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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BERGMAN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
Votes 539 and 540, | am not recorded be-
cause | was not present in the House. Had |
been present, | would have voted: “nay” on
rolicall No. 539 and “nay” on rollcall No. 540.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, on Sep-
tember 19 and 20, 2019, | was absent from
the House chamber. | returned to my district in
South Carolina to attend to a family matter.
Accordingly, | was unable to vote on three leg-
islative measures on the floor. Had | been
present and voting, | would have voted as fol-
lows: “aye” on rollcall No. 536: H. Res. 564,
On Motion Ordering the Previous Question on
the Rule providing for consideration of H.R.
4378; “aye” on rollcall No. 537: H. Res. 564,
On Passage of the Rule providing for consid-
eration of H.R. 4378; “aye” on rollcall No. 538:
H.R. 4378, On Passage, Making continuing
appropriations for fiscal year 2020, and for
other purposes; “nay” on rollcall No. 539: H.R.
1423, On Agreeing to the Amendment, Jordan
#1 to the Forced Arbitration Injustice Repeal
Act; and “aye” on rollcall No. 540: H.R. 1423,
On Passage, the Forced Arbitration Injustice
Repeal Act.

————
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin-
ished business is the question on agree-
ing to the Speaker’s approval of the
Journal, which the Chair will put de
novo.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

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

———

PERMISSION FOR MEMBER TO BE
CONSIDERED AS FIRST SPONSOR
OF H.R. 463

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that I may here-
after be considered to be the first spon-
sor of H.R. 463, a bill originally intro-
duced by Representative Walter Jones
from North Carolina, for the purposes
of adding cosponsors and requesting
reprintings pursuant to clause 7 of rule
XII.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HARDER of California). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman
from California?

There was no objection.

——————

REMOVAL OF NAMES OF MEM-
BERS AS COSPONSORS OF H.R.
3193

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the names of
Representative KILDEE from Michigan
and Representative LURIA from Vir-
ginia be removed as cosponsors of H.R.
3193, the Transportation Emergency
Relief Funds Availability Act, of which
I am the sponsor.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

————
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. SCALISE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Speaker, I rise for
the purpose of inquiring of the major-
ity leader the schedule for the week to
come.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), my friend.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend for yielding.

On Tuesday, the House will meet at
12 p.m. for morning-hour debate, and 2
p.m. for legislative business, with votes
postponed until 6:30 p.m.

I remind Members that is Tuesday,
not Monday. We will not be in session
on Monday.

On Wednesday and Thursday, the
House will meet at 10 a.m. for morning-
hour debate and 12 p.m. for legislative
business.

On Friday, the House will meet at 9
a.m. for legislative business. Last votes
of the week are expected no later than
3 p.m.

We will consider several bills under
suspension of the rules, including H.R.
1595, the SAFE Banking Act of 2019, as
amended. The complete list of suspen-
sion bills will be announced by the
close of business today.

The House will consider H.R. 2203, the
Homeland Security Improvement Act,
and H.R. 3525, the U.S. Border Patrol
Medical Screening Standards Act.
These bills will improve how the De-
partment of Homeland Security over-
sees border issues in a humane and re-
sponsible manner, including the care of
children.

Members are of course advised that
there is additional legislation that may
come forward.

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for going through the
schedule.

I know the gentleman joins me in ex-
tending our sincere condolences to our
friend, my counterpart as the majority
whip of the House, JIM CLYBURN, on the
loss of his wife, Emily. They were mar-
ried for 58 years, and were a wonderful
family.
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I know she had been battling for
awhile and she is in a better place, but
for our friend, I know it is a tough
time.

I got to know his daughter Mignon,
who served on the FCC for a number of
years during the Obama administra-
tion, and she definitely learned from
her mom and dad, just a wonderful per-
son.

So, I am sure my friend would join
me to extend our sincere condolences
and our heartfelt prayers to our friend
JIM CLYBURN and his whole family dur-
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ing this difficult time with the loss of
his wife.

Mr. Speaker,
tleman.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I know that Mr. CLY-
BURN and the Clyburn family very
much appreciate his condolences and
his remarks.

JIM CLYBURN and I have known each
other for over half a century. His wife,
Emily, he met during the course of the
civil rights struggle. She, too, was a
drum major for justice, as JIM CLYBURN
has been.

She has, as the gentleman pointed
out, been facing health challenges for
some period of time. And, yes, she is in
a better place. But as one who has lost
his spouse, I know what a difficult time
this is for JIM CLYBURN.

I would let all the Members know
that there will be a service in Colum-
bia, a wake, on Sunday at 5 o’clock,
and the funeral will be in Charleston at
11 a.m. I intend to be in attendance.
Any Member, I know, would be wel-
come to be there as well.

JIM CLYBURN has been a giant in this
body. He has been a leader on our side
of the aisle now for almost 20 years,
and before that, a leader of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus and somebody
who has been a strong voice, particu-
larly for rural communities and for
people who are challenged either be-
cause of the color of their skin or their
economic status.

I know that Emily was his partner in
those efforts, as the gentleman knows.
She was a wonderful, warm woman and
will be greatly missed. But the gentle-
man’s observation that she is in a bet-
ter place is one with which I agree, and
I know that JIM CLYBURN agrees as
well.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for his comments. I know that all
Members join us in sending JiM CLY-
BURN and the family our deepest sym-
pathy and condolences.

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Speaker, our
hearts will be with him during that
ceremony and service, and we will all
be there for him to lean on us during
these next months. At times it is going
to be difficult, but we appreciate the
fact that he is going to continue to be
with us, but probably be leaning on us
even more.

A wonderful, wonderful family.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to shift
gears and ask the gentleman about the
USMCA trade deal. I know there have
been some more negotiations with Am-
bassador Lighthizer, and just last
week, he had sent a letter in response
to some of the issues that were raised
by the Speaker and her team that is
working on USMCA. I know he worked
in those weeks after the initial re-
quests were made to try to see how
each of those can be addressed, hope-
fully in a way that allows us to move
forward with an actual vote on the
House floor on USMCA.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to inquire if
the gentleman has any timetable or up-
date on where we are in those talks.

I yield to the gen-
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Mr. Speaker,
tleman.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his question.

I don’t have a timetable, but I share
his view that we want to move this
along. As I told him, and the Speaker
was on the floor, we were trying to get
to ‘““yes’ on this.

Again, we appreciate Ambassador
Lighthizer’s good faith. We think he
has been dealing in good faith on behalf
of the administration and on behalf of
getting to an agreement, so we appre-
ciate that.

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman
knows, we are eager to update and im-
prove NAFTA so that it functions bet-
ter for the American businesses and
workers. However, for House Demo-
crats, as the gentleman knows, getting
NAFTA 2.0 done right means doing
more than just changing its name. We
need to make sure it changes actually
its work, and by that, we mean en-
forcement.

Both the Speaker and I voted for
NAFTA. We were concerned and dis-
appointed that the sidebars were not
carried out, so we are pursuing that.

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce, as
the gentleman knows, has said: ‘“The
commitments in the trade pact aren’t
worth the paper they are written on if
they can’t be enforced.”

Not only do we agree with that, but
that has been our experience, so we are
hoping that we get mechanisms to ac-
complish that objective.

I yield to the gen-

In 25 years, we have only had one suc-
cessful enforcement action under
NAFTA—dispute resolution proce-

dures—and none in the past 20 years, so
that is why we believe enforcement is
S0 very important.

Mr. Speaker, I will tell the gen-
tleman—and I know he will find this as
a positive—there is a meeting today
with the task force that was set up by
the Speaker, headed by Mr. NEAL, with
Mr. Lighthizer, so this process is under
active and vigorous consideration.

We hope we get to a place where the
administration will be able to submit,
pursuant to the statute, the proper
agreement so that we can proceed on
it, but we want to get this done.

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Speaker, I would
just encourage those talks to move as
quickly as they can, because as we
share the interest of making sure that
not only do we have better agreements,
which this USMCA deal that was nego-
tiated with Mexico and Canada does
have better provisions for the United
States, we need to make sure that
there is proper enforcement, because if
somebody doesn’t follow through, then
we need to make sure we can hold them
accountable.

While I am confident that there are
already enforcement provisions in the
agreement, if they can be made strong-
er, I know Ambassador Lighthizer is
working to find a way to do that, but
also in a way that doesn’t start the
whole process over, where we don’t
have to open the entire agreement up
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and then Mexico, which has already
ratified it, would have to go back. Can-
ada stands waiting to move on it as
well, but right now, we are the holdup.

There are a lot of jobs at stake, over
160,000 jobs. Our farmers are counting
on this. So many other manufacturing
sectors in our economy are counting on
this.

So, hopefully, we can move quickly
to work through these and then ulti-
mately get it passed and move to the
next countries that want to enter into
agreements with the United States,
and ultimately to confront China, to
resolve the differences that we are hav-
ing with China.

But I know the gentleman is working
on his side. And, again, I would just en-
courage that we do that as quickly as
possible and expedite it and then get it
passed, but we will continue working
on that.

Something else we would like to
work on in a more bipartisan way is
drug pricing.

The President has been very clear
that he wants a bipartisan bill that is
worked out here in Congress to lower
drug prices. There have been many ef-
forts made and, in fact, positive steps
taken by the Energy and Commerce
Committee to pass a package of bills
out of committee unanimously to
lower drug prices.

Unfortunately, the Speaker took a
different turn and, yesterday, had a
press conference and then ultimately
filed a bill last night, H.R. 3, which was
written in secret. Many Democrats
don’t even know what is in it.

But no Republicans were consulted
and involved in the process, and it
ended up becoming a very partisan bill,
much to the socialist left, which
wouldn’t solve the problem and, more
importantly, wouldn’t get to the Presi-
dent’s desk because it is not an effort
that involved any bipartisan coopera-
tion.

Again, I point out there was a pack-
age of bills that passed unanimously
out of Energy and Commerce that
would lower drug prices. Both parties
agreed. Every single member on the

Energy and Commerce Committee
agreed. Unfortunately, that was
shelved in lieu of this partisan ap-
proach.

I would hope that we take it more se-
riously than that and actually work to-
gether to get a bill that the President
can sign to lower drug prices as quick-
ly as possible. The approach that was
taken yesterday does not answer this
call, and I would hope we would do bet-
ter.

Mr. Speaker,
tleman.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, let me first say, if the
gentleman wants to pursue bipartisan-
ship—I know that they all want to use
the word ‘‘socialist,”” which was egre-
giously misidentified in an ad that I
wrote to Mr. SCALISE about, which was
a hateful ad. My suggestion is ‘‘lib-
eral,” this, that, and the other.

I yield to the gen-
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The drug bill that we have is going to
be dealing with private sector pro-
ducers, privately owned, of prescription
drugs.

This is not anything about socialism,
but I know the gentleman wants to use
that word. I know his advisers appar-
ently have told him that is going to be
a catchword that politically will be
great for the next election. But if the
gentleman wants to seek bipartisan-
ship, let’s just not try to color every-
thing we say in terms that clearly reek
of partisanship, not bipartisanship.

Now, as to the bill itself, very frank-
ly, we introduced a bill yesterday. The
committee has been working on it.
When I say ‘‘the committee,” the En-
ergy and Commerce, the Education and
Labor, and the Ways and Means Com-
mittees have all been working on this
bill. There has been no secret about it.
We have been discussing it.

It has three components, essentially,
as the gentleman knows. It has a com-
ponent of negotiation, which, of course,
as the gentleman knows, the Veterans
Administration does so right now.

I don’t know whether the gentleman
thinks that is socialism in the Vet-
erans Administration—maybe he
does—but in any event, it is not a
unique proposal. It puts inflation lim-
its on drug prices so we can’t have drug
prices that people need to maintain
their health and their lives increase
100, 200, 300, 400, 500, 700, 800 percent in
a very short period of time. We don’t
think that is really what ought to hap-
pen.

Lastly, it restructures the medical
part D benefit to cap out-of-pocket
spending for seniors, somewhat as the
Republicans did with their part D
under President Bush.

So this is a proposal that is doing
what we said we would do in the last
election, and that is to try to look at
bringing down the cost of prescription
drugs, lifesaving, life-enhancing,
health-enhancing drugs, so that people
are not priced out of the market or
have to make a choice between food,
mortgage, rent, and the prescription
drugs which they need to be healthy.

Now, I agree that we do need a bipar-
tisan solution, but so does the Presi-
dent of the United States. When the
gentleman says ‘‘done in secret,” let
me give a quote that the President of
the United States says: ‘I like Senator
GRASSLEY’s drug pricing bill very
much. . . .

I will say, I do not know the depths
of Senator GRASSLEY’s bill, but it is
Senator GRASSLEY’s bill, the Repub-
lican chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee.

Now, continuing to quote the Presi-
dent: ‘. . . and it’s great to see Speak-
er PELOSI’s bill today.”

That is the ‘‘socialist’ bill to which
the gentleman referred just now.

Let’s get it done in a bipartisan way.
In other words, what the President of
the United States is saying is the Re-
publican chairman of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee has introduced a bill;
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Speaker PELOSI and others have intro-
duced a bill. Let’s try to work together
on those bills. That is what President
Trump said just the other day. That is
what I expect we are going to do.

So I appreciate the gentleman’s com-
ments. We hope we can work in a bipar-
tisan way, because this is a very crit-
ical challenge that the American peo-
ple face. They know they need these
prescription drugs to stay alive, to
stay well, to be able to continue to
work. But if they are priced out of the
market, they suffer; and, therefore, our
economy suffers; and, therefore, we all
suffer.

So I share the gentleman’s view that
I hope we can get this done in a bipar-
tisan way. Senator GRASSLEY has a
proposal; we have a proposal. Let’s see
what we can do together to assist the
American people in having something
that they absolutely must have.

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Speaker, there are
a number of items to address there.

First, clearly, there is kind of a re-
coil that seems to happen by Mr.
HOYER and a number of others on the
other side when the term ‘‘socialism”
is used to identify the policies that are
being—

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I wrote the
gentleman a letter. Did he believe that
that ad that I complained about and
that I thought was so egregious, so dis-
gusting, does he agree with me that
that ad totally misrepresented what
socialism is? It deluded the American
people. It was a big lie. Does the gen-
tleman agree with me?
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Mr. SCALISE. First of all, I haven’t
seen the ad the gentleman is referring
to. But if he wants to start going
through ads and he wants me to send
him some ads where people on his side
lie about positions that Members on
our side have taken, I will be happy to
give him a litany of false ads, mis-
leading ads, then we can go back and
forth on that.

But if he is trying to hide from the
term ‘‘socialism’ when he promotes so-
cialist policies, we can have a debate
about what socialism is. It is an ide-
ology, it is not a word that is thrown
around, and it involves government
control of your life.

So when you move bills like the
Green New Deal or when you see a
Presidential candidate on your side
running around saying he is going to
go to people’s houses and take their
guns—that is a candidate for President
of the United States on your side—
those are socialist policies. If the gen-
tleman doesn’t want the term applied,
then don’t promote that ideology,
don’t embrace that ideology, reject the
ideology. But he won’t.

You want to try to play it both ways.
You want to try to act like you are
going to impeach the President, but
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say you are not going to impeach the
President. You want to promote the
Green New Deal, but you don’t want to
bring it to the floor, so your Members
don’t have to be exposed to the vote.

But, ultimately, as long as the gen-
tleman is going to embrace and allow
socialist ideas to come forward, people
are going to call it for what it is. And
if the gentleman doesn’t agree with so-
cialism, then just stop embracing the
ideology and the actual policies.

So when the gentleman talks about a
bill where the President said—and he
read it and I will read it again—let’s
get it done in a bipartisan way; the bill
that was filed by Speaker PELOSI yes-
terday was not a bipartisan bill, it was
a hyperpartisan bill. So we are talking
about the House bill. The Senate bill is
still a work in progress. And we all
know how the Senate works. Maybe
they produce a bill and maybe they
don’t, but it is not a final product.

The bill that was filed on your side,
yesterday, is a bill that most of your
own Members haven’t even seen, be-
cause it was written in secret only
from a very far left approach. When
Speaker PELOSI, yesterday, was asked
if she is willing to negotiate a bill that
doesn’t allow the government to nego-
tiate prices, she said, ‘‘no, absolutely,
positively no,” so she is not even will-
ing to negotiate.

That is not bipartisan. That is not an
approach that is going to get a bill
signed into law to lower drug prices.
You want to lower drug prices. We
worked together.

By the way, Ranking Member WAL-
DEN was not even consulted, but Rank-
ing Member WALDEN worked with
Chairman PALLONE to bring bills out of
Energy and Commerce, for example, to
stop a process that currently is legal
that allows drug companies, right be-
fore the patent expires, when the drug
is about to become available for
generics, companies, of course, go and
make the generic drug. And, right now,
the process of the FDA is for a period
of time, usually a rolling 6 months, one
company is given the exclusive rights
to provide the generic for a period of
time. Ultimately, other companies are
allowed in. But for the first period of
months and months, it could be years,
only one company has the exclusive
right to do the generic. And the drug
companies are allowed to pay the ge-
neric company not to sell the product.
So you only have the original drug.
You don’t have the generic available
because the companies can pay the
company not to make the generic.

We have a bill called No Pay for
Delay. We make it illegal for the drug
companies to pay the generics not to
make generics. That will lower drug
prices.

We also improve the process where
you can get the drugs to the generic
companies earlier so they can make
the product. For the companies to ac-
tually make a generic, you have to
have available the details of what is in
the drug so you can make the generic.
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And, a lot of times, the companies
don’t give that information to the ge-
neric company, so it is harder to get
generics, which are lower prices.

It is not the government coming in
saying, if you think you know what a
drug price should cost, or any product
should cost, good luck out there in the
marketplace. But if you want to stifle
innovation, if you want to stifle the
ability to actually go and invest and
have companies come up with Ilife-
saving drugs, it costs billions of dol-
lars. If you want to lower drug prices,
work with us to reform the FDA proc-
ess so that it doesn’t take 10 years and
$5 billion to develop a drug.

There are real things that can be
done in a bipartisan way to address
that, and yet the gentleman’s party
won’t do that. They want to sit in a
room and come up with a bill that no-
body else has seen, that no Republicans
were allowed to be a part of, that is not
going to become law. So there is a way
to lower drug prices.

And, again, there was a package of
bills passed out of Energy and Com-
merce, every single Member, Repub-
lican and Democrat, voted for it. That
is the path right there to get some-
thing done and you shelved the bills.
You threw poison pills on the bill, so
they won’t become law.

Why not work with people who have
the expertise and come to an agree-
ment? That bill could be signed by the
President today. People could be pay-
ing lower prices for drugs today, but
you won’t bring that bill to the floor.
Why not bring that package of bills to
the floor?

If you want to come up with other
ideas to lower drug prices in other
ways, great, let’s work on that, too.
But, at a minimum, bring the bills that
already came out of committee unani-
mously, that absolutely everybody
agrees, Republican and Democrat, will
lower drug prices, and you refuse to
bring that bill to the floor, that pack-
age. Why not do that?

Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman con-
sider bringing that package of bills
that was unanimous out of committee
to lower drug prices? Every Republican
and every Democrat agreed on the
committee of jurisdiction that these
things will lower drug prices, and we
can’t get a vote on that.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, we brought
a bill to the floor that the gentleman
spoke about that prohibited pay for
delay, prohibited drug companies from
paying generics not to bring their
drugs to the market so that drug prices
would be lower for consumers.

Mr. Speaker, of the 194 Republicans,
maybe even 98 Republicans—I don’t
know how many were elected at that
point in time—5 of them voted for it,
190 voted against it.

Mr. SCALISE also said that we wanted
to protect that no one with a pre-
existing condition would be denied
healthcare. Five Republicans voted for
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that bill. Six years, the Republicans,
Mr. Speaker, were in charge, totally.
There was no effort to bring a bill to
this floor to bring drug prices down.
And, in fact, Americans know drug
prices didn’t come down. The President
was a Republican, the House was Re-
publican, the Senate was Republican.
They didn’t bring a bill to the floor,
Mr. Speaker.

Two of the three proposals in our bill
are also in the Grassley bill.

And, Mr. Speaker, we are going to
have regular order. We have introduced
a bill, it is going to go to committee, it
is going to be subject to amendment, it
is going to be subject to debate, it is
going to be subject to hearings.

Now, we will see whether it is a bi-
partisan process. Because, very frank-
ly, the record of bipartisanship when
the Republicans were in charge is pret-
ty absent.

Of the 19 major bills that we passed,
we got 618 Republican votes, so they
weren’t too partisan. Now, admittedly,
about 400 of those votes were on four
bills that went through this place in a
very bipartisan fashion.

So I would hope that we see biparti-
sanship when the committee marks up
this bill, and we will do what the Presi-
dent says he wants to do. We will see
whether he supports that.

They have the Grassley bill and now
you have a Democratic bill in our
House. They are going to have hearings
in the Senate, led by Republicans, Mr.
Speaker. We will have hearings here,
led by Democrats. But Republicans and
Democrats will both participate in
those hearings, and it is going to be bi-
partisan, and we will see whether we
can come up with bipartisanship.

But the gentleman continues to want
to make some political patina with
this, some partisan patina, Mr. Speak-
er. I asked him, but he didn’t respond.
He says he hasn’t seen the ad. I wish he
would look at the ad. It is an egregious
piece of political diatribe. But I would
hope that he would also urge his Mem-
bers to work together.

And this business we negotiate for
drugs right now, Mr. Speaker, through
the Veterans Administration to ensure
that our veterans get the best cost
they can get. Apparently, that is okay,
but doing the same thing, Mr. Speaker,
for American consumers of prescription
drugs who are not veterans is somehow
characterized by the gentleman as gov-
ernment control.

I urge the gentleman to proceed, as
he speaks, on a bipartisan basis and see
whether or not we can get to an agree-
ment in this House. But we are going
to pass something to bring drug prices
down for the American consumer be-
cause that is what we promised to do,
and we are going to do it. We hope we
can do it in cooperation with every-
body in this House, but we are going to
do it.

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Speaker, I hope
the gentleman is not going to try to
use the VA as the standard of care that
every American should get. We saw the
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scandals at the VA, veterans dying
waiting to get care.

We actually passed legislation this
Congress that got signed into law last
Congress to allow veterans to go to an-
other hospital that can actually treat
them if the VA is not doing the job.
And I know a number of people in the
gentleman’s party oppose that, but our
veterans appreciated it. While you
might be able to get good care at some
VA hospitals, there were—and the
scandals, you have seen the ads, those
aren’t false ads—veterans literally
dying waiting to get into VA hospitals,
and the VA was telling us there was no
secret list when, in fact, there were se-
cret lists that were not allowing these
veterans to get proper care.

So the VA CHOICE Act was passed
specifically to address that problem
and, ultimately, allow our veterans to
be able to go to another hospital if the
VA isn’t properly taking care of them.
Our veterans deserve the best care. If a
VA hospital can’t provide it, then
someone else should, and, in fact, now
other hospitals are. Our veterans have
asked for that and now have that abil-
ity.

But if the gentleman wants to talk
about bipartisanship, again, I go back
to the bills that passed out of com-
mittee unanimously. When those bills
came to the floor, they were changed
to make them partisan. And if he
thinks 5 Republicans out of 197 is bi-
partisan, I think he needs to go and
look back at what, ultimately, is going
to allow a bill to become law. To be-
come law, it is going to have to have a
lot more support than that, which
means the games have to stop being
played. The poison pills can’t be put in
a bill and then expect that to become
law. You can pass it out of the House,
and it will never become law.

So the ultimate goal, I would hope,
would be for us to come together to get
a bill to the President’s desk. The bills
that came out of committee unani-
mously could have absolutely gotten to
the President’s desk and would be low-
ering drug prices. Once you start add-
ing things to them—maybe you get a
few Republicans here and there—but
ultimately you took an unanimous bill
and made it a partisan bill and it is not
going anywhere.

So there is a path, if you want to get
it back on track, to get a bill to the
President’s desk. You can make state-
ment, or you can make law, and I
would hope we do both. I hope we actu-
ally work together to make something
come together that not just can pass
the House and barely get it across the
finish line, but where we can get over-
whelming support. The ability is there.

And those bills, by the way, took
years to come together, just like the
21st Century Cures Act, a bill that took
a long time to put together when we
were in the majority, but, ultimately,
got to the desk of Barack Obama, and
he signed it. It is great law. It is some-
thing that, ultimately, is going to help
us cure major diseases, and we came

September 20, 2019

together to get that done. It is law. It
wasn’t just a bill that we passed out of
the House in a partisan way. We
worked with Democrats and we got it
done. It is on the books now.

So I would hope, if we are looking at
models to use, that we look at the
models of those bills that have actually
made it all the way through the proc-
ess where we worked with people on
both sides and solved real problems.
That should be the objective. Not to
make a statement and just work with a
few people here and there when you
have a roadmap for something that can
be overwhelmingly passed out of this
House and then get to the President’s
desk.

Mr. Speaker,
tleman.

I yield to the gen-
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Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman didn’t
answer my question, of course.

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Speaker, I ask the
gentleman: What was the question? I
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, it has
nothing to do with the standard of care
at the VA, managed by the administra-
tion, which, of course, has had the
Presidency for the last 3 years.

Whether you pay $5 for prescription
drugs or $50 for prescription drugs, that
is not the standard of care. That is how
much you are paying for the drug that
you think helps either a veteran or a
nonveteran.

But let me say this: The gentleman
keeps talking about, Mr. Speaker,
these bipartisan bills. The reason they
weren’t bipartisan in passing this
House is because we added ACA protec-
tions.

We added preexisting condition pro-
visions to those bills, and the Repub-
licans, therefore, voted against. Why?
Because they have been against the Af-
fordable Care Act and its adoption,
against it in the campaigns.

When they had the opportunity to
change it, they couldn’t do it. They
came up with a goose egg, Mr. Speaker.

The President said, during the course
of the campaign, that he was going to
present a bill that included coverage
for every American at a lower cost and
a higher quality. I tell the press, as
soon as he sends that bill down, Mr.
Speaker, I am going to vote for it. He
has been President now for 3 years, a
little short of that. No bill has come
down.

The bill that the Speaker and major-
ity leader went down to the White
House and cheered about, look, we
passed this bill, and they sent it to the
Senate. The President was there at the
White House. It was a great bill, and
within 14 days, he called it a ‘“‘mean”
bill.

Let me tell you what the President
further said, Mr. Speaker, and the
characterization differs from the char-
acterization that my friend, the Repub-
lican whip, exhibited. The President
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endorsed Medicare drug price negotia-
tions in his campaign and put forward
a proposal to use international prices
as a guide to limit out-of-control U.S.
prices. That is what the gentleman’s
President said.

The administration has endorsed the
other two concepts of inflation limits
on drug prices and improving Medicare
part D as part of the legislation put
forward by Senator GRASSLEY.

I guess everybody has their own defi-
nition of bipartisanship.

Mr. SCALISE. Well, clearly, as the
gentleman talks about the Grassley
bill that is moving through the Senate,
let them do their work. Let them find
a way to come together with their 60-
vote rule and produce a bipartisan bill.
I encourage them to do that. They
haven’t yet, but I encourage them to
do that.

When the gentleman talks about the
ACA, let’s be clear, because the vast
majority of people on the gentleman’s
side now—especially in the Presi-
dential campaign, the Democratic can-
didates for President—are not talking
about the ACA anymore. They are
talking about what is referred to as
Medicare for All.

I will yield in a moment, but if the
gentleman read the bill, Medicare for
All, number one, it gets rid of the pri-
vate insurance marketplace. Over 180
million people lose that healthcare.
Then, if you look at Medicare Advan-
tage, an incredibly popular and suc-
cessful part of Medicare is gone. It goes
away.

So 200 million people lose what they
have now that they like, and everybody
is placed in Medicare, which, as we all
know, pays below-market rates. Most
rural hospitals said they will close. If
that bill passes, they can’t even oper-
ate. They will close because they can’t
continue to run and make any Kind of
profit. They lose money, and they ulti-
mately close down. They have said it.

People know, people understand, how
the healthcare marketplace works.
Know that if you get rid of the private
insurance market, that is what is pay-
ing for Medicare and Medicaid today.

Medicare for All, which, again, is the
catchphrase that is being used by every
Presidential candidate on the gentle-
man’s side, and maybe they all want to
have their own version of it, is a far
different place than even the ACA.

We can continue and will continue to
have a debate about the best way to fix
our broken healthcare system, and
focus on lowering prices and protecting
people with preexisting conditions, but
in a way that you can actually let peo-
ple choose their own plans and buy
whatever they want from wherever
they want it.

That is how people get all other prod-
ucts. Healthcare, for various reasons,
doesn’t work that way. But, clearly, on
the drug-pricing side, there have been a
lot of good ideas that came together
that would be proven to lower drug
prices.

If we want to get into the high cost,
which I agree is a problem, let’s look at
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the fundamental reasons why it costs
billions of dollars, instead of maybe
hundreds of millions of dollars, to cre-
ate a new lifesaving drug.

There are reasons that the cost is so
high to bring a drug to market. Thank
goodness there are companies that are
out there that are willing to invest bil-
lions of dollars. Sometimes they don’t
succeed, by the way, and they have to
eat that cost. But if they do succeed in
finding a new drug that will save lives,
it typically costs billions of dollars and
years and years of bureaucratic red
tape and other processes that they
have to go through to finally bring
that drug to market.

That is where we should focus our en-
ergies, on compressing that process so
it can happen quicker, addressing other
problems within the way that a drug
comes to market so that it doesn’t cost
billions of dollars, and we can have
more lifesaving drugs at lower costs.

If we are going to ignore that side of
the equation and say: Here, we are just
going to set the price without address-
ing the fundamental problems that are
leading to such high costs, then all
that is going to happen is that nobody
is going to make the investment to go
find the next lifesaving drug.

You will never know what could have
happened. We see every day there are
amazing breakthroughs in medical
technology, and we want to continue
encouraging that.

Something like the 21st Century
Cures Act actually achieves it. Again,
we came together to put that bill into
law to now allow for lifesaving drugs,
especially in areas like cancer, Alz-
heimer’s, and ALS. We are going to get
real big breakthroughs. There are al-
ready some big breakthroughs because
of that.

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker,
nothing more to say.

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Speaker, I know
we will have more debates next week
over the limited number of items com-
ing to the floor. Hopefully, some of
these other items can get addressed in
a bipartisan way, but I know there are
other battles ahead, and we will do our
part to try to come together to address
these problems.

If the gentleman has nothing else,
then I yield back the balance of my
time.

I have

——
ADJOURNMENT FROM  FRIDAY,
SEPTEMBER 20, 2019, TO TUES-

DAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 2019

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet on Tuesday next, when it shall
convene at noon for morning-hour de-
bate and 2 p.m. for legislative business.

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

There was no objection.

H7857

REMEMBERING MARKIYA SIMONE
DICKSON

(Ms. SPANBERGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SPANBERGER. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise today to tell the story of Markiya
Simone Dickson.

She was an energetic, Kkind, and
spunky 9-year-old girl. She was a be-
loved daughter and an adored sister.
She was in third grade, and she was
preparing to sing a Justin Bieber song
in her school’s upcoming talent show.

On May 26, 2019, Markiya and her
family attended a community picnic in
Richmond, Virginia. From across the
park, a random gunshot went through
the crowd, and this senseless, cruel act
of gun violence took Markiya’s life.

During and since this unimaginable
time, Markiya’s parents, Mark Whit-
field and Ciara Dickson, have dem-
onstrated extraordinary strength, de-
termination, and courage. They con-
tinue fighting to ensure Markiya’s
name and her beautiful life are never
forgotten.

They stand by their steadfast wish to
fight back against gun violence in our
communities so that other parents will
never have to experience the pain that
they feel following Markiya’s death.

Markiya was beloved by those who
knew her, and the Richmond, Virginia,
community stands with her family at
this time. Together, we share her
story; we mourn her death; and we
promise to fight for safer communities
for all our children.

——————

RECOGNIZING 75 YEARS SINCE
HANFORD’S B REACTOR WENT
CRITICAL

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

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize an important anni-
versary in our Nation’s nuclear and
military history.

At the start of the atomic age, thou-
sands of men and women, our Cold War
patriots, moved to central Washington
State to work on a top-secret govern-
ment project, building the world’s first
full-scale nuclear reactor.

During World War II, Hanford, Wash-
ington, was selected as one of the three
sites for the Manhattan Project, and
September 26 marks the 75th year since
the B Reactor went critical at the Han-
ford site.

Since then, the Tri-Cities has grown
as a hub for innovation, with an appre-
ciation of the past and an excitement
for the future, transforming into the
fastest growing economy in Wash-
ington State.

The B Reactor has been converted
into the centerpiece of the Manhattan
National Historical Park, where all are
welcome to experience its history.

But the work at the Hanford site
must continue as the Federal Govern-
ment has a moral and legal obligation
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