracturing, or
“hydrofracking’ is a more common
term. This method has been used for
over 60 years and is responsible for 30
percent of America’s recoverable oil
and gas. Of wells currently operating
today, over 90 percent have been frac-
tured at least once.

Environmentalists and their allies in
Congress are escalating their assault
on affordable and reliable energy with
the legislation that would place regula-
tion of hydraulic fracturing under the
Safe Drinking Water Act, SDWA, a law
that was never intended for this pur-
pose. This legislation would have far-
reaching negative impacts on energy,
energy producers and consumers alike.
For years this process has been safely
and effectively regulated by individual
States; and of the more than 1 million
wells fractured, not a single case of
drinking water contamination has ever
been recorded.

In my State of Louisiana, three dif-
ferent agencies have oversight related
to this process. So you see, it’s not an
unregulated process to begin with.
First is the Office of Conservation of
the Louisiana Department of Natural
Resources, then the Louisiana Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality and, fi-
nally, the Department of Health and
Hospitals, which tests potable water.
Additionally, these agencies already
work closely in association with exist-
ing Federal regulations under the EPA.
As illustrated in these graphics, cur-
rent industry practices ensure multiple
levels of protection between any
sources of drinking water and the pro-
duction zone of an oil and gas well.

Fresh water aquifers are located relatively
close to the surface. In the Haynesville shale,
for instance, the Wilcox aquifer is found at
depths between 200 and 600 feet.

The practice of hydrofracking takes place at
a depth of over 10,000 feet or roughly 2 miles.

To put this into perspective, the distance be-
tween the aquifer and the hydrofracking
equals about 33 footballs fields or 8 Empire
State Buildings stacked on top of each other.

To ensure that neither the fluid pumped
through the well, nor the oil or gas collected,
enters the water supply, steel casings are in-
serted into the well to depths of between
1,000 and 4,000 feet.

Oil and gas companies are required to set
protective surface casing well beyond the
water table. For example, in the Haynesville
Shale, surface casing must be set at a min-
imum of 1,800 feet.

The space between this first casing string
and drilled hole is filled with cement.

The casing, cement specifications and ce-
menting process are governed by state and
federal regulations as well as industry stand-
ards. In every case this process is supervised
by state agency officials.

Federal regulation of “hydrofracking” under
the EPA would result in a sharp increase in
costs to small and independent producers, as
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well as a dramatic decrease in output and job
creation.

Production in large shale plays such as the
Haynesville Shale in Louisiana, the Barnett in
Texas and the Marcellus Shale in the North-
east U.S. would essentially grind to a halt and
billions of dollars in federal and state tax rev-
enue would be lost.

It is crucial that Congress recognize what
resources, such as the Haynesville Shale, will
play in this country’s long-term economic and
national security.

——————

THE TRIPLE PLAY ALTERNATIVE
TO CAP-AND-TRADE

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

Mr. INGLIS. Last night in
Spartanburg, South Carolina, we had a
town meeting; and folks were joining
in this debate we will be having here
this week in Washington about climate
legislation. There were folks who spoke
passionately about the need to take ac-
tion, and I'm in agreement with them.
There is a need to take action and to
discharge a stewardship obligation.
Then there were others who really
didn’t buy the science of climate
change. And so there was a good dis-
cussion, a good debate. There’s going
to be a debate here on this House floor,
perhaps by the end of the week.

Madam Speaker, what I'd like to say
tonight is that there is a need to act.
There is a need to act in a way that
wins a triple play for this century in
America. If we play this right, it really
is an opportunity to do three things si-
multaneously. One, improve the na-
tional security of the United States;
two, create jobs; and three, clean up
the air.

So let’s hear about the triple play. It
starts by stopping the current cap-and-
trade proposal. The problem with cap-
and-trade is: It’s a massive tax increase
in the midst of a recession; it’s a Wall
Street trading scheme that would
make traders on Wall Street blush; and
it punishes American manufacturing
because the tax—the cap-and-trade,
which is essentially a tax—is applied
only to domestically produced goods
and not to imported goods. So if that’s
the case, if it’s really not going to ac-
complish what we want to accomplish,
what would be better? I think it’s im-
portant that those of us who are op-
posed to cap-and-trade come with
something better. The ‘‘better’ that I
would propose is this: It’s a revenue-
neutral tax swap. Basically what we
would do is we would reduce FICA
taxes. That’s the payroll taxes on your
paycheck. You reduce those; and in an
equal amount, you impose a tax on car-
bon dioxide. There’s no additional take
to the government, so it’s revenue-neu-
tral. You apply this transparent tax—it
is admittedly a tax—to imported goods
as well as domestically produced goods.
The result is, there is one less reason
to export productive capacity from the
United States; and we achieve this tri-
ple play. We can simultaneously create
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jobs by propelling these new tech-
nologies with the alternative energies
and fuels of the future. We can improve
the national security of the United
States by breaking the addiction to oil.
That will only come when the econom-
ics work out for the competing tech-
nologies. Currently the incumbent
technology—gasoline, in the case of
transportation fuel—has these negative
externalities that aren’t recognized. If
they were recognized, if they were at-
tached to the price of that product, the
national security risks we are running,
the environmental problems that it
causes, the small particulates—even if
you don’t buy the climate change argu-
ment, the small particulates are quan-
tifiable and real—if you attach all
those negative externalities to that
product, suddenly the marketplace
could deliver competing technologies;
and the fuels of the future could take
off and could lead us to these jobs of
the future and to clean up the air.

Madam Speaker, this is a fabulous
opportunity. It starts with stopping
the current cap-and-trade proposal.
And then we come together, Repub-
licans and Democrats, to find a better
solution. I think we can find it in a
revenue-neutral tax swap that makes
free enterprise able to lead us into the
fuels of the future.

———

HONORING FIRST SERGEANT JOHN
BLAIR

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

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Madam
Speaker, I rise to honor an American
hero and a patriot who gave his life in
defense of our Nation while serving
with the Georgia National Guard in Af-
ghanistan.

First Sergeant John Blair from Cal-
houn, Georgia, in my 11th Congres-
sional District, was killed in action on
June 20, 2009, just this past Saturday,
when a rocked-propelled grenade
struck his vehicle during an hour-and-
a-half-long firefight with enemy forces
after the convoy, which he was leading,
was ambushed. Eyewitness accounts
from soldiers serving alongside Ser-
geant Blair credit his actions with sav-
ing the lives of many of his fellow sol-
diers during the ambush. And as a cred-
it to his leadership, his men kept their
cool and they did their jobs, even after
their commanding officer fell.

O 2030

Blair has been described as a true
leader, Madam Speaker, both for the
American troops who served with him,
as well as the 1st Brigade of the Afghan
National Army’s 203rd Corps who he
was in charge of mentoring.

I want to quote a couple of lines that
were written about Sergeant Blair in
the military publication, ‘‘Stars and
Stripes’: ‘““Blair was their leader. He
was tough, unrelenting. He cursed and
reprimanded and gained not just their
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respect, but their fondness during the
months of training for their deploy-
ment in Afghanistan. He could be
harsh, but was fair and imparted to his
men a sense of their potential.”

Other soldiers have echoed these
comments, describing how Blair pushed
them beyond their comfort levels to be
their best and was even like a father
figure for many of them.

Madam Speaker, Sergeant Blair car-
ried these same characteristics to his
service as a Gordon County sheriff’s
deputy and a Drug Task Force officer
for many years in Calhoun, Georgia. In
addition to his great service to our Na-
tion and his community, John Blair
was also a dedicated family man who
was looking forward to spending qual-
ity time with his grandson when he re-
turned home. What an amazing exam-
ple of courage, selflessness and a love
of country that Sergeant Blair pro-
vided, not only for his young grandson
but, Madam Speaker, for all of us.

My prayers go out to his family. My
deepest gratitude goes out to First Ser-
geant Blair for his selfless sacrifice for
our Nation. I ask all Members to join
me in honoring the distinguished mem-
ory of First Sergeant John Blair.

———

CAP AND TRADE ALL OUR JOBS
TO CHINA

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

Mr. SOUDER. Madam Speaker, I
come tonight a little stunned. Quite
frankly, I didn’t think the energy bill,
the cap-and-trade bill, would actually
ever reach a point where it would come
before the House and for that matter
the Senate. When we are in the unem-
ployment state that we are in right
now in America, it seems rather ridicu-
lous to be bringing bills that would put
so many hardworking people out of
work.

The cap-and-trade bill, or as many of
us call it, the cap-and-tax bill, are
what a manufacturing district like
mine would call a ‘‘cap and trade our
jobs to China bill.” We are just reeling
right now. Honestly, to talk about my
district for a second, I have eight coun-
ties. The mean of unemployment in
those counties is 15 percent. Two of the
counties, Elkhart and LaGrange, are at
19 percent. Let me tell you about my
best county. My best county, Allen
County, my home, anchored by Fort
Wayne with a little under 300,000 peo-
ple, has an unemployment rate of ap-
proaching 11 percent. We have one of
the biggest pick-up plants in the world
that produces the Silverado and the Si-
erra. So I have been fighting hard to
make sure that they are not knocked
out of business. Our largest property
tax payer, the GM plant is the second
largest, is a mall that is part General
Growth Properties. That is in chapter
11.

One of our large employers is a finan-
cial company that has 1,900 jobs, and
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they have applied for TARP funds. We
are struggling with auto parts. The
Fort Wayne Foundry, over 100 years in
business, has just closed three plants
because they are a major GM and
Chrysler supplier and couldn’t make it
through the shut-downs after 100 years.

Now we are being asked to tax them
through their energy. Now let me talk
a little bit about how we get our en-
ergy in Indiana. We are 85 percent coal.
We are 15 percent nuclear. The Herit-
age study showing impact by congres-
sional district says that my congres-
sional district is the number one dam-
aged district.

The new figures from the National
Association of Manufacturers this
week show that my district is the num-
ber one manufacturing district. It is
unusual. If you came to northeast Indi-
ana, and I represent basically Fort
Wayne up to South Bend going along
the Michigan line and the Ohio line, if
you came to my district, you would
drive through an area where you would
see lots of water, rivers, 100 lakes in
Koskiusko County, 100 lakes in Steu-
ben County. And in between that water
is beautiful, green farmland. We aren’t
dry and parched like much of America.
We have a very green area that gives us
water, which is essential to most man-
ufacturing. You can’t build major man-
ufacturing facilities where there isn’t
adequate water. And people still farm.
We don’t have the great big corporate
farms. We have many small farms. Be-
cause one person from each family,
sometimes even multi-families on a
small farm, will be working at dif-
ferent auto parts plants, plastic parts
plants and RV plants scattered
throughout my district, thousands and
thousands and thousands. They are at a
direct threat.

Let me talk a little bit more about
our energy. I have been to the alter-
native energy labs in Colorado, at
Sandia Labs in New Mexico, and at the
major places where we look at alter-
native energy. Indiana cannot get wind
power. We don’t have a way to get to 20
percent or such high figures in the tra-
ditional alternative energy. Some of
my friends I have known for many
years are putting in one of the biggest
wind farms. It is the second most
windy area in the State of Indiana. It
is going to be miles and miles. We will
be lucky to get to four percent if we
build every windmill you can build in
the State of Indiana. In solar, we don’t
get as much sun as Arizona and Ne-
vada. We are pushing solar energy as
hard as we can. One of my good friends
has a new solar company working with
the Germans that can get better solar
power at homes.

But let’s get this straight. I have two
Steel Dynamics plants, the most effi-
cient steel process in the TUnited
States, five Nucor plants and Valbruna
Steel. SDI, in one of their plants, takes
as much energy as the City of Fort
Wayne with nearly 250,000 to 300,000
people in it and everything therein.
You cannot power a steel plant with
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solar panels or windmills. If we are
going to make things in America, if we
aren’t going to ship everything in our
country to China, we have to have rea-
sonable, workable energy strategies.

I have been working on alternative
energy since I came to Washington.
There is a company in Fort Wayne that
has been highlighted in the New York
Times and all the other publications on
geothermal called ‘“Water Furnace.”
California alone could save seven
power plants by using geothermal. We
need to push in every appropriations
bill in every different way geothermal.
I have an amendment proposed in the
armed services bill to have many of our
military facilities use geothermal.

I am working with Parker-Hannifin
and Regal Boloit to improve air condi-
tioning. Regal Boloit has a green en-
ergy process that saves 15 percent of
energy in air conditioning. Parker-
Hannifin, through an earmark and
their own funds, has been working and
they think they can get 20 percent
more power out of wind turbines.
Guardian makes windshields. It is con-
verting part of one of their plants and
working with Spain and other places to
make windshields and to make solar
panels that don’t crack and are more
efficient.

We are looking at major break-
throughs. But we cannot destroy the
manufacturing base of America.

————

THE CONCEPT OF THE DIRECTION
OF LEADERSHIP IN THE HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES

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

Mr. CARTER. I thank the Speaker
for allowing me to speak tonight. I'm
back again to talk about issues that
are important, I think, to this House.
They are important to the American
people, and they are especially impor-
tant to the concept of leadership in
this House of Representatives and just
where it is going to go.

I want to go back for a moment be-
fore we go into current events and talk
about some past events, when the
Democratic majority took over the
House of Representatives. In the lead-
up prior to that time, we were having
these speeches made by the presumed
new Speaker of the House, Ms. PELOSI,
about what we could expect from the
new Congress. Now, this is not the first
time I have mentioned this. But let’s
remind you again, to all the Members
of this House, this is a quote from
NANCY PELOSI in 2006: ‘‘“The American
people voted to restore integrity and
honesty in Washington, DC, and the
Democrats intend to lead the most
honest, the most open, and most eth-
ical Congress in history.”

Now, this was the goal that was set
up by the Speaker of the House. And
she has now been serving as the Speak-
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er of the House for two terms. And this
was her mantra of what this House
would stand for. And without getting
off into the weeds of the internal poli-
tics of Rules Committee and stuff like
that, which bores people to tears, I'm
just talking about this honest, ethical
and open-about-it Congress that we
were promised.

In another speech, the Speaker of the
House, the then presumed Speaker of
the House, made the statement that
what she was going to do was if the
Democrats got to be in charge of this
House, they were going to drain the
swamp, that there was this culture of
corruption that had created a swamp,
and that they were going to drain the
swamp and expose the corruption, and
they were going to expose the mis-
deeds.

Now, I'm not here to tell you that
there were not misdeeds that were
brought forward. I'm not sure the
Democrats had anything to do with ex-
posing them. But they certainly came
out through the process at that period
of time. People went to prison, and
rightfully so. They broke the law. But
I will say that the leadership at that
time went forward with those efforts,
and they reached the unfortunate con-
clusion that several people went to
prison. Several people had to leave the
Congress.

But that doesn’t mean because they
found issues in the Republican Party
that those were the only issues that
were here. And for the last 6 or 8
weeks, I have been trying to say, who
is going to look at these other issues?
I'm not accusing anybody. I'm saying
that accusations are being made by the
press. Accusations are being made by
other people. And they seem to fall on
deaf ears. They seem to fall on the deaf
ears of the leadership of the Demo-
cratic majority in this Congress. And
they seem to fall upon the deaf ears of
the so-called Ethics Committee, whose
job it is to look into these things. And
s0o we Kkeep raising these issues won-
dering what is going on.

But now I have even more concerns.
And these concerns are things that I
think everybody is going to be con-
cerned about. Because if you woke up
on Sunday morning and you turned on
the television, you saw that people are
storming the streets of Iran. And peo-
ple are getting killed because of an
election. That is a pressure point now
in our world that is as big a pressure
point as Afghanistan or Iraq or any
other place because it has the potential
that nuclear weapons could be in-
volved. We don’t know exactly where
Iran is on their development of their
nuclear weapons, but we certainly
know they are working on it. And they
make no bones about it.

So we have got a possible nuclear
power where there is a turmoil going
on, and we are sort of sitting over here
being quiet about it. And maybe that is
the right thing to do. The President
seems to be taking a position of kind of
hands-off. And there certainly is a
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school that believes that is the right
thing to do. And I'm not criticizing
that. But I am saying that that is a
thing that every American, and cer-
tainly every Member of this body,
should be concerned about, because it
could be a world-changing event that
comes out of Iran. And it could be a
world-changing event for the negative.

So why do I raise this? Well, that
very same day, that very same day we
heard more from our longtime adver-
sary, the North Koreans. I'm ashamed
to have to say this, but I'm old enough
to remember the end of the Korean
war. I was just a little kid, but I do re-
member. And we never made peace
with the North Koreans. We made an
armistice. We decided that we would
time-out, no more war. And they went
on their side of the 38th parallel, and
the South Koreans went on our side of
the 38th parallel.

Since that time, one of the great, mi-
raculous transformations of an area
has taken place in South Korea. And
now when you visit South Korea, it is
a prosperous nation. It has a func-
tioning democratic government. And
the South Koreans have a lot of brag-
ging rights. They have a lot to be
proud of.

Meanwhile, the North Koreans stayed
in their same Soviet socialist-type re-
public, a communist regime. And, basi-
cally, with the exception of building a
gigantic army, they have accomplished
nothing since 1954, 1956, except to stir
up a lot of trouble in that area and to
develop nuclear weapons and a missile
system.

Now, there are some that think that
the North Koreans are just in this busi-
ness to sell these weapons to other peo-
ple and to give them something that
they can trade, because they basically
are practically without trade re-
sources. But others like me fear that
the North Koreans are just unstable
enough that they can use the weapons
in this army to kick open the doors to
the second Korean war, or worse, a re-
gional war.

O 2045

They have done some things that in
the past would have created havoc in
countries. They fired missiles in the di-
rection of Japan two or three times,
and shot a couple of them over Japan.
Here is a sovereign nation having a
missile fired over their territory. They
don’t know what that missile is car-
rying or what it could do to their coun-
try if it came down. That is as close to
an aggressive act as I think you can
get without hitting somebody.

And now they have announced to us
specifically and to the world in general
that they are going to test one of their
longer-range missiles by firing it at
Hawaii, a State in this Union. They
could just as well be firing it at Idaho,
or Alaska, or Texas, or Georgia or
Maine. A sovereign State of this Na-
tion—they have told us that they are
going to fire a missile in that direc-
tion, basically at that State.
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Now they are pompous and
blowhards, but we don’t know what
they are really going to do. And we do
know that they have tested nuclear
weapons very recently, so they have
nuclear capability.

Why do I bring these things up in re-
lationship to the atmosphere created in
this House by the failure of leadership
to address issues that are part of drain-
ing the swamp? It is because I am
going to make the argument that what
has gone on in this House in the con-
versation between our Speaker and the
CIA about who is telling the truth and
who is not has a direct influence on
these two Sunday morning news stories
and others. Because yes, we folks sit-
ting around the breakfast table, we get
our information about what is going on
in the world from the press. But you
better hope, and having been a trial
judge and told juries this for 20 years,
you better hope that somebody is get-
ting better information than what is in
the press. And no offense to the press,
but let’s face it; they get it wrong once
in awhile. And what we depend on is an
intelligence system that doesn’t get it
wrong. We depend on an intelligence
system that when they come to us and
tell us that this is what our intel-
ligence tells us, we feel that is fairly
reliable news. We can’t disclose it be-
cause it is top secret, but we can de-
pend on our intelligence officials to
come forward and give us information.

Now we have had this issue of en-
hanced interrogation of prisoners that
has been an ongoing issue throughout
the election, and now that the Demo-
crats are in charge it continues to be,
that we are a torturing Nation. Some
people label it as torture and some peo-
ple label it as enhanced interrogation.
Whatever you call it, there was an
issue whether or not the members of
the Intelligence Committee of this
House were informed about this when
they started to do it.

Now those Members that have had
the opportunity to speak have indi-
cated, and that which was not top se-
cret, that there were briefings on this
issue. The Speaker of the House has
said they are lying, I was never told
about these enhanced interrogations.
And she has repeated that until she re-
alized, which we pointed out on the
floor of the House, that lying to the
United States Congress is a crime. Here
is the statute: Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this section, whoever in any
manner within the jurisdiction of the
executive, legislative, or judicial
branches of the Government of the
United States, knowingly and willfully
falsifies, conceals, or covers up by any
trick, scheme, or device a material
fact, makes any material, false, ficti-
tious, fraudulent statement or rep-
resentation, or makes or uses any false
writing or document knowing the same
to contain any materially false or ficti-
tious fraudulent statement or entry,
shall be fined under this title, impris-
oned not more than 5 years if the of-
fense involves international or domes-
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tic terrorism, as defined in section 2331,
imprisoned not more than 8 years, or
both. If the matter relates to an of-
fense under chapter 109A, 109B, 110, or
117, of section 1591, then the term of
imprisonment imposed under this sec-
tion shall be not more than 8 years.

Without going off on what is in these
other sections, what this says, under
our criminal law of the Federal Gov-
ernment, if you are lying about a mate-
rial fact, and there can be nothing
more material than the functions of
our Intelligence Committee and our in-
telligence community and their rela-
tionship and whether or not something
happened, and to accuse them of being
unreliable and lying is accusing them
of a crime.

By this accusation, by saying they
didn’t tell the truth, they never briefed
me, she is accusing those people who
did that, made that statement that we
briefed of committing a crime. It may
be a crime that only puts you in prison
for 5 years and gives you a fine, or it
could carry over to whatever these sec-
tions pertain to to carry it up to 8
years, or it could be as little as, what
was the lowest, 4 years? I guess 5.
Whatever it is, whatever the time, that
incarceration for that period of time is
serious incarceration. This is a serious
accusation. These are serious conten-
tions by the Speaker when she says:
They didn’t do that, they are lying.

They are lying to you, they are lying
to the Congress, they are lying to the
press. But most importantly, they are
lying to Congress.

Now that is an issue that we should
be concerned about because not just we
need it resolved, and that is what I
keep raising. I have been a judge in
this country for 20 years, and its pur-
pose is to resolve issues. My question
is, who is going to resolve this issue?
This issue needs to be resolved. Why
does it need to be resolved? I gave you
two examples: North Korea and Iran.
Two hotspots boiling up. We are get-
ting information. We should be, I as-
sume we are getting, information from
our intelligence community. If they
are liars, can we trust them? Can we
put the security of Hawaii on the
shoulders of our intelligence commu-
nity and trust their report as to wheth-
er or not there is a nuclear warhead on
that missile that they have said they
are going to fire at Hawaii? Can we,
after the Speaker’s accusations, trust
this community? That’s the question
that I think we ought to be asking our-
selves.

And once again, the 50th time I have
probably said this in the last 6 weeks,
what I am asking for is a place, some-
one to resolve these issues. And I have
raised this resolution. The Speaker is
the leader. She is the leader of this
House, and she needs to resolve this
issue. This is putting a crimp in our in-
telligence community. If I am an agent
and I am reporting and I get accused of
lying, I face criminal prosecution. And
intelligence at its best is, like every
other human endeavor, it has its flaws.

June 23, 2009

So once again, failure to show the
leadership that it takes to resolve
issues causes consequences we can’t
imagine until they look us in the face.
And that is what I wanted to talk
about here tonight. We have talked
about the issues with Mr. RANGEL and
the Rangel rule. And we have talked
about issues of other Members of this
Congress: Ms. WATERS, MOLLOHAN,
MURTHA, VISCLOSKY, and all those
guys. And I have talked about those
issues and I have said, I don’t know
whether these accusations are true or
not, but somebody needs to resolve
them. If we are draining the swamp,
someone needs to resolve those issues.
If there is a lie going on to Congress
and we are draining the swamp, some-
body needs to drain that part of the
swamp that has to do with this lie.
That is what this is about. That is all
I am trying to do. I am raising the
question for you Members of this House
and for the American public to think
about.

What about this culture of corrup-
tion that obviously seems to be here?
What about this issue of lying? It needs
to be resolved. The security of our Na-
tion is at stake.

I am not here by myself, and I have
been talking way too long without rec-
ognizing a really good friend who has
come down here to have a friendly visit
about some of these issues that are un-
resolved, PHIL GINGREY from Georgia,
one of my classmates and a good, close
personal friend. And I yield to Mr.
GINGREY.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Madam
Speaker, I appreciate the gentleman
from Texas, Judge CARTER, yielding to
me.

As the gentleman points out, this is a
very, very serious time to be on the
floor speaking to all of our colleagues
on both sides of the aisle, and Rep-
resentative CARTER and myself and
others on our side of the aisle, as we
bring these concerns to our fellow
Members, Madam Speaker, it is not
something that we do lightly. It is not
something that we do lightly, and I
hope my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle understand that.

We have all grown up with the little
sayings, the aphorisms or adages that
you hear from your parents, or maybe
at school or church, things like, If you
live in a glass house, you shouldn’t
throw rocks. I remember my dad told
me one time a story about Huey Long,
the governor of Louisiana. I don’t
know whether it was in a reelection
campaign or maybe even his first cam-
paign for governor, he had a critic,
maybe even an opponent in that race, a
General Hugh Johnson, and General
Hugh Johnson was awfully critical of
Governor Huey Long and accused him
of corruption and that sort of thing.
Huey Long said to General Hugh John-
son something to the effect that, Don’t
criticize a speck in my eye if you have
a plank in your own. In fact, Madam
Speaker, that may be in Proverbs in
the Bible as well. Maybe that is where
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Governor Huey Long got that from.
But the point is you are reluctant,
aren’t we, we are reluctant to bring
criticism against our colleagues know-
ing that we are not perfect. No one, in-
deed, is; except the one true Savior.

So it is a very serious thing when we
come and express concern on the House
floor about the action of our col-
leagues. But yet we are here tonight.
We are obviously here tonight, and we
are speaking about that. Judge
CARTER, Madam Speaker, started off
talking about the seriousness of the
consequences of our integrity or lack
of integrity as he talked about what
happened years ago, and I remember it,
too, in regard to the Korean Conflict,
and then brought us into current time
and talked about what is going on in
North Korea now and what is going on
in Iran.

The intelligence that we receive
about things that are really bad things
occurring across the globe has got to
be wisdom, and it has got to be honest.
You can’t modify those two terms and
say it is conventional wisdom or it is
relative honesty. Wisdom and honesty
don’t have modifiers. It is either wis-
dom or it is not. It is either honest and
truthful or it is not.

So as Judge CARTER talks about this
situation with our distinguished
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives in regard to whether or not what
she said about the CIA was honest and
truthful, or whether the CIA was hon-
est and truthful in regard to their re-
sponse, in fact John Podesta, I think,
basically said, Look, the CIA spoke the
truth.
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The consequences, Madam Speaker,
are so serious to this Nation, and in-
deed, to the world, that it is important.
If you ask any citizen of this country
and you say, ‘“Who do you think you
depend on most to tell the truth, would
it be the Speaker of the House or the
Director of the Central Intelligence
Agency?” I'm not sure how most people
would respond, Madam Speaker. I'm
not sure how I would respond. You ex-
pect both of them, at that level of gov-
ernment, to be honest and truthful.

So it is disturbing to me as a Member
of the House of Representatives, it’s
disturbing to me as a citizen of this
country, as a dad, as a granddad, as a
husband, as a father, to find out that
maybe the Central Intelligence Agency
is not telling the truth. And even worse
than that, Madam Speaker, that pos-
sibly there is a pattern of the Central
Intelligence Agency not telling the
truth. That is just about as frightening
a concept as you can possibly imagine.

What can we rely on? Should we have
done what we did in Operation Endur-
ing Freedom in regard to taking out al
Qaeda and the Taliban and that regime
change back in 2001, 2002 before Rep-
resentative CARTER and I became Mem-
bers of the Congress?

You know, it’s a very, very dis-
turbing thing, and that’s why we’re
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here tonight. And again, it is painful,
but I’'m not standing up here, Madam
Speaker, I'm not standing up here say-
ing that our Speaker, the Speaker, the
first female Speaker in the history of
this body who is now serving her third
year as Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, I'm not saying that she
was dishonest. I just simply am here to
say we need to know, the American
people need to know. And if the CIA
lied once, even, but certainly if there
was a pattern of giving misleading in-
formation to members of the Select
Committees on Intelligence, then we’ve
got some serious problems, Madam
Speaker, we have some serious prob-
lems, and something needs to be done
about that and needs to be done right
now. Because, as Judge CARTER was
saying, these things that are going on
in Iran, in North Korea, and in other
parts of the world, this can’t wait. If
we’ve got a problem, we need to solve
this right now. So that’s why we’re
here tonight.

And again, I appreciate my colleague
from Texas for doing this gutsy thing
because he’s mnot perfect, Madam
Speaker, and I'm not perfect. And
again, I may have a little speck in my
eye, you know, and the house I live in
may have too much glass in it, but on
the other hand, if we see things, and
again, I'm not suggesting anybody—
certainly not suggesting that our
Speaker, the Speaker was lying, but if
there’s a problem, it needs to be
brought forward for the betterment of
this body. We owe that to the Amer-
ican people. We owe that to the Amer-
ican people.

Unfortunately, Madam Speaker, it
seems that our House Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct, the Eth-
ics Committee, has been dysfunctional
since the day I came here 7 years ago.
I'm in my fourth term, Madam Speak-
er, and that body has been dysfunc-
tional since the day I came here. It’s
supposed to be bipartisan. You have
five members of each party, and yet we
seem to be just sweeping things under
the rug and not addressing problems
like we should.

I'm going to yield back to the gen-
tleman who controls the time here in
just a second, but the point is just ex-
actly what he said at the outset,
Madam Speaker. I remember it so pain-
fully well, because back in 2006, when
we Republicans still were in the major-
ity, I mean, every day, every evening
during Special Order hours the then
minority party, the Democrats, just
pounded, pounded over and over again
what they called a ‘‘culture of corrup-
tion.” And we did, on our side of the
aisle, Madam Speaker, have a few
Members—thank God not many, but
three or four. That is too many, of
course. One is too many—that were not
conducting themselves in the manner
that this House demands, that the
sanctity of this House demands.

And by campaigning on that, along
with, of course, the unpopularity of a
prolonged conflict in Iraqg and too
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much spending, absolutely too much
spending, but of course it seems like a
penny ante compared to what’s going
on now, but it caused us to lose our
majority status, Madam Speaker, and
it’s painful. It’s painful to find our-
selves in this situation and to think
that, Madam Speaker, and the Demo-
cratic minority at the time talked
about, Ladies and gentlemen of the
United States, you give us an oppor-
tunity, you let us control, and we will
drain the swamp. We will end this cul-
ture of corruption.

And here again, I am mighty dis-
appointed. We’re not seeing any end to
the culture of corruption, and it seems
like more and more is being swept
under the rug. And it shouldn’t happen
on either side of the aisle, and so that
is why we’re here. Again, it’s painful,
and we’re not trying to hurt anybody.
We’re just trying to help the American
people.

And I yield back to my colleague
from Texas.

Mr. CARTER. And I thank my friend.

Let me say first, not being a Biblical
scholar, but that’s from The Sermon on
the Mount. Jesus talks about trying to
get the cinder out of your neighbor’s
eye before you take the plank out of
your eye. And that’s fine.

I know that most everybody thinks
this is a very contentious place, and so
when people start talking about these
things, they think, oh, it’s that same
old stuff. I want you to know that the
announced date of the firing of that
rocket by North Korea is Independence
Day, July 4. That is the day they say
they are going to shoot a rocket at Ha-
waii.

Now, I'm assuming that the White
House and the Select Committees on
Intelligence of the House and Senate
are very, very interested in knowing
accurate information about what’s
going to be on the nose of that rocket
when it’s fired because, quite frankly,
if you want to restart the Korean War,
how spectacular could it be that they
will have an armed missile fired at one
of our States and then invade across
the 38th parallel. It could be disas-
trous.

Now, that’s not my imagination
working. It’s happened before. I mean,
the invasion took place. That’s what
started the Korean War. They’'ve got
one of the largest armies in the world.
They’re saying that they have canceled
the armistice. Now, under technical
rules of war, canceling an armistice re-
instates the war. We’re not treating it
that way because regular rules of war
kind of have been changed, not by
what’s written in the books but by
usage. So we never really called it a
war. We called it a conflict and so
forth, like we’ve done in so many other
things we do. But the reality is they
said the armistice is off, which means
that we should be technically back
fighting. They said they’re going to
fire a missile on our Independence Day,
the 4th of July.

Now, why do I bring that up? Because
by my watch, this is the 23rd day of
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June. We’ve got to be able to trust our
Intelligence Committee and our intel-
ligence community in, what? That’s
the next 10 days. In the next 10 days we
have to be able to have that confidence
in them. And we’ve already got the
third person in line for the Presidency
of the United States telling this body
that the intelligence community lied
about what they said about a briefing.

Now, you know what? I'll even give
you the way it could be handled. I
mean, this place is full of things that
go on that are very confusing. It could
be: I made a mistake. I didn’t under-
stand the briefing. Yeah, I heard it, but
I didn’t realize what he was saying.
There’s lots of things to be said. But to
sit here with this—it’s trying to just go
away. The President isn’t talking
about it anymore so it will just go
away. But it’s not going to go away if,
on the 4th of July and the missile is on
its way, we have the decision to make,
do we take it down, shoot down that
missile as it heads towards Hawaii,
which it probably can’t get there, but
if it can, do we shoot it down or do we
let it fall in the ocean and take our
chances? Or do we let it fall on one of
the islands in Hawaii and take our
chances? Or what are we going to do?

Intelligence community, how safe do
you think that launch is? They give us
the facts. Now, the meeting is behind
closed doors and somebody says, Well,
yeah, they tell us it’s got a nuclear
warhead on it. But they lied to PELOSI.
Are they lying to us? Do we want that?
Is that good governance of this coun-
try?

And the reason you have to raise this
issue is because there’s so much poli-
tics that’s involved around this. It’s all
about politics as well as what really
happened. And at this point, with
somebody announcing on the 4th of
July they’re firing a long-range mis-
sile, you’ve got to put politics aside at
that point in time and say, Trust the
community. They don’t lie, because
they’re usually going to tell us what is
happening with that missile. That’s my
whole thinking of this deal.

And the truth is, what I’ve been try-
ing to talk about since day one of this
conversation I've had when I brought
up the Rangel rule and all these other
things, is that if we, as Members of this
House, have questions that we think
need to be resolved, we have only one
place to go, and that’s to our col-
leagues in this House and say, These
issues need to be resolved.

If there is nothing to them, we need
to find out there’s nothing to them, but
they need to be resolved. And if you're
draining the swamp, that means you’re
going to address issues as they come
up. If something stinks over in this
part of the swamp, you drain that
swamp and find out what’s stinking.
That’s what she meant when she said
““draining the swamp.”’

Now, we pointed out parts of the
swamp which our colleagues on the
other side seem to be dwelling in right
now, by accusation only, by press accu-
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sation. Let’s clear those people’s
names. If there’s nothing in that
swamp, let’s drain it. Let’s find out.

And that’s the responsibility of the
leadership of the majority and that’s
the responsibility of the Ethics Com-
mittee, and that’s why we keep talking
about those ethical issues.

Unfortunately, there may be more.
We have to be prepared to do what we
promised the American people, and the
first thing we need to address is this
issue of whether or not the community
was lying to the American people.

I see we are joined by my good friend
and loyal stalwart who always shows
up when he sees me all by myself with
PHIL on the floor, my friend STEVE
KING from Iowa.

I will yield to you whatever time you
would like to have, Mr. KING.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the judge
from Texas for yielding and for also or-
ganizing this Special Order, and the
gentleman doctor from Georgia as well,
who has been persistent and relentless
here standing up for truth, justice, and
the American way, and fiscal responsi-
bility, constitutionality.

And as I'm reading The Washington
Post language, the statement that
came from our Speaker on November 8,
2006, ‘“‘The American people voted to re-
store integrity and honesty in Wash-
ington, D.C., and the Democrats intend
to lead the most honest, the most eth-
ical, and the most, perhaps, moral Con-
gress in history.” And ‘‘the most hon-
est, most open, and most ethical Con-
gress in history’’ is that language.

I heard that constant drub of criti-
cism that was coming here for several
yvears. The 30s group came down here to
the floor almost every night and made
those kind of allegations. And I was
looking at people over on this side of
the aisle that were clearly committed
to this cause and people that I would
trust with everything I have, working
hard, struggling to represent the Amer-
ican people. They took that kind of
criticism, and some of the American
people bought that kind of promise.
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But today they know different.
Today they know this Congress doesn’t
meet that standard.

The other statement here on Na-
tional Public Radio: ‘“Under strong at-
tack from Republicans, House Speaker
PELOSI accused the CIA and Bush ad-
ministration of misleading her about
waterboarding detainees in the war on
terrorism.”’

Again: “They mislead us all the time.
I was fighting the war in Iraq at that
point too, you know.”’

Not really. Not really, Mr. Speaker.
Here’s what I remember. I remember
when Speaker PELOSI grasped the gavel
up here in January of 2007, and from
that point in that Congress, she led at
least 45 votes here on the floor of the
House of Representatives that were de-
signed to either unfund, underfund, or
undermine our troops. And that’s all a
matter of record. It’s all on a spread-
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sheet in my office, and I can lay it all
into this CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and
actually I probably put it all into the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at one point or
another. But this isn’t fighting the war
in Iraq. She was fighting against the
war in Iraq. And the goal was to get
our troops out of there, declare defeat,
and bring disgrace down upon the Bush
administration for whatever that mo-
tive might be. But it was clear in the
rhetoric that came that it wasn’t in
support of victory in Iraq, but every
move, all 45 votes, as a matter of CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, undermined our
troops.

And yet President Bush issued the
surge order, and the surge strategy has
clearly been a success. I traveled to
Iraq with the gentleman from Texas,
and I recall some real hot days over
there. And I can remember that there
was a time when we couldn’t go to
places like Ramadi or Fallujah because
they were too dangerous, and I can re-
member coming back 6 months later
and going shopping in Ramadi. And I
can remember coming back a little
later and meeting with the mayor of
Fallujah, who declared Fallujah to be a
city of peace. This all happened be-
cause of the nobility and the sacrifice
and the courage and the bravery and
the dedication of our U.S. military.

And you cannot talk about our mili-
tary without talking about the Com-
mander in Chief, and it was President
Bush who gave the order. And now we
have reached this point where we have
achieved as a Nation a definable vic-
tory in Iraq. And it’s definable in a lot
of ways, but it wasn’t because of this
quote that we’re reading here about
the Speaker fighting the war in Iraq at
that point too, you know. No. She was
fighting against it here on this floor,
and it’s a matter of record, and that
point can’t be allowed to pass.

So what has been achieved is a defin-
able victory that’s there. The
ethnosectarian deaths have dropped 98
percent from their top. The civilian
deaths have dropped 90 percent. Our
American casualties there over the last
year, and my data will be brought up
to date on the 30th of this month, but
as of the last day of June last year, and
I pray to God that we don’t have any
more casualties there for all time, but
the roughly accidental deaths in Iraq
to Americans are roughly equivalent to
those deaths that are hostile deaths,
categorized as hostile deaths.

Now, that is a very good statistic if
you are looking at war zone statistics.
If you are at as great a risk from get-
ting Kkilled in a rollover of your
Humvee as you are by the enemy, there
has been a lot of progress that’s been
made there; a lot of progress made in
the local governments with free elec-
tions. They’ve had a number of free
elections and ratified a constitution.
The last election they had was at least
as peaceful as our last election and
probably at least as legitimate as our
last election as well. I think there is a
lot to be celebrated in Iraq in the Mid-
dle East.
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And I didn’t mean to divert from the
subject matter, but I think we should
raise up to the CIA subject and ask
what about the national security of the
United States of America when the
Speaker of the House declares those
who are briefing her up in the secure
room on the fourth floor to be a group
of felonious liars that have contin-
ually, according to her, misled the Con-
gress of the United States of America
and lied to the Speaker of the House.
And why would the Speaker go back up
and be briefed again by people that she
declared to be liars, and how could any-
one separate the CIA from the other 14
members of the intelligence commu-
nity? Would anyone actually go brief
the Speaker after they had been de-
clared to be a liar, summarily declared
to be a liar, with no evidence, with no
proof, simply an allegation?

Now, in this country if you believe
that someone is not telling the truth,
you don’t raise that subject. You just
accept what they say without chal-
lenging them unless you can prove
they’re wrong. That’s the way it is in a
Western Christiandom, as Winston
Churchill declared Western Civiliza-
tion. And I believe it’s rooted in the
Book of John when Christ stood before
the high priest Caiaphas and Caiaphas
said, Did you really do those things?
Did you really preach these things?
And Jesus said, Ask them. They were
there. This all happened openly. And
the guard struck Jesus for his insolent
answer, supposedly. And Jesus said, If T
speak wrongly, then you must prove
the wrong, but if I speak rightly, why
do you strike me?

If someone speaks wrongly, the one
who challenges their integrity has the
responsibility to prove they’re wrong.
Jesus said that to the high priest. The
least we could do is ask the same
standard of our Speaker to prove the
wrong of the CIA.

And this will not go away. We cannot
tolerate a situation where there’s a
mistrust between the highest levels of
intelligence-gathering services in the
United States of America that gather
the intelligence information, that di-
rect our military, our overt and our
covert operations, and that go in and
preempt terrorist strikes against
Americans and other free people in the
world and to have them intimidated by
an allegation of telling a lie, which
would be a felony, and there’s a specific
section in the code punishable by 8
years in the Federal penitentiary if a
member of the intelligence community
should lie to the United States Con-
gress. And there it is: title XVIII, U.S.
Code 1001, 8 years in the penitentiary
for that. It’s very specific.

So this has got to stop. It’s got to be
resolved. And this Congress has got to
bring it to a head.

I appreciate the gentleman from
Texas for having this Special Order and
raising these issues, an opportunity to
echo this out to the American people.

Mr. CARTER. I thank my friend.
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Now I yield again to my friend from
Georgia. He seems like he has some-
thing he wants to say.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Of course I
appreciate the gentleman’s yielding,
and once again I appreciate his having
the courage, as well as the courage of
my colleague from Iowa, Representa-
tive STEVE KING, to come to the floor
and to talk about issues like this. As I
said earlier in my remarks, it’s very
painful, very hard to do, but it is some-
thing that has to be done.

If the CIA, as I said before, if they
are lying to someone who is third in
line to the President, the Speaker of
the House, and there’s a pattern of that
lying, we have got some serious prob-
lems. And it would seem to me that
something of this magnitude would rise
to the level of an Iran Contra issue or,
indeed, a Watergate issue where you
absolutely have to know who’s lying,
who knew what and when and who’s
telling the truth and who is not telling
the truth. And we all know the con-
sequences of those actions.

Again, I'm not suggesting, Mr.
Speaker, that our Speaker, the Speak-
er, has lied. In my earlier remarks this
evening, I misstated something. I said
John Podesta. John Podesta is not the
Director of the CIA. That’s Leon Pa-
netta. So we all have senior moments.
I'm maybe a little older than the
Speaker. I certainly look older. She’s a
very attractive Speaker, as we all
know. But she could have had a senior
moment in regard to this.

And, Mr. Speaker and my colleagues,
don’t you know that after this hap-
pened and she said that, don’t you
know that there was a meeting of the
powers that be with the Speaker and
with the CIA, with the Director of the
CIA, and information was presented
which would have shown that she ei-
ther misspoke or didn’t misspeak. And
if she misspoke, how simple, Mr.
Speaker, how simple it would have
been to just say, ladies and gentlemen,
not of the Congress, not of the House of
Representatives, but more importantly
ladies and gentlemen of the country, I
was wrong about that. I didn’t delib-
erately lie. I was just wrong about
that. I didn’t remember. I didn’t re-
member that briefing. Or the opposite,
that the CIA was wrong and didn’t in-
form. And that puts the issue to rest.

Mr. Speaker, that’s all our minority
leader, the gentleman from Ohio, JOHN
BOEHNER, the respected leader of the
Republican House conference, that’s all
he said that should be done. Let’s get
to the bottom of this thing, put it to
rest, and tell the truth. The truth will
always serve you well, and the truth is
not painful.

Mr. CARTER. Reclaiming my time, I
don’t want to keep belaboring this
issue, but I think somebody ought to
be thinking about it before they light
the first firecracker on the 4th of July,
that we have a country that has basi-
cally said as far as they are concerned
they’re back at war with us, telling us
they’re going to fire a missile at one of
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our 50 States and they’re going to do it
on the 4th of July.

Now, let’s assume that we are going
to get some intelligence on that. Let’s
start off with them saying it doesn’t
carry a warhead, let it go forward. And
then the man that’s going to have to
make the decision is going to be the
President of the United States. This is
not a decision you do by committee.
That’s why we have an executive
branch. He will collect that data, and
then the question is do we shoot it
down. We’re pretty sure it doesn’t
carry a nuclear missile. But somewhere
in the back of his mind he says, wait a
minute. Wait a minute. They lied to
NANcY PELOSI. How do I know they
haven’t done their work and they’re
telling me this to feel good about it?
Maybe there is a missile on board. Or
he thinks, I don’t know what to do be-
cause I don’t know whether I can trust
my intelligence.

But he knows that the firing of our
missile, which, by the way, according
to my friend TRENT FRANKS, we have
got missiles that can take this thing
down. So let’s assume we execute one
of those and we bring it down. And the
North Koreans say, that’s it, act of
war, and here they come swarming
across the 38th parallel into South
Korea and they are marching that 80
miles to Seoul. And we get accused of
starting a war. Or worst case scenario
say, well, we can’t trust the intel-
ligence, don’t shoot it down, and it hits
the big island of Hawaii and goes boom.
And now we’re in it, and it’s nuclear or
maybe less than nuclear. Who knows.
The point of this conversation is intel-
ligence matters.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. If the gen-
tleman would yield.

Mr. CARTER. I yield.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. I thank
the gentleman.

We were just before the Rules Com-
mittee, Mr. Speaker, submitting an
amendment to the Defense Authoriza-
tion Act of 2010, our National Defense
Authorization Act, something like $525
billion. But $1.2 billion, as the gen-
tleman from Texas was alluding to,
was cut from the missile defense pro-
gram. It was cut from the missile de-
fense program at a time when Kim
Jong Il is firing missiles and testing
nuclear weapons, violating the nuclear
test ban treaty. And our intelligence is
telling us, as the gentleman from
Texas just said, that these ballistic
missiles that they’re testing could
reach Hawaii. Well, we are getting that
information, Mr. Speaker, not nec-
essarily from the CIA but from all of
our intelligence agencies. Heck, there
are 16 of them, and most of them are
within the Department of Defense. The
Defense Intelligence Agency is an ex-
ample.

And, of course, we have a National
Intelligence Director, which was in-
sisted upon by the 9/11 Commission and
the families of the victims. So, you
know, it seems now to me, Mr. Speak-
er, that we are kind of getting a little
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loosey-goosey about all this stuff and
thinking gosh, you know, the Speaker
of the House said that the CIA lies.
You can’t trust them. So maybe that’s
why we are so ready to cut missile de-
fense. We don’t believe the intel-
ligence.

Mr. CARTER. All the time she says
they lie. All the time. It’s not just this
instance. Her statement was they lie to
us all the time.

Mr. KING.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas for yielding.

You’ve raised a scenario here that
disturbs me a great deal about what
happens to the indecision when you
don’t trust your intelligence commu-
nity because of an allegation that’s
made by the person that’s third in line
from the President of the TUnited
States. This isn’t somebody sitting on
a street corner somewhere. This is the
person third in line to the President of
the United States. The indecision that
could come because of the doubt that’s
been planted, and every day that goes
by there’s no doubt because it’s not re-
solved.

Let me submit another way that this
hurts America’s security beyond this
point that you made, Judge, about the
indecision that could allow a missile to
land and hit the United States or to do
an early strike, because we don’t really
know. But here’s another scenario.

0 2130

This cloud has been cast over the in-
telligence community, and it echoes
over the top of our entire defense net-
work that’s there. There are people in
this Capitol that work to please the
Speaker, and many of them are staff.

And these are staff that are on com-
mittee. They are the Speaker’s staff.
They are in a position to write these
bills in the middle of the night that get
dropped on us about the time that the
rooster crows in the morning. And then
we are to figure out what’s in them and
what’s not in them on a closed rule or
a modified closed rule, and the Rules
Committee deciding the debate now is
in the Rules Committee.

And so we don’t even get any debate
here on the floor on the $1.2 billion, an
opportunity to put people on the
record—we may not, I think we prob-
ably will not, at least get that vote,
but to put people on record and find
out what this Congress thinks the col-
lective wisdom of the American people
is to be reflected here. And we can see
the funding for the defense intelligence
all the way across the board systemati-
cally and summarily undermined and
reduced by staff people who are pro-
tected because we can’t even offer the
amendments here on floor, who are
seeking to please the Speaker because
she has made a comment into the
record.

And how do you fix that lack of
trust? It undermines the resources, I
believe, going into the intelligence
community that’s there, and it causes
others to look more critically upon the
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intelligence group all together with the
CIA and others, which undermines the
support of the public, undermines the
support of Congress and undermines
the resources that they will have to
use.

And if we have people whose lives are
out there on the line every day, and we
do, they have got to be questioning
themselves as to why do they do this.
Do they really want to put themselves
up for this kind of scrutiny, this kind
of allegation. And if I were Leon Pa-
netta, and if I was seeking to send
somebody up here to brief the Speaker,
I don’t think you would ask for volun-
teers, because I don’t think you would
get any.

I think that has to be a direct order
from the CIA. If you like your job, brief
the Speaker. You might have it when
you are done.

Mr. CARTER. As much as we don’t
want to get off process, so everybody is
clear, let’s put it this way: If you are
listening to what we are talking about
here today and you would like for us to
have this addressed by the Members of
the House, it takes the ability under
the rules to raise the issue. And if we
have what they call a closed rule or a
modified closed rule, where only cer-
tain agreed-to amendments to a bill
can come forward, we hate to talk
about process, but that’s how we are
prevented from asking the questions
that I would hope that many of the
people that might be watching this
would say somebody ought to ask the
whole House about this.

Do we need that missile defense Mr.
GINGREY mentioned? I kind of think we
do. I would like my Member of Con-
gress to do something about that.
Maybe they might even go to the trou-
ble to write their Member of Congress
and say I would like to see you vote on
this, vote in favor of it. But how are
they going to see it if we are closed off
from even offering it on this beloved
floor, which is, of course, this sacred
people’s House. And that’s why we
think the rules ought to be open.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Just brief-
ly, that is exactly right, that people in
these 435 congressional districts, Re-
publican or Democrat, they need to
know how their Member would vote on
an issue such as that, something that
important to this country in this time,
they need an opportunity to hear that
debate on this floor. You know, up or
down, they need to know how their
Member votes, and the point made by
the gentleman from Texas is absolutely
on target, and I just wanted to empha-
size that.

Mr. CARTER. I think most every-
body understands that these bills that
come before this Congress have some-
times a thousand, well you saw the one
JOHN BOEHNER dropped on the floor—
it’s about that thick.

I mean, they have got thousands of
pages of things in them. So how you
vote on a bill doesn’t necessarily tell
you what’s in the weeds, like a couple
of million dollars for missile defense, a
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couple billion dollars for missile de-
fense. It doesn’t tell you that. And if
it’s not discussed, you don’t know and
there is not any way we can tell you.

That’s why the openness of this
House is so important, why an open
rule is so important.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas, and I think I am
watching the clock tick down here, and
I will just conclude in a couple of min-
utes.

But as I said, I just came from the
Rules Committee. And there is really
not room in there for a tripod and a
camera and not really room for the
press to operate the way they need to,
and there is not room there for staff to
come and make sure they are there to
run the errands we need.

I know the gentleman from Georgia
knows this very well. He served on the
Rules Committee. It occurs to me that
if the debate is where the rules will
take place in this Congress, let’s move
the Rules Committee down to the floor
of the House of Representatives. And
let’s elect the members of the Rules
Committee from the full House and
let’s make sure they are equally rep-
resented between Republicans and
Democrats and put the C-SPAN cam-
eras on them and have an opportunity
to have a full-throated debate on every
amendment that would be offered to
the Rules Committee as if this were ac-
tually the full House.

Because they are functioning, with
the function of the House of Represent-
atives in the Rules Committee, we have
got to turn the sunlight on what’s
going on up there. Hither that, or we
are going to have to go back to the
open rule process that has been the
long-standing tradition here in the
United States Congress. This is unprec-
edented to see the systematic destruc-
tion of deliberative democracy taking
place up there on the third floor out of
sight of the public eye.

Mr. CARTER. Well, we have raised a
lot of issues, we have talked about a
lot of things. I think we expressed our
personal concern about this issue of
the veracity of our CIA and whether or
not they have been lying to the Con-
gress and to the Speaker of the House,
the third most powerful person and the
most important person in line for the
presidency.

These are issues, as the ethics issues
we have raised previously, issues that
have places they could be resolved, ei-
ther in the leadership of this House or
the Ethics Committee, they need to be
resolved, Madam Speaker. We need
these issues resolved, and I would final-
ize this argument by saying, especially
this intelligence issue, before the world
blows up in our face.

I want to thank our colleagues for
being here with us and for helping me
with this today. And I really value
their opinions, and I appreciate them
expressing it.

Now, we will yield back the balance
of our time, Mr. Speaker.
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HEALTH CARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MAFFEI). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 2009, the
gentlewoman from Maine (Ms. PIN-
GREE) is recognized for 60 minutes as
the designee of the majority leader.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker,
it’s a great honor to be here tonight.
The freshmen members like to take a
little bit of time and come to the floor
and talk about issues that we find are
of great concern both to our country
and back home in our district. And so
tonight I am going be joined by a cou-
ple of my freshmen colleagues and we
want to devote our time to talk about
the issue of health care. Given the late
hour, we may not see as many of our
colleagues as we would at other hours
of the day, but we know this is an im-
portant issue any hour of the day, and
I am very happy to be here and to have
this opportunity to talk a little bit
about it.

This is certainly an important time
about the—for the issue of universal
access to health care and expanding
the access to health care. I don’t know
about other Members, but I would
think it’s a universal feeling out there
that this is the number one issue for so
many Americans.

I started campaigning a long time
ago. I got sworn into office last Janu-
ary. And I can say, during the entire
time I was campaigning and since I
have been elected to office, for so many
people, this is their number one issue.

I hear this from individuals who
don’t have health care coverage, people
who have insurance and don’t find that
their company is there when they need
it. I hear it from big business owners
who are challenged by the cost of
health care, from small business own-
ers who don’t know if they can con-
tinue to cover their employees.

It is a universal issue. I hear it from
providers, from doctors and nurses and
others who say, You know, when I
signed up to take care of people, to
make sure that their health care needs
were going to be met, I didn’t expect a
system that would fall apart in the
way that it has. This is, as I say, a uni-
versal issue. People say to me, Health
care ought to be a basic right. It is ex-
tremely important that this Congress
does something about the issue of
health care, and we want to see you do
something.

The good news is that this Congress
is working very hard on putting to-
gether legislation. The President budg-
eted $634 billion for health care reform
in the budget that we have already
passed, and the Speaker of the House is
committed to passing a bill by the end
of July. The President has asked us for
a bill on his desk this fall.

The discussion draft was released in
the House just this Friday, and I, per-
sonally, can say that I am happy to see
a lot of the good things that are in-
cluded in there, a public plan option,
better insurance regulation, insurance
companies won’t be able to cut people
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out who have preexisting conditions,
reasonable amount of cost-sharing and
emphasis on prevention and wellness,
investments in Medicare and Medicaid,
many of the things that we have been
talking about and that I hear about all
the time from constituents in my dis-
trict are in this bill.

More than anything else, people say
to me you need to pass universal access
to health care. You need to do some-
thing now. And I feel like we are right
here in the middle of this, and we are
moving forward on this.

In my own district, like many other
of my freshmen colleagues, every
chance I get during the break, on week-
ends, we have been meeting with
groups of individuals. And as I said,
this spans from constituents who I
meet in the grocery store, who tell me
about their individual challenges, to
doctors, nurses, providers, nontradi-
tional providers, to chambers of com-
merce. And, once again, what I hear is
they all want change, and they want
things to move forward.

I had the good fortune of being a
State legislator in the past, and this
was, back when I first ran for office in
1992 as a State legislator, again, one of
our number one issues. And it’s amaz-
ing to me now, 17 years since then, it
hasn’t gone away, in spite of the many
things we attempted to do in my home
State, the State of Maine, to take on
the pricing of prescription drugs to at-
tempt to expand access to more indi-
viduals in our State. On each and every
one of those we made progress but we
haven’t gone far enough.

And when I hear from my colleagues,
my former colleagues in the State leg-
islature, my daughter, who is the
Speaker of the House—and as you can
imagine, I am very proud of her—the
one thing they say to me is, You have
got to do something about this. We
have tried as hard as we can in our
home State, but we can’t go it alone.
States across the country are feeling
the exact same challenge, but they
want now to have us at the congres-
sional level to do something about this.

Now there are many things that we
could talk about tonight. We even have
a few charts and graphs, but let me
just get started by recognizing my
good friend and colleague, Mr. BOCCIERI
from Ohio. I know he is hearing about
this quite a bit in his home district,
and it would be great if you could just
talk a little bit about some issues and
concerns and then we can keep going
on this topic.

Mr. BOCCIERI. I thank the gentle-
lady from Maine not only for her ex-
traordinary work on the House floor
here but also on the Rules Committee.
We appreciate your efforts to help
move the country forward. There is no
question, perhaps, the biggest issue
that we will address in our freshmen
tenure and perhaps for the time that
we serve here in the United States Con-
gress is health care. And there is per-
haps arguably no more important issue
that we could tackle as a Nation than
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to get our health care costs under con-
trol.

And I know the gentlelady from
Maine is hearing what I am hearing
back in my district, and that is that
people, working families in our dis-
trict, are one accident, one medical
emergency, one diagnosis away from
complete bankruptcy. And, in fact, in
2007, 60 percent of all bankruptcies
were due to medical costs, some acci-
dent that a family had sustained or
some unsustainable costs that had aris-
en because they had contracted a dis-
ease or some sort of cancer. And we
need to do our part here in Congress to
make sure that we are working on this
issue and getting these costs under
control.

They predict right now that 16 per-
cent of our gross national product is
for paying health care. And that in a
few decades that cost could grow as
high as half of our gross national prod-
uct. That is absolutely unsustainable
for our future.

And we have an obligation to make
sure that our country can be competi-
tive, that we can have a workforce that
is not only well educated and trained
but has access to the basic fundamen-
tals of prevention and healthy life-
styles and access to seeing the doctor
that they choose.

And when I speak to my constituents
back in Ohio, in northeast Ohio, I talk
about the five Ps of health care, the
five Ps, the fact that we need to cover
all people. Now, when we talk about
covering all people, we need to under-
stand that by not doing so it’s actually
costing all of us paying into the system
more money. Those 46 million unin-
sured or underinsured people who can’t
seek access to their doctor because
their health care effectively ended
when they got their pink slip at the
job, because they can’t afford a COBRA
payment, they are uninsured or under-
insured.

And when they use the hospital
emergency room as their primary care
physician, they are costing all of us
paying into the system four if not five
times more by using the hospital room,
the emergency room as their primary
care physician. We need to cover all
people.

And to those Americans who might
be listening tonight, we need to under-
stand that the American taxpayer
right now is paying to make sure that
every man, woman and child in Iraq
has access to universal health care cov-
erage. Now, it’s inconsistent that we
would pay for Iraqis to see the doctor
they want to but yet not Americans.

The second P is that we have port-
ability, that our workers, when they
get that pink slip, God forbid, that
they can take their health care from
job to job to job. Portability, covering
all people.

The third P that we have in our five
Ps is making sure that we provide in-
centives for prevention, because pre-
vention should be tied into all of this
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with respect to healthy lifestyles end-
ing the chronic diseases that plague so
many.
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And we have to end preexisting con-
ditions—insurance companies using as
a notion of disqualifying people from
seeing their primary care physician the
notion of preexisting conditions. And
when that worker in a factory in Can-
ton, Ohio, loses their job and they get
hired by another factory with another
set of health care principles and an-
other set of health care opportunities,
and they were a diabetic, God forbid, it
becomes a preexisting condition now
that they are seeking treatment from
their physician for routine coverage
that would have been covered pre-
viously.

We need to end preexisting condition.
Portability, covering all people, adding
prevention, and making sure that phy-
sicians and doctors are making and
prescribing the types of health care
that our patients should seek. Those
are the five Ps that I hope we have in
this great and robust dialog here on
Capitol Hill.

So I thank the gentlelady from
Maine for bringing this issue, and I
hope that we have a very spirited dis-
cussion about how we can move this
issue down the field.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. We’re joined
by another one of our colleagues, but
you mentioned some of the cost issues.
Since we have a couple of charts, I
thought I might just put them up here
right now.

You talked a little bit about the ex-
penses of health, and here’s one that
shows how our national health expendi-
tures have really just, as they say,
gone off the charts. This is one of those
charts, actual and projected, that
shows that we can no longer afford
this.

People always say to us, How are you
going to pay for health care? I say,
when I talk to businesses, individuals,
I say, How are we going to afford the
system the way it is? And this is one of
the charts that really, really shows
that.

Let me just show another one right
now. I think this is one that we don’t
have to tell any of our constituents.
We, again, hear it all the time. We hear
it from business owners who say
they’re worried that they can’t cover
the cost of their employees anymore or
they have really cut back. But here’s
one that just shows, since 2000, health
care premiums have doubled while
wages have only gone up by just 3 per-
cent.

So it is no wonder that people every-
where we go are saying to us, We're
just dropping our coverage. They’re
just going without coverage or they’re
going for the $10,000 deductibles. How
many constituents have you seen that
say, I've got a $10,000 deductible and a
very expensive plan, and I spend the
whole year paying that $10,000. Why do
I even have insurance? That’'s just
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something I feel like I hear all the
time.

Why don’t we welcome our other col-
league, the other night owl here, Con-
gresswoman HALVORSON from Illinois.
And we’re just so pleased to have you
join us and hold forth.

Mrs. HALVORSON. Thank you. I
want to thank Representative PINGREE
for leading this hour tonight. It’s great
to join you, as well as our other col-
league, Mr. BOCCIERI.

Health care has been a topic that
comes up every year, but yet nobody
finds the time to really, really put
their nose to the grindstone and get
something done about it. It’s probably
the top issue to all Americans every
day, talking about how are they going
to afford these skyrocketing costs. It’s
also an important topic for businesses
across our country and especially for
our national budget.

Tonight, I want to focus, I think, on
the urgent need for health care reform.
And it’s a personal story for me. It’s
personal to me and my constituents
who are struggling with the medical
costs, and it’s personal for so many
Americans that are struggling with
these health care costs across our
country.

I know what it’s like for someone to
struggle with health costs because of a
lack of access to good health insur-
ance. I've seen my parents take this
battle on. Growing up, my dad was self-
employed, and my parents just couldn’t
afford health care. Being self-em-
ployed, it was virtually an expense
that we could not take on. In fact, I'm
not even sure I remember going to the
doctor. It was just something we didn’t
do.

Later on in life, my mom was only 49
when she was diagnosed with breast
cancer. I can remember my parents
spending all their time focusing on how
to pay for the bills instead of focusing
on her health. And it was very, very de-
pressing for the whole family.

I can remember her talking about—
and, remember, she was only 49. She’s
okay today, but I can remember her
spending the next 15 years of her life
just wishing and hoping she could
make it until 656 so that she would have
health care again, because virtually
with that preexisting illness she could
never have health care again. And that
was so sad to our entire family.

And I’'m not the only one that’s been
through it. I hear story after story
after story, and certainly true with so
many people with preexisting illnesses.
My mom was very fortunate. She won
her battle with breast cancer. But even
today, many, many families find them-
selves in that same situation, and it
shouldn’t be that way. Even families
who do have health insurance find
these rising costs or they have the
false sense of security that they have
health insurance, only to find some of
these costs and some of these tests,
that they’re denied.

So, in order to compensate for the
care for the uninsured, families are
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paying about $1,000, each family, in ad-
ditional costs each year in their own
health care plans to cover those with-
out insurance. So, it’s obvious we need
health care reform.

As Congress takes up this health care
issue, we have to follow and focus on
the following priorities. We need to re-
duce costs. We need to preserve every-
one’s choice of doctors and their plans.
We need to improve the quality of care.
These are the keys to successful reform
health care and reforming of health
care in America.

The cost for an average American,
for businesses, and for our country are
out of control, and they’re still rising.
As Representative BOCCIERI said, 15
percent of our gross national product,
and it’s going up every year. And it’s
just becoming one of the biggest bur-
dens not only on families, but on busi-
nesses also. So we need health care re-
form. We need to reduce these costs.

Secondly, when we’re talking about
health care, I don’t think there’s any-
thing more important than a person’s
relationship with their doctor. And we
need the health care reform that’s
going to allow you to keep that rela-
tionship with your doctor and your
health care plan if you like them.

Finally, we need to improve that
quality of care and we need good access
to preventive medicine and we need to
encourage Americans to stay healthy.
This is a cultural thing, and it’s not
going to happen overnight. But we
really need to invest in health and
wellness and help change the culture of
our society.

So I'm just so glad that I have the
opportunity to spend an hour here with
my colleagues talking about some of
the things that we need to do.

Representative, thank you for having
us tonight to make sure that we talk
about this very important issue.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Well, I know
that not too many of the American
people are still up and watching us on
C-SPAN, but those who are and those
who see this later I think will be just
so grateful that they’re hearing one
more conversation about moving this
forward.

What they don’t want to hear from us
is, Well, we talked it all over but we
backed down. We just tinkered with it
around the edges. We couldn’t really
pass anything. We couldn’t find a way
to get to a conclusion. That is defi-
nitely not what they want to hear from
us.

They want to hear, you’re on the
floor, you’re working hard, you're
going to pass a health care bill before
you go home on recess.

I just want to add one thing, then I
hope you all continue with the stories
that you’re hearing from your district.
Just as you said, there are so many
families with those kinds of stories
that say, We have never had health
care coverage. I pulled a few out of our
office this afternoon, and they’re end-
less, the things that people tell you,
the sad things that people come up and
tell you.
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Here’s one that says, I earn $20,000 a
year. What good is a mandated policy
that would cost me $400 a month with
a bK deductible? I have been stripped of
my wealth over the past 30 years and in
nonadjusted dollars I made more when
I was 24 years old than I make now as
a 53-year-old. We need taxpayer-funded
health care. If it’s good enough for our
elected officials—which we all know
very well—it should be good enough for
all of us. We want health care to pass
right now.

Here’s another person who said to me
something that I mentioned before. 1
feel like I hear this a lot in Maine. Peo-
ple who are self-employed. We have a
lot of fishermen and farmers, wood-
cutters in our area, who go out and get
these plans with huge deductibles. It’s
all that they can afford.

Here’s somebody who said, I can only
afford a catastrophic plan with a
$15,000 deductible. It’s essentially in-
surance to save my home if my wife or
I get sick. I can’t afford a colonoscopy,
which would cost around $3,000 to
$4,000. With a family history of colon
cancer, the chances of my dying from
this cancer are pretty good unless I
was able to detect it early. But the
health insurance industry doesn’t care
about my health. They only care about
the profit and will help those who help
them.

He is just feeling angry and saying,
you know, you have got to do some-
thing about this now. That’s one of the
things that you mentioned.

We need a plan, and the proposals be-
fore us talk about wellness, early inter-
vention, women getting mammog-
raphy, getting those early checkups
and treatments when you need it.

Before I turn it back over, I just
want to share my own story, or a little
bit of it anyway. I had a brother who
died of melanoma, which is almost al-
ways a tragic and difficult form of can-
cer. He was diagnosed 20 years ago, so
he would be about 60 years old today.
He was 40 at the time.

But without going into all the de-
tails—and sadly, most of them haven’t
changed, but his employer dropped his
coverage. He was unable to get the
kind of coverage that he needed. He
and his wife had to basically turn over
all their assets so they could be eligible
for Medicaid.

I can guarantee you that my brother
spent the 18 months of his illness wor-
rying about how he was going to pro-
vide for his family when he was gone.
That shouldn’t be. It shouldn’t have
been that way 20 years ago. It’s shock-
ing to me to think that this is 20 years
later and, really, people have the same
problems, or worse.

We haven’t fixed the system. It’s
only gotten more difficult.

So, hold forth.

Mr. BOCCIERI. The gentlelady from
Maine is absolutely correct about how
this dilemma that is facing our coun-
try has impacted many families not
only across our districts but across the
country. We have a responsibility and
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an obligation to fix this issue so that
we can remain competitive as a coun-
try and help our citizens.

Now, I want to tell you about a per-
sonal story myself. As an Air Force
pilot who was deployed all over the
world, I had to get shots so that I
wouldn’t get sick when I went over-
seas. I received a couple of anthrax
shots as part of our mobility deploy-
ment, and I was having these terrible
reactions. My knees were swelling up.
They were getting red. So the flight
surgeon suggested that I should go see
a rheumatoid specialist. I waited near-
ly 3 months to get in to see this rheu-
matoid specialist, and then I waited 2V
hours in the doctor’s office when I fi-
nally got there.

When the nurse ushered me into the
doctor’s waiting room there, I sat on
the table for about 20 minutes. The
doctor came in. He did some move-
ments with my knee and he said, Son,
you’re getting older. I said, Doctor, I
could have made that diagnosis. But, I
said, These are recurring as a coinci-
dence to these shots that I have been
getting.

So he went in the corner, wrote a
prescription, and said, Call me in a
month after taking these pills to see if
this works. I said, Doctor, I'm 30-some-
thing years old. I’'m in good shape. I
want to figure out why this is hap-
pening. We went back and forth for a
couple of minutes and he said, Son, I
have got to get down the room to see 15
other patients so that I can keep the
lights on in this building. And I
thought to myself, Is that what we
have reduced health care to? Is that
what we have enabled our system to
give and administer to our citizens?
They deserve better.

And that’s why our choices for the
bills that we are introducing are going
to add some significant improvements.
One, we’re going to make sure that
Americans have more choices to see
the doctor that they want, to develop
and sign onto the plans that they want
and to make sure, number two, the
number two guidepost we have is that
bureaucrats and bean counters are not
deciding the type of health care that
our citizens should get.

And, lastly, we want to make sure
that families understand that there’s
enough money in the system. We hear
from the other side about how are we
going to pay for this. This is going to
be more resources coming down here to
Capitol Hill and being disbursed out.

We know this much, that one-third of
the $2.5 trillion that we spend every
yvear on health care, one-third of that
never reaches the doctors, never
reaches the patients. It’s lost some-
where out in the administration of the
system.
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We know one-third of that money
could be given and could be used to
cover the 46 million uninsured and
underinsured. So conceivably there is
enough money in the system to pay for
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those people who are uninsured and
underinsured. In fact, we hear that
families have found that nearly 7 per-
cent, in 1987, 7 percent of their median
household income was being used and
devoted for health care. And now it has
grown to nearly 20 percent. In fact,
Americans spend more than any indus-
trialized country on health care, nearly
$7,000 over the aggregate for a year, for
a family, for a working family. And yet
our health care and our life expectancy
is on par with Cuba. It is on par with
Cuba.

So we have got to make systematic
and fundamental changes, as the gen-
tlewoman said, to focus on prevention.
Four cents of every dollar is only fo-
cused on prevention. Yet we have some
of the worst chronic diseases that con-
tinue over this period.

So we want to stress that folks will
have more choices, that bureaucrats
and bean counters won’t decide, but
doctors and physicians will decide the
type of health care that they get, and
there is enough money in the system to
pay for itself. Those are the three
guideposts; those are the three beacons
that we are using as we drafting the
legislation here in the House.

I yield back.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I just want
to reinforce one of the points you made
about what you hear from physicians. I
don’t know about you guys, but I feel
like every time I sit down and meet
with a group of doctors, I feel like I'm
in a completely different era than when
I first ran for office in 1992. When I was
first elected to be a State senator and
I would meet with my local group of
physicians, the first thing they would
say was, you just keep your hands off
health care reform. We are perfectly
happy with the way it is going.

I would meet the occasional member
of the practice who would say, I have
got a few sources of dissatisfaction, but
I mostly would meet with resistance.
And when I recently met with a group
of physicians in my district, I thought
I was in a completely different coun-
try. Just as you said, it was physicians
who are saying, I don’t have any time
with my patients. I signed up to make
people well. And now I feel like I turn
people away. I can’t take low-income
patients because I can’t afford it. I
have a room full of people that just fill
out the paperwork for the insurance
companies, and then half the time, the
things that I know my patients should
have are denied. And the kind of treat-
ment that they should be getting, they
are not able to get because they are
turned down time after time.

I know people are going to find this
hard to believe, but a group of Maine
physicians, the Maine Medical Associa-
tion affiliate, actually took a poll of
themselves recently; and almost 50 per-
cent, about 50 percent of them said
they were in favor of single-payer
health care. Now we are not even de-
bating single-payer health care in the
current bill. But the idea that physi-
cians now who once said to me, keep
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your hands off medical insurance and
the health care system, are now say-
ing, I can’t take it anymore. I cannot
run a practice. I can’t be the kind of
doctor I wanted to be. And I hear ex-
actly the same thing from nurses, from
everyone in the medical profession who
just say, This is not working. How soon
can you get it repaired so I can really
give the care that people want? And
I'm sure that you all have had similar
or other experiences you want to share.

Mrs. HALVORSON. And I think the
reason being is because they spend so
much time on paperwork, and it is so
much like a fee for service. They want
to take care of people. That can’t even
keep them healthy. They spend all
their time just curing ailments. So I
think as the culture changes how we
want to keep people healthy has not
been very good for the doctors. Just
like with the hospitals, they are seeing
so much uncompensated care, they can
hardly keep their doors open. In my
district, several hospitals have already
closed. They are just not able to keep
the doors open because people are just
not paying their bills. So they feel that
if everybody has some sort of insur-
ance, maybe they would get something.

When we talk about reform, do you
know how much money we would save
if hospitals didn’t have to do all that
cost shifting? They could spread the
costs instead of charge people more
who have insurance.

One of the other things we haven’t
talked about yet is Medicare part D
and how our seniors who fall into that
doughnut hole very seldom come out of
that doughnut hole. And that is some-
thing that I brought up last week and
that is one of my priorities. It is a huge
challenge facing our senior citizens.
And I have been working with AARP
on trying to figure out how do we close
that doughnut hole.

In fact, out of the entire country, Il1-
linois has more seniors who fall into
that doughnut hole than anybody else
in the country. Thirty-two percent of
our seniors fall into that doughnut
hole. And very few of them ever come
out. So we are working together. We
need to do something about helping
them. Lately, as you have heard, the
pharmaceutical companies are coming
out talking about how. So I think we
will be able to come up with a very
good compromise on how we can all
work together to help them. I think
that we have to think about that.

We think all of a sudden our seniors
have Medicare or Medicare part D and
that they are taken care of. Nobody
thinks about the fact that once you hit
a certain point you are on your own
until you get to another point. There is
a lot of money in there that you are
going to have to pay on your own be-
sides the cost of the premium. So there
is a lot that we have to think of. And
at the same time, I think there is a lot
of places where we can find reform.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I will just
jump in on that only because the issue
of the pricing of prescription drugs is a
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big part of my own personal history in
politics and one of my great concerns.
I think I have the oldest population in
the Nation in the State of Maine. So
between MIKE MICHAUD and me and the
two United States Senators, we cover
some of the oldest Americans, and we
are about 38th in per capita income. So
we have a tremendous number of peo-
ple who really struggle to make that
decision every month: Do they pay for
their medication or put food on their
table or pay their heating oil bill?

Now, everyone may not agree with
my particular perspectives on this, but
I think one of the big mistakes when
the Medicare part D bill was passed
was that Congress specifically prohib-
ited negotiating with pharmaceutical
manufacturers for a better price. So
here we are, the biggest purchaser of
prescription drugs in the world on the
Medicare plan; and when the bill was
passed, and luckily none of us were
there so we don’t have to take respon-
sibility for that, but there was no pro-
vision for negotiating for drugs.

Now, every other country in the
world negotiates for a good price for
prescription drugs. So in a sense, it is
like we pay the highest prices in the
world so that we subsidize everybody
else. And I won’t go on to my giant
rant, but this was one of the bills that
I passed when I was a State legislator
on helping to regulate the pricing of
prescription drugs.

I will just say that one of the ways I
really got involved in that and very in-
terested in it was because Maine is a
border State, we have a lot of seniors
who get on buses, bus trips for seniors
and go to Canada to buy their medica-
tion. And you can buy medicine in Can-
ada, sometimes it is exactly the same
drug that you would buy just across
the border for one-third or one-quarter
of the price. And it is not because it is
a subsidized price up there, because
these aren’t people with the Canadian
health care plan, but because the Cana-
dian Government negotiates for a good
price.

So in my opinion, and I have signed
on to H.R. 684, which is by our good
friend and colleague, Representative
BERRY, that bill would force us to look
at this and to do something about the
pricing of prescription drugs. And I
think that is one other thing we have
to address if we are really going to
bring down the cost of health care, the
one thing we know is that when people
take their medications, they stay
much healthier, whether you are a sen-
ior citizen or a person with a high cho-
lesterol rate hereditarily and you need
to keep it down.

So we know the importance of medi-
cation, and we know one way to drive
down the cost of health care is to make
sure that medicine is affordable. That
is true of seniors and all people. And it
is certainly one of the issues that con-
cerns me and one of the things that I
promised my constituents back home
that even though we had passed this
bill in Maine, I would take it on as an
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issue here in the United States Con-
gress. And I know many share the same
concern.

Mr. BOCCIERI. Well, I applaud the
gentlelady’s perspective because there
is no question that getting costs under
control are the most important facet of
any health care reform package. And
we talk about the health care delivery
system. Really, we have sickness deliv-
ery system where we are actually doing
a fee for service where folks are paid
with the number of patients that they
see in their hospital or their doctor’s
office. Well, how about providing in-
centives to say that, well, we didn’t see
any patients today because they are all
healthy? What a novel idea that would
be to provide incentives for prevention.

This is the type of plan we are em-
bracing here. Our plan talks about pre-
vention. It talks about rewarding citi-
zens who are living healthy life styles,
doctors who are able to have this rela-
tionship, as the gentlelady from Illi-
nois suggested that we have to have a
relationship with our doctor not nec-
essarily one where you come in, you
bounce in for 5 minutes, and he writes
you a prescription, and you are out the
door. That is not health care. That is
not health care. That is not even
health care delivery. To me that is
something so far disconnected.

So our plan is going to make sure
that we have more choices, better time
with our doctors, more choices in the
types of who we get to see and who we
are able to see and to make sure that
doctors and physicians are describing
and predicting giving and subscribing
the type of health care that we should
have.
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We should not have a bean counter at
an insurance company deciding wheth-
er we should have an MRI, or a bureau-
crat in Washington deciding if we
should get this procedure or prescrip-
tion drug. It should be left to physi-
cians and doctors and our health care
professionals.

And our plan will address the amount
of money that we spend on health care.
By getting costs under control, cov-
ering all people and making sure all
people have access to health care, we
actually will reduce the cost of health
care because that diabetic that lost
their job in Canton, Ohio, now can’t
get the syringes that they need to give
themselves insulin, and they can’t buy
their prescriptions, and all of a sudden
they need to go to the emergency room
because of an ulcer on their foot, and
they are using the emergency room as
their primary care physicians. And
that is costing all of us in the system
four if not five times more.

By getting those costs under control,
we will save money in the long run,
more choices, better accessibility to
the doctors we want to see, and making
sure that we have the opportunity to
contain these costs, keep them under
control and making sure that doctors
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and health care professionals are pre-
scribing health care and not bean
counters.

This is what our plan addresses, and
this is a matter of our competitiveness
of the country and having citizens that
are healthy. And the well-being of our
Nation is at stake here.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I am going
to read a quote from one of the letters
that I brought in because it reinforces
your point. This person is talking
about their issues with the health care
system. It is a Maine constituent. It
says: My wife and I struggled to get
our provider to pay for special infant
formula that our oldest son needed to
live due to his protein intolerance.
This was despite our specialist doctor
showing us a letter in which the insur-
ance company had agreed in arbitra-
tion from a previous case to pay in full
for the formula in cases like our son’s.

This is clearly one of those examples
where it is a bureaucrat or a bean
counter who is denying it just to save
the insurance company some money.

This same person also says in an-
other example my brother-in-law was
denied cancer treatment that his doc-
tors had recommended, and only began
his treatment after the insurance com-
pany overturned the decision on ap-
peal. The delay may prove fatal to him.

Both of you have said this over and
over again, people want to go to their
doctor or their primary care provider
and get the advice they need, follow
the treatment plan that they rec-
ommend, and not be told by a bureau-
crat in Washington or an insurance
company that they can’t do it just be-
cause they are trying to save money on
your health. I agree with you, we need
cost-saving measures, but not on peo-
ple’s essential treatment.

Mrs. HALVORSON. That is so true.
We hear story after story in our dis-
trict office. I have a letter that was es-
pecially devastating to me. It caused
me to actually put in a resolution or
sponsor a bill. This constituent was a
widowed mother of two. She was actu-
ally denied private health insurance
because she attended grief counseling.
Her husband, who was the primary
wage earner, died suddenly at their
home in front of the family. As a way
to cope with the situation, she enrolled
the family in group therapy. And at
the same time, she was also faced with
trying to find new health coverage for
herself and her children because her
husband just died in front of the fam-
ily. While searching for that new pri-
vate insurer, she was denied over and
over again because she was partici-
pating in that grief counseling. So that
is why I filed H.R. 2236, which we called
the Grieving Families Insurance Pro-
tection Act, because we do not think
health insurance companies should
deny you health coverage due to family
members needing grief counseling at
awful times like this.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. They really
wouldn’t allowed her to have insurance
coverage, and that was their stated
reason?
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Mrs. HALVORSON. She could not get
health coverage because she was at-
tending grief counseling, so they would
not give her health care. And isn’t that
a shame. This poor family, actually the
father, the husband, died right there in
front of them. The family obviously
needed some help, and they couldn’t
get it.

So these are the kinds of things that
we should never be putting people
through. That is the other thing, it is
not just people not having health care.
I don’t want people to have health care
and give them that false sense of secu-
rity because then they think they
automatically will be taken care of,
and we need to make sure that people
are being taken care of and they have
health care, not just necessarily health
insurance.

Mr. BOCCIERI. Let me add some-
thing to the gentlelady’s remarks. We
talk about this notion of 46 million un-
insured and underinsured folks. Let’s
explain for a minute what uninsured
and underinsured means.

Uninsured means you have abso-
lutely no health care coverage. If you
were injured or had to seek routine
medical care, you couldn’t go to a phy-
sician unless you paid out of our pock-
et.

Underinsured are people who don’t
have quite enough insurance because
they got caught in that preexisting
net, that factory worker who lost their
job and their health insurance with
that pink slip, got rehired down the
line but because they were a diabetic,
that condition was preexisting, so they
can’t seek treatment. They are under-
insured because they don’t have
enough insurance to cover all of their
medical needs.

We found in a medical study that was
published last year that health care in-
surance companies spend $84 billion
every year to block, deny, and screen
patients from seeing their physicians;
$84 billion. In that same study it
showed that only $77 billion would be
required to cover all of those 46 million
uninsured or underinsured. It actually
would be cheaper to cover all of the
folks who are actually costing us more
by not seeing their primary care physi-
cian.

So we have an opportunity now with
the bill that we have rolled out to end
preexisting conditions, which have
been one of the biggest albatrosses in
health care in my opinion for such a
long time; not being able to see the
doctor because you have a condition
that existed prior to your employment
at some factory.

So this is something that affects
middle class Americans all over the
United States. I think if we address
this, preexisting conditions, portability
from job to job, covering all people so
they are not using their primary care
physician in the emergency room
versus seeing the doctor that they
want to see, and making sure that we
provide incentives for prevention so
that people are living healthy life-
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styles and we are able to provide pre-
vention and allowing physicians to
make those medical diagnoses, that is
what is going to be the cure for our
health care dilemma here.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Preexisting
conditions, it is kind of shocking when
you hear those stories. I heard about a
State the other day that didn’t have a
requirement that insurance cover you
in spite of a preexisting condition. And
someone told me about an insurance
company that considered women of
childbearing age a preexisting condi-
tion. So that didn’t mean you had a
child, it meant you could potentially
get pregnant. You may have already
decided never to have a child, and why
shouldn’t your insurance company
cover you, but they weren’'t going to
take any chances. Why don’t they just
say we only want healthy people who
promise never to get sick. And if you
get sick, we will deny you coverage.

I come from the State of Maine,
where the State legislature has already
required that insurance companies
cover you in spite of preexisting condi-
tions, and that is really a great reform.
Maine is one of the leaders in health
care reform. We have a very high num-
ber of people who have some form of in-
surance coverage. Many of them are on
Medicaid or our MaineCare system. But
the fact is, what my colleagues in
Maine tell me, and I certainly felt
when I was in the State legislature, is
States can’t go it alone. Many States
in the country have passed these kinds
of regulations, but then it makes it
hard to compete with the State next
door that doesn’t bother doing any of
that, or charges all the sick people
more than the people who are well, and
doesn’t have a community rating kind
of plan.

One of the issues that we are facing
now, particularly in States that are
having a hard time holding their own
budgets together, is they are saying to
us: Let’s makes this universal. Let’s
make it the same kind of coverage
from State to State. And you men-
tioned portability. There are a lot of
people now, and I forgot what some-
body called the term, it is something
like job lock, people who stay in their
job because they are terrified to leave
that job because they can’t go without
health insurance, or their spouse is
sick or one of their children is sick.
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I meet people who say, you Kknow,
I've got a great idea for starting my
own business. I'm ready to go out on
my own, and I could create a job va-
cancy for somebody else here who
would really like to come and work at
this company because I'm ready to go
do something else. But they can’t take
that risk. People who have just enough
set aside to retire who say, I am ready
to retire, but I don’t dare be out there
without health care coverage, so they
don’t retire at 57 or 58. And in this
economy, where we can use any job we
can find, having health care coverage
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would do more to boost the economy, 1
think, than many other things.

I often say about the State of Maine,
where, as I mentioned, a lot of people
are self-employed, we have a lot of fish-
ermen, or they run a small business or
some Kkind of little entity that they are
making enough money, people say to
me all the time, We make enough to
get by. We do okay. We own our own
home. We make our own home repairs.
We’re doing all right, but it’s health
care coverage that we’re worried about,
our health care coverage that we can’t
afford and then we go without.

And exactly what you mentioned ear-
lier, those are the very people who,
when they do get sick, have to go to
the emergency room, who often de-
pend—and they hate it, they depend on
charity care at the hospital, uncom-
pensated care. And I have the same sit-
uation, a lot of rural hospitals who de-
pend on fund-raising drives just to keep
the doors open, who are desperately
coming down to see us all the time to
say, We can’t keep the hospital open.
What are we going to do? And that is a
vital part of our infrastructure.

Mrs. HALVORSON. And something
else that we haven’t talked about is
the outreach that I've tried to do—and
I know a lot of Members of Congress
have done—is with our FQHCs, our
Federally Qualified Health Centers.
There is a very important place for
them because there is so much that
they can do in the meantime for those
who don’t have insurance or those who
aren’t able to get the health care they
need. I've toured so many of them in
my district. They do a wonderful job.
And so, in the meantime, we should be
doing everything we can to make sure
that people have a place to go where
they can have a medical home, where
they can feel comfortable and take
their children.

I know in Illinois we have
FamilyCare, where every child has
health care. There are things, but we
should not be doing this State by
State. We spend a lot of time and effort
doing these things State by State.
That is part of the reason I ran for Con-
gress. Even though I was a State sen-
ator and I spent so much time working
on health care, we knew this was a
Federal issue. So this is something
that needs to be done on a national
level, and it’s something that every-
body working together is going to be
able to get accomplished.

Mr. BOCCIERI. Will the gentlelady
yield? I know that there might be some
apprehension out there from our sen-
iors about health care reform. And let
me stress to you that our plan allows
you to keep the doctor that you want
to keep. If you like the doctor that
you're seeing, you can continue seeing
that doctor. If you don’t like the doc-
tor that you’re seeing and you would
like to get into a different plan, it will
allow you to go into a different plan.

There will be more freedom under
this bill. There will be more freedom
under these proposals. And we’re going
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to make sure that physicians are tell-
ing our seniors, health care profes-
sionals are telling our seniors the type
of health care that they need, whether
this MRI was authorized, whether this
cancer treatment was necessary and
prudent. We want health care profes-
sionals to do that. We do not want bean
counters making decisions based upon
what the bottom line and dollars are
going to be.

Now, the gentlelady was talking
about what she did in the State legisla-
ture. In Ohio, we had a very similar sit-
uation where insurance companies
were delaying payments to doctors who
ultimately run a business. When you
see your primary care physician, they
have staff. They have a payroll. They
have to keep the lights on. They have
to pay utility bills just like any small
business. But when you do look-backs
and you suggest whether this MRI was
really necessary or authorized, whether
this x-ray was necessary or authorized
and you delay those payments over a
time period, the physician can’t keep
the lights on in the building, and that
should end. We passed a bill in the
State legislature called Prompt Pay to
make sure that insurance companies
were making best efforts to pay those
bills on time so doctors could keep the
lights on.

Additionally, we were doing health
care simplification so that we could in-
volve a little bit of health care IT,
medical IT, so that when you roll into
a hospital, God forbid, after an acci-
dent that’s in your region, when they
pull up your name, when they pull up
your identification, they’re able to
identify who you are and your health
care records.

The military has been doing this for
years. In fact, on our military identi-
fication card, we have the medical
technology to pull up all my medical
records. If I rolled into a hospital or to
a VA facility or to a military hospital,
on my card, they would scan it in and
my complete medical history would
come up. And on that, you would be
able to tell whether you were diabetic,
what type of treatments you’ve had.
And that ultimately is going to cost
hospitals less because they’re not going
to run these battery of tests to see if
this person is a diabetic because they
know that John Doe, when they came
in, has a medical history and it’s on
their card.

Perhaps this is something we should
do. We’re doing it in the military. It’s
something that we ought to explore for
Americans so that they can have quick
access to their medical records.

I yield to the gentlelady.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. You know,
absolutely. I think it’s one of the rea-
sons why earlier this year we went
along with the President’s proposal and
invested so much in health information
technology. It has been clear to people
for a long time that so many different
insurance companies and so many dif-
ferent kinds of forums just make it dif-
ficult for practitioners to run a busi-
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ness and hospitals to operate, and as
you said, for people to get the kind of
medical care that they really need.

Well, we are at about time to wrap up
here. I will just kind of go over again
from my perspective, and certainly will
let the gentleman from Ohio close with
a few thoughts as well, but I just want
to emphasize again that from my per-
spective, in my home State—and really
what I hear across the country and ev-
erywhere I go—people say, Can you get
a health care plan passed? Are you
going to do something about all of the
things that we’ve been talking about
tonight? People want the coverage,
they want a choice. As we’ve said many
times, if you like your plan, you can
keep it; if not, there will be real alter-
natives.

They want affordability. People are
willing to buy health care, but they
want to know that they can afford it.
This plan that has just been released
has a shared responsibility from em-
ployers and individuals alike. It has
real components to control costs. It
makes a serious investment in preven-
tion and wellness and invests in the
health care workforce, something we
haven’t talked much about tonight.
But I know I come from a State where
there is a tremendous shortage of
health care practitioners—doctor,
nurses, those people that are needed to
do this job to make sure that we can
have good care, and that is part of the
legislation is to really look at invest-
ing in our workforce.

I feel very hopeful, I feel hopeful that
we have already moved us forward as
far as we can, that there is a sense
around here really from both sides of
the aisle that we don’t have to debate
anymore whether or not there is a
problem with the system. We may have
differences about how we go about fix-
ing it, but there is a real commitment
to go ahead and fix it.

And I am very impressed with the
President, who has just made it clear
that this is something he wants to do
on his watch. He wants to do it in the
first year, and I think this is a tremen-
dous commitment to really pass a
health care package that works for
America and get on with it.

And I yield to the gentleman from
Ohio.

Mr. BOCCIERI. I thank the gentle-
lady for assembling this dialogue on
health care. This is very important.
And we know those Americans who
might be listening in, those folks who
are still awake after perhaps punching
the time clock and working long hours,
we want you to know that we are work-
ing on this issue. But we have studied
it long enough. We’ve talked about it
long enough. Now it’s time to take ac-
tion. Leadership is defined by action,
not position, but by action. And what I
applaud this President for is his bold
efforts to step forward and take action
on an issue that remains a dilemma for
America. This is about us, as a Nation,
being competitive with our foreign
competitors. This is about how much
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we spend on delivery of health care and
making sure that all Americans have
access to the quality of care that we
want, not just because you can afford
it but because you’re American. And
let me just say these things:

Number one, if you like your doctor,
you will keep your doctor. If you don’t
like the plan that you’re in, you can
move to another. There is going to be
freedom of choice, and there will be
broad choices in the plan that has been
unveiled in this Chamber.

Number two, we want to make sure
that health care professionals and phy-
sicians and doctors and nurses are pre-
scribing health care and administering
health care and not necessarily the
bean counters or bureaucrats that we
find too often who are making health
care decisions for too many Americans.

And the third issue that we need to
emphasize is that there is enough
money in the system already to pay for
health care. The 46 million uninsured
and underinsured folks who are out
there, we know that there is enough
money in the delivery of health care—
$2.5 trillion we spend every year, 16
percent of our gross national product.
We spend more than any other indus-
trialized nation in the world, but yet
have a life expectancy on par with
Cuba. There is enough money in the
system that is out there that we can
make sure that 46 million uninsured or
underinsured people have access to
health care.
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How are we going to do that? With
the five P’s. Making sure that all peo-
ple have access to health care. If they
don’t, it is going to end up costing all
of us more because when they use the
hospital room as their primary care
physician, they will actually cost all of
us more.

Making sure they have a portable
plan that allows them to take it from
job to job to job. End this notion of
preexisting conditions, that if you’re
working at one place and you go to an-
other job that somehow being pregnant
or being a diabetic or having a chronic
disease somehow eliminates you from
seeking health care from this new pro-
vider. End preexisting conditions.

Making sure that we provide incen-
tives for physicians to not only enter
the field but also that physicians are
making the health care decisions.

And, lastly, prevention, prevention,
prevention. Four cents of every dollar
that we spend on health care is for pre-
vention.

We can do a better job. We have to do
a better job. The President has called
us to action. The Nation has suffered
for too long under a system that has
excluded a few and allowed others to
seek access. And this delivery system
that we have should be about health
care and not a health sickness plan
that we have that’s a fee for service
but that encompasses all the things
that we talked about here tonight.

I thank the gentlewoman from Maine
for allowing me to be a part of this.
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Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I thank my
colleagues from Ohio and Illinois for
being willing to be here.

———————

MAN-MADE GLOBAL WARMING
THEORY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) is recognized
for 60 minutes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, as
I stand here on the floor of the House
tonight, I am reminded of the tele-
vision series the ‘“Twilight Zone.”” And
these days I half expect Rod Serling to
appear from behind a curtain and an-
nounce, ‘‘This is the Twilight Zone.”
Yes, there is an almost bizarre sense of
unreality here in the Nation’s Capital.

The transformation of private liabil-
ity into public debt on a massive scale.
The unprecedented 1level of deficit
spending, debt piled upon debt, bor-
rowing from China to give foreign aid
to other countries. The willingness to
pass draconian restrictions and con-
trols on our national economy and on
the lives of our people. And while seek-
ing to save us from a recession, Con-
gress shovels hundreds of billions of
dollars into the financial industry,
much of which has ended up in the
pockets of fat cats and wheeler-dealers
who have been giving themselves
multi-million dollar bonuses even as
they drove their own companies into
bankruptcy. The giveaway and the lack
of oversight has been mind-boggling.
And we don’t know where hundreds of
billions of dollars have gone, and we
don’t know to whom. Yet we know that
the taxpayers are now on the hook for
this increase in our national debt.

We have watched as this has been
happening, and, of course, there are so
many things that are being done here
today to our people. But we also note
how much is not being done that needs
to be done to protect our people, which
is just as mind-boggling.

Our Nation’s borders leak like a spa-
ghetti strainer. Millions of people ille-
gally continue to pour into our country
to consume our limited health care.
And, by the way, we just heard a lot
about health care. Why are we not
hearing that we should not be picking
up the tab for the tens of millions of
illegals that have come into this coun-
try? But that’s not part of the discus-
sion. But millions of people are flowing
into our country, and they are con-
suming the limited health care, edu-
cation, and other social service dollars
that we have. We have limited money;
and yet they are taking that money,
and they’re taking jobs from our peo-
ple.

And sometimes they come here and
they commit crimes against our peo-
ple. And our government just sits and
lets it happen even while we are pass-
ing all these hundreds of millions on to
wheeler-dealers in the financial indus-
try. We can’t even come to grips with
our illegal immigration problem. We
can’t even build a fence.
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In California we can’t even build a
new water system in the middle of a
drought. This we are told is because of
a tiny fish, the delta smelt. So our peo-
ple will have to suffer because of con-
cern over a little tiny worthless fish
that isn’t even good enough to be used
as bait.

So last week even amidst California’s
tremendous difficulties, with drought
conditions and a shortage of water at
near crisis, this House, the House of
Representatives, voted not for the peo-
ple of California but for a fish. No
water for our people because if we
would give it to the people, that little
fish might be affected in a detrimental
way.

Perhaps the most damaging of the
weird policies that I have described is
America’s longtime commitment not
to develop its own domestic energy re-
sources. Even as high energy prices
have brought suffering and economic
hardship to our people, we have not
been developing our own resources.
Even as we see dollars being siphoned
from the pockets of our people and de-
posited in coffers overseas, enriching
foreigners, some of those foreigners
who hate us, while our hard-earned dol-
lars are being extracted from us, mas-
sive deposits of domestic oil and gas
worth trillions of dollars are un-
touched, untapped, and unused.

Even as California sinks into an eco-
nomic catastrophe, off the coast are
huge caverns filled with massive depos-
its of oil and gas just sitting there. And
even as California cuts and cancels
public services to our own people, bil-
lions of dollars of tax revenue could be
derived by utilizing that oil and gas
that’s just sitting there right off our
shore. Yet the State of California lets
it sit there while our people suffer and
the State goes broke. Trillions of dol-
lars have been sent overseas for energy,
while at home no new oil refineries, no
hydroelectric dams, no nuclear power
plants.

As I say, all of this seems a bit bi-
zarre. And it may be a bit bizarre, but
it is not meaningless nonsense. Those
who have insisted upon  these
antidomestic energy development poli-
cies know exactly what they’re doing.
They want to change our way of life
whether we like it or not. So a few dec-
ades ago, they grabbed onto a theory, a
theory that the world is heating up be-
cause humankind uses carbon-based
fuels. Read that oil, gas, and coal. This
theory gives them the ability to stam-
pede politicians and even stampede sci-
entists with a certain amount of prod-
ding and promises of being excluded
from grants or promises to receive
grants, but that theory gives them the
ability to get these people, whether
they are scientists or politicians, to
support draconian policies and man-
dates, changes in our economy and life-
style that they otherwise would never
dream of considering and supporting.

All of this is in the name of pro-
tecting us from a climate calamity:
man-made global warming. Well, the
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Good Book says: ‘“‘The truth shall
make you free.”” A caveat might be:
““And a lie can destroy your freedom.”
Man-made global warming has given
respectable cover to advocates of a tax
and regulatory policy that no one
would even consider except, of course,
unless it’s to take care of an emer-
gency.
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In reality, the effort behind the man-
made global warming juggernaut is the
biggest power grab in history. It gives
politicos who always wanted to control
the behavior of normal people a seem-
ingly legitimate reason to do so, even
over those normal people’s objections.
This power grab was set in motion in
the very first days of the Clinton ad-
ministration in 1993.

When the Clinton administration
took over, one of the first actions that
the administration was to do was to
fire Dr. William Happer, a man who
dared challenge Vice President Gore.
Yes, Dr. Happer believed in science, not
in the junk science of radicals, and he
was skeptical, although not an advo-
cate of either side of the global warm-
ing debate.

He didn’t fit in, so out he went. From
there on, the pattern was very clear,
and it’s very clear. In order to receive
even one penny of Federal research
money, a scientist would have to tow
the line on the man-made global warm-
ing theory. Any dissident would be
quickly squashed or at least be cut off
from any Federal research funding.
That went on for 8 years.

So when approaching this concept of
man-made global warming, we must ex-
amine the science behind it. So let’s
state right off, the unconscionable in-
timidation of the science community
during the Clinton years has ensured
that bad science permeates the entire
argument of the alarmists who are per-
petuating this man-made myth. This
man-made myth global warming is
based on bad science, and it’s very easy
to discern this by the Herculean efforts
made by the man-made global warming
advocates to cut off all debate on this
issue.

So not only did we see people in the
scientific communities being intimi-
dated with the promise of having their
research funds cut off, but now, after
this, and after the presentation of the
global warming alarmist alternative,
let’s say, alternative projects and al-
ternative policies, that there has been
an intense effort to cut off debate on
the issue of man-made global warming
itself. That is why in Congress they are
now trying to quickly slip by a drastic
life-altering legislation that is based
on the science of man-made global
warming. And they want to do this
without confronting the basic science.

So, if we want to take a look at the
science of global warming, the first
thing to notice is why have those peo-
ple who believe in global warming
spent so much effort and so much time
and been so abusive in trying to cut off
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debate? Has anyone ever heard the slo-
gan, case closed?

Come on, if you really are honest,
admit that is an attempt, and it was a
huge attempt, to cut off debate. The
debate is over.

How many heard that? Again, an at-
tempt, not to discuss the issues, not to
have an honest discussion of the
science, but never to discuss the
science. That is what the language—
and that is the language of the debate.
And what we have here is a language of
debate and discussion restriction, not
the language being used by the advo-
cates of global warming for let’s have
an honest discussion, the words they
used are aimed at limiting and re-
stricting and cutting off debate. Case
closed.

Al Gore never takes any questions.
Do you know that, when he goes out
and speaks and goes to universities,
not only does he not debate, which
would be a good idea, he refuses to take
questions.

I don’t know how many times have
we heard, every prominent scientist
agrees, so you must be a kook if you
disagree. Well, every prominent sci-
entist doesn’t disagree and the names
of hundreds, of those people in the sci-
entific community, people who are
heads of universities like Richard
Lindzen, one of the great scientist from
MIT, from all over the world there are
major scientists who have put them-
selves on the record and taken great
risk in doing so, telling them that they
are, no, very skeptical and have serious
doubts about the man-made global
warming theory.

The name calling and stifling in this
debate by the man-made global warm-
ing advocates has been shameful and a
disservice to democracy. If someone so
much as tries to make a joke, it is re-
ported as if it is being serious. The peo-
ple who do that are themselves admit-
ting that they cannot stand a major
scientific and truthful scrutiny and ex-
change of ideas.

So what about the science? Let’s
take a look, and I would challenge any
Member of Congress to come here and
debate me on the science of this issue.

First, let’s talk about the so-called
global-warming cycle that’s being
caused by human activity. That’s the
bases of what this whole issue is. We
know that there have been weather and
climate cycles throughout the history
of the world, going back to prehistoric
times. The global warming alarmists
now are using a low point of a 500-year
cycle of cooling, and that was at the
end of the Little Ice Age, as the base-
line for determining if humankind is
making the planet hotter at this time.

So, let’s get back to it. There have
been all of these cycles through the
history of the planet, and this cycle,
there is a cycle that is going on. But to
analyze that cycle, those people are
saying man-made global warming, as
differentiated from all the other cy-
cles, are using the 1850s as their base-
line, and that is at the 500-year low in
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the temperature of the Earth. It was
the end of what they call the Little Ice
Age.

Is that good science? Should we real-
ly be upset when there is a 1- or 2-de-
gree rise from a 500-year low point in
temperatures? So, come on, let’s an-
swer that scientific question. Let’s not
call me names, which is what’s hap-
pened over and again, as if I don’t be-
lieve in science, and I am some sort of
Neanderthal, or that I am any number
of pejorative names. Let’s 1look and be
honest.

Those people using names do not un-
derstand the issues and are afraid to
discuss the science and the issues at
hand. They are doing a disservice to
our country, and they are exposing
themselves as being people who do not
believe in the very issue they are advo-
cating because they can’t defend it.

So, science question number one: Are
they not using an unreasonably cooler
moment as the baseline for analysis? Is
that not an unreasonable thing to do,
to start your settings and use as a
baseline a 500-year low in temperature
when trying to tell us that we should
be concerned about the warming trend
that’s going on?

Question number two: What about
those other weather cycles that we
have had long before humankind
emerged on this planet? A thousand
years ago, even after we had people,
things were much warmer than now.
Iceland and Greenland were farmed by
Norsemen. Farms, there were farms
there. It was a time period a thousand
years ago when there were not only
cattle, but there were plants going
there.

Vineland, was actually—people
thought Vineland was something that
Leif Erickson made up. No, there was a
place, a Vineland, back in Nova Scotia,
and in those days grew grapes. Well,
that’s because the weather was warmer
then, and there was a cycle, as I say.
Was that cycle—as I say, was that
cycle—was the decline in temperature
by the Little Ice Age, was that caused
by human beings?

What about all the other cycles tak-
ing place. Were those caused by human
beings? If we see that there were cycles
that even happened before prehistoric
man even existed, well then there must
be some other explanation. Well, what
is that explanation?

So, if there were cycles before human
beings were forced on the planet, what
is the other explanation? Well, it seems
to many scientists who believed this
that the cycles of climate have fol-
lowed solar activity.

That’s why, and I get that, the sun is
the biggest force of energy on the plan-
et, and they believe that many sci-
entists believe that it’s solar activity
and not human activity that’s creating
this cycle, just as it did the other cy-
cles that we have gone through long
before human beings even existed on
the planet.

And that also explains why we have
cycles, monitoring those on Earth,
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that have been observed on other plan-
ets. That’s right, on other planets.
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In recent years, we have been treated
to the outcries of agony about the
melting that is taking place in the Arc-
tic. This is being used to touch people’s
hearts to get them alarmed so they
will accept the draconian controls that
will come from those people who are
advocating policies to deal with man-
made global warming.

They’re saying, Oh, it’s our activity
that’s causing the ice caps to melt.
Well, who hasn’t seen these pictures of
these polar bears? The poor polar bears
on the ice floe, obviously a victim of
man-made global warming.

Well, not so fast. Yes, the ice cap is
retreating. There’s no doubt about
that. But what about the ice cap on
Mars? Yes. Right now, at the same
time we have our ice cap that is re-
treating, the ice cap on Mars is retreat-
ing at exactly the same time, and it
seems to be mirroring, paralleling
what’s going on on the Earth. Doesn’t
that indicate that it might be the Sun
and not somebody driving an SUV or
using modern technology that is cre-
ating such a cycle; it’s creating the sit-
uation that left the bear in a warmer
climate?

Well, if so, let us note this. If it is in-
deed caused by the Sun, and yet we
have had all this propaganda to touch
our hearts and get us to think, not to
feel about the poor polar bear, let us
note that if it is the Sun and it’s not
us, then that polar bear is the victim
and has nothing to do with man-made
global warming, but is being chal-
lenged, just like animals have been
challenged throughout the history of
our planet by planet cycles.

By the way, let me just note this.
How many have not heard the polar
bear is becoming extinct? The polar
bears are not becoming extinct. In fact,
the number of polar bears on this plan-
et has dramatically expanded.

There are four to five times the num-
ber of polar bears on the world than
there were in the 1960s. But you would
believe from what you have seen and
the movies and the ice caps melting
and Al Gore showing, by the way, a
false—a piece of Styrofoam that was
breaking off in a movie, presenting to
us as if that’s the ice caps breaking off
the Arctic. You’d think that it was
that the polar bears were doomed and
that we were to blame for it.

Well, here’s another scientific chal-
lenge. Okay. If we have cycles already,
if the ice is melting on Mars, just as it
is here, what is the science behind this
claim that mankind is causing the cli-
mate cycle, if there is a climate cycle,
and what climate cycle it is?

So, let’s have an answer to that.
Let’s not call me names. Let’s not just
say, Oh, the polar bear—I remember
reading this on the Internet—the polar
bear is near extinction, when it is clear
from many other sources, which I will
be happy to provide, that the polar
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bear population is actually going up.
Besides that, that’s not the point.

The point is that the polar bear is,
whatever condition it’s in, is not due to
the fact that human beings can drive in
automobiles or that we have to change
our lifestyle and be controlled by the
government in order to protect the
polar bear from climate changes that
our activities bring about. Man-made
global warming theory?

And my colleague from Texas, if he
would like to step in for a few words,
I'd be very happy to have him.

Mr. GOHMERT. I certainly appre-
ciate my friend from California yield-
ing. With regard to the polar bears, in
the Natural Resources Committee we
have been hearing that by 20 years ago
we were up to under 12,000 polar bears
in the whole world, and now we Know
there are over 25,000 polar bears in the
world. They’re doing pretty well.

But as we know—and there’s some
friends here from Texas—in Texas we
have a problem with overpopulation of
deer because they don’t know when to
stop overpopulating, and so we have
seasons to help keep them from starv-
ing themselves to death.

So it is a little misleading to see the
ice cap breaking off and the starving
mother bear and the cub. That’s heart-
breaking. And, apparently, it’s heart-
breaking enough that millions of peo-
ple—or at least millions of dollars
come flowing in.

You kind of hate if you’ve got mil-
lions of dollars coming in from people
that feel bad about the polar bears—by
the way, the Bush administration was
asked to say that the polar bears
should be on the endangered species
list. But the Bush administration knew
they were increasing, just like you
were saying, and so what they did was
compromised and allowed polar bears
to be listed as threatened, even though
they’re increasing in population.

I’'m pleased the polar bears are doing
well. Hopefully, we won’t have to open
up additional seasons, that they will
moderate their behavior.

But we also saw with the caribou and
people talking about how terrible it is
to produce oil in Alaska. And we heard
that if they ever put that pipeline up
to Prudhoe Bay, it would kill off the
last 2,900 caribou that were in the area,
that we just couldn’t do that. It would
destroy their mating habits.

Turns out, caribou now, when they
want to go on dates, invite each other
to go to the pipeline on cold winter
nights because that oil is warm going
through the pipeline and it makes
them amorous. And now we’re up to
30,000 caribou in that herd. So it turns
out man and caribou and polar bears
can do just fine.

But it does remind one a little bit of
the scare that went across the Nation
about chlorofluorocarbons just as the
Freon patent was coming up, and lo
and behold we had to outlaw CFCs that
were destroying the ozone layer. It
turned out we found out that one erup-
tion of Mount St. Helens put a thou-
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sand years’ worth of CFCs in the at-
mosphere—one eruption.

So sometimes I think that we think
much too highly of ourselves as human
beings and the effect that we have on
the world and on the globe, when actu-
ally we do need to be good stewards of
this wonderful planet, but we also
should not be fearmongers that scare
people out of doing things to help
themselves and their families.

I appreciate so much my friend from
California and his yielding.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you. I
appreciate my friend from Texas re-
minding us of a past scare that proved
not to be based on science. I remember
about cranberries. Couldn’t eat cran-
berries for 2 years because that caused
cancer. I remember when they took
cyclamates off the market to the cost
of a billion dollars for the industry,
then, 20 years later, found out that
that was not legitimate.

I remember during the Reagan years,
the same sort of intensity now being
used on global warming was used to ad-
vocate we have to have massive con-
trols on our economy based on control-
ling acid rain. And what happened to
that? Ronald Reagan held firm. There
was a scientific research project that
went through for a $500 million re-
search program that showed that,
yeah, there’s a little bit of a problem
with acid rain, but not very much. In
fact, it was not the threatening force
that we were told at that time, which
would have cost tens of billions of dol-
lars if we tried to use their agenda,
what was being put forward in order to
“‘stop acid rain.”

Well, the man-made global warming
theory, again, is like that. It is based
on another scientific factor, and that is
CO,. So let’s talk about CO,.

CO; is a part of what is in the atmos-
phere. CO,, carbon dioxide, is a min-
iscule part of our atmosphere. So, CO;
is, yes, part of the atmosphere, but it
was always considered a very small
part of the atmosphere.

Let me just make sure we get this
right. That CO,, most people believe
that it is a large part of the atmos-
phere, because I have asked them, but
in reality it is less than .04 percent. So
what we’re saying is much less than
one-tenth of 1 percent of the atmos-
phere is CO,.
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So at that rate, basically when we
take a look at that, one-tenth of 1 per-
cent and 80 percent of the CO, in the
atmosphere is not traced to human ac-
tivity. There has been, over the years,
times when CO, was going up. Now we
are being told that the rise of CO, is
causing the atmosphere to warm. But
we have times when CO, was going up,
but it didn’t seem to affect the climate
and the planet. For example, if man-
made CO, causes warming, then why is
it that when mankind was using much
more CO, in the 1940s, 1950s and 1960s,
as the CO, was rising, there was an ac-
tual cooling going on in the climate?
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Okay, so let’s hear the science about
CO,. Why is everyone afraid to try to
look at the specific science? If CO,
causes warming, why is it, when there
were dramatic times of CO, increase
that the Earth got cooler? I had one
person suggest that the pollution in
the atmosphere completely over-
whelmed the greenhouse effect during
that particular time period. Well, if
that is true, then what we have to say
is the Clean Air Act of 1970 is directly
responsible for man-made global warm-
ing. And does anyone believe that? No,
of course not. By the way, anyone tell-
ing a joke or trying to make humor is
always reported as if that person is
being serious.

So here is another scientific chal-
lenge. The recent studies show that
over 80 percent of America’s tempera-
ture and weather stations, the mon-
itors who have been collecting the in-
formation that is being passed on to us
by the global warming, man-made
global warming advocates, that 80 per-
cent of these stations have been com-
promised and are faulty in the informa-
tion they are providing. The numbers
have been skewed. They are suspect be-
cause the monitors have been placed in
locations that do not meet the Na-
tional Weather Service basic standards.
In other words, the equipment is being
compromised. The figures coming out
of the equipment cannot be relied
upon. And our system, with its 80 per-
cent of the monitors that do not meet
the standards, has been heralded as the
best in the world.

So think about that, what is going on
in the rest of the world. What we are
talking about here is we are talking
about a 1-degree, of course, rise in tem-
perature, from the depths of the mini-
ice age, and yet now we have these
monitors that even by today’s stand-
ards are substandard. And that is by
today’s standards, not back in the 1860s
and not in other parts of the world.

So how is that for a scientific chal-
lenge?

If the data is being based on monitors
that don’t meet scientific standards ei-
ther today or in the past, how could we
pass laws with taxes and controls on
our people if the so-called problem is
based on bogus or absolutely
unscientifically obtained numbers?
And even with the current methods of
collecting data, we have been warned
time and again of dire predictions.

So the numbers themselves are sus-
pect. But those people who have been
warning us about those numbers over
the last 20 years have been spreading
incredible alarm, as exemplified by
Vice President Gore and others. The
temperatures, we were told over and
over again, were going to climb. And
they were going to continue to climb,
and then it would reach a tipping
point, and then the temperatures
would really jump up. Well, wake up.
Let’s talk reality here. Again, let’s
talk science. Let’s quit saying ‘‘case
closed.” Let’s not give speeches but
never take any questions. Let’s quit
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saying that all the scientists agree
when there are scientists all over the
world disagreeing.

They were wrong. When they said
that there was going to be a continued
climb in the temperature, they were
180 degrees wrong, much less having
reached a tipping point which then
jumped the temperature of the world
by even a larger amount.

It has not gotten warmer for over a
decade. And it looks like it is still get-
ting cooler. Now, that is totally con-
tradictory to the predictions of the
alarmists and those media people
around the world who pushed that idea.
It is totally contradictory to what was
aggressively told to us, to what was
foisted off on the American people and
people throughout the world. They
were totally, 180 degrees wrong.

Please let’s talk about the science
here. Come and talk to us about why, if
your major prediction was that the
Earth was going to continue getting
warmer because of this CO, that comes
out of the engines that we use and the
coal and the oil and natural gas, if that
was what you were saying and that you
were very aggressive in your advocacy
of this, now that it hasn’t happened,
come and talk to us. Don’t dismiss us.
Don’t try to pass a piece of legislation
here based on the alarms that went off
15 years ago that have been proven not
to be true.

So that is another scientifically
based challenge, again, not just ig-
nored; but I would say that this is the
arrogance behind never answering
these types of science charges remains
evident. Please don’t ignore it any-
more. Please let’s respect each other,
and let’s get away from this basic idea
that you can just shut off debate. But
let’s pay attention to what the debate
was like before, if there was any de-
bate. There was just a one-sided de-
bate, because people weren’t able to get
any government grants, so we had a
one-sided drumbeat going on. But those
people were aggressive in that man-
made global warming was being caused
by CO,, and we have got to control
human beings for this.

Well, by the way, they don’t even use
the words ‘‘global warming’ any more.
Think about that. We have a situation
that people who were just aggressively
talking and putting down anybody who
disagreed with them about man-made
global warming, now they use the word
“climate change.” Now if I am proven
wrong in a point, if I were to be proven
wrong in any point of this speech, I
will apologize, and I will change my po-
sition. I won’t try to change my word-
ing so it sounds like I was never wrong
in the first place. These people were
wrong. Remember it. Every time they
say ‘‘climate change,” remember that
that is an admission that they didn’t
know what they were talking about be-
fore. Man-made global warming. Their
dishonesty is underscored every time
they use the phrase ‘‘climate change.”

Now, no matter if it gets warmer or
if it gets cooler, they can tell us that
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that backs up their theories, and we
should do what they say, because now
whether it is warmer or cooler, they
have been proven right because they
were saying and they were predicting
nothing. Well, they believe they should
have the power to tax and control us,
even though the preponderance of evi-
dence shows that the cycles that we
are talking about were not global
warming cycles created by human ac-
tivity or even a cooling cycle created
by human activity, but instead some-
thing that is based on solar activity.

Let me note this, the gang that told
us that human activity was causing the
planet to warm and to dramatically
heat up, now I say they are using the
word ‘‘climate change,” is an admis-
sion of something. But what is it an ad-
mission of? They were saying ‘‘global
warming,” and now they are saying
“‘climate change.” It is basically an ad-
mission that, yes, for 10 years the
world has been getting cooler. So if
human activity through CO, was mak-
ing it warmer, then maybe it is a good
thing that human beings will mitigate
the cooling cycle.

Now they are sort of admitting we
are in a cooling cycle because they are
saying global ‘‘climate change’ and
not ‘“‘warming.” So if they said that
our activities were going to make it
warmer, and now they have admitted
they were wrong because they are
using a different word, and it is actu-
ally getting cooler, then will the
human activity that they were com-
plaining about before that was making
it warmer, well, logically then
shouldn’t Al Gore and these other peo-
ple be advocating more fossil fuel use?
Anybody who advocated global warm-
ing before and now says ‘‘climate
change” is admitting that it is cooler
now, that maybe we are in a cooling
trend.

Well, if they believed that human ac-
tivity made things warmer, maybe
they should be advocating that we use
more fossil fuel to mitigate the prob-
lem of a declining temperature of the
planet.
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So all of Al Gore’s scientific mumbo
jumbo is deceptive, and the contention
that all of the prominent scientists
that agreed with him was not true,
wasn’t true then, and it is especially
not true now, and I would like to add
to the RECORD, Mr. Speaker, a long list
of prominent scientists who opposed
the man-made global warming theory.

Temperature predictions have been
wrong. The CO, premise is wrong, and
we now find out that the monitors that
were used to collect the data that were
placed next to the air-conditioning ex-
haust vents in parking lots and on top
of buildings near to heat sources,
which of course made all of their data
unreliable, we now know that was done
wrong. And we also know the method-
ology of using computer models has
been questionable from the very begin-
ning.
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We know the saying garbage in and
garbage out. But let’s look at the com-
puter models we have been told are the
basis for all of these predictions, many
which we now know are wrong. No one
was permitted to hear the questions,
and no one was permitted to ask fol-
low-up questions. And what about the
information that was fed into the com-
puter?

We weren’t actually able to find out
exactly what the basis of and what was
going into those computer models.
That was kept from us as well. But we
do know that the projections have been
wrong. We know there has been an at-
tempt to stifle and shut up debate.
People have been called names. Grants
have been denied and personal attacks
have been evident. All of this has been
wrong.

So let’s review the scientific chal-
lenges of man-made global warming, of
the man-made global warming theory,
which they have even given up because
they now note that it is getting cooler,
which is contrary to all of their pre-
dictions, because now they use the
word ‘‘climate change.”

I have issued a challenge to any of
my colleagues to debate me on this
issue. No one has come forward. And
yet these very same people who refuse
to debate the science will vote for dra-
conian legislation that will implement
the recommendations of global warm-
ing alarmists, even though these people
have not stepped forward to debate,
they will vote for the program that
these alarmists have been advocating.

I am afraid that we should have some
confrontation of ideas here and an hon-
est discussion, and this issue has not
been honestly discussed in terms of the
science.

The baseline comparison, I just
noted, started in a 500-year decline. It
was based at the bottom of a 500-year
decline in temperature. Science meas-
urements were Dpartly or severely
flawed by monitoring systems that do
not meet minimum acceptable stand-
ards. And past climate cycles were fre-
quent even before the emergence of
mankind, cycles like the retreating of
polar ice caps that we are shown all of
the time to touch our hearts so we
won’t think but will feel. Those solar
ice caps and the retreat of the solar ice
caps are very similar to the cycles on
other planets, especially the planet
Mars, for example, suggesting that
solar activity rather than human ac-
tivity is the culprit.

Increasing levels of CO, did not cause
warming back in the 1940s, 1950s, 1960s,
and even the 1970s, when there were
large increases of CO,, yet we are told
now that the CO, was causing the world
to get warmer. But yet more CO, has
even been produced and for 10 years we
haven’t had a warming. Now that man-
made global warming has been driven
into the public consciousness, the
alarmists have the leverage here in
Washington.

I could talk all night long, but no one
is going to confront the science on this,
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as rotten as the science is. So right
here there is a price to pay when the
American people have been lied to in a
big way. If the truth will set you free,
lies will enslave you. There is a price
to pay. Like, for example, the millions
of children dying in Third World coun-
tries of malaria, all because we wanted
to prevent the use of DDT. Why did we
want to stop DDT? Because bird egg-
shells were thinning out, we believed,
because of DDT. And thus, millions of
children in the Third World have lost
their lives to malaria because birds
were more important to those who
made policy than the millions of chil-
dren in the Third World who were
going to die as a result.

Remember, there is a serious price to
pay for listening to irrational alarm-
ists. And now all of this confronts us,
and there is a bill to be voted on this
week called the American Clean En-
ergy and Security Act of 2009. I call it
the Destroy American Jobs and Use
Candles Act.

It is a bill, of course, that is based on
the theories of the man-made global
warming alarmists that I have just
demonstrated is totally flawed and
wrong science, and a science that these
people refuse to get up and defend.

This bill, of course, comes at exactly
the wrong time, and its negative con-
sequences will be ever more severe in
economic hard times as we are suf-
fering right now than they would be if
we were in times of prosperity.

Even if it were true that man-made
use of CO, was causing a warming, a
global warming, this wouldn’t be the
time to try to implement it, at a time
when we are going into such a reces-
sion and depression.

Maybe we are like the Third World
children in the minds of the people who
are going to vote for this horrible legis-
lation. Maybe the birds are more im-
portant than the suffering of our own
people. Maybe it is more important to
posture yourself as a friend of the plan-
et than it is to try to take care of the
people of this country and try to allevi-
ate their suffering.

So let’s be clear. Our unemployment
is currently at 9.4 percent, and that is
expected to rise into double digits.
There are unsubstantiated boasts com-
ing about jobs saved through the Stim-
ulus Act, but that doesn’t help the
345,000 Americans who lost their jobs
just last month. It doesn’t put food on
their table.

Our projected Federal deficit this
year is going to reach $1.8 trillion, al-
most $2 trillion, which our children are
going to have to pay for. We are going
to have to service that debt. When the
interest rate goes up, it will destroy all
of our discretionary money. We will
soon auction off an unprecedented $104
billion of debt. That $104 billion has $11
billion in interest. That is $11 billion
that we are going to pay, and that is
just thrown away. Wait until the inter-
est rates go up. This $11 billion will not
save anybody’s job or pave any roads or
provide any health care. It will just be
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used to continue our massive level of
deficit spending.

And yet, excessive taxation and regu-
lation mandates are now being pro-
posed in Washington to deal with man-
made global warming, which is a total
fraud, as I have demonstrated, and
which they admit because they are un-
willing to debate the basic facts of
global warming, the scientific facts
that I have over and over again, myself
and Senator INHOFE and others, have
over and over presented, but instead we
are called names and belittled by this
arrogant group that just has in mind
they want to tax and regulate and con-
trol us, and they always have.

So here and now we are asked to pass
this economy-killing bill in the name
of stopping man-made global warming.

What’s in the bill? I don’t have to go
into total detail here, but let’s just
mention that Chairman WAXMAN was
asked about a certain section of the
bill. And he said, and this was in com-
mittee, Why are you asking me? I cer-
tainly don’t know everything that is in
my bill.

I would suggest if you are writing a
bill that will have such profound reper-
cussions for decades to come by killing
our economy and subduing our people,
that is an unacceptable answer.
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We know that there are many dan-
gers that are going to be unleashed by
this legislation, and it’s an economy-
killing piece of legislation. Its aim sup-
posedly is to reduce CO, emissions—
and let’s again say this. CO,, 80 percent
of it in the atmosphere is traced not to
human activity, it’s a minuscule part
of the atmosphere. Yet the goal of this
draconian legislation, this oppressive,
anti-economy legislation is to reduce
emissions to around 80 percent of the
current level of the world level by 2020.
From there, it would be gradually re-
duced further. In order to do this, the
Federal Government would issue per-
mits that companies would use in ex-
change for the right of emitting CO,.

Now, let’s make this very clear; CO,
does not harm human beings. CO,, we
pump it into these greenhouses to
make tomatoes grow better. I am all in
favor of controlling pollution, pollu-
tion of the water, of the air, of the
ground. CO, is not a pollutant that
hurts human beings, but that’s what
we are being asked to focus on and
that’s what this legislation that will
destroy the jobs of the American peo-
ple focuses on.

Well, one wonders who will decide
who will receive the vouchers that are
going to be given out. Apparently, 85
percent of the vouchers for the next
few years will just be given out by the
government, and those vouchers will be
used to give permits to people who
want to do business that produces CO,.
Who is going to get those? This is an
invitation for corruption, an invitation
for corruption. We don’t even know
where the money went from the TARP
bill where we spent hundreds of billions
of dollars.
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So let’s remember that this bill will
have a dramatic impact on our econ-
omy and the American family. There
will be over $1,600 in new taxes per
American family by this legislation.
And all the jobs will then go to India
and to China. That’s what we’re doing.
We’re taxing our people, regulating our
business, and encouraging our busi-
nessmen then to go to China and to
India. It will destroy millions of jobs
by 2012.

Electricity rates will go up 90 percent
above the inflation rate. We will incur
$33,000 worth of additional Federal debt
for every man, woman, and child in
America because of this legislation.
And gas prices will rise over 50 percent,
natural gas prices well over 50 percent.

And who will be helped by this? The
Chinese and the Indians. That’s what
we’'re going to get out of this legisla-
tion. What did you expect from legisla-
tion that was designed to meet a phony
problem, man-made global warming,
which I have just demonstrated doesn’t
exist.

So, why is this happening? Why are
we on the verge of passing legislation?
Why have people even advocated man-
made global warming? Well, this has
all come about because there are peo-
ple in our country and throughout the
world who want to control the Amer-
ican people. They have wanted to do
this forever. They have wanted to
change our lifestyles whether we like it
or not. But this is a democracy, and
they had to scare us and they had to
skew the argument. They had to beat
down anybody who wanted to offer al-
ternative arguments in order to get us
to this point of passing legislation that
will dramatically control our people
and control industry and put us under
a burden of taxation and regulation
that will destroy the meaning of oppor-
tunity in America in the years to
come.

Now, why do they want to do this?
Because they want to build a whole
new world based on benevolent control
of people like themselves. And that’s
where the real threat comes in. The
real threat comes in that this is not
just the idea of centralizing power in
the Federal Government—which in and
of itself is contrary to what America is
supposed to be all about. We’re sup-
posed to let local government and
State governments control many
things, but this is a centralization of
power into the hands of global govern-
ment.

Yes, you hear global answers, We’re
global this and global that. What that
means is international organizations
like the United Nations—which is filled
with corrupt governments and rep-
resentatives from corrupt govern-
ments, filled with representatives from
governments that are despotic gang-
sters who murder their own people. We
should not be transferring power glob-
ally. That is the worst possible sce-
nario. But this, too, like the man-made
global warming theory, is their dream,
the dream of a planet being planned
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out by benevolent people, as if people
on the international scale and Wash-
ington, D.C., are naturally more com-
petent and more benevolent than the
people themselves or the people in
local government.

What can we expect? Yes, as this
moves along, this is the first major
step. This bill that will be coming up
this week, the cap-and-trade bill based
on fraudulent science, this will be the
first step towards what? Towards cen-
tralizing money and power in the Fed-
eral Government.

The next step is centralizing that
power globally, all in the name of be-
nevolent ends, all in the name of stop-
ping this horrible threat that’s hanging
over our heads, man-made global
warming. Of course, they don’t use that
anymore. Again, remember, every time
the word ‘‘climate change’ is used is
an admission that the people who advo-
cated man-made global warming were
wrong all along.

So I would suggest that this is the
time for the patriots to stand up to the
globalists. This is the time for us to
say, We don’t want this legislation. It
will be harmful to our families. It will
centralize power and money and re-
sources in the Federal Government. It
will destroy our economy at a time
when people need jobs and a stronger
economy. It will actually help the Chi-
nese and the Indians more than us, all
in the same benevolent-motivated ac-
tivity, which is very similar to the end-
ing of the use of DDT, which caused
millions of children in the third world
to die.

I don’t care if people are benevolent.
I don’t care what their motives are, if
their motives are benevolent. What is
important is whether they’re rational
and whether they’re right. I have
pointed out in this speech numerous
examples where the science is wrong,
and I would suggest that the theory
that big government controlling our
lives as the way to solve our problems
is also wrong. It will lead us not to
more prosperity and not to more lib-
erty, but a diminishing of the liberty
and prosperity of our people.

Again, wake up America. It’s time
for the patriots to act. We still have
time to turn this around. We have seen
$4 trillion being given out, $4 trillion of
private liability put on our shoulders
as public debt in this last year. This is
a tremendous centralization of power.

We will not give up our freedom and
let this happen. We are not powerless.
This is still a democracy. People need
to call their Member of Congress. They
need to call their Senator and say man-
made global warming was a hoax. It
was not something that we should be
basing a centralization of wealth and
power in the Federal Government, and
certainly not something that we should
be getting involved in in order to en-
rich the power of the United Nations
and other international bodies.

I would invite my fellow Americans
to get involved in the system. If one
does not get involved in the system, we
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will not go the right way. And I will
say that in our country’s history, it
has always been the intervention of the
American people at the right moment
that has kept us on the right track. It
wasn’t just sitting back and allowing
special interests—like are so evident in
this cap-and-trade legislation that will
be voted on later on this week—to
write the legislation, to control what
sounds like a benevolent-sounding ini-
tiative which will wreak havoc on the
life of the American people. They want
to control us and change our lifestyle.
Let them convince us. Don’t let them
control us and take away our demo-
cratic rights.

Mr. Speaker, as | stand here on the floor of
the House tonight, | am reminded of the tele-
vision series, The Twilight Zone. These days
| half expect Rod Serling to appear from be-
hind a curtain and announce that “This is the
Twilight Zone.” Yes, there is an almost bizarre
sense of unreality here in the Nation’s Capitol:
The transformation of private liability into pub-
lic debt on a massive scale, the unprece-
dented level of deficit spending, debt piled on
debt, borrowing from China to give foreign aid
to other countries, the willingness to pass dra-
conian restrictions and controls on our national
economy and on the lives of our people.

While seeking to save us from recession,
Congress shovels hundreds of billions into the
financial industry, much of which has ended
up in the pockets of fat cats and wheeler-deal-
ers who've been giving themselves multi-mil-
lion dollar bonuses even as they've driven
their own companies into the ground. The
give-aways and lack of oversight have been
mind boggling. We don't know where hun-
dreds of billions of dollars went and to whom,
yet now the taxpayers are on the hook for this
increase in our debt.

We've watched as nothing has been done
to protect the well being of our people.

Our nation’s borders leak like a spaghetti
strainer, millions of people illegally continue
pouring into our county to consume our limited
healthcare, education, and other social service
dollars, and yes, to take jobs from our people,
and in some cases commit crimes against our
people. Our government lets it happen. We
can’t even build a fence.

In California we can’t even build new water
systems in the middle of a drought, this we
are told because of a tiny fish—the delta
smelt—so our people will suffer because of
concern over a little, tiny, worthless fish that’s
not even good enough to use as bait. So last
week, even amidst California’s tremendous dif-
ficulties, with drought conditions and a short-
age of water at near-crisis, this House voted
not for the people, but for fish. No water for
our people if that little fish might be affected.

Perhaps the most damaging of the weird
policies I've described is America’s long time
commitment not to develop our domestic en-
ergy resources. Even as high energy prices
have brought suffering and economic hardship
to our people. Even as dollars have been si-
phoned from our pockets and deposited in cof-
fers overseas, enriching foreigners, some of
whom hate us. While our hard-earned dollars
are being extracted from us, massive domestic
deposits of oil and gas worth trillions of dollars
are untouched, untapped, unused. Even as
California sinks into an economic catas-
trophe—off the coast, are huge caverns filled
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with massive deposits of oil and gas sitting
there? Even as California cuts or cancels pub-
lic services, billions of dollars of tax revenue
from that oil and gas sits right off shore, yet
the state of California lets it sit while our peo-
ple suffer and the state goes broke. Trillions of
dollars have been sent overseas for energy
while at home, no new oil refineries, no hydro
electric dams, no nuclear power plants.

As | say all of it's a bit bizarre. But it is not
meaningless nonsense. Those who’ve insisted
up these anti-domestic energy policies know
what they are doing. They want to change our
way of life whether we like it or not. So a few
decades ago they grabbed onto a theory that
the world is heating up because humankind
uses carbon based fuel—oil, gas, coal, etc.
This theory would give them the ability to
stampede politicians, even scientists, into sup-
porting draconian policies and mandates,
changes in our economy and our lifestyle. All
in the name of protecting us from a climate
calamity: Man-made Global Warming.

The good book says “the truth shall make
you free”; a caveat might be “and a lie can
destroy your freedom.” Man-made Global
Warming has given respectable cover to advo-
cates of tax and regulatory policies that no
one would even consider, except, of course,
unless it is an emergency. In reality, the effort
behind the Man-made Global Warming jug-
gernaut is the biggest power grab in history. It
gives politicos, who’ve always wanted to con-
trol the behavior of normal people, a seem-
ingly legitimate reason to do so . . . even
over their objections. This power grab was set
in motion back in the very first days of the
Clinton administration in 1993.

When the Clinton Administration took over,
one of the first actions of that administration
was to fire Dr. Wiliam Happer, a man who
dared challenge Vice President Gore. He be-
lieved in science, not the junk science of the
radicals. He didn’t fit, so out he went. From
there the pattern became all too clear. In order
to receive even one penny of federal research
funds, a scientist would expected to toe the
line of Man-made Global Warming alarmism.
Any dissent would be quickly quashed, or at
least cut off from any federal research funding.
So when approaching this concept of Man-
made Global Warming we must examine the
science behind it. So let's state right off, the
unconscionable intimidation of the science
community during the Clinton years has en-
sured that bad science permeates the entire
argument of those alarmists perpetuating this
man-made myth.

That it is based on bad science and lies is
easy to discern by the herculean effort Man-
made Global Warming advocates have made
to cut off debate. That is why in Congress
they are now trying to quickly slip by drastic
life altering legislation based on the Man-made
Global Warming theory without confronting the
basic science. How many of us have heard
“Case closed?” “This debate is over.” That is
the language of debate and discussion restric-
tion.

Case closed. Al Gore takes no questions.
Every prominent scientist agrees so you must
be a kook to disagree. The name calling and
stifing of debate by the Man-made Global
Warming advocates has been shameful and a
disservice to democracy.

So what about the science?

First, about the so-called warming cycle
caused by human activity—we know that there
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have been weather cycles and climate cycles
throughout the history of the world. The Global
Warming alarmists are now using a low point
of a 500 year cooling cycle, the end of the Lit-
tle Ice Age, as their baseline for determining
if humankind is making the planet hotter.
Should we really be upset when there is a 1
or 2 degree rise from a 500 year low point in
temperatures?

So science question number one: are they
not using an unreasonably cooler moment as
a baseline for analysis? Question number two:
what about the other weather cycles that have
had nothing to do with human activity? A thou-
sand years ago things were much warmer
than now. Iceland and Greenland were farmed
by Norsemen. What about the many other cy-
cles, many of them to prehistoric times, even
before man? So, all of a sudden it's man’s
fault?

So, if these cycles were happening before
humans were a force on the planet, isn't it
likely there is another explanation for the cy-
cles? Well, it seems to many scientists that
cycles of climate follow solar activity. That's
why cycles mirroring those on earth have
been observed on other planets.

In recent years we've been treated to out-
cries of agony about the melting taking place
in the Arctic. Who has not seen the pictures
of the poor polar bear on the ice flow, obvi-
ously a victim of Man-made Global Warming?
Well not so fast. Yes, the ice cap is retreating.
There’s no doubt about that. But what about
the ice cap on Mars? There is an ice cap on
Mars and it is retreating at exactly the same
time as our ice cap is retreating. Doesn’t that
indicate that it might be the sun and not driv-
ing SUVs or modern technology that’s creating
such cycles, including the one that we are al-
ready in?

So, if a polar bear is hurt it is not caused
by human activity. And by the way, the polar
bear population has dramatically expanded—
there are 4 to 5 times the number of polar
bears as there were in the 1960s.

So here’s another scientific challenge: were
there already cycles? And if polar ice on Mars
is retreating as well, aren’t cycles likely the re-
sult of solar activity? Let's have an answer to
that.

The Man-made Global Warming theory has
been focused on CO,. Let's talk about the
science of this. CO, is a miniscule part of our
atmosphere, and if you ask the ordinary per-
son, they think it's 20 percent of the atmos-
phere. Well, actually it's less than 0.04 per-
cent. Much less than 1 tenth of 1 percent of
the atmosphere is CO,. And of that, at least
80 percent of the CO, in the atmosphere is
not traced to human activity.

There have been, over the years, times
when CO, was going up and down dramati-
cally but did not affect the climate of the plan-
et. For example, if Man-made CO, causes
warming, why, as CO, levels were rising dra-
matically in the 1940s, fifties, sixties and sev-
enties why, if the CO, was rising in those dec-
ades, why was there actually a cooling of our
climate in those decades?

Okay. Let's hear the science. Come on.
Why is everyone afraid to take on these sci-
entific answers? | had one person suggest to
me that the pollution in the atmosphere com-
pletely overwhelmed the “Greenhouse Effect”
during this period. If that's true, then The
Clean Air Act of 1970 is directly responsible
for Man-made Global Warming. Does anyone
believe that?
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And here’s another scientific challenge. A
recent study shows that over 80 percent of
America’s temperature and weather stations
have been compromised and are faulty in the
information they’re providing.

The numbers have been skewed. They are
suspect because the monitors have been
placed in locations that do not meet the Na-
tional Weather Service basic standards. In
other words, the equipment is compromised;
the figures coming out of the equipment can-
not be relied upon. And our system, with 80
percent of our monitors that do not meet the
standards, has been heralded as the best in
the world. So think about that. What's going
on in the rest of the world when we’re talking
about a one-degree rise in temperature since
the end of the little ice age?

So how about that as a scientific challenge?
If the data is based on monitors that don’t
meet scientific standards, how can we pass
laws with taxes and controls on our people,
even if the the so-called problem is based on
a bogus number?

And even with the current methods of col-
lecting data, we have been warned time and
again with dire predictions. Over the last 20
years, spreading the alarm, told us, Vice
President Gore and others.

The temperatures were going to continue to
climb and then we would reach a tipping point
and temperatures would jump dramatically.
Well, wake up. Quit talking theory.

The Global Warming alarmists’ predictions
were wrong, 180 degrees wrong. It has not
gotten any warmer for over a decade and it
looks like we're even still getting cooler. That
is totally contradictory to the predictions that
alarmists like VP Gore and others aggres-
sively made to us. OK, this is yet another
science-based challenge.

Don’t ignore it, please pay us more respect
than just changing your basic mantra from
“Man-made Global Warming” to “climate
change.”

If I am proven wrong on a point, | will apolo-
gize and change my position. | won'’t try to
change my wording so it sounds like | was
never wrong in the first place.

These people were wrong. Remember it.
Every time they say “climate change” remem-
ber these were the same people who were
talking about Man-made Global Warming.
Their dishonesty is underscored every time
they now use the phrase “climate change.”
Now, no matter if it gets warmer or colder,
they want us to give them the power to tax
and control us even though the preponder-
ance of evidence now suggests that cycles
come from solar activity.

Let me note this, this gang told us human
activity was causing the planet to warm. Now
they are using the words ‘“climate change,”
which is an admission that the Earth is getting
cooler. So if human activity was making it
warmer, then maybe it is good that human
beings will mitigate a cooling cycle with the
human activity that, according to Al Gore and
others, was making it warmer. Logically, they
should now be advocating we use more fossil
fuel.

So Al Gore’s scientific mumbo-jumbo was
deceptive, the contention that all of the promi-
nent scientists agreed with him was not true
then and especially not true now. I'd now like
to add a long list of many prominent scientists
who oppose the Man-made Global Warming
theory. The temperature predictions have
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been wrong, and the man-made CO, premise
is wrong.

Now we find out that the monitors used to
collect the data were placed next to air-condi-
tioning exhaust vents, and in parking lots, and
on top of buildings, and near other heat
sources which, of course, made all of their
data totally unreliable.

We also know the methodology of using
computer models has been questionable from
the very beginning. We all know the saying:
garbage in, garbage out. But no one was per-
mitted to hear the questions; no one was per-
mitted to ask follow-up questions; and to this
day no one has been permitted to view the as-
sumptions and calculations that went into the
incorrect computer models used to justify the
alarmist campaign that is now being used to
justify punitive taxes and controls on our peo-
ple.

The projections have been wrong. The at-
tempt to stifle debate and shut up those peo-
ple who disagree by calling them names, de-
nying grants, and making personal attacks has
been wrong.

So, let's review the scientific challenges to
the Man-made Global Warming theory. | have
issued challenges to any of my colleagues to
debate the science of this issue, not one of
those who now seem willing to vote for draco-
nian legislation to implement the recommenda-
tions of the Global Warming alarmists have
ever stepped forward. What is it they don’t
want to confront?

Baseline comparison is at the bottom of a
500-year decline in temperature. The science
measurements were partly or severely flawed
by a monitoring system that does not meet
minimum acceptable standards. Past climate
cycles were frequent even before the emer-
gence of mankind. Cycles like the retreating
polar ice caps are parallel to similar cycles on
Mars suggesting solar activity, rather than
human activity, is the culprit. Increasing CO,
levels did not cause warming, which can be
shown in the 1940s, 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s
where there was an increasing level of CO,,
but yet it was getting cooler.

Now that Man-made Global Warming has
been driven into the public consciousness, the
alarmists have the leverage right here in
Washington. There is a price to pay, like the
millions of children dying in Africa of malaria
because we prevented the use of DDT. We
did this so that bird egg shells would be thick-
er. The birds were more important to them
than millions of third world children. So re-
member, there is a serious price to pay for lis-
tening to irrational alarmists.

And now all of this confronts us. There is a
bill to be voted on this week—the “American
Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009”
though | would call it the “Destroy American
Jobs and Use Candles Act.” It is a bill that
comes at exactly the wrong time, and its neg-
ative consequences will be ever more severe
in economic hard times as we are now suf-
fering. Maybe we are like the 3rd world chil-
dren in their minds. The birds are more impor-
tant than our own suffering people.

So let’s be clear. Our unemployment is cur-
rently at 9.4%, and that is expected to soon
rise over double digits. There are unsubstan-
tiated boasts of jobs saved through the stim-
ulus act, but that doesn’t help the 345,000
Americans who lost their jobs last month put
food on the table for their families. Our pro-
jected federal debt for this fiscal year reaches
to one point eight trillion dollars!
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We will soon auction an unprecedented
$104 billion in debt. $104 billion with $11 bil-
lion in interest. That's $11 billion just thrown
away. It will not save jobs; it will not repave
roads; it will not provide healthcare. It will just
be used to continue our massive level of
spending.

And yet excessive taxation regulation man-
dates are now being proposed in Washington,
and they will have severe consequences.

So here we are, and now we are asked to
pass an economy killing bill, in the name of
stopping Man-made Globa Warming. What's in
this bill? Well don’t ask the bill’s author. Dur-
ing markup of this bill, Chairman WAXMAN,
when asked about a section of the bill
claimed, “You’re asking me? | certainly don't
claim to know everything that's in this bill.”
Well | would suggest, that if you are writing a
bill that will have profound repercussions for
decades to come, that is an unacceptable an-
swer.

Of course, we know the aim of this bill is to
reduce carbon dioxide emissions. As | have
already said, this goal is foolhardy at best. It
will reduce emissions of a harmless gas, while
neglecting to address the dangerous pollutants
that have had a demonstrated negative effect
on human health.

The current proposal would reduce allow-
able CO, emissions to around 80 percent of
the current level by 2020. From there it would
gradually decrease further. In order to control
this, the federal government would issue per-
mits that companies would use in exchange
for the right to emit CO,. These permits could
be traded, bought and sold. Companies which
emit more CO, than they have allowances for
would face heavy fines. The sale of these rev-
enues will supposedly cover the cost of the
bill. 1t is surprising then, that 85% of these al-
lowances will be given out for free during the
next twenty years. What?!? One wonders who
will decide who receives what will become yet
another government subsidy, or a political
giveaway. According to recently released num-
bers by the nonpartisan Congressional Budget
Office, this bill gives away $821 billion worth
of allocations to who the hell knows who,
while consumers are going to pay $846 billion
more in carbon energy costs. We have no
idea where those funds will go. The last time
we passed legislation with no idea what we
were voting on, AlG got big bonuses. Who will
win big under this bill is still unclear, but what
is clear is who will lose: The American worker.

But even if we believe all of the arguments
made by those who would foist this bill on us,
it will still not accomplish any meaningful CO»
reduction. Remember, 80 percent or more of
the CO, in the atmosphere is not linked to
human activity. We must ask ourselves if the
cost of this bill, over $1600 in new taxes per
American family, is warranted given the fact
that the U.S. share of CO, emissions is falling
as China and India’s emissions are rising. So
again, is it really worth it? Both of these coun-
tries have already stated publicly that they will
not match these suicidal policies being pro-
posed. All this bill will do is further encourage
manufacturing to leave the United States for
these countries. All of this will cost America.
All of this, to decrease worldwide tempera-
tures by less than one degree over the next
20 years, that might take us a little close to
the 500-year low in global temperatures.

So it will not do what the bil’s sponsors
claim it will. But what this bill will also do is re-
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duce our gross domestic product by over $7
trillion and destroy nearly 2 million jobs by
2012. It will raise electricity rates by 90 per-
cent above inflation, incur $33,000 worth of
additional Federal debt for every man, woman
and child in America. Gas prices will rise over
50%. Natural Gas prices will rise by 50% as
well. And it will help the Chinese and other
people steal our businesses from us. This is
the real climate change calamity.

So yes, this bill costs on average 1.1 million
jobs a year. Between 2012 and 2035 the US
GDP will lose $9.4 trillion. All of this leads me
to ask this simple question Mr. Speaker: What
is worse: Living under Man-made Global
Warming, or living under Man-made Global
Warming legislation? | would suggest the lat-
ter.

For decades, phony, frightening predictions,
false climate assumptions and inaccurate in-
formation fed into computer climate models
have been foisted on the American people, in-
cluding our young people, and people through-
out the world. Even worse, honest discussion
on these issues of climate have been stifled,
and critics have been silenced in order to cre-
ate an illusion of a consensus that the climate
is going haywire and that we’re in for a Man-
made Global Warming calamity. So why is
this? Why do we have this specter of Man-
made Global Warming being portrayed as a
global calamity in the making? Well, it's being
used to stampede the public and, yes, stam-
pede officials into accepting what appears to
be the biggest power grab in history. One
doesn’t have to be a conspiracy nut to realize
there are a significant number of people who
really believe in centralizing the power of gov-
ernment into the hands of elected and even
unelected officials, centralizing that power in
Washington and elsewhere. And these
unelected officials, who now will be given so
much power, are expected to be competent
and expected to be well motivated. They are
expected to prove that by doing the things that
are consistent with the goals and the values of
the people who are pushing to centralize
power in their hands.

That we have a group of leftists who believe
in centralizing power should not surprise any-
one. But what we have here is the leftist politi-
cos in this country who believe in centralizing
power anyway.

Global and international bodies and our own
government and our own Congress will be
given the right and power to intervene in our
lives to prevent Man-made Global Warming.
That's what it's all about, globalism. If man
makes it, man must then be controlled. That's
why it was so important for them to steamroll
over anybody who is in opposition and wanted
to ask some questions. They want nobody to
ask questions about their theory about Man-
made Global Warming because they believe
men and women, people, need to be con-
trolled. That is part of their theory of govern-
ment. It will make it a whole new, more benev-
olent world. Unfortunately, a lot of the govern-
ment they are talking about is not the Amer-
ican Government. We are talking about inter-
national mandates from unelected bodies that
we will then pass on power and authority to,
which is supported by many of the people
right here in this Congress.

Of course, the proposal before us will de-
stroy the economy, and the irony of it is that
it will have nothing to do with saving the plan-
et, but will in fact perhaps make the environ-
ment of our planet worse, rather than better.
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That is why they have tried to stifle the debate
and the attempt to push climate change legis-
lation has never been more intense. People in
Washington, we don't need to be told that
there has been an attempt to stifle debate. But
| would ask that the American people think
about what they have heard about the Man-
made Global Warming theory over these 15
years, but especially over these last 4 years.
The attempt to ramp up these scare tactics is
at an all-time high.

But mark my words, the real calamity will
not be an out-of-control climate caused by hu-
mans; the real calamity brought on by Man-
made Global Warming will be the economy-
killing taxes and regulations that are put in
place to solve a nonexistent problem. That
economic decline that we’re talking about is
just Round one, however. Round two is easy
to predict.

For example, in the future, we are going to
face all kinds of mandates and controls from
the Federal Government and the
internationalcy. Some of these would be, for
example, mandated increases in parking fees.
Do they tell you that now? All your local com-
munities are going to have to raise your park-
ing fees. And there will be major impediments
to the private use of automobiles. And then, of
course, they’'ve got to end frequent flyer miles
and they’ve got to end discount air travel be-
cause, believe it or not, and nobody has ever
been telling you this, they believe that air-
planes are the biggest CO, footprint of all.
That's right. Your frequent flyer miles and your
discount tickets have got to go. Of course, the
elite will be able to fly around in their private
planes giving a donation by supposedly plant-
ing trees somewhere and thus they can fly in
their private planes. But the rest of us cannot
go to see our sick relatives on a discounted
ticket. No one has heard about this. Nobody
has heard about these types of controls that
are going to be mandated on our own people
by the United Nations perhaps. What has
been the purview of local government will be
transferred to much higher authorities. Local
government will be required to follow inter-
national guidelines, climate guidelines, when it
comes to building, zoning, even local planning.

This is part of our liberty. Where we live,
what we eat, how we run our lives, this is
what is at stake. It's called liberty. This is a
fight between the globalists, who found a vehi-
cle to try to gain power and grab power, and
those people who do believe in liberty and jus-
tice. We call them patriots. We call them peo-
ple around the world who do believe in these
Western values of dignity for the individual
and freedom and justice.
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If you aren’t frightened by this, you should
be. We have a fanatical movement of steely-
eyed zealots who cannot admit they made a
mistake, who always attack the other person
rather than trying to have honest discussions
of issues. Couple that with self-serving inter-
ests, and there are many self-serving interests
who are involved in this. They now have
joined in a political coalition that believes they
have the right to run the economy, run busi-
ness, run local schools, and run our lives.
They have been looking for an excuse to as-
sume power.

We must stand up and defeat this power
grab. Wake up America! Your freedom and
prosperity are at stake.

I yield back the balance of my time.

—————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2647, NATIONAL DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 2010

Ms. PINGREE of Maine, from the
Committee on Rules, submitted a priv-
ileged report (Rept. No. 111-182) on the
resolution (H. Res. 572) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2647) to
authorize appropriations for fiscal year
2010 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for fiscal year
2010, and for other purposes, which was
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2892, DEPARTMENT OF
HOMELAND SECURITY APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2010

Ms. PINGREE of Maine, from the
Committee on Rules, submitted a priv-
ileged report (Rept. No. 111-183) on the
resolution (H. Res. 573) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2892)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2010, and
for other purposes, which was referred
to the House Calendar and ordered to
be printed.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

A —————

H7141

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia) to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for
5 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, for 5
minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MORAN of Kansas) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. FLEMING, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. INGLIS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. SOUDER, for 5 minutes, today,
June 24, 25 and 26.
———
BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the
House reports that on June 19, 2009 she
presented to the President of the
United States, for his approval, the fol-
lowing bills.

H.R. 2346. Making supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2009, and for other purposes.

H.R. 2344. To amend section 114 of title 17,
United States Code, to provide for agree-
ments for the reproduction and performance
of sound recordings by webcasters.

H.R. 837. To designate the Federal building
located at 799 United Nations Plaza in New
York, New York, as the ‘“Ronald H. Brown
United States Mission to the United Nations
Building”’.

H.R. 2675. To amend title II of the Anti-
trust Criminal Penalty Enhancement and
Reform Act of 2004 to extend the operation of
such title for a 1-year period ending June 22,
2010.

H.R. 813. To designate the Federal building
and United States courthouse located at 306
East Main Street in Elizabeth City, North
Carolina, as the ‘‘J. Herbert W. Small Fed-
eral Building and United States Court-
house™.

————

ADJOURNMENT

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 30 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, June 24, 2009, at 10
a.m.

EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL

Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for speaker-authorized official travel during the
first quarter and second quarter of 2009 pursuant to Public Law 95-384 are as follows:

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO DENMARK, EXPENDED BETWEEN MAY 26 AND MAY 29, 2009

Date

Name of Member or employee

Arrival Departure

Per diem !

Transportation

Other purposes Total

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency 2

Country Foreign

currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency 2

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency 2

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

Foreign
currency

5/26
5/26
5/26

5/29
5/29
5/29

Hon. Steny Hoyer
Hon. Mariah Sixkiller ...
Austin Burnes

Denmark
Denmark
Denmark

1,529.64
1,629.64
1,629.64

7,039.27
7,039.27
7,039.27

8,568.91
8,568.91
8,568.91
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO DENMARK, EXPENDED BETWEEN MAY 26 AND MAY 29, 2009—Continued

Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Committee total .......cooooevveerrcereeriereees v 25,706.73

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

HON. STENY H. HOYER, Chairman, June 6, 2009.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO CANADA—U.S. INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP, CONFERENCE HELD IN LA MALBAIE, QUEBEC, CANADA,

EXPENDED BETWEEN MAY 15 AND MAY 18, 2009

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency ? currency 2 currency? currency 2

Hon. James Oberstar 5/15 5/18  Canada 1,004.03 1,004.03
Hon. Cliff Stearns 5/15 5/18  Canada 599.29 599.29
Hon. Bart Stupak . 5/15 5/17  Canada 393.00 1,008.41 1,401.41
Hon. Candice Miller . 5/15 5/17  Canada 393.00 1,167.68 1,560.68
Peter Quilter 5/15 5/18  Canada 472.18 472.18
Robyn Wapner 5/15 5/18  Canada 472.18 472.18
Mary McVeigh 5/15 5/18  Canada 472.18 472.18
Dr. Kay King 5/15 5/18  Canada 472.18 472.18
Carl Ek 5/15 5/18  Canada 472.18 472.18
Jason Lamote 5/15 5/18  Canada 472.18 472.18
Shanna Winters 5/15 5/17  Canada 31479 s 1,357.35 1,672.14
Committee total ......ocoeeeeeerrrririressrricicieens e 5537.19 3,533.44 9,070.63

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR, Chairman, May 17, 2009.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO JORDAN, QATAR, UNITED KINGDOM, EXPENDED BETWEEN MAY 7 AND MAY 12, 2009

Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee ; Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
Arrival Departure
currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2

Hon. Nancy PElOSi ... 5/07 5/08  Jordan 354.00 (3) 354.00
Hon. Rush Holt 5/07 5/08  Jordan 354.00 () 354.00
Hon. Brian Monagh 5/07 5/08  Jordan 354.00 () 354.00
Hon. Wilson Livingood ...........cccecvvveeeemerervecerennennns 5/07 5/08  Jordan 354.00 (3) 354.00
John Lawrence 5/07 5/08  Jordan 354.00 () 354.00
Wyndee Parker 5/07 5/08  Jordan 354.00 (3) 354.00
Andrew Hammill ........coooeeorverreriirecrriieneennnennns 5/07 5/08  Jordan 354.00 (3) 354.00
Bridget Fallon 5/07 5/08  Jordan 354.00 () 354.00
Hon. Nancy PElOSI .......vveeeemmreeeieersenereeieissseneenes 5/08 511  Qatar 1,073.00 (3) 1,073.00
Hon. Rush Holt 5/08 5/11  Qatar 1,073.00 () 1,073.00
Hon. Brian Monagh 5/08 5/11  Qatar 1,073.00 () 1,073.00
Hon. Wilson Livingood ...........cccecvvveeeeuerereeeereenennns 5/08 511  Qatar 1,073.00 (3) 1,073.00
John Lawrence 5/08 511 Qatar 1,073.00 () 1,073.00
Wyndee Parker 5/08 5/11  Qatar 1,073.00 (3) 1,073.00
Andrew Hammill ... 5/08 5/11  Qatar 1,073.00 () 1,073.00
Bridget Fallon 5/08 5/11  Qatar 1,073.00 () 1,073.00
Hon. Nancy PElOSi ..o 5/11 512 United Kingdom 452.00 (3) 452.00
Hon. Rush Holt 5/11 5/12  United Kingdom 452.00 () 452.00
Hon. Brian Monagh 5/11 512 United Kingdom 452.00 (3) 452.00
Hon. Wilson Livingood ...........cccecvvveeeeumerrreeeereenennns 5/11 512 United Kingdom 452.00 (3) 452.00
John Lawrence 5/11 5/12 United Kingdom 452.00 () 452.00
Wyndee Parker 5/11 512 United Kingdom 452.00 (3) 452.00
Andrew Hammill .......oooovveeeeeeeeeeeeeeenns 5/11 5/12  United Kingdom 452.00 (3) 452.00
Bridget Fallon 5/11 5/12  United Kingdom 452.00 () 452.00

Committee total .........ccccoovcvcviiiviiiiiiiiiiins v 15,112.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

3 Military air transportation.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

2358. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule Alkyl Amine
Polyalkoxylates; Exemption from the Re-
quirement of a Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-
2008-0738; FRI1.-8418-6] received June 12, 2009,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

2359. A letter from the Majority Co-Chair
and Minority Co-Chair, Commission on War-
time Contracting in Iraqg and Afghanistan,
transmitting the Commission’s Interim Re-
port describing the Commission’s origins, its

plan of work, its review of existing knowl-
edge and results of investigations so far, and
items on the agenda for further investiga-
tion; to the Committee on Armed Services.

2360. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Defense, transmitting legisla-
tive proposals to be incorporated as part of
the National Defense Authorization Bill for
Fiscal Year 2010; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

2361. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Defense, transmitting a legis-
lative proposal to be a part of the National
Defense Authorization Bill for Fiscal Year
2010; to the Committee on Armed Services.

2362. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Defense, transmitting a legis-
lative proposal to be a part of the National
Defense Authorization Bill for Fiscal Year
2010; to the Committee on Armed Services.

HON. NANCY PELOSI, Speaker of the House, June 12, 2009.

2363. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Defense, transmitting a legis-
lative proposal to be a part of the National
Defense Authorization Bill for Fiscal Year
2010; to the Committee on Armed Services.

2364. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Defense, transmitting a legis-
lative proposal to be a part of the National
Defense Authorization Bill for Fiscal Year
2010; to the Committee on Armed Services.

2365. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Suspen-
sion of Community Eligibility [Docket ID:
FEMA-2008-0020; Internal Agency Docket No.
FEMA-8069] received June 17, 2009, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Financial Services.
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2366. A letter from the Associate General
Counsel for Legislation and Regulations, De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Real Estate Settlement Procedures
Act (RESPA): Rule To Simplify and Improve
the Process of Obtaining Mortgages and Re-
duce Consumer Settlement Costs; With-
drawal of Revised Definition of ‘“‘Required
Use” [Docket No.: FR-5180-F-06] (RIN: 2502-
AI61) received June 2, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

2367. A letter from the Legal Information
Assistant, Department of the Treasury,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Fair Credit Reporting Affiliate Marketing
Regulations; Identity Theft Red Flags and
Address Discrepancies under the Fair and
Accurate Credit Transactions Act of 2003
[Docket ID: OCC-2009-0001 (RIN: 1557-AD14)
received June 8, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

2368. A letter from the Senior Counsel for
Regulatory Affairs, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — TARP Standards for Compensa-
tion and Corporate Governance (RIN: 1505-
ACO09) received June 15, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

2369. A letter from the Assistant to the
Board, Federal Reserve System, transmit-
ting the System’s final rule — Reserve Re-
quirements for Depository Institutions [Reg-
ulation D; Docket Nos.: R-1334 and R-1350] re-
ceived June 4, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

2370. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Dis-
trict of Columbia; Reasonably Available
Control Technology Under the 8-Hour Ozone
National Ambient Air Quality Standard
[EPA-R03-OAR-2008-0595; FRIL.-8918-1] re-
ceived June 12, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

2371. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Vir-
ginia; Northern Virginia Reasonably Avail-
able Control Technology Under the 8-Hour
Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Stand-
ard [EPA-R03-OAR-2007-0287; FRIL.-8918-2] re-
ceived June 12, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

2372. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Inclusion of CERCLA Sec-
tion 128(a) State Response Programs and
Tribal Response Programs [EPA-HQ-SFUND-
2009-0144; FRL-8919-3]1 (RIN: 2050-AGb3) re-
ceived June 12, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

2373. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Rulemaking to Reaffirm the
Promulgation of Revisions of the Acid Rain
Program Rules [EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0774;
FRL-8917-6] (RIN: 2060-AP35) received June
12, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

2374. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) and Nonattainment New
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Source Review (NSR): Aggregation [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2003-0064; FRL-8904-5] (RIN: 2060-AP49)
received May 13, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

2375. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final
rule — In the Matter of Amendment of Sec-
tion 73.622(1), Final DTV Table of Allot-
ments, Television Broadcast Stations. (Bis-
marck, North Dakota) [MB Docket No.: 08-
134 RM-11466] received June 17, 2009, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

2376. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final
rule — In the Matter of Amendment of Sec-
tion 73.622(1), Final DTV Table of Allot-
ments, Television Broadcast Stations. (Can-
ton, Ohio) [MB Docket No.: 08-126 RM-11458]
received June 12, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

2377. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final
rule — In the Matter of Amendment of Sec-
tion 73.622(1), Final DTV Table of Allot-
ments, Television Broadcast Stations. (Spo-
kane, Washington) [MB Docket No.: 08-129
RM-11461] received June 12, 2009, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

2378. A letter from the Office Director, Of-
fice of Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Consideration of Air-
craft Impacts for New Nuclear Power Reac-
tors [NRC-2007-0009] (RIN: 3150-AI19) received
June 17, 2009, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

2379. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — Revision of Fee Schedules; Fee
Recovery for FY 2009 [NRC-2008-0620] (RIN:
3150-AI152) received June 17, 2009, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

2380. A letter from the Deputy Director,
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting notification concerning the Depart-
ment of the Army’s proposed Letter(s) of
Offer and Acceptance to Chile for defense ar-
ticles and services [Transmittal No. 09-16],
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

2381. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting as re-
quired by Executive Order 13313 of July 31,
2003, a six-month periodic report on the na-
tional emergency with respect to the West-
ern Balkans that was declared in Executive
Order 13219 of June 26, 2001, pursuant to 50
U.S.C. 1641(c); to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

2382. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a six-
month periodic report on the national emer-
gency with respect to North Korea that was
declared in Executive Order 13466 of June 26,
2008, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1641(c); to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

2383. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting as re-
quired by Executive Order 13313 of July 31,
2003, a six-month periodic report on the na-
tional emergency with respect to the risk of
nuclear proliferation created by the accumu-
lation of weapons-usable fissile material in
the territory of the Russian Federation that
was declared in Executive Order 13159 of
June 21, 2000, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1641(c); to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

2384. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
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copy of D.C. ACT 18-104, “WMATA Compact
Consistency Temporary Amendment Act of
2009, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

2385. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De-
partment’s semiannual report from the of-
fice of the Inspector General for the period
ending March 31, 2009, pursuant to Public
Law 95-452; to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

2386. A letter from the Acting Assoc. Gen.
Counsel for General Law, Department of
Homeland Security, transmitting a report
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform
Act of 1998; to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

2387. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

2388. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 19998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

2389. A letter from the Acting Chairman,
Equal Employment Opportunity Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s semi-
annual report from the office of the Inspec-
tor General for the period ending March 31,
2009, pursuant to Section 5(b) of the Inspec-
tor General Act of 1978, as amended; to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

2390. A letter from the Executive Director,
Interstate Commission on the Potomac
River Basin, transmitting the Commission’s
audited Sixty-Eighth Financial Statement
for the period of October 1, 2007 to September
30, 2008 pursuant to the Federal Managers’
Financial Integrity Act and the Inspector
General Act of 1978, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

2391. A letter from the International Roll
Call, transmitting a presentation that com-
pares their Legislative clients’ use of four (4)
available display technologies; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

2392. A letter from the Staff Director, Com-
mission on Civil Rights, transmitting notifi-
cation that the Commission recently ap-
pointed members to the California Advisory
Committee; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

2393. A letter from the Staff Director, Com-
mission on Civil Rights, transmitting notifi-
cation that the Commission recently ap-
pointed members to the New Hampshire Ad-
visory Committee; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

2394. A letter from the Staff Director, Com-
mission on Civil Rights, transmitting notifi-
cation that the Commission recently ap-
pointed members to the Tennessee Advisory
Committee; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

2395. A letter from the Staff Director, Com-
mission on Civil Rights, transmitting notifi-
cation that the Commission recently ap-
pointed members to the Georgia Advisory
Committee; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

2396. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion’s Capital Investment Plan (CIP) for fis-
cal years 2010-2014, pursuant to 49 U.S.C. app.
2203(b)(1); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2397. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, General Services Administration,
transmitting informational copies of
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prospectuses and fact sheets that support the
U.S. General Services Administration’s Fis-
cal Year 2010 Capital Investment and Leasing
Program; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2398. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, transmitting a
draft bill to authorize $1,196,230,000 for the
Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) major
facility construction project for Fiscal Year
2010 and $196,227,000 for major facility leases
for Fiscal Year 2010; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

2399. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Department of Homeland Security,
transmitting a draft bill ‘‘to authorize the
Transportation Security Administration to
adjust the fee imposed on passengers of air
carriers and foreign air carriers to pay the
costs of aviation security, and for other pur-
poses’’; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity.

2400. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting
in accordance with the provisions of section
17(a) of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act,
the Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990, Pub.
L. 101- 576, and the Government Performance
and Results Act of 1993, the Corporation’s
2008 Annual Report; jointly to the Commit-
tees on Financial Services and Oversight and
Government Reform.

2401. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s 2008 report entitled, ‘“‘Department of
Energy Activities Relating to the Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board’, pursuant
to Section 316(b) of the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954; jointly to the Committees on Energy
and Commerce and Armed Services.

2402. A letter from the Chairman, Labor
Member and Management Member, Railroad
Retirement Board, transmitting the Board’s
2009 annual report on the financial status of
the railroad unemployment insurance sys-
tem, pursuant to Public Law 100-647, section
7105; jointly to the Committees on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure and Ways and
Means.

2403. A letter from the Director, Executive
Office of the President, Office of National
Drug Policy, transmitting the Office’s 2009
National Southwest Border Counternarcotics
Strategy, pursuant to Public Law 109-469,
section 1110; jointly to the Committees on
Armed Services, Homeland Security, Over-
sight and Government Reform, Energy and
Commerce, the Judiciary, and Appropria-
tions.

2404. A letter from the Honorable Tim Mur-
phy (R-PA) and the Honorable Neil Aber-
crombie (D-HI), transmitting a draft bill en-
titled, ‘“H.R. 2227, the American Conserva-
tion and Clean Energy Independence Act of
2009’; jointly to the Committees on Natural
Resources, Oversight and Government Re-
form, Energy and Commerce, Ways and
Means, Science and Technology, Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, Education and
Labor, Rules, the Budget, and the Judiciary.

————

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. SKELTON: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. Supplemental report on H.R. 2647. A bill
to authorize appropriations for fiscal year
2010 for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense, to prescribe military per-
sonnel strengths for fiscal year 2010, and for
other purposes (Rept. 111-166 Pt. 2).

Mr. OBEY: Committee on Appropriations.
Report on the Revised Suballocation of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Budget Allocations For Fiscal Year 2010
(Rept. 111-174). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. RAHALL: Committee on Natural Re-
sources. H.R. 5566. A Dbill to establish a pro-
gram of research, recovery, and other activi-
ties to provide for the recovery of the south-
ern sea otter; with an amendment (Rept. 111-
175). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. RAHALL: Committee on Natural Re-
sources. H.R. 934. A bill to convey certain
submerged lands to the Commonwealth of
the Northern Mariana Islands in order to
give that territory the same benefits in its
submerged lands as Guam, the Virgin Is-
lands, and American Samoa have in their
submerged lands; with an amendment (Rept.
111-176). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. RAHALL: Committee on Natural Re-
sources. H.R. 1018. A bill to amend the Wild
Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act to im-
prove the management and long-term health
of wild free-roaming horses and burros, and
for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. 111-177). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. RAHALL: Committee on Natural Re-
sources. H.R. 762. A bill to validate final pat-
ent number 27-2005-0081, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 111-178). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. RAHALL: Committee on Natural Re-
sources. H.R. 1275. A bill to direct the ex-
change of certain land in Grand, San Juan,
and Uintah Counties, Utah, and for other
purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 111-179).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. DICKS: Committee on Appropriations.
H.R. 2996. A bill making appropriations for
the Department of the Interior, environ-
ment, and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2010, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 111-180). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Ms. DELAURO: Committee on Appropria-
tions. H.R. 2997. A bill making appropria-
tions for Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and Related
Agencies programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2010, and for other purposes
(Rept. 111-181). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Ms. PINGREE of Maine: Committee on
Rules. House Resolution 572. Resolution pro-
viding for consideration of the bill (H.R. 2647)
to authorize appropriations for fiscal year
2010 for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense, to prescribe military per-
sonnel strengths for fiscal year 2010, and for
other purposes (Rept. 111-182). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. PERLMUTTER: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 573. Resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 2892) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department of
Homeland Security for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2010, and for other purposes
(Rept. 111-183). Referred to the House Cal-
endar.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
(for himself and Mr. ANDREWS):

H.R. 2989. A bill to amend the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 to
provide special reporting and disclosure
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rules for individual account plans and to pro-
vide a minimum investment option require-
ment for such plans, to amend such Act to
provide for independent investment advice
for participants and beneficiaries under indi-
vidual account plans, and to amend such Act
and the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide transitional relief under certain pension
funding rules added by the Pension Protec-
tion Act of 2006; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor, and in addition to the
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.
By Mr. SKELTON (for himself, Mr.
TOWNS, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. WAXMAN,
Mr. RAHALL, Mr. MARKEY of Massa-
chusetts, Mrs. DAVIS of California,
and Mr. LYNCH):

H.R. 2990. A bill to provide special pays and
allowances to certain members of the Armed
Forces, expand concurrent receipt of mili-
tary retirement and VA disability benefits to
disabled military retirees, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services,
and in addition to the Committees on Over-
sight and Government Reform, Natural Re-
sources, and Veterans’ Affairs, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. CUMMINGS:

H.R. 2991. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, to provide authority to the Sec-
retary of Transportation to guarantee sure-
ties against loss resulting from a breach of
the terms of a bond by an eligible small busi-
ness concern, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. COLE (for himself and Mr. JOR-
DAN of Ohio):

H.R. 2992. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to prohibit the use of pub-
lic funds for political party conventions; to
the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. COLE (for himself and Mr. JOR-
DAN of Ohio):

H.R. 2993. A bill to amend chapters 95 and
96 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
terminate taxpayer financing of presidential
election campaigns; to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on House Administration, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. BOUCHER (for himself and Mr.
STEARNS):

H.R. 2994. A bill to reauthorize the Sat-
ellite Home Viewer Extension and Reauthor-
ization Act of 2004, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. DAVIS of Alabama (for himself,
Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. CASSIDY, Mr.
BACHUS, Mr. CA0, Mr. MELANCON, Mr.
BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. FLEMING, Mr.
SCALISE, and Mr. BOSWELL):

H.R. 2995. A bill to amend the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Tax Act of 2009
to clarify the low-income housing credits
that are eligible for the low-income housing
grant election, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

By Mr. WAXMAN (for himself and Mr.
MARKEY of Massachusetts):

H.R. 2998. A bill to create clean energy
jobs, achieve energy independence, reduce
global warming pollution and transition to a
clean energy economy; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce, and in addition to
the Committees on Foreign Affairs, Ways
and Means, Financial Services, Education
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and Labor, Science and Technology, Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, Natural Re-
sources, Agriculture, Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, and the Judiciary, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. BALDWIN (for herself, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. TiIM MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania, and Mr. SCHRADER):

H.R. 2999. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to enhance and increase
the number of veterinarians trained in vet-
erinary public health; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

By Ms. LEE of California:

H.R. 3000. A bill to establish a United
States Health Service to provide high qual-
ity comprehensive health care for all Ameri-
cans and to overcome the deficiencies in the
present system of health care delivery; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committees on Ways
and Means, and Education and Labor, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Ms. BALDWIN (for herself, Mr.
WAXMAN, Ms. LEE of California, Mr.
HONDA, and Ms. VELAZQUEZ):

H.R. 3001. A bill to address the health dis-
parities experienced by lesbian, gay, bisex-
ual, and transgender Americans, to elimi-
nate the barriers they face in accessing qual-
ity health care, and to ensure that good
health and well-being is accessible to all; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committees on Armed
Services, the Judiciary, Ways and Means,
Oversight and Government Reform, House
Administration, Education and Labor, Vet-
erans’ Affairs, Transportation and Infra-
structure, Intelligence (Permanent Select),
and Foreign Affairs, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. BOEHNER (for himself and Mr.
CANTOR):

H.R. 3002. A bill to protect all patients by
prohibiting the use of data obtained from
comparative effectiveness research to deny
coverage of items or services under Federal
health care programs and to ensure that
comparative effectiveness research accounts
for advancements in personalized medicine
and differences in patient treatment re-
sponse; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mrs. CAPPS (for herself, Mr. ROG-
ERS of Michigan, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. CAPITO, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. HARE,
and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 3003. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to establish the School-
Based Health Clinic program, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. GINGREY of Georgia (for him-
self, Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. KING
of Iowa, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr.
PAULSEN, Ms. FALLIN, Mr. BARTLETT,
Mr. PITTS, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr.
CULBERSON, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr.
BONNER, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr.
BILBRAY, Mr. JONES, Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND, Mr. WAMP, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
NUNES, and Mr. SMITH of Nebraska):

H.R. 3004. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross in-
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come gain from the conversion of property
by reason of eminent domain; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GRAVES:

H.R. 3005. A bill to expedite the increased
supply and availability of energy to our Na-
tion; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. GRIJALVA (for himself, Mr.
FATTAH, Ms. CLARKE, Mr. HARE, Mr.
DAvIs of Illinois, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. LANGEVIN, and
Mr. SESTAK):

H.R. 3006. A bill to provide grants to States
to ensure that all students in the middle
grades are taught an academically rigorous
curriculum with effective supports so that
students complete the middle grades pre-
pared for success in high school and postsec-
ondary endeavors, to improve State and dis-
trict policies and programs relating to the
academic achievement of students in the
middle grades, to develop and implement ef-
fective middle grades models for struggling
students, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. KANJORSKI:

H.R. 3007. A bill to provide fiscal assistance
to local governments; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

By Mr. KISSELL:

H.R. 3008. A bill to establish a National
Strategic Gasoline Reserve, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. ROSS:

H.R. 3009. A bill to promote alternative and
renewable fuels and domestic energy produc-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources, and in addition
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. WU:

H.R. 3010. A bill to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to re-
duce class size through the use of fully quali-
fied teachers, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. TURNER (for himself, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. PITTS, Mr. BART-
LETT, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. BROUN of
Georgia, Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr.
BisHOP of Utah, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr.
GINGREY of Georgia, Mr. POSEY, Mr.
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. BONNER, Mr.
GOHMERT, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas,
Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr.
LATTA, Mr. HELLER, Mr. ROGERS of
Alabama, Mr. LEE of New York, Mr.
MILLER of Florida, Mr. GARRETT of
New Jersey, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr.
MARCHANT, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of
California, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mr. REHBERG, Mr. ALEX-
ANDER, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. PENCE, Mr.
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.
BoozMAN, Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky,
Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. PLATTS, Mr.
LINDER, Mr. WaMP, Mr. AKIN, Mr.
KINGSTON, Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of
Florida, Mr. McKEON, Mr. KLINE of
Minnesota, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. TERRY,
Mr. BACHUS, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. ROE
of Tennessee, Mr. FLEMING, Mr.
CULBERSON, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr.
TIBERI, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. YOUNG of
Florida, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. SHUSTER,
Mr. MicA, Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado,
Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Mr. KING of New
York, Mr. BARRETT of South Caro-
lina, Mr. COLE, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
OLSON, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr.
FORBES, Mr. AUSTRIA, Mr. REICHERT,
Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr.
ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr. JONES, Mr.
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BOEHNER, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. DUN-
CAN, Ms. FoxXX, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. POE
of Texas, Mr. HERGER, Mr. HOEKSTRA,

Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. BURGESS, Mr.
LEWIS of California, Mr. FLAKE, Mr.
LucAs, Mr. CARTER, Ms. GRANGER,
Mr. WALDEN, Mr. LANCE, Mr.

HENSARLING, Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE
of Florida, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. COBLE,
Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr.
NEUGEBAUER, Mr. NUNES, Mr.
McCAUL, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr.
GRAVES, and Mr. CANTOR):

H.J. Res. 57. A joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to prohibit the United States
from owning stock in corporations; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA (for himself,
Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. HONDA,
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. PAYNE, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, and Ms. BORDALLO):

H. Res. 574. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
Peru should immediately cease any hostile
activity against its indigenous peoples and
instead engage in dialogue to address ongo-
ing political conflict between state authori-
ties and indigenous peoples; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. GINGREY of Georgia (for him-
self, Ms. WATERS, Mr. BROUN of Geor-
gia, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. BONNER,
Mr. BRADY of Texas, Ms. FALLIN, Mr.
AKIN, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr.
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. SCALISE, Mr.
THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
CULBERSON, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. SAM
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr.
JONES, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr.
McCAUL, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr.
MACK, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. JOHNSON of
Illinois, Mr. WAMP, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
NUNES, and Mr. SMITH of Nebraska):

H. Res. 575. A resolution expressing support
for the private property rights protections
guaranteed by the 5th Amendment to the
Constitution on the 4th anniversary of the
Supreme Court’s decision of Kelo v. City of
New London; to the Committee on the Judi-

ciary.
By Mr. SESTAK (for himself, Mr. VAN
HoOLLEN, Mr. McCAUL, and Mr.
TIBERI):

H. Res. 576. A resolution expressing support
for designation of September 12, 2009, as ‘‘Na-
tional Childhood Cancer Awareness Day’’; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. SOUDER (for himself, Mr.
BILBRAY, Mr. CARTER, Mr. PIERLUISI,
and Mr. BURTON of Indiana):

H. Res. 577. A resolution recognizing the
Nation’s orthopedic industry for its contin-
ued legacy of innovation in providing devices
that relieve the pain of, and restore mobility
to, active duty armed service members, vet-
erans, and patients of all ages from all walks
of life; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

———

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of Rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

97. The SPEAKER presented a memorial of
the State Senate and Assembly of the State
Legislature of Nevada, relative to SENATE
JOINT RESOLUTION No. 2 Urging the Ne-
vada Congressional Delegation and Congress
to take certain actions concerning wilder-
ness areas and wilderness study areas; to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

98. Also, a memorial of the State House of
Representatives of Alaska, relative to House
Resolve No. 9 Reaffirming support for the en-
vironmentally responsible development of
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the Kensington Gold Mine; and urging the
governor to encourage and facilitate the
prompt continuation or reinstatement, reac-
tivation, and period extension of permits au-
thorizing the construction and operation of
the Kensington Gold Mine upon a decision by
the United States Supreme Court in favor of
the Kensington Gold Mine; to the Committee
on Natural Resources.

99. Also, a memorial of the State Senate
and the Assembly of the State Legislature of
Nevada, relative to Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution No. 35 Urging Congress to enact legis-
lation allowing states to collect sales taxes
on remote sales, including sales on the Inter-
net; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

100. Also, a memorial of the State House of
Representatives of Alaska, relative to House
Resolve No. 8 Requesting the United States
Congress to permanently repeal the federal
unified gift and estate tax; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

101. Also, a memorial of the State Senate
and Assembly of the State Legislature of Ne-
vada, relative to SENATE JOINT RESOLU-
TION No. 4 Urging Congress to fund fully and
protect the future of the Medicare program;
jointly to the Committees on Energy and
Commerce and Ways and Means.

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 164: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 179: Ms. HIRONO.

H.R. 186: Ms. LEE of California.

H.R. 197: Mr. STUPAK, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr.
TERRY, Mr. TiM MURPHY of Pennsylvania,
and Mr. AUSTRIA.

H.R. 209: Mr. SESTAK.

H.R. 303: Mr. STEARNS and Mr. SESSIONS.

H.R. 433: Mr. BARTLETT.

H.R. 442: Mr. TERRY.

H.R. 503: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina,
Mr. MCMAHON, and Mr. CHANDLER.

H.R. 510: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut.

H.R. 517: Mr. HALL of Texas.

H.R. 571: Mr. McCLINTOCK, Mr. MARKEY of
Massachusetts, and Mr. OLVER.

H.R. 574: Mr. MARKEY of Massachusetts,
Ms. MATSUI, and Mr. GRIFFITH.

H.R. 610: Mr. POE of Texas.

H.R. 621: Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. GENE GREEN of
Texas, Mr. EHLERS, and Mr. JONES.

H.R. 669: Ms. DEGETTE.

H.R. 685: Mr. SOUDER, Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr.
MEEKS of New York, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia,
Mr. BARROW, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. DOYLE, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mrs. MCCARTHY of
New York, Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida,
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Ms.
EDWARDS of Maryland, Ms. CLARKE, Ms. NOR-
TON, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia,
Mr. ScoTT of Georgia, Ms. MOORE of Wis-
consin, Mr. RUSH, Mr. WATT, Mr. SCOTT of
Virginia, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. CLEAVER, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN,
Ms. RICHARDSON, Ms. KILPATRICK of Michi-
gan, Ms. WATSON, Ms. FUDGE, and Ms. WA-
TERS.

H.R. 731: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina.

H.R. 745: Mr. LOEBSACK and Ms. BERKLEY.

H.R. 753: Mr. LEVIN.

H.R. 775: Mr. FOSTER, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, Ms. RICHARDSON, and Mr. JACKSON of Illi-
nois.

H.R. 816: Ms. RICHARDSON and Mr. BISHOP of
Georgia.

H.R. 930: Mr. POMEROY.

H.R. 946: Mrs. DAHLKEMPER.

H.R. 950: Mr. TEAGUE.

H.R. 995: Mr. WELCH.

H.R. 1024: Ms. SLAUGHTER.
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H.R. 1051: Mr. HODES.

H.R. 1064: Ms. KosMAS and Mr. ALTMIRE.

H.R. 1067: Mr. SIRES and Mr. SHIMKUS.

H.R. 1074: Mr. TERRY and Mr. SMITH of Ne-
braska.

H.R. 1075: Mr. SESTAK.

H.R. 1077: Mr. TERRY and Mr. MCHUGH.

H.R. 1091: Mr. WEXLER.

H.R. 1101: Mr. MCDERMOTT and Ms. PINGREE
of Maine.

H.R. 1137: Mr. TEAGUE.

H.R. 1147: Mr. AKIN, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr.
BARTLETT, Mr. CUMMINGS, and Mr. SMITH of
Nebraska.

H.R. 1177: Mr. CALVERT and Mr. LINCOLN
D1AZ-BALART of Florida.

H.R. 1207: Mr. CANTOR, Mr. SPACE, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. SHERMAN, and Mr. SNYDER.

H.R. 1210: Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 1215: Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey.

H.R. 1230: Mr. ALTMIRE, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
MURPHY of Connecticut, and Mr. BARROW.

H.R. 1242: Mr. TANNER.

H.R. 1255: Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, Mr.
NUNES, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, and Mr. SAM
JOHNSON of Texas.

H.R. 1283: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut and
Mr. LUJAN.

H.R. 1293: Mr. STEARNS and Mr. BOOZMAN.

H.R. 1302: Mr. BOSWELL.

H.R. 1310: Ms. KILROY.

H.R. 1313: Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. MORAN of
Virginia, and Mr. WILSON of South Carolina.

H.R. 1335: Mr. BisHOP of New York.

H.R. 1362: Mr. MCCOTTER.

H.R. 1398: Mr. ELLSWORTH.

H.R. 1422: Mr. HERGER.

H.R. 1428: Ms. BORDALLO.

H.R. 1441: Mr. LOEBSACK and Mr. CARNEY.

H.R. 1443: Mr. LOEBSACK and Mr. SCHIFF.

H.R. 1452: Mr. UPTON.

H.R. 1454: Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado and Mr.
RUPPERSBERGER.

H.R. 1458: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina,
Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, and Mr. SPRATT.

H.R. 1470: Ms. MARKEY of Colorado.

H.R. 1478: Mr. NADLER of New York.

H.R. 1507: Mr. PAUL.

H.R. 1548: Mr. COBLE and Mr. SCHOCK.

H.R. 1585: Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. SCOTT
of Georgia, and Mr. PALLONE.

H.R. 1587: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 1616: Mr. LOEBSACK, Ms. SUTTON, and
Ms. KILROY.

H.R. 1633: Mr. BisHOP of New York.

H.R. 1682: Mr. POE of Texas.

H.R. 1685: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.

H.R. 1700: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois and Mr.
MEEK of Florida.

H.R. 1705: Mr. HONDA.

H.R. 1751: Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. SMITH of
Washington, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mrs.
MALONEY, Ms. WATERS, and Mr. NADLER of
New York.

H.R. 1758: Mr. SESTAK and Mr. MORAN of
Virginia.

H.R. 1799: Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. GRIFFITH, and
Ms. MARKEY of Colorado.

H.R. 1818: Mr. BisHOP of New York.

H.R. 1821: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia.

H.R. 1822: Mr. FLEMING.

H.R. 1849: Mr. SMITH of Texas.

H.R. 1897: Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. ELLSWORTH,
Mr. PI1TTS, and Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia.

H.R. 2006: Ms. SCHWARTZ.

H.R. 2017: Mr. FARR, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr.
RODRIGUEZ, and Mr. SPACE.

H.R. 2028: Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky.

H.R. 2049: Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. WU,
and Mr. NEUGEBAUER.

H.R. 2058: Mr. HODES.

H.R. 2061: Mr. GOHMERT.

H.R. 2068: Mr. BUTTERFIELD.

H.R. 2093: Mr. FARR.

H.R. 2097: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina,
Mr. HALL of New York, Mr. ROGERS of Ken-
tucky, Mr. BERRY, Ms. McCoLLUM, Ms. LEE
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of California, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr.
MORAN of Virginia, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ,
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. SALAZAR,
Mr. PASTOR of Arizona, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
Dicks, Mr. FATTAH, Ms. DELAURO, and Mr.
HONDA.

H.R. 2102: Mr. VAN HOLLEN and Ms. BALD-
WIN.

H.R. 2110: Mr. COURTNEY and Ms. BERKLEY.

H.R. 2119: Mr. BURGESS.

H.R. 2156: Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. MCGOVERN,
and Mr. PAULSEN.

H.R. 2159: Mr. ISRAEL.

H.R. 2190: Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. COHEN, Mr.
ROTHMAN of New Jersey, Mr. JOHNSON of
Georgia, and Ms. TSONGAS.

H.R. 2220: Mr. HUNTER, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
DoYLE, Mr. LATHAM, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr.
BocCIERI, Mr. HARE, Mr. HASTINGS of Wash-
ington, Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia, and Mr.
SOUDER.

H.R. 2227: Mr. WOLF and Mr. DENT.

H.R. 2231: Mr. KUCINICH.

H.R. 2239: Mr. MASSA.

H.R. 2243: Ms. KosMAS and Mr. SNYDER.

H.R. 2245: Mr. Wu, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Mr. CULBERSON, and Mr. BISHOP of
New York.

H.R. 2246:

H.R. 2266:

H.R. 2267:

H.R. 2272:

H.R. 2293:

H.R. 2296:
AUSTRIA.

H.R. 2304: Mr. RODRIGUEZ and Mr. WAXMAN.

H.R. 2315: Mr. SPACE.

H.R. 2329: Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. SHULER, and
Ms. SCHWARTZ.

H.R. 2360: Mr. HALL of New York and Mr.
LANCE.

H.R. 2389: Mrs. LOWEY.

H.R. 2390: Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 2404: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, and Mr.
JOHNSON of Illinois.

H.R. 2408: Mr. UPTON, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr.
MAFFEI, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. WEXLER, Mr.
PIERLUISI, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Ms.
KILPATRICK of Michigan, Mr. CONYERS, and
Mr. PETERS.

H.R. 2413: Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
KING of New York, Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART
of Florida, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. REYES,
and Ms. DELAURO.

H.R. 2414: Mr. BLUMENAUER and Mr. FIL-
NER.

H.R. 2421: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SHIMKUS, and
Mr. KING of New York.

H.R. 2427: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois.

H.R. 2438: Mr. PAUL.

H.R. 2456: Mr. MEEK of Florida, Mr. BRADY
of Pennsylvania, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. MITCH-
ELL, Mr. MCGOVERN, and Mr. RODRIGUEZ.

H.R. 2476: Mr. PERLMUTTER, Ms. MARKEY of
Colorado, and Mr. MCCLINTOCK.

H.R. 2478: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr.
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. MARKEY of Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. CARTER, Mr. HALL of New
York, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. BONNER, Ms.
HIRONO, Mr. ELLISON, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. MAT-
SUI, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. TIERNEY,
Ms. SUTTON, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. HoLT, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. FILNER, Mr. ISRAEL,
Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. KAN-
JORSKI, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Ms. GRANGER, Mr.
EHLERS, Mr. MANZULLO, and Mr. DANIEL E.
LUNGREN of California.

H.R. 2480: Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. SESTAK, Mr.
FILNER, and Mr. HONDA.

H.R. 2488: Mr. NYE, Mr. EDWARDS of Texas,
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. SPACE, Mr.
BisHoP of New York, and Mr. PATRICK J.
MURPHY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 2499: Ms. PINGREE of Maine, Ms. TITUS,
and Mr. HIMES.

H.R. 2531: Mr. CARNAHAN.

H.R. 2539: Mr. MCCOTTER.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

Mr. YoUNG of Alaska.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.

Mr. MCDERMOTT.

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky and Mr.
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H.R. 2560: Mr. MICHAUD.

H.R. 2561: Mr. CARNEY, Mr. FOSTER, and Mr.
FILNER.

H.R. 2568: Mr. ELLISON.

H.R. 2578: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. MCCOTTER, and
Mr. BURTON of Indiana.

H.R. 2614: Mr. MITCHELL.

H.R. 2619: Mr. BARTLETT.

H.R. 2648: Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. SNYDER, and
Mr. PASTOR of Arizona.

H.R. 2672: Mr. ROE of Tennessee.

H.R. 2681: Mr. STARK.

H.R. 2692: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 2697: Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky and Mr.
SMITH of Nebraska.

H.R. 2708: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.

H.R. 2710: Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. POMEROY,
Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, and
Mr. ABERCROMBIE.

H.R. 2720: Mrs. MALONEY.

H.R. 2724: Mr. ELLISON, Ms. LEE of Cali-
fornia, Mr. SIRES, Mr. PAYNE, and Mrs.
NAPOLITANO.

H.R. 2743: Mr. TiMm MURPHY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, Mr. GRIFFITH, Mr. WILSON of South
Carolina, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. AUS-
TRIA, Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado, Mr.
CULBERSON, Mr. ARCURI, Ms. LINDA T.
SANCHEZ of California, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Ms.
HERSETH SANDLIN, Mr. BAca, and Mr. SIMP-
SON.

H.R. 2746: Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. MCMAHON,
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr.
KLEIN of Florida, and Mr. LYNCH.

H.R. 2752: Mr. HENSARLING and Mr. ROGERS
of Kentucky.

H.R. 2754: Ms. SCHWARTZ.

H.R. 2770: Mr. WALZ.

H.R. 2777: . COURTNEY.

. 2784: . YOUNG of Alaska.

. 2786: . YOUNG of Alaska.

. 2796: . FRELINGHUYSEN and Mr. AUS-
. 2810: . SCHAKOWSKY.

. 2817T: . FILNER.

. 2819: . SERRANO.

. 2828: Mrs. BLACKBURN.

. 2831: Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania.

H.R. 2835: Mr. PoLis of Colorado and Mr.
DEFAZIO.

H.R. 2842: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. HALL of Texas,
Mr. PAUL, Mr. TURNER, Mr. AKIN, Mr. BROUN
of Georgia, and Mr. ISSA.

H.R. 2844: Mr. LOEBSACK and Mr. POMEROY.

H.R. 2846: Mr. THORNBERRY and Mr. BAR-
RETT of South Carolina.

H.R. 2850: Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr.
GORDON of Tennessee, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.

H.R. 2875: Mr. SIMPSON.

H.R. 2882: Ms. RICHARDSON, Ms. HIRONO, and
Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey.

H.R. 2891: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.

H.R. 2894: Mr. VAN HOLLEN and Mr.
RUPPERSBERGER.

H.R. 2902: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

H.R. 2913: Mr. BILIRAKIS and Ms. CASTOR of
Florida.

H.R. 2920: Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut.

H.R. 2941: Mr. SESTAK and Mr. CARNAHAN.

H.R. 2943: Mr. PoLI1s of Colorado.

H.R. 2956: Mr. HENSARLING.

H.R. 2969: Mr. CosTA, Ms. EDWARDS of
Maryland, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, and Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California.

H.J. Res. 56: Mr. P1TTs and Mr. MCCOTTER.

H. Con. Res. 49: Mr. MELANCON.

H. Con. Res. 74: Ms. WATSON and Mr.
ELLISON.

H. Con. Res. 128: Mr. BOOZMAN.

H. Con. Res. 144: Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. RUSH,
Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. HARE, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. SESTAK, Mr.
CARNAHAN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. KAPTUR,
Ms. HIRONO, and Mr. SMITH of Washington.
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H. Con. Res. 146: Mr. FILNER.

H. Con. Res. 152: Mr. BERMAN.

H. Con. Res. 154: Mr. WEINER, Mr. SHERMAN,
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, and Mr. CLEAV-
ER.

H. Res. 69: Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. LINCOLN
DIAZ-BALART of Florida, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Florida,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. SKELTON, and Ms. LEE
of California.

H. Res. 111: Mr. CARNEY, Ms. KOSMAS, Ms.
CLARKE, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. CONNOLLY of Vir-
ginia, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr.
PATRICK J. MURPHY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
MILLER of Florida, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. HALL of
Texas, Mrs. LOWEY, and Mr. BOUSTANY.

Res. 159: Ms. BALDWIN.

Res. 199: Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois.

Res. 209: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California.
Res. 244: Mr. AUSTRIA.

Res. 278: Mr. WU and Mr. TOWNS.

. Res. 285: Mr. LAMBORN, Ms. BORDALLO,
Mr. HUNTER, and Mr. MCMAHON.

H. RES. 288: MR. FATTAH, MR. SIRES, MRS.
CHRISTENSEN, MR. PAYNE, MR. HALL of
Texas, and Mr. MICHAUD.

H. Res. 364: Mrs. HALVORSON.

H. Res. 397: Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr.
GOODLATTE, and Mr. MCCLINTOCK.

H. Res. 412: Mr. SESTAK.

H. Res. 433: Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey
and Mrs. LOWEY.

H. Res. 441: Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. COURTNEY,
Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mrs.
DAHLKEMPER, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. KILDEE,
Ms. ESHOO, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr.
COSTELLO, Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. WILSON of Ohio, and Mr.
STUPAK.

H. Res. 452: Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Mr. SESTAK, and Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin.

H. Res. 476: Mrs. BLACKBURN.

H. Res. 491: Mr. BIsHOP of New York.

H. Res. 494: Mr. LARSEN of Washington and
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.

H. Res. 497: Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. STEARNS,
Mr. JORDAN of Ohio, Mr. PENCE, Ms. FOXX,
Mr. CASSIDY, Mr. LATTA, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr.
MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Florida, Mrs.
MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. OLSON, Mr. FORBES,
Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. KING of New York, and Mr.
BUYER.

H. Res. 507: Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. MCCOTTER,
and Mr. SCOTT of Georgia.

H. Res. 512: Mr. KIRK, Ms. MOORE of Wis-
consin, Mr. KRATOVIL, Mr. JONES, and Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida.

H. Res. 543: Ms. TITUs, Mr. MINNICK, and
Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H. Res. 547: Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS.

H. Res. 549: Mr. BURTON of Indiana.

H. Res. 550: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms.
CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Mr. JOHNSON of
Georgia, Mr. FATTAH, Ms. MOORE of Wis-
consin, Mr. RUSH, and Ms. NORTON.

H. Res. 556: Mr. ROYCE.

H. Res. 566: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia.

(i

———

CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM-
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM-
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS

Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or
statements on congressional earmarks,
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff
benefits were submitted as follows:

The amendment to be offered by Rep-
resentative SKELTON, or a designee, to H.R.
2647, the National Defense Authorization Act
for FY10, contains the following congres-
sional earmarks, limited tax benefits, or lim-
ited tariff benefits as defined in clause 9 of
Rule XXI: Title II; Acct RDDW; PE or
Project 1160405BB; Line 247; Description Ad-
vanced, Long Endurance Unattended Ground
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Sensor; Amount $8,000 (Dollars in Thou-
sands); Member HARPER; Intended Recipient
Mississippi State University; Intended Loca-
tion of Performance; Starkville, MS.

The amendment to be offered by Rep-
resentative PRICE of North Carolina, or a
designee, to H.R. 2892, the Department of
Homeland Security Appropriations Act, 2010,
contains no congressional earmarks, limited
tax benefits, or limited tariff benefits as de-
fined in clause 9(e), 9(f) or 9(g) of rule XXI.

——
PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, peti-
tions and papers were laid on the
clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

55. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
the California Federation of Teachers AFT,
AFL-CIO, relative to 2009 CFT RESOLUTION
35 Endorsing the Workers Emergency Recov-
ery Campaign; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

56. Also, a petition of the Clayton County
Public Schools Office of the Interim Super-
intendent in Jonesboro, Georgia, relative to
a resolution fully supporting the intention
“Sexual Abuse Awareness Month” and fur-
ther supporting this ‘‘awareness’ not only in
the month of April but supporting this cause
throughout the year for the protection of
children from the spiritual, physical and
mental harm that can be caused by sexual
abuse and urging the State of Georgia, the
United States Congress and the President of
the United States to likewise support ac-
tions to protect children from the harm that
is caused by sexual abuse; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

57. Also, a petition of the City of North
Miami Beach, Florida, relative to RESOLU-
TION NO. R2009-29 URGING PRESIDENT
OBAMA TO GRANT TEMPORARY PROTEC-
TIVE STATUS TO HAITIANS IN THE
UNITED STATES; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

58. Also, a petition of the American Bar
Association, relative to a resolution relating
to Juvenile Sex Offender Registration; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

59. Also, a petition of the American Bar
Association, relative to a resolution relating
to the Mediation of Criminal Matters; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

———————

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 2647
OFFERED BY: MR. SKELTON

AMENDMENT No. 1: Page 72, line 18, strike
“(h)” and insert ‘“(d)”’.

At the end of section 414 (page 122, after
line 14), add the following new subsection:

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO STATUTORY
LIMITATION.—Section 10217(c)(2) of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by striking
1,950’ and inserting ‘2,541,

Page 260, lines 9 and 10, strike ‘‘by adding
at the end the following new section’ and in-
sert ‘“‘by inserting after section 235, as added
by section 242(a) of this Act, the following
new section’.

Page 260, line 11, strike ‘“235.” and insert
236.7".

Page 262, before line 1, strike ‘‘235.”” and in-
sert 236.”.

At the end of subtitle A of title X (page 323,
after line 12), add the following new section:
SEC. 1003. ADJUSTMENT OF CERTAIN AUTHOR-

IZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) AIR FORCE RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT,

TEST, AND EVALUATION.—Funds authorized to
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be appropriated in section 201(3) for research,
development, test, and evaluation for the Air
Force are reduced by $2,900,000, to be derived
from sensors and near field communication
technologies.

(b) ARMY OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.—
Funds authorized to be appropriated in sec-
tion 301(1) for operation and maintenance for
the Army are reduced by $18,000,000, to be de-
rived from unobligated balances for the
Army in the amount of $11,700,000 and fuel
purchases for the Army in the amount of
$6,300,000.

(¢) NAVY OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.—

(1) REDUCTION.—Funds authorized to be ap-
propriated in section 301(2) for operation and
maintenance for the Navy are reduced by
$22,900,000 to be derived from unobligated
balances for the Navy in the amount of
$11,700,000 and fuel purchases for the Navy in
the amount of $11,200,000.

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Of the funds authorized
to be appropriated in section 301(2) for oper-
ation and maintenance for the Navy for the
purpose of Ship Activations/Inactivations,
$6,000,000 shall be available for the Navy Ship
Disposal-Carrier Demonstration Project
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(d) MARINE CORPS OPERATION AND MAINTE-
NANCE.—Funds authorized to be appropriated
in section 301(3) for operation and mainte-
nance for the Marine Corps are reduced by
$2,000,000, to be derived from unobligated bal-
ances for the Marine Corps in the amount of
$1,100,000 and fuel purchases for the Marine
Corps in the amount of $900,000.

() AIR FORCE OPERATION AND MAINTE-
NANCE.—Funds authorized to be appropriated
in section 301(4) for operation and mainte-
nance for the Air Force are reduced by
$25,000,000, to be derived from unobligated
balances for the Air Force in the amount of
$4,300,000 and fuel purchases for the Air
Force in the amount of $20,700,000.

(f) DEFENSE-WIDE OPERATION AND MAINTE-
NANCE.—Funds authorized to be appropriated
in section 301(5) for operation and mainte-
nance for Defense-wide activities are reduced
by $5,200,000, to be derived from unobligated
balances for Defense-wide activities in the
amount of $4,300,000 and fuel purchases for
Defense-wide activities in the amount of
$900,000.

(g) MILITARY PERSONNEL.—Funds author-
ized to be appropriated in section 421 for
military personnel accounts are reduced by
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$50,000,000, to be derived from unobligated
balances for military personnel accounts.

Page 345, line 16, strike ‘30 days” and in-
sert 90 days”’.

Page 391, line 15, strike ‘‘the budget fiscal
year’ and insert ‘‘subsequent fiscal years’.

Strike section 1505 (page 493, beginning
line 12) and insert the following new section:
SEC. 1505. NAVY AND MARINE CORPS PROCURE-

MENT.

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 2010 for procurement
accounts of the Navy and Marine Corps in
amounts as follows:

(1) For aircraft procurement, Navy,
$916,553,000.
(2) For weapons procurement, Navy,
$73,700,000.

(3) For ammunition procurement, Navy
and Marine Corps, $710,780,000.

(4) For other procurement, Navy,
$318,018,000.
(6) For procurement, Marine Corps,

$1,164,445,000.
Page 556, line 14, strike ‘‘2821(b)”’ and insert
¢2811(b)”".
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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable RO-
LAND W. BURRIS, a Senator from the
State of Illinois.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Gracious God, Ruler of all nature,
protect our Senators from the seduc-
tive influences of power and prestige.
Today, deliver them from the delusion
of self-importance which their position
and status subtly nurture. Remind
them of the example of the greatest
man who ever lived. He said: ‘“Those
who would be greatest must be serv-
ants of all.” In disagreement and con-
frontation, help them to respect and
esteem each other as they struggle to-
gether for the resolution of complex
issues. Lord, give them the humility to
know that no one has a monopoly on
Your truth and that all need each other
to discover Your guidance together.

We pray in Your sacred Name. Amen.

———————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable ROLAND W. BURRIS led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, June 23, 2009.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby

Senate

appoint the Honorable ROLAND W. BURRIS, a
Senator from the State of Illinois, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.
ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.
Mr. BURRIS thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
———
SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following
leader remarks, the Senate will be in a
period for the transaction of morning
business. Senators will be allowed to
speak for up to 10 minutes each. Repub-
licans will control the first 30 minutes
and the majority will control the next
30 minutes. The Senate will be in re-
cess from 12:30 p.m. to 2:15 p.m. today
to allow for weekly caucus luncheons.
We will continue to work on an agree-
ment to consider the legislative appro-
priations bill today. Senators could ex-
pect votes in relation to that bill dur-
ing today’s session.

———

MAKING TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS
TO THE HIGHER EDUCATION ACT
OF 1965

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the HELP Com-
mittee be discharged from further con-
sideration of H.R. 1777.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (H.R. 1777) to make technical correc-
tions to the Higher Education Act of 1965,
and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise to
speak in support of this bill and our

need to make important technical cor-
rections to the Higher Education Op-
portunity Act. I thank Senator KEN-
NEDY for his willingness to approach
this bill in a bipartisan manner, I al-
ways believe that working together we
produce a better policy.

Any time this body considers a bill
that has over 1,000 pages, there is
bound to be a need to do some ‘‘clean
up”’ and to correct unintended con-
sequences. Fortunately, we were also
provided an opportunity to broaden
benefits to the children who have lost a
parent in either Iraq or Afghanistan
since 2001. It is important that we do
all we can to support these individuals
whose families have made the ultimate
sacrifice for our country. I am appre-
ciative of Senators BURR and ALEX-
ANDER for their leadership in getting
this bill done.

A college education is not a luxury in
the 21st century economy. It is a neces-
sity. This bill will improve the ability
of our student assistance programs to
function and meet the needs of institu-
tions of higher education, students and
their families.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the substitute
amendment, which is at the desk, be
agreed to, the bill, as amended, be read
a third time and passed, the motion to
reconsider be laid upon the table, with
no intervening action or debate, and
that any statements relating to the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendment (No. 1364) was agreed
to.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘“‘Amendments Sub-
mitted.”)

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

The bill (H.R. 1777), as amended, was
read the third time and passed.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Printed on recycled paper.
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CONDOLENCES TO WASHINGTON
METRO CRASH VICTIMS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, before we
turn to legislative matters, I wish to
express my personal condolences and
those of the Senate to the people af-
fected by yesterday’s tragedy, and that
was a lot of people. That tragedy took
place on the Washington Metro system.
Nine people were killed and scores
more injured yesterday evening as they
simply made their way home during
rush hour. The accident has shaken
this city and this body. Like so many
other commuters, many who work on
Capitol Hill rely on the Metro system
every day. It has been reliable, and it
has been safe. My heart goes out to the
families who lost loved ones and those
who were injured. As we learn more
about what caused this terrible acci-
dent, we will work to ensure it never
happens again.

———

HEALTH CARE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this new
year began with so much hope. When
we began the 111th Congress, I had
hoped Republicans would leave their
Republican games in the 110th Con-
gress. I had hoped they would have lis-
tened when the American people re-
viewed their record and said no to the
party of no.

I wrote the following at the time,
this past January:

We have no choice but to govern dif-
ferently. The times demand it. If we do not
govern differently, we will have taken no
good lessons from the bad experience of the
Bush years.

That goes for Republicans and Demo-
crats alike.

In my first address to this Chamber
this year, I reminded both Republicans
and Democrats that when we retreat to
partisanship, when we fail to reach for
common ground, we rob ourselves of
the ability to create the change the
American people demanded.

As the health care debate approached
in April, I reached out to our Repub-
lican colleagues and wrote this:

Rather than just saying no, you must be
willing to offer concrete and constructive
proposals. We cannot afford more of the ob-
structionist tactics that have denied or de-
layed Congress’ efforts to address so many of
the critical challenges facing this nation.

Last week, I reminded the other side
that our hands remain outstretched
across the aisle. I assured them we still
save them a seat at the negotiating
table. And just yesterday, I encouraged
our Republican friends to join with us
to pass an important bill that would
promote foreign travel to the United
States—creating jobs, reducing our def-
icit, and strengthening our economy in
the process. Everyplace in America,
there are hotel rooms and motel rooms
that are not occupied as they should
be. The legislation killed yesterday by
the Republicans would have had more
people coming to those hotel and motel
rooms.

At the beginning of this year, at the
beginning of this Congress, at the be-
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ginning of this debate, and even up to
the beginning of this week, my com-
mitment to bipartisanship and finding
common ground has not changed one
bit. Unfortunately, a stubborn group of
Senate Republicans has not changed ei-
ther.

Yesterday, Republicans blocked a bill
that had 11 Republican cosponsors. I
assumed when they sponsored that bill
they were in favor of the bill. That is
kind of an idea people get around here.
They blocked a bill that would support
a trillion-dollar industry in an other-
wise slow economy. They blocked a bill
that would create 40,000 new jobs right
here at home over the next year. It
would have cut our deficit by $4256 mil-
lion and helped our economy recover.

Perhaps, though, we shouldn’t be sur-
prised. Just last week, a Republican
Senator said the following:

Democrats need to know when they bring
[bills] up, we’re going to extend the debate as
long as we can—even if we can’t win.

That is what he said.

Given their commitment to obstruc-
tion, it is remarkable we have gotten
anything done this year, let alone such
a strong catalog of important accom-
plishments that have helped us revive
our economy, strengthen our national
security, protect our environment, de-
mand accountability, promote equal-
ity, and ensure progress. But if Repub-
licans are going to stand in the way of
a bill that creates tens of thousands of
new jobs, cuts our deficit by hundreds
of millions of dollars, and helps every
single State in the Union, how are we
going to do the other important work
the American people sent us here to
do? What is it they want to do?

As my good friend from North Da-
kota, Senator DORGAN, said yesterday
on the floor:

If we can’t agree on a piece of legislation
that was offered by over 50 Senators, Repub-
licans and Democrats, dealing with pro-
motion of tourism and creating jobs and pro-
moting this country’s economic interests by
asking international tourists to come to
America and see what America is all about—
if we can’t agree on that, how on Earth will
we get agreements on energy, health care,
climate change, and so on? It is so dis-
appointing.

I don’t know if anyone could put it
any better than Senator DORGAN did. I
couldn’t.

Reforming health care and pursuing
energy independence are daunting
tasks. No one claims it is simple, but
nearly everyone knows it is essential.
No one claims the answer is obvious,
but everyone knows we must work to-
ward one. Yet, if Republicans refuse to
find common ground on the easy
things, how will we do so on the hard
ones?

It is difficult to understand, but it is
clear to anyone following this debate
that our Republican friends are not in-
terested in making the difficult but
necessary decisions to dig our economy
out of this ditch and move us further
down the path of recovering prosperity.
They have said publicly and privately
they are waiting on President Obama’s
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failure. At this point, it has been a bad
bet because President Obama is still—
today in the press, his popularity is ap-
proaching 70 percent.

Instead, they like to echo talking
points written by pollsters. They like
to repeat the tired, trite, and baseless
claim that if we reform health care—85
percent of Americans want us to re-
form health care, but they are saying
that if we improve health care, they
will be denied and delayed in getting
health care. It is absolutely incompre-
hensible what their reasoning is. Noth-
ing could be further from the truth.

First, let me state once again the
facts. No matter what Republicans
claim, the government has no inten-
tion of choosing any part of your med-
ical plan. Remember, we are talking a
public option, a public choice. The gov-
ernment has no intention of choosing
for you any part of your medical plan
or meddling in any of your medical re-
lationships. If you like the coverage
you have, you can keep it. In fact, it is
the name of a whole section of the
HELP Committee’s bill. Section 131 is
called ‘“No Changes to Existing Cov-
erage.” That is what the title of the
bill section is. Every time you hear Re-
publicans say otherwise, you know
they are not interested in an honest de-
bate.

Second, let me reiterate once again
the reality. The only thing being de-
layed is urgently needed reform that
ensures all Americans have access to
quality, affordable health care. The
only thing at risk of being denied is
Americans’ ability to stay healthy, get
healthy, or care for a loved one. It is
being delayed by a party that has made
such stalling tactics their speciality,
as evidenced last night.

The party of no is showing no inter-
est in sitting down with us at the nego-
tiating table. The party of no has
shown no interest in legislating. And I
am most concerned that the party of
no has shown no interest in helping the
millions of people who have no insur-
ance and the 20 million who are under-
insured and the millions more who are
paying too much for health care they
could lose with one pink slip, one acci-
dent, or one illness. Millions of people
are afraid they are going to lose their
insurance. That is what this debate is
about. It is not just about people who
have no insurance, it is about people
who have insurance, to keep it. In the
last 8 years, the number of uninsured
in this country has gone up by 10 mil-
lion people—10 million people.

So I remind my Republican col-
leagues again, this is not about win-
ning and losing. This is not the time
for ideology. This is not the place for
political games. For the millions of
Americans who have paid crushing
health care costs or those with no cov-
erage at all, it is about a concrete and
critical crisis that children, families,
and small businesses feel every single
day. It is about the parent who cannot
afford to take their kid to the doctor
because insurance is too expensive. It
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is about the small businesses that have
to lay off employees because they can-
not afford skyrocketing health care
payments. It is about small businesses
that have to eliminate health insur-
ance because they cannot afford it. It
is about the three in five families who
put off necessary medical care because
it costs too much.

American families in every one of our
States are counting on us to work to-
gether in our common interests. They
are not counting the political points
scored by either party. Senate Demo-
crats want nothing more than to work
with Republicans to create a bipartisan
health reform bill that ensures quality
and affordable help for all Americans.
That is why the HELP Committee has
held 14 bipartisan roundtables, 13 com-
mittee hearings, and 20 meetings of
committee members to discuss various
proposals—each one with the goal of
reaching a bipartisan agreement. Hard-
working Americans are too often cas-
ualties of our health care system. They
deserve better than to also be the cas-
ualties of this kind of politics.

It is not too late for Republicans to
join us for a serious discussion and sin-
cere dialog about how to move this
country forward. As I did at the begin-
ning of this year, this Congress, this
debate, and this week, I still have hope
they will.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

HEALTH CARE WEEK IV, DAY II

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, the
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices recently said that when it comes
to health care, the status quo is unac-
ceptable, and I agree with her. She
then went on to say that there are a lot
of people on Capitol Hill who are con-
tent with doing nothing, though she
didn’t name names. On that point, I to-
tally disagree. Republicans and Demo-
crats all share the belief that health
care reform is needed. The question is
what kind of reform it should be.

Some have proposed a government-
run health care system that would
force millions to give up the private
health plans they have and like and re-
place them with a government plan
where care is denied, delayed, and ra-
tioned. This so-called ‘‘reform’ is not
the kind of change Americans want.
They want health care that is more af-
fordable and accessible, but that pre-
serves the doctor-patient relationship
and the quality of care they now enjoy.

And that is why Republicans are pro-
posing reforms to make health care
less expensive and easier to obtain
without destroying what’s good about
our system. Republicans want to re-
form our medical liability laws to dis-
courage junk lawsuits and bring down
the cost of care; we want to encourage
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wellness and prevention programs that
have been successful in cutting costs;
we want to encourage competition in
the private insurance market to make
care more affordable and accessible;
and we want to address the needs of
small businesses without creating new
taxes that Kkill jobs. But instead of em-
bracing these commonsense ideas that
Americans support, Democrats in Con-
gress are trying to rush through a
health care bill that will not only lead
to a government-run system, but will
do so by spending trillions of dollars
and plunging our country deeper and
deeper into debt.

Recently, the independent Congres-
sional Budget Office told us that just
one—just one—section of the bill being
discussed in the HELP Committee
would spend $1.3 trillion over a decade.
And Senator GREGG, the ranking mem-
ber on the Budget Committee, esti-
mates the HELP bill could end up
spending more than $2 trillion—more
than $2 trillion on a bill that would not
even solve the entire problem.

The American people don’t want us
to spend trillions of dollars we don’t
have on a health care system they
don’t want. And yet that is exactly
what Democrats plan to do, even
though they can’t explain to anyone
how they will pay for it. Despite the
staggering costs of the Democrat
health care plan, we’re being told we
need to rush it through the Congress
for the sake of the economy. When Re-
publicans ask how Democrats are going
to pay for it, or what impact it will
have on our health care system and the
economy, the only words we hear are
rush and spend, rush and spend.

We heard similar warnings earlier
this year when Democrats pushed
through their stimulus bill, and voted
on it less than 24 hours after all of the
details were made public. Well, if the
American people learned anything
from the stimulus, it is that we should
be suspicious when we are told that we
need to spend trillions of dollars with-
out having the proper time to review
how the money will be spent or what
effect it will or will not have.

Democrats also said the stimulus
money wouldn’t be wasted and that
they would keep track of every penny
spent. Yet already we are learning
about outrageous projects like a $3.4
million turtle tunnel that is 13 feet
long or more than $40,000 being spent to
pay the salary of someone whose job is
to apply for more stimulus money.

The administration also predicted
that if we passed the stimulus, the un-
employment rate wouldn’t exceed 8
percent. But just last week, the Presi-
dent said that unemployment would
likely rise to 10 percent.

So when Democrats now predict that
their health care plan will cut costs,
Americans should be skeptical. And
they have good reason to be, since
independent estimates show that every
health care proposal Democrats have
offered would only hurt the economy.

Americans should also be skeptical
when it comes to Democrat promises
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that people will be able to keep their
current insurance. Just last week, the
independent Congressional Budget Of-
fice said that just one section of the
HELP Bill will cause 10 million people
with employer-based insurance to lose
the coverage they have. And that is
even before we have seen a finished
product. The bill is still missing sig-
nificant sections, such as a government
plan that Democrats want, which could
force millions more to lose their cur-
rent coverage.

The stimulus showed that when poli-
ticians in Washington say the sky is
going to fall unless Congress approves
trillions of dollars right away, we
should be wary. Yet just a few months
later, Americans are hearing the same
thing from Democrats in the health
care debate: rush and spend, rush and
spend. Americans want health care re-
form, but they want the right health
care reform. They want us to take the
time and care necessary to get it right.
And that is why the Democrats’ rush
and spend strategy is exactly the
wrong approach.

I yield the floor.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period of morning busi-
ness with Senators permitted to speak
for up to 10 minutes each, with the Re-
publicans controlling the first 30 min-
utes and the majority controlling the
next 30 minutes.

The Senator from Arizona is recog-
nized.

———

HEALTH CARE REFORM

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, today,
the HELP Committee will meet to dis-
cuss another new government program
that seeks to promote prevention and
wellness. While prevention and
wellness are important and can lead to
lower overall health care costs, we al-
ready have several programs focused on
prevention and wellness.

The HHS Fiscal year 2010 budget re-
quest for prevention is $700 million. In
the recent omnibus approps bill there
were $22 million worth of earmarks for
legislators’ pet projects for prevention
and wellness, and $310.5 million worth
of earmarks under the Health Re-
sources and Services Administration.
Yet the health care bill proposed by
the majority includes $80 billion new
spending on new prevention programs
without even acknowledging the exist-
ing programs or suggesting improve-
ments to them. In other words,
wellness and fitness has become an-
other trough to put both feet in for
earmarks and pet projects of members.
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We already have $1.8 trillion in Fed-
eral debt. Yet the majority keeps on
spending on new government programs
that intervene in the markets and our
personal lives. Where will it stop?

The Center for Disease Control has
devised programs focused on weight
loss and obesity, smoking and tobacco,
drinking and alcohol, injury and acci-
dent prevention. These programs re-
ceive hundreds of millions of taxpayer
dollars each year. But the health re-
form bill being considered by the HELP
Committee adds billions more for pre-
vention on top of these programs.

This reckless spending by the major-
ity 1is irresponsible. The majority
should focus on whether the existing
programs achieve the stated objectives.
The Federal Government does nothing
to measure effectiveness of prevention
programs and has not a single metric
for program performance. Before we
create a new Federal entitlement pro-
gram costing billions, we should first
measure the effectiveness of our cur-
rent programs.

I can tell you what is working. Em-
ployers all over the country are cre-
ating innovative, voluntary programs
to promote healthier lifestyles and
bring down costs. However, instead of
removing hindrances to more employer
prevention and wellness programs, the
majority’s first instinct is to create an-
other government entitlement program
and set up roadblocks to employer in-
novation.

I would now like to take a moment
to put all of this in perspective. Today
is Tuesday, June 23, and another day
has passed without the Senate having a
complete health care reform bill to
consider. We don’t yet know what the
majority will propose for their so
called ‘‘government plan’® or how it
will be paid for. What we do know is
that a Congressional Budget Office pre-
liminary estimate believes that the in-
complete bill will cost over $1 trillion
but cover only one-third of those cur-
rent uninsured. So I dread the Congres-
sional Budget Office cost estimate of a
complete bill. Some fear that the final
price tag for covering all Americans
Auld cost taxpayers as much as $3 tril-
lion.

We have a real problem here. Every
day that goes by without the key ele-
ments of the majority’s bill being
available for consideration leads to an-
other day where millions of Americans
will become uninsured. This is an abso-
lute disservice to our constituents and
an embarrassment.

The President of the United States
and the majority continue to allege
that we will enact health care reform
before we leave for the August recess.
We are now approaching the July re-
cess. We do not have an estimate or the
language, much less the estimate, of
two vital, important parts of any
health care reform legislation: what
will be the role of the employer and
what will be the government mandate
or the government role, and, finally,
how much all this will cost the tax-
payers.
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So we are talking about one-fifth of
the gross domestic product of this Na-
tion, and we are expected, in a few
short weeks, to enact overall health
care reform with still the Members on
this side of the aisle not being in-
formed as to what the plan is, much
less have a serious debate. There are
meetings of the committees going on
and discussion and nice things said
about each other. I always enjoy that.
But the fact is, we have not gotten
down to the fundamental challenges of
health care reform in America.

The days are growing shorter and the
time is growing short. We cannot enact
health care reform and fail. We cannot
do that. The sooner the better that we
get the full perspective of what is the
proposal of the administration and the
other side and how much it costs and
what the fundamental issues are that
are being addressed—such as employer
mandates and government mandates.
They are certainly not clear not only
to us but to the American people.

We have to communicate to the
American people how we are going to
fix health care. We can’t do that unless
we have a complete plan to consider
and present to them, as well as to
Members on this side of the aisle.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Texas is recog-
nized.

———

SOTOMAYOR NOMINATION

Mr. CORNYN. I would like to use the
next 10 minutes or so to address the
nomination of Judge Sonia Sotomayor
to be the next Associate Justice of the
U.S. Supreme Court. I spoke last week
a little bit on this nomination and the
constitutional responsibility of the
Senate to conduct a fair and, I believe,
dignified hearing that will be held,
now, on July 13, just a couple of short
weeks from now. As I said then, and I
will say it again, she deserves the op-
portunity to explain her judicial phi-
losophy more clearly and to put her
opinions and statements in proper con-
text. I think every nominee deserves
that. But I don’t think it is appropriate
for anyone—this Senator or any Sen-
ator—to prejudge or to preconfirm
Judge Sotomayor or any judicial nomi-
nee.

This is an important process, as I
said, mandated by the same clause of
the Constitution that confers upon the
President the right to make a nomina-
tion, and it is the duty of the Senate to
perform something called advice and
consent, a constitutional duty of ours.
It should be undertaken in a respon-
sible, substantive, and serious way.

Last Thursday I raised three issues I
will reiterate briefly with regard to
Judge Sotomayor’s record. I would like
to hear more from her on the scope of
the second amendment to the Constitu-
tion and whether Americans can count
on her to uphold one of the funda-
mental liberties enshrined in the Bill
of Rights: the right to keep and bear
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arms. I would also like to hear more
from Judge Sotomayor on the scope of
the fifth amendment and whether the
government can take private property
from one person and give it to another
person based on some elastic definition
of public use. And, I want to hear more
from her on her thoughts on the equal
protection clause of the 14th amend-
ment of the Constitution, which reads
in part:

No State shall ... deny to any person
within its jurisdiction the equal protection
of the laws.

Obviously, the third issue is going to
be very much in the news, probably
again as soon as next Monday, when
the Supreme Court hands down its de-
cision in the Ricci v. DiStefano case, a
case in which Judge Sotomayor par-
ticipated on the panel before her court
of appeals. That case, as you may re-
call, involves firefighters who took a
competitive, race-neutral examination
for promotion to lieutenant or captain
at the New Haven Fire Department.

The bottom line is, the Supreme
Court could decide the Ricci case in a
matter of days, and the Court’s deci-
sion, I believe, will tell us a great deal
about whether Judge Sotomayor’s phi-
losophy in that regard, as far as the
Equal Protection Clause is concerned,
is within the judicial mainstream or
well outside of it.

The Ricci case is one way the Amer-
ican people can get a window into
Judge Sotomayor’s judicial philosophy.
Another way is to look at some of her
public comments, including speeches
made on the duty and responsibility of
judging.

The remarks that have drawn the
most attention are those in which she
said:

I would hope that a wise Latina woman
with the richness of her experiences would
more often than not reach a better conclu-
sion than a white male who hasn’t lived that
life.

As I said before, and I will say it
again, there is no problem—certainly
from me, and I do not believe any Sen-
ator—if she is just showing what I
think is understandable pride in her
heritage, as we all should as a nation of
immigrants. But if the judge is talking
about her judicial philosophy and sug-
gesting that some people, some judges,
because of their race, because of their
ethnicity, because of their sex, actu-
ally make better decisions on legal dis-
putes, then that is something Senators
will certainly want to hear more about,
this Senator included.

Judge Sotomayor has made other
public remarks that deserve more scru-
tiny than they have received so far.
For example, in a speech in 2002, Judge
Sotomayor embraced the remarks of
Judith Resnick and Martha Minow,
who are two prominent law professors
who have each proposed theories about
judging that are far different than the
way most Americans think about these
issues. Most Americans think the peo-
ple elect their representatives, Mem-
bers of the House and Senate, to write
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the laws, and the judges, rather than
rewriting those laws, should interpret
those laws in a fair and commonsense
way, without imposing their own views
on what the law should be.

Most Americans think that when
judges impose their own views on a
case, when they substitute their own
political preferences for those of the
people and their elected representa-
tives, then they undermine Democratic
self-government and they become judi-
cial activists.

Professors Resnick and Minow have
very different ideas than I think the
mainstream American thinks on what
a judge’s job should be. Their views
may not be controversial in the ivory
tower of academia. Academics often
encourage each other to engage in pro-
vocative theories so they can write
about them and get published and get
tenure.

But the American people generally
do not want judges to experiment with
new legal theories when it comes to
judging. They have a more common-
sense view that judges should follow
the law and not the other way around.

So where does Judge Sotomayor
stand on some of these academic legal
theories, which I think are far out of
the mainstream of American thought?
I am not sure. But in her 2002 remarks
she said this:

I accept the proposition that as [Professor]
Resnick describes it, ‘‘to judge is an exercise
of power.”

And:

as . . . Professor Minow . . . states ‘‘there
is no objective stance but only a series of
perspectives—no neutrality, no escape from
choice in judging.”

If T understand her quotes correctly,
and those are some things I want to
ask her about during the hearing, that
is not the kind of thing I think most
Americans would agree with. They do
not want judges who believe that there
is no such thing as neutrality in judg-
ing because neutrality is an essential
component of fairness. If you know you
are going to walk into a courtroom
only to have a judge predisposed to de-
ciding against you because of some
legal theory, then that is not a fair
hearing. And we want our judges to be
neutral and as fair as possible when de-
ciding legal disputes.

The American people, I do not think,
want judges who believe they have
been endowed with some power to im-
pose their views for what is otherwise
the law. Americans believe in the sepa-
ration of powers, the separation be-
tween Executive, legislative and judi-
cial power and that judges should, by
definition, show self-restraint and re-
spect for our branches of government.

I hope Judge Sotomayor will address
these academic legal theories during
her confirmation hearing. I hope she
will clarify what she sees in the
writings of Professors Resnick, Minow,
and others whom she finds so admi-
rable.

I hope she will demonstrate that she
will respect the Constitution more
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than those new-fangled legal theories
and that she will respect the will of the
people as represented by the laws
passed by their elected representatives
and not by life-tenured Federal judges
who are not accountable to the people.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President,
will the Chair please let me know when
I have consumed 5 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator will be so notified.

——
HEALTH CARE

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President,
this morning one of our bipartisan
breakfasts occurred which we have
here every S0 often. Senator
LIEBERMAN and I and other Senators
organized it. 16 Senators there attend-
ing this morning’s breakfast. The Pre-
siding Officer is often a participant in
those meetings. At this morning’s
breakfast we discussed health care. As
we listened to the chairman, ranking
member, and other senior members of
the Finance Committee one of the
things we said is that we agree on
about 80 percent of what needs to be
done.

But one of the areas where we do not
agree is cost. Another area is whether
a so-called government-run insurance
option will lead to a Washington take-
over of health care. A lot of us are feel-
ing like we have had about enough
Washington takeovers: our banks, our
insurance companies, our student
loans, our car companies, even our
farm ponds, and now health care.

Government-run insurance is not the
best way to extend coverage to low-in-
come Americans who need it. The
chairman of the Finance Committee
indicated that his bill would be paid
for. But on the Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions Committee, on
which I serve, that is not the case. The
bill is not even finished yet, and al-
ready, as the Senator from New Hamp-
shire has pointed out, in the 5th
through the 14th year, 10 years, it
would cost 2.3 trillion new dollars, rais-
ing the Federal debt to even further
unimaginable levels.

Let me mention an aspect of cost
which is often overlooked. Federal debt
is certainly a problem, but as a former
Governor, I care about the State debt
and State taxes. The States do not
have printing presses, they have to bal-
ance their budgets. So when we do
something up here that puts a cost on
States down there, they have to raise
taxes or cut programs.

We know the programs they have to
cut: education, and health care pro-
grams, both are important to people in
Illinois and people in Tennessee.

The Medicaid Program in the Ken-
nedy bill that we are considering would
increase Medicaid to 150 percent of the
Federal poverty level, which sounds
real good until you take a look at the
cost.

S6903

In Tennessee alone, if the State had
to pay its share of the requirement,
about omne-third, that would be $600
million. It would be another $600 mil-
lion if, as has been suggested, it is re-
quired that the State reimburse physi-
cians up to 110 percent of Medicare. So
that is $1.2 billion of new costs just for
the State of Tennessee.

The discussion has been that the Fed-
eral Government will take that over
for a few years and then will shift that
back to the States. Well, my response
is that every Senator who votes for
such a thing ought to be sentenced to
go home and serve as Governor of his
or her State for 8 years and figure out
how to pay for it or manage a program
like that.

In our State, we talk about money.
Up here, a trillion here, a trillion
there. But $1.2 billion in the State of
Tennessee equals to about a 10-percent
income tax on what the people of Ten-
nessee would bring in. We do not have
an income tax. So that would be a new
10-percent income tax.

So one of my goals in the health care
debate is to make sure we do not get
carried away up here with good-sound-
ing ideas and impose huge, unfunded
mandates on the States, which, accord-
ing to the tenth amendment to the
Constitution, we are not supposed to.
But we superimpose our judgment upon
the Governors, the legislators, the
mayors, the local politicians who are
making decisions about whether to
spend money to lower tuition or im-
prove the quality of the community
college or provide this form of health
care or build this road or bridge. That
is their decision. And if we want to re-
quire something, we should pay for it
from here.

I am going to be very alert on behalf
of the States and the citizens of the
States to any proposal that would shift
unfunded mandates on State and local
governments. I hope my colleagues will
as well.

My suggestion to every Governor in
this country is, over the next few days,
to call in your Medicaid director, ask
that Medicaid director to call the Sen-
ate and say: Tell us exactly how much
the Kennedy bill and the Finance Com-
mittee bill will impose in new costs on
our State if the costs are shifted to the
States. Then when we come back at the
first of July, we can know about that
cost.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has used 5 minutes.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Chair
very much. So my interest is not just
in additions to the Federal debt but
not allowing unfunded mandates to the
States.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD an article from
the New York Times from June 22, 2009,
showing what condition the States are
in. Almost all are in a budget crisis and
not in any position to accept this.

I also would like to thank the Sen-
ator from Arizona for allowing me to
go ahead of him so I can go to the com-
mittee and offer an amendment.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, June 22, 2009]

STATES TURNING TO LAST RESORTS IN BUDGET
CRISIS
(By Abby Goodnough)

In Hawaii, state employees are bracing for
furloughs of three days a month over the
next two years, the equivalent of a 14 per-
cent pay cut. In Idaho, lawmakers reduced
aid to public schools for the first time in re-
cent memory, forcing pay cuts for teachers.

And in California, where a $24 billion def-
icit for the coming fiscal year is the nation’s
worst, Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger has pro-
posed releasing thousands of prisoners early
and closing more than 200 state parks.

Meanwhile, Maine is adding a tax on
candy, Wisconsin on oil companies, and Ken-
tucky on alcohol and cellphone ring tones.

With state revenues in a free fall and the
economy choked by the worst recession in 60
years, governors and legislatures are approv-
ing program cuts, layoffs and, to a smaller
degree, tax increases that were previously
unthinkable.

All but four states must have new budgets
in place less than two weeks from now—by
July 1, the start of their fiscal year. But
most are already predicting shortfalls as tax
collections shrink, unemployment rises and
the stock market remains in turmoil.

“These are some of the worst numbers we
have ever seen,” said Scott D. Pattison, ex-
ecutive director of the National Association
of State Budget Officers, adding that the fed-
eral stimulus money that began flowing this
spring was the only thing preventing wide-
spread paralysis, particularly in the areas of
education and health care. “‘If we didn’t have
those funds, I think we’d have an incredible
number of states just really unsure of how
they were going to get a new budget out.”

The states where the fiscal year does not
end June 30 are Alabama, Michigan, New
York and Texas.

Even with the stimulus funds, political
leaders in at least 19 states are still strug-
gling to negotiate budgets, which has incited
more than the usual drama and spite. Gov-
ernors and legislators of the same party are
finding themselves at bitter odds: in Arizona,
Gov. Jan Brewer, a Republican, sued the Re-
publican-controlled Legislature earlier this
month after it refused to send her its budget
plan in hopes that she would run out of time
to veto it.

In Illinois, the Democratic-led legislature
is fighting a plan by Gov. Patrick J. Quinn,
also a Democrat, to balance the new budget
by raising income taxes. And in Massachu-
setts, Gov. Deval Patrick, a Democrat, has
threatened to veto a 25 percent increase in
the state sales tax that Democratic legisla-
tive leaders say is crucial to help close a $1.5
billion deficit in the new fiscal year.

‘“‘Legislators have never dealt with a reces-
sion as precipitous and rapid as this one,”
said Susan K. Urahn, managing director of
the Pew Center on the States. ‘“They’re faced
with some of the toughest decisions legisla-
tors ever have to make, for both political
and economic reasons, so it’s not surprising
that the environment has become very
tense.”

In all, states will face a $121 billion budget
gap in the coming fiscal year, according to a
recent report by the National Conference of
State Legislatures, compared with $102.4 bil-
lion for this fiscal year.

The recession has also proved politically
damaging for a number of governors, not
least Jon Corzine of New Jersey, whose Re-
publican opponent in this year’s race for gov-
ernor has tried to make inroads by blaming
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the state’s economic woes on him. Mr.
Schwarzenegger, who sailed into office on a
wave of popularity in 2003, will leave in
2011—barred by term limits from running
again—under the cloud of the nation’s worst
budget crisis. And the bleak economy has
played a major role in the waning popularity
of Gov. David A. Paterson of New York.

Over all, personal income tax collections
are down by about 6.6 percent compared with
last year, according to a survey by Mr. Pat-
tison’s group and the National Governors As-
sociation. Sales tax collections are down by
3.2 percent, the survey found, and corporate
income tax revenues by 15.2 percent. (Al-
though New Jersey announced last week that
a tax amnesty program had brought in an
unexpected $400 million—a windfall that
caused lawmakers to reconsider some of the
deeper cuts in a $28.6 billion budget they
were set to approve in advance of the July 1
deadline.)

As a result, governors have recommended
increasing taxes and fees by some $24 billion
for the coming fiscal year, the survey found.
This is on top of more than $726 million they
sought in new revenues this year.

The proposals include increases in personal
income tax rates—Gov. Edward G. Rendell of
Pennsylvania has proposed raising the
state’s income tax by more than 16 percent,
to 3.57 percent from 3.07 percent, for three
years—and tax increases on myriad con-
sumer goods.

“They have done a fair amount of cutting
and will probably do some more,” said Ray
Scheppach, executive director of the gov-
ernors association. ‘“But as they look out
over the next two or three years, they are
also aware that when this federal money
stops coming, there is going to be a cliff out
there.”

Raising revenues is the surest way to en-
sure financial stability after the stimulus
money disappears, Mr. Scheppach added, say-
ing, ‘““You’'re better off to take all the heat at
once and do it in one package that gets you
through the next two, three or four years.”

While state general fund spending typi-
cally increases by about 6 percent a year, it
is expected to decline by 2.2 percent for this
fiscal year, Mr. Pattison said. The last year-
to-year decline was in 1983, he said, on the
heels of a national banking crisis.

The starkest crisis is playing out in Cali-
fornia, where lawmakers are scrambling to
close the $24 billion gap after voters rejected
ballot measures last month that would have
increased taxes, borrowed money and re-
apportioned state funds.

Democratic legislative leaders last week
offered alternatives to Mr. Schwarzenegger’s
recommended cuts, including levying a 9.9
percent tax on oil extracted in the state and
increasing the cigarette tax to $2.37 a pack,
from 87 cents. But Mr. Schwarzenegger has
vowed to veto any budget that includes new
taxes, setting the stage for an ugly battle as
the clock ticks toward the deadline.

“We still don’t know how bad it will be,”
Ms. Urahn said. ‘“The story is yet to be told,
because in the next couple of weeks we will
see some of the states with the biggest gaps
have to wrestle this thing to the ground and
make the tough decisions they’ve all been
dreading.”

In one preview, Gov. Tim Pawlenty of Min-
nesota, a Republican, said last week that he
would unilaterally cut a total of $2.7 billion
from nearly all government agencies and
programs that get money from the state,
after he and Democratic legislative leaders
failed to agree on how to balance the budget.

In an example of the countless small but
painful cuts taking place, Illinois announced
last week that it would temporarily stop
paying about $15 million a year for about
10,000 funerals for the poor. Oklahoma is cut-
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ting back hours at museums and historical
sites, Washington is laying off thousands of
teachers, and New Hampshire wants to sell
27 state parks.

Nor will the pain end this year, Ms. Urahn
said, even if the recession ends, as some
economists have predicted. Unemployment
could keep climbing through 2010, she said,
continuing to hurt tax collections and in-
creasing the demand for Medicaid, one of
states’ most burdensome expenses.

‘“‘Stress on the Medicaid system tends to
come later in a recession, and we have yet to
see the depth of that,”” Ms. Urahn said. ‘“So
you will see, for the next couple years at
least, states really struggling with this.”

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arizona is rec-
ognized.

HEALTH CARE

Mr. KYL. I wish to commend the
Senator from Tennessee because he has
been a leader in pointing out the prob-
lems that these new health care ex-
penditures would impose upon our
States. It is important to have the
Governors of the States and the State
legislators to begin to let Washington
know what they think about these new
costs that they are somehow going to
have to bear.

Let me begin at the outset here, on
the same subject, to make it clear that
Republicans are very eager for serious
health care reform, just as I think the
American people are.

That is why we support new ideas
that would actually cut health care
costs and make all health care more af-
fordable and accessible. Republicans
want to reform our medical liability
laws to curb frivolous lawsuits. We
want to strengthen and expand
wellness programs that encourage peo-
ple to make healthy choices about
smoking, diet, and exercising. All those
have huge impacts on the cost of
health care.

We also wish to address the needs of
the unemployed, those who work for or
own a small business, those with pre-
existing conditions, all of these we can
address. And this can and must be done
without imposing job-killing taxes and
regulations. In short, we favor innova-
tion, not just regulation.

Our Democratic friends would like to
take a different route. Many of them
would like to impose a one-size-fits-all
Washington-run bureaucracy that we
believe, ultimately, would lead to the
kind of delay and denial of care we
have heard about in Canada and Great
Britain. I have spoken at length about
the trouble with health care rationing,
so today I would like to talk about the
cost of a new Washington-run health
care system.

The administration often argues that
we need Washington-run health care to
help the economy. Well, ‘“Washington
bureaucracy’” and ‘‘economic growth”
are not phrases that tend to have a
positive correlation. Is it realistic to
think that adding millions of people to
a new government-run health insur-
ance system will somehow save money
or help the economy?
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As the Wall Street Journal recently
editorialized about the so-called plan:

In that kind of world, costs will climb even
higher as far more people use ‘‘free’’ care and
federal spending will reach epic levels.

One wag quipped: ¢“If you think
health care is expensive now, just wait
until it is free.”

In fact, the first estimate from the
nonpartisan Congressional Budget Of-
fice shows that just a portion of the
Democratic plan, covering only one-
third of the uninsured, will cost over $1
trillion—$1 trillion to cover 16 million
more people.

That is just for one part of the pro-
posed plan. That works out to about
over $66,000 per person.

The administration said last weak it
wants to rework the plan to bring the
cost down below $1 trillion. Well, that
will help. They have not provided a
specific number. But what I would like
to know is: Do they consider anything
below $1 trillion acceptable—$999 bil-
lion, $800 billion? What is acceptable
here? Is it trying to get it down below
$1 trillion so the sticker shock is not
quite so great?

The American people are very wor-
ried about our increasing national
debt. This only makes the problem
worse, not better.

As the Republican leader mentioned
in his radio address Saturday, the
President used this same economic ar-
gument to sell the $1.3 trillion stim-
ulus package: ‘“We have to move quick-
ly to pass new government spending to
help the economy.” Four months later,
unemployment has risen to 9.4 percent,
much higher than the 8-percent peak
the administration said it would be if
we quickly passed the stimulus legisla-
tion. Now the administration is asking
for billions more for a Washington-run
health care plan.

As the New York Times noted last
Friday, while the Democrats’ bill out-
lines massive amounts of new spending,
it does not explain how it intends to
pay for it. That is an important detail.
Congress would either have to run up
more debt on top of the historic debt
already produced by the President’s
budget and the stimulus bill, or it will
have to raise taxes. That is one area in
which our colleagues on the other side
of the aisle have actually offered a lot
of new ideas: Taxes on beer, soda, juice,
and snack food, along with new limits
on charitable contributions have all
been proposed. But actually, they are a
drop in the bucket relative to the
amount of new taxes that would be re-
quired to fund their plan.

I would like to know: When will we
draw the line and try something other
than new taxes and massive new gov-
ernment spending to solve the prob-
lem?

Americans want health care reform,
but most of them don’t want to be sad-
dled with mountains of new debt. As a
June 21 New York Times article re-
ported, a new survey shows—and I am
quoting—‘‘considerable unease about
the impact of heightened government
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involvement on both the economy and
the quality of respondents’ own care.”

The American people are very wor-
ried that their own care, which they
are generally satisfied with, will be
negatively impacted as a result of the
so-called ‘‘reform’ that is being pro-
posed. That same survey, which was an
NBC New York Times survey, also
showed that while 85 percent of Ameri-
cans want serious reform, only 28 per-
cent are confident that a new health
care entitlement will improve the
economy. So as the President is trying
to sell this on the basis that we need it
for the economy, only 28 percent of
Americans believe that is the case.
Frankly, I share their skepticism. It is
going to hurt, not help.

We need to reform health care right.
I think there is much more virtue in
doing it correctly over doing it quick-
ly. President Obama promised change,
but there is nothing new about dra-
matically increasing government
spending and adding even more to our
national debt. I hope some of my
friends on the Democratic side, as well
as Republicans, can agree that when it
comes to health care reform, we should
embrace real changes that support
medical innovation and put patients
first. That is the answer. That is what
the American people want.

Mr. President, I note the absence of a
quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———
HEALTH CARE

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate is considering many issues now of
great importance, but none more im-
portant to the American people than
the future of health care in this great
Nation.

This weekend, a new poll was re-
leased by the New York Times and
CBS. Eighty-five percent of the people
surveyed said the health care systems
in America need fundamental change
or to be completely rebuilt—85 percent.
So people sense all across this country
that though we have great hospitals
and doctors, there is something fun-
damentally flawed with our system,
and we can understand why. We are
spending more money than any other
country on Earth and we are not get-
ting the medical results we want; and
there is real uncertainty that average
people won’t be able to keep up with
the costs of health insurance, the bat-
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tles with health insurance companies
over coverage, and whether at the end
of the day they can have the quality
health care every single person wants
for themselves and their family.

They asked the American people
which party they trusted to deal with
health care reform, and 18 percent said
they trusted the party on the other
side of the aisle—the Republicans,
while 57 percent trusted the Demo-
cratic majority. Even one out of every
four Republicans said that the Demo-
crats would do a better job in creating
a better health care system.

People on this side of the aisle want
a bill that works with the current sys-
tem and fixes what is broken. We not
only want to respond to the 85 percent
of people who want change, we are lis-
tening to 77 percent of the people who
say they are satisfied at this moment
with the quality of their own care. So
the starting point is if you have health
insurance you like and it is good for
your family, you can keep it. We are
not going to change that. It is a tricky
balance but one we have to address:
how to preserve what is good but fix
what is broken.

One of the foundations is the so-
called public option. A lot of people
don’t know what that means, but it ba-
sically says there should be an option
to private health insurance companies
that is basically public in nature. We
have a lot of public health now in
America. Medicare is the obvious ex-
ample. Forty million people count on
Medicare to provide affordable, quality
care in their elderly years and during
their disabilities. The Medicaid Pro-
gram is another one for the poor people
in our society. We have veterans health
care. There are ways that we involve
the government in health care that
have been proven to be successful—not
just for years but for decades.

Many folks on the other side of the
aisle come to the floor warning us
about government involvement in
health care. I have not heard a single
one of them call for the end of Medi-
care or the end of veterans’ care, not a
one of them. We asked the American
people: What do you think about a gov-
ernment health care plan as an op-
tion—a choice—for you so that you can
choose from the well-known names in
health insurance, private companies,
but then you also have one other
choice; you can pick the public plan,
the public interest plan, the govern-
ment plan. This poll taken by the New
York Times and CBS found that there
was broad bipartisan backing for a pub-
lic option. Half of those who call them-
selves Republican say they would sup-
port a public plan, along with nearly
three-quarters of Independents. This
chart here shows the question: Would
you favor or oppose the government of-
fering everyone a government-adminis-
tered health insurance plan such as
Medicare that would compete with pri-
vate health insurance plans? All re-
spondents—72 percent—said they fa-
vored it. Only 20 percent were opposed.
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So three to one favor the idea of a pub-
lic health care plan. Fifty percent of
Republicans do, 87 percent of Demo-
crats, and 73 percent of Independents.

Then we asked the harder question:
Are you willing to pay more or higher
taxes so that all Americans can have
health insurance that they can’t lose
no matter what happens? Look at this
number: Fifty-seven percent of all who
responded said they are willing to pay
higher taxes if it means that everybody
has peace of mind that health insur-
ance would be there. Those making less
than $50,000, 64 percent of those folks
support it, and those with incomes over
$560,000, 52 percent supported it as well.

Many of the people coming to the
floor on the other side of the aisle
don’t agree with the vast majority of
Americans when it comes to this issue.
I commend my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle for at least coming to
engage us in this debate, but we do see
things a lot differently. We have heard
a lot of Republicans coming to the
floor discussing health care. Many of
them have been critical of change.
Maybe it has been made clear to a ma-
jority of the American people that
those who are waiting on Congress to
act may see some on the other side of
the aisle reluctant and slow, while
those on our side of the aisle are trying
to follow President Obama to a solu-
tion. Regardless of the reason, it seems
that most of the Republicans’ approach
to this can be summarized in three
words: deny, delay, and ration. That is
what we have heard from the Repub-
licans on health care reform.

The Republican leader started it 2
weeks ago. We heard it from him again
last week, and no doubt we will hear it
from him again this week, as well as
from the Republican whip. Perhaps
they think if they keep drilling home
these three words—deny, delay, and ra-
tion—that people will lose their appe-
tite for change in our health care sys-
tem.

When our economy was in a deep
freeze earlier this year with the reces-
sion that President Obama inherited,
he called on us to enact landmark leg-
islation to try to get this economy
moving forward. It was an effort that
was resisted by the other side of the
aisle. We ended up with three Repub-
licans at the time who supported us,
even though the President asked them
personally to be engaged, to be in-
volved, and to help us solve this prob-
lem. But they denied that the problem
was as great as it was. They wanted to
delay consideration of the legislation,
drag it out as long as possible, and
then they wanted to limit, or ration,
the dollars we put into recovery. They
thought the economy would get well
all by itself. If we had given in to their
view, I am afraid unemployment fig-
ures today would be even higher, eco-
nomic output anemic, and many of our
States facing bankruptcy today would
be faced with even worse cir-
cumstances. So we went forward. We
would not allow the Republican ap-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

proach when it came to recovery and
reinvestment in the American econ-
omy.

We see the strategy now repeatedly
from the Republican side of the aisle.
It seems to be their approach to gov-
erning or not governing. They want to
deny requests on the floor to move to
legislation. Last night was the most re-
cent. Here is a bill which nobody ar-
gues against to increase tourism in the
United States, bring in more foreign
visitors who will spend more money,
who will help hotels and restaurants
and airlines and businesses, large and
small. Eleven Republicans cosponsored
it. Last night we said, OK, let’s pass it.
Let’s get it done. Let’s move on. This
is the type of thing that is good, but it
shouldn’t take all of this time to do.
Only 2 of the 11 Republicans who co-
sponsored the tourism bill were willing
to vote for it last night. They wanted
to delay this again. They want us to
end up this week accomplishing little
or nothing. At the end of the week, if
they get us to do nothing, they con-
sider it a successful week. I don’t see
how it can be. This bill we are talking
about on tourism is designed to help
create jobs in this country—something
we desperately need.

Health care is a serious issue which
we need to move on and not delay.
Democrats believe the role of the Fed-
eral Government is to keep the best in-
terests of the American people in mind.
Half of those questioned in the New
York Times-CBS poll said they thought
the government would be better at pro-
viding medical coverage than private
insurers. Incidentally, that number is
up from 30 percent a couple of years
ago. Nearly 60 percent said Washington
would have more success in holding
down the costs, up from 47 percent.

The American people know the gov-
ernment doesn’t want to deny people
health care, delay their services, or ra-
tion, but it is no surprise the Repub-
lican leaders still use these words.
That is their playbook. It is a playbook
that was written by a pollster, an ad-
viser and counselor whom I know—
Frank Luntz. Mr. Luntz has been
around a long time. He is the guru, the
go-to guy, the great thinker on the Re-
publican side of the aisle. He calls him-
self in his own publications Dr. Frank
Luntz. Well, it looks as though when it
comes to strategy on health care re-
form, the Republicans are more focused
on Dr. Frank than they are on the re-
alities that doctors and patients face in
America every single day. Dr. Frank
give them a 28-page memo on how to
stop health care reform before we had
even put a bill on the table.

There are those who want to stop
health care reform before they know
what is in it. Do you know who they
are? They are the people who are today
making a fortune on the current health
care system. They see their profit-
ability at risk if there is health care
reform.

It is no wonder that you hear Dr.
Frank come up with proposals for the

June 23, 2009

Republican side of the aisle, which are
then repeated here on the floor of the
Senate. On page 15 of his marching or-
ders, Frank Luntz wrote:

It is essential that ‘‘deny’” and ‘‘denial”’
enter the conservative lexicon immediately.

On page 24, he said:

Of the roughly 30 distinct messages we
tested, nothing turns people against what
Democrats are trying to do more imme-
diately than the specter of having to wait.

On page 23 of the memo of Dr. Frank
Luntz, he wrote:

The word ‘‘rationing” does induce the neg-
ative response you want. . . .

He says that to his Republican fol-
lowers.

. . . “rationing” tests very well against the
other health care buzzwords that frighten
Americans.

That last phrase caught my atten-
tion, because more and more of what
we hear from the other side of the aisle
in criticizing President Obama’s agen-
da is fear—be afraid, very afraid, be
afraid of change.

The American people weren’t afraid
of change last November; they voted
for it. They asked for change in the
White House. I think they said it over-
whelmingly. We have seen change.
What we hear from the Republican side
is to be afraid of change. That is their
mantra, whether it is a question of
changing the economy as it was under
the Bush administration, changing
health care as it has been for years,
changing education so that we get bet-
ter results, the Republicans say be
afraid of this, be frightened.

I think that is, unfortunately, their
motto. They have used it time and
again. I don’t think it is what Ameri-
cans feel. We are a hopeful nation, not
a fearful nation. We want to be careful
but not afraid. We want to make the
right decisions and make them on a co-
operative basis and bring everybody in
a room and try to come up with a rea-
sonable answer. But we should not be
afraid to tackle these things and not
frightened by the prospect that it
might be hard work. As the President
said about health care reform, if it
were easy, it would have been done a
long time ago. That is something we
all need to look at and understand.

I can tell you that Democrats recog-
nize the status quo, the way we have
been doing things forever, isn’t work-
ing for millions of Americans when it
comes to health care. The idea of hav-
ing the public insurance plan option is
a course to make sure that we keep the
private profitable health insurance
companies honest, and see that they
have some competition; otherwise, we
are stuck with the current system,
where they can make a blanket deci-
sion that people with preexisting con-
ditions have no coverage or they can
decide what your doctor thinks is the
best procedure is something they won’t
pay for.

American families deserve health in-
surance that does not force families to
face limitless out-of-pocket expenses.
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Americans want real health insurance
reform. This public option is going to
promote that kind of choice.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle continue to assault this idea
of public insurance, insisting it is too
much government. The minority leader
on the Republican side said Americans
don’t deserve a health care system that
forces them into government bureauc-
racy that delays or denies their care
and forces them to navigate a web of
complex rules and regulations. Of
course they don’t.

Raising that fear, as suggested by Dr.
Frank Luntz, the Republican strate-
gist, is what they want to do—plant
the seeds in the minds of people that
any change will be bad. I don’t think
the American people feel that way. If
you want to see a bureaucracy, try get-
ting through a call to your health in-
surance company after you get the let-
ter that says they won’t cover the
$1,600 charge for the procedure your
doctor ordered. Talk to someone who
can no longer get health insurance be-
cause of an illness they had years ago,
a preexisting condition, or because
they are too old in the eyes of health
insurance companies. Ask them how
streamlined or efficient conversations
are with insurance companies today.

If you want to see a bureaucracy,
talk to a small businessman in Spring-
field, a friend of mine, who had to jump
through a series of hoops to find a way
to continue health care coverage for
his employees and keep his business
going. Plain and simple, health insur-
ance today is a bureaucracy. It is one
most people know firsthand. Americans
and small business owners face it every
day.

We need to move to a new idea, an
idea not based on the health insurance
companies’ model. Frankly, they are
the ones who are profiting.

Last year was a bad year for most
American businesses. According to
CNN and Fortune Magazine, only 24
Fortune 500 companies’ stocks gen-
erated a positive return last year.
Among those that didn’t have that
were GM, United Airlines, Time-War-
ner, Ford, CBS, and Macy’s. All these
companies lost billions in what finan-
cial analysts tell us was the fortune
500’s ‘‘worst year ever.”’

There were two sectors of the econ-
omy that did well—the o0il industry and
the health insurance industry. The top
four health insurance companies in
America—UnitedHealth Group,
WellPoint, Aetna, and Humana—made
more than $7.5 billion in combined
profit last year, while the bottom fell
out for virtually every other company,
short of the oil industry, across the
board.

The goal with the Democratic health
reform bill is to create health care that
values patients over profits and quality
more than bottom line take-home pay
and bonuses.

Republicans want to preserve a bro-
ken system, one with escalating costs
and no guarantee the policy will be
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there when you need it. Rather than
help insurance companies, Democrats
want to put American families first
and help those struggling with high
health care costs.

This is a moment of truth for us in
this Congress. This isn’t an easy issue.
Right now, the Finance Committee and
HELP Committee are working hard to
put together health care reform. With-
out it, things are going to get progres-
sively worse. The cost of health care
will continue to rise to unsupportable
levels. Even if individuals have a good
health insurance plan today, it may
cost too much tomorrow. Even if they
think their health insurance covers
them well today, they may be denied
coverage tomorrow. Businesses that
want to keep insuring their employees
worry over whether they can be com-
petitive and still pay high health insur-
ance premiums. Individuals worry
about this as well.

The last point I want to make is that
I think the President is right to say to
us that we have to get this job done. I
say to my friends on the other side of
the aisle: Don’t deny the obvious.
Don’t come to the floor and deny the
need for health care reform. It is real.
We need it in this country, and 85 per-
cent of the American people know it.
The Republican leadership should come
to know it in the Senate.

Second, don’t dream up ways to delay
this important deliberation. That isn’t
serving our country well. If justice de-
layed is justice denied, the same is true
regarding health care reform. Delaying
this into another Congress and another
year doesn’t solve the problem. It
makes it worse. We need to face it
today, and we need a handful of Repub-
licans who will step away from the Re-
publican leadership and say they are
willing to talk, that if this is a good-
faith negotiation to find a reasonable
compromise, they are willing to do it.
It has happened in the past—even a few
months ago; it can happen again. It
will take real leadership on their side.

The President said his door is open.
The same thing is true on the Demo-
cratic side. The door is open for those
who want to, in good faith, try to solve
the biggest domestic challenge we have
ever faced in the Senate. We have that
chance to do it. We honestly can do it
if we work in good faith.

But denying the problem, delaying
efforts to get to the problem, and de-
ciding we are only going to do a tiny
bit of it so we can move on to some-
thing else is, unfortunately, a recipe
for disaster. It is one the American
people don’t deserve and one we should
avoid.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
GILLIBRAND). The clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam
President, I ask unanimous consent
that the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado pertaining to the introduction of
S. 1321 are located in today’s RECORD
under ‘“‘Statements on Introduced Bills
and Joint Resolutions.”)

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I yield the
floor and suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that Senator
SESSIONS and I be granted 20 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——

SOTOMAYOR NOMINATION

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
this morning I would like to turn my
attention to the nomination of Judge
Sonia Sotomayor to the Supreme
Court and more specifically to the so-
called empathy standard that Presi-
dent Obama employed in selecting her
for the highest Court in the land.

The President has said repeatedly
that his criterion for Federal judges is
their ability to empathize with specific
groups. He said it as a Senator, as a
candidate for President, and again as
President. I think we can take the
President at his word about wanting a
judge who exhibits this trait on the
bench. Based on a review of Judge
Sotomayor’s record, it is becoming
clear to many that this is a trait he
has found in this particular nominee.

Judge Sotomayor’s writings offer a
window into what she believes having
empathy for certain groups means
when it comes to judging, and I believe
once Americans come to appreciate the
real-world consequences of this view,
they will find the empathy standard
extremely troubling as a criterion for
selecting men and women for the Fed-
eral bench.

A review of Judge Sotomayor’s
writings and rulings illustrates the
point. Judge Sotomayor’s 2002 article
in the Berkeley La Raza Law Journal
has received a good deal of attention
already for her troubling assertion that
her gender and ethnicity would enable
her to reach a better result than a man
of different ethnicity. Her advocates
say her assertion was inartful, that it
was taken out of context. We have
since learned, however, that she has re-
peatedly made this or similar asser-
tions.

Other comments Judge Sotomayor
made in the same Law Review article
underscore rather than alleviate con-
cerns with this particular approach to
judging. She questioned the principle
that judges should be neutral, and she
said the principle of impartiality is a
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mere aspiration that she is skeptical
judges can achieve in all or even in
most cases—or even in most cases. I
find it extremely troubling that Judge
Sotomayor would question whether
judges have the capacity to be neutral
“‘even in most cases.”

There is more. A few years after the
publication of this particular Law Re-
view article, Judge Sotomayor said the
“Court of Appeals is where policy is
made.”” Some might excuse this com-
ment as an off-the-cuff remark. Yet it
is also arguable that it reflects a deep-
1y held view about the role of a judge—
a view I believe most Americans would
find very worrisome.

I would like to talk today about one
of Judge Sotomayor’s cases that the
Supreme Court is currently reviewing.
In looking at how she handled it, I am
concerned that some of her own per-
sonal preferences and beliefs about pol-
icy may have influenced her decision.

For more than a decade, Judge
Sotomayor was a leader in the Puerto
Rican Legal Defense and Education
Fund. In this capacity, she was an ad-
vocate for many causes, such as elimi-
nating the death penalty. She was re-
sponsible for monitoring all litigation
the group filed and was described as an
ardent supporter of its legal efforts. It
has been reported that her involvement
in these projects stood out and that she
frequently met with the legal staff to
review the status of cases.

One of the group’s most important
projects was filing lawsuits against the
city of New York based on its use of
civil service exams. Judge Sotomayor,
in fact, has been credited with helping
develop the group’s policy of chal-
lenging those exams.

In one of these cases, the group sued
the New York City Police Department
on the grounds that its test for pro-
motion discriminated against certain
groups. The suit alleged that too many
Caucasian officers were doing well on
the exam and not enough Hispanic and
African-American officers were per-
forming as well. The city settled a law-
suit by promoting some African Ameri-
cans and Hispanics who had not passed
the test, while passing over some White
officers who had.

Some of these White officers turned
around and sued the city. They alleged
that even though they performed well
on the exam, the city discriminated
against them based on race under the
settlement agreement and refused to
promote them because of quotas. Their
case reached the Supreme Court with
the High Court splitting 4 to 4, which
allowed the settlement to stand.

More recently, another group of pub-
lic safety officers made a similar
claim. A group of mostly White New
Haven, CT, firefighters performed well
on a standardized test which denied
promotions for lieutenant and for cap-
tain. Other racial and ethnic groups
passed the test, too, but their scores
were not as high as this group of most-
ly White firefighters. So under this
standardized test, individuals from
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these other groups would not have been
promoted. To avoid this result, the city
threw out the test and announced that
no one who took it would be eligible for
promotion, regardless of how well they
performed. The firefighters who scored
highly sued the city under Federal law
on the grounds of employment dis-
crimination. The trial court ruled
against them on summary judgment.
When their case reached the Second
Circuit, Judge Sotomayor sat on the
panel that decided it.

It was, and is, a major case. As I
mentioned, the Supreme Court has
taken that case, and its decision is ex-
pected soon. The Second Circuit recog-
nized it was a major case too. Amicus
briefs were submitted. The court allot-
ted extra time for oral argument. But
unlike the trial judge who rendered a
48-page opinion, Judge Sotomayor’s
panel dismissed the firefighters’ appeal
in just a few sentences. So not only did
Judge Sotomayor’s panel dismiss the
firefighters’ claims, thereby depriving
them of a trial on the merits, it didn’t
even explain why they shouldn’t have
their day in court on their very signifi-
cant claims.

I don’t believe a judge should rule
based on empathy, personal pref-
erences, or political beliefs, but if any
case cried out for empathy—if any case
cried out for empathy—it would be this
one. The plaintiff in that case, Frank
Ricci, has dyslexia. As a result, he had
to study extra hard for the test—up to
13 hours each day. To do so, he had to
give up his second job, while at the
same time spending $1,000 to buy text-
books and to pay someone to record
those textbooks on tape so he could
overcome his disability. His hard work
paid off. Of 77 applicants for 8 slots, he
had the sixth best score. But despite
his hard work and high performance,
the city deprived him of a promotion
he had clearly earned.

Is this what the President means by
“empathy’’—where he says he wants
judges to empathize with certain
groups but, implicitly, not with others?
If so, what if you are not in one of
those groups? What if you are Frank
Ricci?

This is not a partisan issue. It is not
just conservatives or Republicans who
have criticized Judge Sotomayor’s han-
dling of the Ricci case. Self-described
Democrats and political independents
have done so as well.

President Clinton’s appointee to the
Second Circuit and Judge Sotomayor’s
colleague, Jose Cabranes, has criticized
the handling of the case. He wrote a
stinging dissent, terming the handling
of the case ‘‘perfunctory’” and saying
that the way her panel handled the
case did a disservice to the weighty
issues involved.

Washington Post columnist Richard
Cohen was similarly offended by the
way the matter was handled. Last
month, before the President made his
nomination, Mr. Cohen concluded his
piece on the subject as follows:

Ricci is not just a legal case but a man
who has been deprived of the pursuit of hap-
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piness on account of his race. Obama’s Su-
preme Court nominee ought to be able to
look the New Haven fireman in the eye and
tell him whether he has been treated fairly
or not. There’s a litmus test for you.

Legal journalist Stuart Taylor, with
the National Journal, has been highly
critical of how the case was handled,
calling it peculiar.

Even the Obama Justice Department
has weighed in. It filed a brief in the
Supreme Court arguing that Judge
Sotomayor’s panel was wrong to sim-
ply dismiss the case.

So it is an admirable quality to be a
zealous advocate for your clients and
the causes in which you believe. But
judges are supposed to be passionate
advocates for the evenhanded reading
and fair application of the law, not
their own policies and preferences. In
reviewing the Ricci case, I am con-
cerned Judge Sotomayor may have lost
sight of that.

As we consider this nomination, I
will continue to examine her record to
see if personal or political views have
influenced her judgment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
thank Senator MCCONNELL for his
thoughtful comments. He is a former
member of the Judiciary Committee, a
lawyer who has studied these issues
and cares about them deeply, and I
value his comments. I do think that, as
Senator MCCONNELL knows, and while
he is here, once a nominee achieves the
Supreme Court, they do have a lifetime
appointment and these values and pref-
erences and principles on which they
operate go with them. So it is up to us,
I think my colleague would agree, to
make sure the values and principles
they bring to the Supreme Court would
be consistent with the rule of law. So I
appreciate the Senator’s comments.

Mr. McCONNELL. If the Senator
from Alabama will yield.

Mr. SESSIONS. I will yield.

Mr. McCONNELL. I commend Sen-
ator SESSIONS for his outstanding lead-
ership on this nomination and his in-
sistence that we be able to have enough
time to do the job—to read the cases,
read the Law Review articles, and to
get ready for a meaningful hearing for
one of the most important jobs in
America. I think he has done a superb
job, and I thank him for his efforts.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator.
I would note that there are only nine
legislative days between now and the
time the hearing starts, so we are defi-
nitely in a position where it is going to
be difficult to be as prepared as we
would like to be when this hearing
starts. We still don’t have some of the
materials we need.

My staff and I have been working
hard to survey the writings and records
of Judge Sotomayor.

Certainly, the constitutional duty of
the Senate to consent to the Presi-
dent’s nomination is a very serious
one. In recent years, we have seen judi-
cial opinions that seem more attuned
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to the judge’s personal preferences
than to the law, and it has caused quite
a bit of heartburn throughout the
country. We have seen judges who have
failed to understand that their role,
while very important, is a limited one.
The judge’s role is not policy, politics,
ethnicity, feelings, religion, or per-
sonal preference because whatever
those things are, they are not law, and
first and foremost a judge personifies
law. That is why lawyers and judges,
during court sessions—and I practiced
hard in Federal court for all of 15
years, so I have been in court a lot—
when they go to court, they do not say
even the judge’s name and usually
don’t even say ‘‘judge.” They refer to
the judge as ‘‘the Court.” They say, “‘If
the Court please, I would like to show
the witness a statement,” or a judge
may write, ‘““This Court has held,” and
it may be what he has written himself,
or she. All of this is to depersonalize,
to objectify the process, to clearly es-
tablish that the deciding entity has put
on a robe—a blindfold, according to our
image—and is objective, honest, fair,
and will not allow personal feelings or
biases to enter into the process.

So the confirmation process rightly
should require careful evaluation to en-
sure that a nominee—even one who has
as fine a career of experience as Judge
Sotomayor—meets all the qualities re-
quired of one who would be situated on
the highest Court. As this process
unfolds, it is important that the Sen-
ate conduct its evaluation in a way
that is honest and fair and remember
that a nominee often is limited in his
or her ability to answer complaints
against them.

So the time is rapidly approaching
for the hearings—only nine legislative
days between now and July 13—and
there are still many records, docu-
ments, and videos not produced that
are important to this process.

My colleagues and friends are asking:
What have you found? What evalua-
tions have you formed? What are your
preliminary thoughts? And I have been
somewhat reluctant to discuss these
matters at this point in time, as we
continue to review the record. In truth,
the confirmation process certainly
must be conducted with integrity and
care, but it is not a judicial process, it
is a political process. The Senate is a
political, legislative body, not a judi-
cial body, and it works its will. Its
Members must decide issues based on
what each Member may conclude is the
right standard or the right beliefs.

I have certainly not formed hard
opinions on this nominee, but I have
developed some observations and have
found some relevant facts and have
some questions and concerns. It is
clear to me that several matters and
cases must be carefully examined be-
cause they could reveal an approach to
judging that is not acceptable for a
nominee, in my opinion. I see no need
not to raise those concerns now. Dis-
cussing them openly can help our Sen-
ate colleagues get a better idea of what
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the issues are, and the public, and the
nominee can see what the questions are
now, before the hearings start. Unfor-
tunately, the record we have is incom-
plete in key respects, and it makes it
difficult for us to prepare.

As I review the record, I am looking
to try to find out whether this nominee
understands the proper role of a judge,
one who is not looking to impose per-
sonal preferences from the bench.
Frankly, I have to say—to follow up on
Senator MCCONNELL’s remarks—I don’t
think I look for the same qualities in a
judge that the person who nominated
her does—President Obama. He says he
wants someone who will use empathy—
empathy to certain groups to decide
cases. That may sound nice, but empa-
thy toward one is prejudice toward the
other, is it not? There are always liti-
gants on the other side, and they de-
serve to have their cases decided on the
law. And whatever else empathy might
be, it is not law. So I think empathy as
a standard, preference as a standard is
contrary to the judicial oath. This is
what a judge declares when they take
the office:

I do solemnly swear that I will administer
justice without respect to persons, and do
equal right to the poor and the rich, and that
I will faithfully and impartially discharge
and perform all the duties incumbent upon
me.

So I think that is the impartial ideal.
That is the ideal of the lady of justice
with the scales and the blindfold,
which we have always believed in in
this country and which has been the
cornerstone of American jurisprudence.

So what I have seen thus far in Judge
Sotomayor’s record—and presumably
some of her views are the reason Presi-
dent Obama selected her—cause me
concern that the nominee will look
outside the law and the evidence in
judging and that her policy preferences
could influence her decisionmaking.
Her speeches and writings outside the
court are certainly of concern, some of
which Senator MCCONNELL mentioned.

I wish to discuss some other areas
that I think are significant also. She
has had extensive work with the Puer-
to Rican Legal Defense and Education
Fund and been a supporter, presum-
ably, of what it stands for. So that is
one of the matters I will discuss a bit
here. Also, I will discuss her decision to
allow felons, even those convicted and
in jail, the right to vote, overruling a
long-established State law. Some other
matters I will discuss include the New
Haven firefighters case.

Looking at the long association the
nominee has had with the Puerto Rican
Legal Defense and Education Fund—an
organization that I have to say, I be-
lieve, is clearly outside the main-
stream of the American approach to
matters—this is a group that has taken
some very shocking positions with re-
spect to terrorism. When New York
Mayor David Dinkins criticized mem-
bers of the radical Puerto Rican na-
tionalist group and called them ‘‘assas-
sins’® because they had shot at Mem-
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bers of Congress and been involved in,
I guess, other violence, the fund, of
which judge Sotomayor was a Dpart,
criticized the mayor and said they were
not assassins and said that the com-
ments were ‘‘insensitive.”

The President of the organization
continued, explaining that for many
people in Puerto Rico, these men were
fighters for freedom and justice.

I wonder if she agreed with that
statement and that the statements of
the mayor of New York were insensi-
tive. These Puerto Rican nationalists
reconstituted into groups such as the
FALN, which we have recently had oc-
casion to discuss in depth. The FALN
itself was responsible for more than 100
violent attacks resulting in at least 6
deaths. I find it ironic that once again
we find ourselves discussing these mur-
derous members of FALN, when not
long ago we were considering whether
to confirm Attorney General Eric Hold-
er, who was advocating pardoning them
and President Clinton did. Now we find
ourselves wondering about this nomi-
nee to the Court and what her views
are on these matters and how her mind
works as she thinks about these kinds
of issues.

We do not have enough information,
unfortunately, to assess these concerns
effectively. We requested information
relating to Judge Sotomayor’s involve-
ment with the fund, a typical question
of all nominees but critically impor-
tant for a Supreme Court nominee. But
we have not received information. In-
deed, we have received 9 documents to-
taling fewer than 30 pages relating to
her 12 years with the organization. So
it is not possible for us to make an in-
formed decision at this point on her re-
lationship with an organization that
seems to be outside the mainstream.

What we know, basically, is from
publicly available information, and
what has been provided this com-
mittee, is that this is a group that has,
time and again, taken extreme posi-
tions on vitally important issues such
as abortion. In one brief, which was in
support of a rehearing petition in the
U.S. Supreme Court, a brief to the Su-
preme Court, the Fund criticized the
Supreme Court’s decision in two cases
that both the State and Federal Gov-
ernment should restrict the use of pub-
lic funds for abortion—the question of
public funding of abortion.

Incredibly, the Fund joined other
groups in comparing these types of
funding restrictions to slavery, stating:

Just as Dred Scott v. Sanford refused citi-
zenship to Black people, these opinions strip
the poor of meaningful citizenship under the
fundamental law.

In their view, the equal protection
clause of the U.S. Constitution prohib-
ited restrictions on either Federal or
State Government provision of funding
abortions.

I think this is an indefensible posi-
tion. We do not know how much Judge
Sotomayor had to do with developing
these positions of the Fund—but cer-
tainly she was an officer of it, involved
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in the Ilitigation committee during
most of this time—because we do not
have the information we requested.

We do know the Fund and Judge
Sotomayor opposed reinstatement of
the death penalty in New York based
not on the law but on what they found
to be the inhuman psychological bur-
den it places on criminals, based on
world opinion, and based on evident
racism in our society. What does this
mean about how Judge Sotomayor
would approach death penalty cases? 1
think she has affirmed death penalty
cases, but on the Supreme Court, there
is a different ability to redefine cases.
These personal views of hers could very
well affect that.

Recently, five Justices of the Su-
preme Court decided, based in part on
their review of rulings of courts of for-
eign countries, that the Constitution
says the United States cannot execute
a violent criminal if he is 17 years and
364 days old when he willfully,
premeditatedly Kkills someone. They
say the Constitution says the State
that has a law to that effect cannot do
it.

Looking to ‘‘evolving standards of
decency that mark the progress of a
maturing society’”’—this is what the
Court said, as they set about their duty
to define the U.S. Constitution; this is
five Members of the Supreme Court,
with four strong dissents: looking to
“‘evolving standards of decency that
mark the progress of a maturing soci-
ety,” we conclude the death penalty in
this case violated the eighth amend-
ment.

There are at least six or eight ref-
erences in the Constitution to a death
penalty. If States don’t believe 18-year-
olds should be executed, or 17, they
should prohibit it and many States do.
But it is not answered by the Constitu-
tion. But five judges did not like it.
They consulted with world opinion and
what they considered to be evolving
standards of decency and said the Con-
stitution prohibited the imposition of a
death penalty in this case, when it had
never been considered to be so since
the founding of our Republic. I don’t
think that is a principled approach to
jurisprudence. That is the kind of thing
I am worried about if we had another
judge who will think like that on the
bench.

I will ask about some other cases,
too, that give me pause. For centuries
States and colonies, even before we be-
came a nation, have concluded that in-
dividuals who commit serious crimes,
felonies, forfeit their right to vote, par-
ticularly while they are in jail. It is a
choice that States can make and have
made between 1776 and 1821. Eleven
State constitutions contemplated pre-
venting felons from voting. New York
passed its first felon disenfranchise-
ment law in 1821. When the 14th amend-
ment was adopted in 1868, 29 States had
such provisions. By 2002, all States ex-
cept Maine and Vermont disenfran-
chised felons. For years, these types of
laws have been upheld by the courts
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against a range of challenges. But in
Hayden v. Pataki, in 2006, Justice
Sotomayor stated her belief that these
types of laws violate the Voting Rights
Act of 1965, even though that act
makes no reference to these long-
standing and common State laws and
even though they are specifically ref-
erenced in the fourteenth amendment
to the Constitution itself.

In her view, with analysis of a few
short paragraphs only, the New York
law was found—or she found—she con-
cluded that the New York law was ‘‘on
account of race,”” and therefore it vio-
lated the Voting Rights Act.

It was ‘““‘on account of race’ because
of its impact and nothing more. Statis-
tically, it seems that in New York, as
a percentage of the population, more
minorities are in jail than nonminori-
ties. Therefore, it was concluded that
this act was unconstitutional. I think
this is a bridge too far. It would mean
that State laws setting a voting age of
18 would also violate Federal law be-
cause, within the society or in most of
our country, minorities would have
more children under 18 so that would
have a disparate impact on them.

I do not think this can be the law, as
a majority of the colleagues on that
Court explained, and did not accept her
logic. Actually, her opinion was not
upheld.

I look forward to asking her about
that. I am aware that Judge
Sotomayor would say she is acting as a
strict constructionist by simply apply-
ing literally the 40-year-old Voting
Rights Act of 1965. I do not think so. I
remember when Miguel Estrada, that
brilliant Hispanic lawyer whom Presi-
dent Bush nominated to the appellate
courts and who was defeated after we
had seven attempts to shut off a fili-
buster on the floor of the Senate but
could never do so, said during his hear-
ings that he didn’t like the term
“‘strict construction.” He preferred the
term ‘‘fair construction.”

He was correct. So the question is, Is
this a fair construction of the Voting
Rights Act, that it would overturn
these long-established laws when no
such thing was considered in the de-
bate on the legislation? That historic
laws, which limit felons voting, are to
be wiped out, even allowing felons still
in jail to vote? I do not think so and
neither did most of the judges who
have heard these cases.

With regard to the New Haven fire-
fighters case, I will say we will be look-
ing into that case in some length. Stu-
art Taylor did a very fine analysis of it
when he was writing, I believe, at the
National Journal. He recognized that
no one ever found that the examination
these firefighters took was invalid or
unfair. As he has explained, if the ‘‘be-
lated, weak, and speculative criti-
cisms—obviously tailored to impugn
the outcome of the tests—are sufficient
to disprove an exam’s validity or fair-
ness, no test will ever withstand a dis-
parate-impact lawsuit. That may or
may not be Judge Sotomayor’s objec-
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tive. But it cannot be the law,” says
Mr. Stuart Taylor in his thoughtful
piece. The firefighters, you see, were
told there was going to be a test that
would determine promotion, that it
would determine eligibility for pro-
motion. The tests were given at the
time stated and the rules had been set
forth. But the rules were changed and
promotions did not occur because the
Sotomayor court, in a perfunctory de-
cision, concluded that too many mi-
norities did not pass the test, and no
finding was made that the test was un-
fair. We will be looking at that and
quite a number of other matters as we
go forward.

I will be talking about the question
of foreign law and the question of this
nominee’s commitment to the second
amendment, the right to keep and bear
arms. The Constitution says the right
to keep and bear arms shall not be in-
fringed. We will talk about that and
some other matters because, once on
the Court, each Justice has one vote. It
only takes five votes to declare what
the Constitution says. That is an awe-
some power and the judges must show
restraint, they must respect the legis-
lative body, they must understand that
world opinion has no role in how to de-
fine the U.S. Constitution, for heaven’s
sake. Neither does foreign law. How
can that help us interpret the meaning
of words passed by an American legis-
lature?

Oftentimes, world opinion is defined
in no objective way, just how the judge
might feel world opinion is. I am not
sure they conduct a world poll, or what
court’s law do they examine around the
world to help that influence their opin-
ion on an American case?

This is a dangerous philosophy is all
I am saying. It is a very serious debate.
There are many in law schools who
have a different view: there is an intel-
lectual case out there for an activist
judiciary or a judiciary that should not
be tethered to dictionary definitions of
words. Judges should be willing and
bold and take steps to advance the law
they would set and to protect this or
that group that is favored at this or
that time.

I think that is dangerous. I think it
is contrary to our heritage of law. I am
not in favor of that approach to it.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President,
today on the floor some of my col-
leagues have begun their attacks on
President Obama’s historic and incred-
ibly qualified nominee to the Supreme
Court, Judge Sonia Sotomayor. They
clearly decided, for ideological reasons,
that they were going to oppose who-
ever President Obama appointed before
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the hearings even started. We have
heard people try to attach a lot of la-
bels to Judge Sotomayor over the past
few weeks, but it has become clearer
and clearer as we look hard at Judge
Sotomayor’s record and vast experi-
ence that attacking this nominee is
like throwing rocks at a library. It is
uncalled for and it doesn’t accomplish
anything. Her opponents are grasping
at straws, because it turns out we have
before us one of the most qualified, ex-
ceptional nominees to come before this
Senate in recent history.

Let there be mno doubt: Sonia
Sotomayor’s nomination to be a Jus-
tice to the Supreme Court is a proud
moment for America. It is proof that
the American dream is in reach for ev-
eryone willing to work hard, play by
the rules, and give back to their com-
munities, regardless of their ethnicity,
gender, or socioeconomic background.
It is further proof of the deep roots the
Hispanic community has in this coun-
try.

But let’s be clear: We get to be proud
of this nominee because she is excep-
tionally qualified. We get to be proud
because of her vast knowledge of the
law, her practical experience fighting
crime, and her proven record of dedica-
tion to equal justice under the law.
Those are the reasons we are proud.
Those are the reasons she should be
confirmed without delay.

We should not be hearing any sugges-
tions that we need infinitely more time
to discuss this nomination. It should
move as promptly as the nomination of
John Roberts, and that is exactly what
we are going to do.

A little while ago at a press con-
ference, we heard from prominent legal
and law enforcement organizations
that explained how the people who
have actually seen her work know her
best: as an exemplary, fair, and highly
qualified judge. They came from across
our country, from Florida to Texas,
Nebraska, and my home State of New
Jersey. They shed light on how impor-
tant her work has been in the fight
against crime, how her work as a pros-
ecutor put the ‘“‘Tarzan murderer’ be-
hind bars, how as a judge she upheld
the convictions of drug dealers, sexual
predators, and other violent criminals.
And they made it clear how much they
admire her strong respect for the lib-
erties and protections granted by our
Constitution, including the first
amendment rights of people she strong-
ly disagreed with.

Judge Sotomayor’s credentials are
undeniable. After graduating at the top
of her class at Princeton, she became
an editor of the law journal at Yale
Law School, which many consider to be
the Nation’s best. She went to work in
the Manhattan district attorney’s of-
fice, prosecuting crimes from murder
to child abuse to fraud, winning convic-
tions all along the way.

A Republican President, George H.W.
Bush, appointed her to the U.S. Dis-
trict Court in New York, and a Demo-
crat, Bill Clinton, appointed her to the
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U.S. Court of Appeals. She was con-
firmed by a Democratic majority Sen-
ate and then a Republican majority
Senate. Her record as a judge is as
clear and publicly accessible as any re-
cent nominee and clearly shows mod-
esty and restraint on the bench.

She would bring more judicial experi-
ence to the Supreme Court than any
Justice in 70 years, and more Federal
judicial experience than anyone in the
past century. Her record and her adher-
ence to precedent leave no doubt what-
soever that she respects the Constitu-
tion and the rule of law.

Judge Sotomayor’s record has made
it clear that she believes what deter-
mines a case is not her personal pref-
erences but the law. Her hundreds of
decisions prove very conclusively that
she looks at what the law says, she
looks at what Congress has said, and
she looks above all at what precedent
says. She is meticulous about looking
at the facts and then decides the out-
come in accordance with the Constitu-
tion.

On top of that, Judge Sotomayor’s
personal background is rich with the
joys and hardships that millions of
American families share. Her record is
proof that someone can be both an im-
partial arbiter of the law and still rec-
ognize how her decisions will affect
people’s everyday lives.

I think it says something that the
worst her ideological opponents can ac-
cuse her of is being able to understand
the perspective of a wide range of peo-
ple whose cases will come before her.

Judge Sotomayor deserves nothing
less than a prompt hearing and a
prompt confirmation. As the process
moves forward, I plan to come back to
the floor as often as is necessary to
rebut any baseless attacks leveled at
this judge.

It fills me with pride to have the op-
portunity to support President
Obama’s groundbreaking nominee,
someone who is clearly the right per-
son for a seat on the highest Court of
the land.

It is an enormous joy to be reminded
once again that in the United States of
America, if you work hard, play by the
rules, and give back to your commu-
nity, anything is possible.

Madam President, with that, I yield
the floor.

———
RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:30 p.m.
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Acting
President pro tempore.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President,
what is the status of the Senate at the
present time?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate is in morning busi-
ness.
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FOOD SAFETY RAPID RESPONSE
ACT OF 2009

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I
rise today to talk for a few minutes
about the Food Safety Rapid Response
Act of 2009. I do this in conjunction
with my colleague from the State of
Minnesota, Senator KLOBUCHAR. I rec-
ognize her first for her strong leader-
ship on this legislation. She and I both
are a member of the Senate Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. On that committee, she has been
extremely active, and on this par-
ticular issue we have had the oppor-
tunity to dialog on any number of oc-
casions. Thanks to her cooperation and
her leadership, we have developed and
are cosponsoring the Food Safety
Rapid Response Act of 2009, which is
designed to improve foodborne illness
surveillance systems on the Federal,
State, and local level, as well as im-
prove communication and coordination
among public health and food regu-
latory agencies.

In the wake of the recent salmonella
outbreak at the Peanut Corporation of
America in my home State of Georgia,
the Senate Agriculture Committee
held a hearing to review the response
from the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention and the Food and Drug
Administration. The mother of a vic-
tim of the outbreak testified at the
hearing and shared her personal story
and frustrations in dealing with nu-
merous Federal bureaucracies over this
issue.

This hearing brought to light a clear
need to develop a more effective na-
tional response to outbreaks of
foodborne illness, especially in the area
of coordination among public health
and food regulatory agencies, to share
findings and develop a centralized
database. The Food Safety Rapid Re-
sponse Act of 2009 will expedite much
needed improvements to identify and
respond to foodborne illnesses through-
out the country.

Key components of this legislation
include the following: First, directing
the CDC to enhance the Nation’s
foodborne disease surveillance system
by improving the collection, analysis,
reporting, and wusefulness of data
among local, State, and Federal agen-
cies, as well as the food industry; sec-
ond, directing the CDC to provide sup-
port and expertise to State health
agencies and laboratories for their in-
vestigations of foodborne disease. This
includes promoting best practices for
food safety investigations. And, third,
establishing regional food safety cen-
ters of excellence at select public
health departments and higher edu-
cation institutions around the country
to provide increased resources, train-
ing, and coordination among State and
local personnel.

Both Senator KLOBUCHAR and I are
very proud of the excellent work done
at universities in our respective home
States in the area of food safety and
epidemiology.

The University of Georgia is home to
the world-class Center for Food Safety
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which has for more than 17 years as-
sisted the CDC with foodborne disease
outbreak investigations.

The University of Georgia Center for
Food Safety is known for its leadership
in developing new methods for detect-
ing, controlling, and eliminating harm-
ful microbes found in foods and is the
go-to organization for the CDC, FDA,
and the food industry when seeking so-
lutions to difficult food safety issues.

The Center for Food Safety fre-
quently provides FDA, CDC, and State
health departments advice and assist-
ance in isolating harmful bacteria,
such as salmonella and E. coli 0157
from foods.

I am hopeful the Food Safety Re-
sponse Act of 2009 will be considered as
part of comprehensive food safety leg-
islation in the months ahead. Both
Senator KLOBUCHAR and myself are co-
sponsors of the FDA Food Safety Mod-
ernization Act, a bipartisan measure to
enhance current Food and Drug Admin-
istration authority to better protect
our Nation’s food supply.

Whether produced domestically or
imported, Americans must be able to
trust that the food sold in their gro-
cery stores and restaurants is safe and
secure. It is critical to ensure that the
Food and Drug Administration has the
tools it needs to properly monitor and
inspect the food that is consumed in
this country.

The FDA Food Safety Modernization
Act affords regulators the authority
they need to better identify vulnerabil-
ities in our food supply while maintain-
ing the high level of food safety most
Americans enjoy and take for granted.

The legislation calls for an increase
in the frequency of FDA inspections at
all food facilities, grants the FDA ex-
panded access to records and testing
results, and authorizes the FDA to
order mandatory recalls should a pri-
vate entity fail to do so voluntarily
upon the FDA’s request.

The Food Safety Modernization Act
strikes an appropriate balance for the
various roles of Federal regulators,
food manufacturers, and our Nation’s
farmers to ensure that Americans con-
tinue to enjoy the safest food supply in
the world. America’s farmers are com-
mitted to providing the safest food pos-
sible to their customers and have a
decades-long history of implementing
food safety improvements to prevent
both deliberate and unintentional con-
tamination of agricultural products as
they make their way from the farm to
the retail store or to a restaurant.
However, we must also be realistic in
our expectations. Food is grown in dirt,
and as a result a zero-risk food supply
will be impossible to achieve. It is a
goal that we must strive for, while at
the same time being ever mindful of
the realities of food production and the
detrimental consequences of applying
unreasonable demands on our pro-
ducers or our farmers.

As the Congress updates our food
safety laws, there will be indepth delib-
erations about specific provisions re-
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lated to all aspects of food safety, such
as product tracing, third-party audits,
and facility inspections. As we tackle
each of these issues, a few principles
must guide our decisions.

First, regulation and inspections
must be science and risk based. Rely-
ing on science- and risk-based analysis
will focus our efforts and resources to
vulnerable aspects of our food supply
instead of developing a regime that
only establishes more redtape, burden-
some recordkeeping, or Federal intru-
sion.

Second, it is important to provide
protections against unreasonable de-
mands for records, as well as provide
for protections against unauthorized
disclosure of proprietary or confiden-
tial business information which the
agency gains when reviewing the con-
tents of written food safety plans and
other records.

Finally, FDA’s food safety functions
should be funded through Federal ap-
propriations as opposed to registration
fees that go into a general fund that
may or may not be used to enhance in-
spections. Costly user fees or flat facil-
ity registration fees applicable to all
types and sizes of facilities should not
be considered. Such fees pose questions
of equity, particularly for small busi-
nesses that consume a negligible share
of FDA resources.

An effective public-private partner-
ship is critical to ensuring a safe food
supply. The private sector has the re-
sponsibility to follow Federal guide-
lines and ensure the safety of their
products. The Federal and State gov-
ernments have the responsibility to
oversee these efforts and take correc-
tive actions when necessary. We need
to have the ability to quickly identify
gaps in the system and act swiftly to
correct them. Both the Food Safety
Rapid Response Act and the FDA Food
Safety Modernization Act are impor-
tant measures to achieve that goal.

Again, Mr. President, I commend the
Senator from Minnesota. It has been a
privilege to work with her to this
point. I look forward to continuing to
move this legislation in a positive di-
rection and in a short timeframe so
that we can make sure we are giving
all of our oversight personnel and our
regulators the proper authority and
the resources with which to do their
job.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Minnesota.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business for 10 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
am proud to stand here today with Mr.
CHAMBLISS, the Senator from Georgia,
in speaking out in favor of our bill to
bring food safety to this country. It is
interesting that we introduced this bill
together because, of course, this latest
outbreak that got so much attention
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nationally with the Peanut Corpora-
tion of America started in Georgia. No
one knew that at the time as people
got sick across the country, and it
ended in Minnesota where, after three
deaths in my State, it was the Min-
nesota Department of Health and the
University of Minnesota working to-
gether that once again solved the prob-
lem, figuring out where the salmonella
was coming from.

Today a Republican Senator from
Georgia and a Democratic Senator
from Minnesota have come together to
introduce this bill to say we want to do
everything we can to prevent this from
happening in the first place. That is
why we both support the FDA bill. But
it is also to say, when it does happen,
we want to catch things as soon as pos-
sible so we have less people who get
sick, less people who die, and a lot of
that has to do with best practices. I am
proud to stand with the Senator from
Georgia today.

This past week, our country saw an-
other food recall due to the outbreak of
E. coli caused by refrigerated cookie
dough manufactured by Nestle. The
outbreak has sickened at least 65 peo-
ple in 29 States, and it is the latest in
a series of foodborne outbreaks in the
last 2 years, or at the least, the out-
breaks we know of since many cases of
foodborne illness are never reported or
those that are reported are mnever
linked to an identifiable common
source.

In the spring and summer of 2007, as
you may recall, hundreds of people
across the country were getting sick
from salmonella. The source was ulti-
mately traced to jalapeno peppers im-
ported from Mexico.

Last fall, hundreds of people, as we
just talked about, across the country
again fell ill to salmonella. Again, this
was traced back to the peanut butter
processing plant in Georgia. In the
meantime, nine people died from sal-
monella poisoning, three of them in my
home State of Minnesota.

In both of these outbreaks, more
than half of the people who got sick or
died did so before there was any con-
sumer advisory or recall. Half of these
people got sick or died before there was
a consumer advisory or recall. In the
case of the jalapeno peppers, people
had been getting sick for almost 2
months before the advisory was issued
about tomatoes, the original suspect,
which turned out to be incorrect, hurt-
ing that industry. It was nearly 3
months before the first illness was re-
ported in Minnesota, and then, once
again, solved in Minnesota.

In the case of the peanut butter, peo-
ple were getting sick for 3 months be-
fore the first illness was reported in my
home State. For 3 months people got
sick all across the country, and it was
only when they got sick or died in Min-
nesota that it got solved.

We have to fix this situation. I am
proud of my State. I am proud it was
able to catch these two major food out-
breaks. But we have to be doing it in
other places as well.
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The breakthrough in identifying the
sources of contamination did not come
from the Centers for Disease Control,
despite their good work. It did not
come from the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration. It did not come from the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. The break-
through came from the work of the
Minnesota Department of Health and
the Minnesota Department of Agri-
culture, as well as a collaborative ef-
fort with the University of Minnesota
School of Public Health. This initiative
has earned a remarkable national rep-
utation.

With all due respect to their exem-
plary work, the Nation should not have
to wait until someone from Minnesota
gets sick or dies from tainted food be-
fore there is an effective national re-
sponse to investigate and identify the
causes. The problem is that the respon-
sibility to investigate potential
foodborne diseases rests largely with
local and State health departments,
and that is OK, if it worked everywhere
the way it does in Minnesota. There is
tremendous variation from State to
State in terms of the priority and the
resources they dedicate to this respon-
sibility.

In Minnesota, it is a high priority,
and we have dedicated professionals
who have developed sophisticated pro-
cedures for detecting, investigating,
and tracking cases of foodborne ill-
nesses.

The peanut butter salmonella out-
break was so extensive and so shocking
that it has finally put food safety on
the agenda in Washington. It is a
crowed agenda, as we all know, but
food safety must be there.

In March, I joined with a bipartisan
group of Senators to introduce the
Food Safety Modernization Act of 2009,
which would overhaul the Federal Gov-
ernment’s food safety system. Other
cosponsors are Senators DICK DURBIN,
JUDD GREGG, TED KENNEDY, RICHARD
BURR, CHRIS DODD, LAMAR ALEXANDER,
and SAXBY CHAMBLISS.

This legislation is a comprehensive
approach to strengthening the Food
and Drug Administration’s authority
and resources. But I believe there is
still much more that can and should be
done. That is why, along with Senator
CHAMBLISS, I have introduced the Food
Safety Rapid Response Act. This legis-
lation focuses on the Centers for Dis-
ease Control, as well as State and local

capabilities, for responding to
foodborne illness. It has three main
provisions.

First, it would direct the Centers for
Disease Control to enhance foodborne
surveillance systems to improve the
collection, analysis, reporting, and use-
fulness of data on foodborne systems.
This includes better sharing of infor-
mation among Federal, State, and
local agencies, as well as with the food
industry and the public. It also in-
cludes developing improved epidemi-
ology tools and procedures to better
detect foodborne disease clusters and
improve tracebacks to identify the
contaminated food products.
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I can tell you, our State is proud to
be the home of Hormel, Schwan’s, Land
O’Lakes, General Mills, and many
other food processing companies, and
they are eager to help because often-
times they know the best way to trace
back these foodborne illnesses. They
want to have safe food and they are in-
terested in helping.

Second, it would direct the Centers
for Disease Control to work with State
level agencies to improve foodborne ill-
ness surveillance. This includes pro-
viding support to State laboratories
and agencies for outbreak investiga-
tions with needed specialty expertise.
It also includes—and this is key—de-
veloping model practices at the State
and local levels for responding to
foodborne illnesses and outbreaks.

This is about the Minnesota model,
these best practices. What happens in
Minnesota, I will tell you—and I will
bet it is as expensive in some other
States, but what we do is smart. We
take a team of graduate students—sort
of food detectives—and they work to-
gether. Instead of having it go all over
the State to a county nurse in one
county and someone else in another
county, this group of graduate stu-
dents, working under the supervision of
doctors and people who are profes-
sionals in this area, literally calls all
at once. They work next to each other
and they call people who have been
sick or who are sick and that way, at
one moment in time, they are able to
immediately figure out what the peo-
ple were eating and where the food
came from. There are sophisticated
laboratory techniques that go on ev-
erywhere, but what works here is this
teamwork with graduate students.

Finally, this legislation would estab-
lish Food Safety Centers of Excellence.
The goal is to set up regional food safe-
ty centers at select public health de-
partments and higher education insti-
tutions. These collaborations would
provide increased resources, training,
and coordination for State and local of-
ficials so that other States can be
doing exactly what Minnesota does. In
particular, they would seek to dis-
tribute food safety best practices such
as those that have become routine in
my State.

Dr. Osterholm, at the University of
Minnesota, is a national food safety
and disease expert. Many of you may
have seen him featured nationally with
the latest HIN1 flu outbreak. He is
credited with the creation of the Min-
nesota program. He has said that the
creation of regional programs modeled
on Minnesota would go a long way to
providing precisely the real-time sup-
port for outbreak investigations at the
State and local levels that is so sorely
needed.

No one believes we are going to be
able to do this all out of Washington.
That is why we simply have to upgrade
the places that our States are using, so
when there is an outbreak we don’t
have to wait for people to get sick or
die in Minnesota to solve these prob-
lems.
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The recent outbreaks have shaken
our confidence and trust in the food we
eat. According to the Centers for Dis-
ease Control, foodborne disease causes
about 76 million illnesses, 325,000 hos-
pitalizations, and 5,000 deaths in the
United States each year. Yet for every
foodborne illness that is reported, it is
estimated that as many as 40 more ill-
nesses are not reported or confirmed by
a lab.

The annual cost of medical care, lost
productivity, and premature deaths
due to foodborne illnesses is estimated
to be $44 billion. So there is a lot at
stake, both in terms of life and money.
I believe we can do so much better. I
believe it because I have seen it in my
State.

Senator CHAMBLISS, from the State of
Georgia, where this latest outbreak oc-
curred, believes it because he has seen
the devastation to an industry’s own
State, where when you have one bad
actor and then it gets out there and
more people get sick and die, it doesn’t
help anyone in this country. The trag-
edy of so many families—three in my
own State—hurts tremendously. So we
know we can do better, and that is why
we are introducing this bill on a bipar-
tisan basis.

As a former prosecutor, I have al-
ways believed the first responsibility of
government is to protect its citizens.
When people get sick or die from con-
taminated food, the government must
take aggressive and immediate action.
I believe that together the Food Safety
Rapid Response Act and the Food Safe-
ty Modernization Act will strengthen
food safety in America and ultimately
save both lives and money.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Florida.

———

TRIBUTE TO COLONEL RAMON M.
BARQUIN

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. President, it
gives me great pleasure to honor an in-
dividual who lived in pursuit of a free
Cuba and a better America, COL
Ramon M. Barquin, who died at the age
of 93 on March 3, 2008.

Colonel Barquin was an accomplished
military leader, an educator, a dip-
lomat, and an entrepreneur. Although
Cuba was his native home, he made our
Nation a better place during the years
he lived in exile.

Ramon Barquin was born in Cien-
fuegos, Cuba, on May 12, 1914. At the
age of 19, he joined the Cuban army,
served his country, and graduated from
the Cuban Military Academy in 1941.
During his years of military service,
Colonel Barquin attended various U.S.
Army schools here in the TUnited
States. Following a distinguished ca-
reer in the military, Colonel Barquin
found his passion in military edu-
cation.

In the classroom, he worked to instill
a culture of civic awareness within the
military’s ranks, founded the Cuban
National War College, and eventually
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was promoted to director of Cuba’s
military schools. Following his career
in Cuban military education, Barquin
was appointed as Cuba’s military atta-
che to the United States and delegate
to the Inter-American Defense Board,
where he was elected vice chair and led
the team that developed the plan for a
joint defense of the Western Hemi-
sphere. For his work, Colonel Barquin
was honored in 1955 by our government
with the Legion of Merit, Grade of
Commander.

While serving as attache, he learned
of the shifting political winds in Cuba
and conspired to prevent freedom from
losing a foothold in his native land. I
can remember as a young boy in Cuba
living through tumultuous times. But I
also remember my father often re-
marking that in Colonel Barquin, Cuba
had its best hope for democracy.

It was the colonel’s concerns that led
him to participate in a failed military
revolt against the Batista dictatorship
and later to actively work against Cas-
tro’s totalitarian regime. When Castro
came to power, he asked Barquin to
serve as defense minister. Concerned
with the regime’s repressive nature,
Colonel Barquin refused and instead
chose to serve in an ambassadorial post
in BEurope. As a result of that, he was
able to flee to the United States and
begin a new life, now in exile.

After briefly living in Miami,
Barquin rekindled his passion for edu-
cation by establishing a consortium of
educational institutions in Puerto
Rico. They included a K-12 school
called the American Military Acad-
emy, summer camps, a university—At-
lantic College—and an institute for
civic education known as Instituto de
Democratica. He was recognized for his
hard work and enterpreneurism by the
Puerto Rican government as the 1995
Educator of the Year.

Graduates of the K-12 academy he
founded had kind words of appreciation
for the colonel’s work and character.
One student remarked: ‘“From the
Colonel, I learned to love my country
and he taught me the values that lead
my life today.”

As a Cuban American, a Floridian,
and a Senator, it gives me great pleas-
ure to pay tribute to an individual with
a legacy as awe inspiring as that of
COL Ramon M. Barquin. His unwaver-
ing commitment to freedom and de-
mocracy, his generosity, and his zeal
for serving others is, and will be, sorely
missed.

I also know that probably one of his
proudest accomplishments was a won-
derful family. I am privileged to know
his son Ramon, who also carries his
name, and also some of his grand-
children. I know that is, without a
doubt, what I am sure he feels was his
greatest legacy while he lived among
us. I know that history would have
been very different if he had had an op-
portunity to follow through on some of
his ideas and some of his hopes.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise
to speak to my colleagues on two
issues this afternoon. One is the nomi-
nation of Judge Sotomayor to the U.S.
Supreme Court and the second is on
the public option in health care.

————

SOTOMAYOR NOMINATION

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, sev-
eral of my colleagues across the aisle
have come to the floor to attack Judge
Sotomayor’s nomination to the Su-
preme Court. I must say, I think these
attacks are entirely misplaced. I have
always had a consistent standard for
evaluating judicial nominees. I use it
when voting for them. I use it when
joining in, in the nomination process. I
did under President Bush and continue
to under President Obama. Those three
standards are excellence, moderation,
and diversity.

I am confident Judge Sotomayor
meets these criteria. Based on my re-
view thus far of her lengthy and im-
pressive record on both the district
court and court of appeals, her impres-
sive career in both public and private
sectors, and her stellar academic cre-
dentials.

I have also been deeply impressed
with her personal story, a true story of
an American dream. She pulled herself
up from the projects in the Bronx to
stand before this body as a nominee to
the highest Court in the land. Her his-
tory is truly inspirational, a history of
which we should all be extremely
proud. It is a great American story. It
is what the greatness of America is all
about, as my friend from New Jersey
said earlier.

I think some of the comments I have
heard from my Republican colleagues
this morning have distorted Judge
Sotomayor’s distinguished record, so
let’s take a minute to consider what
the real story is and how Judge
Sotomayor’s record reflects the highest
ideals of judging.

Judge Sotomayor’s record reveals her
to be both modest and moderate, dedi-
cated to the rule of law and not out-
come oriented.

For example, Senator SESSIONS spent
some of his time this morning criti-
cizing one particular case, Hayden v.
Pataki, about felon disenfranchise-
ment—because Judge Sotomayor’s dis-
sent would have resulted in an outcome
with which he did not agree. He ne-
glected to mention that her opinion
was based on the plain text of the stat-
ute before the court and he also left
out some of the key, revealing com-
ments she made in her dissent:

No one disputes that States have the rights
to disenfranchise felons;
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No. 2:

The duty of a judge is to follow the law,
not question its plain terms;

And No. 3:

I trust that Congress would prefer to make
any needed changes itself rather than have
the courts do so for it.

These are the kind of statements, in
the very case my good friend from Ala-
bama uses to criticize the judge, that
we have heard from people on the other
side of the aisle over and over as to
what a judge should do: Not replace his
or her own judgment for that of a legis-
lature or that of the law.

Judge Sotomayor was following text
to a result, not the other way around.
These quotes tell us a lot more about
Judge Sotomayor’s judicial philosophy
and commitment to rule of law than
simply looking at the outcome in any
particular case. Even when we look at
outcomes, the entirety of her record
gives us a more accurate picture of her
judicial philosophy than the outcome
of any one case. She rejected discrimi-
nation claims in 81 percent of the cases
she considered, and in those 78 cases re-
jecting discrimination claims she dis-
sented from the panel she was on only
twice.

When my office looked at her record
on immigration cases she sided with
the immigrant in asylum cases only 17
percent of the time. That is average for
the entire Second Circuit. This should
put to rest any notion she is swayed by
outcomes rather than by law.

Obviously, she sympathizes with the
immigrant experience, that has been
clear. But she does not let those sym-
pathies stand in the way of her judging
what the law says and mandates. So
she is clearly not a judicial activist,
someone who reaches beyond the prop-
er role of a judge to impose her per-
sonal preferences.

I think it is about time to debunk
the notion of judicial activism, as some
are using. I think that judicial activ-
ism is starting to become code for
many of my friends on the other side of
the aisle for ‘‘decisions with outcomes
with which I don’t agree.” When they
say judicial activist, they are not look-
ing at how close or far from the law.
They are, rather, looking at: Well, I
didn’t agree with the ultimate deci-
sion.

That is why I prefer to use the term
“modest’ in describing my ideal judge.
It was a term that was used by Justice
Roberts when he was before us.

I will quote from the Federalist Pa-
pers as some of my colleagues have
done. In Federalist No. 78, the primary
source for justification for judicial re-
view in the Constitution, Alexander
Hamilton explains the role of a judge
very simply: A judge must interpret
the Constitution, interpret the laws,
and when there is ‘‘irreconcilable vari-
ance between the two, that which has
the superior obligation and validity
ought, of course, to be preferred.”

An ‘‘irreconcilable variance’—that
imposes a high bar on any judge who is
tempted to strike down a law or a prac-
tice or any decision by a legislature or
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executive as unconstitutional. This is,
by the way, exactly the standard Judge
Sotomayor lived up to in Ricci, when
she deferred to the elected local official
in New Haven and to Federal title VII
law and to firm Second Circuit prece-
dent.

It has always been my view that a
commitment to modesty is key in a
judge. A judge who is modest under-
stands that any concept of doing jus-
tice must have as its touchstone the
meaning that the authors of the text
intended to give it.

I also believe it is consistent with ju-
dicial modesty to acknowledge that
our Constitution is written to endure.
It does not live and breathe like a
flesh-and-blood child does, who evolves
through adolescence and adulthood to
become unrecognizable.

I don’t believe in using those terms.
Rather, the Constitution endures. It
endures because the people whom it
governs, the people who retain all of
the many rights that are not listed in
the document itself, believe that it
continues to apply to them. The only
reason it continues to apply to them is
through guardianship of judges who are
modest in reaching their conclusions.
They understand that people have to
live by the Court’s interpretation and
judgment. They understand that people
want justice and that justice means
predictability, adherence to text, and
the willingness to avoid patently ab-
surd results.

I am looking forward to the con-
firmation hearing of Judge Sotomayor.
She is a gifted lawyer, she is a re-
spected and serious jurist, and her life
experiences will only serve to enrich
the views of the eight other justices,
each of whom brings with him or her
individual lessons, lessons taught by a
hard-working grandfather in Pinpoint,
GA; by an independent, studious-mind-
ed mother who died the day before her
daughter graduated high school; by a
hotel owner in Chicago, IL; or by a sin-
gle Spanish-speaking mother who told
her daughter that she could do any-
thing through hard work and a good
education.

Let’s be reasonable and realistic.
These experiences do not turn a good
judge into a bad one or who is not an
impartial one or whatever my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
are suggesting.

To recognize the role of personal ex-
perience is simply to acknowledge that
in the art and science of interpreting
the Constitution and laws of our coun-
try we have to ask ourselves the fol-
lowing questions: Do we trust more the
decisions of judges who, as I have said
before, have ice water in their veins,
who view their role as stripping them-
selves of their pasts and ruling in a
vacuum, free of human experience and
common sense, or do we trust more the
decisions of judges who acknowledge
and address their own life experiences
even while striving always to be fair
and within the law—as Judge
Sotomayor herself has said?
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These are questions I look forward to
discussing at Judge Sotomayor’s up-
coming hearing.

——————

HEALTH CARE

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise
to discuss the necessity of including a
public option in the health care legisla-
tion Congress is currently drafting.
One of our top priorities, as we under-
take health care reform, must be in-
creasing competition among health in-
surance companies in order to get costs
under control and give consumers bet-
ter choices. A recent New York Times/
CBS poll clearly shows that a large ma-
jority of the American people, 72 per-
cent in fact, want a government-spon-
sored health care option that would
compete with private health insurance
companies—72 percent.

What is even more incredible, 50 per-
cent of all Republicans in this country
want a public option. There seems to
be a disconnect between my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle and even
their Republican constituents.

Do you know why so many Ameri-
cans want a public plan? Because, de-
spite what many of my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle would have
you believe, they do not believe they
have affordable choices. Fundamen-
tally, this is what lies at the heart of
our public plan proposal. We want to
ensure all Americans have a guaran-
teed affordable choice when it comes to
health insurance. Right now, too many
of them do not.

In many areas of the country, one or
two insurers have a stranglehold on the
entire market, which produces costly
premiums and health care decisions
that often serve the interests of the in-
surer, not the patient. In fact, accord-
ing to a study of the American Medical
Association, 94 percent of insurance
markets are highly concentrated. This
is why a public health insurance plan is
absolutely critical, to ensure the great-
est amount of choice possible for con-
sumers and provide at least one option
that is patient—not profit—focused.

When you read what percentage one
insurance company or two insurance
companies have of a market in each
State, you know that robust competi-
tion is missing from the health care
market. That is why so many people
are worried about the future of the
plans that they now have.

The public plan is not about govern-
ment-controlled health care, socialism
or any of the buzz words that have been
tossed around as part of this debate.

I ask my colleagues, do they consider
Medicare socialism? Would they like to
abolish Medicare? Probably some of
them would. But Medicare—hello, my
friends—is a government-run plan. It is
very popular with the American people.
Very few propose eliminating Medi-
care. So let’s be real here. The public
option is about offering Americans a
choice in the market that, far too
often, offers them none.

I will tell you the choices too many
Americans face: whether to pay for
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health insurance or health care or to
pay for other necessities of life, be-
cause health care has become so expen-
sive. That is not a choice anyone
should have to make, and maybe that
explains why the American people do
not agree with the critics of the public
plan.

Half of all Americans think the gov-
ernment plan will provide better health
care coverage than private insurance
companies, and a significantly lower
percentage disagree with that state-
ment.

Let’s be clear: A public plan may not
have special built-in advantages. It
would be a coverage option that would
compete on an equal footing alongside
private insurance plans in the market
for individual and small business cov-
erage. If a level playing field exists,
then private insurers will have to com-
pete based on quality of care and pric-
ing instead of just competing for the
healthiest consumers. In this way, a
public plan will accomplish many of
our most important goals. It will not
waste money on costs incidental to
providing health care. It will not focus
on profits at the expense of the best
health outcomes. Instead, it will spend
money on improving health delivery
and on trying innovative technologies
and systems in order to save, save
money. It will force many insurers that
have been shielded and protected from
competition for far too long to com-
pete with a plan that provides com-
prehensive care at an affordable rate.
It will, most importantly, give all
Americans a choice. In fact, I think the
thing that really scares opponents of
the public option is choice, that Ameri-
cans might actually choose the public
plan over the plan of private insurance
companies, because then the curtain
might be pulled back on their friends
at the insurance companies and Ameri-
cans will finally see the hidden costs
that have caused their premiums to
skyrocket, the wasteful spending that
does not improve health outcomes but
fattens bottom lines, and the protec-
tion from competition that has been of-
fered to private insurers over the last
decade.

To truly reform our health care sys-
tem, Congress must pass legislation
that includes a public option. A figleaf
public plan is no plan at all, and I will
not settle for such a figleaf.

It is important to remember how we
arrived here. For a long time, when
thinking hypothetically about health
care reform, many in this country sug-
gested that we move to a single-payer
option.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
UDALL of Colorado.) I would note that
the Senator has used 10 minutes.

Mr. SCHUMER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be given 5 additional min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SCHUMER. The Republicans re-
jected the single-payer plan. So at the
onset of this debate, we met them half-
way with a framework that continues
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to largely rely on private insurers. So
then we said: If we are going to con-
tinue to rely mostly on private insur-
ance, can we at least introduce greater
competition into the market by having
a public plan as one option? The Re-
publicans—most, at least; just about
all, I think—rejected that too. We said:
Well, what if we ensured that the pub-
lic plan had to adhere to the same rules
as private insurers, thus guaranteeing
a level playing field? The Republicans
here in the Senate—not in the country
but the Republicans here in the Sen-
ate—still said no to even a level play-
ing field.

So some Democrats came up with a
new idea: What if we relied on a co-op
model that has served rural States
well? In a good-faith attempt to con-
sider this idea, I proposed some ideas
for ensuring that co-ops could do the
job of keeping private insurers honest.
Yesterday, Senator CONRAD indicated
he could go along with many of these
proposals. But Senator CONRAD has
never been the problem here. He has
been well open to negotiating on how
to make a co-op plan have the kind of
clout to go up against private insur-
ance companies, be available to all
Americans, be able to bargain with the
providers, and be ready to go on day
one to compete with the large nation-
wide insurance companies. Senator
CONRAD has always been willing to en-
tertain all of that. He has been a good-
faith negotiator with the best interests
at heart. It has been those on the other
side of the aisle who have not been
willing to negotiate. So I am losing
confidence that Senate Republicans
will ever agree to the types of changes
to a co-op to make it a viable alter-
native, a viable substitute to a tradi-
tional public plan that is nationwide
and available to everybody, that can go
up against the private insurers and go
up against the suppliers in buying
power, that is formulated so that it
hits the ground running on day one of
the insurance exchange.

We can only bend so much to try to
win over opponents of health care re-
form. We cannot bend so far that we
break. We cannot say we are putting
something else out there and not have
it do the job because a public option is
what really does the job. We must not
let the scaremongering about the pos-
sible consequences of a public option
deter us from doing what the American
people overwhelmingly want and need.
It is time to put the health needs of the
American people, not the insurance
companies, first. It is time to move
past the partisan bickering and make
sure the health care reform passed by
Congress includes a real public option.
It is the right thing, it is the smart
thing, and it is what the American peo-
ple want and what they deserve.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for 15 min-
utes as in morning business.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, it seems
that you are always stuck with listen-
ing to me. I apologize for that.

I wish to respond to my colleagues’
grand design of our new health care
system in just a moment, but I would
like to back up a little bit and discuss
health care and some other things in
context.

There is no question in anyone’s
mind that these are difficult times for
America. Millions are unemployed, and
the unemployment rate continues to
climb. Our economy has been in decline
for a number of months. Our military
is strained all around the world at a
time when our enemies seem to be
gaining strength and increasing in
numbers. Back here at home, our
spending and borrowing and debt are
out of control, and this massive gov-
ernment spending plan we call the
stimulus has yet to show any results.
We see government intervention in
many areas of our economy—in the
banks, financial markets, the takeover
of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, the
takeover of large insurance companies,
our auto industry. People back home
and all around the country are
alarmed. As I heard someone say last
week as they tried to explain their
alarm to me, they threw up their hands
and they just said, ‘I am outraged
out.” They could not speak anymore.

My question for my colleagues today
is, Is this a good time to create another
government program? The answer on
the other side has obviously been yes.
Yesterday, they all voted, I believe, to
get the Federal Government in the
tourism business, to close off debate
and pass a plan that would get the Fed-
eral Government to promote tourism
in America all over the world. I think
it is like $400 million—in today’s
terms, a small amount of money. But
the tourism industry, while hurting be-
cause of the economy, is certainly not
in collapse, in need of a government
bailout. The tourism industry spent
billions of dollars on advertising last
year.

It is not as if the rest of the world
does not know we are here. The prob-
lem with tourism in America can be
laid at the feet of an inept government.
If you ask people abroad why they are
not coming here in such numbers as
they have in the past, we find the sta-
tistics show that we are the most
unwelcoming at our Customs office, in
the lines to get through to America. If
you want to have a business conven-
tion or trade show in America, it is
very likely you cannot get the visas for
your customers to come here, so many
of these conventions and trade shows
have had to move overseas.

The problem with getting people here
is in what the government is not doing
well. We don’t need to get the govern-
ment in the tourism business. I have
plants back home, such as BMW, that
would like to bring people from their
headquarters in Germany over here to
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train the American workforce, but
they found it is easier just to send our
people over there because it is so hard
to get their people to come here. They
could come here and stay in our hotels,
eat at our restaurants, and improve our
economy. But instead an inept govern-
ment causes us to send Americans to
stay in their hotels, eat in their res-
taurants, and rent their cars.

It is illogical for us to create a Fed-
eral tourism agency, a la Fannie Mae,
a new government-sponsored entity
that is going to help promote tourism,
but it is this same kind of logic we are
now using for health care. We are say-
ing we have a crisis in health care, so
therefore the government needs to get
more involved and to take over various
aspects of the health care industry,
such as was just described by my col-
league from New York. But if we look
at this situation a little more clearly,
we will see that it is the government
that is causing most of our problems
and not allowing the free market
health care system to work.

Let’s look at this a little bit closer
because there was a whole lot of misin-
formation that was just shared on the
floor here today. Let’s look at health
care coverage in America. You have
about 60 percent now who are in em-
ployer-sponsored plans and almost an-
other 10 percent who have purchased
their own insurance on the individual
market. So we have about 70 percent of
people with private insurance. You
have about 25 percent Medicare-Med-
icaid and another 4 percent or so who
are in military plans on the govern-
ment side. So you have between 25 and
30 percent of Americans who are now in
a government health plan. And my col-
league from New York was just brag-
ging about how well the government
health plans work in Medicare. Cer-
tainly, if you have Medicare and you
can get a doctor to see you, it works
just fine. But the problem is, every dol-
lar that has come in from Medicare
since its inception has been spent. The
2.5 precent that comes out of every
paycheck has not been saved for our
senior citizens, to pay for their health
care; it has been spent and there is ab-
solutely no money in the system to
take care of America’s baby boomers.
This works like a government plan my
colleague was just bragging about. It
has trillions of dollars of unfunded debt
that will fall on the heads of our chil-
dren and grandchildren, trillions of dol-
lars that we have no idea how we are
going to pay for. And Medicare is hope-
lessly in debt at the State and the Fed-
eral level.

But even worse is this problem. And
let’s keep looking at government
versus the private plans. I think most
people in America would believe the
best situation now in health care is to
have a health insurance policy so you
can pick your own doctor and decide
with your doctor what kind of health
care you are going to get. No plan is
perfect. There are always problems in
health care. It is very complex. But
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you have here about 70 percent of peo-
ple who are in that situation, but every
year their insurance costs more money.

My colleague was saying that is
caused by private insurance, but let’s
find out the truth. Every year, these
government plans pay physicians and
hospitals less. They pay a physician
less than their costs to see a patient.
And I have doctors I know back in
South Carolina and rural areas. They
have to close their practice to new
Medicare and Medicaid patients be-
cause once over 60 percent of their pa-
tients are Medicaid or Medicare, they
can no longer make a living. That is
happening all over the country. But
you know how these costs are picked
up. The hospitals and doctors who take
Medicare and Medicaid have to charge
private insurers more money every
year because every year the govern-
ment pays doctors less. That is why
fewer and fewer of our best and bright-
est students are going to medical
school and that is why we are headed
for a real physician shortage in this
country—not because of private health
insurance but because of government
plans.

We have about 16 percent who have
no coverage in our country today.
Those are the ones whom we say we are
concerned with right now. The govern-
ment requires hospitals to provide
them service whether they have any in-
surance or money anyway, and where
do these costs go? They are transferred
to those who have private insurance.
So every year the inept government is
transferring huge amounts of costs
over to those employers and those indi-
viduals who are buying private health
insurance.

My colleagues are trying to say that
the private market is what is failing us
and we need to expand this part of the
health care market—the part that is
not paying doctors and hospitals to see
patients, the part that is trillions of
dollars in debt, and the part that is al-
ready beginning to ration health care
for those who are under those plans.

If you want to know how the public
option is going to work, I encourage
you to drop by a Social Security office,
take a number, and sit down and wait
for them to get to you, or maybe go to
a veterans hospital or another govern-
ment service. Do we really want the
government involved with health care?
Health care is the most personal and
private service we have as Americans.
Do we want to turn health care over to
the most impersonal, the most bureau-
cratic, the most wasteful and, in many
cases, the most corrupt aspect of our
society?

What we do need to do is look at how
we can get these private plans in the
hands of those who have no insurance.
That is something we can do and we
can do it for a lot less than the current
administration is talking about. But
before we talk about how we are going
to get these people insured, let’s look
at who they are, because this is being
misrepresented to exaggerate the prob-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

lem, to create a crisis so we can justify
another government takeover of an-
other area of our economy.

We say we have about 46 million un-
insured in America. Here is how that
breaks down. We have about 6.4 million
who actually have Medicaid today, but
they are undercounted in the census.
This has been proven and we know it to
be true. We have another 4.3 million
who are eligible for Medicaid or SCHIP
or another government program, but
they haven’t signed up for it. We need
to make more of an effort to get people
to sign up for the programs they are el-
igible for. We have about 9.3 million
who are noncitizens, many of whom are
illegal in this country, and the tax-
payer should not be paying for their
health care. We have about 10 percent
who have incomes of 300 percent or
more over poverty and they are not
buying health care. I have had some of
those work for me when I was in busi-
ness. I would offer to pay for most of
their insurance. I would pay $500 a
month, they would pay $50. Some peo-
ple turn it down because they don’t
want to pay $50. There are some people
who don’t want to buy insurance. We
have some people between 18 and 34
years old without insurance, and we
have 10.6 million who are uninsured. If
we look at this, at least half of these
should not be subsidized by any type of
government plan who are not already
eligible for a plan or not citizens of our
country. We could look at 20 million to
25 million.

I want to make clear that if there is
one person in America who doesn’t
have access to good health care, that is
a crisis to them, and we need to do ev-
erything we can to make sure we are
fair and that affordable health care
policies are available to every Amer-
ican. That is my goal. That is the goal
of the Republican Party.

This week—this afternoon, as a mat-
ter of fact—I am going to introduce a
plan that will solve the problem at a
fraction of the cost of what the Demo-
crats and President Obama are pro-
posing. In various ways, their plan is to
expand the government option, wheth-
er it is a government health plan or a
government-mandated plan on the pri-
vate insurance market. One way or an-
other, they want to expand government
rather than expand private insurance. I
know this for a fact.

This is my fifth year in the Senate. I
have introduced a lot of resolutions
that would help these people get insur-
ance, and every time my Democratic
colleagues have voted it down. We have
had proposals for association health
plans that would allow small busi-
nesses to come together and buy insur-
ance at a lower price to offer their em-
ployees. They voted it down. I had a
proposal I introduced -called Health
Care Choice that would do what my
colleague from New York was talking
about, which is break up that single
State monopoly of a few health care
plans. My plan would allow Americans
to buy health insurance from any State
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in the country. Wherever a plan is reg-
istered, certified by that State, some-
one in South Carolina could buy it
from Arizona or Colorado, and that is
how most industries work in America.
If I want to go across the line and buy
a car in North Carolina, I am not pro-
hibited to do that, but I can’t do it if it
is a health insurance plan. So we allow
these quasi-monopolies to develop in
every State. I have introduced a plan
that would allow Americans the free-
dom to buy health insurance from any
State in the country, and to a person
the Democrats voted it down.

I have introduced a plan that would
allow people to use what they have in
a health savings account to pay for
health insurance premiums. Common
sense, right? They voted it down.

The fact is this: The people who want
to expand the government option do
not want these people to have private
insurance, because they believe in gov-
ernment and they do not believe the
private market can keep itself ac-
countable. But the problems we have
with the private market now can be at-
tributed, to a large degree, to the gov-
ernment not paying its share of the
costs, to the government having poli-
cies that Kkeep quasi-monopolies in
every State.

I have had a proposal that would
allow individuals to deduct the cost of
their health insurance, just as we allow
employers. The Democrats to a person
voted it down.

Folks, we don’t have to look far to
understand what is going on. The peo-
ple who like taking over General Mo-
tors and Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac
want these government health plans to
be expanded all the way around this
circle. This is something we have to
stop. We can do it very simply if we use
fairness and freedom.

My plea to all Americans, and par-
ticularly my colleagues, is before we
give up on freedom in the health care
area, let’s let it work. That is what my
proposal is.

This afternoon I am going to intro-
duce a plan that tells every American:
If you like the plan you have, whether
it be Medicare or Medicaid or an em-
ployer plan or a military plan, you
keep it; we are not going to mess with
it. But if you have no coverage at all,
or if you are buying your policy on
your own on the open market, we are
going to, for the first time, treat you
fairly and give you the same tax break
we give the people in the employer-
sponsored plan.

This plan does this: If you are a fam-
ily, we are going to give you a certifi-
cate for $5,000 to buy health insurance.
If you are an individual, we will give
you $2,000 a year to buy health insur-
ance. Some will scream and say, Oh,
you can’t get a good policy for that,
and you can, because I have bought it
for my adult children who aged out of
my plan.

My plan also includes the option for
an individual to buy health insurance
in any State so we will increase com-
petition and lower the prices. The plan
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also allows an employer to put money
in a health savings account for you
that you can use to pay for your health
care or to pay the premium to support
you to buy additional coverage with
your health insurance. We have a pro-
vision that deals with lawsuit abuse,
and we have a provision that funds
high-risk pools for States so people
who have high-risk conditions, unin-
surable conditions, preexisting condi-
tions, can buy insurance they can af-
ford at the State level.

The estimates are by the Heritage
Foundation that within 5 years, more
than 20 million of these uninsured—
most of them—will have private insur-
ance plans, because they can’t use
their health care certificate unless

they use it to buy health insurance.
I would ask my colleagues this: If we

had the option to get everyone in an
individual or employer plan or expand
these government plans, which aren’t
paying their way, which are transfer-
ring costs to other people, and which
are hopelessly in debt, which way do
we go? But we can fund my plan with-
out one additional dollar of taxpayer
money. The estimates are over the
next 10 years, getting these people in-
sured with private policies, giving
them a $5,000 a year health care certifi-
cate, will cost about $700 billion. If
that number sounds familiar, that is
about how much money we have out-
standing with the bailout money we
call TARP here in this Congress. In-
stead of them bringing this money
back and spending it on something
else, my proposal pays for my plan by
recapturing this TARP money. So as
this bailout money comes back over
the next 5 years, it can pay to give
every American access to a plan they
can afford and own and keep. It is basi-
cally no additional cost to the tax-
payer at this point over what we are al-

ready committed for, for the bailout.
The choice belongs to Americans. Are

we going to buy this idea that a gov-
ernment option is going to give us
more choice, more quality, more per-
sonal attention? Will it attract more
physicians into the profession? Any
thinking American knows that isn’t
going to happen. The ideal plans now
are those when individuals have a plan
they own and can keep, they pick their
own doctor, and the doctor and the pa-
tient decide what health care they are
going to get. This is within our reach.
We don’t need a massive government
takeover of h