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Barrett (SC) 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). Two minutes remain in this 
vote. 

b 1521 
So the fourth article of impeachment 

was adopted. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan. I was unable 
to attend to several votes today. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘aye’’ on Articles 
I, II, III, and IV. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker. I was not 
present during the rollcall vote Nos. 415 to 
418 on June 19, 2009. Had I been present, I 
would have voted: 

on rollcall vote No. 415 I would have voted 
‘‘yea;’’ 

on rollcall vote No. 416 I would have voted 
‘‘aye;’’ 

on rollcall vote No. 417 I would have voted 
‘‘aye;’’ 

on rollcall vote No. 418 I would have voted 
‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, during roll-
call vote No. 417 and 418 on H. Res. 520, I 
was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
during rollcall vote Nos. 417 and 418 on H. 
Res. 520, I was unavoidably detained. Had I 
been present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall vote 
Nos. 417 and 418 on H. Res. 520, I was un-
avoidably detained. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall vote 
Nos. 415, 416, 417, and 418, had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘aye’’ on all 4 arti-
cles of impeachment. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall Nos. 
415, 416, 417 and 418, had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘aye’’ on all 4 articles of im-
peachment. 

Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, on rollcall Nos. 416, 417, and 418, I 
was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

APPOINTING AND AUTHORIZING 
MANAGERS FOR THE IMPEACH-
MENT OF SAMUEL B. KENT, A 
JUDGE OF THE UNITED STATES 
DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I send 
to the desk a resolution and ask unani-
mous consent for its immediate consid-
eration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 565 

Resolved, That Mr. Schiff, Ms. Zoe Lofgren 
of California, Mr. Johnson of Georgia, Mr. 
Goodlatte, and Mr. Sensenbrenner are ap-
pointed managers on the part of the House to 
conduct the trial of the impeachment of 
Samuel B. Kent, a judge of the United States 
District Court for the Southern District of 
Texas, that a message be sent to the Senate 
to inform the Senate of these appointments, 
and that the managers on the part of the 
House may exhibit the articles of impeach-
ment to the Senate and take all other ac-
tions necessary in connection with prepara-
tion for, and conduct of, the trial, which may 
include the following: 

(1) Employing legal, clerical, and other 
necessary assistants and incurring such 
other expenses as may be necessary, to be 
paid from amounts available to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary under House Resolu-
tion 279, One Hundred Eleventh Congress, 
agreed to March 31, 2009, or any other appli-
cable expense resolution on vouchers ap-
proved by the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

(2) Sending for persons and papers, and fil-
ing with the Secretary of the Senate, on the 
part of the House of Representatives, any 
subsequent pleadings which they consider 
necessary. 

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

There was no objection. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

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

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Maryland, the majority leader, for the 
purpose of announcing next week’s 
schedule. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, the House 
is not in session. 

On Tuesday, the House will meet at 
10:30 a.m. for morning-hour debate and 
noon for legislative business. 

On Wednesday and Thursday, the 
House will meet at 10 a.m. for legisla-
tive business. 

On Friday, the House will meet at 9 
a.m. for legislative business. 

We will consider several bills under 
suspension of the rules. The complete 
list of suspension bills will be an-
nounced by the close of business today. 

In addition, Mr. Speaker, we will con-
sider H.R. 2892, the 2010 Homeland Se-
curity Appropriations Act, and the 2010 
Interior and Environment Appropria-
tions Act. We will also consider the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for 
fiscal year 2010. 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. I 
thank the gentleman. 

And I would just like to ask: he no-
ticed two appropriations bills for next 
week, the Homeland Security and the 
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Interior. I was just wondering if the 
gentleman could tell us what he be-
lieves next week’s process will be in 
terms of amendments. 

And I yield. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
The two appropriations bills are two 

of the 12 appropriation bills that it is 
my intention to see us send to the Sen-
ate by the end of next month. Obvi-
ously, as the gentleman knows, the fis-
cal year ends on September 30; there-
fore, in order for us to get these bills 
completed and do them individually 
rather than bundled in an omnibus, 
which I think is a far preferable proc-
ess, it’s necessary for us to move these 
bills in a timely fashion. The rules, 
therefore, will try to accommodate 
both the Members and the time frame 
and the time constraints that we con-
front. 

I would say to the gentleman that we 
tried to reach, over the last 21⁄2 
months, some agreement on time con-
straints. Indeed, I offered to have a 
choice of amendments by your side 
after we reached a time agreement. We 
were, as the gentleman knows, unable 
to reach such agreement. In fact, I was 
told by your leadership that no such 
agreement was possible. 

In 2004, on the bill that we did yester-
day, when the majority was then your 
side of the aisle there were 16 amend-
ments in total offered to the bill we did 
yesterday, 10 by Republicans—of course 
it was your bill and you were in 
charge—and six amendments offered by 
Democrats. We asked for preprinting of 
amendments so we would have some 
idea of what amendments would be 
pending, and your side filed 102 amend-
ments. That is more amendments total 
than were filed by either party in 2004, 
2005 and 2006, so it was clear that if we 
had had a rule that provided for the 5- 
minute rule, with 434 Members having 
the right to 5 minutes on each amend-
ment, that it would have been impos-
sible to finish that bill, much less 12 
bills, by the end of July, very frankly, 
so that ultimately we had to do a 
structured rule to accommodate doing 
the people’s business in a timely fash-
ion. 

I’m sorry that we couldn’t reach 
agreement. There have been no further 
discussions, although I did talk to Mr. 
CANTOR, who is not here today—or at 
least not here this afternoon—I did 
talk to him on a number of occasions 
about this as recently as the night that 
we went to the Rules Committee to get 
the structured rule. I have not heard 
from him or from Mr. BOEHNER with re-
spect to any option available to us for 
time constraints. 

In fact, Mr. OBEY, as you know, had a 
colloquy with Mr. LEWIS on the floor 
on the rule that was essentially an 
open rule. And the colloquy essentially 
asked by Mr. OBEY, Can we reach time 
agreements? And Mr. LEWIS responded, 
I’m afraid my conference might very 
well have a revolution on its hands and 
you might have a new ranking mem-

ber, in which he indicated that time 
constraints were not possible. There-
fore, I say to my friend from California 
that we are considering a rule which, 
as I said, will allow us to consider 
amendments on substance, but allow us 
to do so in a time frame that may well 
be shorter than has been the case in 
the past. 

Let me say to you that when we last 
considered the Commerce-Justice- 
Science bill in 2006 when your side was 
in charge, you got a unanimous agree-
ment from Mr. OBEY on time con-
straints. Those time constraints pro-
vided for consideration of approxi-
mately 17 hours on the bill. 

In 2007, we got—not time constraints, 
but about the same amount of time. 
Now, unfortunately, after we thought 
in 2007 we were going to have agree-
ment to do about the same time that 
we gave to you when you were in the 
majority, notwithstanding that, we 
went 50 hours over. Now, 50 hours, in 
terms of legislative time, is at least 2 
weeks of time, unless of course you 
have a day like yesterday. But in terms 
of a normal day, that’s 2 weeks. We 
simply cannot complete and do our 
business in that context. 

So I tell my friend that we are con-
sidering a structured rule because we 
believe that if we are going to get our 
work done, that’s necessary. We believe 
it has been amply shown—amply 
shown—in 2007, and because we were 
unable to reach, over 21⁄2 months, an 
agreement on time constraints, that 
the only way you are going to allow us 
to get our work done is if we limit the 
time frame in which we can act. 

b 1530 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. I 
thank my friend for expressing the de-
sire to get the work done in this House, 
and I will tell you from this side of the 
aisle, that is our desire as well. 

Knowing when we talk about time, 
we believe we can get our work done on 
time as well. But having only been in 
this House 21⁄2 years and seeing bills 
come to the floor and knowing, even 
when we brought the stimulus, the 
whole idea about time, that soon we 
found out, because somebody rushed 
the bill to the floor, that there were 
AIG bonuses in the bill at the time. I 
always think the American people be-
lieve it’s okay to have some checks and 
balances; it’s okay to have debate on 
the floor; it’s okay to have some 
amendments asked upon the bill proc-
ess. 

And I ask my good friend who 
brought up the number of amendments, 
the thing that I would recall, though, 
this is in a world of preprinting, and 
when you deal with preprinting of 
amendments, that you have to submit 
them earlier, there are numerous ones 
you submit but they will not come to 
the floor. Much like when we started 
the debate this week, we did not enter 
the first Republican one until six of 
them had already been denied. So even 
though a quote will be named of a hun-

dred and some amendments, that’s not 
the number that we’ll take up. 

And when we talked about the ability 
of having an agreement on time, that 
came to pass after the bill had started. 
And I would think in the idea of mak-
ing sure that the best products come 
out of this floor that a time idea would 
not be until you start the bill. Look to 
where the process is, and how would it 
be wrong to have a debate? 

When I just watched the legislative 
branch today, we only had one amend-
ment that we all agreed to. We had one 
chance of a motion to recommit, which 
we were able to save the taxpayers 
$100,000, where 374 people came to-
gether and said, yes, we could do bet-
ter, that we don’t have to settle for 
good; we could settle for great. But 
how much more money could we have 
saved had we had that opportunity to 
offer it? 

And one thing I would say to the gen-
tleman is if we did have an open rule, 
as it was before, and we talked about 
maybe taking away the preprinting, 
maybe we could be a little faster in the 
process. And I think looking at the his-
tory of what happened this week, we 
could have gotten it through faster in 
an open rule. 

So I ask the gentleman, as he talks 
about having a closed structure in the 
process, is there any assurance that we 
know you’re going to agree to that 
plan or maybe even have an open rule 
as we progress? 

Mr. HOYER. I’m sorry. Would you re-
peat the question. 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. You 
had said earlier that you were looking 
to—— 

Mr. HOYER. I know what I talked 
about, but at the end you asked a ques-
tion, and I’m not sure I got exactly 
what the question was. 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. Well, 
the assurance, will you stay with that, 
or is there any ability to open it up, to 
have an open rule? 

Mr. HOYER. Let me respond to the 
gentleman’s observation with respect 
to starting the bill without agreements 
on time. We did that in 2007. We went 
50 hours over what we agreed to in 
time constraints the year before when 
you were in the majority. My belief is, 
and I tell my friend this very sincerely, 
and I think my friend knows my rep-
utation about working across the aisle 
and working in an honest, open fash-
ion, is that the agreement was that we 
would do exactly, not to the minute, 
but within the framework of the agree-
ment that we gave to you to consider 
the bills that you brought to the floor 
in 2006. We expected the same consider-
ation. Notwithstanding that, notwith-
standing that, we went 50 hours over 
what I thought the agreement was. 

Now, 50 hours, as I told the gen-
tleman, is 2 weeks. And 2 weeks is a 
long time in terms of the weeks we 
have available to do our bills. In fact, 
at this current time, we have approxi-
mately 7 weeks left to complete the ap-
propriations process, House, Senate, 
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and sending it to the President, if we 
do it in a timely fashion. Now, usually 
we do not do that, and I think that’s 
unfortunate. Both sides don’t do that. 
But I’m very hopeful that we will do it. 

Let me make one additional com-
ment. You mentioned the AIG bonuses. 
Clearly, the AIG bonuses weren’t in 
that bill to which you referred. That 
bill, of course, came from the adminis-
tration of your party and the Secretary 
of the Treasury from your party. And 
as you know, when they originally sub-
mitted the bill, it was a 3-page bill for 
$700 billion. 

Now, the gentleman is correct that 
we didn’t have appropriate constraints 
in there to preclude AIG’s doing that, 
but they certainly weren’t in the bill. 
And to represent that as the case, I’m 
sure the gentleman did not mean to 
imply that they were in the bill. They 
clearly were not. 

So I say to my friend we’ve had expe-
rience on this. It’s not as if you would 
like to believe or represent that we 
have a clean slate, that we’re coming 
at this just brand new, clean, and ev-
erybody wants to be fair and balanced. 
The fact of the matter is that did not 
occur in the last year. Unfortunately, 
we didn’t do the appropriations process 
very well last year. Both parties point 
the finger at each other for the blame. 
Irrespective of whom was to blame last 
year, we didn’t do it. I don’t like that. 
I want to see the regular process pur-
sued, and I intend to provide for time-
frames in which to do that. And as I 
say, for 21⁄2 months I pursued an effort 
to see if we could reach time agree-
ments, as we gave to you in 2006. We 
have been unable to do that. I think 
that’s unfortunate. But having failed 
to do that, I, frankly, want to tell the 
gentleman that I will not advise Mr. 
OBEY nor the Rules Committee nor the 
Speaker to proceed for an hour or 2 
hours or 5 hours or 10 hours before we 
get an agreement on time constraints, 
which was the practice, frankly, in 
2007, and I don’t intend to go down that 
road again. 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. Just 
to clarify to my good friend that on the 
other side of the aisle in the other 
house, they had passed an amendment 
to deny the right for those AIG bo-
nuses. And if I recall when I was sitting 
on this floor, those lights were all 
green saying ‘‘yes’’ to the resolution, 
that they would have 48 hours, the 
American people, to see that bill. But 
in the short timeframe, within the next 
day, that was not to be true. That was 
not the agreement that transpired on 
this floor that, yes, it was handed out 
after midnight and, yes, we voted on it 
the next day. 

Mr. HOYER. Would my friend yield 
on that point? 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. I will 
gladly yield to my friend. 

Mr. HOYER. For what purpose was 
the 48 hours asked for? 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. It was 
the motion to instruct. And one thing 
I would say—— 

Mr. HOYER. For what purpose was 
the 48 hours asked for? 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. If I 
may just finish, the one thing I was 
asking for was really for the American 
people to be able to see it, be able to 
read it and be able to understand it. 

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman 
yield again? 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. Glad-
ly, to my friend. 

Mr. HOYER. Isn’t that what 
preprinting of amendments attempts to 
do? I yield back. 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. I 
thank the gentleman. 

One thing I would say as we continue 
forward, if I could just finish with this 
discussion, if it is your intention to 
close down and continue to have a 
preprinting, is there a number in the 
gentleman’s mind that he could tell 
this side of the aisle that the Repub-
licans would be able to have a number 
of amendments just to have a check 
and balance for the American people 
when we talk about the billions of dol-
lars that will be spent in these appro-
priation bills, even though we’re being 
denied the amount of time that we can 
debate it? 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend for 

yielding because that’s a good ques-
tion. That’s exactly what I offered your 
leadership. 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. Do you 
have a number in mind? 

Mr. HOYER. No. I offered it to your 
leadership. I didn’t mention a par-
ticular number, but I offered that to 
your leadership for over 21⁄2 months. 
Your leadership concluded that they 
could not make or would not make 
such an agreement. I tell my friend 
that it’s difficult to put a number on 
the amendments because, as the gen-
tleman says and as I told you, we asked 
for six amendments. We offered six 
amendments in 2004 to that bill that 
was considered yesterday, six. Now you 
may say you would have winnowed 102 
down to a lesser number. I don’t know 
what the lesser number would have 
been, whether it would have been 70 or 
whether it would have been 50 or 
whether it would have been 40. But as 
you know, without a structured rule, 
with 5 minutes for each Member of the 
House to speak, you can do the math. 
Five times 400, obviously, is 2,000 min-
utes. Divide that by 60, you have a lot 
of days to consider that bill. 

I think the gentleman is probably 
correct, it would not have been 102 
amendments, but I don’t know what 
number there would have been, and it’s 
impossible to put a number on it unless 
we know how many amendments are 
requested. If as was the case in 2004 and 
we only asked for six, giving us 10 
would not have seemed to make much 
sense. On the other hand, if we asked 
for 20, maybe a higher number cer-
tainly would be in order. 

So I say to my friend, we will have to 
see how many amendments are sought, 
but we are not going to go down the 

road we went down in 2007. And I say to 
the gentleman, in my opinion, the 
problem with his party is they’re hoist-
ed on the petard of their performance 
in 2007 in trying to argue that somehow 
we don’t have reason to be concerned 
by filibuster by debate. Yesterday was 
filibuster by vote, and we wasted a lot 
of time yesterday, unfortunately. 
Many hearings were cancelled on 
health, on safety, on statutory PAYGO 
and other matters that we couldn’t 
have hearings on because we were vot-
ing four times on an issue with essen-
tially the same result each time. 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. I do 
appreciate the decades of service you 
have provided, and, again, I say I have 
only been here 21⁄2 years. But as I al-
ways studied and watched Congress and 
understood the idea of a filibuster, 
never did I think a filibuster was 20 
minutes. Never did I think when you 
came to the floor, on the very first 
amendment a Republican took up, that 
in 20 minutes somehow it got called a 
filibuster. 

And from one perspective on this side 
of the aisle, please understand, you set 
the rules. Nowhere did we not abide by 
the rules. You asked for preprinting; 
we provided our amendments 
preprinted. You said to go along with 
the debate; we got into the debate. We 
were into 20 minutes. And I think the 
American people like the idea of debat-
ing on this floor. 

But if I may move on, there is just 
one final question on this. The reason I 
asked you about the number of amend-
ments on the Republican side, you’ve 
got to understand the questioning of 
why I would. We just took up a legisla-
tive branch, and you said you weren’t 
sure about how many Republican 
amendments there could be in the fu-
ture, but to my good friend, there were 
none. There wasn’t one Republican 
amendment. So our ability within the 
rules as they’re constructed, we have 
one motion to recommit, and you know 
what happened? 374 people in this 
Chamber joined hands together. That 
doesn’t come around very often to save 
the taxpayers $100,000. 

So think for one moment what the 
American people would save in a time 
of crisis, and you look in my district 
where it’s 15.9 percent unemployment, 
if they see a few more dollars saved, it 
helps them a great deal. 

But if I may move on, to my good 
friend from Maryland, I would like to 
ask him about cap-and-trade. The 
Speaker has announced and I have read 
a lot of what she has said about if you 
don’t finish this bill in Agriculture and 
Ways and Means by a certain date, you 
lose the right of authority. And the 
Speaker had a goal of considering the 
cap-and-trade bill on the floor prior to 
the July 4th process. Does my friend 
believe that time will still be the case, 
that we will see the bill before July the 
4th? 

Mr. HOYER. The energy independ-
ence and climate bill to which the gen-
tleman refers, as you know, was 
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marked up in committee and passed 
out of committee prior to the May 
break. Since that time, there have been 
a lot of discussions, and the Speaker 
did, in fact, say that committees with 
concurrent jurisdiction ought to act by 
the 19th, today, to try to bring this 
matter to conclusion. As the gen-
tleman knows, I did not announce that 
bill for next week. I don’t want to say 
it’s not possible, but I have, for the last 
3 months, been telling people, particu-
larly the press that asked me the 
schedule, that I thought the energy 
independence and climate bill would be 
on the floor either the last week in 
June or the first week we get back in 
July. So that was the timeframe from 
my expectations. At this point in time, 
I have no reason to believe that it’s 
going to be on the floor next week, but 
I want to make it clear to the Members 
that work is being done as we speak on 
this bill. The Agriculture Committee 
and Ways and Means in particular are 
working on this bill. We believe this is 
a very critical and important bill. This 
is one of the President’s priorities. So 
I say to the gentleman that I have not 
announced it on the schedule. My 
present expectation is that it will not 
be on for next week, but if agreement 
was reached today or tomorrow and it 
was possible to move forward, it is pos-
sible. And if we have the time to do 
that, it is possible that we would con-
sider it next week. 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. If I 
just may follow up on that, should I be-
lieve what I read in the paper, that 
even though this bill has three dif-
ferent committees of jurisdiction with 
the Agriculture and the Ways and 
Means bill, if it was not taken up by a 
certain date, would they lose the juris-
diction right to take up the bill before 
it came to the floor, or will we expect 
it to come out of those committees be-
fore the floor? 

b 1545 

Mr. HOYER. I think that, obviously, 
is going to be up to the Speaker and 
committee Chairs as they discuss this. 
But I think, again, we deal with time 
constraints, and we want to do things 
right. But we know that if you simply 
do not set targets to get things done, 
the legislative process, which I have 
been at for over 40 years, sometimes 
can delay, and you don’t get things 
done. So you set target dates to get 
things done, and this is what she has 
done. I don’t think it’s so much a ques-
tion of losing jurisdiction as it is a 
sense of trying to get something done 
by a date so that you can then move on 
to final passage on the floor of the 
House. 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. I 
thank the gentleman. 

And if I may move on to another sub-
ject. During the debate of the war sup-
plemental, one major issue was dropped 
from the bill. The bipartisan provision 
to prevent release of detainee photos 
was removed from the final version, 
knowing the release of these photos 

could create greater tension in the 
very region that our troops are now 
fighting. As the gentleman knows, the 
Senate unanimously passed the 
Lieberman bill yesterday, preventing 
the release of detainee photos. I am 
just wondering why the bill didn’t 
come to the floor today to protect our 
troops. 

Would you consider that to be 
brought up next week? 

Mr. HOYER. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s question. I think many of us 
share the view that the present action 
was well advised as it relates to the 
safety and security of our troops. On 
June 11, as the gentleman may know, 
just a few days ago, the President 
wrote to the Chairs of the House and 
Senate Appropriations Committees and 
said as follows: 

‘‘I deeply appreciate all you have 
done to help in the efforts to secure 
funding for the troops. I assure you 
that I will continue to take every legal 
and administrative remedy available to 
me to ensure that DOD and detainee 
photographs are not released.’’ 

In light of that—and of course, the 
court has put a stay on the release, as 
I’m sure the gentleman knows. So 
there is no present intention by the ad-
ministration to release these photos. 
So while the Senate acted yesterday, 
obviously there’s no need for us to act 
immediately on this. I am sure that 
the committee will consider it in due 
course. 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. I 
thank the gentleman. And knowing 
that and with the Senators knowing 
that as well, they still passed it yester-
day unanimously. 

Do you believe we could take it up 
next week? 

Mr. HOYER. I think we could do a lot 
of things next week. 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. I look 
forward to that. I appreciate that. 

Mr. HOYER. Well, I didn’t say that 
we would do that next week. You asked 
me, could we. We could. 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. Well, I 
would never bet against you. I appre-
ciate the opportunity to bring that up. 

And to my good friend from Mary-
land, knowing that this is the last col-
loquy before the Fourth of July break, 
as we look forward to when we come 
back, there are a lot of big topics com-
ing before this House. I will tell you 
from a personal level, it was a little 
disturbing on some of the items I’m 
reading about. Because in this House 
on this side of the aisle, I participated 
really for the first time coming back 
this year of inviting our President to 
our conference, inviting President 
Obama to the conference because we 
wanted to work in a bipartisan man-
ner. We worked on the idea of the stim-
ulus bill where we got together and we 
created ideas that he asked for, and we 
gave it to him. We could create twice 
as many jobs with half as much money, 
scored by his own administration. And 
when I look forward, one thing that we 
did early on was, this leadership on 

this side of the House signed a letter to 
the President, talking about, we want 
to work together on health care. We 
want to find common ground. We want 
to make sure that all Americans have 
access to health care. We want to make 
sure that we solve this problem. And in 
doing that, we even put together our 
own working group. We set out our 
principles, and we continue to put 
them forward. And one of the concerns 
I had when I tried to find information 
from the other side of the aisle—I 
would go to the President’s Web page. 
First there were eight items; and as we 
got closer, it would get down to three 
items. They were actually taking 
things off the Web site. But then when 
I read in the newspaper Politico where 
people are being directed on your side 
of the aisle not to talk to Republicans 
on the health care issue—I don’t know 
if you read that quote, but I can pro-
vide it to you. And then when I hear of 
other people that are outside of these 
Chambers working on it, being told not 
to talk to Republicans or they would 
not be put in the room, I’m just won-
dering if there’s a chance that that be-
havior will change and that we will 
have the opportunity to work together, 
that we will have the opportunity for 
our ideas to be presented. That is 
something the American people would 
want, that we could work in a bipar-
tisan—much like earlier when a Repub-
lican produced the motion to recom-
mit, and 374 people came together to 
save the taxpayers $100,000. 

I yield to my friend from Maryland. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
I’m not sure what quote and who was 

instructed not to speak to Republicans 
because I have had a number of discus-
sions with my good friend ROY BLUNT. 
So I didn’t follow that direction, I 
haven’t give that direction, and I want 
to make it clear that from the Speak-
er’s perspective and mine, anybody on 
our side of the aisle who wants to sit 
down with anybody on your side of the 
aisle at any time to discuss health care 
issues, either in committee or in sub-
committee, they are more than free to 
do so; and I would encourage them to 
do so. In fact, as I think the gentleman 
may know, all of the three committee 
Chairs of Energy and Commerce, Edu-
cation and Labor and Ways and Means 
have been sitting down with their 
ranking members. 

Now there was a change in ranking 
members, as you know, on the Edu-
cation and Labor Committee. Frankly, 
I’m not sure that you’ve made the 
change on Education and Labor. Maybe 
you have. 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. Yes, 
we have. 

Mr. HOYER. In any event, so I’m not 
exactly sure about Mr. MILLER. But I 
know that Mr. RANGEL has had discus-
sions with Mr. CAMP; and I know that 
Mr. WAXMAN has sought and indicates 
to me—and I wasn’t there—but he’s had 
discussions with his ranking member 
as well, Mr. BARTON. 
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So let me assure the gentleman that 

we welcome bipartisan participation. I 
told that to Mr. BLUNT. Mr. BLUNT and 
I, I think as you know, have a history 
of working together successfully on be-
half of legislation in this body, and I 
have great respect for him. He heads up 
your health task force. We have had 
discussions; and I’ve asked him to pro-
vide me with any suggestions that his 
task force has that he believes would 
be useful for us to discuss further; and 
I’m very hopeful that he will do so. As 
you know, we put a discussion draft on 
the table today for discussion. Our side 
has put some principles out as well. I’m 
hopeful. I know the President’s hopeful 
that we can discuss those. We did have 
an unfortunate experience, as the gen-
tleman recalls, when the President said 
he wanted to sit down and talk about 
the stimulus, and he was coming down 
to meet with your caucus, and a half- 
hour before he got there, your leader-
ship instructed all of your Members to 
vote ‘‘no’’ on the bill before talking to 
the President. I thought that was un-
fortunate. But notwithstanding that, 
it’s our intention to continue to try to 
seek bipartisan input and agreement 
where that can be possible. 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. Well, I 
thank the gentleman. The only thing I 
would say, having been in that caucus, 
the President came to the caucus that 
we had invited him to prior to our re-
treat because we wanted to speak to 
this President before. And I will tell 
you, knowing that these are closed- 
door sessions, but this is probably one 
of the best caucuses I had been to. I 
thought it was very honest, open, 
talked about the issue, discussed the 
issue. There were times when the 
President disagreed with us. He said, I 
philosophically disagree. But other 
times he said, You know what, that’s a 
good idea. Let’s work on that. But as 
the President left that caucus, the 
other side introduced the bill, so in es-
sence in part we felt crushed with the 
opportunity to even work in a bipar-
tisan manner. But we continued along 
the trail where we put the working 
group together, and we didn’t go out 
and score the bill our way. We took the 
President’s scoring, which will tell you 
how many jobs and how much money it 
would cost; and our focus was on small 
business and job creation. It created 
twice as many jobs with half the 
amount of money. Our whip, Mr. ERIC 
CANTOR, personally handed it to the 
President; and the President said, This 
isn’t crazy at all. 

So we, on this side of the aisle, really 
look forward to working in a bipartisan 
manner and especially after seeing the 
scoring on the latest health care bill 
from the Democratic side, where it 
would only help 15 million of those un-
insured but costs more than $1 trillion, 
knowing that that does not solve the 
problem, but continues to cost tax-
payers tremendous amounts of money. 
I appreciate your assurance that 
maybe the attitude has changed, that 
the quote from Congressman JIM COO-

PER to the Politico where he was told 
not to work with Republicans, that 
that will change. I appreciate your 
work on that and the words you have 
said today. 

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. Glad-
ly. 

Mr. HOYER. Because I know the gen-
tleman doesn’t want to mischar-
acterize my remarks. 

I have never said we have changed 
our opinion. That has been our opinion 
expressed by our President, expressed 
by me and expressed by others, that we 
desire to work in a bipartisan mode. 
But the gentleman surely understands 
that there were, I can tell you, people 
on your side of the aisle who indicated 
to me that they wanted to vote for a 
number of the pieces of legislation that 
dealt with the stimulus; but the party 
pressure was so great to vote ‘‘no’’ that 
they didn’t feel comfortable doing it. I 
may in private give you those names so 
you can check on the veracity of my 
representation. 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. Well, I 
appreciate the gentleman because 
when I was sitting here on the floor, 
and I saw 17 of your Members join with 
everyone voting ‘‘no,’’ the bipartisan 
support, that there was a better way, 
that there was an opportunity. That 
kind of goes back to the whole debate 
about amendments. I always thought, 
coming to this floor, that maybe the 
power of the idea should win, and no 
one should be afraid of an idea or an 
amendment, that we would actually be 
better. But I think the opportunity to 
spend time with the gentleman—and I 
appreciate it if some Members on your 
side thought differently in the past, 
that we can get the message out. I ap-
preciate the work that you have done. 

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

f 

ADJOURNMENT TO TUESDAY, 
JUNE 23, 2009 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 10:30 a.m. on Tuesday next for 
morning-hour debate. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

PROTESTS RESULTING FROM 
IRANIAN PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 

(Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. It has 
now been 1 week since the Iranian peo-
ple went to the polls to elect their new 
political leader. And in the last 7 days, 
the results of the election have been 
questioned, the media in Iran has been 
suppressed, thousands of demonstra-
tors have protested, and some of these 

demonstrators have been injured and 
killed. Yet this very morning the su-
preme leader of Iran compared the 
election to a family disagreement. He 
offered no apologies for the deaths of 
the civilian protesters and, instead, 
simply blamed the Western media for 
being Zionist-controlled. 

As a Member of Congress, I am ap-
palled at this response and the appar-
ent mockery of a fundamental demo-
cratic freedom, the freedom to protest 
and report on one’s own government. 
We know the demonstrators were har-
assed rather than defended, and we 
know that Internet connections were 
cut and cell phone services disabled. 
Even foreign radio and television sat-
ellites were jammed. 

So I ask, is this the behavior indic-
ative of a country that recognizes lib-
erties? I was proud earlier today to 
vote for H. Res. 560 and express my sup-
port for the Iranian citizens who recog-
nize the need for their voices to be 
heard. 

f 

CONGRATULATING THE LADY 
GOLDEN TIDE SOFTBALL TEAM 

(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Madam Speaker, I rise today to con-
gratulate the Lady Golden Tide soft-
ball team of Curwensville, Pennsyl-
vania, for capturing the State softball 
championship in their division. 

This is the team’s second Pennsyl-
vania Interscholastic Athletic Associa-
tion Class A title in 3 years. They won 
on June 12 by a single run against a 
powerhouse team from Old Forge, the 
Lady Blue Devils, who had a record of 
18 wins and 3 losses. 

Tide Coach Allen Leigey said in an 
interview, ‘‘This group of girls has been 
great, and we’re really going to miss 
the seniors. They’ve done everything 
we’ve asked, and their winning atti-
tude is just tremendous.’’ 

Winning Lady Tide pitcher Holly 
Lansberry also hit the winning run for 
the team in a 1–0 game. The Lady Blue 
Devils were on a 17-game winning 
streak, but the momentum was with 
the Tide. After the Curwensville run 
scored, the Lady Blue Devils were shut 
out by a double play in the sixth in-
ning. 

All these women deserve praise for 
their competitive spirit and their team 
effort. Coach Leigey can be justifiably 
proud of these young women who 
worked hard to get to the finals and to 
come home champions. 

Congratulations to the Lady Golden 
Tide. 

f 

MORE NUCLEAR ENERGY IN THE 
UNITED STATES 

(Mr. WAMP asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WAMP. Madam Speaker, as the 
House and the Senate continue to look 
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