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Mr. BURGESS. Number one, it is not
germane, and it is more complicated
now because the Food and Drug Admin-
istration has gotten involved in the
process. I wish it were straightforward.
It is something I continue to work on.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, our Rules Committee can
waive germaneness. But it would be an
appropriate bill to include, as Mr.
DEFAZIO pointed out, ironically, there
are some jobs that this bill will create:
people selling oxygen on the street,
pulmonologists, and, yes, asthma in-
halers because more people will suffer
from asthma, and kids with asthma
won’t be able to spend as much quality
time outside if this bill were to become
law.

Instead of continuing this kind of
work that raises healthcare costs, and
increases asthma and cancer, we should
be focusing on issues that create jobs
we want. We don’t want the air to be so
bad that there is somebody selling oxy-
gen canisters on the street.
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We want jobs in renewable energy
and making our air cleaner, in new
forms of energy efficiency and bringing
down people’s utility bills because we
use less energy. That is what excites
people and that is what is good for our
air.

Instead of focusing on those kinds of
needs or, God forbid, shrinking the def-
icit or halting the handout of subsidies
to special interests, they are talking
about ideas here like this, that further
diminish our standing as a world leader
and further diminish what makes
America special and our quality of life.

I hope all Members look in the mir-
ror and think about our health, the
health of our children, the health of
our elderly relatives, and those most at
risk. And we ask: How would this bill
affect them?

The answer is obvious. It only serves
to hurt them. It only serves to make
people sicker. It only serves to increase
costs, destroy economic value, and cre-
ate additional risk for our environ-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’ on this rule and
the underlying bill, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, today’s rule provides
for the consideration of an important
piece of environmental legislation to
protect the lives and health of all
Americans while providing smart tools
to the States to implement the EPA’s
standards.

I thank my fellow Texan, PETE
OLSON, for his work on this legislation,
which I know affects his district in the
Houston area as much as it does mine
in the Dallas-Fort Worth region.

I encourage my colleagues to vote
‘“‘yves’ on today’s rule and to support
the underlying bill.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. PoLi1s is as follows:
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AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 451 OFFERED BY
MR. POLIS

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

SEC. 2. Immediately upon adoption of this
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 2510) to amend the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act to au-
thorize appropriations for State water pollu-
tion control revolving funds, and for other
purposes. The first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived. General
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure. After general debate the
bill shall be considered for amendment under
the five-minute rule. All points of order
against provisions in the bill are waived. At
the conclusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. If the Committee of the Whole
rises and reports that it has come to no reso-
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla-
tive day the House shall, immediately after
the third daily order of business under clause
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of
the Whole for further consideration of the
bill.

SEC. 3. Clause 1(c¢) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 2510.

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about
what the House should be debating.

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

The Republican majority may say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . .. [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-

H5935

resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: ‘“Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule. ... When the
motion for the previous question is defeated,
control of the time passes to the Member
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of
amendment.”

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

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

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

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

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

———

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.

The House will resume proceedings
on postponed questions at a later time.

——————

FEDERAL POWER ACT
AMENDMENT

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2786) to amend the Federal Power
Act with respect to the criteria and
process to qualify as a qualifying con-
duit hydropower facility, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:
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