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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. PASTOR of Arizona).

————

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
November 19, 2009.

I hereby appoint the Honorable ED PASTOR

to act as Speaker pro tempore on this day.
NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———
PRAYER

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

Lord God, architect divine and the
definer of measured change, help us to
seize the present moment and accept
our place in Your loving plan for us
and for this Nation.

By Your grace, enable us to notice all
the love that surrounds us and the un-
conditional love that comes from You
alone. Fill us with gracious thanks-
giving for all our many blessings, so
the joy of gratitude may be shared
with everyone who has a place at our
table of life.

To You be praise and thanks, Al-
mighty God, 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.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain up to 10 requests
for 1-minute speeches on each side of
the aisle.

———

TAKING CARE OF OUR FIRST
RESPONDERS

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

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, very often
Members stand before this body and
talk about the fact that we should
never forget 9/11. Yesterday, I had an
opportunity to stand with those first
responders who responded to 9/11, not
just the first responders themselves,
but many of the family members of
those who have passed away as a result
of their service. And it’s sad to hear
their comments that, in fact, we have
forgotten about 9/11, certainly the peo-
ple that responded first. They are in
desperate need of health care benefits
as a result of the service that they ren-
dered on that day at the World Trade
Center site.

I think, when all is said and done, the
quality of a society is not measured by
its ability to wage war but, rather, by
its ability to take care of those in its
society who need it most. These indi-
viduals need the help of Congress to
pass legislation to ensure that the
health benefits that they need as a re-
sult of their service to this country are
taken care of.

I strongly urge Congress to pass leg-
islation to ensure that our first re-
sponders are taken care of.

——
WHERE ARE THE JOBS?

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, two nights ago, America
learned that recovery.gov, the official
administration Web site, was full of
fake stimulus jobs in fake congres-
sional districts. Last night, even ABC
News broke that the Government Ac-
countability Office says that one out of
every 10 jobs created by the stimulus
are also fake. When asked about the in-
consistencies, the spokesman for recov-
ery.gov replied, Who knows, man? Who
really knows?

One thing is certain—Americans need
real jobs. I call on my colleagues to lis-
ten to Republican plans to promote
real jobs. Where are the jobs?

The Economic Recovery and Middle-
Class Relief Act of 2009, which I sup-
port, unleashes the potential of Amer-
ican small businesses. It reduces the
burden that government places on em-
ployers and employees.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism.

———
FIRE GRANTS REAUTHORIZATION

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

Ms. SCHWARTZ. I rise today to rec-
ognize the importance of the Fire
Grants Reauthorization Act. These
grants are a prominent demonstration
of the Federal support for our Nation’s
first responders by enhancing their
ability to protect the public from fire
and related hazards. The Assistance to
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Firefighters and SAFER grants in-
cluded in the act will help ensure that
our first responders get the critically
needed personnel, equipment, protec-
tive gear, emergency vehicles, train-
ing, and upgraded facilities they need
to protect the public and the emer-
gency personnel from fire and related
hazards.

Every day our Nation’s firefighters
risk their lives to keep our commu-
nities safe. From 30,000 fire depart-
ments in the United States, a fire-
fighter responds to a fire every 20 sec-
onds. Philadelphia is home to one of
the oldest fire companies in the coun-
try, dating back to 1736. The Philadel-
phia Fire Department is one of the
busiest emergency management sys-
tems in the country, handling 260,000
responses in 2006.

Throughout my time in office, I have
fought to ensure that our firefighters
receive the respect and resources they
so keenly require. I am proud to sup-
port the reauthorization of these
grants and to support our firefighters
in the efforts to support our commu-
nities and families.

————

BLUE RIBBON BLUNDER

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

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, it’s not un-
common for Presidents’ administra-
tions to commit blunders, but of the
several blunders that have been forth-
coming from this administration, the
one that stands out most prominently
is the decision to authorize prosecution
of the 9/11 terrorists in New York City.

This decision, Mr. Speaker, violates
reason and common sense. The costs
will be overwhelming, the risk not in-
significant, and the defendants will en-
thusiastically embrace the circus at-
mosphere to espouse their radical
views. I hope it is not too late to re-
scind this flawed decision and conduct
the prosecutions before military tribu-
nals.

Of the several blunders committed,
this one must be awarded the ultimate
blue ribbon. Mr. Speaker, let’s hope it’s
not too late to rescind it and move for-
ward.

———
ILLEGAL SUBSIDIES FOR AIRBUS

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

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, today in
the days of 10 percent unemployment,
it is particularly important to be fair
to the American worker. And right
now, there is a gross inequity to the
American worker pending in the con-
tract to acquire a new aerial fuel tank-
er by the U.S. Air Force.

Right now, we know that one of the
bidders, the Airbus company, has re-
ceived grossly unfair multibillion dol-
lar subsidies from the European Union
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countries. It is absolutely necessary for
the United States Air Force to factor
into this bid the illegal subsidies that
Airbus consortium has received.

It is inconceivable that one agency of
the U.S. Government has found illegal
subsidies by this bidder, and another
agency may award a bid without tak-
ing into consideration the illegal sub-
sidies found by the WTO.

We are calling for the Air Force and
the President to factor in these illegal
subsidies so the American worker gets
fairness. And that is what we deserve.

—————
THE DRUG CARTEL ARMY

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, The
Washington Times recently reported
that Mexico’s two most deadly drug
cartels have more than 100,000 foot sol-
diers in their criminal cartel armies.
That massive firepower does battle
with each other and battle with our
Border Patrol and our border sheriffs.
They fight for control over the drug
and human smuggling routes into
America.

The Kkilling is rampant in Mexico,
with over 7,000 murders this year. Law
and order are absent in parts of that
nation.

The two biggest and most violent
criminal cartels control territory along
the border at Laredo, Texas. Now, they
are considering combining their crimi-
nal enterprises. These two groups, the
Zetas and the Federation, if they unite,
their 100,000-man army will be almost
as big as the entire Mexican Army.

The threat Kkeeps building at our
southern border. Mexico is our border
neighbor, and we had better be as con-
cerned about the stability of that gov-
ernment and the security of our mu-
tual border as we are about the sta-
bility and the borders of Iraq and Af-
ghanistan.

And that’s just the way it is.

—————

SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT
WITH SENIORS

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

Mrs. DAHLKEMPER. Mr. Speaker,
it’s time to set the record straight. Too
many people are trying to scare our
senior citizens with misinformation.

The truth is that the Affordable
Health Care for America Act will
strengthen Medicare for seniors and ex-
tend the life of the Medicare Trust
Fund by 5 years. Without reform, the
Medicare Trust Fund will be exhausted
within the decade. What will happen to
our seniors then? It is for our seniors
that we must enact health care reform
now.

Our health care reform plan will
eliminate copayments for preventative
health services in Medicare. It will
close the prescription drug doughnut
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hole and make lifesaving medications
affordable for our seniors. And it will
make Medicare more efficient and af-
fordable for all seniors.

We owe our seniors the truth. That’s
why I’'m proud to support health care
reform that improves Medicare for sen-
iors and health care for all in our coun-
try.

———

ILLEGAL SUBSIDIES IN THE
TANKER COMPETITION

(Ms. JENKINS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, in Sep-
tember, the World Trade Organization
confirmed that the European Union
doled out billions in illegal subsidies to
prop up the development of large air-
craft. Those subsidies forced companies
here in the United States to close their
doors and sent Kansans to the unem-
ployment lines.

Rather than continuing to ignore the
WTO ruling, it’s time for the Depart-
ment of Defense to do the right thing,
to take into consideration the WTO
ruling as they finalize the tanker com-
petition. At a time when the American
people are struggling, this decision has
the potential to create jobs and help
our Nation’s economy. The Department
of Defense must base its decision on a
fair and level playing field.

I am proud to stand with a bipar-
tisan, bicameral group fighting for
American workers and fighting for the
American tanker.

I urge all of my colleagues to join us
in this fight.

————

LEGAL AID FOR VETERANS

(Mr. KLEIN of Florida asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise today to congratulate the Legal
Aid Society of Palm Beach County for
launching a new innovative Armed
Services Advocacy Project. This new
service will provide civil legal assist-
ance to Armed Forces members who
have served in Iraq or Afghanistan and
their families. With over 1,200 veterans
of these ongoing conflicts residing in
our community, the need for these
services is tremendous.

The legal services provided by Legal
Aid will be free of charge to Active
Duty servicemembers, veterans and
their families, and will cover a range of
issues, most importantly, helping to
improve access to veterans benefits.

I believe that every person who puts
on the uniform of this country must
have access to the full range of benefits
they have earned. And this new Legal
Aid project brings us one step closer to

meeting this commitment in south
Florida.
I would 1like to thank Robert

Bertisch, Executive Director of the
Legal Aid Society of Palm Beach Coun-
ty, and Elaine Martens of the Armed
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Forces Advocacy Project, as well as all
members of the society for their dedi-
cation to serving those who have
served our country.

———————

WORKSITE ENFORCEMENT IN
FREE FALL

(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. Mr. Speaker,
workplace immigration enforcement is
in a free fall. We will discuss this free
fall and other ways illegal immigration
adversely impacts jobs at a Republican
forum today at 1:00 p.m. in 2237 Ray-
burn House Office Building.

Workforce enforcement has dropped
across the board from 2008 to 2009. Ad-
ministrative arrests fell 68 percent.
Criminal arrests fell 60 percent. Crimi-
nal indictments fell 58 percent. Crimi-
nal convictions fell 63 percent.

It’s hard to conceive of a worse time
to cut worksite enforcement efforts by
more than half. There are 16 million
Americans out of work, and yet the ad-
ministration has chosen to ignore the
fact that there are nearly 8 million il-
legal immigrants in the workforce.

Those stolen jobs should be returned
to out-of-work citizens and legal immi-
grants. The Obama administration
should put citizens and legal immi-
grants first.

———

INDIRECT LAND USE CHANGE

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

Mrs. HALVORSON. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise today to talk about an important
issue, indirect land use change, which
affects many of my domestic ethanol
producers. It assumes that biofuel pro-
duction displaces other crops which are
then grown in other parts of the world,
leading to deforestation, and that
American biofuel producers should be
penalized for that indirect release of
carbon due to the unrelated actions of
foreign countries.

The facts are that deforestation, par-
ticularly in the Amazon, has decreased,
while domestic biofuel production has
doubled over the same period. The
House included a provision in the En-
ergy bill that prevents EPA from im-
plementing this rule for 6 years while
it is studied to see whether the theory
is scientifically sound.

Meanwhile, EPA is slated to release a
rule in December which would presum-
ably include this theory. This provision
could have harmful effects on our eth-
anol producers, and I urge EPA to re-
frain from implementing ILUC until
proper science can support it.

——
O 1015

WHO KNOWS, MAN

(Mr. MCCLINTOCK asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)
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Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Speaker, the
unfolding scandal of phony or inflated
job claims from the so-called stimulus
bill should shock the conscience of the
Nation and permanently stain the rep-
utation of this Congress and this Presi-
dent.

But it gets even worse if we take
them at their word. As of this morning,
the administration claims that in my
Fourth Congressional District of Cali-
fornia, the brain trust at the Treasury
has spent $182 million to save or create
all of 168 jobs. That is $1.1 million per
job. They claim to have saved or cre-
ated 110,000 jobs in California. But
75,000 of those 110,000 jobs occur in a
single ZIP code, 95814. What’s 95814?
That’s the ZIP code that encompasses
the State capitol building and the
State bureaucracies.

Stimulating the economy? Mr.
Speaker, all we’re stimulating is gov-
ernment at the expense of the econ-
omy.

————

ILLEGAL LAUNCH AID SUBSIDY

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

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I'm con-
cerned about the Air Force’s approach
to acquiring the next generation of air
refueling tankers because the draft
RFP the Air Force has published has
ignored an important element in the
competition. The U.S. Government in
2004 filed a complaint with the WTO
that European governments had ille-
gally subsidized EADS/Airbus in the
development of commercial aircraft,
allowing Airbus to steal market share
and U.S. aerospace jobs. Now the WTO
panel reviewing the matter has ren-
dered an interim decision that these
subsidies were improper and caused ad-
verse effects to the interests of the
United States.

Now the Airbus/Northrop Grumman
team wants to use the A-330 platform,
which received $5.7 billion in direct
launch aid subsidy, as the airframe for
the Air Force’s refueling tanker. In so-
liciting bidders for the tanker, we sim-
ply must insist that the Department of
Defense/Air Force take into account
the illegal launch subsidy, without
which the A-330 might never have been
built.

————

MEANINGFUL HEALTH CARE
REFORMS

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

Mr. LEE of New York. A recent re-
port by the Obama administration con-
firmed that Speaker PELOSI’s health
care bill will cut seniors’ Medicare ben-
efits and, in particular, Medicare Ad-
vantage. The report from the non-
partisan Centers for Medicare and Med-
icaid Services said that Speaker
PELOSI’s bill would slash Medicare and
Medicare Advantage by more than $500
billion. According to The Washington

H13271

Post, these massive cuts ‘““would sharp-
ly reduce benefits from some senior
citizens and could jeopardize access to
care for millions of others.”

My district in western New York has
the greatest number of Medicare Ad-
vantage enrollees in New York State.
Medicare Advantage provides seniors a
comprehensive health care plan that
they can afford, yet Speaker PELOSI’S
bill will all but destroy this program.

It’s important that Congress enact
meaningful reforms to our health care
system to improve affordability and
accessibility, but we should not financ-
ing these reforms on the backs of sen-
iors.

———————

EXTENDING FIRST-TIME HOME-
BUYER TAX CREDIT TO MILI-
TARY FAMILIES

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

Mr. HALL of New York. Thank you,
Mr. Speaker, for the opportunity to
speak today about a very important
issue for our Nation’s military fami-
lies. On November 6, President Obama
signed into law the Worker, Homeown-
ership, and Business Assistance Act of
2009, which included an extension of
the $8,000 first-time homebuyer tax
credit. This credit offers a special rule
for servicemembers who have served on
extended overseas duties since the end
of 2008.

Those serving on extended duty out-
side the United States for at least 90
days between December 31, 2008, and
May 1, 2010, qualify for an additional 1-
year extension through May 1, 2011, of
the $8,000 first-time homebuyer credit.
We should not penalize those serving
our country overseas. I was proud to
cosponsor and vote for this provision in
the House of Representatives.

Extending this credit gives our serv-
icemembers abroad the latitude nec-
essary to take advantage of this impor-
tant provision while readjusting to ci-
vilian life back here in the United
States.

——
LEVEL THE PLAYING FIELD

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

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, we need
an American air refueling tanker built
by an American company with Amer-
ican workers. And we need it now more
than ever. With unemployment at over
10.2, it’s unbelievable that the Pen-
tagon would consider outsourcing this
key national security asset to the
French. But not only is the Depart-
ment of Defense considering this; they
are bending over backwards to ensure
that EADS, the French company, can
compete.

The Department of Defense is turn-
ing a blind eye to the World Trade Or-
ganization’s ruling that found EADS
guilty—guilty of receiving billions of
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dollars in illegal subsidies. This dis-
torts the marketplace and gives EADS
a clearly unfair advantage in the com-
petition. The Department of Defense is
also waiving five expensive regulations
for the French company, but not for
the American workers. This makes the
American tanker more expensive and
less competitive.

The Pentagon should develop a fair
level playing field for the air refueling
tanker competition, and this can only
happen when these illegal subsidies are
considered and all regulations are
equally applied to both competitors.

———
WINNERS AND LOSERS

(Mr. LARSEN of Washington asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to express my
concern about the illegal subsidies that
have been given to Airbus by the Euro-
pean governments. It’s been widely re-
ported that the World Trade Organiza-
tion found the EU guilty of providing
Airbus with billions of dollars in illegal
and improper subsidies. These subsidies
gave Airbus an unfair advantage for
years, costing good-paying American
jobs. At the same time we’re fighting
Europeans over their illegal subsidies,
our Nation is considering buying $35
billion worth of Airbus aerial refueling
tankers.

Now who wins if we ignore these sub-
sidies? European taxpayers will get a
huge return on their illegal investment
in subsidies for Airbus and European
workers who are designing and building
the Airbus airplanes.

Who loses? U.S. workers, who will
lose their jobs, and I think our men
and women in uniform, who might get
an illegally subsidized tanker instead
of the best tanker for their mission.

Airbus’ history of subsidies should
not be ignored in this tanker competi-
tion.

———
GITMO

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Well,
the administration announced it would
hold civilian trials in New York for the
9/11 mastermind and other terrorists. I
suspect the administration hopes this
move will hasten the closure of Guan-
tanamo.

The administration’s announcement
is exasperating, irresponsible, and ab-
surd. Terrorists just do not deserve the
same right to trial as Americans. Mov-
ing terrorists to New York will give
those who wish to harm us constitu-
tional rights that they do not deserve.
Also, it will expose our intelligence-
gathering methods to the world.

For the safety of all Americans, the
trial should be held in military courts
in Guantanamo. The administration
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should never put the rights of terror-
ists above the rights of Americans.
God bless America.

MORE OF THE SAME FROM DRUG
MANUFACTURERS

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

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, amidst one
of the worst recessions in our Nation’s
history, as Americans are tightening
their budgets, our friendly drugmakers
are flying high. While promising to
support the health care overhaul by
cutting $8 billion per year from our Na-
tion’s prescription drug costs, they’re
busy raising the prices of brand-name
drugs by 9 percent. That will add more
than $10 billion per year to prescription
drug costs.

While the Consumer Price Index has
fallen, the drugmakers are creating the
highest annual rate of inflation for
drug prices since 1992. It was only 3
years ago, in 2006, as the new Medicare
part D program was going into effect,
our prescription drugmakers raised
their prices by four times the general
inflation rate for the first quarter of
that year.

America, we have foxes in our hen
house. Drugmakers are up to the same
old tricks again, gouging America’s
senior citizens while pretending to
work cooperatively with us on the
health reform effort. Their profit mar-
gins are their only concern. How could
we have expected anything else?

————

GIVE AMERICA A FAIR SHAKE

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

Mr. REICHERT. I raise my voice
loudly today on behalf of more than
22,000 Boeing workers in my district
and all those thousands of workers
across the State of Washington. The
Department of Defense has pledged a
fair and transparent process when it
comes to awarding a new tanker con-
tract for the Air Force. It must take a
long, hard look at every angle when
dealing with these decisions about the

manufacturing of critical military
equipment.
Billions of dollars of European

“launch aid” subsidizes Airbus and
gives them a grossly unfair competi-
tive advantage in the global market-
place. This must not be ignored in
awarding a tanker contract.

This is about fairness, it’s about
common sense, and has serious impli-
cations for our economy and our na-
tional security. Boeing workers
produce the best planes in the world.
They represent a long tradition of ex-
cellence and innovation. Let’s give
America a fair shake. Let’s let the peo-
ple of Boeing build this airplane.
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2781, MOLALLA RIVER
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, 1
call up House Resolution 908 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 908

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 2781) to amend the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to designate seg-
ments of the Molalla River in Oregon, as
components of the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System, and for other purposes. All
points of order against consideration of the
bill are waived except those arising under
clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. The amendment in
the nature of a substitute recommended by
the Committee on Natural Resources now
printed in the bill shall be considered as
adopted. The bill, as amended, shall be con-
sidered as read. All points of order against
provisions in the bill, as amended, are
waived. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill, as amended, to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept: (1) one hour of debate equally divided
and controlled by the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Natural
Resources; and (2) one motion to recommit
with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, for the
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman
from North Carolina (Ms. Foxx). All
time yielded during consideration of
the rule is for debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CARDOZA. I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members have 5 legisla-
tive days within which to revise and
extend their remarks on House Resolu-
tion 908.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CARDOZA. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 908
provides for consideration of H.R. 2781,
a bill to amend the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act to designate segments of
the Molalla River in Oregon as compo-
nents of the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System, under a closed rule.

[ 1030

The rule provides for 1 hour of gen-
eral debate, equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Natural Resources. The rule waives all
points of order against consideration of
the bill except for clauses 9 and 10 of
rule XXI. The rule provides that the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, recommended by the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources, now
printed in the bill, shall be considered
as adopted. The bill, as amended, shall
be considered as read. The rule waives
all points of order against the bill, as
amended. Finally, the rule provides for
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one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

Mr. Speaker, the bill before us today,
H.R. 2781, would add two segments of
the Molalla River totaling 21.3 miles in
northwestern Oregon to the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The
two segments, 15.1 miles on the main
stem of the Molalla River, and 6.2 of
the Table Rock Fork, would be des-
ignated as a recreational river.

The Molalla rises in the Cascade
Range, east of Salem. From its head-
waters above the Table Rock Wilder-
ness Area, the river flows through
cedar, hemlock and old-growth Douglas
fir forests, and basalt rock canyons
until it meets the Willamette River
near Canby. The Molalla River is an es-
sential wildlife area for the pileated
woodpecker and both golden and bald
eagles. It is also within an hour’s drive
of the Portland and Salem metropoli-
tan areas and provides significant rec-
reational opportunities for fishing,
hunting, canoeing, kayaking, white-
water rafting, mountain biking, horse-
back riding, hiking, camping, pic-
nicking, swimming and diving, all won-
derful, great traditional American rec-
reational activities.

These opportunities and a 20-mile
hiking, mountain biking area and
equestrian trail system draw over
65,000 visitors annually. I would add
that the Molalla River also served as
both a trail for indigenous Molalla In-
dians and as a vital trade route be-
tween pioneers in Oregon. The river is
also where the cities of Molalla and
Canby derive their drinking water.

In earlier planning analyses, the Bu-
reau of Land Management determined
that most of the river and the Table
Rock Fork should be considered for
designation as wild and scenic rivers.
In testimony before the House Natural
Resources Committee, BLM stated,
““the designation called for in H.R. 2781
would be largely consistent with man-
agement currently in place, and would
cause few changes to BLM’s current ad-
ministration.”

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com-
mend the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
GRIJALVA) and the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. SCHRADER) for bringing this
legislation to the floor today so we can
ensure America’s beauty and natural
wonderment is preserved both now and
for future generations.

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I want to thank my colleague from
California for yielding me time. I am
opposed to the rule and the underlying
bill for reasons that I will make clear
and that my colleagues will make
clear.

At this time, I would like to recog-
nize my colleague from Utah (Mr.
BisHOP) for 5 minutes.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 1
am opposed to the rule because an
amendment that was under my name
was not admitted in the rule by the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Rules Committee. However, the issue
at hand in both that amendment and
the underlying bill is very small. It’s
400 acres in Oregon. That is truly, in
the scope of things, an insignificant
number. What is significant, though, is
the concept behind it, because it rep-
resents a larger, more pernicious issue
that simply the leaders of this Con-
gress are failing to address or even ac-
knowledge.

Now, I have to admit that the fact
that I am an old public schoolteacher
is part of the problem. I spent 16 years
in the Utah Legislature serving on the
Public Education Subcommittee. I un-
derstand how difficult it is for those of
us who are in the West, Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman from the other side, how
difficult it is for us to fund our public
education system. And part of it is
from the example that I have before
me.

This chart simply shows the amount
of Federal land that is owned in each
State. As you notice, there is a some-
what disproportionate amount in the
West. The Speaker’s State of Arizona
has a great deal; my State does; the
State of Oregon, a little bit less. But
nonetheless, there is a significant
amount of land that is controlled by
the Federal Government.

Many of our friends in the East who
don’t have that same opportunity have
a hard time understanding what it’s
like to be a public land State. However,
the second one, perhaps the more dif-
ficult one, is this chart which simply
shows the number of States in red are
the ones that have the most difficult
time funding their public education
system. These are the States whose
growth in public education funding is
the slowest, the most difficult.

You will notice that there is a unique
correlation to the amount of Federal
land that is owned and the inability of
States to fund their public education
system. It’s almost a one-to-one rela-
tionship that happens to be there. So
the 400 acres that would be taken out,
the potential timberland that would be
taken out of potential production in
this particular bill, actually is land
that no longer produces timber today.
That’s part of the problem.

It’s one of the reasons why we re-
ceived a letter from California and Or-
egon county officials who have what’s
called O&C land. O&C land is land that
is dedicated for timber production.
This 400 acres is not considered O&C,
but it is the same concept. It is land
that could be used for timber produc-
tion.

What this bill will do in taking this
small amount of land is to finalize and
put in statute the bad administrative
decisions of the past which have taken
it out of production so it no longer can
produce the revenue that we des-
perately need in these States to try to
fund public education. The sponsor of
this piece of legislation understood
that. He got it right. When he came be-
fore the committee in our hearing, he
simply used this statement when he
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asked the ranking member and the
chairman to find an offset so that they
did not lose the value of this small
amount, 400 acres.

Unfortunately, we did not find an off-
set, and that was the crux of my
amendment, both in committee as well
as before the Rules Committee. There
needs to be some kind of offset.

It says something even more dis-
gusting as well, that if the Interior De-
partment—of all the vast acreage of
land that the Federal Government
owns, 1 out of every 3 acres in this Na-
tion—cannot find 400 acres as an offset
for the State of Oregon, there is some-
thing terribly wrong in the mindset of
the Interior Department here in Wash-
ington.

The issue is schoolkids. Are we going
to try to help States fund their edu-
cation system or not? I recognize that
my amendment was ruled nongermane.
Our germaneness rule is used more in
its absence than in its regulation. But
the issue at hand is simply, the gen-
tleman from Oregon was right in the
hearing—he got it right when he want-
ed an offset. The leadership of this Con-
gress was wrong when they decided not
to heed his warning and not to give his
request. Today it’s 400 acres. Tomorrow
it may be 16,000 acres in another bill or
9.8 million acres in another bill.

It simply says, our kids are props for
political purposes around here, but we
really don’t care about trying to find a
long-term funding solution. The Rules
Committee made this amendment out
of order. I recognize that they can jus-
tify that on the grounds of germane-
ness. They could have just as easily in-
corporated the amendment without
that as well. We do it all the time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Ms. FOXX. I yield the gentleman 1
additional minute.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. We justify
those kinds of decisions all the time. I
recognize that the Rules Committee
will take its orders from leadership.
That has to happen. They cannot ig-
nore those things. But at the same
time, had the Rules Committee fol-
lowed the wishes of the gentleman
from Oregon, we could actually be set-
ting a precedent to help kids. When the
Rules Committee failed to heed the re-
quest of the gentleman from Oregon,
the sponsor of this piece of legislation,
when he was justified and correct in
coming before our hearing, what it
simply said was that we put kids at a
lesser priority than other protected
kinds of issues.

Once again, this is the problem. It is
this amount of land that causes the dif-
ficulty of Western States—all of our
Western States on a State level—to
provide for their needs. And that’s
what our amendment could solve. That
amendment was not made in order.
That is simply wrong. Please vote
down the rule so that we can put this
amendment back in place.

Mr. CARDOZA. In response to the
gentleman from Utah, I would say the

The
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following. Two of the amendments that
the gentleman offered to the Rules
Committee on H.R. 2781—one amend-
ment was nothing more than political
talking points with zero substance. The
second, the other amendment, was both
nongermane and a violation of PAYGO
under the House rules.

Further, I would add in response to
the questions with regard to the
Obama administration that, on Novem-
ber 13, the Obama administration reit-
erated in a letter to Chairman
GRIJALVA, stating, ‘“There are no tim-
ber contracts within the Federal lands
proposed for designation under H.R.
2781.” I would like to insert into the
RECORD a letter from the department
indicating that to the chairman.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
. Washington, DC, November 13, 2009.

Hon. RAUL GRIJALVA,

Chairman, Subcommittee on National Parks,
Forests, and Public Lands, House Com-
mittee on Natural Resources, House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Enclosed are re-
sponses prepared by the Bureau of Land
Management to questions submitted fol-
lowing the Subcommittee’s Thursday, Octo-
ber 1, 2009, hearing on, H.R. 2781, ‘‘Molalla
River: National Wild and Scenic River Sys-
tem.”

Thank you for the opportunity to provide
this material to the Subcommittee on Na-
tional Parks, Forests, and public Lands.”

Sincerely,
CHRISTOPHER P. SALOTTI,
Legislative Counsel, Office of
Congressional and Legislative Affairs.

Enclosure.

QUESTIONS FOR ROBERT ABBEY, DIRECTOR, BU-
REAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, DEPARTMENT
OF THE INTERIOR.

Questions from Representative Grijalva:

1. How does BLM usually manage private
land within wild and scenic river corridors?

Answer. Under the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act, the Federal government has no author-
ity to manage private lands within wild and
scenic river corridors.

2. Are there any timber contracts within
the corridor of the proposed designation for
the Molalla?

Answer. The BLM in Oregon informs me
that there are no timber contracts within
the Federal lands proposed for designation
under H.R. 2781, which designates segments
of the Molalla River in Oregon as compo-
nents of the National Wild and Scenic River
System.

Third, with regard to Mr. SCHRADER’S
comments, the gentleman said that we
should have heeded Mr. SCHRADER’S
comments. Well, guess what. Rep-
resentative SCHRADER, who represents
this area, expressed a concern, as the
gentleman indicated, about this issue
at the Natural Resources Committee
hearing in October. He also states in a
letter to us, that I will have inserted in
the RECORD, that since that time he
has investigated this concern with the
agencies on the ground and wrote the
committee on November 10 to say that
he was totally satisfied that the bill
will not remove trees from the timber
stock because there are no timber con-
tracts planned in the area, and there
are none now, and there are none
planned. So I would like to submit for
the RECORD Mr. SCHRADER'’s letter.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, November 10, 2009.
Hon. NICK RAHALL
Chairman, House Committee on Natural Re-
sources, Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write to express my
support for the committee’s amendments to
my bill, H.R. 2781, to designate segments of
the Molalla River in Oregon as components
of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Sys-
tem.

At the October 28th markup of H.R. 2781,
mention was made of a statement in my tes-
timony regarding 420 acres of timber man-
agement, or ‘‘matrix,” lands that will be
within the river corridor when my bill is en-
acted. Since the October 1st hearing before
the National Parks, Forests and Public
Lands Subcommittee at which I testified, I
have consulted both the Bureau of Land
Management and committee staff about
those matrix lands. I am satisfied that this
designation will not remove trees from the
timber stock: there are no timber contracts
in that area, and no timber sales are
planned.

I reserve the right to offset logging acreage
in future bills I might introduce, but I see no
need to add such language to H.R. 2781 at
this time. Thank you for your support of this
legislation which has overwhelming support
within my district and thank you for all
your work you do as Chairman of the Nat-
ural Resources Committee.

Sincerely,
KURT SCHRADER,
Member of Congress.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Utah.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I appreciate the
comments made by the gentleman
from California, and I think I tried to
state those comments earlier on.

The letter we received from the Asso-
ciation of O&C Counties—that’s Oregon
and California—concerned about this
particular issue does include and spe-
cifically mentions these 411 acres in
this National Wild and Scenic Rivers
bill. I also recognize that the gen-
tleman from Oregon, who is the spon-
sor of this bill, has since sent a letter
that says that it does not have an im-
pact. It does not have an impact be-
cause of bad administrative decisions
made earlier that have already taken
this out of timber production.

What we are doing with this bill is
now putting that in statute so that we
cannot at some time reverse that with
the ease with which we took them out
in the first place. We have made bad
decisions time after time after time,
which has impacted the timber indus-
try in these States and has impacted
their ability to fund their local govern-
ments and especially their education
system. That was the fundamental rea-
son it was ruled out of order. It vio-
lated PAYGO because, if you actually
did put that, those funds would have to
be shared with the local States.

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the
gentleman’s courtesy in permitting me
to speak on this, as I appreciate his
clarity in moving it forward. It is my
privilege to represent part of
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Clackamas County in my congressional
district. Now while I don’t actually
have the area in question, I have
worked very hard with my colleague
Congressman SCHRADER to make sure
that the interests of this diverse coun-
ty are, in fact, represented. And if one
came from Mars and listened to the de-
bate, they might be a little confused on
this point.

First, the land in question is not O&C
land. It is BLM land. There is no fiscal
impact here. There is no timber that is
involved. I worked very closely with
this county and have for decades. The
county commissioners now, as they
have in the past, have been very care-
ful to heed the balance of resource pro-
tection, economic development, the en-
vironment, and tourism in the broad
range of areas. I have worked with
them on wilderness legislation, in wild
and scenic legislation, including the
one signed into law by President
Obama at the beginning of this year.

I have had times when they have
been hesitant because they have had
questions about whether the benefits of
economic development of tourism, of
wilderness protections, would offset po-
tential loss of timber production. The
county has gone through the process
here yet again. It is their judgment,
and one that I strongly support, that
the resource protections to have this
stretch of the Molalla River being
granted Wild and Scenic protection is
well worth it.

There is a minuscule amount of land
that would not be removed from poten-
tial harvest, but it’s not going to be
harvested now. It’s not going to be har-
vested in the future. If the gentleman
would come with me to Clackamas
County, Congressman SCHRADER and I
would be pleased to show him this pre-
cious resource and why there was never
any question that this would not be
harvested.

So people can go on and confuse BLM
land with O&C land. They can talk
about their disputes with this adminis-
tration and past administrations about
timber practices. That’s fair game. And
they will battle that. Frankly, the
American public supports wilderness
protection. The American public wants
the protection not just of Wild and Sce-
nic Rivers but of our precious water-
sheds where half the people in my
State get their water from national
timberland. As my friend from Cali-
fornia knows, this is a very sensitive
issue these days.

0 1045

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to support
this rule. I am proud to support this
underlying legislation. It has been
carefully crafted by my friend, the gen-
tleman from Clackamas County. He
lives in this county not very far from
the river that would be so designated.
It is a testament to his quick assimila-
tion into the ways of the House of Rep-
resentatives, to be able to move for-
ward with significant wild and scenic
legislation, to be able to work with the
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local environmentalists, work with the
county commission, to come forward
with something that not only will pro-
tect a natural resource for years to
come, but it is also going to enhance
the local economy.

This will in fact deal with the future
of the children of Clackamas County
because the economic development po-
tential that will be generated by people
who use this waterway, you come year
round and not just in high water times,
people navigate these waters in
Clackamas County. It is a growing and
thriving area of economic develop-
ment, of recreation for people young
and old, and for the character of a
unique county in our State and in our
Nation.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to speak in
support of the rule, the underlying leg-
islation, and I look forward to passage
of both.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

You know, Republicans are getting
very tired of being accused of not being
sensitive to our environment. We are
very sensitive to the environment. We
want to protect water everywhere. We
have been very, very vocal on that
issue, especially this session, especially
as it has related to the West, and my
colleague on the Rules Committee
knows that.

However, we are also concerned
about jobs for the American people. We
know that the unemployment rate has
recently reached a record high of 10.2
percent, the highest unemployment
rate our country has in 26 years, and
aptly described in a Wall Street Jour-
nal editorial this week, ‘It is no won-
der Americans seem to have only three
things on their mind right now: jobs,
jobs, and jobs.”

If nothing else, the Federal Govern-
ment should do no harm to the job
market—that is common sense—but
that is exactly what the Democrats in
charge are doing with this legislation
today. They are going to be harming
American families by increasing unem-
ployment.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from TUtah (Mr. BISHOP),
who is going to deal with some of the
issues that our colleague from Oregon
has raised on this issue.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the time.

I am sorry that the gentleman from
Oregon came in late during the discus-
sion and has left that side of the aisle.
I want to make it very clear, when I
was making my first statements, I did
not say that these 400 acres were O&C
lands—I made that very clear—but
they are treated like O&C lands, which
is why the local leaders from Oregon
and California sent the letter and spe-
cifically asked any kind of lands taken
out of the ability to be used for timber
production be offset. They specifically
requested in a number of other areas
this particular area that will be made
wild and scenic. This is the request
that comes from the local leaders in
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California and Oregon which recognizes
what happens when these lands are
taken out of production, and they
clearly, as I do, understand that there
is economic development from tourism.
There is also economic development
from manufacturing and there is also
economic development from timber
harvest, and they each have a different
role to play. And each have a different
amount of money they do to help Kkids.

These local leaders recognize that
fact which is why they supported what
the sponsor of this bill originally want-
ed to do. Unfortunately, the House
leadership has not recognized what his
wishes were and has not done what the
sponsor originally wanted to do.
Though he has now changed his mind,
he says these lands are not now pro-
ducing timber, that is not the issue.
The issue is will they ever be useful in
that particular effort. That is what we
are trying to do with the amendment
which should have been made in order.
It should have been part of the original
bill that came out of the committee.
There is no reason why it should not
have been.

Now, I recognize there is a signifi-
cant issue, Mr. Speaker, and let me do
just one thing very quickly, because
what these local leaders are talking
about is specifically allowing them to
have some kind of control over their
own destiny. We see that played out in
bill after bill and issue after issue on
this floor.

The other week we passed a small
bill, maybe some of you have read
about it in the papers, about health
care. One of the issues of that bill is it
stops local, creative, alternative ap-
proaches.

The State of Utah started a local ap-
proach for health care reform. They
got it right. It was based on empower-
ment of individuals by employers who
would now have a common under-
standing of what they would have to
spend on health care, to be able to give
that to their employees, so the employ-
ers go to a State index where they have
presently 66 options from which to
choose. It was an effort to empower in-
dividuals. It is an effort of States to
solve their own problems because
States understand the unique demo-
graphic needs that they have in those
particular States. Unfortunately, the
bill that was passed, if it were to go all
of the way through the system, stops
the States dead in their tracks from
actually implementing their own local
reforms, just like this would stop the
local areas from implementing their
own local reforms.

Now, I hope we understand how sig-
nificant it is that you can’t get enough
experts here in one particular room to
solve all of the problems in the world,
and we should look at the concept of
States and local governments having
their own ability to experiment and
their own ability to meet their local
demographic’s needs and their own
ability to come up with unique and
clear ideas, and we should be empow-

H13275

ering local governments to make those
decisions, not restricting them with a
one-size-fits-all mentality or telling
them what they will and will not do on
the local level.

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, as part
of the course of debate, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina indicated
that they have been very supportive of
the environment, and she has indicated
that they are getting a bad rap, as it
were, for not being supportive of the
environment. I would like to ask the
gentlelady how many wild and scenic
bills have they supported on the floor
this session of Congress. I know we
have had a number, and I don’t recall a
one that they have supported.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I yield to

the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Ms. FOXX. Would the gentleman
yield?

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield to the gentle-
lady.

Ms. FOXX. I thank the gentleman
from Oregon for yielding.

We have voted for all of the wild and
scenic bills that have met the proper
definition of wild and scenic rivers.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Okay. That would
raise a further interrogatory with me:
How many did you deem in your opin-
ion met the proper definition?

I yield.

Ms. FOXX. Not the one in Massachu-
setts, the Taunton River, and not this
one.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you.

Reclaiming my time, it is interesting
to me, and I represent one of the dis-
tricts most impacted by changes in
Federal forest policy and suffering
some of the highest rates of unemploy-
ment in the United States, and it is in-
teresting to hear the gentleman from
Utah now come before us as such a tre-
mendous advocate for local govern-
ments with revenues created or shared
from Federal lands, because when we
were in a crisis, the Bush administra-
tion having made no changes in Fed-
eral forest policy and still limping
along during the 6 years that the Re-
publicans controlled the House, the
White House and the Senate, the guar-
antees that had been put in place to
ameliorate the impact of the Clinton
forest plan, which I opposed, expired.
They just expired while George Bush
was in the White House and the Repub-
licans controlled the House and the
Senate.

Now I wonder about that tremendous
concern. At that time when they con-
trolled everything, they had an oppor-
tunity to continue a program that
would fund sheriffs and would maintain
our jail space and would fund our
roads, bridges, and highways on the
county system, would help fund
schools, they just walked away from it.
They let it die. And it took the Demo-
crats 5 months to pass, after we took
control from the Republicans, despite
the objections of the Republicans and
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the Bush administration, to pass legis-
lation to give emergency payments for
1 year, and then yet again the Demo-
crats in the last Congress extended the
program for 4 years with a phasedown.

I actually did bring my bill for au-
thorizing programs to the floor of the
House last year on June 5, 2008. It was
brought up under a suspension of the
rules, unfortunately. Because of Repub-
lican opposition to the bill, it was
deemed it would have to come up under
suspension of the rules. We got 218
positive votes; 16 of those were Repub-
lican, 16, but it was not the gentleman
from Utah. He opposed my proposal.

Suddenly, now, over a little 400 acres
of land, which does not have any poten-
tial to produce any large amount of
money, if any, under the current forest
management, he wants to block this
bill. But last year when the oppor-
tunity to vote to extend funding to all
of the counties and school districts in
America, and his State would have
been one of the greatest beneficiaries
outside of Oregon and California, he
voted ‘‘no.”

So sometimes around here, I think
the proof is in the pudding on how you
vote. I think it is an objection of con-
venience on the part of the gentleman,
this sudden, newfound concern for local
governments and schools for the non-
existent revenue from this very small
parcel of land as opposed to the bene-
fits that would accrue to that area by
the protection of this. The local gov-
ernments and all of the other officials
in that area support the legislation.
They aren’t concerned about some the-
oretical, infinitesimal loss of money.
They are more concerned about pro-
tecting the resource and developing
that area into a recreation corridor
that will attract people from around
the State and perhaps from around the
Nation to that area. That is part of
their 1local economic development
strategy, and that is what the local
governments want. That is what the
Representative for that district wants.
That is what I support, and I will just
say that any specious argument that
somehow this hurts local government,
hurts schoolkids, hurts public safety,
coming from someone who opposed an
opportunity to give robust funding for
public safety, schoolkids all across
America, to all of these distressed
counties, is a little bit out of line.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

You know, from almost the very first
day when I came here, I heard my col-
league from Oregon blaming George
Bush for everything insufficient in this
country. That started in 2005 and he is
still doing that, just like many of our
colleagues here. But the Democrats in
charge can’t hide from the fact that
they now control the House, the Sen-
ate, and the White House, and what are
they doing to solve the problems? Very
little.

I want to say that the sponsor of the
bill actually brought up this issue that
our friends across the aisle are trying
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to say now is our issue, but unfortu-
nately the sponsor of the bill has been
helped to change his mind on the issue
by the Democrats in charge because it
suits their purposes more.

And actually, the GOP has been the
leader in starting good environmental
programs in this country, just as we
were the people who passed the civil
rights bills back in the sixties without
very much help from our colleagues
across the aisle. They love to engage in
revisionist history.
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to say that
this bill could have been brought to the
floor under an open rule, and we could
have been debating amendments. But
it’s been brought in a closed rule. Actu-
ally, this bill is probably going to pass,
the rule and the bill will pass over-
whelmingly; and the real reason that
we’re doing this today is to kill time
again. We’ve been voting on a lot of
things we haven’t really needed to vote
on with a recorded vote because the
majority wants to, again, kill time in
order to be dealing with problems
where their majority is not going to
hold very well.

What we are going to be voting on a
little later today, we think, is a bill
which our colleagues across the aisle
call the ‘“‘doc fix’’ but we call the ‘‘doc
trick.” It’s really a Trojan horse. Sup-
posedly it is going to take care of the
reimbursements for physicians in our
country that are scheduled to be cut
next year by 20 percent.

But this ‘‘doc trick,” as I said, is
really a Trojan horse because it is not
deficit neutral, and it is a bill that is
going to increase spending by at least
$209 billion plus another $70 billion
that’s hidden in administrative actions
by the Department of Health and
Human Services. So it’s going to really
cost $279 billion. When you take the
“‘doc trick” in combination with the
health care bill, the combination in-
creases the deficit by $100 billion.

This is unconscionable in a time
when we have the largest deficit ever
in the history of this country, which is
the biggest concern of the people in
this country. They are not as con-
cerned about health care as they are
about jobs and about the horrible debt
that we are incurring not only for our-
selves but for our children and our
grandchildren.

Republicans have made a commit-
ment that if we take back the majority
next year, we will fix this reimburse-
ment for physicians permanently. But
that’s not what’s going to happen with
the ‘‘doc trick” shell game that is
being brought to us. And what they’re
going to do is say that it’s going to be
compliant with PAYGO.

You know, every time I hear the
term “PAYGO,” we know, and the
American people are beginning to no-
tice, that it is a big joke. It’s been
talked about as a joke by almost every
editorial in the country. The Wash-
ington Post has called it a shell game,
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budgetary smoke and mirrors. It’s
going to add billions to the deficit even
though President Obama promised, ‘‘If
you’re a taxpayer concerned about defi-
cits, I want to reassure you that I am
too. That’s why I have pledged I will
not sign health insurance reform that
adds even one dime to our deficit over
the next decade and I mean it.”” This
was said by President Obama in Shaker
Heights, Ohio, on the 23rd of July.

We also know that the Senate has al-
ready rejected a bill almost exactly the
same as the one that’s going to be
voted on today. Thirteen Democrat
Senators opposed it. Senator KENT
CONRAD said, “‘I don’t agree with just
adding that amount to the debt.” He
happens to be a Democrat from North
Dakota. Senator EVAN BAYH, a Demo-
crat in Indiana, said he couldn’t sup-
port it at a time when we are hem-
orrhaging red ink. Senator JOE
LIEBERMAN, independent, but caucusing
with the Democrats said, ‘‘Out of no-
where we’re asked to provide $250 bil-
lion to cover services without any pay-
ment for it, increasing the debt by that
amount.” He added that if lawmakers
pass health care reform that includes a
public option, the debt crisis will only
worsen.

This is the wrong direction to be
going in this country, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause we’re adding debt; and, as I say
again, the bill that’s going to be pre-
sented today is a Trojan horse. It is not
going to help our physicians dealing
with reimbursements. It is a trick to
say that it is being taken care of. It
was taken out of the major health care
bill.

Those are the kinds of things that we
should be dealing with on this floor. We
should have open rules, and they
should not be doing their best to fool
the American people on what is really
happening with our debt and with
costs.

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

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, in the 7
years that I have been here and the
years that I have watched this Con-
gress beforehand, I sometimes watch
the floor and I can’t believe what I'm
hearing. I can’t believe my ears. Today
what I'm hearing on the floor really
takes the cake.

The gentlewoman from North Caro-
lina in her statement just now indi-
cated that the Republican GOP had
passed the Civil Rights Act legislation
with almost no help from the Demo-
crats. I can’t believe my ears. It was
the Kennedy and Johnson administra-
tions where we passed that Great Soci-
ety legislation. It was over the objec-
tions of people like Jesse Helms from
the gentlewoman’s State that we
passed that civil rights legislation.

JOHN LEWIS, a Member of this House,
was beaten on the Edmund Pettus
Bridge to get that civil rights legisla-
tion passed. Tell JOHN LEWIS that he
wasn’t part of getting that legislation
passed.

I sometimes cannot believe what I
hear on this House floor. And I will tell
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you today that I will stand by these
statements, and I am very proud of
what my party has done to advance
civil rights legislation in the United
States of America.

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I'd just like
to point out to the gentleman from
California that Senator Helms was not
elected to the United States Senate
until 1972 and was not in the Congress
when the civil rights legislation was
passed in the 1960s.

Mr. Speaker, if this legislation passes
as it’s written right now, 420 acres of
timberland will be lost and along with
it local jobs and funding for local
schools. As Mr. BISHOP has suggested
with an amendment he offered in the
Rules Committee on Tuesday, a better
name for this bill would be the ‘“‘School
Children and Jobs Left Behind Act.”

Even worse, Oregon’s unemployment
level in September 2009, the latest on
record, was 11.5 percent, up almost dou-
ble from 6.8 percent in the same month
last year.

Most of Oregon’s economic output de-
pends on the State’s timber industry.
Valuable revenue needed to fund
schools has been lost as well. Accord-
ing to the Pew Center on the States,
Oregon has lost 19 percent of its rev-
enue in the last year and faces a budget
gap of 14.5 percent in fiscal year 2010.
According to the U.S. General Services
Administration, the Federal Govern-
ment already owns 53 percent of the
State of Oregon, 53 percent. Apparently
that’s not enough to satisfy special in-
terest groups to which the Democrats
are beholden. This bill will lock up 420
more acres that could be used to
produce much-needed revenue for the
State while at the same time refusing
to open up an equal amount of Federal
land to offset more job losses during a
recession.

As Ranking Member HASTINGS de-
scribed to the Rules Committee, it’s
longstanding tradition that the Nat-
ural Resources Committee be respect-
ful of the views of those elected to rep-
resent a district and show deference
when a Member opposes an action
that’s proposed in the district that
Member was elected to represent.

In his testimony to the sub-
committee, Mr. SCHRADER specifically
asked that as this bill moves forward,
work be done to ensure that there will
be no net loss of acres available for
timber management as a result of this
legislation. However, Democrats on the
Natural Resources Committee blocked
an amendment offered by Mr. BISHOP to
ensure the lost timberlands were offset
and the health of the local economy be
maintained. Mr. BISHOP again offered
an amendment to provide an offset for
lost timberlands, but it was rejected by
the Democrats on the Rules Com-
mittee.

In fact, the rule we have before us
today is a closed rule, as I said earlier.
No amendments were allowed by Demo-
crats in charge of the Rules Com-
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mittee. By choosing to operate in this
way, the majority has again cut off the
minority and their own colleagues
from having appropriate input in the
legislative process.

By choosing to stifle debate, the
Democrats in charge have denied their
colleagues on both sides of the aisle the
ability to do the job they have been
elected to do: offer ideas that represent
and serve their constituents. They are
denying Members the ability to offer
improvements to this legislation, and
this is an injustice to their colleagues
on both sides of the aisle.

Our colleagues across the aisle are
limiting what ideas can be debated on
the floor and which constituents can be
adequately represented in the House.
Our constituents in both Republican
and Democrat districts are struggling
to make ends meet, are facing unem-
ployment, and yet are simultaneously
being cut out of participating in a de-
bate over how their hard-earned tax-
payer dollars are being spent by the
Federal Government.

Why is the majority blocking debate
on such important legislation? Are
they afraid of debate? Are they pro-
tecting their Members from tough
votes? Are they afraid of the demo-
cratic process?

Mr. Speaker, it’s troubling to me
we’re debating this legislation today
when my constituents and all Ameri-
cans are confronted with dire economic
hardships that remain unaddressed.
Families all over the country are
struggling to find jobs to provide for
their children and keep food on their
tables. Yet while Rome burns, this
Congress is wasting the day talking
about whether or not a river should be
designated as ‘‘wild and scenic’” and
trying to pass a policy that will do
even more harm to the economy.

We cannot afford to lose more jobs.
The U.S. national debt is currently $12
trillion. With over 300 billion people in
the United States today, each citizen’s
share of this debt right now is $38,800.
The national debt has continued to in-
crease at an average of $3.88 billion per
day since September 28, 2007.

We can no longer blame the deficit
and the economic difficulties today on
the previous administration. As I said
earlier, the Congress and the adminis-
tration are now controlled by Demo-
crats. They continue to borrow money,
and it’s being spent by Speaker PELOSI
and the Obama administration; and as
a result, the unemployment rate con-
tinues to rise and the deficit continues
to rise.

Since the Democrats took control of
Congress on January 4, 2007, the na-
tional debt has increased by $3.282 tril-
lion. Since President Obama was inau-
gurated just 10 months ago in January,
the national debt has increased by
$1.325 trillion. Almost 1 year after
President Obama was elected and 3
years since the Democrats took majori-
ties in Congress, the Department of
Treasury has reported that under the
Democrats’ control, 2009 was the worst
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fiscal year in this Nation’s history. The
results get more disastrous with each
passing day.

I have opposed all these efforts to
raise the debt limit, and we’re going to
be facing that again very shortly. Ac-
cording to analysis by the Heritage
Foundation, the White House projects
$10.6 trillion dollars in new deficits
over the next decade. That is nearly
$80,000 per household in new borrowing.
It’s beyond time to stop digging. The
new budget estimates, including an es-
timated total national debt of $24.5
trillion in 2019 under President
Obama’s budget, are alarming and
unsustainable. The result will be the
highest level of spending and debt in
American history.

Mr. Speaker, we need to be dealing
with this. We need to be putting people
back to work. We don’t need to be in-
creasing the debt with every passing
day by passing bills that will do that
and playing a shell game with the
American people.

One of the best things that’s hap-
pened this year is that the American
people are paying much closer atten-
tion to what is going on in the Con-
gress. They’ve learned they can read
the bills if the bills are ever put out for
them to read. They spoke in New Jer-
sey, they spoke in Virginia in the elec-
tion earlier this year, and our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
need to start paying attention, as we
have been paying attention all year
long.

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

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to respond to the gentlewoman’s
statement where she talked at great
length about the fact that the House is
being closed down, that the debate is
being stifled. And I would like to re-
mind the House of an earlier statement
that I made that there were only two
amendments submitted to the Rules
Committee on H.R. 2781.

One of the amendments was nothing
more than a change of the title which
consisted of political talking points,
added zero substance to the bill. The
other amendment was both non-
germane and a violation of the PAYGO
requirements of this House, two of the
most important rules that are part of
the conducting of debates in this
House.

So the gentlewoman is advocating
that we break the House rules and
agree to an amendment that is really
de minimis to the grander aspect of
what we’re trying to do here.

O 1115

The local community has asked for
this designation, the local Congress-
man. In fact, you’ve heard today that
three Members of Congress from Or-
egon all advocate for this bill. I'm sure
there are more. The reality is that the
local folks have determined that this is
the best way to create economic devel-
opment, and the 420 acres that are
being so grandly discussed by the other
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side as reason to oppose this bill, that
are going to cause economic devasta-
tion for both this area and the coun-
try—well, the local folks don’t believe
it, and neither does anybody else.

This is a good bill, Mr. Speaker.

I'd like to now yield 5 minutes to my
colleague from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tlelady’s concerned about two things,
the deficit and jobs. I share those con-
cerns. But again, we have a little prob-
lem with consistency. When she was of-
fered an opportunity, just in Sep-
tember, to extend the national surface
transportation investment, fully paid
for through user fees, gas tax and other
fees, fully paid for, a program that cre-
ates millions of jobs, construction jobs,
she voted ‘‘no.” She voted to end all
funding for investment in our national
transportation infrastructure, an ex-
traordinary vote, unbelievable for
someone who cares about jobs and
cares about the deficit, because it was
paid for and it creates millions of jobs.

And on October 1 that program was
going down, and tens of thousands of
people across the United States of
America would have been unemployed,
private sector people, construction
workers who are already hard-hit in
this recession. If the Republicans and
she had their way, that program would
have ended on October 1.

Now, it’s pretty hard to justify that
vote. I don’t quite understand it. But
she also has the same consistency prob-
lem as the gentleman from Utah; that
is, when there was an opportunity to
help those school districts, those local
communities fund critical public safe-
ty, sheriffs and jail beds, she voted
“no” along with a large majority of
Republicans against my legislation last
May.

Now, there’s this suddenly newfound
interest in a community that doesn’t
want her interest. They want self-de-
termination. They support this legisla-
tion. The elected Representative sup-
ports this legislation. But, no, the Re-
publicans from elsewhere around the
country, they know better than the
people of Oregon. They know better
what would help the people of Oregon.

Except, again, back to the Bush ad-
ministration and the Republicans run-
ning Congress, when the Bush adminis-
tration had an opportunity to continue
payments to those counties, or change
the forest policy, they did neither.
They didn’t change the Clinton forest
plan, which I opposed, which has dev-
astated communities. And they allowed
the legislation signed by President Bill
Clinton to give assistance to those
counties impacted by his forest policies
assistance—they allowed that to ex-
pire, too, when they were in charge.
And the gentlelady said nothing at
that time. She didn’t help support us in
that effort. She didn’t support that.
She didn’t support it last year when I
offered it.

So let’s not have a false debate here
about what’s better for the people of
Oregon, coming from even a near
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neighbor in Washington State, or from
the gentleman in Utah, or a woman
from back East. Let’s respect the local
will of the people.

When DON YOUNG chaired the Re-
sources Committee, we kind of had a
rule. We didn’t mess around in each
other’s districts. I kind of liked that
rule. We’re messing around in someone
else’s district here. We're messing
around with the local will. And let’s
not have newfound sympathy for my
constituents who’ve been hit so hard
when you didn’t lift a finger to help
them when you ran everything.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEFAZIO. I will yield.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding. Let
me just reiterate his last point. I agree
with that. In fact, I made that observa-
tion when we were in committee on
this. I just have a problem with wild
and scenic designations that I’'ve point-
ed out.

But I just wanted to correct a little
bit because you and I worked very hard
on the rural school issue. I was on the
Rules Committee at that time, and I
know my friend from California heard
me over and over on that. Let’s just go
back in history. It was a Forest Policy
Act that caused that to happen. It was
a Republican Congress that put the
rural school program in place. So, you
know, finger-pointing is not going to
get us anywhere.

I know that when you took over, the
Senate, for example, had passed the
rural school bill, something like 92-3. I
forget the exact figure, but it was over-
whelming, and it was never taken up
by your House leadership. Now, it even-
tually got done, but it does have a
date, and we’re going to have to come
back and revisit it. The point of all of
this debate is that the end result, this
is only a very small acreage, but we are
going to forever take it out of poten-
tial logging. That is what the issue is.

And so I appreciate the gentleman
yielding. I just wanted to clarify that
particular point because he and I did
work on that rural school problem
along with our colleague from Oregon
(Mr. WALDEN). He is very much in-
volved with that.

So I appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing. We will have more discussion on
this issue when, if, this rule passed. I
certainly hope it doesn’t pass because
then we can, you know, go and do the
right thing. But, at any rate, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. CARDOZA. I yield the gentleman
from Oregon 1 additional minute.

Mr. DEFAZIO. The gentleman is cor-
rect, and he did work hard to help with
the renewal of the county schools, and
my colleague from Oregon, GREG WAL-
DEN, was a partner in that effort. But
the fact is that, you know, when you
controlled everything, it died. The pro-
gram died. And we were so desperate
that at the end of the Congress GREG
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and I came and sat here on the floor
till 2 o’clock in the morning, so at the
end of that Congress we could offer a
unanimous consent request to move
that program forward and fund it, and
the objection came from your side of
the aisle again.

So, unfortunately, you know, there
are some hard facts here. You are
right. The original legislation was
passed when the Republicans con-
trolled the House. Bill Clinton was
President. We had a bipartisan agree-
ment to help the counties, but when
there was a later opportunity, nothing
happened.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, you said I
had 3 minutes. There’s so much to say
in so little time.

I do want to point out—and it’s in
the RECORD, it’s easy for people to
check out—that the Democrat-con-
trolled Rules Committee in the 1960s
defeated bringing up civil rights legis-
lation until the Speaker of the House
increased the membership on the Rules
Committee, so that the increased
Democrats could vote with the Repub-
licans to bring the civil rights legisla-
tion to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
defeat the previous question so an
amendment can be added to the rule.
The amendment to the rule would pro-
vide for separate consideration of H.
Res. 554, a resolution to require that
legislation and conference reports be
posted on the Internet for 72 hours
prior to consideration by the House. It
does not affect the bill made in order
by the rule. The amendment to the rule
provides that the House will debate the
issue of reading the bill within three
legislative days. It does not disrupt the
schedule.

This is not a partisan issue, Mr.
Speaker. As Members of Congress, we
ought to agree that, regardless of the
legislation brought before us, we
should always have the opportunity to
read and understand the legislation be-
fore we vote. The American public
agrees with this commonsense posi-
tion. A recent survey by Rasmussen
Reports found that 83 percent of Amer-
icans say legislation should be posted
online and available for everyone to
read before Congress votes on it. The
poll also found that this is not a par-
tisan issue; 85 percent of Republicans,
76 percent of Democrats, and 92 percent
of unaffiliated voters, favor posting
legislation omnline prior to it being
voted on.

Mr. Speaker, we’re elected to Con-
gress to represent our constituents.
How are we supposed to determine
what’s right for our fellow Americans
if we have to vote on something before
we even have time to read it?

I urge my colleagues to defeat the
previous question so we can have this
debate and do the right thing for the
American people.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the text of the amendment
and extraneous material inserted into
the RECORD prior to the vote on the
previous question.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Ms. FOXX. I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘“‘no” on the previous question and
the rule, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, we’ve
heard quite a debate today. The debate
was about designating a wild and sce-
nic river in Oregon. But it has gone far,
far afield from there. We’ve heard
about the deficit. We’ve heard about
jobs. We’ve heard about the Civil
Rights Act and who was responsible for
passing the legislation that did that
historic. We’ve heard quite a lot that
doesn’t have anything to do with the
reason we are here today, and that, Mr.
Speaker, is designating the Molalla
River as part of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers System, which will help ensure
that social, cultural, and economic
benefits of the area will be preserved.

For several years, an alliance of over
45 organizations has been dedicated to
river restoration efforts and protecting
the area from destructive acts. And the
local community around the Molalla
has asked for this designation. It is
now up to Congress to act on behalf of
the citizens and the communities at
hand to preserve the river’s historic,
scenic, and recreational values; to pro-
tect the river’s water quality and its
free-flowing character; and ensure that
Americans and Oregonians can enjoy
the original character of this river for
generations to come.

Mr. Speaker, I think it’s a good bill.
The bill deserves strong support of my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle,
and I ask for that support. Mr. Speak-
er, I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on the rule and
on the previous question.

The material previously referred to
by Ms. FoxX is as follows:

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 908 OFFERED BY MS.

FoX OF NORTH CAROLINA

At the end of the resolution, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. 2. On the third legislative day after
the adoption of this resolution, immediately
after the third daily order of business under
clause 1 of rule XIV and without interven-
tion of any point of order, the House shall
proceed to the consideration of the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 5564) amending the Rules of the
House of Representatives to require that leg-
islation and conference reports be available
on the Internet for 72 hours before consider-
ation by the House, and for other purposes.
The resolution shall be considered as read.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the resolution and any amend-
ment thereto to final adoption without in-
tervening motion or demand for division of
the question except: (1) one hour of debate
equally divided and controlled by the chair
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Rules; (2) an amendment, if offered
by the Minority Leader or his designee and if
printed in that portion of the Congressional
Record designated for that purpose in clause
8 of rule XVIII at least one legislative day
prior to its consideration, which shall be in
order without intervention of any point of
order or demand for division of the question,
shall be considered as read and shall be sepa-
rately debatable for twenty minutes equally
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divided and controlled by the proponent and
an opponent; and (3) one motion to recommit
which shall not contain instructions. Clause
1(c) of rule XIX shall not apply to the consid-
eration of House Resolution 554.

(The information contained herein was
provided by Democratic Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 109th Con-
gress)

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 Democratic majority agenda and
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating.

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.”

Because the vote today may look bad for
the Democratic majority they will 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 defini-
tion of the previous question used in the
Floor Procedures Manual published by the
Rules Committee in the 109th Congress,
(page 56). Here’s how the Rules Committee
described the rule using information form
Congressional Quarterly’s ‘‘American Con-
gressional Dictionary’: “If the previous
question is defeated, control of debate shifts
to the leading opposition member (usually
the minority Floor Manager) who then man-
ages an hour of debate and may offer a ger-
mane amendment to the pending business.”

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 rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question
on a resolution reported from the Committee
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question,
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate
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 Democratic major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan.
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Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand 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.

———

ELECTING MEMBERS TO CERTAIN
STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Demo-
cratic Caucus, I offer a privileged reso-
lution and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 921

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be and are hereby elected to the fol-
lowing standing committees of the House of
Representatives:

(1) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES.—Mr.
Owens (to rank immediately after Mr. Mur-
phy of New York).

(2) COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY.—
Mr. Owens (to rank immediately after Mr.
Lujan).

(3) COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECH-
NOLOGY.—Mr. Garamendi (to rank imme-
diately after Mr. Griffith).

(4) COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND IN-
FRASTRUCTURE.—Mr. Garamendi.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut (during
the reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the resolution be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings
will resume on questions previously
postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order: ordering the previous question
on H. Res. 908; adopting House Resolu-
tion 908, if ordered; and suspending the
rules on S. 1599.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining
electronic votes will be considered as 5-
minute votes.

—————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2781, MOLALLA RIVER
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on House
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Resolution 908, on which the yeas and

nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-

tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on ordering the previous

question.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 241, nays
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176, not voting 17, as follows:

Ackerman
Adler (NJ)
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boccieri
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Bright
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Driehaus
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ellison
Ellsworth
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foster
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Giffords
Gonzalez
Gordon (TN)
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva

[Roll No. 902]

YEAS—241

Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McGovern
McIntyre
McMahon
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Nye
Oberstar

Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Yarmuth

The

NAYS—176
Aderholt Frelinghuysen Myrick
Akin Gallegly Neugebauer
Alexander Garrett (NJ) Nunes
Austria Gerlach Olson
Bachmann Gingrey (GA) Paul
Bachus Goodlatte Paulsen
Baird Granger Pence
Barrett (SC) Graves Petri
Bartlett Guthrie Pitts
Barton (TX) Hall (TX) Platts
Biggert Harper Poe (TX)
Bilbray Hastings (WA) Posey
B}hrakls Heller ) Price (GA)
Bishop (UT) Hensarling Putnam
Blackburn Herger :
Blunt Hoekstra Eiﬁ%ﬁfg ich
Boehner Hunjoer Reichert
Bonner Inglis Roe (TN)
Bono Mack Issa Roger
. gers (AL)
Boozman Jenkins Rogers (KY)
Brady (TX) Johnson (IL)
Broun (GA) Johnson, Sam Rogers (MD
N ’ Rohrabacher
Brown—Walte, Jones Rooney
B Ginny qudan (OH) Ros-Lehtinen
uchanan King (IA) Roskam
Burton (IN) King (NY) Royce
Buyer Kingston R WI
Calvert Kirk ayan (WD
g:ﬂp Kline (MN) Schmidt
phbell Lamborn
Cantor Lance Schock
Cao Latham Sensgnbrenner
Capito LaTourette Sessions
Cassidy Latta Shadege
Castle Lee (NY) Shimkus
Chaffetz Lewis (CA) Shuster
Childers Linder Simpson
Coble LoBiondo Smith (NE)
Coffman (CO) Lucas Smith (NJ)
Cole Luetkemeyer Smith (TX)
Conaway Lummis Souder
Crenshaw Lungren, Daniel ~ Stearns
Culberson E. Sullivan
Davis (KY) Mack Taylor
Deal (GA) Manzullo Terry
Dent Marchant Thompson (PA)
Diaz-Balart, L.~ McCarthy (CA) ~ Thornberry
Diaz-Balart, M. ~ McClintock Tiahrt
Donnelly (IN) McCotter Tiberi
Dreier McHenry Turner
Duncan McKeon Upton
Ehlers McMorris Walden
Emerson Rodgers Wamp
Fallin Mica Westmoreland
Flake Miller (FL) Whitfield
Fleming Miller (MI) Wilson (SC)
Forbes Miller, Gary Wittman
Fortenberry Minnick Wolf
Foxx Moran (KS) Young (AK)
Franks (AZ) Murphy, Tim Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—17
Abercrombie Clarke Miller, George
Boustany Engel Moran (VA)
Brown (SC) Gohmert Nadler (NY)
Burgess Lewis (GA) Skelton
Capuano McCaul Wu
Carter McDermott
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Messrs. BAIRD and HALL of Texas
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’ to
3 Lna‘y . bRl
Mr. THOMPSON of California

changed his vote from ‘“‘nay” to ‘‘yea.”

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 244, noes 176,
not voting 14, as follows:

The

Ackerman
Adler (NJ)
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boccieri
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Bright
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castle
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu

Clarke

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Driehaus
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ellison
Ellsworth
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foster
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Giffords
Gonzalez
Gordon (TN)
Grayson
Green, Al

Aderholt
AKkin
Alexander
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
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[Roll No. 903]
AYES—244

Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Hall (NY)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McGovern
McIntyre
McMahon
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Nye
NOES—176
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Brady (TX)
Broun (GA)

Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel

Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush

Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda

Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
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Cassidy Jones Posey
Chaffetz Jordan (OH) Price (GA)
Childers King (IA) Putnam
Coble King (NY) Radanovich
Coffman (CO) Kingston Rehberg
Cole Kirk Reichert
Conaway Kline (MN) Roe (TN)
Crenshaw Lamborn Rogers (AL)
Culberson Lance Rogers (KY)
Davis (KY) Latham Rogers (MI)
Deal (GA) LaTourette Rohrabacher
Dent Latta Rooney
Diaz-Balart, L. Lee (NY) Ros-Lehtinen
Diaz-Balart, M. Lewis (CA) Roskam
Donnelly (IN) Linder Royce
Dreier LoBiondo Ryan (WI)
Duncan Lucas Scalise
Ehlers Luetkemeyer Schmidt
Emerson Lummis Schock
Fallin Lungren, Daniel Sensenbrenner
Flake E. Sessions
Fleming Mack Shadegg
Forbes Manzullo Shimkus
Fortenberry Marchant Shuler
Foxx McCarthy (CA) Shuster
Franks (AZ) MecClintock Simpson
Frelinghuysen McCotter Smith (NE)
Gallegly McHenry Smith (NJ)
Garrett (NJ) McKeon Smith (TX)
Gerlach McMorris Souder
Gingrey (GA) Rodgers Stearns
Gohmert Mica Sullivan
Goodlatte Miller (FL) Taylor
Granger Miller (MI) Terry
Graves Miller, Gary Thompson (PA)
Guthrie Minnick Thornberry
Hall (TX) Moran (KS) Tiahrt
Harper Murphy, Tim Tiberi
Hastings (WA) Myrick Turner
Heller Neugebauer Upton
Hensarling Nunes Walden
Herger Olson Wamp
Hoekstra Paul Westmoreland
Hunter Paulsen Whitfield
Inglis Pence Wilson (SC)
Issa Petri Wittman
Jenkins Pitts Wolf
Johnson (IL) Platts Young (AK)
Johnson, Sam Poe (TX) Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—14
Abercrombie Carter McDermott
Boustany Gutierrez Miller, George
Brown (SC) Kennedy Moran (VA)
Camp Lewis (GA) Watt
Capuano McCaul

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 the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

RESERVE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION
MODERNIZATION 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. 15699, 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 gentlewoman from California (Ms.
CHU) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, S. 1599.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 425, nays 0,
not voting 9, as follows:

Ackerman
Aderholt
Adler (NJ)
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Austria
Baca
Bachmann
Bachus
Baird
Baldwin
Barrett (SC)
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boccieri
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boustany
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Bright
Broun (GA)
Brown, Corrine
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Capps
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cassidy
Castle
Castor (FL)
Chaffetz
Chandler
Childers
Chu
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cohen
Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)

[Roll No. 904]

YEAS—425

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
Garamendi
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Gutierrez
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)
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Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E

Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa,
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
MecClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Myrick
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Nadler (NY) Rooney Stark
Napolitano Ros-Lehtinen Stearns
Neal (MA) Roskam Stupak
Neugebauer Ross Sullivan
Nunes Rothman (NJ) Sutton
Nye Roybal-Allard Tanner
Oberstar Royce Taylor
Obey Ruppersberger Teague
Olson Rush Terry
Olver Ryan (OH) Thompson (CA)
Ortiz Ryan (WI) Thompson (MS)
Owens Salazar Thompson (PA)
gaulloniz1 Sa{}chez, Linda Thornberry
ascre. K ;
Pastor (AZ) Sanchez, Loretta %zzﬁf
gaul Sarbgnes Tierney
aulsen Scalise Titus
Payne Schakowsky Tonko
Pence Schauer Towns
Perlmutter Schiff Tsongas
Perriello Schmidt >
Peters Schock Turner
Peterson Schrader Upton
Petri Schwartz Van Hollen
Pingree (ME) Scott (GA) Velazquez
Pitts Scott (VA) Visclosky
Platts Sensenbrenner Walden
Poe (TX) Serrano Walz
Polis (CO) Sessions Wamp
Pomeroy Sestak Wasserman
Posey Shadegg Schultz
Price (GA) Shea-Porter Waters
Price (NC) Sherman Watson
Putnam Shimkus Watt
Quigley Shuler Waxman
Radanovich Shuster Weiner
Rahall Simpson Welch
Rangel Sires Westmoreland
Rehberg Skelton Wexler
Reichert Slaughter Whitfield
Reyes Smith (NE) Wilson (SC)
Richardson Smith (NJ) Wittman
Rodriguez Smith (WA) Wolf
Roe (TN) Snyder Woolsey
Rogers (AL) Souder Wu
Rogers (KY) Space Yarmuth
Rogers (MI) Speier Young (AK)
Rohrabacher Spratt Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—9
Abercrombie Carter Moran (VA)
Brown (SC) McCaul Smith (TX)
Capuano Miller, George Wilson (OH)
O 1209

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.

—————

MOLALLA RIVER WILD AND
SCENIC RIVERS ACT

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 908, I call up
the bill (H.R. 2781) to amend the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act to designate seg-
ments of the Molalla River in Oregon,
as components of the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System, and for
other purposes, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOLDEN). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 908, the amendment in the nature
of a substitute recommended by the
Committee on Natural Resources print-
ed in the bill is adopted and the bill, as
amended, is considered read.

The text of the bill, as amended, is as
follows:

H.R. 2781

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF WILD AND SCENIC
RIVER SEGMENTS.

Section 3(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
(16 U.S.C. 1274(a)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“( ) MOLALLA RIVER, OREGON.—The fol-
lowing segments in the State of Oregon, to be
administered by the Secretary of the Interior as
a recreational river:

‘“A) MOLALLA RIVER.—The approximately
15.1 miles from the southern boundary line of
section 19, Township 7 south, Range 4 east
downstream to the edge of the Bureau of Land
Management boundary in section 7, Township 6
south, Range 3 east.

“(B) TABLE ROCK FORK MOLALLA RIVER.—The
approximately 6.2 miles from the easternmost
Bureau of Land Management boundary line in
the northeast quarter of section 4, Township 7
south, Range 4 east downstream to the con-
fluence with the Molalla River.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. GRIJALVA)
and the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. HASTINGS) each will control 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GRIJALVA. I ask unanimous
consent that all Members may have 5
legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks and insert extra-
neous material on H.R. 2781.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 2781, intro-
duced by our friend and colleague, a
new Member of this House, Representa-
tive KURT SCHRADER of Oregon. H.R.
2781 would add just over 21 miles of the
Molalla River in northwestern Oregon
to the Wild and Scenic Rivers System.
This beautiful mountain river rises in
the Cascade Range east of Salem. It
flows through old-growth forests and
deep-rock canyons until it meets the
Willamette River near the town of
Canby, Oregon.

More than 20,000 people in the towns
of Canby and Molalla draw drinking
water from the river. The Molalla is a
short drive from Portland and is a pop-
ular destination for thousands of peo-
ple who recreate along the river every
year. Steelhead, salmon, and cutthroat
trout rely on the river for crucial
spawning and nursery habitat.

The river corridor served as a trail
for indigenous tribes long before Euro-
pean settlers reached its banks, and
early pioneers found the river a vital
source of drinking water for home-
steading, as well as an important trade
route.

In more recent times, however, the
river was the victim of neglect, with il-
legal dumping and other activities de-
grading the water quality. This deg-
radation prompted creation of a broad-
based coalition of more than 45 non-
profit, civic and conservation groups;
local, regional, State, and Federal
agencies; numerous waters users; and
property owners dedicated to pro-
tecting and preserving the Molalla
River.
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The alliance is a leading supporter of
Representative SCHRADER’s bill, as well
as the city of Molalla and Clackamas
County. They believe the designation
will help keep the Molalla clean and
free-flowing, while attracting more
visitors to the river corridor. More
visitors, more fishermen, more
kayakers, more campers, and more
hikers mean more meals at local res-
taurants, more stays at local hotels,
more customers for outfitters and
guides, and more economic develop-
ment for the local communities.

Mr. Speaker, the bill before us today
designates two segments of the Molalla
River: 15.1 miles on the main stem and
6.2 miles on the Table Rock Floor.
These designations are consistent with
recommendations from the Bureau of
Land Management, and the administra-
tion supports this legislation.

When Representative SCHRADER tes-
tified before the Natural Resources
Committee on this bill, he asked the
committee to consider whether this
“wild and scenic’” designation would
have any impact on roughly 400 acres
of timberland included in the corridor.
As my colleagues are well aware, this
is a significant issue in Oregon because
the revenue generated by harvesting
Federal timber is used to fund public
education in the State.

Since the hearing, both Representa-
tive SCHRADER and the committee have
clarified two important points: the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act does not
prohibit logging, and there are no log-
ging contracts in place or planned for
the river corridor anyway. We were
pleased to be able to resolve the con-
cerns of the bill’s sponsor.
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Mr. Speaker, Congress created the
Wild and Scenic Rivers System in 1968
to preserve rivers with outstanding
natural, cultural and recreational val-
ues in their free-flowing state. The
Molalla is a worthy addition to that
system. I commend Congressman
SCHRADER for his hard work in crafting
the bill and helping the committee pre-
pare the bill for consideration by the
House today.

I urge my colleagues to support H.R.
2781.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself as much time
as I may consume.

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I reluctantly rise to oppose
this legislation, and I do so with a de-
gree of conflicting views. Let me ex-
plain. On the one hand, I have funda-
mental concern with the impacts that
wild and scenic river designations can
have on surrounding property owners,
river users, either upstream or down-
stream, and the restrictions that such
designations can have on private citi-
zens. Most importantly, such designa-
tions preclude the ability to make fu-

November 19, 2009

ture decisions without—I say, Mr.
Speaker—without an act of Congress.
There are many ways to protect and
manage our rivers without imposing
such absolute, permanent, and inflexi-
ble mandates that do not allow us to
adapt to new circumstances, evolving
environmental science, and changing
public needs and views.

On the other hand, Mr. Speaker, I am
sympathetic when a Member of the
House proposes legislation that di-
rectly affects the district that he rep-
resents. I believe that we must be re-
spectful of the views of those who are
elected to represent a district, and
this, Mr. Speaker, is a two-way street.
It means affording a level of deference
when a Member has a proposal that af-
fects just his district, and it means an
even stronger degree of respect and def-
erence when a Member opposes an ac-
tion that is proposed in the district he
was elected to represent.

It is very troubling to me, Mr. Speak-
er, to see bills introduced and referred
to the Natural Resources Committee,
as an example, that would have exten-
sive and often drastic negative impacts
on the economic livelihoods of local
communities, workers, and their fami-
lies in the Western part of the United
States, but that are authored and spon-
sored by Members from the east coast
and the Nation’s biggest cities.

Mr. Speaker, this lack of respect on
these issues is very troubling to me.
Therefore, while I generally do not sup-
port such inflexible and restrictive
river designations, I do have respect for
the fact that Mr. SCHRADER of Oregon
is a sponsor of this bill, and it directly
affects his district.

At the same time, I must agree with
the position clearly stated by Mr.
SCHRADER during his testimony at the
subcommittee hearing on this bill. At
that hearing, Mr. SCHRADER said that
he was sensitive to the fact that this
river designation would impact over 400
acres of timber matrix lands. When
timber is responsibly and sustainably
harvested on these matrix lands, funds
that come from these harvestings are
provided directly to the local schools
and communities in that area. This is a
way of partially compensating areas of
the West that are home to high per-
centages of Federal land for Federal
policies that limit economic develop-
ment. These timber matrix lands are a
commitment that’s been made, and
they’re critical to the ability of hun-
dreds of schools to properly educate
their children and for the communities
in these areas to provide essential serv-
ices.

Mr. SCHRADER, to his credit, said he
was sensitive to this harm that his bill
would have on these lands and the
schools and communities that depend
on these lands. In his October 1 testi-
mony, Mr. SCHRADER specifically stat-
ed, “I would ask the chairman and
ranking member to work with me and
my staff to ensure there will be no net
loss of the acres available for timber
management as a result of this legisla-
tion.”
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Mr. Speaker, no such provision or
protection or offset has been included
in this bill despite the honest recogni-
tion and explicit request from Mr.
SCHRADER that action needed to be
taken to protect the lands important
to the schools and communities in his
district. Several efforts to amend the
bill to simply provide that the lands be
identified elsewhere to replace the 400-
plus acres locked up under this river
designation bill have been blocked.

The first blockage was in the Natural
Resources Committee markup. On
Tuesday, it was blocked by a Democrat
majority on the Rules Committee. So
it’s been blocked two times. The need
to address the loss of these timber ma-
trix lands and the schools that depend
on such lands was clearly identified
and then ignored.

Now, Mr. Speaker, we learned on
Tuesday, the day before yesterday,
that 7 days earlier, on November 10,
Mr. SCHRADER had sent a letter to the
Natural Resources Committee chair-
man that appears to shift away from
his subcommittee testimony that
clearly asked for help in ensuring that
the loss of timber lands be addressed in
this legislation. This letter states, ‘I
am satisfied that this designation will
not remove trees from the timber
stock: there are no timber contracts in
that area, and no timber sales are
planned.”

Mr. SCHRADER’s letter further states
that on the question of offsetting log-
ging acreage, which he alluded to in his
statement before the subcommittee, he
says, ‘I see no need to add such lan-
guage to H.R. 2781 at this time.”” This
letter of November 10 appears to di-
rectly contradict the gentleman from
Oregon’s public testimony on October
1.

Was the statement made in his testi-
mony a mistake made in understanding
the bill that he authored? Or is the po-
sition taken in his letter a reversal of
his request for help on fixing the tim-
ber matrix land issue? When he states
that language is not needed at this
time, does he mean that his view on
the need for offsetting the acreage may
change in the future?

Mr. SCHRADER later implies that
there is no reason to offset these lands
because no current timber contract ex-
ists, nor are there logging plans at the
current time. So this begs the ques-
tion, Mr. Speaker: is the concern for
school funding only today and not
what will happen tomorrow or in the
future?

Of course there are no logging jobs at
this moment. It is well-known through-
out the Northwest that timber harvest
is at a standstill due to the struggling
economy and the sharp drop in housing
starts. In fact, just yesterday the Nat-
ural Resources Committee approved a
bill to allow for existing Federal log-
ging contracts to be extended due to
the poor economic conditions. I think
that’s a good idea.

So yesterday, just to put this into
perspective, the bad timber market is
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used to push legislation to ensure ex-
isting contracts can be carried forward,
but today the bad market is used as an
excuse for legislation that will lock up
hundreds of acres, not just until the
market turns around but forever.

Mr. Speaker, these are not insignifi-
cant questions, and I think that there
needs to be some clarification of that.
So I hope very much that we have an
opportunity to resolve this apparent
discrepancy as this debate continues.

Again and again, this Congress acts
to remove more and more land from
the West from active, sustainable tim-
ber management. It is our school-
children that are paying the highest
price, as school budgets are squeezed
even tighter due to the actions of the
Federal budget. You can’t advocate for
these schools and for wiser timber and
forest management to ensure jobs in
towns across the Northwest while at
the same time advancing legislation
that makes the problem permanently
worse, and that’s exactly what this bill
does.

Some may say, well, it’s only 400
acres. Yet if that was such a small
amount, then why the resistance to off-
setting these lands? The offset ought to
be easy if this issue is just a small
acreage. The fact of the matter is is
that this 400 acres comes on top of
thousands and thousands of acres that
have been locked up in recent years.
Excusing these 400 acres today feeds
the notion that tomorrow or next week
perhaps we can excuse taking another
6,000 acres away from helping schools
and rural communities.

I believe that Congress must take re-
sponsibility for its actions and the im-
pact that it’s having. It’s time to de-
mand that schoolchildren in small
towns don’t pay the price for the un-
willingness of those in Congress to pro-
vide offsets for their actions. So it’s for
these reasons, Mr. Speaker—again,
with deference to the gentleman who
sponsored this bill, affecting only his
district—that I must oppose this bill.

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

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, I will
yield as much time as he may consume
to the sponsor of the legislation, Con-
gressman SCHRADER, who did a mag-
nificent job and had a collaborative ef-
fort with communities and agencies in
bringing this legislation forward.

Mr. SCHRADER. I appreciate the op-
portunity to testify on this bill. It is
really tremendously exciting to the
good citizens of Molalla and Clackamas
County, Oregon, that we have this bill
to vote on today. I'm sorry to have
some of the discussion we’ve been hear-
ing so far. It’s basically irrelevant to
the bill.

The idea here is to designate the
Molalla River as a recreation river
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
that was initiated by a small gathering
of folks a few years ago, local river
stewards and Molalla residents who
were looking to preserve and protect
their river and aid their local economy
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by increasing tourism. They came to
me earlier this year with the idea. Our
team liked it, and we introduced the
bill. It immediately garnered major
support in Molalla and Clackamas
County. And as of now, this bill is sup-
ported by the city of Molalla, the
Clackamas County Board of Commis-
sioners, the Oregon Department of Fish
and Wildlife, and over 40 Oregon-based
environmental, recreational, and pub-
lic safety groups. All recognize the so-
cial, economic, and cultural benefits of
this bill.

In particular, I want to personally
thank the many people who worked so
tirelessly on this bill. This includes the
president of the Molalla River Alli-
ance, Mike Moody; the mayor of
Molalla, Mike Clarke; Molalla City
Manager John Atkins; Police Chief
Gerald Giger; the executive director of
Molalla River Watch, Kay Patterson;
the president of Molalla Community
Planning Organization, Jim Gilbert;
and, frankly, Oregon river enthusiasts
like Kavita Heyn and Erik Fernandez.

I also want to personally acknowl-
edge Ryan Morgan, a lifelong Molalla
resident and member of the Molalla
City Council who tragically died ear-
lier this year. Ryan was a river enthu-
siast and a strong supporter of this leg-
islation. I would like to think he is
looking down on us right now with
pride over the vote and this particular
piece of legislation that he worked so
hard to get on the House floor.

Mr. Speaker, the Molalla River is a
national treasure in my State. Histori-
cally, it serves as both the trail for in-
digenous Molalla Indians and as a trade
route between pioneers in the Willam-
ette Valley and residents of eastern Or-
egon. Its Table Rock Trail, which is
also known as ‘‘Huckleberry Trail,”
was used by members of the Warm
Springs tribe in search of huckleberry-
and salmonberry-picking areas in the
early days. Early settlers used its fer-
tile lands and drinking water for home-
steading, and its Ogle Mountain mine
attracted migrants during the gold
rush.

Today the Molalla River is known for
its many recreational purposes, includ-
ing hiking, diving, fishing, kayaking,
white-water rafting, picnicking, moun-
tain biking and horseback riding. It’s
also nationally recognized for its beau-
tiful and scenic wildlife. It provides
spawning beds for threatened steelhead
trout and Chinook salmon and is an es-
sential wildlife area for the pileated
woodpecker, red tree vole, red-legged
frog, northern spotted owl, Pacific
giant salamander, and both golden and
bald eagles.

Designating the Molalla River as rec-
reational under the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System would have tre-
mendous economic, cultural, and envi-
ronmental benefits for the region. Eco-
nomically, we need jobs. It would at-
tract more tourism and create tons of
new jobs in a very, very difficult envi-
ronment in Molalla, something the
State of Oregon desperately needs in
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its rural communities. Environ-
mentally, it will protect the character
of the river, preserving it so future
generations can recognize its rich cul-
tural, historical, social, and economic
benefits.

I want to thank Chairman RAHALL
and Subcommittee Chair GRIJALVA for
their support and efforts on this bill. I
also want to thank their staff, and in
particular Leslie Duncan, for all of
their hard work.

A lot of focus has been around the
comments the gentleman from Wash-
ington referenced that I made in com-
mittee. My goal there as a lifelong
friend of the timber industry, particu-
larly in my legislative arena, was to
make sure that if there was impact on
logging in this area, in my county, in
my State so desperately in need of eco-
nomic energy, that we’d investigate
that. The committee—I appreciate the
work they’ve done—and I and my office
checked into whether or not these ma-
trix lands were going to impact the
timber harvest or any of the land in
that area.

And I am pleased to report back, as
has been reported, that the BLM has
told us again and again that there are
no timber sales in that area, and there
have never been any timber sales
planned in that area. So I guess I'm a
little concerned that as I step up and
try to make sure that the concerns of
the gentleman from Washington are
addressed, and we bring this topic up,
which I hope we will bring up in any of
the legislation that comes from his
State and other States, that it seems
like it’s turned against one.

O 1230

I don’t feel in any way that I have
changed my view on the need to make
sure that if there is an issue, we have
offsetting lands for harvest if it is
going to affect local communities.

But no private landowner, I want to
make this very clear, no private land-
owner in this area, including
Weyerhaeuser, including some of the
big timber companies and the small
woodlot owners, is objecting to this
bill. I go to the gentleman from Wash-
ington’s earlier comments that if this
is a bill brought forward by a Member
who represents the State, and more
particularly represents the local dis-
trict in which this wild and scenic river
designation is to be had, that generally
he votes in favor of these things. So I
ask him politely to consider changing
his viewpoint and voting for the bill
since such a Member has done the work
that he asked to do in the first of all.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Would the gentleman from Oregon
yield?

Mr. SCHRADER. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I
thank very much the gentleman yield-
ing.

As I mentioned in my opening state-
ment, I am very sensitive to Members
of Congress who have projects or issues
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within their districts to be able to do
them. I just, as I mentioned in the
committee and as I mentioned on the
floor, I just have a general problem
with the wild and scenic designation. It
is on that principle that I rise to op-
pose this.

But I do want a clarification because
I spent extensive time in my opening
statement talking about your testi-
mony in front of the subcommittee on
this issue where you said very specifi-
cally that you recognized this as tim-
ber matrix land, and you wanted to
work with the chairman and the rank-
ing member, myself and Mr. RAHALL,
so there would be no net loss, meaning
you would be open to transfer of lands
or whatever the case may be. We at-
tempted to accommodate you with an
amendment that we had that unfortu-
nately was ruled nongermane, and SO
we didn’t get a chance to address that.
The second chance we had at that was
in the Rules Committee where they can
waive the rules, and they decided not
to.

I would like to ask the question, it
appears to me that now you have re-
versed your position because you have
said that there is no potential timber
harvest, and I would like you to clarify
what you mean by that.

Mr. SCHRADER. I would like to re-
claim my time.

I appreciate the gentleman from
Washington’s concern. As I said before,
it is very explicit in my testimony and
testimony from the chairman, and oth-
ers who have spoken in favor of this
bill, that we have investigated it. I am
a full supporter of making sure that if
there is a problem in the timber har-
vest or management area that is going
to impact the economics of my commu-
nity, that I will be there.

Right now, this bill is an economic
driver for this community, sir. We ac-
tually have to make sure that this bill
passes because the tourism that is
going to happen in this bill is the big
economic driver in this community.
Right now we actually have serious
drug issues in our State and, frankly,
in this area where, if we have the op-
portunity to make sure that law en-
forcement has the ability to get special
protection and maybe special opportu-
nities, we can make sure that this area
stays drug free. We can make sure that
we actually have a better chance to
make sure that this community is
going to be economically advantaged.
The men and women in my State and
in my district are hurting, so I want to
make sure we have economic opportu-
nities.

Frankly, I would just like to say in
my final comment, at this time this
State faces tremendous economic hard-
ship. We are one of the most heavily
hit States in the Nation. We are an in-
come tax State, and we are hurting. We
are hurting bad in this economy.

I urge my colleagues to pass H.R.
2781. Aid the good people of Molalla and
Clackamas County. They need your
help. This will attract tourism to the
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river, more business for river guides,
anglers, more stops at the local res-
taurants, hotels, and shops that pre-
serve the character of the river so fu-
ture generations can enjoy its cultural,
historic, and recreational benefits. I
really urge my colleagues to support
this bill.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I just wish the gentleman would have
yielded to me because he did not ac-
knowledge his change of view of his
testimony where these matrix lands
are potential revenue if in fact they are
harvested. He just simply said there
will be no harvesting. But by passing
this bill, you will forever, you will for-
ever, Mr. Speaker, take those 400 acres
out of ever being harvested. So that
begs the question, if there is no logging
now, what about in the future if the
market turns around and there is a
higher demand, how do we go back and
get these 400 acres or potentially 6,000
acres in the future? That is the ques-
tion, and that is always the funda-
mental question on these issues.

Keep in mind, our national forest
lands and our Federal lands were de-
signed to be for multiple purpose, and
that means commercial purposes. On
timberland, that obviously means log-
ging activity which benefits local com-
munities.

And in this bill, I acknowledged in
my opening statement, it is a small
sector of land. Nevertheless, it is the
principle. And the gentleman, unfortu-
nately, did not respond to that par-
ticular issue. He just simply said the
government when he said the bureau,
but he didn’t talk about the impact it
would potentially have on local com-
munities because of the lack of poten-
tial harvesting in the future.

I think a land transfer and trade
would have been very easy to do, and
that could have been accomplished if
we had adopted the amendments that
we offered in committee, and the
amendment that was denied to be even
debated on this floor, which seems to
be a pattern, but that is another story.
So these potential 400 acres will now be
gone forever if this bill were ever to be-
come law. The drip, drip, drip of acre-
age being taken away leads to other
issues.

So while I respect the gentleman, and
he talked very clearly about the poten-
tial benefits, I suspect that there will
be a time in the future, if this bill were
to become law, that there will be an
ensuing lawsuit that will probably tie
up some of the activity that he hopes
to preserve for future tourism. Why do
I say that? Because that has been a
pattern, unfortunately, in many parts
of the West.

I have always felt that Federal lands
ought to be multiple use, and when you
put restrictions on them, you put re-
strictions not only on commercial ac-
tivity but on recreational activity.
That is where this goes. But this issue
here is very simple. The communities
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that depend on the revenue coming
from commercial activities on these
lands are, under this bill, denied for-
ever in the future from getting any
revenue from those lands.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, in ref-
erence to the drip, drip, drip, the cur-
rent BLM management plan for this
area was begun by the Bush adminis-
tration. And what’s more, the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act does not prohibit
logging. It says it must be done care-
fully.

I yield to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. QUIGLEY) for his comments, sir.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the Molalla River Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act. I came to Congress,
like many others, to continue work on
conservation efforts with similar-mind-
ed legislators from across the country.

But today, we have heard concerns
that increased regulation would nega-
tively affect industry and private land-
owners. This is simply not true.

On November 5, 2009, the Congres-
sional Budget Office reported, ‘‘The af-
fected segments, which total about 21
miles, are already protected for wilder-
ness values, and the proposed designa-
tion would not significantly affect the
way they are administered.”

We protect these beautiful, powerful,
and spiritual landmarks for our chil-
dren so they may know the great lands
of our lifetime. Indeed, our legacy is
what we leave behind for our children’s
children. If we dare disrupt these nat-
ural treasures, we will forget why we
have protected them in the first place.

I want to thank the sponsor for his
efforts to move this legislation for-
ward.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself 1 minute.

In response to my friend from Ari-
zona, the subcommittee chairman, he
said that logging, or commercial activ-
ity, could happen on these lands, spe-
cifically logging. But there is a proviso
in there, as long as there is, and I will
paraphrase, nondegradation of the ex-
isting area.

Now, Mr. Speaker, we have been
around this business long enough to
know that when there is a term like
that and someone is opposed to some
action or commercial activity, boom,
you go to court right away, which
means the costs go up, and, therefore,
there are no contracts. And so you
have de facto locked up these lands
from any commercial activity. I think
that is wrong.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the courtesy and the leader-
ship of my friend from Arizona in per-
mitting me to speak on this bill.

It is my honor to share the represen-
tation of Clackamas County, Oregon,
with my friend and colleague, Con-
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gressman SCHRADER. While I don’t rep-
resent this particular area, it is an
area that is known to me and one that
I am pleased that he has been able to
assemble a broad coalition at home to
have meaningful legislation literally
within a few months of his joining this
body.

This is an area that should never be
logged. That is one of the reasons he
has been able to assemble a broad coa-
lition of interests in our community to
make sure that it is given the wild and
scenic designation.

I have worked for years with the
Clackamas County Commission, a
group of men and women that is very
sensitive to the dynamics of forest re-
sources, agriculture, and industry.
Clackamas County is a very diverse
area that represents Oregon itself. I
have worked with them on a number of
wilderness provisions, and I will tell
you that the agreement of the
Clackamas County Commission does
not come easily. They want to make
sure that they know what they are get-
ting into. They want to make sure that
they are protecting the economic re-
source base. They are well aware that
some of the revenues that come from
our national forest lands find their way
into local communities, particularly
education. That is why it took us years
to work on legislation that President
Obama signed into law in his first
weeks in office with the National Wil-
derness Act.

The homework has been done here.
This is an area, as the chairman men-
tioned, as the sponsor mentioned, that
is not affecting any, any, land that will
be harvested now or, frankly, into the
future. You ask the people in that com-
munity whether they would like to, at
some point, risk this precious resource
and they will tell you no.

This is an area, however, that is
going to generate a great deal of eco-
nomic activity. The gentleman from
Canby referenced the proximity to the
metropolitan area, that people who are
kayakers, hikers, fishermen, other
recreationalists already flock to this
year-round. The designation and the
protection of the Wild and Scenic Act
is going to enhance that.

Now ours is a State, unlike my friend
from the State of Washington, that has
protected far more of their forest re-
sources. Oregon doesn’t protect that
much. In fact, that is why we are work-
ing to provide a greater array of pro-
tections for recreation, for water re-
sources. This is an important step.

I would like to express my apprecia-
tion to the sponsor for zeroing in on
this early, for assembling an unprece-
dented coalition in Clackamas County
of people who understand this is impor-
tant today and in the future. I appre-
ciate his being clear that his county
would not be at risk economically,
raising the question and working with
the committee and the administration
to make sure that that is dealt with.
And anybody who has watched the ca-
reer of this gentleman over a decade in
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the State of Oregon knows that he is in
tune with the district and their needs.
He has a long record of working with
the natural resource industries, most
particularly the timber industry.
Whether or not they happen to agree
on any particular item, he has enjoyed
the support and respect from the tim-
ber industry because he does his job
right.
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And the committee and the sponsor
have done their job right with this
piece of legislation. It’s going to make
a difference for the county that we
both represent and the State of Oregon
for generations to come.

I salute his leadership, and look for-
ward to supporting it and hope that
this is another signing ceremony that
we can share at the White House.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman would
hang around, I will be more than happy
to interact with him. He made a point
I would like to elaborate on, and I will
yield to him to follow up.

He said two things in his remarks. He
said, I believe, that this is an area that
should never be logged. Listen, I re-
spect the fact that he has that posi-
tion. He’s very straightforward. I
mean, I have no problem with that po-
sition. I may disagree with it, but I
certainly have no problem with that
position. But if that is the case and
that is the argument and the fact is
that this land is never going to be lost,
then for goodness sakes why didn’t we
take into consideration the fact that
there are 400-plus acres that could have
easily been transferred in a land trans-
fer to someplace else to keep at least
the economic viability in hand? That
was not done. The gentleman from Or-
egon, the sponsor of this bill, asked for
that. I was certainly willing to accom-
modate that, and we did that in our
amendment.

Now, if the idea is that you’re going
to lock up these lands forever, at least
that’s being straightforward. But that
certainly isn’t how this has been
talked about and debated here on the
floor today.

Secondly, the gentleman from Or-
egon, again, the one from downtown
Portland, made this observation: he
said that Washington has more lands
that are designated like this than Or-
egon, the implication meaning that
maybe they want to catch up.

Let me offer maybe a little different
twist on that because I stated, based on
my experience in my State that when
you have designations like this, you re-
strict the access to those areas. Now,
hopefully that doesn’t happen. Hope
springs eternal. Every time we have
this sort of activity in Washington
State, this issue is brought up and
don’t worry, and then you look in the
future and it happens. It happened with
a particular part of my district, for ex-
ample, that was designated a wilder-
ness area 20-some years ago, and we’re
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having a dickens of a time just trying
to get the road to that area opened.
Why? Because of the restrictions.

So I will just tell my friends from Or-
egon that if they want to catch up with
Washington, then you’d better watch
out what you’re trying to catch up to,
because what you’re catching up to is
more restrictive activity.

Now, it’s 10 minutes to 10 back in the
Pacific time zone. I am sure there are
a lot of interested folks that are af-
fected by this. I hope that they would
take that part into consideration, and
I hope they would take that part into
consideration that, yes, these lands
could be potentially logged as long as
there was no degradation. Look at that
word ‘‘degradation’ and connect the
dots as to how that would end up in
court if, in fact, there were a contract.

All of these things are real, Mr.
Speaker, and so I just bring them up.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield
such time as he may consume to my
friend from Oregon (Mr. WALDEN).

Mr. WALDEN. I thank the gen-
tleman, and I thank him for his leader-
ship.

Mr. Speaker, I stand up today on this
bill, and I actually intend to support it
because I think I may differ with my
colleague from Washington about some
things. But the fundamental issue that
I'm upset about is the notion that we
can protect lands somehow by never
doing anything again on them. And
certainly there are areas and I've sup-
ported some of these new wilderness
designations. I've tried to do it in a bi-
partisan way and tried to help. But
doggone it, there are a whole bunch of
other lands. The majority of lands in
our State are Federal forested lands
that are completely out of balance
with nature, that cry out for good
stewardship and balanced management.
And I hope Washington never has to
catch up to Oregon when it comes to
unemployment.

You get out in parts of my district in
eastern Oregon, and we are pushing 20
percent unemployment in county after
county. And all too often the biggest
economic activity that occurs in the
summer is not the harvesting of dead
trees; it’s the making of lunches for
firefighters as catastrophic wildfire
takes over.

Now, my colleague from Oregon, Mr.
SCHRADER, and I are working on legis-
lation with others, Mr. HASTINGS and
others, that will allow us to go out into
the forest and treat these lands. It is a
crying shame and I think absolutely
erroneous to argue that the only way
you protect is to lock up and ignore.

This Congress, under Democrat lead-
ership and with the good chairman who
took the gavel I used to have when I
chaired the Forestry Subcommittee, I
hope will actually give us a hearing on
our legislation after it’s introduced and
will actually give it due consideration,
as in give us a hearing, give us a mark-
up, let us put it into law.

Let’s take the Healthy Forests Res-
toration Act that passed in an over-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

whelming bipartisan manner by both
Houses of this Congress and was signed
into law in 2003 that has been very suc-
cessful around our urban interface
areas and wildland urban interface,
where we can go in and thin out the
brush, work with the communities in
collaboration and reduce the threat of
catastrophic wildfire. Let’s take those
authorities that are now proven and
workable and save taxpayer money be-
cause they're efficient and expand
those out so we can protect water-
sheds, so that we can get ahead of
these bug infestations that are Kkilling
off enormous swaths of Federal forest.

And I don’t sense that the chair-
man—and I'd love to know if he’ll take
this up—I don’t know if he supported
the Healthy Forests Restoration Act
when it was before the House, but it
just so frustrates the people I represent
and others that we may argue over a
river here or something there and
meantime the whole forest is dying,
not just in the Northwest and on the
east side, pine forest, but you get in
Colorado and look at the damage there.

Members of both sides of the aisle in
Colorado have called for special initia-
tives to allow thinning there to get
ahead of that bug infestation that’s
killing the pine. You look, frankly, at
what has happened across the border in
Canada. These are enormous infesta-
tions. And if you’re concerned about
climate change, then you have to have
understood that if temperature is ris-
ing, the forests can’t keep pace with
the change.

So if you want to do something to
protect the forests for the future, then
you need to thin them out now to be
able to get out of drought and further
stress and further bug infestation. And
in doing so, we can reduce the cost to
the taxpayers because we will get the
forests back into balance; and when
they catch fire, it will burn naturally
and actually be fine.

And, by the way, we can put people
to work; and that’s what this ought to
be about. This House should be address-
ing how you actually use the resources
we have in a manageable and respon-
sible way to put people back to work,
whether you’re in John Day or you’re
in Prineville or you’re in Baker City or
out in Wallowa County.

It’s amazing the policies that have
been put in place that restrict our ac-
cess to our own forests, that even are
so tight, so restrictive, you can’t even
cut a burned dead tree while it still has
value and run it through a mill and
make a productive wood out of it, lum-
ber out of it.

No, we’d rather have some other
country do that and then we’ll import
it, while our stuff stands there and
rots. Then, oh, by the way, that be-
comes the breeding ground for some
next expansion of some bug infestation
that will take the next healthy forest.
You drive around Suttle Lake in cen-
tral Oregon and tell me we couldn’t
have prevented the fire that destroyed
things there.
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I can show you where when the For-
est Service was given the ability to
thin before this enormous fire a couple
of years ago, the trees that they
thinned around lived. Where they were
denied access to go in and do forest re-
covery work, it destroyed everything.
Oh, it will recover. None of us will
probably be alive to see it. We might
be. But, you know, it shouldn’t be that
way. It doesn’t have to be that way.

So while we debate this bill here
today on the Molalla River and the
Willamette Valley, there’s a bigger
issue we should be bringing to this
floor, and it is about how we are en-
trusted with the stewardship of Amer-
ica’s great forests, those reserved and
set aside beginning in 1935 by Theodore
Roosevelt, who, by the way, when he
did that speech in Utah, said the great
purpose of forest reserves is, first,
water for agriculture and, second,
home-building. Now most people don’t
attribute that to Theodore Roosevelt,
and you can go look up his speech in
Utah, but that’s what it was for.

Now, obviously there are things that
we need to do in our forests for other
purposes than those two; but, clearly,
protecting watersheds is an essential
stewardship obligation that this Con-
gress for too long has not done enough
to deal with. And part of it, sure, we
can add more money here and more
money there and that can be good and
we can debate how much, but the real
issue is the underlying law that needs
to be fixed so that our forest managers
who are trained professionals can go
out to do what they were trained to do.

Can you imagine, let’s say, if you
were a veterinarian, and I don’t know
if there are any on the floor, maybe
Mr. SCHRADER, but if you were a veteri-
narian and you had to go through the
process a forester has to go through to
treat an animal, you might as well
shoot it in the head because it’s never
going to survive long enough to get the
treatment you know you need to pre-
scribe.

So let’s be reasonable about these
things. We’ve done it before in a bipar-
tisan way. We can do it again before
America’s great forest reserves go up
in smoke and are destroyed. You go
back to that Colorado example when
the Hayman fire occurred and that
whole watershed, the pictures of the
mud coming into their drinking water
and the dead fish. We don’t have to live
that way.

But simply making the argument, as
one of my friends made, that, well,
we’re just behind the next State in
terms how much we set aside and don’t
ever do anything with and ignore is the
wrong argument in my book, and so I
would respectfully disagree with my
friend from Oregon who made that ar-
gument because I don’t think that’s
the measurement of good stewardship.

The measurement of good steward-
ship is how you take care of it for the
future, what you leave for the next
generation, and that doesn’t mean you
never touch it again. It means active
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management where it’s appropriate. It
means saving our watersheds and habi-
tat for all God’s creatures; and it
means, by the way, in doing so, we can
figure out a way to turn biomass into
energy and turn our natural resources
into jobs. That’s what we need. And it
can be hand in hand, and it can be re-
sponsibly done.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, let me
tell my friend from Oregon, Mr. WAL-
DEN, that his comments are appre-
ciated.

I agree with you. There is a universal
question about balance, restoration,
and protection of our great forests, and
I look forward to discussing those.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the sponsor of the leg-
islation, Mr. SCHRADER.

Mr. SCHRADER. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to thank my colleague from the
eastern part of the great State of Or-
egon for supporting this bill. He’s an
acknowledged forest policy expert in
his caucus; and if he thinks the bill has
merit, I would hope that the rest of his
colleagues would, too.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

I really appreciate my friend from
Oregon, Mr. WALDEN, making his state-
ment because this is just a very, very
small part of the complex issues sur-
rounding our national forest lands, and
I thought he put it very much into per-
spective.

I too in my State in the last several
years have suffered from a number of
forest fires. And it gets very, very frus-
trating that after the fire is put out
that the potential harvestable leftover
there is subject to litigation and you
can never harvest it, which simply
means that that timber becomes fuel
for the next fire, and yet that is our
policy.

How that relates to this bill is that
the focus, at least on my part, and I ac-
knowledge that it is a very small por-
tion and it’s only 400 acres, but we are
forever taking those 400 acres out of
potential commercial activity.
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And it just seems to me that this is
one part of it that we ought to be at
least working and dealing cautiously
with, because it’s symptomatic of the
larger issue of timber management in
this country, as so eloquently stated
by the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
WALDEN).

So, Mr. Speaker, I am going to re-
serve my time at this point.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, let me
yield 3 minutes to my friend, Congress-
man WU.

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of this legislation to designate
about 21 miles of the Molalla River in
Clackamas County, Oregon, as ‘‘wild
and scenic.” It is a Federal designation
that will help preserve the Oregon
character of this beautiful river. The
Molalla is a prime example of acces-
sible, valued natural settings that Or-
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egonians cherish as an essential com-
ponent of our living standard. Beyond
the essential function of supplying
water to communities in Clackamas
County, each year the river attracts
thousands of boaters, hikers, and fish-
ermen from up and down the Willam-
ette Valley, from around Oregon, in-
cluding eastern and central Oregon,
and indeed, from around the country. I,
myself, have floated this river, have
fished this river, and appreciate its
wild splendor, whether it’s osprey fish-
ing for trout themselves, or beaver and
other animals swimming through the
rivers.

It’s also true that in these very tough
economic times the protection of spe-
cial natural spaces like the Molalla
supports Oregon’s vibrant and crucial
outdoor recreation industry, an indus-
try which supplies 73,000 jobs and in-
jects $5.8 billion into Oregon’s economy
each year. That is why this bill has the
support of diverse community leaders
and groups, not just environmental
groups, not just recreation groups, but
economic leaders and community lead-
ers, elected and appointed.

From cities to counties, neighbor-
hood associations, to recreational
groups, sportsmen groups to environ-
mental organizations, we all appreciate
the pragmatic protection of our rivers
and natural areas in a comprehensive,
inclusive and fair way. This bill will
ensure that Oregonians will always be
able to enjoy what the Molalla River
has to offer.

I want to commend my good friend
and colleague from Oregon, Congress-
man SCHRADER, for bringing this im-
portant bill before this body. I thank
him, and ask for everyone to support
this legislation.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I inquired a moment ago how
much time. How much time again? And
if I could inquire of my friend from Ari-
zona again if there’s any speakers. 1
noted that the gentleman from Oregon
came down, and that’s why I reserved.
And I just wonder if the gentleman has
any more speakers.

Mr. GRIJALVA. There are no addi-
tional speakers.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JACKSON of Illinois). The gentleman
from Washington has 4% minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Arizona
has 7 minutes remaining.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of
the time.

Mr. Speaker, I made reference sev-
eral times in my remarks of the unin-
tended consequences, or alluded to un-
intended consequences, that happen
with legislation like this. And let me
give you a real-life example, and again,
I alluded to it in my remarks.

I'm talking specifically about the
Stehekin town at the end of Lake Che-
lan in my district. This is a town that
has no roads going into it. The only
way you can get there is by boat, up
the Lake Chelan, or by an airplane
that can land on the lake. This is a
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gateway to a wilderness area, and this
wilderness designation was made some
20 years ago. There’s a road that goes
back about 20 miles to hit the wilder-
ness area. This is an economic driver
for the town of Stehekin.

Well, unfortunately, the road is in a
wilderness area, and this is the unin-
tended consequence, because you get a
lot of snowfall in the Cascades, and
this road gets washed out occasionally.
It got completely washed out several
years ago, and the obvious solution to
that is to repair the road so that you
can still have access to the wilderness
area. But you have the one problem in
this particular case, and that is, the
road is in a wilderness area, which
means there’s no wiggle room. And so,
it is literally taking an act of Con-
gress, Mr. Speaker, to rebuild a dirt
road to give access to a wilderness
area.

Now, I'm sure that that wasn’t in-
tended when this bill was passed by the
Congress before I got here in the late
1980s. I'm sure that that was not the
case, and yet, we passed the bill out of
the House, I'm very pleased, in a bipar-
tisan note. But just think about this
principle. This is a road that gives you
access to a wilderness area, but it hap-
pens to be on wilderness land. An act of
nature washes out that land, and it
takes an act of Congress, for goodness
sakes, to make it whole again so you
have economic activity.

Several Members, several of my col-
leagues from Oregon have talked about
the great economic activity that this
designation is going to have. I hope
they’re right. But they should take
into account a real life example in a
small part of a State just north of
them, namely, what’s happened to the
community of Stehekin at the top end
of Lake Chelan in my district, because
these are the real-life happenings and
the unintended consequences that hap-
pen when you give total authority to
the Federal Government.

I hope it doesn’t happen on the
Molalla River, I truly don’t. But I sus-
pect, as I said earlier in my remarks,
that that very well may be the case.
And so I think that story is worth re-
telling, Mr. Speaker, because it’s not
told enough. The town of Stehekin is a
very small town, and the issue isn’t
done yet. That bill is in the Senate. I
certainly hope it passes.

But I might mention one other irony.
Those that are opposed, that were op-
posed to rebuilding that road, they
don’t live in Washington State. They
live in other areas of the country.
Why? Because you cannot damage wil-
derness. Even though this happens to
be an economic lifeline, I'm sure it was
the unintended consequences that
they’re talking about.

So, Mr. Speaker, I reluctantly rise,
as I said in my opening remarks, to op-
pose this designation, not because the
gentleman from Oregon, the sponsor of
the bill, is doing what he thinks his
constituents want. I respect that. I
really do. I just have experienced first-
hand enough in my time in Congress to
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see that this leads to unintended con-
sequences, and there are better ways to
management and probably to provide
economic activity surrounding the
Molalla River than going this far.

The second point is, we could have
accommodated the gentleman from Or-
egon’s concern about taking this tim-
ber matrix out with a simple land ex-
change. We’re only talking about 400
acres. Yet, it was denied twice: once in
committee and once by the Rules Com-
mittee. So those 400 acres, albeit small,
are locked up forever. But, as I said, 400
acres today, maybe it will be 6,000
acres in the future. There’s certainly
been thousands of acres in the past.

So with that, Mr. Speaker, I rise re-
luctantly to oppose this bill.

I yield back my time.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, during
the course of this debate, we inter-
changed ‘‘wilderness” for ‘‘wild and
scenic river”’ designations throughout.
But I think the point that Mr.
HASTINGS made was an important one.
And all of us were happy to work with
Mr. HASTINGS to address the wilderness
road issue that it raised. It was in his
district. He wanted it. He wanted to
get it fixed, and so it was done.

This is Mr. SCHRADER’s district, and
he wants it so we should respect that
as well. I want to also congratulate
him on the fine work. This was a
participatory process, stakeholders at
the table. It was a process that every-
body has an investment in, and the
consequence of that process, and the
fine work done by Mr. SCHRADER, is
that we have buy-in, and we have tre-
mendous support for it.

Part of what we were talking about
today as well were the claims. First, it
was claims that this would stop log-
ging. We pointed out that there was no
logging on the land due to a manage-
ment prerogative by the Bush adminis-
tration. Then it was claimed, well, this
might stop logging in the future. We
pointed out that the wild and scenic
rivers designation and the act does not
stop logging in the future. So, then it
was claimed, well, litigation might
stop logging. Well, as the claims and
the discussion changes, the argument
keeps changing. I think this is a good
piece of legislation. I urge all my col-
leagues to support it.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 908, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the bill, as
amended.

The question is on engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on passage of the bill.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, this
15-minute vote on passage of H.R. 2781
will be followed by a 5-minute vote on
suspending the rules and agreeing to H.
Con. Res. 212.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 292, nays

133, not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 905]

YEAS—292

Abercrombie Eshoo Maloney
Ackerman Etheridge Markey (CO)
Adler (NJ) Farr Markey (MA)
Altmire Fattah Marshall
Andrews Filner Massa
Arcuri Fortenberry Matheson
Baca Foster Matsui
Baird Frank (MA) McCarthy (NY)
Baldwin Frelinghuysen McCollum
Barrow Fudge MecCotter
Bartlett Garamendi McDermott
Bean Gerlach McGovern
Becerra Giffords McIntyre
Berkley Gonzalez McMahon
Berman Goodlatte McNerney
Berry Gordon (TN) Meek (FL)
Biggert Grayson Meeks (NY)
Bishop (GA) Green, Al Michaud
Bishop (NY) Green, Gene Miller (MI)
Blumenauer Griffith Miller (NC)
Boccieri Grijalva Minnick
Bono Mack Gutierrez Mitchell
Boren Hall (NY) Mollohan
Boswell Halvorson Moore (KS)
Boucher Hare Moran (VA)
Boyd Harman Murphy (CT)
Brady (PA) Hastings (FL) Murphy (NY)
Braley (IA) Heinrich Murphy, Patrick
Bright Herseth Sandlin  Murtha
Brown, Corrine Higgins Nadler (NY)
Brown-Waite, Hill Napolitano

Ginny Himes Neal (MA)
Buchanan Hinchey Nye
Butterfield Hinojosa Oberstar
Camp Hirono Obey
Capps Hodes Olver
Cardoza Holden Ortiz
Carnahan Holt Owens
Carney Honda Pallone
Carson (IN) Hoyer Pascrell
Castle Inglis Pastor (AZ)
Castor (FL) Inslee Paulsen
Chandler Israel Payne
Childers Jackson (IL) Perlmutter
Chu Jackson-Lee Perriello
Clarke (TX) Peters
Clay Johnson (GA) Peterson
Cleaver Johnson (IL) Petri
Clyburn Johnson, E. B. Pingree (ME)
Cohen Jones Platts
Connolly (VA) Kagen Polis (CO)
Conyers Kanjorski Pomeroy
Cooper Kaptur Price (NC)
Costa Kennedy Quigley
Costello Kildee Rahall
Courtney Kilpatrick (MI) Rangel
Crowley Kilroy Reichert
Cuellar Kind Reyes
Cummings Kirk Richardson
Dahlkemper Kirkpatrick (AZ) Rodriguez
Davis (AL) Kissell Rogers (KY)
Davis (CA) Klein (FL) Rogers (MI)
Dayvis (IL) Kosmas Ros-Lehtinen
Davis (TN) Kratovil Roskam
DeFazio Kucinich Ross
DeGette Lance Roybal-Allard
Delahunt Langevin Ruppersberger
DeLauro Larsen (WA) Rush
Dent Larson (CT) Ryan (OH)
Dicks LaTourette Salazar
Dingell Lee (CA) Sanchez, Linda
Doggett Levin T.
Donnelly (IN) Lewis (GA) Sanchez, Loretta
Doyle Lipinski Sarbanes
Driehaus LoBiondo Schakowsky
Edwards (MD) Loebsack Schauer
Edwards (TX) Lofgren, Zoe Schiff
Ehlers Lowey Schock
Ellison Lujan Schrader
Ellsworth Lynch Schwartz
Engel Maffei Scott (GA)
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Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stupak

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barrett (SC)
Barton (TX)
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Broun (GA)
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Campbell
Cantor

Cao

Capito
Cassidy
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Deal (GA)
Diaz-Balart, L.

Diaz-Balart, M.

Dreier
Duncan
Emerson
Fallin
Flake
Fleming

Brown (SC)
Capuano
Carter
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Sutton

Tanner

Taylor

Teague

Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tiberi

Tierney

Titus

Tonko

Towns

Tsongas

Upton

Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden

NAYS—133

Forbes
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Granger
Graves
Guthrie
Hall (TX)
Harper
Hastings (WA)
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hoekstra
Hunter
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson, Sam
Jordan (OH)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kline (MN)
Lamborn
Latham
Latta
Lee (NY)
Lewis (CA)
Linder
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
MecClintock
McHenry
McKeon

NOT VOTING—9

McCaul
Melancon
Miller, George
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Walz
Wasserman
Schultz

Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Whitfield
Wilson (OH)
Wittman
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

McMorris
Rodgers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes
Olson
Paul
Pence
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Posey
Price (GA)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rehberg
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schmidt
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shimkus
Shuster
Smith (NE)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Sullivan
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Turner
Wamp
Westmoreland
Wilson (SC)
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Moore (WI)
Murphy, Tim
Rothman (NJ)

Messrs. CRENSHAW and SULLIVAN
changed their vote from ‘yea” to

iina'y kR
Messrs.

DENT, VAN HOLLEN and

WOLF changed their vote from ‘‘nay”’

to ‘‘yea.”

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

the table.

———

RECOGNIZING ANNIVERSARY OF

THE VELVET REVOLUTION

CZECHOSLOVAKIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res.

IN
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212, as amended, on which the yeas and
nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
ACKERMAN) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 212, as amended.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 426, nays 0,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 906]

YEAS—426

Abercrombie Clyburn Grijalva
Ackerman Coble Guthrie
Aderholt Coffman (CO) Gutierrez
Adler (NJ) Cohen Hall (NY)
Akin Cole Hall (TX)
Alexander Conaway Halvorson
Altmire Connolly (VA) Hare
Andrews Conyers Harman
Arcuri Cooper Harper
Austria Costa Hastings (FL)
Baca Costello Hastings (WA)
Bachmann Courtney Heinrich
Bachus Crenshaw Heller
Baird Crowley Hensarling
Baldwin Cuellar Herger
Barrett (SC) Culberson Herseth Sandlin
Barrow Cummings Higgins
Bartlett Dahlkemper Hill
Barton (TX) Davis (AL) Himes
Bean Davis (CA) Hinchey
Becerra Davis (IL) Hinojosa
Berkley Davis (KY) Hirono
Berman Davis (TN) Hodes
Berry Deal (GA) Hoekstra
Biggert DeFazio Holden
Bilbray DeGette Holt
Bilirakis Delahunt Honda
Bishop (GA) DeLauro Hoyer
Bishop (NY) Dent Hunter
Bishop (UT) Diaz-Balart, L. Inglis
Blackburn Diaz-Balart, M. Inslee
Blumenauer Dicks Israel
Blunt Dingell Issa
Boccieri Doggett Jackson (IL)
Boehner Donnelly (IN) Jackson-Lee
Bonner Doyle (TX)
Bono Mack Dreier Jenkins
Boozman Driehaus Johnson (GA)
Boren Duncan Johnson (IL)
Boswell Edwards (MD) Johnson, E. B.
Boucher Edwards (TX) Johnson, Sam
Boustany Ehlers Jones
Boyd Ellison Jordan (OH)
Brady (PA) Ellsworth Kagen
Brady (TX) Emerson Kanjorski
Braley (IA) Engel Kaptur
Bright Eshoo Kennedy
Broun (GA) Etheridge Kildee
Brown, Corrine Fallin Kilpatrick (MI)
Brown-Waite, Farr Kilroy

Ginny Fattah Kind
Buchanan Filner King (IA)
Burgess Flake King (NY)
Burton (IN) Fleming Kingston
Butterfield Forbes Kirk
Buyer Fortenberry Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Calvert Foster Kissell
Camp Foxx Klein (FL)
Campbell Frank (MA) Kline (MN)
Cantor Franks (AZ) Kosmas
Cao Frelinghuysen Kratovil
Capito Fudge Kucinich
Capps Gallegly Lamborn
Capuano Garamendi Lance
Cardoza Garrett (NJ) Langevin
Carnahan Gerlach Larsen (WA)
Carney Giffords Larson (CT)
Carson (IN) Gingrey (GA) Latham
Cassidy Gohmert LaTourette
Castle Gonzalez Latta
Castor (FL) Goodlatte Lee (CA)
Chaffetz Gordon (TN) Lee (NY)
Chandler Granger Levin
Childers Graves Lewis (CA)
Chu Grayson Lewis (GA)
Clarke Green, Al Linder
Clay Green, Gene Lipinski
Cleaver Griffith LoBiondo
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Loebsack Pallone Shea-Porter
Lofgren, Zoe Pascrell Sherman
Lowey Pastor (AZ) Shimkus
Lucas Paul Shuler
Luetkemeyer Paulsen Shuster
Lujan Payne Simpson
Lummis Pence Sires
Lungren, Daniel  Perlmutter Skelton

E. Perriello Slaughter
Lynch Peters Smith (NE)
Mack Peterson Smith (NJ)
Maffei Petri Smith (TX)
Maloney Pingree (ME) Smith (WA)
Manzullo Pitts Snyder
Marchant Platts Souder
Markey (CO) Poe (TX) Space
Markey (MA) Polis (CO) Speier
Marshall Pomeroy Spratt
Massa Posey Stark
Matheson Price (GA) Stearns
Matsui Price (NC) Stupak
McCarthy (CA) Putnam Sullivan
McCarthy (NY) Quigley Sutton
McClintock Radanovich Tanner
McCollum Rahall Taylor
McCotter Rangel Teague
McDermott Rehberg Terry
McGovern Reichert Thompson (CA)
McHenry Reyes Thompson (MS)
McIntyre Richardson Thompson (PA)
McKeon Rodriguez Thornberry
McMahon Roe (TN) Tiahrt
McMorris Rogers (AL) Tiberi

Rodgers Rogers (KY) Tierney
McNerney Rogers (MI) Titus
Meek (FL) Rohrabacher Tonko
Meeks (NY) Rooney Towns
Mica Ros-Lehtinen Tsongas
Michaud Roskam Turner
Miller (FL) Ross Upton
Miller (MI) Roybal-Allard Van Hollen
Miller (NC) Royce Velazquez
Miller, Gary Ruppersberger Visclosky
Minnick Rush Walden
Mitchell Ryan (OH) Walz
Mollohan Ryan (WI) Wamp
Moore (KS) Salazar Wasserman
Moran (KS) Sanchez, Linda Schultz
Moran (VA) T. Waters
Murphy (CT) Sanchez, Loretta Watson
Murphy (NY) Sarbanes Watt
Murphy, Patrick Scalise Waxman
Murphy, Tim Schakowsky Weiner
Myrick Schauer Welch
Nadler (NY) Schiff Westmoreland
Napolitano Schmidt Wexler
Neal (MA) Schock Whitfield
Neugebauer Schrader Wilson (OH)
Nunes Schwartz Wilson (SC)
Nye Scott (GA) Wittman
Oberstar Scott (VA) Wolf
Obey Sensenbrenner Woolsey
Olson Serrano Wu
Olver Sessions Yarmuth
Ortiz Sestak Young (AK)
Owens Shadegg Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—8

Brown (SC) Melancon Murtha
Carter Miller, George Rothman (NJ)
McCaul Moore (WI)

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
concurrent resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:
“Concurrent resolution expressing the
sense of Congress on the occasion of
the 20th anniversary of historic events
in Central and Eastern Europe, par-
ticularly the Velvet Revolution in
Czechoslovakia, and reaffirming the
bonds of friendship and cooperation be-
tween the United States and the Slo-
vak Republic and the Czech Republic.”’.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker,
Wednesday, November 18, 2009, due to ill-
ness, and at the advice of my doctor, | was
unable to vote on rollcall No. 896: Passage of
H. Con Res. 214. Had | been present, | would
have voted “yes.”

Mr. Speaker, due to illness, and at the ad-
vice of my doctor, | was unable to vote on roll-
call No. 897: Motion on Ordering the Previous
Question on the Rule for H.R. 3791. Had |
been present, | would have voted “yes.”

Mr. Speaker, due to illness, and at the ad-
vice of my doctor, | was unable to vote on roll-
call No. 898: Passage of H. Res. 909. Had |
been present, | would have voted “yes.”

Mr. Speaker, due to illness, and at the ad-
vice of my doctor, | was unable to vote on roll-
call No. 899: On agreeing to the Perimutter
(CO) Amendment. Had | been present, | would
have voted “yes.”

Mr. Speaker, due to illness, and at the ad-
vice of my doctor, | was unable to vote on roll-
call No. 900: On agreeing to the Flake (AZ)
Amendment. Had | been present, | would have
voted “no.”

Mr. Speaker, due to illness, and at the ad-
vice of my doctor, | was unable to vote on roll-
call No. 901: On Passage of H.R. 3791. Had
| been present, | would have voted “yes.”

Mr. Speaker, on Thursday, November 19,
2009, due to my required participation in a
classified national security meeting, | was un-
able to vote on rollcall No. 905: On Passage
of H.R. 2781. Had | been present, | would
have voted “yes.”

Mr. Speaker, due to my required participa-
tion in a classified national security meeting, |
was unable to vote on rollcall No. 906: On
Passage of H. Con. Res. 212. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yes.”

——————

MEDICARE PHYSICIAN PAYMENT
REFORM ACT OF 2009

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 903, I call up
the bill (H.R. 3961) to amend title XVIII
of the Social Security Act to reform
the Medicare SGR payment system for
physicians, and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SALAZAR). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 903, the bill is considered read.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 3961

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 ‘‘Medicare
Physician Payment Reform Act of 2009”°.

SEC. 2. MEDICARE SUSTAINABLE GROWTH RATE
REFORM.

(a) TRANSITIONAL UPDATE FOR 2010.—Sec-
tion 1848(d) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1395w—-4(d)) is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘“(10) UPDATE FOR 2010.—The update to the
single conversion factor established in para-
graph (1)(C) for 2010 shall be the percentage
increase in the MEI (as defined in section
1842(i)(3)) for that year.”.
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(b) REBASING SGR USING 2009; LIMITATION
ON CUMULATIVE ADJUSTMENT PERIOD.—Sec-
tion 1848(d)(4) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 139%5w-
4(d)(4)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘sub-
paragraph (D)’ and inserting ‘‘subparagraphs
(D) and (G)’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

“(G) REBASING USING 2009 FOR FUTURE UP-
DATE ADJUSTMENTS.—In determining the up-
date adjustment factor under subparagraph
(B) for 2011 and subsequent years—

‘(i) the allowed expenditures for 2009 shall
be equal to the amount of the actual expend-
itures for physicians’ services during 2009;
and

‘“(ii) the reference in subparagraph
(B)(ii)(I) to ‘April 1, 1996’ shall be treated as
a reference to ‘January 1, 2009 (or, if later,
the first day of the fifth year before the year
involved)’.”.

(¢) LIMITATION ON PHYSICIANS’ SERVICES IN-
CLUDED IN TARGET GROWTH RATE COMPUTA-
TION TO SERVICES COVERED UNDER PHYSICIAN
FEE SCHEDULE.—Effective for services fur-
nished on or after January 1, 2009, section
1848(f)(4)(A) of such Act is amended by strik-
ing ‘“‘(such as clinical” and all that follows
through ‘‘in a physician’s office’’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘for which payment under this part is
made under the fee schedule under this sec-
tion, for services for practitioners described
in section 1842(b)(18)(C) on a basis related to
such fee schedule, or for services described in
section 1861(p) (other than such services
when furnished in the facility of a provider
of services)”’.

(d) ESTABLISHMENT OF SEPARATE TARGET
GROWTH RATES FOR CATEGORIES OF SERV-
ICES.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF SERVICE CAT-
EGORIES.—Subsection (j) of section 1848 of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 139%5w-4) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘() SERVICE CATEGORIES.—For services fur-
nished on or after January 1, 2009, each of
the following categories of physicians’ serv-
ices (as defined in paragraph (3)) shall be
treated as a separate ‘service category’:

‘“(A) Evaluation and management services
that are procedure codes (for services cov-
ered under this title) for—

‘(i) services in the category designated
Evaluation and Management in the Health
Care Common Procedure Coding System (es-
tablished by the Secretary under subsection
(c)(b) as of December 31, 2009, and as subse-
quently modified by the Secretary); and

‘‘(ii) preventive services (as defined in sec-
tion 1861(iii)) for which payment is made
under this section.

‘“(B) All other services not described in

subparagraph (A).
Service categories established under this
paragraph shall apply without regard to the
specialty of the physician furnishing the
service.”.

(2) ESTABLISHMENT OF SEPARATE CONVER-
SION FACTORS FOR EACH SERVICE CATEGORY.—
Subsection (d)(1) of section 1848 of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395w—4) is amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A)—

(i) by designating the sentence beginning
“The conversion factor’” as clause (i) with
the heading ‘“APPLICATION OF SINGLE CONVER-
SION FACTOR.—’’ and with appropriate inden-
tation;

(ii) by striking ‘‘The conversion factor’”
and inserting ‘‘Subject to clause (ii), the con-
version factor’’; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following new
clause:

“(ii) APPLICATION OF MULTIPLE CONVERSION
FACTORS BEGINNING WITH 2011.—

‘() IN GENERAL.—In applying clause (i) for
years beginning with 2011, separate conver-
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sion factors shall be established for each
service category of physicians’ services (as
defined in subsection (j)(5)) and any ref-
erence in this section to a conversion factor
for such years shall be deemed to be a ref-
erence to the conversion factor for each of
such categories.

“(II) INITIAL CONVERSION FACTORS.—Such
factors for 2011 shall be based upon the single
conversion factor for the previous year mul-
tiplied by the update established under para-
graph (11) for such category for 2011.

‘(III) UPDATING OF CONVERSION FACTORS.—
Such factor for a service category for a sub-
sequent year shall be based upon the conver-
sion factor for such category for the previous
yvear and adjusted by the update established
for such category under paragraph (11) for
the year involved.”’; and

(B) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘other
physicians’ services’ and inserting ‘‘for phy-
sicians’ services described in the service cat-
egory described in subsection (j)(6)(B)”.

(3) ESTABLISHING UPDATES FOR CONVERSION
FACTORS FOR SERVICE CATEGORIES.—Section
1848(d) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
1395w—4(d)), as amended by subsection (a), is
amended—

(A) in paragraph (4)(C)(iii), by striking
“The allowed’” and inserting ‘‘Subject to
paragraph (11)(B), the allowed’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

““(11) UPDATES FOR SERVICE CATEGORIES BE-
GINNING WITH 2011.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—In applying paragraph
(4) for a year beginning with 2011, the fol-
lowing rules apply:

‘(i) APPLICATION OF SEPARATE UPDATE AD-
JUSTMENTS FOR EACH SERVICE CATEGORY.—
Pursuant to paragraph (1)(A)(ii)(I), the up-
date shall be made to the conversion factor
for each service category (as defined in sub-
section (j)(5)) based upon an update adjust-
ment factor for the respective category and
year and the update adjustment factor shall
be computed, for a year, separately for each
service category.

‘(i) COMPUTATION OF ALLOWED AND ACTUAL
EXPENDITURES BASED ON SERVICE CAT-
EGORIES.—In computing the prior year ad-
justment component and the cumulative ad-
justment component under clauses (i) and
(ii) of paragraph (4)(B), the following rules
apply:

‘() APPLICATION BASED ON SERVICE CAT-
EGORIES.—The allowed expenditures and ac-
tual expenditures shall be the allowed and
actual expenditures for the service category,
as determined under subparagraph (B).

“(II) APPLICATION OF CATEGORY SPECIFIC
TARGET GROWTH RATE.—The growth rate ap-
plied under clause (ii)(II) of such paragraph
shall be the target growth rate for the serv-
ice category involved under subsection (£)(5).

‘(B) DETERMINATION OF ALLOWED EXPENDI-
TURES.—In applying paragraph (4) for a year
beginning with 2010, notwithstanding sub-
paragraph (C)(iii) of such paragraph, the al-
lowed expenditures for a service category for
a year is an amount computed by the Sec-
retary as follows:

(i) For 2010.—For 2010:

() TOTAL 2009 ACTUAL EXPENDITURES FOR
ALL SERVICES INCLUDED IN SGR COMPUTATION
FOR EACH SERVICE CATEGORY.—Compute total
actual expenditures for physicians’ services
(as defined in subsection (£)(4)(A)) for 2009 for
each service category.

“(II) INCREASE BY GROWTH RATE TO OBTAIN
2010 ALLOWED EXPENDITURES FOR SERVICE CAT-
EGORY.—Compute allowed expenditures for
the service category for 2010 by increasing
the allowed expenditures for the service cat-
egory for 2009 computed under subclause (I)
by the target growth rate for such service
category under subsection (f) for 2010.
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‘‘(ii) FOR SUBSEQUENT YEARS.—For a subse-
quent year, take the amount of allowed ex-
penditures for such category for the pre-
ceding year (under clause (i) or this clause)
and increase it by the target growth rate de-
termined under subsection (f) for such cat-
egory and year.”.

(4) APPLICATION OF SEPARATE TARGET
GROWTH RATES FOR EACH CATEGORY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 1848(f) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 139%5w-4(f)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

““(5) APPLICATION OF SEPARATE TARGET
GROWTH RATES FOR EACH SERVICE CATEGORY
BEGINNING WITH 2010.—The target growth rate
for a year beginning with 2010 shall be com-
puted and applied separately under this sub-
section for each service category (as defined
in subsection (j)(6)) and shall be computed
using the same method for computing the
target growth rate except that the factor de-
scribed in paragraph (2)(C) for—

““(A) the service category described in sub-
section (j)(5)(A) shall be increased by 0.02;
and

‘“(B) the service category described in sub-
section (j)(5)(B) shall be increased by 0.01.”.

(B) USE OF TARGET GROWTH RATES.—Section
1848 of such Act is further amended—

(i) in subsection (d)—

(I) in paragraph (1)(E)(ii), by inserting ‘‘or
target’’ after ‘‘sustainable’’; and

(IT) in paragraph (4)(B)(ii)(II), by inserting
‘“‘or target’’ after ‘‘sustainable’’;

(ii) in the heading of subsection (f), by in-
serting ‘““AND TARGET GROWTH RATE” after
‘“SUSTAINABLE GROWTH RATE"’;

(iii) in subsection (f)(1)—

(I) by striking ‘‘and” at the end of subpara-
graph (A);

(IT) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘be-
fore 2010’" after ‘‘each succeeding year’” and
by striking the period at the end and insert-
ing ¢; and”’; and

(ITI) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘(C) November 1 of each succeeding year
the target growth rate for such succeeding
year and each of the 2 preceding years.”’; and

(iv) in subsection (£)(2), in the matter be-
fore subparagraph (A), by inserting after
“beginning with 2000’ the following: ‘‘and
ending with 2009,

(e) APPLICATION TO HEALTH CARE GROUP
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM AND SUCCESSOR
ACCOUNTABLE CARE ORGANIZATION PILOT PRO-
GRAM.—In applying the target growth rate
under subsections (d) and (f) of section 1848
of the Social Security Act to services fur-
nished by a practitioner to beneficiaries who
are attributable to a health care group under
the demonstration program provided under
section 1886A of such Act (or to an account-
able care organization under a pilot program
that is a succcessor to such demonstration
program under a section of such Act), the
Secretary of Health and Human Services
shall develop, not later than January 1, 2012,
for application beginning with 2012, a method
that—

(1) allows each such group or organization
to have its own expenditure targets and up-
dates for such practitioners, with respect to
beneficiaries who are attributable to that
group or organization, that are consistent
with the methodologies described in such
subsection (f); and

(2) provides that the target growth rate ap-
plicable to other physicians shall not apply
to such physicians to the extent that the
physicians’ services are furnished through
the group or organization.

In applying paragraph (1), the Secretary of
Health and Human Services may apply the
difference in the update under such para-
graph on a claim-by-claim or lump sum basis
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and such a payment shall be taken into ac-
count under the demonstration or pilot pro-
gram.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. WAXMAN)
and the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BARTON) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Today, we consider legislation that
will maintain and strengthen Medicare
for seniors and individuals with disabil-
ities. A law passed in 1997 set a limit on
payments to Medicare physicians. The
idea was to save money, but the limit
was set too low and required draconian
cuts, forcing Congress to intervene
with temporary fixes.

In 2004, the law required a 4.5 percent
cut. In 2008, it was a 10.1 percent cut.
This year, doctors face a 21 percent
cut. These are unsustainable cuts that
would bring about havoc in the Medi-
care program. Congress has responded
by enacting temporary 1-year fixes.
These temporary fixes only make the
problem worse the next year. The re-
sult has been a cycle of ever increasing
cuts followed by ever costlier fixes.

This is not a problem of mere budget
or fiscal discipline; it is a kitchen table
problem for America’s seniors and for
the physicians who are partners in the
Medicare program. Medicare’s ability
to guarantee health care for seniors
would be eliminated if these cuts went
into effect.

We are rightly asking much of the
health care providers in health reform.
We are demanding they provide care
more efficiently, that they improve the
quality of care, and that they give tax-
payers good value for their dollars. In
return, we need to pay them fairly for
their efforts and to be an honest part-
ner. We have two basic choices. We can
solve this problem permanently or we
can enact another 1-year Band-Aid.
This legislation says that we will fi-
nally enact a lasting reform.

The House recognized in our budget
that honest accounting means facing
this problem squarely and finding a
way to address it. This legislation
meets that call, replacing the sustain-
able growth rate for physicians, or
SGR, which Congress enacted in 1997,
with a more responsible and stable sys-
tem for the future. We must be honest
about this problem and address it re-
sponsibly and immediately. We can
take that step today by passing this
bill and combining it with statutory
PAYGO, which will help restore fiscal
discipline.

I urge Members to support adoption
of this bill and reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I ask unani-
mous consent that of the 30 minutes
that I control, the ranking member of
the Ways and Means Committee, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP),
control 15 of those minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?
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There was no objection.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I would yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, the only fix that’s in
this bill before us is ‘‘the fix is in.”
This is nothing more than a repayment
to the American Medical Association
for endorsing the larger health care bill
that was on the floor several weeks
ago. There is not one dime of pay-for in
this bill. It is a wave the magic wand,
erase the accumulated deficit of the
last 10 years or so in the SGR formula,
and let’s kick the can on down the
road.

The bill is so narrowly construed
that we couldn’t offer in the motion to
recommit a real pay-for because this
bill doesn’t have a pay-for. This is
nothing more than a political payoff to
the American Medical Association. Re-
publicans support really fixing the
SGR system, but we think it ought to
be done all at the same time. So we
would hope that we would vote against
this sham today.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I'm
pleased at this point to yield 1 minute
to the distinguished majority leader to
speak on the legislation, the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. I thank the distin-
guished chairman for yielding, and I
rise in strong support of this legisla-
tion. I want to say to my friend who
has just spoken, the ranking member
of the committee who chaired the com-
mittee, who said they wanted to pay
for things, what this bill does is put
statutory PAYGO into law. He’s right.
But what he didn’t say to you is when
their side controlled the Presidency,
the House, and the Senate, they jetti-
soned paying for things. They did away
with statutory PAYGO, they did away
with PAYGO generally, and what hap-
pened? We went from substantial sur-
pluses under the Clinton administra-
tion to substantial deficits under the
Bush administration.

Now we were told those substantial
deficits and deficits that were being
created would create economic growth
in our country. In point of fact, how-
ever, after 8 years of that economic
policy where they jettisoned PAYGO, a
PAYGO which provided $5.6 trillion of
surplus available in March 2001, accord-
ing to President Bush; but they aban-
doned PAYGO, which is in this bill.

This is not a question of payoff to
anybody. This was in the President’s
budget when he sent it down here ear-
lier this year. It was in our budget that
passed the House and the Senate. We
said we were going to do this. Why? Be-
cause it’s the right thing to do. Today,
we have the chance to vote for health
care our seniors can count on and a fis-
cal future for all Americans that they
can have faith in.

Very frankly, my friend also said, We
on the Republican side want to fix this.
My question is simply: Why didn’t you?
Why do we still have this issue that
confronts us year after year after year
because we didn’t have the courage to
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face it? I’'m going to talk about the def-
icit, because this adds to the deficit. I
will lament that, but there is not an
option, as you added to the deficit
every time you fixed it one year at a
time. Doctors couldn’t rely on it. More
importantly, seniors couldn’t rely on
the fact that their doctors wouldn’t
have a big cut and push them out. I'm
going to talk about that as well. We
can do it by stopping a massive Medi-
care payment cut and by committing
future policies to the tested principle
of pay-as-you-go.

Now my friends on the other side of
the aisle don’t like pay-as-you-go be-
cause it constrained them in cutting
revenues over a trillion dollars, which
is one of the reasons we have such a
large deficit, because they didn’t pay
for what they bought. Interestingly
enough, my friends, they bought at a
rate twice the growth in spending that
occurred during the 1990s, in the 2000s,
which was about 3% percent per year.
It was 7 percent a year when my
friends on the other side of the aisle
controlled all of the levers of power. So
they decreased revenue and increased
spending, and we had large deficits and
the biggest recession we have faced
since the 1930s were inherited by this
administration and, frankly, by this
Congress.

Now going back to the pay-as-you-go.
First, the Medicare payment rate cut,
if we do nothing, payments to doctors
treating Medicare patients will drop by
21 percent in the new year with more
cuts in the years to come. If we allow
that to take place, many seniors will
find their doctors no longer available
to treat them.

So this is not only about compen-
sating doctors for the services that are
vitally important and we want them to
give, but it is also protecting seniors’
access to doctors. That will mean less
access to health care, longer waiting
lists, and serious conditions going un-
treated and.

In sum, if we do not act on this bill,
it will mean sicker seniors. That’s why
it’s essential that we stop these cuts
before they’re allowed to take effect.
The cuts, of course, will occur on Janu-
ary 1 of this year, approximately 1
month from today.

It is important to remember that
this bill would simply prevent cuts, not
increase payments to doctors. But it is
true that ensuring our seniors’ access
to their doctors will add to our deficit,
just as extending any of the Bush tax
cuts that are set to expire next year
would do. Because seniors’ health is at
stake in this bill, I believe that stop-
ping these payment cuts is worth the
cost.

It’s also worth pointing out that this
bill represents a new honesty in budg-
eting. As far as Democrats are con-
cerned, the days of pretending that the
costs of the ‘“‘doctor fix’’ will be made
up by even deeper cuts next year are
over. That, of course, is a policy we fol-
lowed in the first 8 years of this dec-
ade. We pretended that somehow we’d
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fix it later, and we never did. Indeed,
most of the costs associated with this
bill are the result of stopping the gim-
micks that were used for years and
cleaning up the mess created by those
gimmicks. The first step to getting out
of debt is being honest about the debt
we’re in. It is too deep, it is dangerous,
and we need to address it.

So let’s be honest. Our country is in
a deep fiscal hole for reasons that go
far beyond Medicare payments. In fact,
there’s no one reason for our record na-
tional debt. It’s bipartisan in nature,
not exclusively Republican or Demo-
crat.

The causes include the previous ad-
ministration’s debt financed tax cuts,
which I’'ve spoken of, for America’s es-
sentially wealthier citizens who got
most of the tax cuts; the cost of two
wars, which we did not pay for; our es-
calating entitlements programs, which
all of us have supported; the recession
that we have confronted and that start-
ed in the seventh year of the previous
administration’s term; and the deficit
spending—and we need to clean up that
economic mess; spending that econo-
mists tell us is necessary to stimulate
demand and recession.

In other words, we needed to spend
the money to preclude a depression,
not just a deep recession that we’re in,
and almost every economist, including
Marty Feldstein, said that that was
necessary.

A recent New York Times analysis
tells us that 90 percent of our deficit
has been brought about by the policies
of the previous administration and the
extension of its policies and the eco-
nomic crisis that it left behind.

O 1400

No one step will get us out of our fis-
cal hole, but the most important im-
mediate step we can take is to commit
ourselves to the principle that in new
policies of our country, we will pay for
what we buy. That is the principle of
pay-as-you-go, or PAYGO, which was
in place in the 1990s as we went from
deep debt into surplus and that $5.6
trillion surplus that President Bush in-
herited in 2001. In the 1990s, President
Clinton used it to turn huge deficits
into a record surplus, and when Presi-
dent Bush abandoned PAYGO, and my
friends on the other side of the aisle
abandoned PAYGO, record deficits re-
turned.

When Democrats took back the
House majority in 2006, we dem-
onstrated our commitment to fiscal re-
sponsibility by making PAYGO a part
of the House rules. It’s sometimes been
difficult. And now with the support
from President Obama and both Cham-
bers of Congress, we have a real chance
to give PAYGO the force of law by
passing this bill. Under PAYGO, Con-
gress will be forced to offset all new
policies reducing revenues or expand-
ing entitlements, so that they add
nothing to our deficit.

In essence, we will be forced to make
the hard budgeting choices that are so
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tempting to avoid. We are avoiding
them today. We ought to admit that
very honestly. Why are we doing it?
Because as a practical matter, in the
deep recession that we’re in, we cannot
pay for it without depressing the econ-
omy further.

That is not an acceptable alter-
native. If we want to cut taxes, we’ll
have to explain which programs will
suffer cuts. If we want to expand enti-
tlements, we’ll have to spell out how
we are going to pay for it. And no mat-
ter which party is in power, we’ll be
forced to distinguish wasteful spending
and subsidies from the long-term prior-
ities that really matter to our country.

Some have explained that statutory
PAYGO would not apply to extensions
of some existing policies that have bi-
partisan support, one of which is the
one we’re talking about today. Policies
on the alternative minimum tax, which
we’ve already done. And by the way, I
am one of those—wasn’t in the major-
ity—who voted against extending the
alternative minimum tax if we did not
pay for it. In addition to that, Medi-
care doctor payments, which we’re
talking about today, and the estate
and middle-income tax cuts passed in
2001 and 2003.

I sympathize with their concerns.
They are not specious concerns. I have
said repeatedly that I would fight to
pay for all of these policies. Hear me, if
the Senate sends this back paid for, I
will support it. I challenge all of you
on that side of the aisle and all of you
on this side of the aisle to do the same.
That stands in contrast, frankly, to the
first 8 years of this decade, when re-
peatedly it was stated that they do not
believe that extensions of tax cuts need
to be paid for.

Unfortunately, it’s a political reality
that the votes to pay for extensions of
the Bush policies are most likely not
there. A PAYGO law that ignored that
fact would be waived for those policies
and then again and again. I prefer a
law that we can enforce consistently.
And very frankly, that is supported by
some of the most consistent voters for
fiscal responsibility on this floor.

Mr. Speaker, in our country’s eco-
nomic meltdown last year, we all saw
the damage that deep debt can do. It’s
time for our Federal Government to
learn that lesson and act on it. If we
fail to act, liberal and conservative,
Democratic and Republican, priorities
will suffer alike. We can still prevent
that outcome, ladies and gentlemen of
this House. We cannot get back to fis-
cal health in one afternoon’s vote, and
we will not, perhaps not in this Presi-
dent’s term or the next, but we must
start. We must take a step toward that
end.

This bill does that. It supports not
only ensuring our seniors access to
quality medical services but also en-
sures that we, again, adopt the policy
that brought us $5.6 trillion in surplus.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Parliamen-

tary inquiry.

November 19, 2009

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SALAZAR). The gentleman will state his
parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Under the
rules that we operate where we alter-
nate back and forth, is it allowable for
myself to make a rebuttal and then
recognize the gentleman from Indiana?
Or do I have to do one or the other?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair may exercise his discretion in
recognition in that fashion.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I am going to
recognize myself for 1 minute to com-
ment on my friend from Maryland’s
comments. Then hopefully the Chair
will let me recognize the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. PENCE) for 3 min-
utes.

Mr. Speaker, first of all, under Re-
publican control, every bill that we
brought to the floor, except one bill,
was paid for either in that bill or in our
budget resolution. There was one ex-
ception to that where we did not pay
for it. So that is answer number one.
Answer number two, this is not paid
for. Under a bill that my friends in the
majority passed in July, they say we’re
going to start pay-for, but it doesn’t
count for the doctors fix, it doesn’t
count for the alternative minimum
tax, and it doesn’t count for the estate
tax.

But once we do all that without pay-
ing for it, then the pay for will kick in.
So in that sense, my good friend from
Maryland is accurate. But in the sense
of this bill, he is totally inaccurate.
This bill is not paid for.

Now, Mr. Speaker, if I am allowed to,
I yield 3 minutes to my good friend
from Indiana (Mr. PENCE).

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding and for his leadership on
this critical issue.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
H.R. 3961, which, rightly understood, is
just the latest deficit-spending bill
championed by my Democrat col-
leagues here on Capitol Hill. It is, in a
very real sense, an addendum to the
government takeover of health care
that was rammed through this House
just 2 short weeks ago with a pricetag
in excess of $1.3 trillion.

You know, the President of the
United States just said in China, If we
keep adding to the debt even in the
midst of this recovery, people could
lose confidence in the U.S. economy.
Maybe it would help if the President
said that in America instead of China.
Then maybe his party would get the
message. Two days ago, we learned the
national debt just pushed past $12 tril-
lion. That means every man, woman
and child in this country bears the bur-
den of more than $38,000 in Federal
Government debt.

In October alone, the deficit reached
$176.4 billion and now comes one more
deficit-spending bill to facilitate pas-
sage of a government takeover of
health care. Under the guise of helping
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doctors and seniors, this will cost the
taxpayers of future generations $200
billion, and it all goes straight to defi-
cits and debt. One analysis by the Her-
itage Foundation estimates the cost of
this bill over 75 years at nearly $2 tril-
lion, and Medicare premiums are esti-
mated to increase by some $50 billion.

It seems there is no level of spending
and debt that Washington Democrats
aren’t willing to pile on struggling
families and future generations. We’re
here today considering this latest def-
icit-spending bill because Democrat
leaders refuse to address health care
reform in a fiscally responsible way. It
is worth noting that this so-called doc-
tors fix was a part of earlier versions of
health care reform, but to perpetrate
the fiction that their government take-
over of health care was passed in a fis-
cally responsible way, we are doing
this addendum to the Pelosi health
care bill.

The truth is, the spending policies of
this Congress and this administration
are a fiscal timebomb being placed on
the doorstep of our children’s future.
We have a responsibility to put our fis-
cal house in order. But sadly, there are
those who would rather pursue an am-
bitious liberal agenda, no matter what
the cost, at the possible expense of our
children’s posterity and prosperity.

There is a Republican plan which we
support. It will fix the problem that we
are trying to address over the next 4
years. It will pay for the bill. It will
lay the groundwork for meaningful
health care reform by ending an era of
defensive medicine. I just hasten to re-
peat, this is just one more deficit-
spending bill in an era when the Amer-
ican people are bone weary of runaway
Federal spending.

Frankly, when Republicans were in
control, we did our share of deficit
spending, and the American people
showed us the door. What we have here
in Washington, D.C., as evidence today,
is runaway Federal spending on
steroids. You know, there is a rule
back in Indiana, where I grew up. When
you are in a hole, stop digging. Today
we’re going to dig the hole of the def-
icit even deeper, and the American peo-
ple deserve better.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
measure and support the Republican
plan.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

I do want the American people to un-
derstand the Republican position, be-
cause this is what they would do to
Medicare. If we didn’t have health re-
form, we still have to deal with the
problem we are having with Medicare,
where millions of seniors are relying on
that program. And if they produce a 20
percent cut in physician fees, the peo-
ple in Medicare will not be able to get
access to doctors. That means that if
we don’t deal with the whole health
care system and hold down the costs,
and we don’t do health reform, Medi-
care will face deeper and deeper cuts,
and the Republicans are giving a clear
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indication of that’s exactly what they
would do.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to our
champion on health reform, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL).

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise as
a proud supporter of H.R. 3961, and I
urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting it. H.R. 3961 fulfills a promise
to our doctors that they’re going to be
appropriately paid for their services,
and it assures that Medicare will con-
tinue to be available to provide serv-
ices for our seniors.

In my home State of Michigan, this
bill will prevent a loss of $610 million
next year for the care of elderly and
disabled patients. On average, H.R. 3961
will prevent cuts of $23,000 to each
Michigan physician next year. Our Re-
publican colleagues would have us
think that this is a gimmick. What
this legislation does is do away with a
gimmick. I would remind my col-
leagues that H.R. 3961 solves a problem
that’s plagued the Congress since 2002
and actually ends a budget gimmick
that artificially reduces the deficit by
assuming that physician payments will
be cut by 40 percent over the next sev-
eral years, even though the Congress
consistently intervenes to prevent
those cuts from occurring.

Due to our failure to fix this problem
permanently, the price tag has grown
each year and will continue to do so. In
2005, the cost of fixing the problem was
$48 billion. Today, just 4 years later,
the cost has skyrocketed to $210 bil-
lion. We can no longer Kick the can
down the road. That is fiscally respon-
sible. So today the choice is clear: Hi-
ther we’re going to be serious about
protecting our seniors and protecting
Medicare by providing a fiscally re-
sponsible, permanent fix to our peren-
nial problems or we’re going to play
political games.

I urge my colleagues to choose the
former. Vote in favor of H.R. 3961. Vote
for fair treatment for our doctors. Vote
to make Medicare payments available
for doctors and for seniors. And make
sure by so voting that you will have a
situation where our doctors will be
available to provide service for our sen-
ior citizens.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. WHITFIELD), a member of
the Health Subcommittee.

Mr. WHITFIELD. There is certainly
enough blame to go around for both
parties in the U.S. Congress as far as
the debt is concerned. I have heard a
lot of discussion today about being
concerned about senior citizens having
access to Medicare, and yet the health
care bill that passed this House takes
$500 billion out of Medicare. We’ve
heard a lot about the PAYGO rules. In
the 110th Congress, the PAYGO rules
were waived 12 times for almost $500
billion.

As I have said, both parties have a
lot of blame for the debt that we’re in,
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and the American people want us to be
responsible. We have a $12 trillion debt
today. Within 10 years, it’s supposed to
be $23 trillion. At some point, we have
to meet our obligation, meet our re-
sponsibility and try to pay for some of
these programs. All of us support the
purpose of this legislation, but there
must be a way that we can do it and
have it paid for. So for that reason, I
would have great difficulty voting for
this legislation without it being clearly
paid for.

0O 1415

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased at this time to yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE), the chairman of the Health
Subcommittee of the Energy and Com-
merce Committee.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I re-
spect my Republican colleagues, but I
think they are suffering from a severe
case of amnesia when I listen to what
they are saying on the other side. It
was they who contributed to this prob-
lem in the first place. It was they who
stuck their heads in the sand year after
year and refused to enact any kind of
meaningful reform. They talk about
pay-for. They never paid for anything.
They just kicked the can down the
road and said, Okay, we won’t have a
cut this year but we will have a larger
cut next year. If this continues, we will
have a 40 percent cut in the reimburse-
ment rate in the next 2 years. So there
is no pay-for on their side. There never
has been. It is just a budget gimmick.

Now this year, we have a permanent
solution to the problem, and we are
saying enough is enough with the
threat of severe payment cuts that will
drive physicians from Medicare and put
beneficiaries’ access to doctors in jeop-
ardy.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is an
important element of our overall effort
to improve Medicare for seniors. We
have done a lot in health care reform.
Two weeks ago we passed comprehen-
sive health reform that made critical
investments in Medicare. Amongst
those, we closed the doughnut hole,
thereby making prescription drugs
more affordable. We improve access to
preventative, primary, and coordinated
care, and we increased financial assist-
ance so that low-income seniors can
better afford their monthly premiums.

We are helping seniors with this bill
today by making them have a choice of
physicians and quality physicians. We
are helping them with the doughnut
hole. We are helping them with every-
thing with this larger health care re-
form.

I would just ask my Republican col-
leagues, don’t kick the can down the
road again. Don’t give us all these
budget gimmicks again. This is a real
solution to the problem. Join us. Make
this a bipartisan effort today, and let’s
pass this comprehensive reform.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield myself
1 minute.

I would ask the distinguished chair-
man of the Health Subcommittee:
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Where is the fix? There is no fix in this
bill.

They split one formula into two, but
there is no reform in it. It is not based
on medical expenses. It is not based on
anything. There is no automatic reduc-
tion. It simply erases the current def-
icit in the account, has two formulas
instead of one, and then 4 or 5 years
from now, we will kick the can down
the road again.

If there really is a fix, let’s have
somebody on the majority side explain
it. You can’t explain it because it is
not there.

I yield 1 minute to a member of the
Health Subcommittee, the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY).

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today as a medical practi-
tioner, one of 13 on the Republican
side, in strong opposition to H.R. 3961.
H.R. 3961 does not fix our physician re-
imbursement problem. It simply re-
places one system of cuts with another.
The bill, however, would add more than
$200 billion to the Federal deficit at a
time when our patients are struggling
to find or keep the jobs they have
today.

Mr. Speaker, if the details of this bill
are not bad enough, the political re-
ality is even worse. The Senate tried a
similar sham of a bill last month, and
13 Senate Democrats sided with every
Republican to reject it; however, House
Democrats don’t seem to be listening.

The time for empty promises has
long since passed. We as a Nation can
no longer afford to walk blindly down
this path of fiscal irresponsibility. As
mentioned, with $12 trillion in debt, I,
for one, refuse to add another quarter
trillion dollars to that debt.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this empty promise.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the chair-
man of the House Budget Committee,
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT).

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I was
here at the creation of the sustainable
growth rate formula. It was part of the
balanced budget agreement of 1997. I
am here today to say that the SGR has
not worked.

Here is the problem MedPAC pre-
sented to us in 1997:

In year 2, when we sought to curb or
cut Medicare rates, volume increases
in year 2 tended to make up the dif-
ference due to reduced rates.

In year 3, therefore, an automatic ad-
justment factor or formula was needed
to target and recoup excess payments.
Sound complicated? Well, that is a
simple version. Suffice it to say, the
SGR has proven to be so complex, so
blunt an instrument, and so draconian
that it has barely been used.

For example, in 2008, we reversed a
10.6 percent decrease in physicians’
rates and replaced it with a 1.1 percent
increase. In 2010, the SGR dictates a 21
percent cut in physicians’ payment
rates. You and I know that is not going
to happen.
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By assuming that the SGR will be ap-
plied, when we know it has not been
applied, and is unlikely to be followed
in the future, Medicare spending is sub-
stantially understated. CBO says that
the rewrite of SGR now before us will
result in a net spending increase of $210
billion over 10 years. The CBO has to
assume that the SGR will be strictly
applied in each of those 10 years. CBO
is bound by its rule of projecting the
budget; we are not. We know that the
SGR is unlikely to be applied, and so
the right step, straightforward step, is
to pass this bill and change the SGR,
not by wiping it out, but by replacing
it with an updated formula that is real-
istic and likely to be used.

The bill before us reflects two agree-
ments that are in the budget resolution
for this year. One is to strengthen fis-
cal responsibility by enacting a statu-
tory pay-as-you-go rule. The other is to
institute realistic budgeting by chang-
ing this flawed formula called the sus-
tainable growth rate factor.

The budget resolution allows the
budget effects of changing the SGR to
be calculated against a realistic base-
line, one that reflects current policy.
This means the baseline assuming the
payment rates in effect for physicians
in 2009 will stay in effect through 2019.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. WAXMAN. I yield the gentleman
an additional 1 minute.

Mr. SPRATT. This baseline assump-
tion represents a realistic benchmark
against which to measure the fiscal ef-
fects of legislation reforming Medi-
care’s physician payment system.
Without a realistic baseline, we will re-
visit this issue every year, as we have
in the past, by passing short-term fixes
that do nothing to address the long-
term problems. Without the reforms in
this legislation, the budget will con-
tinue to understate the real cost to the
Treasury of Medicare payments.

So now is the time to adjust the
SGR. The bill before us is a construc-
tive solution. After 6 years of short-
term fixes that did little to address the
underlying causes of excess cost
growth, we now have the opportunity
to vote for a substantive bill. This bill
does not allow for uncontrolled spend-
ing growth. It provides realistic spend-
ing targets that are fair, frugal, and
holds physicians accountable.

This bill does address two of the most
important challenges in health care:
better support for primary care and
better coordination of care. It does so
by, among other things, providing an
extra growth allowance for primary
care services. The bill also provides in-
centives for the creation of account-
able care organizations which encour-
age providers to improve quality and
control costs by coordination among
all providers serving a patient. This is
the type of structural reform we need.

This is a good bill. I urge its support.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1%2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT).
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Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, you
know, we are still hearing blame for
Bush and blame for the Republican-
controlled House from the Democrats.
The Speaker of the House has been a
Democrat for right at 3 years now. It is
time to take responsibility. We keep
hearing that word ‘‘responsibility.”
This is a good time to take it.

Now, we heard about the PAYGO
rules that were passed, and now it is
going to be PAYGO. And I tell you
what, it didn’t apply. It wasn’t used
like it should have been. And then in
July, some of my Democratic col-
leagues convinced me that, you know
what, we are really, really, really seri-
ous this time about PAYGO. Just vote
with us. We’ll show you how serious we
are. I was one of 24 Republicans that
voted for the PAYGO bill. But then we
find out, no, no, no, this time we are
really, really, really, really serious
about PAYGO if you’ll just pass it
again this time. Come on now.

The docs do need a fix, but we don’t
need lectures on this side about the
seniors not needing cuts when the bill
that is before the House, that passed
the House, is going to cut Medicare
$400 billion or so.

Let’s fix the problem for the doctors
permanently. They deserve that. Let’s
not stockpile more debt on our grand-
children irresponsibly. We can do it,
but this is not a permanent fix as some
have said; otherwise, it wouldn’t have a
year limitation on it. Let’s do the right
thing by seniors, by doctors and our
grandchildren and vote this one down
and really, really, really get serious
about PAYGO.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased at this time to yield 1 minute
to the gentleman from New York (Mr.
ENGEL), an important member of our
committee.

Mr. ENGEL. I thank my friend for
yielding to me.

You know, it is always amazing to
me when my Republican friends lecture
us about debt or fiscal responsibility
when they were in the majority here
for 12 years, and for six of those years
they did nothing to stop the debt. They
did nothing to balance the budget. And
now we get lectured.

But I rise in strong support of the
Medicare Physician Payment Reform
Act, a key component of comprehen-
sive health insurance reform. It is pro-
viding our seniors with stable access to
their trusted health care providers.

Each year, due to a flawed Medicare
payment policy, our physicians face
mounting cuts which threaten their
ability to care for the patients that de-
pend on them, and at the 11th hour, we
have done a short-term patch each and
ever year. It is not a good way to run
Medicare. This year we are doing it dif-
ferently. We are ending that. Not only
will we eliminate the scheduled 21 per-
cent reduction, but we will replace the
flawed sustainable growth rate formula
which is responsible for these annual
cuts with a more rational payment sys-
tem.
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By doing so, we will preserve access
to care and provide physicians with the
financial stability they need. The 11th
hour is not a way to do it. Our physi-
cians face these mounting cuts, threat-
ening their ability. This is the best
way to go about it.

I urge my colleagues to support the
bill.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 1 minute.

Since my friends on the Democrat
side won’t explain their procedure,
their bill, I am going to try and do it,
and if I am wrong, I am sure that they
will correct me.

Current law, we have one SGR for-
mula. It is based on GDP and inflation.
It is not based on any kind of medical
index. Whatever that is perceived to be
each year, that is the amount of in-
crease we can pay our physicians. All
physicians get the same increase.

Under this bill, they say if you are a
primary care doctor, you get the for-
mula plus 2 percent. If you are a spe-
cialist, you get the formula plus 1 per-
cent, but they don’t change the for-
mula. The formula is the same as it is
under the current law, and they don’t
change the enforcement mechanism.
The enforcement mechanism is the
same as it is under current law; i.e.,
Congress has to vote to either accept
the cuts or to not accept the cuts and
provide a temporary fix. As I under-
stand it, that is their fix. Now, if I am
wrong in that, I want my friend Mr.
WAXMAN or Mr. PALLONE or Mr. RAN-
GEL or Mr. STARK to tell me how I am
wrong.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased at this time to yield 1 minute
to the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
SARBANES), a member of the Energy
and Commerce Committee and the
Health Subcommittee.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the chairman for yielding me
this time.

I just want to say to all of the seniors
in my district and seniors across the
country who have expressed anxiety
over the last few months, and really for
longer than that, that this physician
payment cut would go into effect, that
we heard what you were saying and we
will take action today. Many of you
are concerned because your doctors
have been telling you that this pay-
ment cut is coming. Frankly, these
physicians don’t feel they are treated
as professionals when we jerk them
around at the end of a string every
year. That is why we want to perma-
nently fix this problem.

We make sure that physicians are re-
imbursed properly and fairly so they
will have an incentive to remain in the
Medicare program, and that way there
will be a good, robust supply of physi-
cians to serve the Medicare population.
That is why we are doing this today.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Nebraska (Mr. TERRY), a member of the
Energy and Commerce Committee.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, I don’t
think there is really any debate wheth-
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er on one side or the other. This side
supports a permanent fix to SGR. The
argument here today, and the dispute
here today is that we have, what, $270
billion that is not being paid for or off-
set properly.

If we are going to be about fiscal re-
sponsibility and protecting the future
of our kids by not piling on deficit and
then debt onto them, this is where the
buck stops, literally, here today is that
we need to pay for this, not just put it
to the deficit and the debt.

But I keep hearing the talk about
seniors here. We want to make sure
that they have complete access to their
health care, but I have to point out the
irony that at 11, 11:30 a week ago last
Saturday, they took a vote to cut half
a trillion dollars out of Medicare and
move it to a new plan away from sen-
iors. I think we need to talk about the
irony here and who is really standing
up for the seniors.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

I want to point out to my colleagues
while we’re blaming each other on a
partisan basis that the reason we got
into this situation is in 1997 with a Re-
publican Congress and a Democratic
President, there was a so-called bal-
anced budget proposal adopted, and the
way it was funded for tax cuts was to
make future cuts in Medicare, espe-
cially in the physician payment side.
We are paying the price of that poorly
thought-through approach, which was
the reason I voted against that bill in
1997.

The gentleman from Texas made
some points about the situation we’re
in. What he did not point out is that
this bill is part of a comprehensive im-
provement in our health care system.
It would reward primary care. It would
provide for accountability care organi-
zations, which would be a better deliv-
ery mechanism. This ought to be
looked at in a more comprehensive
way.

That’s why I'm pleased to support
this bill today and the health care re-
form bill that the House passed a week
or so ago, and we hope to complete our
actions with the Senate later this year.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of
my time to the Ways and Means Com-
mittee chairman, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL), and I ask
unanimous consent that he be allowed
to control that time.

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

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WAXMAN. 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. 3961.

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

There was no objection.
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Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the distinguished
minority leader from the great State of
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER).

Mr. BOEHNER. I thank my colleague
for yielding.

I tell my colleagues that during this
debate over health care that’s gone on
for most of this year, Republicans have
been listening to the American people;
and what the American people want is
they want to lower the cost of health
care so that it’s more affordable for
more Americans.

When it comes to this issue of fixing
the doctors’ payment reimbursement
system in Medicare, there’s no dispute
on either side of the aisle about the
need to address it. Republicans ad-
dressed it when we were in the major-
ity; and when we did, we made sure
that there were offsets in spending
elsewhere or some other types of rev-
enue to make sure that it was paid for
and not added to the budget deficit.

The issue here is twofold. One is that
the proposal will not fix the problems
that docs have in terms of their reim-
bursements down the road. It’'s a
flawed formula that is not eliminated
in this proposal. Secondly, it’s going to
add some $250 billion worth of debt put
onto the backs of our Kkids and
grandkids.

Now, I have listened to Democrats.
The President, the President’s Chief of
Staff, Democrat leaders over the last
couple of weeks talk about the fact
that we need to do something about
the budget deficit. Well, give me a
break. Why don’t we start right now.
Right now and say that we’re not going
to do this, that we’re not going to pass
this bill that has no chance of becom-
ing law. The Senate has already re-
jected it.

Why don’t we just work together to
come up with something that we can
afford to cover the next 2, 3, 4 years so
the doctors will have some idea of what
their payments will be from us and get
serious about working together for a
long-term fix that doesn’t put this re-
sponsibility on the backs of our kids
and our grandkids.

That’s the real issue here, the fact
that there is no pay-for here. There is
no offsetting other types of spending.
There are no increases in revenue
somewhere to cover this. It’s just going
to be dumped onto the backs of our
kids and grandkids.

The American people want us to re-
learn fiscal responsibility. My col-
leagues on my side of the aisle over the
course of this year have stood up, I be-
lieve, for fiscal responsibility. And if
we’re going to get our economy going
again, we’d better get our fiscal house
in order as well.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
3961, and I feel so proud that the Ways
and Means Committee was able to
make a contribution with the other
two committees, Education and Labor
as well as Energy and Commerce, to
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bring the John Dingell medical reform
bill before this House and before this
country.

What it does, really, is a new way to
provide health care that is perfected in
such a way that the patients are able
to get medical care before they become
patients, have preventative care, to
provide for new doctors to be able to be
made, and to get rid of a flawed physi-
cian payment system that, indeed, will
strengthen the Medicare program.

At the end of the day when you hear
the opposition, most all of their com-
ments are going to be negative and
saying ‘‘no.” Even when we make our
case as to why we should fulfill our ob-
ligation to the doctors, they will make
some decisions here, procedure deci-
sions, which my friend Mr. BARTON gets
fed up with, but I assume he will be
leading the race and saying that there
should be a way to resubmit this bill to
the committees to do something all
over again.

If that is the case, I am certain that
the American Medical Association as
well as the older people and those peo-
ple who need these doctors will not
have to fear anything because their an-
swer to this will be rejected, and once
again we will be able to fulfill the
promise that we made with the health
bill by making certain they have doc-
tors in order to support it.

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I yield the
balance of my time to Chairman PETE
STARK, who has made such an impor-
tant contribution over the years to re-
form our health system, and I ask
unanimous consent that he be allowed
to control that time.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
could I inquire as to how much time I
still control, please.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 3 minutes remaining.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I want to
yield 1 of those 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Nashville, Tennessee, a
member of the Energy and Commerce
Committee, Congresswoman MARSHA
BLACKBURN.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would remind my col-
leagues here in the House that we
know something is wrong with the
piece of legislation when you have
major media outlets talking about how
off-track this is, and you also know
something’s wrong with it when you
have our colleagues in the Senate who
take up a bill, this bill, and they can’t
get to 50 votes in the Senate for the
companion legislation. So it is with a
real sense of regret that I think many
of us look at this.

Does the standard growth rate, SGR,
need to be fixed? Absolutely. And there
is agreement on that. It is an issue out
of fairness to our Nation’s physicians,
the providers of health care. It is an
issue of fairness to our Nation’s sen-
iors.
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Mr. Speaker, I think it has been real-
ly something that has been of concern
to us as we have watched some of our
colleagues in this House treat Medicare
as a slush fund rather than recognizing
that it is a trust fund and it’s there for
those seniors. We can do better. Our
seniors and our physicians deserve bet-
ter.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

(Mr. STARK asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to place in the RECORD a letter
from the American Medical Associa-
tion and a list of over 150 supporters of
H.R. 3961, among which are the Amer-
ican College of Obstetricians and Gyne-
cologists, the Iowa Medical Society,
the Texas Medical Society, all of whom
I think place Hippocrates ahead of
Sarah Palin in terms of their assess-
ment of what should be done.

I would further begin in addressing
my dear friend from Texas in some of
his inquiry earlier by quoting from the
ranking member of the Health Sub-
committee on the Ways and Means
Committee back last July when he said
he believed Members on both sides of
the aisle agree that there is a need for
a long-term fix for the Medicare physi-
cian payment. All 15 members, Repub-
lican members, of the Ways and Means
Committee voted basically for the fix
we’re talking about today.

Let me make no mistake about
blame and where we are. It may come
as a surprise to our side of the aisle we
make mistakes. In 1997 we made a mis-
take in setting the formula by which
we would automatically limit the in-
crease that doctors get paid. Well,
we’re here today trying to correct that
mistake.

You’ve said so, correctly, that it’s
the same formula plus 2 percent for pri-
mary care, 1 percent for other physi-
cians, some other plans to help encour-
age primary care doctors to come into
practice. Hopefully, we’ve done it
right, and recognizing if we don’t cor-
rect it, we’re talking about hundreds of
billions of dollars by postponing. So we
have postponed, whether on either side
of the aisle, we have postponed cor-
recting a mistake that we should have
done earlier.

That’s where we are today. No place
else. And I hope that we can get the
continued support to do that. I hope we
don’t have to come back and keep ad-
dressing it. I see not correcting it in-
creases the amount we will have to pay
in the future.

So there is plenty of blame, as the
gentleman suggested, to go around. We
could have fought harder to correct it
earlier. We didn’t and that’s where we
are today.

Literally every major medical soci-
ety in the country has suggested that
we do it this way, and I urge my col-
leagues to join with me, hopefully with
my 15 colleagues on the Ways and
Means Committee who haven’t changed
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their mind, and support H.R. 3961 today
so we can put this behind us. Then we
can go on and have some really spirited
debate about whether they do a better
job in Texas or California of reforming
medical care. That will be more fun.

But today let’s fix this. Pass H.R.
3961, go home and have a wonderful
Thanksgiving holiday, and come back
to work on health care reform.

AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION,
Chicago, IL, November 19, 2009.
Hon. DAVE CAMP,
Ranking Member, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CAMP: Thank you
for your letter of November 18, 2009, regard-
ing the pending Congressional consideration
of H.R. 3961, the Medicare Physician Pay-
ment Reform Act of 2009. We appreciate your
agreement that having physicians face an-
nual cuts due to the flawed SGR is unaccept-
able and your support for the intent of the
legislation. As you know, it is the same pol-
icy supported by every Republican on the
Ways and Means Committee during the
mark-up of H.R. 3200.

We are disappointed, however, that you
and your colleagues do not support the bill.
As you know, the SGR was put into place by
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997, which origi-
nated in your committee. At that time, the
AMA wrote numerous letters to Speaker
Gingrich and your committee leadership
warning that limiting growth in physician
services to GDP would inevitably lead to
sharp cuts in physician reimbursement and a
crisis in access to care for our nation’s sen-
iors. Previously we had supported legislation
that would have allowed growth at a rate
above GDP.

As predicted, the SGR did result in a 4.8%
cut to physicians for the year 2002. Congress
declined to intervene and that cut went into
effect. In subsequent years, Congress did step
in to prevent additional cuts from occurring.
The Consolidated Appropriations Resolution
of 2003, the Medicare Modernization Act of
2003, the Deficit Reduction Act of 2005, the
Tax Relief and Health Care Act of 2006, the
Medicare, Medicaid, and SCHIP Extension
Act of 2007, and the Medicare Improvement
for Patients and Providers Act of 2008 each
provided temporary relief for seniors and
their physicians from pending cuts.

What these bills did not do, however, was
make any progress toward fixing the prob-
lem. Instead, Congress fell into a com-
fortable rhythm of kicking the can down the
road and putting off real reform to some un-
specified point in the future. In 2005, physi-
cians faced a cut of 3.3% which was averted
by the MMA. At that time, the Congres-
sional Budget Office reported that the cost of
just a ten-year freeze in physician rates was
$48.6 billion. Just four years later, the pend-
ing cut stood at 21.5% and the cost of a ten
yvear freeze stood at $285 billion. The AMA
believes that this cycle must come to an end.
Anything short of permanent reform will not
be supported by the AMA. Every year that
Congress ‘‘pays-for’” a temporary solution,
the cost of permanent reform climbs higher
still. These are obligations to our seniors
which the Medicare program has already
made. To pretend that they will not be in-
curred is unrealistic. To continue to grow
the size of the problem is irresponsible.

As for the implication that the recent ac-
tion by the Administration to remove drugs
from the SGR are ‘‘budget gimmicks to hide
the true deficit impact,” we are reminded of
a letter you signed on May 21, 2004, to the
Bush administration calling the policy of in-
cluding drugs in the formula ‘‘our greatest
concern” regarding the magnitude of the
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SGR problem. That letter was also signed by
other members of your committee. On June
16, 2004, Representative Cantor sent a similar
letter with Representative Pryce urging that
CMS ‘‘remove prescription drug expenditures
from the Sustainable Growth Rate (SGR) de-
termination.”

The Congressional Record is replete with
statements by members from both sides of
the aisle calling for permanent reform. What
is missing, however, is the result. The record
shows temporary patches and a ballooning
problem.

The AMA does not support any motion to
recommit that would have a temporary fix.
How steep will cuts be after those four
years? How many hundreds of billions of dol-
lars will it then cost to fix this problem?
Medical liability reform remains among the
highest priorities of the AMA and all physi-
cians. However, when Republicans controlled
both chambers of Congress and the White
House, capping damages could not be accom-
plished. We fail to see why you believe it is
possible today. With less than seven weeks
before Medicare rates are cut more than 21%,
we need solutions that can be achieved
quickly.

This should not be a partisan issue. Both
sides of the aisle have professed a desire to
permanently address this issue. The oppor-
tunity to advance permanent reform through
passage of H.R. 3961 cannot be missed. We
urge all members to vote for H.R. 3961.

Sincerely,
J. JAMES ROHACK.

H.R. 3961 is supported by a wide range of
organizations representing patients, doctors
and other providers, including: AARP; Air
Force Association; Air Force Sergeants As-
sociation; Air Force Women Officers Associ-
ated; Alliance for Retired Americans;
AMDA—Dedicated to Long Term Care Medi-
cine; American Academy of Allergy, Asthma
and Immunology; American Academy of
Child and Adolescent Psychiatry; American
Academy of Cosmetic Surgery; American
Academy of Dermatology Association; Amer-
ican Academy of Facial Plastic and Recon-
structive Surgery; American Academy of
Family Physicians; American Academy of
Hospice and Palliative Medicine; American
Academy of Neurology Professional Associa-
tion.

American Academy of Ophthalmology;
American Academy of Pain Medicine; Amer-
ican Academy of Pediatrics; American Acad-
emy of Sleep Medicine; American Associa-
tion of Clinical Urologists; American Asso-
ciation of Hip and Knee Surgeons; American
Association of Neurological Surgeons; Amer-
ican Association of Neuromuscular and
Electrodiagnostic Medicine; American Asso-
ciation of Orthopaedic Surgeons; American
College of Allergy, Asthma and Immunology;
American College of Cardiology; American
College of Chest Physicians; American Col-
lege of Emergency Physicians; American
College of Gastroenterology.

American College of Obstetricians and
Gynecologists; American College of Osteo-
pathic Internists; American College of Osteo-
pathic Surgeons; American College of Physi-
cians; American College of Radiation Oncol-
ogy; American College of Radiology; Amer-
ican College of Rheumatology; American
College of Surgeons; American Gastro-
enterological Association; American Geri-
atrics Society; American Logistics Associa-
tion; American Medical Association; Amer-
ican Medical Group Association; American
Osteopathic Academy of Orthopedics; Amer-
ican Osteopathic Association.

American Psychiatric Association; Amer-
ican Society for Clinical Pathology; Amer-
ican Society for Gastrointestinal Endoscopy;
American Society for Metabolic and
Bariatric Surgery; American Society for Ra-
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diation Oncology; American Society for Re-
productive Medicine; American Society for
Surgery of the Hand; American Society of
Addiction Medicine; American Society of
Anesthesiologists; American Society of Cat-
aract and Refractive Surgery; American So-
ciety of Clinical Oncology; American Society
of Hematology; American Society of Ne-
phrology; American Society of Ophthalmic
Plastic and Reconstructive Surgery; Amer-
ican Society of Plastic Surgeons.

American Society of Transplant Surgeons;
American Thoracic Society; American
Urological Association; AMVETS; Arizona
Medical Association; Arkansas Medical Soci-
ety; Army Aviation Association of America;
Association of American Medical Colleges;
Association of Military Surgeons of the
United States; Association of the United
States Army; Association of the TUnited
States Navy; California Medical Association;
Chief Warrant Officer and Warrant Officer
Association of the U.S. Coast Guard; College
of American Pathologists; Colorado Medical
Society.

Commissioned Officers Association of the
U.S. Public Health Service, Inc.; Congress of
Neurological Surgeons; Connecticut State
Medical Society; Contact Lens Association
of Ophthalmologists; Emergency Depart-
ment Practice Management Association; En-
listed Association of the National Guard of
the United States; Fleet Reserve Associa-
tion; Florida Medical Association Inc.; Gold
Star Wives of America; Hawaii Medical Asso-
ciation; Heart Rhythm Society; Idaho Med-
ical Association; Illinois State Medical Soci-
ety; Indiana State Medical Association; In-
fectious Diseases Society of America.

International Society for Clinical Den-
sitometry; International Spine Intervention
Society; Iowa Medical Society; Iraq and Af-
ghanistan Veterans of America; Jewish War
Veterans of the United States of America;
Joint Council of Allergy, Asthma and Immu-
nology; Kansas Medical Society; Kentucky
Medical Association; Louisiana State Med-
ical Society; Maine Medical Association; Ma-
rine Corps League; Marine Corps Reserve As-
sociation; Massachusetts Medical Society;
MedChi, The Maryland State Medical Soci-
ety; Medical Association of Georgia.

Medical Association of the State of Ala-
bama; Medical Group Management Associa-
tion; Medical Society of Delaware; Medical
Society of the District of Columbia; Medical
Society of the State of New York; Medical
Society of Virginia; Michigan State Medical
Society; Military Chaplains Association of
the United States of America; Military Offi-
cers Association of America; Military Order
of the Purple Heart; Minnesota Medical As-
sociation; Mississippi State Medical Associa-
tion; Missouri State Medical Association;
Montana Medical Association; National As-
sociation for Uniformed Services.

National Committee to Preserve Social Se-
curity and Medicare; National Guard Asso-
ciation of the United States; National Med-
ical Association; National Military Family
Association; National Order of Battlefield
Commissions; Naval Enlisted Reserve Asso-
ciation; Nebraska Medical Association; Ne-
vada State Medical Association; New Hamp-
shire Medical Society; New Mexico Medical
Society; Non Commissioned Officers Associa-
tion; North Carolina Medical Society; North
Dakota Medical Association; Ohio State
Medical Association; Oklahoma State Med-
ical Association.

Oregon Medical Association; Pennsylvania
Medical Society; Renal Physicians Associa-
tion; Reserve Enlisted Association; Reserve
Officers Association; Rhode Island Medical
Society; Society for Cardiovascular
Angiography and Interventions; Society for
Maternal-Fetal Medicine; Society for Vas-
cular Surgery; Society of Critical Care Medi-
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cine; Society of Gastrointestinal and
Endoscopic Surgeons; Society of Gynecologic
Oncologists; Society of Hospital Medicine;
Society of Interventional Radiology; Society
of Medical Consultants to the Armed Forces.

South Carolina Medical Association; South
Dakota State Medical Association; Ten-
nessee Medical Association; Texas Medical
Association; The Endocrine Society; The Re-
tired Enlisted Association; The Society of
Thoracic Surgeons; United States Army
Warrant Officers Association; USCG Chief
Petty Officers Association; Utah Medical As-
sociation; Vermont Medical Society; Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars; Washington State
Medical Association; West Virginia State
Medical Association; Wisconsin Medical So-
ciety; Wyoming Medical Society.

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

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair reminds Members on both sides
of the aisle to direct their remarks to
the Chair.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I’'m not used to dealing with a warm
and fuzzy PETE STARK. I have to admit
that was a very good speech.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to my
good friend from Michigan from the
Energy and Commerce Committee, Mr.
ROGERS.

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, the SGR fix is incredibly im-
portant, but this approach is disingen-
uous at best. Let’s go back quickly.

In 2008 the Medicare Improvement for
Patient and Providers Act, sponsored
by my friends on the other side of the
aisle, had a 21 percent cut to go into ef-
fect for doctors this year. Your bill,
your issue, your 21 percent. And you
come here today knowing full well this
bill will go nowhere.

Why this is disingenuous is because 2
weeks ago, you added about 16 million
people to Medicaid that shorts doctors
hundreds of millions of dollars in reim-
bursement every single year. And, oh,
by the way, you tax doctors, and every-
thing in their operation; their costs go
up. And here’s the thing: you cut a half
trillion dollars out of Medicare, hos-
pitals, home health services, nursing
homes, hospice care. You cut Medicare
a half trillion dollars. You know this
bill will go nowhere.

This is an easy fix. Let’s work to-
gether. Let’s find some offsets. Let’s
fix it for doctors. And, by the way, let’s
go back and take back that money that
you have cut, a half trillion dollars,
out of Medicare for the lives and bet-
terment of seniors.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair reminds Members on both sides
of the aisle to address their remarks to

the Chair.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I'm delighted to yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. This bill is about

more than the reasonable desire of phy-
sicians for reimbursement rates that
cover their actual cost and fairly com-
pensate their work. It is about access
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to quality health care and your ability
to choose the doctor best for you.

When accepting new Medicare pa-
tients means losing money, fewer phy-
sicians can accept new patients. In
1997, a Republican Congress enacted a
payment formula that never worked,
and then they kept everyone guessing
year after year as to what kind of gim-
mick they would come up with in lieu
of the next year’s payment cut.

Now we have revised their flawed for-
mula and prevented what could be up
to a 40 percent cut for physicians. Our
bill will not only help seniors and the
disabled, but it will help many mem-
bers of the active duty military and
our veterans who rely on TRICARE.
Our troops should never have to worry
whether their family can get the care
and the doctor that they need.

Instead of another Republican Band-
Aid, we offer a cure for what ails the
Medicare-TRICARE formula. Today is
one time that the ‘“‘just say no” party
ought to say ‘‘yes” to good public pol-
icy, which is supported by the Texas
Medical Association and medical soci-
eties across the country.

0 1445

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON) has 1
minute remaining.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself the balance of the time.

I'd like to put into the RECORD a
statement from the vice chairman of
the American Medical Association on
March 20, 1997, where they went on
record before the Ways and Means
Committee subcommittee supporting
the current system. And now, I under-
stand and I accept what Subcommittee
Chairman STARK said, that mistakes
have been made, and I think, in hind-
sight, both sides can agree that a mis-
take has been made.

It is my opinion, and I think most of
the Republicans would share this opin-
ion, that this is not the solution. When
all you do is change which formula gets
reimbursed, either primary care or spe-
cialist, but you use the same under-
lying formula, the same lack of en-
forcement, that’s not, in my opinion, a
fix. So respectfully, I believe that we
should defeat this bill and then work
together.

I do sense some bipartisanship on
this floor. Let’s work together to come
up with a real fix. It will not be easy.
It’s not easy to come up with $350 bil-
lion. It’s not easy to allocate that. It’s
not easy to change the formula to
something that more accurately re-
flects the costs of practicing medicine
in the modern era. But, we can do it.
This is not the solution. I hope we’ll
vote this down.

As has been pointed out, this bill
isn’t going anywhere in the Senate.
This is an act, in my opinion, of paying
off a political debt to the American
Medical Association for endorsing the
larger health care bill several weeks
ago. Please vote ‘‘no.”
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STATEMENT OF THOMAS R. REARDON, M.D.,
VICE CHAIR, AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, my name is Thomas R.
Reardon, M.D. I am a general practitioner
from Boring, Oregon, and a member of the
Board of Trustees for the American Medical
Association (AMA). On behalf of the 300,000
physician and medical student members of
the AMA, I thank you for this opportunity to
testify before the Subcommittee today re-
garding Medicare physician payment issues.

A wide range of experts have independently
concluded that, despite Medicare’s clear suc-
cess in improving the health status of our el-
derly and disabled citizens, the program can-
not be sustained without fundamental re-
structuring. The Hospital Insurance Trust
Fund faces bankruptcy in five years or less,
and Medicare’s current overall expenditure
growth cannot be sustained. Medicare faces a
much more serious long-term problem as the
‘“‘baby boom’ generation ages and the num-
ber of workers paying taxes for every Medi-
care beneficiaries will decline from 3.9 cur-
rently to only 2.2 in the year 2030.

The high growth rates for many of the
services are due to a combination of factors,
including increased beneficiary demand for
new services, flaws in payment rules which
encourage high volume growth in some cat-
egories of service, insulation of most bene-
ficiaries from cost considerations, and inef-
fective approaches to cost control. However,
as the chart below indicates, physician
spending growth is well below the rate for
any other major sector of Medicare, and well
below overall Medicare growth. The AMA is
pleased that the President’s 1998 budget pro-
posal explicitly recognizes this fact.

We are also pleased that the Administra-
tion’s budget supports the development of in-
novative provider sponsored organizations in
order to offer greater choice to Medicare
beneficiaries. We believe these types of op-
tions hold the promise of enhancing bene-
ficiary choice while controlling Medicare’s
costs. The AMA also supports the President’s
investment in preventive health care to im-
prove seniors’ health status by covering
colorectal screening, diabetes management,
and annual mammograms without copay-
ments, and by increasing reimbursement
rates for immunizations to ensure that Medi-
care beneficiaries are protected from pneu-
monia, influenza and hepatitis.

Unfortunately, the Administration’s budg-
et primarily adopts the strategy of cutting
physician and other provider payments in
hopes of getting more services for less
money. We believe this approach will ulti-
mately divorce the Medicare system and its
beneficiaries from the mainstream of Amer-
ican medical care, while postponing the
major restructuring needed for Medicare’s
long-term survival. In the meantime, the
long-term problems will only grow larger, re-
quiring more draconian and expensive solu-
tions.

AMA’S PROPOSAL FOR MEDICARE
TRANSFORMATION

The AMA has a plan which addresses both
the short and long-term problems with Medi-
care, while preserving the bond of trust be-
tween a patient and physician that makes
medicine unique. The AMA’s Transforming
Medicare proposal is based on the idea of a
competitive market-driven system as the
best option for the future of the Medicare
program because it offers more choice to
senior citizens and the disabled. We must
give the patient both the opportunity and
the responsibility to make wise prospective
choices of physician and health plan, with
the reasonable opportunity to change either
if they prove unsatisfactory.

Our plan would modernize traditional
Medicare, eliminating the need for Medigap,
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while preserving the security and quality of
care beneficiaries now receive. It would cre-
ate a new MediChoice option, which would
provide a broad menu of health plan choices
for Medicare beneficiaries to choose from, in-
cluding medical savings accounts and pro-
vider sponsored organizations. And finally, it
would ensure that a healthy Medicare is
available for future generations. The AMA
would welcome the opportunity to discuss
our Transforming Medicare proposal with
the Subcommittee in greater detail at an ap-
propriate forum.

IMPROVING THE PHYSICIAN PAYMENT SYSTEM

The Administration’s 1998 budget proposal
targets $56 billion in savings over five years
from refinements to the Medicare physician
payment schedule. In particular, the Admin-
istration proposes moving to a single conver-
sion factor (CF) for the payment schedule,
and replacing the current Medicare Volume
Performance Standard (MVPS) update for-
mula with a Sustainable Growth Rate (SGR)
formula.

Under the Administration’s budget pro-
posal, the overall payment update for 1998
would be set at 1.9%, yielding an overall CF
of $36.63 in 1998. With the move to a single CF
of $36.63, surgical service payments would
fall by 10.6% compared to 1997 levels, while
primary care payments would increase by
2.4% and other service payments would in-
crease by 8.2%. The payment reductions for
surgical services are further exacerbated by
the implementation of resource-based prac-
tice expense relative value units scheduled
for 1998, as discussed below.

The AMA has consistently sought a return
to a single growth standard and conversion
factor for physician services. We adopted
this position well before any indication of
which services would benefit from multiple
standards. At our Annual House of Delegates
meeting in 1996, AMA policy was modified to
adopt a compromise that responds to two re-
alties. First, because moving to a single con-
version factor could lead to large single year
cuts for some services and specialties, we
support a transition of as close to three
years as possible. Second, because we also
recognize that one of the purposes of a tran-
sition is to allow those who face cuts time to
adjust, and that there has been ‘‘fair notice”’
of a shift to a single conversion factor, our
House of Delegates voted that the ‘‘clock
should start running”” on such a transition
on January 1, 1997.

In addition to moving to a single conver-
sion factor, the AMA supports replacing the
MVPS system of updating physician pay-
ments. There is widespread agreement that
the current method of updating physician
payments, the MVPS system, is fundamen-
tally flawed. The Congress, the Administra-
tion, and the Physician Payment Review
Commission (PPRC) have all proposed re-
placing the current MVPS update formula
with a sustainable growth rate (SGR) for-
mula, which uses real per capita gross do-
mestic product (GDP) to adjust for volume
and intensity.

The Administration’s fiscal year 1998 budg-
et proposes implementing an SGR formula,
with the volume target in the SGR formula
initially set at growth in real per-capita
GDP plus one percentage point. However, the
Congressional Budget Office (CBO) scoring of
the proposal apparently failed to yield the
targeted savings of $56 billion in savings from
the Medicare fee schedule, and the volume
allowance in the SGR was reportedly reduced
to GDP+0.

In general, the AMA supports imple-
menting the SGR approach as a needed cor-
rection for the MVPS. Fundamentally, the
question for policymakers is determining the
level of annual spending growth for physi-
cian services that best balances patient care
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needs and the federal budget. Under the cur-
rent MVPS physician update formula, the
projected Medicare payment level for physi-
cians is a steep actual decline, while hospital
and other provider payment rates go up, as
the chart below indicates. Although these
non-physician services are unlikely to see
their full projected increases, their budget
savings will be charged against this rising
baseline, while further savings from physi-
cians require even steeper cuts.

Budget reconciliation for Medicare should
reflect the fact that physician spending is
under better control than any other major
Medicare segment, and that the budget base-
line already assumes steep annual payment
cuts. Physician practice costs, as measured
by the Medicare Economic Index (MEI), con-
tinue to rise while physician reimbursement
under Medicare is projected to fall. Physi-
cians are only asking for the opportunity to
have Medicare payments keep up with the
costs of providing care to Medicare bene-
ficiaries, and are willing to accept the chal-
lenge of maintaining volume growth at cur-
rent low levels.

While we believe that MEI is the appro-
priate goal for physician updates, we under-
stand that budgetary constraints may not
presently allow for a full MEI update for
physicians. Physicians are willing to do their
part to put Medicare’s fiscal house in order,
as we have repeatedly done in the past. Phy-
sicians, who accounted for 32% of combined
physician and hospital Medicare spending
from 1987 to 1993, absorbed 43% of Medicare
provider cuts over the same time. We would
be willing to accept GDP+2 under an SGR
system as a temporary measure, if there
were assurances that this could be increased
to cover MEI once the necessary Medicare
savings were obtained. In contrast, under
GDP+0 as the Administration proposes, phy-
sician payments would continue to fall well
below MEI, as they are projected to do under
the current MVPS system.

Given a new SGR, with a realistic growth
allowance, we could also support a new ceil-
ing on positive MVPS adjustments, which
would provide direct financial benefits to the
federal budget if actual volume is below tar-
get. Moreover, the federal government re-
ceives a very real additional benefit—the
ability to pay for the payment rates needed
to maintain the viability of Medicare fee-for-
service out of reduced service volume. At the
same time, like the PPRC, we believe it es-
sential to maintain the current 5% max-
imum payment reduction from the MEI (in-
creased from 3% by OBRA 93) and to reject
Administration proposals to lower the floor
to MEI minus 8.25%.

RESOURCE-BASED PRACTICE EXPENSE

As mentioned above, many physicians face
additional extreme payment reductions due
to the implementation of the resource-based
practice expense in 1998. The Social Security
Act Amendments of 1994 requires the Health
Care Financing Administration (HCFA) to
implement a ‘‘resource-based’ practice ex-
pense component of the Medicare fee sched-
ule by January 1, 1998. That is, the payment
for this component—which represents over 40
percent of the payment for physician serv-
ices—is to be based on the actual expenses
incurred in delivering each service. Cur-
rently, the practice expense allowance is de-
rived from a formula based on the prior rea-
sonable charge payment system.

The AMA supports resource-based practice
expenses so long as they reflect actual prac-
tice expenses, but is seeking a one-year ex-
tension of the implementation date. The 1994
legislation said that HCFA should ‘‘recognize
the staff, equipment, and supplies used in the
provision of various medical and surgical
services in various settings.” HCFA con-
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tracted with Abt Associates to conduct a
two-part study of 3,000 physician practices
expenses. When the survey was pulled back
due to poor response rates, HCFA was left
without adequate data to meet the intent of
the law.

HCFA is relying primarily on data derived
from clinical practice expert panels, or
CPEPs. Early review of the recently-released
CPEP findings suggest that they contain a
number of errors. HCFA has even rejected
certain direct costs that its expert panels
found were part of the cost of surgery when
doctors supply their own staff and supplies
in hospital operating rooms. The AMA and
medical specialties are working to identify
and correct those flaws but more time is
needed.

Those who want to adhere to the current
January 1, 1998, deadline argue that any
problems can be corrected later through a re-
finement process similar to the one used
when new work values were implemented in
1992. The AMA believes this is an inappro-
priate comparison. HCFA invested nearly
three times as much time and money on the
design of new work values as it has spent to
revise practice expense values. Whereas
thousands of doctors were surveyed to come
up with the work values, in the end, there
was no broad survey of practice expenses.
Simply put, with work values, the product
being tested was much further along in the
development process than is now the case
with practice expense values.

Opponents of an extension also maintain
that there is no point in waiting another
yvear because the demise of the indirect cost
survey shows that it will never be possible to
collect this information independently. We
believe that with another year, HCFA could
develop alternative relative values that bear
some relationship to actual practice ex-
penses. There would be adequate time to
validate and correct the CPEP data. Better
indirect cost allocation methodologies could
be developed and tested. Missing data could
be collected, perhaps through an expansion
of existing surveys.

The cuts HCFA projected in January are so
extreme that they would nearly eliminate
practice cost reimbursement for some proce-
dures and specialties. Many inpatient sur-
gical procedures and two specialties could
suffer cuts of more than 80% in their prac-
tice expense values, and at least 40% in their
total payments. Under HCFA’s projections,
payments for many surgical procedures
would fall below Medicaid levels. Thus, there
is good reason to fear that if Medicare makes
deep cuts in its payments for complex proce-
dures, doctors performing these services may
find that they can no longer afford to accept
Medicare patients.

In addition, even some of the specialties
which seem relatively unscathed in HCFA’s
projections could actually experience signifi-
cant cuts if other payers pick up the new
Medicare values because the projections do
not show the impact of cuts in procedures
usually done on patients under age 65. To im-
pose such deep payment cuts based on such
spotty research seems certain to undermine
physician support for the RBRVS.

The AMA urges Congress to: (1) extend the
resource-based practice expense implementa-
tion date by one year to January 1, 1999, in
order for HCFA to incorporate data on physi-
cians’ actual practice expenses into the new
relative values; (2) direct HCFA to give phy-
sicians the opportunity to review the prac-
tice expense data and assumptions six
months prior to issuing the proposed rule;
and (3) instruct HCFA to take whatever
steps may be necessary to ensure that imple-
mentation of the new values will not have a
negative effect on physicians’ ability to pro-
vide high quality medical services to Medi-
care beneficiaries.
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OTHER PHYSICIAN PAYMENT ISSUES
Assistants at Surgery

The Administration is proposing to save
$400 million over the next five years by mak-
ing a single payment for surgery. This means
that the additional payment Medicare now
makes for a physician assisting the principal
surgeon in performing an operation would no
longer be made. Instead, the payment
amount for the operation would have to be
split between the principal surgeon and the
assistant at surgery. We believe this provi-
sion dangerously imposes financial disincen-
tives for the use of an assistant at surgery.
The AMA supports efforts to develop guide-
lines for the appropriate use of assistants at
surgery, but believes that patient -care
should not be compromised in search of
Medicare savings. The professional judgment
of surgeons regarding the need for an assist-
ant at surgery for a specific patient must be
recognized, even for operations in which an
assistant ordinarily may not be required.
Congress has considered and rejected this
proposal in the past, and we urge the Sub-
committee to reject it again.

High Cost Medical Staff

The Administration proposes to reduce
Medicare payments for so-called high cost
hospital medical staffs. This proposal is not
new. In its 1994 Annual Report to Congress,
the PPRC concluded that such a ‘“‘provision’s
disadvantages . . . outweigh its advantages.”’
The Commission went on to note that such a
provision: ‘“‘may have unintended effects on
physician behavior, including a shifting of
admissions away from hospitals with the
high-cost designation. The provision would
also increase the cost and complexity [of] ad-
ministering the Medicare program.”

In some cases, the physicians responsible
for a hospital’s medical staff being des-
ignated ‘‘high cost” for a given year might
simply take their patients elsewhere, leaving
the remaining physicians on staff to bear the
financial consequences, with potentially se-
rious repercussions for the affected hospital.
Finally, the proposal could have the effect of
inappropriately reducing payments to physi-
cians who treat a sicker patient population.
In the absence of a sound methodology to
measure differences in the severity of illness
of the patient population being treated by
the medical staff, it is too risky to put in
place a formula-driven process that could in-
appropriately lower payments for treating
patients who are more expensive to treat be-
cause they are sicker.

Centers of Excellence

The Administration proposes to expand
what it calls the ‘“‘Centers of Excellence”
demonstration project, under which Medi-
care makes a bundled payment to partici-
pating entities covering both physician and
facility services for selected conditions, such
as coronary artery bypass operations. We are
concerned that these demonstration projects
do not offer a potential increase in quality
and cost-effectiveness, and that these ‘‘cen-
ters of excellence’ in fact emphasize cost-
cutting rather than excellence. We also find
the name ‘‘centers of excellence’ inappro-
priate in that it implies that institutions
participating in this payment arrangement
provide higher quality services than non-par-
ticipating institutions.

FRAUD AND ABUSE

The AMA strongly opposes the Administra-
tion’s efforts to repeal the fraud and abuse
safeguards included in the Health Insurance
Portability and Accountability Act of 1996
(HIPAA), which would eliminate the obliga-
tion of the Departments of Justice and
Health and Human Services to issue advisory
opinions on the anti-kickback statute, re-
duce the government’s burden of proof for
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civil monetary penalties, and repeal the risk
sharing exception to the anti-kickback stat-
ute.

Fraud and abuse has no place in medical
practice and the AMA is committed to set-
ting the highest ethical standards for the
profession. For those who wish to comply
with the law, the incidence of misconduct
can be greatly reduced by setting standards
of appropriate behavior, disseminating this
information widely, and designing and im-
plementing programs to facilitate compli-
ance. HIPAA provides new and much needed
guidance by requiring HHS to establish
mechanisms to modify existing safe harbors,
create new safe harbors, issue advisory opin-
ions, and issue special fraud alerts. This
guidance will allow physicians, hospitals and
insurers to develop efficient and effective in-
tegrated delivery systems that will benefit
Medicare, Medicaid and the private health
care marketplace.

In the area of civil monetary penalties
(CMPs), HIPAA requires that the Inspector
General establish that the physician either
acted ‘‘in deliberate ignorance of the truth
or falsity of the information,”’ or acted ‘‘in
reckless disregard of the truth or falsity of
the information.”” The AMA fought long and
hard to preserve this clarified standard in
the face of huge opposition. This standard
makes the burden of proof for imposing
CMPs under HIPAA identical to the standard
used in the Federal False Claims Act, and
there is no reason that two enforcement
tools designed to address the same fraudu-
lent behavior should have different standards
of proof. Moreover, this section provides im-
portant protection for physicians who may
unwittingly engage in behavior that is im-
permissible.

Finally, the AMA strongly opposes the Ad-
ministration’s proposal to eliminate the new
risk sharing exception to the anti-kickback
law provided in HIPAA. The expansion of
managed care in today’s health care market
requires additional exceptions to the anti-
kickback laws so that more flexibility in
marketing practices and contractual ar-
rangements is afforded. The future of the
Medicare and Medicaid programs depends
upon the ability of competing plans to offer
quality alternatives to the existing program.
HIPAA provides a much needed exception to
the anti-kickback law for certain risk-shar-
ing arrangements which will facilitate the
development of innovative and cost-effective
integrated delivery systems.

CONCLUSION

Americans can no longer postpone tackling
fundamental reform of the Medicare pro-
gram. Failure to do so is certain to prove
even more costly for the millions of Ameri-
cans who expect to be able to rely on this
program in the future, as well as those work-
ing Americans who are called upon to help fi-
nance it. Simplistic budget-cutting has not
resulted in cost-control over recent years; on
the contrary, price controls have had the
perverse effect of exacerbating Medicare’s
fiscal crisis and severely threatening the
promised access of beneficiaries to medical
care.

However Medicare is reformed, it will be
our overriding goal to ensure that the
change not damage the essential elements of
the patient-physician relationship. Above
all, reform should not break the bond of
trust between a patient and physician that
makes medicine unique. By that we mean:

All patients must remain free to choose
the physician they feel is best qualified to
treat them or individually elect any restric-
tions on choice;

All patients, including those with chronic
conditions and special health or financial
needs, must have access to any needed serv-
ice covered by Medicare;
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No restrictions on information about
treatment options and no financial incentive
program can be allowed to interfere with the
physician’s role as patient advocate;

Both patients and physicians must have
complete, easily understood information
about the Medicare program, and a right to
raise questions, voice grievances, and to
have them responded to in a fair, effective
process; and

Patients must be protected from unscrupu-
lous or inept health plans, physicians, and
other providers.

Americans who depend on the Medicare
program for their medical and health care,
as well as those who will rely on it in the fu-
ture, should not have to worry about wheth-
er benefits promised them will be forth-
coming. The AMA looks forward to working
with the Subcommittee and the 105th Con-
gress in protecting Medicare for our seniors
and saving it for our children.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased at this time to recognize a dis-
tinguished member of the Ways and
Means Committee, Mr. NEAL of Massa-
chusetts, for 1 minute.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of this Medi-
care Physician Payment Reform Act,
and remind our friends on the other
side that this is similar to the 2-minute
drill. We do this every year. It’s like
the 2-minute warning in professional
football. H.R. 3961 is about preserving
patient choice, which is a fundamental
element of our health care system, and
very important to the reform measure
that we passed about a week ago.

This legislation will ensure that sen-
iors on Medicare and TRICARE across
America continue to have access to
care and to the physician of their
choice. But conversely, this bill also
provides physicians with the certainty
they need and have been missing to op-
erate their offices in a predictable way
and to continue to serve Medicare pa-
tients.

It eliminates the steep payment cut
scheduled for next year, a cut that, if it
were allowed to happen, could reduce
physician access across the country.
H.R. 3961 is a good piece of legislative
work. It increases payments to pri-
mary care providers for office visits,
and it encourages the formation of ac-
countable health care organizations. It
goes a long way in preserving the vital
patient-doctor trust contract and to
strengthening that relationship.

I urge support of this legislation.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2v2 minutes.

The Medicare system paying for doc-
tors is broken. It’s broken badly, and
on that, I don’t think there’s any dis-
agreement. The question before us
today is not whether to fix the so-
called ‘‘sustainable growth rate for-
mula,”” but how.

Time and time again, Republicans
have supported America’s doctors,
while always paying for a so-called
doctor fix. And the fact remains true
today. It’s irresponsible for the Speak-
er to force this House to choose be-
tween protecting doctors and seniors
today and protecting our children’s fu-
ture. The bill before us directly adds at
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least $210 billion to the deficit, plus an-
other 50 billion in added debt payment,
and as The Washington Post noted, the
budget gimmicks mask the true costs,
which are closer to $300 billion. So
much for health care reform not adding
one dime to the deficit.

Adding insult to injury, the bill be-
fore us doesn’t even solve the under-
lying problem with the SGR. The
Democrats’ new ‘‘targeted growth
rate” would allow doctors to face cuts
again as soon as 2011. We can and
should do better by our doctors, our
seniors and our children.

Republicans are offering a better al-
ternative, a 2 percent increase in doc-
tor and Medicare payments in each of
the next 4 years that is fully paid for,
primarily by implementing real med-
ical liability reform, a proven way to
cut wasteful health care spending.

It’s telling that our colleagues on the
other side prefer to pile up hundreds of
billions of dollars in new debt on our
children, instead of standing up to
their friends in the trial lawyer lobby.
For all of the talk about PAYGO, this
bill makes a mockery of the majority’s
so-called commitment to fiscal respon-
sibility. This is new spending and lots
of it. It should be paid for, it must be
paid for, and Republicans are offering a
way to pay for it.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. STARK. I'd like to recognize Mr.
BLUMENAUER from Oregon for 1 minute,
but pending that, I yield myself 30 sec-
onds to respond to my distinguished
colleague and ranking member of the
Ways and Means Committee that we
debated this back in July, and that all
of us agreed and voted for the fix that
we’re talking about today. And I hope
that we could continue that. It was
done on a bipartisan basis at that time.
It was probably the only part of the
bill that was bipartisan, but we did all
vote for it and voted for exactly what
we’re talking about today, and I hope
we could get those votes again.

I yield to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the
gentleman’s courtesy. This is a nec-
essary budget adjustment, the con-
sequence of the Republican gimmick
that I voted against in 1993 because it
was an artificial attempt that nobody
had an expectation we were actually
going to do. Indeed, every single year,
except one, the Republicans blinked
and kicked the can down the road.

We are facing up to the problem
today in a comprehensive way, not
holding doctors and their patients hos-
tage. Health care reform actually
moves us in the direction to be able to
reduce costs in the long term, and I'm
optimistic that what the House has al-
ready done will move us in that direc-
tion.

But whether or not reform is en-
acted, failure to pass this inflicts unac-
ceptable damage on our constituents.
This legislation gets us off the merry-
go-round. I would strongly urge my
colleagues to vote with us, my Repub-
lican friends not to vote ‘‘no,” but
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work with us with a strong, resounding
vote of support, and then work with
the Senate to adopt this reasonable
long-term adjustment.

Mr. CAMP. 1 yield 2 minutes to the
ranking member of the Health Sub-
committee, the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HERGER).

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, while I
rise today in support of reversing the
devastating Medicare cuts for physi-
cians, I also rise in opposition to pass-
ing the buck to our children and grand-
children.

Mr. Speaker, our government is fac-
ing a severe and unprecedented debt
crisis. Yet, despite the President’s
pledge that health care legislation
won’t add one dime to the deficit, we’re
voting today on a health care bill that
adds 2 trillion dimes to the debt, while
piling trillions of dollars more onto
Medicare’s unfunded liabilities.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
are tired of these budget games. Two
weeks ago, 219 Members of the Demo-
cratic majority voted to cut Medicare
by $500 billion. We could have taken a
fraction of those savings and Kkept
them within Medicare to pay for this
much-needed relief for physicians. It
would have passed with a huge bipar-
tisan vote. But, instead, the majority
decided to raid Medicare and spend the
money on a new government-run
health program.

Republicans will be offering an alter-
native to ensure that doctors in Medi-
care are paid appropriately, and pro-
tect them from frivolous medical law-
suits, all without adding to the debt.

I urge the Speaker to stop the polit-
ical games and allow the House to vote
on our responsible solution. It’s the
right thing to do for our doctors, it’s
the right thing to do for our seniors,
and it’s the right thing to do for the fu-
ture of our country.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, could I in-
quire as to the remaining time on ei-
ther side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 7 minutes
and the gentleman from Michigan has
11% minutes.

Mr. STARK. At this time, Mr. Speak-
er, I'm delighted to yield 1 minute to
the distinguished gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL).

Mr. PASCRELL. First thing we have
to get straight here is that the past ad-
ministration masked the costs of our
one-sided tax cuts in 2001 and 2003, un-
paid for; masked the costs of two wars,
never in the base budget; masked the
costs of taking care of our returning
brave soldiers. You have been the mas-
ters of masks. And now you’re advising
Democrats? Case closed.

Mr. Speaker, today we have the op-
portunity to vote on legislation for
which many of us here have hoped for
years, a permanent solution to the
flawed Medicare physician payment
formula. I implore my colleagues to set
aside partisan bickering. Each year for
the past 7 years, both Republican Con-
gresses and Democratic Congresses
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have stepped in to preserve seniors’ ac-
cess to care by preventing steep cuts to
physician payments. Each year.

The sustainable solution before us
today deserves bipartisan support. If
we’re truly serious about enacting
comprehensive health reform then we
will pass this vital legislation. Pro-
viding a realistic, long-term solution
that embraces a legitimate effort to
rein in spending while recognizing—

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. STARK. I yield the gentleman an
additional 15 seconds.

Mr. PASCRELL. To rein in spending
while recognizing the value of primary
care is a necessary foundation to true
reform. Without it, it’s like building
our house on a foundation of sand that
not only jeopardizes access to care for
45 million seniors and individuals with
disabilities but also has important con-
sequences for our entire physician
workforce.

Mr. CAMP. I yield 2 minutes to a dis-
tinguished member of the Ways and
Means Committee, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BRADY).

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
unfortunately, this conversation is not
about doctors. It’s about a budget gim-
mick to try to hide the true cost of
NANCcY PELOSI’s health care takeover.
There is a right way and there is a
wrong way to help our doctors get paid
fairly under Medicare. But because not
one dime of this bill is paid for, it
forces Americans to borrow another
$279 billion from China and pass the
bill of debt down to our grandchildren
to pay, all to hide the cost of this
health care reform in Washington.

This is irresponsible, and it’s the
wrong way. I support the Republican
alternative. We give our doctors cost-
of-living increases, but we pay for them
by chasing frivolous lawsuits that
drive up the costs of medicine out of
our system. So we help our doctors and
we help the patients at the same time.

And I want to finish with this: This
Medicare, the way we pay our doctors,
it’s a great taste, sort of a look into
the future of what happens when the
government is going to run your health
care decisions. Not paying doctors fair-
ly is how Medicare rations care today,
and it’s the main reason seniors have
difficulty finding a doctor. This is a
peek into the future when Medicare
makes budget decisions about your life
and death medical decisions. This is
the future, and it’s frightening.
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Mr. STARK. I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CAMP. At this time, Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the ranking
member of the Budget Committee and
a distinguished member of the Ways
and Means Committee, the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
there is so much irony surrounding
this bill here.

First of all, everybody knows this
bill is not going anywhere because the
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Senate already defeated a cheaper
version because it created a huge def-
icit.

I have a score from the Congressional
Budget Office which I will insert into
the RECORD that says this thing raises
the deficit by $210 billion. What’s more
ironic is that the majority, which put
in this huge PAYGO system, has just
swept it aside and decided to say, No,
the CBO is wrong, this doesn’t increase
the deficit. It costs nothing.

Why did they do that? They did that
because they’re trying to pass this
health care bill and suggest that it
doesn’t cost anything.

I have a letter from the CBO today
that simply says when you merge these
bills together—because they are to-
gether; in fact, this doc fix bill was in
the original bill in the first place—that
it raises the deficit, now and into the
future. It adds more than many dimes
to the deficit now and into the future.
It breaks the President’s pledge and
promise on how health care reform will
be conducted.

What is even more ironic are the doc-
tors who are telling us to fix this—and
we all want to fix this—is that we can’t
even bring a bill to the floor to fix it
without raising the deficit. That’s
irony.

What I also find especially ironic are
that some physicians say fix this but
then create this new system, which is
basically to have Medicare for every-
body else. So if they think the SGR is
a problem now, just wait until you see
this system writ large throughout all
of American health care. That is a mis-
take.

We should do this in a bipartisan
way, fix it without cranking a huge
hole in the deficit, and if the majority
would have allowed us to bring a bill to
do that, we could have done just that.
It’s cynical. We know this bill is not
going anywhere. So let’s get back to
work and fix this problem without
cranking up a huge hole in the deficit.

Mr. STARK. I yield myself 30 sec-
onds, Mr. Speaker, just to remind the
distinguished gentleman from Wis-
consin that he and 14 of his colleagues
voted for this bill in the Ways and
Means Committee last July.

I don’t mind mixing it up with the
health care reform, but it’s not. It’s
the doctor fix.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. STARK. In just a moment, yes.

The important thing is that if we
move this aside, we’re correcting the
mistake that was made. Let’s forget
about who made it. It was there.

Now this may not be the end-all cor-
rection, but there is no reason that we
couldn’t come back next year if we find
that the formula doesn’t work.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. STARK. I will yield myself an
additional 30 seconds.

If we don’t do it and we do the 4-year
fix that you, MIKE, suggested, or the 3-
year, and then it doesn’t work, we will
have $400 billion to correct.

The
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My point is this. If we could remove
it for a moment from the discussion on
the overall health reform bill—which
we can have a spirited discussion on—
this is a technical fix which all of your
members supported on a bipartisan
basis.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. STARK. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. If you recall
during the debate, at the time we said
we should be paying for this and let’s
come together to find a solution to fix
this without raising the deficit. This
was inside of your health care bill to
begin with. So it’s difficult to say that
these two things aren’t connected.

Mr. STARK. Well, as I say, the gen-
tleman supported it a few months ago.

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I'd like to
yield 1 minute to the gentlelady from
Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY).

Ms. BERKLEY. I thank the gen-
tleman from California for yielding me
the time.

I have had the fastest growing senior
population in the United States for
many decades in a row. My seniors
need health care and they need to be
able to see a doctor. But every year
when we get to the end of the year, we
play this ridiculous game of whether or
not we’re going to provide a doctors fix
and be able to reimburse the doctors
for seeing our senior patients under the
Medicare program. And every year I re-
ceive telephone calls from doctors in
the Las Vegas area telling me that if in
fact they don’t get reimbursed as they
should, that they will not be able to
continue seeing Medicare patients.

Now, short of me going to medical
school so I could go home and take
care of the seniors in my district when
I go home on the weekends, we better
figure out a way of adequately reim-
bursing the doctors—not doing it on a
year-to-year basis which gives them an
accounting nightmare—and being able
to provide stability for the Medicare
system so that the millions of seniors
in this country that depend on the
Medicare program for their health care
needs to be met, that we are able to
meet them. I urge that we support this
bill.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to a distinguished member of
the Ways and Means Committee, the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. BROWN-
WAITE).

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi-
tion to the Medicare Physician Pay-
ment Reform Act.

Let me be clear. We all want to fix
the flawed physician reimbursement
rate. Without a fix, physicians around
this country may be closing their prac-
tices and turning seniors away. This is
an extremely serious matter. However,
Democrats are using physicians and
seniors as political pawns and playing
games with people’s livelihoods. It’s
unconscionable that the AMA traded
their support for $210 billion.
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The Congressional Budget Office has
said that this bill will increase Medi-
care part B premiums to our Nation’s
seniors by $50 billion. This bill will add
nearly a quarter of a trillion dollars to
our Nation’s exploding deficit. My con-
stituents want to know how in God’s
name are we ever going to pay this
debt down. I am one of the few Repub-
licans who voted for PAYGO, and I'd
like to see it being used instead of reg-
ularly waived as it is here.

This bill is fatally flawed, and I urge
my colleagues to follow the lead of the
Senate and reject this bill so we can
work together on a solution.

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

Mr. CAMP. I yield 1%2 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ROSKAM),
a distinguished member of the Ways
and Means Committee.

Mr. ROSKAM. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Can you imagine what it would be
like if this House at this time took
President Obama’s admonition seri-
ously? A couple days ago he said this
on his trip to China:

It’s important, though, to recognize
that if we keep on adding to the debt,
even in the midst of this recovery, that
at some point people could lose con-
fidence in the U.S. economy in a way
that could actually lead to a double dip
recession.

Can you imagine what would happen
if this House came together and said,
No, no, no, no, no. We're actually going
to take this seriously. We’re going to
deal with this debt question, and we’re
going to lean into it in such a way that
gives, what, a buoyancy to the Amer-
ican economy as opposed to continuing
to drag down.

With all due respect to the majority
leader when he was on the House floor
a bit ago, he argued, in essence, don’t
worry about it because it’s in the
President’s budget. Well, think about
where that takes you. The President’s
budget is the problem. The President’s
budget doubled our national debt in 5
yvears and will triple that debt in 10
years, which is one of the reasons why
Americans are so increasingly con-
cerned.

Look, we all come together and we
know the physicians need to be com-
pensated fairly. We know that seniors
ought not bear this burden. But why
not work together to take the Presi-
dent’s admonition seriously to take the
debt question seriously and come up
with a real fix?

Mr. STARK. I reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 3% min-
utes, and the gentleman from Michigan
has 5% minutes.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to a distinguished member of
the Ways and Means Committee, the
gentleman from Louisiana, Dr.
BOUSTANY.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, as a
physician I know directly about access
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problems that our seniors are having.
Clearly we must protect seniors’ access
to physicians of their choice. I also
know directly about the flawed for-
mula for physician reimbursement. We
all want to deal with it.

What we need to do is repeal the
flawed SGR formula and replace it with
a more equitable reimbursement for
physicians that is paid for. This bill ig-
nores over $200 billion in added deficit
spending. It continues the same price-
controlled formula for physicians. And
it does not eliminate—let me repeat—
it does not eliminate the tendency for
physician cuts. Instead of providing a
realistic, long-term solution, this bill
spends borrowed money and basically
increases the Medicare shortfall by $1.9
trillion.

I urge my colleagues, let’s get real
about this. I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘“no” on this bill. Let’s support a
real solution that protects patient ac-
cess to a physician of their choice.
Let’s support a real solution that’s
honest with physicians and treats them
fairly, and a solution that avoids mas-
sive debt passed on to our children and
grandchildren.

Vote “‘no’” on this bill.

Mr. STARK. I yield myself such time
as I may consume, Mr. Speaker, to re-
mind my distinguished friend from
Louisiana that the American College of
Cardiology, the Louisiana Medical As-
sociation, and most every medical as-
sociation in the United States has en-
dorsed the legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Parliamen-
tary inquiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
clause 10 of rule XXI, what is known as
the pay-as-you-go or PAYGO rule, pro-
vides a point of order against direct
spending or revenue legislation that
would increase the deficit, and the bill
before us today increases the deficit by
$209.6 billion according to the Congres-
sional Budget Office. While there is no
authority to reduce the estimated cost
of legislation in the rules adopted by
the House at the beginning of the 111th
Congress, am I correct that the House
has effectively modified the applica-
tion of this rule on two separate occa-
sions with respect to its application to
Medicare legislation?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In addi-
tion to its adoption of standing rules
on January 6, 2009, the House has fur-
ther exercised its rulemaking author-
ity in section 421 of the current budget
resolution, Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 13, and in section 2 of House Reso-
lution 665.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Further par-
liamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his inquiry.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. The first
modification was made by the con-
ference report on the FY 2010 budget
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resolution adopted on April 29, 2009.
Am I correct that the budget resolu-
tion provided authority to reduce
CBO’s deficit estimate of this legisla-
tion by up to $38 billion?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman alludes to section 421(a)(2)(A) of
the budget resolution, which the Chair
will not characterize. The text speaks
for itself and may be addressed by
Members in debate.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Further par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. My under-
standing is that on July 22, in passage
of that PAYGO bill, that the budget
resolution was modified to allow the
CBO estimate of the cost of the legisla-
tion to go up to $284 billion which
could not be counted. Am I correct
that even though the Congressional
Budget Office says that this bill raises
the deficit by $209.6 billion, the rule in
place right now gives the chairman of
the Budget Committee the ability to
simply say that this costs nothing,
that the score is zero.

Am I correct in saying that?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is
not a parliamentary inquiry. Such
commentary may be presented by the
gentleman in his own voice by remarks
in debate.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I thank the
Chair.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I am pleased to yield 12 minutes
to the distinguished gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE).

(Mr. ETHERIDGE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
and for this bill.

You know, folks, Medicare is a vital
lifeline for our seniors, but it’s worth-
less if doctors can’t afford to see Medi-
care patients. Seniors should be able to
see the doctors they prefer, and fixing
the doctor payment system will make
sure that they have access to high
quality care from people that they
trust.

Countless doctors in my district have
told me that they’re happy to treat
seniors, but they risk going out of busi-
ness with current Medicare payments.
We must make sure that they continue
to be able to treat patients.

By fixing the doctor payment issue
and including PAYGO, Congress is end-
ing budget gimmicks and the reckless
borrow-and-spend policies of the last
decade.

I strongly support this bill, and I
urge my colleagues to join me in
strong support of our seniors and the
physicians who keep them healthy.

Mr. Speaker, this bill deserves every
Member’s support.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

0O 1515

When we reviewed this debate on this
physician payment formula fix, clear-
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ly, this is something that we, both
sides, agree needs to be addressed. But
as you look at how this has evolved,
initially this provision was part of the
Pelosi-Obama health care bill. But
when that 2,000-page bill came in at $1
trillion, this was pulled out, and then
it was made a separate bill that be will
magically merged into ObamaCare as
that moves over to the Senate. And we
have experts who have said this provi-
sion alone, without being paid for,
could add to Medicare’s unfunded li-
ability as much as $1.9 trillion over a
T5-year period. And obviously, with
Medicare, we are looking at the long
term. Given that there is already a $39
trillion hole in Medicare, this ends up
making a commitment that will be
borne by our children and grand-
children.

We believe that we should have the
opportunity to offer an alternative
that would be paid for, as every alter-
native over the years has been. And I
know the other side has cited this vote
in committee. That vote was simply, in
the context of full health care reform,
saying that health care reform needed
to be paid for and we needed to be fis-
cally responsible.

We think this is a very important
issue. Certainly, the public has weighed
in on this incredible explosion in the
debt over these last few months. And
we believe that it is irresponsible to
bring this bill to the floor, to make us
choose between doctors and seniors and
our children, and we believe that an al-
ternative that is fully paid for is the
right way to go.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
JACKSON-LEE) for a unanimous consent
request.

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Thank
you very much, Mr. STARK.

I rise to support H.R. 3961 because it
provides a payment for our doctors, al-
lows seniors to keep their doctors, and
is paid for.

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to stand before
you today in support of the Medicare Physi-
cian Payment Reform Act. This bill, which will
finally put an end to the cycle of threats of
larger and larger fee-cuts followed by short-
term fixes, is long overdue. This bill will repeal
a 21 percent fee reduction that currently
scheduled right around the corner, January
2010.

Given the fact that Healthcare reform has
been, and still is, a very lively and relevant
topic over the recent months, the timing of this
bill is apropos in that is intended to make our
nations healthcare system more efficient. The
importance of this bill is evidenced by its wide-
spread support from a range of organizations
representing both patients and doctors, includ-
ing the American Medical Association, AARP,
and the American Academy of Family Physi-
cians just to name a few. Their support shows
that there has been a need for better manage-
ment of the Medicare system, and this bill pre-
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sents the sustainable solution that physicians
and patients alike have been looking for.

Proper management of Medicare funding
ensures that the Medicare system will be able
to properly support the medical needs of its in-
tended beneficiaries. This bill will help promote
the use of primary care and give access to the
use of primary care practitioners in Medicare
and throughout the healthcare system. By pro-
viding incentives to physicians, this bill will
also encourage integrated care and increased
communications amongst doctors on the care
of their specific patients. These improvements
to the Medicare system will result in a higher
quality of care and ultimately, a healthier pop-
ulation of patients.

With so many Americans currently unin-
sured or receiving inadequate healthcare, it is
paramount that the funds set aside to support
Medicare are used wisely to provide the best
possible care for patients.

In my home state of Texas, the need for a
more efficient healthcare is more prevalent
now than ever. One in four Texans, about 5.7
million people, or 24.5 percent of the state’s
population, has no health insurance coverage.
An estimated 1,339,550 Texas children—20.2
percent of Texas children—are uninsured. Ac-
cording to the U.S. Census Bureau, Texas has
the nation’s highest percentage of uninsured
residents. This poses consequences for every
person, business and local government in the
state who bear extra costs to pay for uncom-
pensated care. If Medicare funding is allowed
to be cut or capped, the number of uninsured
will grow dramatically.

| realize that we must consider budgetary
concerns while we champion the push for bet-
ter quality healthcare, and the Medicare Physi-
cian Payment Reform Act does just that. It
was drafted with fiscal responsibility in mind.
We want to protect both the medical and fiscal
health of our people and this bill takes steps
to do just that. The cost of the bill is already
included in the House-passed and President’s
budgets. This money represents the ongoing
care and maintenance of the Medicare pro-
gram. The legislation fully complies with the
House-passed PAYGO requirements because
the PAYGO legislation explicitly accommo-
dates physician reform legislation that is de-
signed to maintain current spending. As such,
the bill, while it contains new reforms, rep-
resents continuation of an existing policy rath-
er than new spending. H.R. 3961 will be cou-
pled with Statutory PAYGO legislation when it
is sent to the Senate.

The cost of addressing this problem will only
grow in the future. In 2005 a permanent freeze
for physician payments was scored as costing
$48.6 billion; today, a policy with a similar
score costs $210 billion. Delays today mean
larger and larger price tags in the future and
continuing damage to the Medicare program.
Therefore prompt action on this issue is nec-
essary and must be taken.

As we talk about fixing the issue of Medi-
care payments to physicians, this raises simi-
lar fixes that | proposed in H.R. 3962—The
America’s Affordable Health Choices Act of
2009. Specifically, | proposed two changes to
Section 1156 of H.R. 3962, to prevent existing
physician-owned hospitals from being forced
out of business, amendments that enjoyed bi-
partisan support. First, to avoid harming exist-
ing physician-owned hospital projects, | pro-
posed extending the date of the
grandfathering provision of Section 1156 to
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January 1, 2011 and by strengthening the re-
quirements for Hospitals to qualify for an ex-
tension. Next, | suggested that we extend the
cut-off date for determining the baseline num-
ber of beds and procedure rooms for purposes
of the expansion prohibition (currently, date of
enactment) to the same date proposed or the
grandfathering provision.

Along with this, | share the concerns of
health advocates that, as is, the public option
in H.R. 3962 is not equipped to provide real
competition to large mega insurance plans. As
such, | proposed that H.R. 3962 incorporate
Congressman KUCINICH’s proposal to allow
states to choose public insurance options
more robust than the Federal plan.

| look forward to working with the leadership
going forward to fix these items along with a
system that each year cuts Medicare reim-
bursements to Physicians.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of the time.

I again encourage my friends on the
other side of the aisle to support this
fix for the physician reimbursement. It
was correct originally in our major
health reform bill. The reason it was
separated, I would have to admit, was
purely political. We had to abide by the
President’s request that we did not ex-
ceed certain costs, and we separated it
for that.

For those of you who suggest that
the Senate may do nothing with this,
I’'m afraid we have to leave that to the
American Medical Association and
America’s physicians. They will have
to pressure the Senate to add this at
some point in their deliberations. I
think it’s beyond us to do that, and my
suspicion is that with the more than
150 medical societies around the coun-
try, they will be able to importune our
friends on the other side of the Capitol.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that we will
see a format of this bill facing us from
the other side. I hope we do. We are
talking about postponing any length of
time increases, whether it’s 4 years and
we get $400 billion, whether it’s a cou-
ple of years and we get $200 billion,
there was a mistake made. The distin-
guished gentleman whom the current
ranking member and I know so well is
no longer with us. He is probably
chuckling up his sleeve at the angst he
has caused us.

But we recognize the mistake. We did
try to fix it. We did try to fix it on a
bipartisan basis. I know there are other
issues that are tangential to this. I
hope we can put these aside today.
Take care of the physician fix. Hope-
fully we’ve got the formula right. As I
said earlier to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, we might not
have it perfect, but we have some time
in the next year or 2 to make those ad-
justments. I commit to you that we
certainly will, and I hope that you
would work with us to help correct it if
that comes in the future so we can set
this aside. It’s a separate debate.

We are going to have a long and
strenuous debate on health care reform
as we go down toward the end of the
year and into next year. And I look for-
ward to that. But I would like to see
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this set aside so that we can see that
the physician payment fix, which we
all know has been facing us for years,
is ended today and that we pass this
bill.

I thank my friends on the minority
side for their kindness in this debate
and, Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of the
bill.

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong support of H.R. 3961, the Medicare
Physician Payment Reform Act of 2009. Over
this past summer, physicians in my district
consistently stressed the need to reform our
flawed Medicare reimbursement formula to en-
sure continued access to care for our Medi-
care beneficiaries. | could not agree more. For
the last several years, Congress has had to
act to reverse reimbursement reductions that
would have prompted many doctors to close
their doors or refuse to see more Medicare
beneficiaries. If we do not act today, physi-
cians serving Medicare patients will see a 21
percent reduction in their reimbursements next
year. A cut of this magnitude will reduce ac-
cess to physicians for Medicare beneficiaries
throughout the country. Today, we in the
House of Representatives are demonstrating
our commitment to permanently fixing this
problem.

| am pleased that H.R. 3961 will eliminate
this steep payment cut scheduled for 2010
and protect access to care for seniors and
people with disabilities into the future. It will
also help protect access for our men and
women in uniform and their families, since
physician payment rates in TRICARE are tied
to those used by Medicare. By providing a
boost to primary care providers through in-
creased payments for evaluation and manage-
ment services, such as routine office visits, we
help our physicians and patients focus on pre-
ventive measures and general wellness.
Above all, this important legislation will ensure
fair and adequate payment for physicians who
participate in Medicare.

The American Medical Association, AARP,
the Military Officers Association of America,
the American Academy of Family Physicians,
the American College of Physicians, the Amer-
ican College of Surgeons, the Center for Medi-
care Advocacy, the Medicare Rights Center,
and the National Committee to Preserve So-
cial Security and Medicare support this legisla-
tion. Like them and many of my colleagues, |
too support comprehensive reforms to Medi-
care physician payments that enhance effi-
cient and high-quality care for beneficiaries
that protect their choice of physicians. For
these reasons, | urge my colleagues to vote in
favor of H.R. 3961.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| rise today in support of H.R. 3961, the Medi-
care Physician Payment Reform Act of 2009.

This important piece of legislation will repeal
the 21 percent physician payment cut, which
is scheduled to go into effect on January 1
and replace it with a 1.2 percent increase for
next year.

It has been over a decade since the physi-
cian fee schedule was put in place to help
control increases in Medicare payments to
physicians. The Medicare program reimburses
physicians who treat seniors using a complex
formula that is based on a number of factors.

Unfortunately, payments for physician serv-
ices matched the SGR and expenditure tar-
gets for only the first 5 years. Since then, the
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actual expenditures have exceeded the target
by so much that the system is no longer real-
istic.

As we have learned in recent years the for-
mula reduces payments to physicians when
the economy goes down—a time when doc-
tors are least able to absorb the extra costs.
These payment reductions have caused many
physicians to hold off on accepting new Medi-
care patients, withdraw from the program, or
retire altogether.

In areas like mine that rely heavily on Medi-
care and Medicaid, we probably will not be in
a situation where doctors stop taking Medi-
care. Rather, we will see access problems
created by gap from physician retirements that
is not filled by new crops of doctors willing to
take Medicare patients. If we reach that point,
Medicare will have failed in its mission to pro-
vide equality in access to health care for our
senior citizens.

We passed H.R. 3962, the Affordable
Health Care for America Act a couple of
weeks ago, but we cannot successfully imple-
ment health care reform if we do not reim-
burse our physicians correctly. It is time for
Congress to intervene and revamp the SGR
formula and pass H.R. 3961.

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 3961, the Medicare
Physician Payment Reform Act. This vital
component to health care reform will finally
eliminate the widely criticized Sustainable
Growth Rate, or SGR, and implement a new,
fairer system to pay our doctors and protect
and strengthen Medicare for all our seniors.

Originally enacted in 1997, the SGR has
been, in my opinion, an attempt to balance the
budget on the backs of doctors and other pro-
viders, and this is not acceptable. Not only
has the SGR failed to curtail spending, but in
some cases it incentivizes volume of services
instead of quality of care, and it may be expe-
diting the shift from primary care services to
specialty and sub-specialty services. As you
well know, Mr. Speaker, the alarming shortage
of primary care physicians remains one of the
most pressing challenges to our health care
system.

Make no mistake: passing this bill today is
of the utmost importance for our seniors and
our physicians. Since 2001, doctors have
faced cut after cut in their Medicare reim-
bursements due to the flawed SGR. Each
time, Congress stepped in at the 11th hour to
block the cuts and provide increases to their
pay to ensure that seniors can continue to see
the doctors of their choice under Medicare.

We are facing the same alarming situation
now due to the SGR. Doctors are facing a
crippling cut of 21 percent in January 2010.
Let me repeat that number so all my col-
leagues who intend to vote against this bill
can hear this loud and clear. Doctors who
care for our seniors are facing a 21 percent
cut in their pay. It doesn’t take an economist
to know that if doctors face a 21 percent cut
in their salary, they will stop taking Medicare
patients.

| can’t speak for my colleagues, but | will
say this. When | came to Congress 3 years
ago, | vowed to strengthen and protect Medi-
care for my seniors, and that means fixing
once and for all the way we pay our doctors
under Medicare. By passing this bill, seniors
will not have to lose another night of sleep
over whether they can be treated by the doc-
tor of their choice. This bill will bring peace of
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mind to thousands of seniors and health care
professionals in South Florida.

This important legislation builds on the crit-
ical reforms that we passed in H.R. 3962, the
Affordable Health Care for America Act, which
will finally close the donut hole for seniors en-
rolled in Part D, allow for drug price negotia-
tion in Medicare, and eliminate copayments for
vital preventive services to our seniors. Com-
bined with this permanent fix to the way we
pay doctors, this Congress is following through
on our promises to our seniors and strength-
ening Medicare for years to come.

This bill will also include an important com-
ponent to reducing the federal deficit. The
“pay as you go” principle of budget discipline
requires Congress to offset any new spending
with either cuts to existing programs or in-
creases in revenue. It was in place during the
1990s when Congress balanced the budget
and actually ran a budget surplus. Pay-Go
was allowed to expire and now we have the
situation we are in now.

As a deficit hawk, | am absolutely com-
mitted to balanced budgets and reducing our
deficit. | am a very strong supporter of writing
pay-as-you-go requirements into law. This is a
common-sense principle that families follow
around their kitchen tables every day, and the
government should be no different. We can
only buy what we can afford, and nothing
more.

| urge my colleagues to support H.R. 3961.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of this legislation. The bill before us
today would accomplish two very important
things—provide a long-term fix to the Medi-
care physician reimbursement problem and
implement statutory pay-as-you-go, PAYGO,
rules will promote long-term fiscal responsi-
bility for our nation.

Permanent reform of the flawed Medicare
physician payment formulas is necessary to
ensure that beneficiaries can see their doctor
of choice and protect access to care. Con-
sistent with the House Budget Resolution and
President Obama’s recommendation, this bill
uses realistic and responsible assumptions
about future Medicare spending on physician
services. The choice is clear: We need to fix
this problem honestly today and not continue
to kick the can down the down the road.

As we put Medicare physician payments on
a sustainable path, so must we tend to the fis-
cal health of our Nation. The day President
Obama was sworn into office, he inherited
huge deficits and exploding debt in this coun-
try. The previous administration wanted to put
everything on our national credit card and ask
future generations to pay for it. It is the legacy
of this irresponsible spending that has left us
with today’s historic Federal debt.

Fortunately, there is a time-tested solution
for bringing our budget back into balance:
PAYGO budget rules. We have had the ben-
efit of PAYGO in the past. For example, when
the PAGYO rule was in place in the 1990s,
our Federal budget went from record deficits
to record surplus. In fact, when President Clin-
ton left office, CBO projected that America
would have an $800 billion surplus this year.
However, when Congress abandoned PAYGO
in 2002, the Federal debt exploded. Today, we
are saddled with a $1.4 trillion deficit.

Digging out of this economic ditch will take
time, but it is important that we put our econ-
omy on a long-term, sustainable path. PAYGO
will do that by requiring policies that result in
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revenue reduction or increased mandatory
spending be offset over the next 5 and 10
years. It will force Congress to evaluate the
tradeoffs inherent in its financial decisions and
make hard choices, just like any family in
America.

Mr. Speaker, with this legislation, we will be
putting our country on a path of fiscal respon-
sibility. Let's tell our children and grand-
children that we’re going to take some respon-
sibility. 1 urge my colleagues to support this
important legislation.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of H.R. 3961, the Medicare Physician
Payment Reform Act of 2009. This legislation
will prevent a scheduled 21 percent Medicare
payment cut to physicians, while providing a
long-term fix to the flawed Medicare reim-
bursement formula that has threatened access
to care for over a decade.

Congress has made unprecedented strides
this year in the fight to reform our nation’s
health insurance system. On November 7, |
was proud to support the first comprehensive
health reform bill to pass the House in several
decades. This was an historic achievement,
but we have more work to do. Low Medicare
reimbursement rates have made it difficult to
retain qualified doctors in Rhode Island, par-
ticularly those who practice primary care. This
is not just a problem for Rhode Island’s sen-
iors; it is an issue that affects every patient in
Rhode Island and throughout the country.

The Medicare Sustainable Growth Rate for-
mula, or SGR, was a cost control measure in-
stituted in 1997 that has required repeated
cuts in physician reimbursements that don’t re-
flect the true costs of care. Since 2002, Con-
gress has recognized this fact and passed
yearly fixes to prevent these cuts from taking
effect. If left unresolved, this problem will re-
sult in a total reimbursement cut of 40 percent
to doctors by 2016, the same time period dur-
ing which we will see even more baby
boomers entering the Medicare program.

H.R. 3961 replaces the pending 21 percent
fee cut with an update for 2010 based on the
Medicare economic index, estimated at 1.2
percent. Beginning in 2011, the update adjust-
ment factor would be based on spending for
each category of service since 2009, wiping
the slate clean from the onerous accrual of
cuts that have loomed over doctors for years.
In addition, it provides an extra growth allow-
ance for primary care services to promote ac-
cess to primary care practitioners in Medicare
and throughout the health care system.

Successful health reform must include a
Medicare payment structure that ensures fair
reimbursement for doctors and continued ac-
cess for seniors. H.R. 3961 is a necessary
step toward achieving that goal, and | urge my
colleagues to support its passage.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong support of H.R. 3961, the Medicare
Physician Payment Reform Act.

Congress is only a few steps away from
passing a healthcare reform bill and sending it
to the President’s desk for a signature.

However the 21% cut to physician payments
under Medicare scheduled to go into effect on
January 1st is just around the corner.

We must act now to protect Medicare pa-
tient’'s access to their doctors. We must act
now to protect military and their families under
TRICARE the access to their doctors. The sta-
tus quo is not an option; we must not let these
cuts go through. Let’s stop the cuts and short-
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term patches once and for all; this is real re-
form with a real solution.

Today | will vote for the 194,510 Medicare
patients in my District. Access to healthcare is
not a privilege, it is a human right. | urge my
colleagues vote for H.R. 3961 and preserve
the access of Americans to see their doctor.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in strong support of H.R. 3961, the
“Medicare Physician Payment Reform Act of
2009.” Our seniors and veterans have worked
for affordable, quality, and accessible health
care. The bill before us, H.R. 3961, ensures
that Medicare payments fairly compensate
physicians for their services. This legislation
will ensure that doctors will be available to
treat their Medicare patients.

Over the last five years, Medicare payment
rates to doctors were set artificially low just to
keep the system from becoming insolvent.
That was the wrong approach. Instead of sav-
ing money, the system had the unintended
consequence of discouraging doctors from ac-
cepting Medicare patients. Under the “Sustain-
able Growth Rate” formula, or “SGR,” em-
ployed by the previous Administration and
Congresses, the rate of physicians’ reimburse-
ment steadily decreased in order to restrain
the growth of overall Medicare spending. So
while aggregate spending was balanced, pay-
ments to individual doctors provided minimal
incentive for them to continue treating Medi-
care patients.

Indeed, if this flawed SGR formula were im-
plemented in its current form, Medicare physi-
cians would suffer a 21 percent fee reduction
in January 2010. This would be disastrous for
Medicare patients because many of their doc-
tors would no longer be able to afford to pro-
vide them with the quality care they need.

H.R. 3961 will allow doctors to keep their
doors open to their Medicare and TRICARE
patients. Rather than being reimbursed based
on some externally constructed, faulty meas-
ure such as the SGR, doctors will be reim-
bursed based on a new measure, one that re-
flects the actual cost of the services they pro-
vide to their patients. H.R. 3961 also sets
2009 as the baseline for years to come. This
means that, rather than a steadily declining re-
imbursement, doctors will experience a reim-
bursement rate that either matches or slightly
exceeds what they received the year before.
This bill ends the cycle of fee reductions
based on an artificially constructed formula
and replaces it with a stable system that re-
flects the valuable relationship between sen-
iors and their doctors.

In my district alone, there are more than
60,000 seniors on Medicare. For them, this bill
means access to the quality care provided by
their doctor. Since doctors know they will be
reimbursed fairly for their services, they will
not feel compelled to close their doors to the
Medicare and TRICARE patients in my district.

This bill also establishes more moderate tar-
get growth rates for Medicare spending. These
target growth rates are much more realistic
than the SGR and they will not result in the
types of fee reductions like the 21 percent re-
duction that is currently threatening physi-
cians. Finally, this bill encourages integrated
care so that providers can communicate and
develop a comprehensive wellness plan that
meets the needs of each patient.

Mr. Speaker, it is not surprising that Presi-
dent Obama strongly supports H.R. 3961. He
understands the relationship between reason-
able reimbursement rates and availability of



H13306

quality care for Medicare beneficiaries. Like-
wise, the American Medical Association sup-
ports this bill because it provides physicians
with the financial stability they need to invest
in the infrastructure needed to build a health
care system that works. The AARP supports
this bill because it represents meaningful, sus-
tainable reform for the 40 million seniors it
represents.

| support this bill because it continues the
work we began this month when we passed
the historic Affordable Health Care for America
Act. This necessary and timely reform benefits
our seniors and our veterans. As we approach
the Thanksgiving holiday, the security and
peace of mind that this legislation will bring to
our seniors and veterans is something for
which we can all be thankful. | urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 3961.

Mr. POSEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of legislation to fix the physician fee
cut. This system has been broken for more
than six years and rather than fix the problem,
previous Congresses have simply kicked the
can down the road and now physicians are
facing more than a 20 percent reduction in
payments come January 1, 2010. This is un-
acceptable.

Stopping the cut and putting physician pay-
ments on a realistic payment formula should
have been a higher priority for this Congress.
Here we are, less than one month away from
the January 1 deadline, and the Speaker fi-
nally decides to bring legislation to the floor for
a vote. Unfortunately, the bill she has brought
to the floor has many of the same short-
comings in it that S. 1776 did when the Sen-
ate rejected that bill on October 21, 2009.
That bill fell 13 votes short of the number
needed for passage, principally, because it
was not paid for and simply added hundreds
of billions of dollars to the record level national
debt.

On November 7, 2009, the House passed
comprehensive health care reform legislation
(H.R. 3962) on a 220-215 vote. That bill cre-
ates a new unsustainable health care program
that the federal government has no way to pay
for long-term. Rather than making H.R. 3962
a priority, the Congress should have first con-
sidered legislation to fix the physician payment
problem by replacing the inherently flawed
sustainable growth rate (SGR) formula. Sadly,
the majority chose the opposite path. Con-
gress should, in my view, fix the problems with
the current programs—Medicare, Medicaid,
and the State Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram (SCHIP)—before creating new programs
that we cannot afford.

In states such as Florida, which have large
numbers of seniors, the erosion of payments
under Medicare has had an adverse impact on
the ability of some seniors to have access to
good medical providers, and it makes it dif-
ficult for Florida to attract new providers.

The only reason that this bill (H.R. 3961)
has been separated out from H.R. 3962,
which passed the House two weeks ago, is
because Congressional leaders want to make
the cost of overall comprehensive health care
reform (H.R. 3962) appear less expensive.

The American people deserve better. The
most appropriate approach is to end the budg-
et games, acknowledge the realistic costs of
legislation, and find the appropriate ways to
pay the costs of the bill without adding further
to our Nation’s record debt.

Fixing the payment formula should be the
top priority for the Congress at this time, not
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an afterthought. The good news is that there
are appropriate and sufficient ways to fund the
cost of averting the 21 percent payment cut.
The question before Congress is whether the
Leaders in Congress will switch gears and put
the SGR fix at the top of the legislative agen-
da and use these offsets to fix what is broken
with Medicare, rather than playing politics and
budget games.

I will be voting for the alternative to the
Speaker's bill. This alternative will increase
physician payments by 2 percent in each of
the next four years, enact liability reforms, and
implement insurance administrative simplifica-
tion reforms to cut physicians’ administrative
costs. Overall, this is a much better and more
certain approach for physicians.

Our physicians and seniors deserve a quick
fix to this problem. Let's pass a bill that has
a chance in the Senate, rather than passing a
bill that has the same fatal flaws as a bill they
have already voted down.

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. Speaker,
| rise today in strong support of H.R. 3961, the
Medicare Physician Payment Reform Act.

We've all heard from our constituents how
important their relationship is with their doctor.
We have a system that works—over 45 million
people across the country depend on Medi-
care for that doctor-patient relationship.

Yet every year this doctor-patient relation-
ship is threatened by excessive cuts to Medi-
care reimbursement rates. Every year we wait
until the last minute to address it in Congress.
Meanwhile, patients worry that they will lose
access to their doctors. And doctors worry
about how they will be able to continue to
serve their patients.

This bill will permanently fix this problem—
so that we don’t have to put patients and their
doctors through this yearly ritual, and Medi-
care recipients will have continuous access to
their doctors. | urge my colleagues to vote yes
on this legislation.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in opposition to H.R. 3961.

It goes without saying that | recognize that
doctors are the backbone of Medicare and our
health care system in general. As such, they
must be compensated by the federal govern-
ment in a manner that allows them to recover
their expenses at the very least. | have been
very supportive of providing doctors with a fair
and equitable reimbursement for their serv-
ices.

| recognize that an increasing number of
physicians are finding it financially impossible
to treat Medicare patients and another reduc-
tion in reimbursement levels would encourage
more doctors to drop Medicare patients, en-
dangering the health of the most vulnerable of
our society—the frail elderly.

| have also been informed that nearly one-
third of physicians in America are near or
have actually achieved retirement age.

It would not take much in terms of lower re-
imbursements or additional bureaucratic red
tape to encourage them to close their prac-
tices, further limiting access to quality health
care for many older Americans.

| have supported Medicare fee “fix” legisla-
tion over the years. However, this bill is dif-
ferent. It is not “paid for” and presents another
unnecessary blow to our embattled taxpayers
and future generations of Americans.

Enough is enough! We have to stop spend-
ing borrowed federal dollars like there is no to-
morrow!
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As | stated earlier, | understand that we
must prevent the Medicare physician reim-
bursement level from being slashed by a cata-
strophic 21 percent. But the $285 billion cost
of this legislation can and must be offset.

| suggest that the unspent balance of the
failed economic stimulus bill is a great place to
start.

Mr. Speaker, | urge defeat of the bill.

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 3961, the Medicare
Physician Payment Reform Act, also known as
the Doc Fix. | am proud to represent thou-
sands of doctors who both live and work in
New York’s 14th Congressional District. Each
year, | am visited by hundreds of them and
hear from hundreds more, who are concerned
about their patient's access to care due to a
scheduled annual cut to their Medicare pay-
ments. Under the current system, when Medi-
care utilization of physicians’ services exceeds
the Sustainable Growth Rate, SGR, target,
physicians are unfairly penalized with steep
cuts in their payment update. With this bill, we
are averting a 21-percent cut in Medicare
rates while saving patient access to care by
working toward a permanent fix of the SGR.
After all, a stable and predictable payment
system for physician service delivery is critical
to preserving patient-centered care and invest-
ing in health care for the 21st century.

H.R. 3961 finally addresses the problem
with the SGR formula that plagues Congress
each year when we are forced to do a quick
fix to prevent drastic cuts to doctor payments.
This important legislation makes a critical first
step toward physician payment reform by es-
tablishing distinct growth rates and spending
targets. It establishes fairer growth targets to
keep doctors’ pay steady and erases the debt
that was produced by the short-term patches
that stopped cuts from going into effect over
the past 7 years. At the same time, it holds
physicians accountable for spending growth.
H.R. 3961 promotes primary care that can
keep Americans healthier longer by providing
an extra growth allowance for primary care
services to promote access to primary care
practitioners in Medicare and throughout the
health care system.

H.R. 3961 encourages integrated care to
ensure our doctors are communicating with
one another. When doctors speak about our
care, mistakes are avoided and quality im-
proves.

Finally, H.R. 3961 is fiscally responsible and
is paid for. This bill will not increase total pay-
ments to physicians above what they are
today and is paygo neutral.

The old system is broken, and this bill fixes
it. With the lack of predictability in Medicare
payments, older doctors with older patients re-
tire early and younger doctors are discouraged
from entering specialties that treat predomi-
nately Medicare patients. Fixing the SGR is
critical to preserving Medicare patients’ access
to care and passage of this bill is a crucial
part of health care reform. | urge my col-
leagues to vote in favor of this important legis-
lation.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of H.R. 3961, the Medicare Physician
Payment Reform Act. Unfortunately, the bill in-
cludes statutory-pay-as-you-go requirements.
Our country’s economy continues to flounder
in the worst downturn since the Great Depres-
sion, yet Congress insists on passing legisla-
tion that will constrain our ability to respond
appropriately to our economic circumstances.
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The Nation’s unemployment rate is over 10
percent, and is likely to remain high well into
the next year. The private sector is slashing
payrolls and squeezing productivity out of the
employees who remain, stubbornly refusing to
contribute to an economic recovery. The gov-
ernment must be the spender of last resort to
get Americans working again. While the Re-
covery Act has certainly helped to stave off a
more severe economic downturn, it is obvi-
ously insufficient. We have more work to do,
but pay-as-you-go requirements will only in-
hibit our ability to help our constituents.

However, Medicare is one of the most pop-
ular government programs in part because, in
contrast to private insurance plans, seniors
and people with certain disabilities can have
access to their doctor of choice. Doctors will
be less willing to participate, however, if they
are not sufficiently paid, as is the case now.
| have met with doctors and doctor represent-
atives in the Cleveland area to discuss the
issue and the urgency is clear. We must main-
tain incentives that lead to a high standard of
care. | am especially supportive of the extra
growth allowance for primary care services as
a small down payment toward addressing a
severe shortage of primary care physicians.
For those reasons, | support the Medicare
Physician Payment Reform Act.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in strong support of H.R. 3961, the Medicare
Physician Payment Reform Act of 2009.

H.R. 3961 repeals the irresponsible budget
gimmicks of the last decade, replacing a
scheduled 21 percent fee reduction for doctors
who accept Medicare with a more rational and
stable system. The new payment formula will
support primary care and encourage coordina-
tion among providers, while holding physicians
accountable for spending growth. H.R. 3961
builds on the historic health insurance reform
bill the House passed two weeks ago, which
will lower premiums, extend the solvency of
Medicare by 5 years, and close the “donut
hole” drug coverage gap.

Medicare is a vital lifeline for seniors, but it
is worthless if doctors cannot afford to see
Medicare patients. Seniors should be able to
see the doctors they prefer, and fixing the
doctor payment system will make sure they
have access to high-quality care from people
they trust. Countless doctors in my district
have told me that they are happy to treat sen-
iors, but that they risk going out of business
with current Medicare payments. We must
make sure that they continue to be able to
provide high-quality health care to Medicare
beneficiaries.

H.R. 3961 will replace the flawed physician
payment system that continually threatens ac-
cess to care for our Nation’s elderly and dis-
abled patients. Since TRICARE rates are tied
to Medicare, the current system also threatens
the health of our military families covered by
TRICARE. Fixing the system will provide phy-
sician practices with financial stability and pre-
dictability and enable them to invest in the in-
frastructure needed to build a health care sys-
tem for the 21st century.

Without Medicare physician payment reform,
the goals of health system reform will remain
out of reach. Another short-term “patch” would
only increase the severity of future cuts and
raise the costs of permanently repealing the
sustainable growth rate. Medicine can no
longer support the sort of short-term patches
that have been used in the past to postpone

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

true payment reform. By fixing the doctor pay-
ment issue and including PAYGO, Congress is
replacing the reckless borrow-and-spend poli-
cies of the last decade with responsible and
reliable budget planning.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3961 is fiscally respon-
sible and will improve the health and health
care of people across my district, North Caro-
lina, and the country. | urge my colleagues to
join me in strong support of our seniors and
the physicians who keep them healthy.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in op-
position to H.R. 3961.

Under current law, Medicare physician reim-
bursement rates are expected to be cut by 21
percent next year and by roughly 5 percent for
each of the next several years thereafter, ac-
cording to the 2009 Medicare Trustees Report.

While we can all agree that our current phy-
sician reimbursement rate is flawed, Repub-
licans and Democrats have many different
ideas about how to fix it.

Since 2003, Congress has offset the cost of
averting physician payment cuts. Unfortu-
nately, today’s legislation’s further exacerbates
the Democratic majority’s infatuation with def-
icit spending.

According to CBO, the full cost of H.R. 3961
is $260 billion, $210 billion of which is deficit
spending by the federal government. Further-
more $50 billion will be paid for by Medicare
beneficiaries in the form of higher Part B pre-
miums.

The Democrats’ health care takeover al-
ready costs over $1 trillion. In order to hide
the additional costs of that bill, the Democrats
separated this physician reimbursement rate
legislation from the larger health care bill.

It is clear that this procedural move is sim-
ply a budget gimmick by Democrats to avoid
including the full cost of this Medicare physi-
cian fix in their health care reform bill. This
trickery is insulting to Americans who are tired
of politics as usual and who are demanding
straight answers about our nation’s deterio-
rating fiscal situation.

This legislation also breaks President
Obama’s promise that health care reform
would not cost more than $900 billion. Taking
CBOQO’s 10-year score of the health care over-
haul, $1.055 trillion, and adding the cost of
this physician reimbursement fix, the total cost
of the Democrats’ health care reform would be
at least $1.3 trillion.

Mr. Speaker, | cannot support the deficit
spending in this legislation. As | stated pre-
viously, according to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, CBO, this bill would increase the
Federal deficit by more than $210 billion with
this one bill alone.

The American people know that we can’t
borrow and spend our way back to prosperity.
The path to our economic recovery starts with
fiscal responsibility in Washington. The Fed-
eral Government must follow the example set
by our Nation’s families.

Unfortunately, Democrats continue to ignore
this reality. We have accumulated a 2009 def-
icit of $1.42 trillion and a national debt of over
$12 trillion and Democrats seem determined
to dig us deeper into this debt hole.

While my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle may have concocted a scheme to
enable this bill to pass today, | hope they real-
ize that the Senate has already rejected a bill
substantially similar to this one, almost iden-
tical in cost, because of its crippling deficit im-
pact. In fact, 13 Democrat Senators opposed
it.
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Mr. Speaker, the Rules Committee is a very
powerful committee—one that determines
under what rules every bill will be brought to
the House floor. In yet another strong-armed
tactic, the majority has used yet another rule
to limit discussion and amendments offered by
Republicans. Instead of having an honest de-
bate, the Democratic majority has decided
they didn’t like the discussion, so they have
effectively decided to stifle alternative ideas
and debate. This doesn’t seem very demo-
cratic to me.

House Republicans have a better alter-
native. Our proposal, which was not given the
light of day, much less a vote, would provide:
$54 billion in savings from medical liability re-
form that would enact caps on noneconomic
damages and lawyers’ fees, encouraging
speedy resolutions of claims, and limit punitive
damages. This will reduce defensive medicine,
protect doctors from frivolous lawsuits, and
bring down the cost of health care; $5.7 billion
in savings from the creation of a pathway for
approval at the Food and Drug Administration
for bio-similar products, with appropriate pro-
tections that continue to promote innovation
while providing access to affordable drugs;
and $19 billion in savings through enacting
health insurance administrative simplification
policies such as the creation of standardized
forms and transactions.

Mr. Speaker, there is a fiscally responsible
way to solve this physician reimbursement
problem. | urge my colleagues to oppose H.R.
3961.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in re-
luctant opposition to H.R. 3961. | say reluctant
because we desperately need a real physician
reimbursement rate fix. The future of medicine
and the health of Americans, especially sen-
iors, depends on a cost-based formula to re-
imburse providers for medical expenses. This
bill, however, is not a real fix but yet another
political and budget gimmick.

The issue known as the “doctor fix” is famil-
iar to us all, but | don’t think that the majority
fully understands who suffers under inad-
equate physician pay—the American people.
CMS reimbursement rates to providers is any-
where from 30-70 percent of actual cost,
based on the specific procedure. Even the
highest CMS reimbursement is still loss to pro-
viders. It isn’'t just the doctors who suffer but
also the patients. Many doctors have to close
their door to new Medicare and Medicaid pa-
tients or face bankruptcy. This is especially
troubling in rural areas where there are limited
providers and seniors face a serious medical
accessibility problem. In Kansas, between 20—
30 percent of physicians say they will no
longer accept new Medicare patients. These
doctors, especially in rural areas, go into their
profession to help people and having to turn
away patients is a measure of absolute last
resort.

The current formula for physician reimburse-
ment is known as the sustainable growth rate,
SGR, and has little if anything to do with ac-
tual costs. That is why year after year Con-
gress passes adjustments to prevent cuts in
reimbursement rate. These adjustments are
the bare minimum that we can do, even stav-
ing off cuts for one year does not allow for
certainty in the system.

For that reason, for years several of us
have been trying to get CMS to get rid of the
SGR and instead base reimbursement rates
on actual medical costs. | brought data to
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then-Chairman Bill Thomas showing that more
and more Kansas doctors were refusing new
Medicare patients. Due to the overwhelming
evidence that this is a real problem, the House
version of the Medicare Modernization Act, the
prescription drug bill, included language direct-
ing CMS to scrap the SGR and come up with
a real reimbursement rate formula. Unfortu-
nately, the Senate stripped that provision and
subsequent efforts to enact real SGR reform
have failed.

H.R. 3961 is not real SGR reform, but rather
putting lipstick on a pig. As the Association of
American Physicians and Surgeons asserts,
“It just trades one complicated federal formula
for another, and still leaves physician pay sub-
ject to Congressional whim in the future.” The
Democrat proposal uses GDP and other fac-
tors instead of actual cost to calculate reim-
bursement rates and does nothing to prevent
the need for further congressional 1-year ad-
justments to the rate.

The Democrat health care proposals, includ-
ing H.R. 3961, do nothing to address the ris-
ing cost of health care, and indeed will cause
costs to rise faster than they do today. There
are several things we need to do to improve
access to and quality of health care, including
addressing physician reimbursement rates.
Real health reform requires addressing the
cost centers that are driving insurance costs
up, reducing provider services, and discour-
aging professionals from entering medicine.
For this reason, a recent IB/TIPP Poll revealed
that two-thirds of physicians oppose the Dem-
ocrat bills, and furthermore warn of dire con-
sequences should they be enacted. In addi-
tion, 45 percent of physicians said that they
would consider leaving their practice or take
early retirement.

I am hopeful that the Democrat leadership
will abandon this political gimmick and work
with us to address physician reimbursement
rates. This is no “Chicken Little” story. Without
congressional action, the sky will fall in, doc-
tors will be unable to participate in Medicare
and our seniors will be left without care—re-
gardless of Obamacare reforms.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of H.R. 3961, the Medicare Physician
Payment Reform Act.

H.R. 3961 would repeal the current Medi-
care Sustainable Growth Rate, SGR, formula
and save our physicians from a looming 21
percent reimbursement cut. Instead of tempo-
rarily overriding the cut as Congress has done
before, H.R. 3961 will replace the broken SGR
formula with a sustainable solution.

This bill is essential, not only for the doctors
who deserve adequate reimbursement for
services, but for the millions of Medicare
beneficiaries and members of the military and
their families, since physician payment rates in
TRICARE are tied to those used by Medicare.
With comprehensive healthcare reform on the
horizon, it's our responsibility to ensure physi-
cians are reimbursed appropriately.

H.R. 3961 is supported by a wide range of
organizations representing patients, doctors
and other providers, including the American
Medical Association, AARP, the Military Offi-
cers Association of America, the American
Academy of Family Physicians, the American
College of Physicians, the American College
of Surgeons, the Center for Medicare Advo-
cacy, the Medicare Rights Center, and the Na-
tional Committee to Preserve Social Security
and Medicare.
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This is critically needed and sound legisla-
tion and | look forward to voting in favor of
H.R. 3961 and ask my colleagues to do the
same.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 903,
the previous question is ordered on the
bill.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. GINGREY
OF GEORGIA

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I have a motion to recommit at the
desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. In
present form, I am.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
a point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A point
of order is reserved.

The Clerk will report the motion to
recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Gingrey of Georgia moves to recommit
the bill, H.R. 3961, to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce with instructions to re-
port the same back to the House forthwith
with the following amendment:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
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TITLE I—ENSURING CONTINUED ACCESS
TO PHYSICIANS IN MEDICARE
SEC. 101. IMPROVING MEDICARE PHYSICIAN PAY-
NTS.

Section 1848(d) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 1395w-4(d)) is amended by adding
at the end the following new paragraphs:

‘“(10) 2 PERCENT ANNUAL UPDATE FOR YEARS
2010 THROUGH 2013.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs
(MH(B), B)B), and (9)(B) and subparagraph
(B), in lieu of the update to the single con-
version factor established in paragraph (1)(C)
that would otherwise apply for each of 2010,
2011, 2012, and 2013, the update to the single
conversion factor shall be 2 percent.

‘“(B) NO EFFECT ON COMPUTATION OF CON-
VERSION FACTOR FOR 2014 AND SUBSEQUENT
YEARS.—The conversion factor under this
subsection shall be computed under para-
graph (1)(A) for 2014 and subsequent years as
if subparagraph (A) had never applied, sub-
ject to paragraph (11).

‘“(11) UPDATE FOR 2014 AND POSSIBLE SUBSE-
QUENT YEARS THROUGH 2019.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs
(MHB), 8)(B), and (9)(B) and subparagraph
(B), in lieu of the update to the single con-
version factor established in paragraph (1)(C)
that would otherwise apply for 2014 and, at
the Secretary’s discretion, for subsequent
years ending not later than 2019, the update
to the single conversion factor shall be such
percentage for each such year as the Sec-
retary determines will result in additional
expenditures under this title in the aggre-
gate for all such years of $26,400,000,000. Not
later than October 1, 2013, the Secretary
shall establish by regulation the method the
Secretary will use in allocating the
$26,400,000,000 under the previous sentence
between 2014 and subsequent years. Such al-
location shall be designed in a manner so
that the single conversion factor for a year
is not less than 79 percent of the conversion
factor for the previous year.

‘“(B) LIMITED EFFECT ON COMPUTATION OF
CONVERSION FACTOR FOR SUBSEQUENT YEARS.—
The conversion factor under this subsection
shall be computed under paragraph (1)(A) for
subsequent years as if subparagraph (A) had
never applied, but taking into account the
aggregate additional increase in expendi-
tures permitted under such subparagraph.’’.
SEC. 102. STATEMENT OF POLICY.

It is the policy of the Federal Government
that the sustainable growth rate formula,
upon which physician payments are based for
the Medicare program, should be perma-
nently repealed and replaced with a reim-
bursement policy that pays doctors an
amount reflecting the true cost of services
provided in a high-quality and efficient man-
ner and uses a fiscally responsibly funding
mechanism.

TITLE II—DEFICIT PROTECTION AND

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY

Subtitle A—Enacting Real Medical Liability
Reform
201. ENCOURAGING SPEEDY RESOLUTION
OF CLAIMS.

The time for the commencement of a
health care lawsuit shall be 3 years after the
date of manifestation of injury or 1 year
after the claimant discovers, or through the
use of reasonable diligence should have dis-
covered, the injury, whichever occurs first.
In no event shall the time for commence-
ment of a health care lawsuit exceed 3 years
after the date of manifestation of injury un-
less tolled for any of the following—

(1) upon proof of fraud;

(2) intentional concealment; or

(3) the presence of a foreign body, which
has no therapeutic or diagnostic purpose or
effect, in the person of the injured person.

SEC.
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Actions by a minor shall be commenced
within 3 years from the date of the alleged
manifestation of injury except that actions
by a minor under the full age of 6 years shall
be commenced within 3 years of manifesta-
tion of injury or prior to the minor’s 8th
birthday, whichever provides a longer period.
Such time limitation shall be tolled for mi-
nors for any period during which a parent or
guardian and a health care provider or
health care organization have committed
fraud or collusion in the failure to bring an
action on behalf of the injured minor.

SEC. 202. COMPENSATING PATIENT INJURY.

(a) UNLIMITED AMOUNT OF DAMAGES FOR AC-
TUAL ECONOMIC LOSSES IN HEALTH CARE LAW-
SUITS.—In any health care lawsuit, nothing
in this subtitle shall limit a claimant’s re-
covery of the full amount of the available
economic damages, notwithstanding the lim-
itation in subsection (b).

(b) ADDITIONAL NONECONOMIC DAMAGES.—In
any health care lawsuit, the amount of non-
economic damages, if available, may be as
much as $250,000, regardless of the number of
parties against whom the action is brought
or the number of separate claims or actions
brought with respect to the same injury.

(¢) NO DISCOUNT OF AWARD FOR NON-
ECONOMIC DAMAGES.—For purposes of apply-
ing the limitation in subsection (b), future
noneconomic damages shall not be dis-
counted to present value. The jury shall not
be informed about the maximum award for
noneconomic damages. An award for non-
economic damages in excess of $250,000 shall
be reduced either before the entry of judg-
ment, or by amendment of the judgment
after entry of judgment, and such reduction
shall be made before accounting for any
other reduction in damages required by law.
If separate awards are rendered for past and
future noneconomic damages and the com-
bined awards exceed $250,000, the future non-
economic damages shall be reduced first.

(d) FAIR SHARE RULE.—In any health care
lawsuit, each party shall be liable for that
party’s several share of any damages only
and not for the share of any other person.
Each party shall be liable only for the
amount of damages allocated to such party
in direct proportion to such party’s percent-
age of responsibility. Whenever a judgment
of liability is rendered as to any party, a sep-
arate judgment shall be rendered against
each such party for the amount allocated to
such party. For purposes of this section, the
trier of fact shall determine the proportion
of responsibility of each party for the claim-
ant’s harm.

SEC. 203. MAXIMIZING PATIENT RECOVERY.

(a) COURT SUPERVISION OF SHARE OF DAM-
AGES ACTUALLY PAID TO CLAIMANTS.—In any
health care lawsuit, the court shall supervise
the arrangements for payment of damages to
protect against conflicts of interest that
may have the effect of reducing the amount
of damages awarded that are actually paid to
claimants. In particular, in any health care
lawsuit in which the attorney for a party
claims a financial stake in the outcome by
virtue of a contingent fee, the court shall
have the power to restrict the payment of a
claimant’s damage recovery to such attor-
ney, and to redirect such damages to the
claimant based upon the interests of justice
and principles of equity. In no event shall
the total of all contingent fees for rep-
resenting all claimants in a health care law-
suit exceed the following limits:

(1) 40 percent of the first $50,000 recovered
by the claimant(s).

(2) 33% percent of the next $50,000 recov-
ered by the claimant(s).

(3) 25 percent of the next $500,000 recovered
by the claimant(s).

(4) 15 percent of any amount by which the
recovery by the claimant(s) is in excess of
$600,000.
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(b) APPLICABILITY.—The limitations in this
section shall apply whether the recovery is
by judgment, settlement, mediation, arbitra-
tion, or any other form of alternative dis-
pute resolution. In a health care lawsuit in-
volving a minor or incompetent person, a
court retains the authority to authorize or
approve a fee that is less than the maximum
permitted under this section. The require-
ment for court supervision in the first two
sentences of subsection (a) applies only in
civil actions.

SEC. 204. ADDITIONAL HEALTH BENEFITS.

In any health care lawsuit involving injury
or wrongful death, any party may introduce
evidence of collateral source benefits. If a
party elects to introduce such evidence, any
opposing party may introduce evidence of
any amount paid or contributed or reason-
ably likely to be paid or contributed in the
future by or on behalf of the opposing party
to secure the right to such collateral source
benefits. No provider of collateral source
benefits shall recover any amount against
the claimant or receive any lien or credit
against the claimant’s recovery or be equi-
tably or legally subrogated to the right of
the claimant in a health care lawsuit involv-
ing injury or wrongful death. This section
shall apply to any health care lawsuit that is
settled as well as a health care lawsuit that
is resolved by a fact finder. This section
shall not apply to section 1862(b) (42 U.S.C.
1395y(b)) or section 1902(a)(25) (42 U.S.C.
1396a(a)(25)) of the Social Security Act.

SEC. 205. PUNITIVE DAMAGES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Punitive damages may, if
otherwise permitted by applicable State or
Federal law, be awarded against any person
in a health care lawsuit only if it is proven
by clear and convincing evidence that such
person acted with malicious intent to injure
the claimant, or that such person delib-
erately failed to avoid unnecessary injury
that such person knew the claimant was sub-
stantially certain to suffer. In any health
care lawsuit where no judgment for compen-
satory damages is rendered against such per-
son, no punitive damages may be awarded
with respect to the claim in such lawsuit. No
demand for punitive damages shall be in-
cluded in a health care lawsuit as initially
filed. A court may allow a claimant to file an
amended pleading for punitive damages only
upon a motion by the claimant and after a
finding by the court, upon review of sup-
porting and opposing affidavits or after a
hearing, after weighing the evidence, that
the claimant has established by a substan-
tial probability that the claimant will pre-
vail on the claim for punitive damages. At
the request of any party in a health care
lawsuit, the trier of fact shall consider in a
separate proceeding—

(1) whether punitive damages are to be
awarded and the amount of such award; and

(2) the amount of punitive damages fol-
lowing a determination of punitive liability.
If a separate proceeding is requested, evi-
dence relevant only to the claim for punitive
damages, as determined by applicable State
law, shall be inadmissible in any proceeding
to determine whether compensatory dam-
ages are to be awarded.

(b) DETERMINING AMOUNT OF PUNITIVE DAM-
AGES.—

(1) FACTORS CONSIDERED.—In determining
the amount of punitive damages, if awarded,
in a health care lawsuit, the trier of fact
shall consider only the following—

(A) the severity of the harm caused by the
conduct of such party;

(B) the duration of the conduct or any con-
cealment of it by such party;

(C) the profitability of the conduct to such
party;

(D) the number of products sold or medical
procedures rendered for compensation, as the
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case may be, by such party, of the kind caus-
ing the harm complained of by the claimant;

(E) any criminal penalties imposed on such
party, as a result of the conduct complained
of by the claimant; and

(F) the amount of any civil fines assessed
against such party as a result of the conduct
complained of by the claimant.

(2) MAXIMUM AWARD.—The amount of puni-
tive damages, if awarded, in a health care
lawsuit may be as much as $250,000 or as
much as two times the amount of economic
damages awarded, whichever is greater. The
jury shall not be informed of this limitation.
SEC. 206. AUTHORIZATION OF PAYMENT OF FU-

TURE DAMAGES TO CLAIMANTS IN
HEALTH CARE LAWSUITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In any health care law-
suit, if an award of future damages, without
reduction to present value, equaling or ex-
ceeding $50,000 is made against a party with
sufficient insurance or other assets to fund a
periodic payment of such a judgment, the
court shall, at the request of any party,
enter a judgment ordering that the future
damages be paid by periodic payments. In
any health care lawsuit, the court may be
guided by the Uniform Periodic Payment of
Judgments Act promulgated by the National
Conference of Commissioners on Uniform
State Laws.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—This section applies to
all actions which have not been first set for
trial or retrial before the effective date of
this subtitle.

SEC. 207. DEFINITIONS.

In this subtitle:

(1) ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION SYS-
TEM; ADR.—The term ‘‘alternative dispute
resolution system’ or ‘““‘ADR’ means a sys-
tem that provides for the resolution of
health care lawsuits in a manner other than
through a civil action brought in a State or
Federal court.

(2) CLAIMANT.—The term ‘‘claimant”
means any person who brings a health care
lawsuit, including a person who asserts or
claims a right to legal or equitable contribu-
tion, indemnity, or subrogation, arising out
of a health care liability claim or action, and
any person on whose behalf such a claim is
asserted or such an action is brought, wheth-
er deceased, incompetent, or a minor.

(3) COLLATERAL SOURCE BENEFITS.—The
term ‘‘collateral source benefits’’ means any
amount paid or reasonably likely to be paid
in the future to or on behalf of the claimant,
or any service, product, or other benefit pro-
vided or reasonably likely to be provided in
the future to or on behalf of the claimant, as
a result of the injury or wrongful death, pur-
suant to—

(A) any State or Federal health, sickness,
income-disability, accident, or workers’
compensation law;

(B) any health, sickness, income-disability,
or accident insurance that provides health
benefits or income-disability coverage;

(C) any contract or agreement of any
group, organization, partnership, or corpora-
tion to provide, pay for, or reimburse the
cost of medical, hospital, dental, or income-
disability benefits; and

(D) any other publicly or privately funded
program.

(4) COMPENSATORY DAMAGES.—The term
‘“‘compensatory damages’ means objectively
verifiable monetary losses incurred as a re-
sult of the provision of, use of, or payment
for (or failure to provide, use, or pay for)
health care services or medical products,
such as past and future medical expenses,
loss of past and future earnings, cost of ob-
taining domestic services, loss of employ-
ment, and loss of business or employment
opportunities, damages for physical and
emotional pain, suffering, inconvenience,
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physical impairment, mental anguish, dis-
figurement, loss of enjoyment of life, loss of
society and companionship, loss of consor-
tium (other than loss of domestic service),
hedonic damages, injury to reputation, and
all other nonpecuniary losses of any kind or
nature. The term ‘‘compensatory damages’’
includes economic damages and non-
economic damages, as such terms are defined
in this section.

(5) CONTINGENT FEE.—The term ‘‘contin-
gent fee’” includes all compensation to any
person or persons which is payable only if a
recovery is effected on behalf of one or more
claimants.

(6) ECONOMIC DAMAGES.—The term ‘‘eco-
nomic damages”’ means objectively
verifiable monetary losses incurred as a re-
sult of the provision of, use of, or payment
for (or failure to provide, use, or pay for)
health care services or medical products,
such as past and future medical expenses,
loss of past and future earnings, cost of ob-
taining domestic services, loss of employ-
ment, and loss of business or employment
opportunities.

(7) HEALTH CARE LAWSUIT.—The term
““health care lawsuit’’ means any health care
liability claim concerning the provision of
health care goods or services or any medical
product affecting interstate commerce, or
any health care liability action concerning
the provision of health care goods or services
or any medical product affecting interstate
commerce, brought in a State or Federal
court or pursuant to an alternative dispute
resolution system, against a health care pro-
vider, a health care organization, or the
manufacturer, distributor, supplier, mar-
keter, promoter, or seller of a medical prod-
uct, regardless of the theory of liability on
which the claim is based, or the number of
claimants, plaintiffs, defendants, or other
parties, or the number of claims or causes of
action, in which the claimant alleges a
health care liability claim. Such term does
not include a claim or action which is based
on criminal liability; which seeks civil fines
or penalties paid to Federal, State, or local
government; or which is grounded in anti-
trust.

(8) HEALTH CARE LIABILITY ACTION.—The
term ‘‘health care liability action’ means a
civil action brought in a State or Federal
court or pursuant to an alternative dispute
resolution system, against a health care pro-
vider, a health care organization, or the
manufacturer, distributor, supplier, mar-
keter, promoter, or seller of a medical prod-
uct, regardless of the theory of liability on
which the claim is based, or the number of
plaintiffs, defendants, or other parties, or
the number of causes of action, in which the
claimant alleges a health care liability
claim.

(9) HEALTH CARE LIABILITY CLAIM.—The
term ‘‘health care liability claim’ means a
demand by any person, whether or not pursu-
ant to ADR, against a health care provider,
health care organization, or the manufac-
turer, distributor, supplier, marketer, pro-
moter, or seller of a medical product, includ-
ing, but not limited to, third-party claims,
cross-claims, counter-claims, or contribution
claims, which are based upon the provision
of, use of, or payment for (or the failure to
provide, use, or pay for) health care services
or medical products, regardless of the theory
of liability on which the claim is based, or
the number of plaintiffs, defendants, or other
parties, or the number of causes of action.

(10) HEALTH CARE ORGANIZATION.—The term
‘“‘health care organization’” means any per-
son or entity which is obligated to provide or
pay for health benefits under any health
plan, including any person or entity acting
under a contract or arrangement with a
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health care organization to provide or ad-
minister any health benefit.

(11) HEALTH CARE PROVIDER.—The term
‘“‘health care provider’” means any person or
entity required by State or Federal laws or
regulations to be licensed, registered, or cer-
tified to provide health care services, and
being either so licensed, registered, or cer-
tified, or exempted from such requirement
by other statute or regulation.

(12) HEALTH CARE GOODS OR SERVICES.—The
term ‘‘health care goods or services’’ means
any goods or services provided by a health
care organization, provider, or by any indi-
vidual working under the supervision of a
health care provider, that relates to the di-
agnosis, prevention, or treatment of any
human disease or impairment, or the assess-
ment or care of the health of human beings.

(13) MALICIOUS INTENT TO INJURE.—The
term ‘‘malicious intent to injure’ means in-
tentionally causing or attempting to cause
physical injury other than providing health
care goods or services.

(14) MEDICAL PRODUCT.—The term ‘‘medical
product’” means a drug, device, or biological
product intended for humans, and the terms
“drug”’, ‘“‘device’’, and ‘‘biological product’
have the meanings given such terms in sec-
tions 201(g)(1) and 201(h) of the Federal Food,
Drug and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 321(g)(1)
and (h)) and section 351(a) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 262(a)), respec-
tively, including any component or raw ma-
terial used therein, but excluding health care
services.

(156) NONECONOMIC DAMAGES.—The term
‘“‘noneconomic damages’ means damages for
physical and emotional pain, suffering, in-
convenience, physical impairment, mental
anguish, disfigurement, loss of enjoyment of
life, loss of society and companionship, loss
of consortium (other than loss of domestic
service), hedonic damages, injury to reputa-
tion, and all other nonpecuniary losses of
any kind or nature.

(16) PUNITIVE DAMAGES.—The term ‘‘puni-
tive damages’ means damages awarded, for
the purpose of punishment or deterrence, and
not solely for compensatory purposes,
against a health care provider, health care
organization, or a manufacturer, distributor,
or supplier of a medical product. Punitive
damages are neither economic nor non-
economic damages.

(17) RECOVERY.—The term ‘‘recovery’’
means the net sum recovered after deducting
any disbursements or costs incurred in con-
nection with prosecution or settlement of
the claim, including all costs paid or ad-
vanced by any person. Costs of health care
incurred by the plaintiff and the attorneys’
office overhead costs or charges for legal
services are not deductible disbursements or
costs for such purpose.

(18) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’” means each
of the several States, the District of Colum-
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the
Northern Mariana Islands, the Trust Terri-
tory of the Pacific Islands, and any other
territory or possession of the United States,
or any political subdivision thereof.

SEC. 208. EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.

(a) VACCINE INJURY.—

(1) To the extent that title XXI of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act establishes a Federal
rule of law applicable to a civil action
brought for a vaccine-related injury or
death—

(A) this subtitle does not affect the appli-
cation of the rule of law to such an action;
and

(B) any rule of law prescribed by this sub-
title in conflict with a rule of law of such
title XXI shall not apply to such action.

(2) If there is an aspect of a civil action
brought for a vaccine-related injury or death
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to which a Federal rule of law under title
XXI of the Public Health Service Act does
not apply, then this subtitle or otherwise ap-
plicable law (as determined under this sub-
title) will apply to such aspect of such ac-
tion.

(b) OTHER FEDERAL LAW.—Except as pro-
vided in this section, nothing in this subtitle
shall be deemed to affect any defense avail-
able to a defendant in a health care lawsuit
or action under any other provision of Fed-
eral law.

SEC. 209. STATE FLEXIBILITY AND PROTECTION
OF STATES’ RIGHTS.

(a) HEALTH CARE LAWSUITS.—The provi-
sions governing health care lawsuits set
forth in this subtitle preempt, subject to
subsections (b) and (c), State law to the ex-
tent that State law prevents the application
of any provisions of law established by or
under this subtitle. The provisions governing
health care lawsuits set forth in this subtitle
supersede chapter 171 of title 28, United
States Code, to the extent that such chap-
ter—

(1) provides for a greater amount of dam-
ages or contingent fees, a longer period in
which a health care lawsuit may be com-
menced, or a reduced applicability or scope
of periodic payment of future damages, than
provided in this subtitle; or

(2) prohibits the introduction of evidence
regarding collateral source benefits, or man-
dates or permits subrogation or a lien on col-
lateral source benefits.

(b) PROTECTION OF STATES’ RIGHTS AND
OTHER LAWS.—(1) Any issue that is not gov-
erned by any provision of law established by
or under this subtitle (including State stand-
ards of negligence) shall be governed by oth-
erwise applicable State or Federal law.

(2) This subtitle shall not preempt or su-
persede any State or Federal law that im-
poses greater procedural or substantive pro-
tections for health care providers and health
care organizations from liability, loss, or
damages than those provided by this subtitle
or create a cause of action.

(c) STATE FLEXIBILITY.—No provision of
this subtitle shall be construed to preempt—

(1) any State law (whether effective before,
on, or after the date of the enactment of this
Act) that specifies a particular monetary
amount of compensatory or punitive dam-
ages (or the total amount of damages) that
may be awarded in a health care lawsuit, re-
gardless of whether such monetary amount
is greater or lesser than is provided for under
this subtitle, notwithstanding section 202(a);
or

(2) any defense available to a party in a
health care lawsuit under any other provi-
sion of State or Federal law.

SEC. 210. APPLICABILITY; EFFECTIVE DATE.

This subtitle shall apply to any health care
lawsuit brought in a Federal or State court,
or subject to an alternative dispute resolu-
tion system, that is initiated on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act, except
that any health care lawsuit arising from an
injury occurring prior to the date of the en-
actment of this Act shall be governed by the
applicable statute of limitations provisions
in effect at the time the injury occurred.

Subtitle B—Application of Medicare
Improvement Fund

SEC. 211. APPLICATION OF MEDICARE IMPROVE-
MENT FUND.

Section 1898(b)(1) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 139iii(b)(1)) is amended by
striking ‘‘for services furnished’ and all that
follows and inserting ‘‘for services furnished
on or after January 1, 2010, $0.”’.
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Subtitle C—Pathway for Biosimilar
Biological Products
SEC. 221. LICENSURE PATHWAY FOR BIOSIMILAR
BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTS.

(a) LICENSURE OF BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTS AS
BIOSIMILAR OR INTERCHANGEABLE.—Section
361 of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. 262) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1)(A), by inserting
‘“under this subsection or subsection (k)
after ‘‘biologics license’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

(k) LICENSURE OF BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTS AS
BIOSIMILAR OR INTERCHANGEABLE.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—AnNy person may submit
an application for licensure of a biological
product under this subsection.

*“(2) CONTENT.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—

‘(1) REQUIRED INFORMATION.—An applica-
tion submitted under this subsection shall
include information demonstrating that—

‘“(I) the biological product is biosimilar to
a reference product based upon data derived
from—

‘‘(aa) analytical studies that demonstrate
that the biological product is highly similar
to the reference product notwithstanding
minor differences in clinically inactive com-
ponents;

‘“‘(bb) animal studies (including the assess-
ment of toxicity); and

‘“(ce) a clinical study or studies (including
the assessment of immunogenicity and phar-
macokinetics or pharmacodynamics) that
are sufficient to demonstrate safety, purity,
and potency in 1 or more appropriate condi-
tions of use for which the reference product
is licensed and intended to be used and for
which licensure is sought for the biological
product;

‘“(IT) the biological product and reference
product utilize the same mechanism or
mechanisms of action for the condition or
conditions of use prescribed, recommended,
or suggested in the proposed labeling, but
only to the extent the mechanism or mecha-
nisms of action are known for the reference
product;

‘“(ITI) the condition or conditions of use
prescribed, recommended, or suggested in
the labeling proposed for the biological prod-
uct have been previously approved for the
reference product;

“(IV) the route of administration, the dos-
age form, and the strength of the biological
product are the same as those of the ref-
erence product; and

(V) the facility in which the biological
product is manufactured, processed, packed,
or held meets standards designed to assure
that the biological product continues to be
safe, pure, and potent.

‘(ii) DETERMINATION BY SECRETARY.—The
Secretary may determine, in the Secretary’s
discretion, that an element described in
clause (i)(I) is unnecessary in an application
submitted under this subsection.

¢“(iii) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.—An appli-
cation submitted under this subsection—

‘(I) shall include publicly available infor-
mation regarding the Secretary’s previous
determination that the reference product is
safe, pure, and potent; and

“(IT) may include any additional informa-
tion in support of the application, including
publicly available information with respect
to the reference product or another biologi-
cal product.

‘‘(B) INTERCHANGEABILITY.—An application
(or a supplement to an application) sub-
mitted under this subsection may include in-
formation demonstrating that the biological
product meets the standards described in
paragraph (4).

‘(3) EVALUATION BY SECRETARY.—Upon re-
view of an application (or a supplement to an
application) submitted under this sub-
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section, the Secretary shall license the bio-
logical product under this subsection if—

‘““(A) the Secretary determines that the in-
formation submitted in the application (or
the supplement) is sufficient to show that
the biological product—

‘(i) is biosimilar to the reference product;
or

““(ii) meets the standards described in para-
graph (4), and therefore is interchangeable
with the reference product; and

‘(B) the applicant (or other appropriate
person) consents to the inspection of the fa-
cility that is the subject of the application,
in accordance with subsection (c).

‘“(4) SAFETY STANDARDS FOR DETERMINING
INTERCHANGEABILITY.—Upon review of an ap-
plication submitted under this subsection or
any supplement to such application, the Sec-
retary shall determine the biological product
to be interchangeable with the reference
product if the Secretary determines that the
information submitted in the application (or
a supplement to such application) is suffi-
cient to show that—

‘“(A) the biological product—

‘(i) is biosimilar to the reference product;
and

‘“(ii) can be expected to produce the same
clinical result as the reference product in
any given patient; and

‘“(B) for a biological product that is admin-
istered more than once to an individual, the
risk in terms of safety or diminished efficacy
of alternating or switching between use of
the biological product and the reference
product is not greater than the risk of using
the reference product without such alter-
nation or switch.

““(5) GENERAL RULES.—

‘‘(A) ONE REFERENCE PRODUCT PER APPLICA-
TION.—A biological product, in an applica-
tion submitted under this subsection, may
not be evaluated against more than 1 ref-
erence product.

‘(B) REVIEW.—An application submitted
under this subsection shall be reviewed by
the division within the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration that is responsible for the re-
view and approval of the application under
which the reference product is licensed.

“(C) RISK EVALUATION AND MITIGATION
STRATEGIES.—The authority of the Secretary
with respect to risk evaluation and mitiga-
tion strategies under the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act shall apply to bio-
logical products licensed under this sub-
section in the same manner as such author-
ity applies to biological products licensed
under subsection (a).

‘(D) RESTRICTIONS ON BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTS
CONTAINING DANGEROUS INGREDIENTS.—If in-
formation in an application submitted under
this subsection, in a supplement to such an
application, or otherwise available to the
Secretary shows that a biological product—

‘(1) is, bears, or contains a select agent or
toxin listed in section 73.3 or 73.4 of title 42,
section 121.3 or 121.4 of title 9, or section 331.3
of title 7, Code of Federal Regulations (or
any successor regulations); or

‘(i) is, bears, or contains a controlled sub-
stance in schedule I or II of section 202 of the
Controlled Substances Act, as listed in part
1308 of title 21, Code of Federal Regulations
(or any successor regulations);
the Secretary shall not license the biological
product under this subsection unless the Sec-
retary determines, after consultation with
appropriate national security and drug en-
forcement agencies, that there would be no
increased risk to the security or health of
the public from licensing such biological
product under this subsection.

“(6) EXCLUSIVITY FOR FIRST INTERCHANGE-
ABLE BIOLOGICAL PRODUCT.—Upon review of
an application submitted under this sub-
section relying on the same reference prod-
uct for which a prior biological product has

H13311

received a determination of interchange-
ability for any condition of use, the Sec-
retary shall not make a determination under
paragraph (4) that the second or subsequent
biological product is interchangeable for any
condition of use until the earlier of—

‘“(A) 1 year after the first commercial mar-
keting of the first interchangeable bio-
similar biological product to be approved as
interchangeable for that reference product;

‘(B) 18 months after—

‘(i) a final court decision on all patents in
suit in an action instituted under subsection
(1)(5) against the applicant that submitted
the application for the first approved inter-
changeable biosimilar biological product; or

‘‘(ii) the dismissal with or without preju-
dice of an action instituted under subsection
(1)(6) against the applicant that submitted
the application for the first approved inter-
changeable biosimilar biological product; or

“(C)(1) 42 months after approval of the first
interchangeable biosimilar biological prod-
uct if the applicant that submitted such ap-
plication has been sued under subsection
(1)) and such litigation is still ongoing
within such 42-month period; or

¢“(ii) 18 months after approval of the first

interchangeable biosimilar biological prod-
uct if the applicant that submitted such ap-
plication has not been sued under subsection
1)(5).
For purposes of this paragraph, the term
‘final court decision’ means a final decision
of a court from which no appeal (other than
a petition to the United States Supreme
Court for a writ of certiorari) has been or
can be taken.

“(7) EXCLUSIVITY FOR REFERENCE PROD-
UCT.—

““(A) EFFECTIVE DATE OF BIOSIMILAR APPLI-
CATION APPROVAL.—Approval of an applica-
tion under this subsection may not be made
effective by the Secretary until the date that
is 12 years after the date on which the ref-
erence product was first licensed under sub-
section (a).

‘(B) FILING PERIOD.—An application under
this subsection may not be submitted to the
Secretary until the date that is 4 years after
the date on which the reference product was
first licensed under subsection (a).

‘(C) FIRST LICENSURE.—Subparagraphs (A)
and (B) shall not apply to a license for or ap-
proval of—

‘(i) a supplement for the biological prod-
uct that is the reference product; or

‘‘(ii) a subsequent application filed by the
same sponsor or manufacturer of the biologi-
cal product that is the reference product (or
a licensor, predecessor in interest, or other
related entity) for—

‘(I a change (not including a modification
to the structure of the biological product)
that results in a new indication, route of ad-
ministration, dosing schedule, dosage form,
delivery system, delivery device, or strength;
or

‘“(IT) a modification to the structure of the
biological product that does not result in a
change in safety, purity, or potency.

*“(8) PEDIATRIC STUDIES.—

““(A) ExcLusiviTy.—If, before or after licen-
sure of the reference product under sub-
section (a) of this section, the Secretary de-
termines that information relating to the
use of such product in the pediatric popu-
lation may produce health benefits in that
population, the Secretary makes a written
request for pediatric studies (which shall in-
clude a timeframe for completing such stud-
ies), the applicant or holder of the approved
application agrees to the request, such stud-
ies are completed using appropriate formula-
tions for each age group for which the study
is requested within any such timeframe, and
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the reports thereof are submitted and ac-
cepted in accordance with section 505A(d)(3)
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act
the period referred to in paragraph (7)(A) of
this subsection is deemed to be 12 years and
6 months rather than 12 years.

‘(B) EXCEPTION.—The Secretary shall not
extend the period referred to in subpara-
graph (A) of this paragraph if the determina-
tion under section 505A(d)(3) of the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act is made later
than 9 months prior to the expiration of such
period.

¢“(C) APPLICATION OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS.—
The provisions of subsections (a), (d), (e), (f),
(h), (j), (k), and (1) of section 505A of the Fed-
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act shall
apply with respect to the extension of a pe-
riod under subparagraph (A) of this para-
graph to the same extent and in the same
manner as such provisions apply with re-
spect to the extension of a period under sub-
section (b) or (c) of section 505A of the Fed-
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act.

‘“(9) GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may,
after opportunity for public comment, issue
guidance in accordance, except as provided
in subparagraph (B)(i), with section 701(h) of
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act
with respect to the licensure of a biological
product under this subsection. Any such
guidance may be general or specific.

‘(B) PUBLIC COMMENT.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-
vide the public an opportunity to comment
on any proposed guidance issued under sub-
paragraph (A) before issuing final guidance.

“(ii) INPUT REGARDING MOST VALUABLE
GUIDANCE.—The Secretary shall establish a
process through which the public may pro-
vide the Secretary with input regarding pri-
orities for issuing guidance.

¢“(C) NO REQUIREMENT FOR APPLICATION CON-
SIDERATION.—The issuance (or non-issuance)
of guidance under subparagraph (A) shall not
preclude the review of, or action on, an ap-
plication submitted under this subsection.

‘(D) REQUIREMENT FOR PRODUCT CLASS-SPE-
CIFIC GUIDANCE.—If the Secretary issues
product class-specific guidance under sub-
paragraph (A), such guidance shall include a
description of—

‘“(i) the criteria that the Secretary will use
to determine whether a biological product is
highly similar to a reference product in such
product class; and

‘“(ii) the criteria, if available, that the Sec-
retary will use to determine whether a bio-
logical product meets the standards de-
scribed in paragraph (4).

‘(E) CERTAIN PRODUCT CLASSES.—

‘(i) GUIDANCE.—The Secretary may indi-
cate in a guidance document that the science
and experience, as of the date of such guid-
ance, with respect to a product or product
class (not including any recombinant pro-
tein) does not allow approval of an applica-
tion for a license as provided under this sub-
section for such product or product class.

¢‘(ii) MODIFICATION OR REVERSAL.—The Sec-
retary may issue a subsequent guidance doc-
ument under subparagraph (A) to modify or
reverse a guidance document under clause
).

¢“(iii) NO EFFECT ON ABILITY TO DENY LI-
CENSE.—Clause (i) shall not be construed to
require the Secretary to approve a product
with respect to which the Secretary has not
indicated in a guidance document that the
science and experience, as described in
clause (i), does not allow approval of such an
application.

‘(10) NAMING.—The Secretary shall ensure
that the labeling and packaging of each bio-
logical product licensed under this sub-
section bears a name that uniquely identifies
the biological product and distinguishes it
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from the reference product and any other bi-
ological products licensed under this sub-
section following evaluation against such
reference product.

“(1) PATENT NOTICES;
FINAL APPROVAL.—

‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this
subsection, the term—

‘“(A) ‘biosimilar product’ means the bio-
logical product that is the subject of the ap-
plication under subsection (Kk);

‘“(B) ‘relevant patent’ means a patent
that—

‘(1) expires after the date specified in sub-
section (K)(7)(A) that applies to the reference
product; and

‘“(ii) could reasonably be asserted against
the applicant due to the unauthorized mak-
ing, use, sale, or offer for sale within the
United States, or the importation into the
United States of the biosimilar product, or
materials used in the manufacture of the
biosimilar product, or due to a use of the bio-
similar product in a method of treatment
that is indicated in the application;

““(C) ‘reference product sponsor’ means the
holder of an approved application or license
for the reference product; and

‘(D) ‘interested third party’ means a per-
son other than the reference product sponsor
that owns a relevant patent, or has the right
to commence or participate in an action for
infringement of a relevant patent.

‘“(2) HANDLING OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMA-
TION.—Any entity receiving confidential in-
formation pursuant to this subsection shall
designate one or more individuals to receive
such information. Each individual so des-
ignated shall execute an agreement in ac-
cordance with regulations promulgated by
the Secretary. The regulations shall require
each such individual to take reasonable steps
to maintain the confidentiality of informa-
tion received pursuant to this subsection and
use the information solely for purposes au-
thorized by this subsection. The obligations
imposed on an individual who has received
confidential information pursuant to this
subsection shall continue until the indi-
vidual returns or destroys the confidential
information, a court imposes a protective
order that governs the use or handling of the
confidential information, or the party pro-
viding the confidential information agrees to
other terms or conditions regarding the han-
dling or use of the confidential information.

‘“(3) PUBLIC NOTICE BY SECRETARY.—Within
30 days of acceptance by the Secretary of an
application filed under subsection (k), the
Secretary shall publish a notice identi-
fying—

““(A) the reference product identified in the
application; and

‘(B) the name and address of an agent des-
ignated by the applicant to receive notices
pursuant to paragraph (4)(B).

‘‘(4) EXCHANGES CONCERNING PATENTS.—

“(A) EXCHANGES WITH REFERENCE PRODUCT
SPONSOR.—

‘(i) Within 30 days of the date of accept-
ance of the application by the Secretary, the
applicant shall provide the reference product
sponsor with a copy of the application and
information concerning the biosimilar prod-
uct and its production. This information
shall include a detailed description of the
biosimilar product, its method of manufac-
ture, and the materials used in the manufac-
ture of the product.

‘“(i1) Within 60 days of the date of receipt of
the information required to be provided
under clause (i), the reference product spon-
sor shall provide to the applicant a list of
relevant patents owned by the reference
product sponsor, or in respect of which the
reference product sponsor has the right to
commence an action of infringement or oth-
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erwise has an interest in the patent as such
patent concerns the biosimilar product.

‘“(iii) If the reference product sponsor is
issued or acquires an interest in a relevant
patent after the date on which the reference
product sponsor provides the list required by
clause (ii) to the applicant, the reference
product sponsor shall identify that patent to
the applicant within 30 days of the date of
issue of the patent, or the date of acquisition
of the interest in the patent, as applicable.

‘“(B) EXCHANGES WITH INTERESTED THIRD
PARTIES.—

‘(i) At any time after the date on which
the Secretary publishes a notice for an appli-
cation under paragraph (3), any interested
third party may provide notice to the des-
ignated agent of the applicant that the inter-
ested third party owns or has rights under 1
or more patents that may be relevant pat-
ents. The notice shall identify at least 1 pat-
ent and shall designate an individual who
has executed an agreement in accordance
with paragraph (2) to receive confidential in-
formation from the applicant.

‘‘(ii) Within 30 days of the date of receiving
notice pursuant to clause (i), the applicant
shall send to the individual designated by
the interested third party the information
specified in subparagraph (A)(i), unless the
applicant and interested third party other-
wise agree.

‘‘(iil) Within 90 days of the date of receiv-
ing information pursuant to clause (ii), the
interested third party shall provide to the
applicant a list of relevant patents which the
interested third party owns, or in respect of
which the interested third party has the
right to commence or participate in an ac-
tion for infringement.

“‘(iv) If the interested third party is issued
or acquires an interest in a relevant patent
after the date on which the interested third
party provides the list required by clause
(iii), the interested third party shall identify
that patent within 30 days of the date of
issue of the patent, or the date of acquisition
of the interest in the patent, as applicable.

¢‘(C) IDENTIFICATION OF BASIS FOR INFRINGE-
MENT.—For any patent identified under
clause (ii) or (iii) of subparagraph (A) or
under clause (iii) or (iv) of subparagraph (B),
the reference product sponsor or the inter-
ested third party, as applicable—

‘(i) shall explain in writing why the spon-
sor or the interested third party believes the
relevant patent would be infringed by the
making, use, sale, or offer for sale within the
United States, or importation into the
United States, of the biosimilar product or
by a use of the biosimilar product in treat-
ment that is indicated in the application;

‘‘(ii) may specify whether the relevant pat-
ent is available for licensing; and

‘‘(iii) shall specify the number and date of
expiration of the relevant patent.

‘(D) CERTIFICATION BY APPLICANT CON-
CERNING IDENTIFIED RELEVANT PATENTS.—Not
later than 45 days after the date on which a
patent is identified under clause (ii) or (iii)
of subparagraph (A) or under clause (iii) or
(iv) of subparagraph (B), the applicant shall
send a written statement regarding each
identified patent to the party that identified
the patent. Such statement shall either—

‘(i) state that the applicant will not com-
mence marketing of the biosimilar product
and has requested the Secretary to not grant
final approval of the application before the
date of expiration of the noticed patent; or

‘‘(ii) provide a detailed written explanation
setting forth the reasons why the applicant
believes—

“(I) the making, use, sale, or offer for sale
within the United States, or the importation
into the United States, of the biosimilar
product, or the use of the biosimilar product



November 19, 2009

in a treatment indicated in the application,
would not infringe the patent; or

“(II) the patent is invalid or unenforceable.

() ACTION FOR INFRINGEMENT INVOLVING
REFERENCE PRODUCT SPONSOR.—If an action
for infringement concerning a relevant pat-
ent identified by the reference product spon-
sor under clause (ii) or (iii) of paragraph
(4)(A), or by an interested third party under
clause (iii) or (iv) of paragraph (4)(B), is
brought within 60 days of the date of receipt
of a statement under paragraph (4)(D)(ii),
and the court in which such action has been
commenced determines the patent is in-
fringed prior to the date applicable under
subsection (k)(7)(A) or (k)(8), the Secretary
shall make approval of the application effec-
tive on the day after the date of expiration
of the patent that has been found to be in-
fringed. If more than one such patent is
found to be infringed by the court, the ap-
proval of the application shall be made effec-
tive on the day after the date that the last
such patent expires.

¢‘(6) NOTIFICATION OF AGREEMENTS.—

“‘(A) REQUIREMENTS.—

‘(i) AGREEMENT BETWEEN BIOSIMILAR PROD-
UCT APPLICANT AND REFERENCE PRODUCT
SPONSOR.—If a biosimilar product applicant
under subsection (k) and the reference prod-
uct sponsor enter into an agreement de-
scribed in subparagraph (B), the applicant
and sponsor shall each file the agreement in
accordance with subparagraph (C).

‘“(ii) AGREEMENT BETWEEN BIOSIMILAR PROD-
UCT APPLICANTS.—If 2 or more biosimilar
product applicants submit an application
under subsection (k) for biosimilar products
with the same reference product and enter
into an agreement described in subparagraph
(B), the applicants shall each file the agree-
ment in accordance with subparagraph (C).

‘(B) SUBJECT MATTER OF AGREEMENT.—An
agreement described in this subparagraph—

‘(i) is an agreement between the bio-
similar product applicant under subsection
(k) and the reference product sponsor or be-
tween 2 or more biosimilar product appli-
cants under subsection (k) regarding the
manufacture, marketing, or sale of—

‘() the biosimilar product (or biosimilar
products) for which an application was sub-
mitted; or

¢“(IT) the reference product;

‘“(ii) includes any agreement between the
biosimilar product applicant under sub-
section (k) and the reference product sponsor
or between 2 or more biosimilar product ap-
plicants under subsection (k) that is contin-
gent upon, provides a contingent condition
for, or otherwise relates to an agreement de-
scribed in clause (i); and

‘“(iii) excludes any agreement that solely
concerns—

‘(I) purchase orders for raw material sup-
plies;

“(IT) equipment and facility contracts;

‘(ITII) employment or consulting contracts;
or

“(IV) packaging and labeling contracts.

¢(C) FILING.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The text of an agreement
required to be filed by subparagraph (A) shall
be filed with the Assistant Attorney General
and the Federal Trade Commission not later
than—

“(I) 10 business days after the date on
which the agreement is executed; and

“(II) prior to the date of the first commer-
cial marketing of, for agreements described
in subparagraph (A)(i), the biosimilar prod-
uct that is the subject of the application or,
for agreements described in subparagraph
(A)(ii), any biosimilar product that is the
subject of an application described in such
subparagraph.

¢(ii) IF AGREEMENT NOT REDUCED TO TEXT.—
If an agreement required to be filed by sub-
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paragraph (A) has not been reduced to text,
the persons required to file the agreement
shall each file written descriptions of the
agreement that are sufficient to disclose all
the terms and conditions of the agreement.

‘“(iii) CERTIFICATION.—The chief executive
officer or the company official responsible
for negotiating any agreement required to be
filed by subparagraph (A) shall include in
any filing under this paragraph a certifi-
cation as follows: ‘I declare under penalty of
perjury that the following is true and cor-
rect: The materials filed with the Federal
Trade Commission and the Department of
Justice under section 351(1)(6) of the Public
Health Service Act, with respect to the
agreement referenced in this certification:
(1) represent the complete, final, and exclu-
sive agreement between the parties; (2) in-
clude any ancillary agreements that are con-
tingent upon, provide a contingent condition
for, or are otherwise related to, the ref-
erenced agreement; and (3) include written
descriptions of any oral agreements, rep-
resentations, commitments, or promises be-
tween the parties that are responsive to such
section and have not been reduced to writ-
ing.’.

‘(D) DISCLOSURE EXEMPTION.—Any infor-
mation or documentary material filed with
the Assistant Attorney General or the Fed-
eral Trade Commission pursuant to this
paragraph shall be exempt from disclosure
under section 552 of title 5, United States
Code, and no such information or documen-
tary material may be made public, except as
may be relevant to any administrative or ju-
dicial action or proceeding. Nothing in this
subparagraph prevents disclosure of informa-
tion or documentary material to either body
of the Congress or to any duly authorized
committee or subcommittee of the Congress.

“(E) ENFORCEMENT.—

‘(i) CIVIL PENALTY.—Any person that vio-
lates a provision of this paragraph shall be
liable for a civil penalty of not more than
$11,000 for each day on which the violation
occurs. Such penalty may be recovered in a
civil action—

‘() brought by the United States; or

“(IT) brought by the Federal Trade Com-
mission in accordance with the procedures
established in section 16(a)(1) of the Federal
Trade Commission Act.

‘(i) COMPLIANCE AND EQUITABLE RELIEF.—
If any person violates any provision of this
paragraph, the United States district court
may order compliance, and may grant such
other equitable relief as the court in its dis-
cretion determines necessary or appropriate,
upon application of the Assistant Attorney
General or the Federal Trade Commission.

‘(F) RULEMAKING.—The Federal Trade
Commission, with the concurrence of the As-
sistant Attorney General and by rule in ac-
cordance with section 553 of title 5, United
States Code, consistent with the purposes of
this paragraph—

‘(1) may define the terms used in this para-
graph;

‘“(ii) may exempt classes of persons or
agreements from the requirements of this
paragraph; and

‘“(iii) may prescribe such other rules as
may be necessary and appropriate to carry
out the purposes of this paragraph.

‘(G) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Any action taken
by the Assistant Attorney General or the
Federal Trade Commission, or any failure of
the Assistant Attorney General or the Com-
mission to take action, under this paragraph
shall not at any time bar any proceeding or
any action with respect to any agreement
between a biosimilar product applicant
under subsection (k) and the reference prod-
uct sponsor, or any agreement between bio-
similar product applicants under subsection
(k), under any other provision of law, nor
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shall any filing under this paragraph con-
stitute or create a presumption of any viola-
tion of any competition laws.”’.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 351(i) of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 262(i)) is
amended—

(1) by striking “In this section, the term
‘biological product’ means’” and inserting
the following: ‘‘In this section:

‘(1) The term ‘biological product’ means’’;

(2) in paragraph (1), as so designated, by in-
serting ‘‘protein (except any chemically syn-
thesized polypeptide),”” after ‘‘allergenic
product,”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(2) The term ‘biosimilar’ or ‘biosimi-
larity’, in reference to a biological product
that is the subject of an application under
subsection (k), means—

‘“‘(A) that the biological product is highly
similar to the reference product notwith-
standing minor differences in clinically inac-
tive components; and

‘(B) there are no clinically meaningful dif-
ferences between the biological product and
the reference product in terms of the safety,
purity, and potency of the product.

‘“(3) The term ‘interchangeable’ or ‘inter-
changeability’, in reference to a biological
product that is shown to meet the standards
described in subsection (k)(4), means that
the biological product may be substituted for
the reference product without the interven-
tion of the health care provider who pre-
scribed the reference product.

‘“(4) The term ‘reference product’ means
the single biological product licensed under
subsection (a) against which a biological
product is evaluated in an application sub-
mitted under subsection (k).”.

(c) PRODUCTS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED UNDER
SECTION 505.—

(1) REQUIREMENT TO FOLLOW SECTION 351.—
Except as provided in paragraph (2), an appli-
cation for a biological product shall be sub-
mitted under section 351 of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 262) (as amended by
this Act).

(2) EXCEPTION.—An application for a bio-
logical product may be submitted under sec-
tion 505 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act (21 U.S.C. 355) if—

(A) such biological product is in a product
class for which a biological product in such
product class is the subject of an application
approved under such section 505 not later
than the date of enactment of this Act; and

(B) such application—

(i) has been submitted to the Secretary of
Health and Human Services (referred to in
this Act as the ‘“‘Secretary’’) before the date
of enactment of this Act; or

(ii) is submitted to the Secretary not later
than the date that is 10 years after the date
of enactment of this Act.

(3) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding para-
graph (2), an application for a biological
product may not be submitted under section
505 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act (21 U.S.C. 355) if there is another biologi-
cal product approved under subsection (a) of
section 351 of the Public Health Service Act
that could be a reference product with re-
spect to such application (within the mean-
ing of such section 351) if such application
were submitted under subsection (k) of such
section 351.

(4) DEEMED APPROVED UNDER SECTION 351.—
An approved application for a biological
product under section 505 of the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355)
shall be deemed to be a license for the bio-
logical product under such section 351 on the
date that is 10 years after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

(5) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘‘biological product’’ has
the meaning given such term under section
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351 of the Public Health Service Act (42

U.S.C. 262) (as amended by this Act).

SEC. 222. FEES RELATING TO BIOSIMILAR BIO-
LOGICAL PRODUCTS.

Subparagraph (B) of section 735(1) of the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21
U.S.C. 379g(1)) is amended by inserting ‘¢, in-
cluding licensure of a biological product
under section 351(k) of such Act’ before the
period at the end.

SEC. 223. AMENDMENTS TO CERTAIN
PROVISIONS.

(a) Section 271(e)(2) of title 35, United
States Code is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘“or”
after ‘‘patent,”;

(2) in subparagraph (B), by adding ‘‘or”
after the comma at the end;

(3) by inserting the following after sub-
paragraph (B):

“(C) a statement under section
351(1)(4)(D)(ii) of the Public Health Service
Act,”’; and

(4) in the matter following subparagraph
(C) (as added by paragraph (3)), by inserting
before the period the following: *‘, or if the
statement described in subparagraph (C) is
provided in connection with an application
to obtain a license to engage in the commer-
cial manufacture, use, or sale of a biological
product claimed in a patent or the use of
which is claimed in a patent before the expi-
ration of such patent’.

(b) Section 271(e)(4) of title 35, United
States Code, is amended by striking ‘in
paragraph (2)”’ in both places it appears and
inserting ‘‘in paragraph (2)(A) or (2)(B)”’.

Subtitle D—Administrative Simplification
SEC. 231. ADMINISTRATIVE SIMPLIFICATION.

(a) OPERATING RULES FOR HEALTH INFORMA-
TION TRANSACTIONS.—

(1) DEFINITION OF OPERATING RULES.—Sec-
tion 1171 of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1320d) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘“(9) OPERATING RULES.—The term ‘oper-
ating rules’ means the necessary business
rules and guidelines for the electronic ex-
change of information that are not defined
by a standard or its implementation speci-
fications as adopted for purposes of this
part.”.

(2) OPERATING RULES AND COMPLIANCE.—
Section 1173 of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1320d-2) is amended—

(A) in subsection (a)(2), by adding at the
end the following new subparagraph:

‘“(J) Electronic funds transfers.”’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
subsections:

‘‘(g) OPERATING RULES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall
adopt a single set of operating rules for each
transaction described in subsection (a)(2)
with the goal of creating as much uniformity
in the implementation of the electronic
standards as possible. Such operating rules
shall be consensus-based and reflect the nec-
essary business rules affecting health plans
and health care providers and the manner in
which they operate pursuant to standards
issued under Health Insurance Portability
and Accountability Act of 1996.

‘(2) OPERATING RULES DEVELOPMENT.—In
adopting operating rules under this sub-
section, the Secretary shall rely on rec-
ommendations for operating rules developed
by a qualified nonprofit entity, as selected
by the Secretary, that meets the following
requirements:

““(A) The entity focuses its mission on ad-
ministrative simplification.

‘(B) The entity demonstrates an estab-
lished multi-stakeholder and consensus-
based process for development of operating
rules, including representation by or partici-
pation from health plans, health care pro-
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viders, vendors, relevant Federal agencies,
and other standard development organiza-
tions.

‘(C) The entity has established a public set
of guiding principles that ensure the oper-
ating rules and process are open and trans-
parent.

‘(D) The entity coordinates its activities
with the HIT Policy Committee and the HIT
Standards Committee (as established under
title XXX of the Public Health Service Act)
and complements the efforts of the Office of
the National Healthcare Coordinator and its
related health information exchange goals.

‘“(E) The entity incorporates national
standards, including the transaction stand-
ards issued under Health Insurance Port-
ability and Accountability Act of 1996.

‘(F) The entity supports nondiscrimina-
tion and conflict of interest policies that
demonstrate a commitment to open, fair,
and nondiscriminatory practices.

‘(G) The entity allows for public review
and updates of the operating rules.

‘(3) REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS.—The
National Committee on Vital and Health
Statistics shall—

““(A) review the operating rules developed
by a nonprofit entity described under para-
graph (2);

‘(B) determine whether such rules rep-
resent a consensus view of the health care
industry and are consistent with and do not
alter current standards;

‘“(C) evaluate whether such rules are con-
sistent with electronic standards adopted for
health information technology; and

“(D) submit to the Secretary a rec-
ommendation as to whether the Secretary
should adopt such rules.

“(4) IMPLEMENTATION.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall
adopt operating rules under this subsection,
by regulation in accordance with subpara-
graph (C), following consideration of the
rules developed by the non-profit entity de-
scribed in paragraph (2) and the rec-
ommendation submitted by the National
Committee on Vital and Health Statistics
under paragraph (3)(D) and having ensured
consultation with providers.

‘“(B) ADOPTION REQUIREMENTS; EFFECTIVE
DATES.—

‘(i) ELIGIBILITY FOR A HEALTH PLAN AND
HEALTH CLAIM STATUS.—The set of operating
rules for transactions for eligibility for a
health plan and health claim status shall be
adopted not later than July 1, 2011, in a man-
ner ensuring that such rules are effective not
later than January 1, 2013, and may allow for
the use of a machine readable identification
card.

¢“(i1) ELECTRONIC FUNDS TRANSFERS AND
HEALTH CARE PAYMENT AND REMITTANCE AD-
VICE.—The set of operating rules for elec-
tronic funds transfers and health care pay-
ment and remittance advice shall be adopted
not later than July 1, 2012, in a manner en-
suring that such rules are effective not later
than January 1, 2014.

“(iii) OTHER COMPLETED TRANSACTIONS.—
The set of operating rules for the remainder
of the completed transactions described in
subsection (a)(2), including health claims or
equivalent encounter information, enroll-
ment and disenrollment in a health plan,
health plan premium payments, and referral
certification and authorization, shall be
adopted not later than July 1, 2014, in a man-
ner ensuring that such rules are effective not
later than January 1, 2016.

‘(C) EXPEDITED RULEMAKING.—The Sec-
retary shall promulgate an interim final rule
applying any standard or operating rule rec-
ommended by the National Committee on
Vital and Health Statistics pursuant to para-
graph (3). The Secretary shall accept public
comments on any interim final rule pub-
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lished under this subparagraph for 60 days
after the date of such publication.

*“(h) COMPLIANCE.—

(1) HEALTH PLAN CERTIFICATION.—

“(A) ELIGIBILITY FOR A HEALTH PLAN,
HEALTH CLAIM STATUS, ELECTRONIC FUNDS
TRANSFERS, HEALTH CARE PAYMENT AND RE-
MITTANCE ADVICE.—Not later than December
31, 2013, a health plan shall file a statement
with the Secretary, in such form as the Sec-
retary may require, certifying that the data
and information systems for such plan are in
compliance with any applicable standards
(as described under paragraph (7) of section
1171) and operating rules (as described under
paragraph (9) of such section) for electronic
funds transfers, eligibility for a health plan,
health claim status, and health care pay-
ment and remittance advice, respectively.

‘(B) OTHER COMPLETED TRANSACTIONS.—Not
later than December 31, 2015, a health plan
shall file a statement with the Secretary, in
such form as the Secretary may require, cer-
tifying that the data and information sys-
tems for such plan are in compliance with
any applicable standards and operating rules
for the remainder of the completed trans-
actions described in subsection (a)(2), includ-
ing health claims or equivalent encounter
information, enrollment and disenrollment
in a health plan, health plan premium pay-
ments, and referral certification and author-
ization, respectively. A health plan shall pro-
vide the same level of documentation to cer-
tify compliance with such transactions as is
required to certify compliance with the
transactions specified in subparagraph (A).

‘(2) DOCUMENTATION OF COMPLIANCE.—A
health plan shall provide the Secretary, in
such form as the Secretary may require,
with adequate documentation of compliance
with the standards and operating rules de-
scribed under paragraph (1). A health plan
shall not be considered to have provided ade-
quate documentation and shall not be cer-
tified as being in compliance with such
standards, unless the health plan—

‘““(A) demonstrates to the Secretary that
the plan conducts the electronic trans-
actions specified in paragraph (1) in a man-
ner that fully complies with the regulations
of the Secretary; and

‘(B) provides documentation showing that
the plan has completed end-to-end testing
for such transactions with their partners,
such as hospitals and physicians.

‘“(3) SERVICE CONTRACTS.—A health plan
shall be required to comply with any applica-
ble certification and compliance require-
ments (and provide the Secretary with ade-
quate documentation of such compliance)
under this subsection for any entities that
provide services pursuant to a contract with
such health plan.

‘“(4) CERTIFICATION BY OUTSIDE ENTITY.—
The Secretary may contract with an inde-
pendent, outside entity to certify that a
health plan has complied with the require-
ments under this subsection, provided that
the certification standards employed by such
entities are in accordance with any stand-
ards or rules issued by the Secretary.

¢“(6) COMPLIANCE WITH REVISED STANDARDS
AND RULES.—A health plan (including enti-
ties described under paragraph (3)) shall
comply with the certification and docu-
mentation requirements under this sub-
section for any interim final rule promul-
gated by the Secretary under subsection (i)
that amends any standard or operating rule
described under paragraph (1) of this sub-
section. A health plan shall comply with
such requirements not later than the effec-
tive date of the applicable interim final rule.
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‘“(6) AUDITS OF HEALTH PLANS.—The Sec-
retary shall conduct periodic audits to en-
sure that health plans (including entities de-
scribed under paragraph (3)) are in compli-
ance with any standards and operating rules
that are described under paragraph (1).

‘(1) REVIEW AND AMENDMENT OF STANDARDS
AND RULES.—

‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than Janu-
ary 1, 2014, the Secretary shall establish a re-
view committee (as described under para-
graph (4)).

¢“(2) EVALUATIONS AND REPORTS.—

‘“(A) HEARINGS.—Not later than April 1,
2014, and not less than biennially thereafter,
the Secretary, acting through the review
committee, shall conduct hearings to evalu-
ate and review the existing standards and op-
erating rules established under this section.

‘(B) REPORT.—Not later than July 1, 2014,
and not less than biennially thereafter, the
review committee shall provide rec-
ommendations for updating and improving
such standards and rules. The review com-
mittee shall recommend a single set of oper-
ating rules per transaction standard and
maintain the goal of creating as much uni-
formity as possible in the implementation of
the electronic standards.

*“(3) INTERIM FINAL RULEMAKING.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Any recommendations
to amend existing standards and operating
rules that have been approved by the review
committee and reported to the Secretary
under paragraph (2)(B) shall be adopted by
the Secretary through promulgation of an
interim final rule not later than 90 days
after receipt of the committee’s report.

*(B) PUBLIC COMMENT.—

‘(1) PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.—The Sec-
retary shall accept public comments on any
interim final rule published under this para-
graph for 60 days after the date of such publi-
cation.

‘‘(ii) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The effective date
of any amendment to existing standards or
operating rules that is adopted through an
interim final rule published under this para-
graph shall be 25 months following the close
of such public comment period.

‘“(4) REVIEW COMMITTEE.—

‘‘(A) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this
subsection, the term ‘review committee’
means a committee within the Department
of Health and Human services that has been
designated by the Secretary to carry out this
subsection, including—

‘(i) the National Committee on Vital and
Health Statistics; or

‘‘(ii) any appropriate committee as deter-
mined by the Secretary.

“(B) COORDINATION OF HIT STANDARDS.—In
developing recommendations under this sub-
section, the review committee shall consider
the standards approved by the Office of the
National Coordinator for Health Information
Technology.

“(j) PENALTIES.—

‘(1) PENALTY FEE.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than April 1,
2014, and annually thereafter, the Secretary
shall assess a penalty fee (as determined
under subparagraph (B)) against a health
plan that has failed to meet the require-
ments under subsection (h) with respect to
certification and documentation of compli-
ance with the standards (and their operating
rules) as described under paragraph (1) of
such subsection.

‘“(B) FEE AMOUNT.—Subject to subpara-
graphs (C), (D), and (E), the Secretary shall
assess a penalty fee against a health plan in
the amount of $1 per covered life until cer-
tification is complete. The penalty shall be
assessed per person covered by the plan for
which its data systems for major medical
policies are not in compliance and shall be
imposed against the health plan for each day
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that the plan is not in compliance with the
requirements under subsection (h).

“(C) ADDITIONAL PENALTY FOR MISREPRE-
SENTATION.—A health plan that knowingly
provides inaccurate or incomplete informa-
tion in a statement of certification or docu-
mentation of compliance under subsection
(h) shall be subject to a penalty fee that is
double the amount that would otherwise be
imposed under this subsection.

‘(D) ANNUAL FEE INCREASE.—The amount
of the penalty fee imposed under this sub-
section shall be increased on an annual basis
by the annual percentage increase in total
national health care expenditures, as deter-
mined by the Secretary.

‘“(E) PENALTY LIMIT.—A penalty fee as-
sessed against a health plan under this sub-
section shall not exceed, on an annual
basis—

‘(1) an amount equal to $20 per covered life
under such plan; or

“(ii) an amount equal to $40 per covered
life under the plan if such plan has know-
ingly provided inaccurate or incomplete in-
formation (as described under subparagraph
©).

“(F) DETERMINATION OF COVERED INDIVID-
UALS.—The Secretary shall determine the
number of covered lives under a health plan
based upon the most recent statements and
filings that have been submitted by such
plan to the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission.

““(2) NOTICE AND DISPUTE PROCEDURE.—The
Secretary shall establish a procedure for as-
sessment of penalty fees under this sub-
section that provides a health plan with rea-
sonable notice and a dispute resolution pro-
cedure prior to provision of a notice of as-
sessment by the Secretary of the Treasury
(as described under paragraph (4)(B)).

“(3) PENALTY FEE REPORT.—Not later than
May 1, 2014, and annually thereafter, the
Secretary shall provide the Secretary of the
Treasury with a report identifying those
health plans that have been assessed a pen-
alty fee under this subsection.

‘“(4) COLLECTION OF PENALTY FEE.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the
Treasury, acting through the Financial Man-
agement Service, shall administer the collec-
tion of penalty fees from health plans that
have been identified by the Secretary in the
penalty fee report provided under paragraph
3).

‘(B) NoTICE.—Not later than August 1,
2014, and annually thereafter, the Secretary
of the Treasury shall provide notice to each
health plan that has been assessed a penalty
fee by the Secretary under this subsection.
Such notice shall include the amount of the
penalty fee assessed by the Secretary and
the due date for payment of such fee to the
Secretary of the Treasury (as described in
subparagraph (C)).

‘(C) PAYMENT DUE DATE.—Payment by a
health plan for a penalty fee assessed under
this subsection shall be made to the Sec-
retary of the Treasury not later than Novem-
ber 1, 2014, and annually thereafter.

‘(D) UNPAID PENALTY FEES.—Any amount
of a penalty fee assessed against a health
plan under this subsection for which pay-
ment has not been made by the due date pro-
vided under subparagraph (C) shall be—

‘(i) increased by the interest accrued on
such amount, as determined pursuant to the
underpayment rate established under section
6601 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; and

‘“(i1) treated as a past-due, legally enforce-
able debt owed to a Federal agency for pur-
poses of section 6402(d) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986.

‘“(E) ADMINISTRATIVE FEES.—Any fee
charged or allocated for collection activities
conducted by the Financial Management
Service will be passed on to a health plan on
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a pro-rata basis and added to any penalty fee
collected from the plan.”.

(b) PROMULGATION OF RULES.—

(1) UNIQUE HEALTH PLAN IDENTIFIER.—The
Secretary shall promulgate a final rule to es-
tablish a unique health plan identifier (as de-
scribed in section 1173(b) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1320d-2(b))) based on the
input of the National Committee of Vital
and Health Statistics. The Secretary may do
so on an interim final basis and such rule
shall be effective not later than October 1,
2012.

(2) ELECTRONIC FUNDS TRANSFER.—The Sec-
retary shall promulgate a final rule to estab-
lish a standard for electronic funds transfers
(as described in section 1173(a)(2)(J) of the
Social Security Act, as added by subsection
(a)(2)(A)). The Secretary may do so on an in-
terim final basis and shall adopt such stand-
ard not later than January 1, 2012, in a man-
ner ensuring that such standard is effective
not later than January 1, 2014.

(c) EXPANSION OF ELECTRONIC TRANS-
ACTIONS IN MEDICARE.—Section 1862(a) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395y(a)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (23), by striking the ‘‘or”’
at the end;

(2) in paragraph (24), by striking the period
and inserting *‘; or’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (24) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘(26) not later than January 1, 2014, for
which the payment is other than by elec-
tronic funds transfer (EFT) or an electronic
remittance in a form as specified in ASC X12
835 Health Care Payment and Remittance
Advice or subsequent standard.”.

(d) MEDICARE AND MEDICAID COMPLIANCE
REPORTS.—Not later than July 1, 2013, the
Secretary of Health and Human Services
shall submit a report to the Chairs and
Ranking Members of the Committee on Ways
and Means and the Committee on Energy
and Commerce of the House of Representa-
tives and the Chairs and Ranking Members
of the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions and the Committee on
Finance of the Senate on the extent to which
the Medicare program and providers that
serve beneficiaries under that program, and
State Medicaid programs and providers that
serve beneficiaries under those programs,
transact electronically in accordance with
transaction standards issued under the
Health Insurance Portability and Account-
ability Act of 1996, part C of title XI of the
Social Security Act, and regulations promul-
gated under such Acts.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to dispense with the reading.

Mr. WAXMAN. I object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk continued to read the mo-
tion to recommit.

Mr. WAXMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that we dispense with the reading.

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

There was no objection.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 7 of House rule XVI, mat-
ters within the motion to recommit are
not germane to the underlying bill, and
I insist on my point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does
any other Member wish to be heard on
the point of order?
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Parliamen-
tary inquiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, the gentleman from California re-
served a point of order. Does that not
allow me the opportunity to speak to
the point of order?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will hear the gentleman on the
point of order.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today as an OB/GYN physician
who knows very well the challenges
that our doctors face with the current
SGR system. I can say with 100 percent
confidence as a physician Member of
Congress that this bill, H.R. 3961, is a
bad deal. It’s a bad deal for doctors, it’s
a bad deal for patients, and it’s a bad
deal for the American people upon
whom this majority seems content to
simply pile another $210 billion worth
of debt.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I don’t
believe the gentleman’s argument is
pertinent to the point of order. I insist
on my point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia must confine his
remarks to the point of order.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, during his meeting earlier this week
with Chinese President Hu Jintao, I
hope that President Obama asked for
that $210 billion, because that’s how
the majority plans to pay for this bill,
by borrowing more money from the
Chinese.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman must confine his remarks to
the point of order.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I will proceed.

To make matters worse, and con-
trary to the assertions of this major-
ity, this bill does not fix our physician
reimbursement problem, but it simply
replaces one flawed system for another.

So, Mr. Speaker, my motion to re-
commit ensures that physicians are re-
imbursed fairly and that this reim-
bursement is fully paid for and would
add not one cent to the deficit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will remind the Member to con-
fine his remarks to the point of order.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Allow me
to explain, Mr. Speaker.

This motion to recommit will pro-
vide physicians with a 2 percent Medi-
care payment rate increase in each of
the next 4 years. The motion to recom-
mit would erase the scheduled 21 per-
cent cut in 2010——

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I insist
on my point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will remind the Member to con-
fine his remarks to the point of order.

The Chair is prepared to rule.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, am I allowed to continue?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman may continue on the point of
order.
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Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, the motion to recommit would
erase the scheduled 21 percent cut in
2010 and the estimated 5 percent cuts in
2011, 2012, and 2013. The Democratic bill
would only provide eight-tenths of 1
percent payment rate increase.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman must confine his remarks to
the point of order.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, in this underlying bill, we actually
pay for our plan by enacting legislation
that will not only achieve savings, but
will also——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair reminds the gentleman that he
must confine his remarks to the point
of order.

The Chair is prepared to rule.

The gentleman from Georgia may
proceed on the point of order.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, on the point of order, I would like
to say that unlike the underlying bill,
we actually pay for our plan by enact-
ing legislation that will not only
achieve savings, but it will also im-
prove—

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman must confine his remarks to
the point of order.

The Chair is ready to rule.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I'm trying to confine my remarks
to the point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman must address why the amend-
ment is germane.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. In doing
so, I say we simply prefer to pay for
what we do without raising taxes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Chair will rule.

The gentleman from California
makes a point of order that the amend-
ment proposed in the instructions in-
cluded in the motion to recommit of-
fered by the gentleman from Georgia is
not germane.

The bill, H.R. 3961, addresses the nar-
row topic of payments under the Medi-
care sustainable growth rate system.
The bill adjusts the formulas for the
SGR system to alter payments to phy-
sicians under that system.

Among other topics, the motion to
recommit addresses the subject of med-
ical liability reform. It includes provi-
sions on compensation, court proce-
dure, and liability for damages.

As recorded in section 934 of the
House Rules and Manual, a general
principle of germaneness is that an
amendment must confine itself to the
committee of jurisdiction over the sub-
ject matters contained in the bill. The
bill, H.R. 3961, merited referral only to
the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce and the Committee on Ways and
Means. The motion to recommit, ad-
dressing the subject of medical liabil-
ity reform, introduces subject matter
properly within the jurisdiction of the
Committee on the Judiciary.

The motion is therefore not germane
and the point of order is sustained.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I appeal the ruling of the Chair.

The
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is, Shall the decision of the
Chair stand as the judgment of the
House?

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
to table the appeal of the ruling of the
Chair.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to table.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX,
this 15-minute vote on the motion to
table will be followed by b5-minute
votes on passage of the bill, if arising
without further proceedings in recom-
mittal, and the motion to suspend the
rules on H.R. 1834.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 251, nays
177, not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 907]

YEAS—251
Abercrombie Doyle Kucinich
Ackerman Driehaus Langevin
Adler (NJ) Edwards (MD) Larsen (WA)
Altmire Edwards (TX) Larson (CT)
Andrews Ellison Lee (CA)
Arcuri Ellsworth Levin
Baca Engel Lewis (GA)
Baird Eshoo Lipinski
Baldwin Etheridge Loebsack
Barrow Farr Lofgren, Zoe
Bean Fattah Lowey
Becerra, Filner Lujan
Berkley Foster Lynch
Berman Frank (MA) Maffei
Berry Fudge Maloney
Bishop (GA) Garamendi Markey (CO)
Bishop (NY) Giffords Markey (MA)
Blumenauer Gonzalez Marshall
Boccieri Gordon (TN) Massa
Boren Grayson Matheson
Boswell Green, Al Matsui
Boucher Green, Gene McCarthy (NY)
Boyd Griffith McCollum
Brady (PA) Grijalva McDermott
Braley (IA) Gutierrez McGovern
Brown, Corrine Hall (NY) MclIntyre
Butterfield Halvorson McMahon
Capps Hare McNerney
Capuano Harman Meek (FL)
Cardoza Hastings (FL) Meeks (NY)
Carnahan Heinrich Michaud
Carson (IN) Herseth Sandlin Miller (NC)
Castor (FL) Higgins Mitchell
Chandler Hill Mollohan
Childers Himes Moore (KS)
Chu Hinchey Moore (WI)
Clarke Hinojosa Moran (VA)
Clay Hirono Murphy (CT)
Cleaver Hodes Murphy (NY)
Clyburn Holden Murphy, Patrick
Cohen Holt Murtha
Connolly (VA) Honda Nadler (NY)
Conyers Hoyer Napolitano
Cooper Inslee Neal (MA)
Costa Israel Nye
Costello Jackson (IL) Oberstar
Courtney Jackson-Lee Obey
Crowley (TX) Olver
Cuellar Johnson (GA) Ortiz
Cummings Johnson, E. B. Owens
Dahlkemper Kagen Pallone
Davis (AL) Kanjorski Pascrell
Davis (CA) Kaptur Pastor (AZ)
Davis (IL) Kennedy Payne
Davis (TN) Kildee Perlmutter
DeFazio Kilpatrick (MI) Perriello
DeGette Kilroy Peters
Delahunt Kind Peterson
DeLauro Kirkpatrick (AZ) Pingree (ME)
Dicks Kissell Polis (CO)
Dingell Klein (FL) Pomeroy
Doggett Kosmas Price (NC)
Donnelly (IN) Kratovil Quigley
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Rahall Scott (VA) Tierney
Rangel Serrano Titus
Reyes Sestak Tonko
Richardson Shea-Porter Towns
Rodriguez Sherman Tsongas
Ross Shuler Van Hollen
Rothman (NJ) Sires Velazquez
Roybal-Allard Skelton Visclosky
Ruppersberger Slaughter Walz
Rush Smith (WA) Wasserman
Ryan (OH) Snyder
Schultz

Salazar Space
Sanchez, Linda Speier Waters

T. Spratt Watson
Sanchez, Loretta Stark Watt
Sarbanes Stupak Wagman
Schakowsky Sutton Weiner
Schauer Tanner Welch
Schiff Taylor Wilson (OH)
Schrader Teague Woolsey
Schwartz Thompson (CA) Wu
Scott (GA) Thompson (MS) Yarmuth

NAYS—177

Aderholt Franks (AZ) Moran (KS)
Akin Frelinghuysen Murphy, Tim
Alexander Gallegly Myrick
Austria Garrett (NJ) Neugebauer
Bachmann Gerlach Nunes
Bachus Gingrey (GA) Olson
Barrett (SC) Gohmert Paul
Bartlett Goodlatte Paulsen
Barton (TX) Granger Pence
Biggert Graves Petri
Bilbray Guthrie Pitts
Bilirakis Hall (TX) Platts
Bishop (UT) Harper Poe (TX)
Blackburn Hastings (WA) Posey
Blunt Heller Price (GA)
Boehner Hensarling Putnam
Bonner Herger Radanovich
Bono Mack Hoekstra Rehberg
Boozman Hunter Reichert
Boustany Inglis Roe (TN)
Brady (TX) Issa Rogers (AL)
Bright Jenkins Rogers (KY)
Broun (GA) Johnson (IL) Rogers (MI)
Brown-Waite, Johnson, Sam Rohrabacher

Ginny Jones Rooney
Buchanan Jordan (OH) Ros-Lehtinen
Burgess King (IA) Roskam
Burton (IN) King (NY) Royce
Buyer Kingston Ryan (WI)
Calvert Kirk Scalise
Camp Kline (MN) Schmidt
Campbell Lamborn Schock
Cantor Lance Sensenbrenner
Cao Latham Sessions
Capito LaTourette Shadegg
Carney Latta Shimkus
Cassidy Lee (NY) Shuster
Castle Lewis (CA) Simpson
Chaffetz Linder Smith (NE)
Coble LoBiondo Smith (NJ)
Coffman (CO) Lucas Smith (TX)
Cole Luetkemeyer Souder
Conaway Lummis Stearns
Crenshaw Lungren, Daniel  Sullivan
Culberson E. Terry
Davis (KY) Mack Thompson (PA)
Deal (GA) Manzullo Thornberry
Dent Marchant Tiahrt
Diaz-Balart, L. McCarthy (CA) Tiberi
Diaz-Balart, M. MecClintock Turner
Dreier McCotter Upton
Duncan McHenry Walden
Ehlers McKeon Wamp
Emerson McMorris Westmoreland
Fallin Rodgers Whitfield
Flake Mica Wilson (SC)
Fleming Miller (FL) Wittman
Forbes Miller (MI) Wolf
Fortenberry Miller, Gary Young (AK)
Foxx Minnick Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—6
Brown (SC) McCaul Miller, George
Carter Melancon Wexler
7 1553
Messrs. SESSIONS,

LUETKEMEYER, WALDEN, CARNEY
and GERLACH changed their vote from
uyeaw to una,y.aa

Mr. WILSON of Ohio, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK of Michigan, Messrs.
ELLISON, RODRIGUEZ, JOHNSON of
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Georgia and Ms. McCOLLUM changed
their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the motion to table was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I have a
motion to recommit at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill.

Mr. CANTOR. In its current form, I
am.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Cantor moves to recommit the bill,
H.R. 3961, to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce with instructions to report the
same back to the House forthwith with the
following amendment:

Add at the end of the bill the following:
SEC. 3. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that the Secretary of
Health and Human Services has the author-
ity to increase payments for services under
section 1848 of the Social Security Act (re-
lated to payments for physician services) in
an amount not to exceed $22,300,000,000.

SEC. 4. LIMITATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In executing the amend-
ments made by section 2(b) of this Act the
Secretary of Health and Human Services
shall implement an adjustment in payments
under section 1848 of the Social Security Act
under such amendments for 2011 or any sub-
sequent year only to the extent that the Sec-
retary determines that the cost of such ad-
justment when added to the cost of the
amendment made by section 2(a) does not ex-
ceed $22,300,000,000. Such cost determinations
shall be calculated based on the difference
between net expenditures resulting from the
provisions of this Act and anticipated net ex-
penditures for each year under the law as in
effect before the date of the enactment of
this Act.

(b) CONTINGENCY.—If the Secretary is pre-
vented from implementing an adjustment de-
scribed in subsection (a) as a result of such
subsection, the Secretary shall implement
section 1848 of the Social Security Act as
such section was in effect before the date of
the enactment of this Act.

Mr. WAXMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to dispense with the reading.

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

There was no objection.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia for 5 minutes in support
of his motion.

Mr. CANTOR. Thank you. Mr. Speak-
er, we have tried to do everything pos-
sible to pay for this doctor fix, and it
seems that the majority just refuses to
do the fiscally responsible thing. We
just offered a proposal that was a fully
paid doctor fix that provided our doc-
tors with 2 percent updates for 4 years.
The majority blocked this House from
even voting on that proposal because
they object to paying for the costs of
the doctor fix.

It seems that the rules that the ma-
jority is using prevent us from paying
for this bill simply because, Mr. Speak-
er, the majority doesn’t pay for this
bill. Seeing that that is the case, one
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has to ask how perverse is that? Be-
cause the majority is okay with adding
$250 billion to our debt, the Repub-
licans are prevented under the rules
from trying to be responsible and pay
for those costs. Is this what passes for
fiscal responsibility in the majority
party, I ask?

So now we are offering a second mo-
tion to recommit that attempts to ad-
dress the deficit costs while living
under the rules imposed on us by the
majority. What does this motion do?
Very simply, it recognizes that there is
a fund already in existing law that has
$22.3 billion in it that can be used to
pay for the doctor fix. It further limits
spending under this bill to that same
amount, $22.3 billion. That is enough to
provide the doctor payment updates for
all of 2010 and most, if not all, of 2011
envisioned under the Democratic bill.

So we’ve identified, Mr. Speaker, an
amount of money that is available to
pay for 2 years’ worth of a doctor fix
and limited this bill to 2 years. A vote
for this motion to recommit is a vote
to recognize that we ought to help our
doctors, but we ought to do it in a fis-
cally responsible manner, and this mo-
tion shows us how to do it. I wish we
could do more, but the rules imposed
on us by the majority simply won’t
permit it.

So now is the time to choose: Do we
want to plan for a fiscally responsible
doctor fix or $250 billion in new debt?
Mr. Speaker, I ask this House to vote
for fiscal responsibility.

I yield to the gentleman from Geor-
gia, Dr. PRICE.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Thank you. As
a physician, I know that the SGR, the
sustainable growth rate, is neither sus-
tainable nor growing. It is, however,
truly destroying the ability of doctors
to provide the needed care for patients
across our land. And though the under-
lying bill is an acknowledgement that
there is a huge problem and may be a
step in the right direction, it exacer-
bates the phenomenal fiscal reckless-
ness of this administration and the ma-
jority party.

As a physician, I know with every
fiber of my being that the doctors of
this land are sick and tired of being
played for fools, duped into support of
another nonsolution because there is
not a commitment to a responsible rev-
enue stream with a recognition of the
care that they provide.

O 1600

With this trick, the majority de-
means our Nation’s caring and compas-
sionate physicians. So let’s commit to
solve this challenge together, posi-
tively, with a plan that respects those
who have dedicated their lives to our
health.

Mr. Speaker, our Nation is at a fiscal
tipping point. We can continue to
march further and further to the lib-
eral left and bankrupt our Nation’s fu-
ture, or we can restore fiscal sanity to
an overgrown and unrestrained Federal
budget. Our motion to recommit is a
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step in the right direction, not another
plan that further adds to our Nation’s
debt and contributes to the financial
ruin of future generations.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
are demanding a stop to runaway debt.
They reject this spending and they re-
ject this trick. Let’s stand up for fiscal
responsibility and vote for the respon-
sible Republican solution.

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

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker and my
colleagues, this motion to recommit
proposes to spend $22.3 billion for a $210
billion problem. It simply postpones
the problem. It is the same old kicking
the can down the road. There are no
guarantees of cuts when this money
runs out. The gentleman from Virginia
says his proposal would mean no cuts
for 2 years. I am not convinced of that
2-year period. But whatever period of
time it would allow for, there would be
another cliff, and that is why the
American Medical Association wrote to
the Honorable DAVE CAMP, ranking
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, that they oppose anything
short of permanent reform. They want
us to deal with this problem now and
not just kick it down the road. The
AMA does not support any motion to
recommit that would have a temporary
fix.

I want to yield at this time to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
STARK).

Mr. STARK. I thank the gentleman
for yielding only to suggest that being
nice doesn’t seem to get you much
around here.

This motion makes a mockery of the
debate. My friends on the other side
simply propose the same old same old.
They can’t even tell us or the Amer-
ican people how this will affect doctors
or military families or others. It is leg-
islating in the dark.

The distinguished minority whip
voted in committee enthusiastically
for the bill that is before us, now seems
to have forgotten and changed his
mind. It is a continuation of the Re-
publican history of mismanagement of
Medicare and dishonest budget gim-
micks, and I urge its opposition.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
BoYD).

Mr. BOYD. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman from California yield-
ing.

As we have seen so many times in the
past, ladies and gentlemen, the minor-
ity party has again offered a very in-
sincere proposal that does not fix the
issue at hand. This proposal is a gim-
mick that would eventually lead to
deep cuts in Medicare.

In contrast, this underlying bill rec-
ognizes that the current baseline of
physician spending is no longer useful

in projecting obligations for providing
physician services to Medicare bene-
ficiaries.

The underlying bill fundamentally
addresses this issue that Congress has
acted on six times in the last 6 years
for a temporary patch that has only
made the problem worse. That is what
they want to do again.

As my colleague, Ranking Member
PAUL RYAN, mentioned earlier, this
issue should be resolved in a bipartisan
way, but that is not forthcoming here
today. In the meantime, we must en-
sure that our seniors have access to
their doctors.

In addition, this bill also addresses
the pay-as-you-go rule. Under Repub-
lican rules, record surpluses were
turned into record deficits as the pay-
as-you-go rules expired. We cannot po-
lice ourselves with regard to fiscal dis-
cipline. That is why we have to have
these rules in place. My Blue Dog col-
leagues and I have urged implementa-
tion of this policy for years.

I urge a ‘“‘no’’ vote on the MTR and a
‘“‘yes’ vote on the underlying bill.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I urge a
“no’” vote on the motion to recommit
and an ‘‘aye’” vote on the underlying
bill, and I yield back the balance of my
time.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker,
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, is it true
that the Democrats’ bill will add $210
billion to the deficit?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair does not respond to commentary
posed as a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. CANTOR. Further parliamentary
inquiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, my prior
inquiry asked: Would the Democrats’
bill add $210 billion to the deficit, and
I would say even the Blue Dogs know
that the Democrat bill adds $210 billion
to the deficit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Virginia has not stated a
parliamentary inquiry.

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on the motion to recom-
mit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX,
this 15-minute vote on the motion to
recommit will be followed by 5-minute
votes on passage of the bill, if ordered,
and the motion to suspend the rules on
H.R. 1834.

par-
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Aderholt
Adler (NJ)
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Austria
Bachus
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boustany
Bright
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Cassidy
Castle
Chaffetz
Childers
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.

Diaz-Balart, M.

Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
Fallin
Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca
Bachmann
Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boccieri
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Broun (GA)
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 177, noes 252,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 908]

AYES—1T77

Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Guthrie
Hall (TX)
Harper
Hastings (WA)
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hoekstra
Hunter
Inglis
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kosmas
Lamborn
Lance
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (NY)
Lewis (CA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E

Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
MecClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Murphy, Tim
Myrick

NOES—252

Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu

Clarke

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen

Cole
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Dahlkemper

Neugebauer
Nunes

Olson

Paul
Paulsen
Pence
Peterson
Petri

Pitts

Poe (TX)
Posey

Price (GA)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rehberg
Reichert
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Sanchez, Loretta
Scalise
Schmidt
Schock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Stupak
Sullivan
Taylor
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Walden
Wamp
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Dayvis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Driehaus
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ellison
Ellsworth
Engel

Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr

Fattah
Filner
Foster

Frank (MA)
Fudge
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Garamendi Lowey Ross
Giffords Lujan Rothman (NJ)
Gonzalez Lynch Roybal-Allard
Gordon (TN) Maffei Ruppersberger
Grayson Maloney Rush
Green, Al Markey (CO) Ryan (OH)
Green, Gene Markey (MA) Salazar
Griffith Marshall Sanchez, Linda
Grijalva Massa T.
Gutierrez Matheson Sarbanes
Hall (NY) Matsui Schakowsky
Halvorson McCarthy (NY) Schauer
Hare McCollum Schiff
Harman McDermott Schrader
Hastings (FL) McGovern Schwartz
Heinrich McIntyre Scott (GA)
Herseth Sandlin  McNerney Scott (VA)
Higgins Meek (FL) Serrano
Hill Meeks (NY) Sestak
Himes Michaud Shea-Porter
Hinchey Miller (NC) Sherman
Hinojosa Minnick Shuler
Hirono Mitchell Sires
Hodes Mollohan Skelton
Holden Moore (KS) Slaughter
Holt Moore (WI) Smith (WA)
Honda Moran (VA) Snyder
Hoyer Murphy (CT) Space
Inslee Murphy (NY) Speier
Israel Murphy, Patrick Spratt
Issa Murtha Stark
Jackson (IL) Nadler (NY) Sutton
Jackson-Lee Napolitano Tanner

(TX) Neal (MA) Teague
Johnson (GA) Nye Thompson (CA)
Johnson, E. B. Oberstar Thompson (MS)
Kagen Obey Tierney
Kanjorski Olver Titus
Kaptur Ortiz Tonko
Kennedy Owens Towns
Kildee Pallone Tsongas
Kilpatrick (MI) Pascrell Van Hollen
Kilroy Pastor (AZ) Velazquez
Kind Payne Visclosky
Kirkpatrick (AZ) Perlmutter Walz
Kissell Perriello Wasserman
Klein (FL) Peters Schultz
Kline (MN) Pingree (ME) Waters
Kratovil Platts Watson
Kucinich Polis (CO) Watt
Langevin Pomeroy Waxman
Larsen (WA) Price (NC) Weiner
Larson (CT) Quigley Welch
Lee (CA) Rahall Wexler
Levin Rangel Wilson (OH)
Lewis (GA) Reyes Woolsey
Loebsack Richardson Wu
Lofgren, Zoe Rodriguez Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—5

Brown (SC) McCaul Miller, George
Carter Melancon

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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Mr. CLEAVER changed his vote from
4éaye7’ tO ééno.>7

Mr. LAMBORN changed his vote
from “‘no”’ to ‘‘aye.”

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 243, noes 183,
not voting 8, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Adler (NJ)
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boccieri
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Bright
Brown, Corrine
Burgess
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Childers
Chu

Clarke

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Dayvis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Driehaus
Edwards (MD)
Ellison
Ellsworth
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foster
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Giffords
Gonzalez
Gordon (TN)
Grayson

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Baird
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray

[Roll No. 909]

AYES—243

Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kratovil
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano

NOES—183
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boren
Boustany
Broun (GA)
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Neal (MA)
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Snyder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Cassidy

CORRECTION H13319
Castle Jordan (OH) Posey
Chaffetz King (IA) Price (GA)
Coble King (NY) Putnam
Coffman (CO) Kingston Radanovich
Cole Kirk Rehberg
Conaway Kline (MN) Reichert
Cooper Kosmas Roe (TN)
Crenshaw Lamborn Rogers (AL)
Dwenr, e,  Resnam
Rogers (MI)

g:ilt (G4) EZtTtoaurette Rohrabacher
Diaz-Balart, L.  Lee (NY) gggﬁghtmen
Diaz-Balart, M. Lewis (CA)
Dreier Linder Roskam
Duncan Lipinski Royce
Edwards (TX) LoBiondo Ryan (WD)
Ehlers Lucas Scalise
Emerson Luetkemeyer Schmidt
Fallin Lummis Schock
Flake Lungren, Daniel Senslenbrenner
Fleming E. essions
Forbes Mack Shadegg
Fortenberry Manzullo Shimkus
Foxx Marchant Shuster
Franks (AZ) McCarthy (CA) Simpson
Frelinghuysen MecClintock Smith (NE)
Gallegly McCotter Smith (NJ)
Garrett (NJ) McHenry Smith (TX)
Ggrlach McKeon Smith (WA)
Gingrey (GA) McMahon Souder
Gohmert McMorris Stearns
goodlatte MRodgers Sullivan

ranger ica -
Graves Miller (FL) %Zil;"
Guthrie Miller (MI)
Hall (TX) Miller, Gary gﬁggﬂi‘;ﬂ;m)
Harper Moran (KS) Tiahrt
Hastings (WA) Murphy, Tim R
Heller Myrick Tiberi
Hensarling Neugebauer Turner
Herger Nunes Upton
Herseth Sandlin  Olson Walden
Hoekstra Paul Wamp
Hunter Paulsen Westmoreland
Inglis Pence Whitfield
Issa Peterson Wilson (SC)
Jenkins Petri Wittman
Johnson (IL) Pitts Wolf
Johnson, Sam Platts Young (AK)
Jones Poe (TX) Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—8

Brady (TX) Kennedy Miller, George
Brown (SC) McCaul Towns
Carter Melancon

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

the table.

Stated for:

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, | regret that
my vote on H.R. 3961, the Medicare Physician
Payment Reform Act of 2009 was not re-
corded in the House of Representatives today.

Had my vote been recorded on rollcall No.
909, final passage of H.R. 3961, the Medicare
Physician Payment Reform Act of 2009, |
would have voted “aye” on the question.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on roll-
call No. 909, | was unavoidably detained. Had
| been present, | would have voted “no.”

———

NATIVE AMERICAN BUSINESS DE-
VELOPMENT ENHANCEMENT 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, H.R. 1834, as amended, on which
the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
VELAZQUEZ) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1834, as
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amended.

This is a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 343, nays 55,
not voting 36, as follows:

[Roll No. 910]

YEAS—343
Abercrombie DeFazio Kissell
Ackerman DeGette Klein (FL)
Aderholt DeLauro Kline (MN)
Adler (NJ) Dent Kosmas
Alexander Diaz-Balart, L. Kratovil
Altmire Diaz-Balart, M. Kucinich
Andrews Dicks Lance
Arcuri Dingell Langevin
Austria Doggett Larsen (WA)
Baca Donnelly (IN) Larson (CT)
Bachus Dreier Latham
Baird Driehaus LaTourette
Baldwin Edwards (MD) Lee (CA)
Barrett (SC) Edwards (TX) Lee (NY)
Barrow Ehlers Levin
Bean Ellsworth Lewis (CA)
Becerra Emerson Lewis (GA)
Berkley Engel Lipinski
Berman Eshoo LoBiondo
Biggert Etheridge Loebsack
Bilbray Farr Lofgren, Zoe
Bilirakis Fattah Lowey
Bishop (GA) Filner Lucas
Bishop (NY) Fleming Luetkemeyer
Bishop (UT) Forbes Lujan
Blumenauer Fortenberry Lungren, Daniel
Blunt Foster E.
Boccieri Frank (MA) Lynch
Bonner Frelinghuysen Mack
Bono Mack Fudge Maffei
Boozman Garamendi Maloney
Boren Gerlach Markey (CO)
Boucher Giffords Markey (MA)
Boustany Gohmert Marshall
Brady (PA) Gonzalez Massa
Brady (TX) Gordon (TN) Matheson
Braley (IA) Graves Matsui
Bright Grayson McCarthy (CA)
Brown, Corrine Green, Al McCarthy (NY)
Buchanan Green, Gene McCollum
Burgess Griffith McCotter
Butterfield Grijalva McDermott
Buyer Guthrie McGovern
Calvert Hall (NY) McHenry
Camp Hall (TX) McIntyre
Cantor Halvorson McKeon
Cao Hare McMahon
Capito Harman McMorris
Capps Hastings (FL) Rodgers
Capuano Heinrich McNerney
Cardoza Heller Meek (FL)
Carnahan Herseth Sandlin ~ Michaud
Carney Higgins Miller (MI)
Cassidy Hill Miller (NC)
Castle Himes Minnick
Castor (FL) Hinojosa Mitchell
Chaffetz Hirono Mollohan
Chandler Hodes Moore (KS)
Childers Hoekstra Moore (WI)
Chu Holden Moran (VA)
Clarke Holt Murphy (CT)
Clay Honda Murphy (NY)
Cleaver Hoyer Murphy, Patrick
Clyburn Hunter Murphy, Tim
Coffman (CO) Inslee Murtha
Cohen Israel Myrick
Cole Issa Napolitano
Connolly (VA) Jackson (IL) Neal (MA)
Conyers Jenkins Nye
Cooper Johnson (GA) Oberstar
Costa Johnson (IL) Obey
Costello Johnson, Sam Olson
Courtney Jones Olver
Crenshaw Kagen Ortiz
Crowley Kanjorski Owens
Cuellar Kaptur Pallone
Cummings Kennedy Pastor (AZ)
Dahlkemper Kildee Paulsen
Davis (AL) Kilpatrick (MI) Perlmutter
Davis (CA) Kilroy Peters
Davis (IL) Kind Peterson
Davis (KY) King (NY) Petri
Davis (TN) Kirk Pingree (ME)
Deal (GA) Kirkpatrick (AZ) Platts

Polis (CO) Schock Thompson (CA)
Pomeroy Schrader Thompson (MS)
Price (NC) Schwartz Thompson (PA)
Quigley Scott (GA) Tiberi
Radanovich Scott (VA) Tierney
Rahall Sensenbrenner Titus
Rehberg Serrano Tonko
Reichert Sessions Towns
R?yes Sestak Tsongas
Rlchgrdson Shea-Porter Turner
Rodriguez Sherman Upton
Roe (TN) Shuler Van Hollen
Rogers (AL) Shuster Velazquez
Rogers (KY) Simpson Visclosk
Rogers (MI) Sires Y
Rooney Skelton Walden
Roskam Slaughter Walz
Rothman (NJ)  Smith (NE) Wasserman
Roybal-Allard  Smith (NJ) Schultz
Ruppersherger Smith (TX) Waters
Rush Smith (WA) Watson
Ryan (OH) Space Watt
Ryan (WI) Speier Wa?sman
Salazar Spratt Weiner
Sanchez, Linda  Stark Wexler
T. Stupak Wilson (OH)
Sanchez, Loretta Sullivan Wilson (SC)
Sarbanes Sutton Wittman
Schakowsky Tanner Woolsey
Schauer Taylor Wu
Schiff Teague Yarmuth
Schmidt Terry Young (AK)
NAYS—55
Akin Harper Pence
Bachmann Hensarling Pitts
Bartlett Herger Poe (TX)
Barton (TX) Inglis Posey
Boehner Jordan (OH) Price (GA)
Broun (GA) King (IA) Putnam
Brown-Waite, Kingston Rohrabacher
Ginny Lamborn

Burton (IN) Latta lsloyc'e

R calise
Campbell Linder Shadegg
Coble Lummis :
Conaway Manzullo Shimkus
Culberson Marchant Souder
Duncan McClintock Stearns
Foxx Mica Thornberry
Garrett (NJ) Miller (FL) Tiahrt
Gingrey (GA) Moran (KS) Westmoreland
Goodlatte Neugebauer Whitfield
Granger Paul Wolf

NOT VOTING—36

Berry Gallegly Nunes
Blackburn Gutierrez Pascrell
Boswell Hastings (WA) Payne
Boyd Hinchey Perriello
Brown (SC) Jackson-Lee Rangel
Carson (IN) (TX) Ros-Lehtinen
Carter Johnson, E. B. Ross
Delahunt McCaul
Doyle Meeks (NY) %I;S;Sgr
Ellison Melancon Welch
Fallin Miller, Gary
Flake Miller, George Young (FL)

Franks (AZ) Nadler (NY)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SCHRADER) (during the vote). There are
2 minutes remaining in this vote.
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Messrs. BOOZMAN and COFFMAN of
Colorado changed their vote from
“nay’’ to “‘yea.”

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. GEORGE MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, | was unavoidably absent for medial
reasons today, and missed recorded votes on
the House floor.

Had | been present, | would have voted in
the following manner: “Yes” on rollcall No.
902 on ordering the previous question; “yes”
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on rollcall No. 903 on agreeing to the resolu-
tion; “yes” on rollcall No. 904 on Passage of
the Reserve Officers Association Moderniza-
tion Act of 2009; “yes” on rollcall No. 905 on
Passage of H.R. 2781; “yes” on rollcall No.
906 on Passage of H. Con. Res. 212; “yes”
on rollcall No. 907 on the Motion to Table the
Appeal of the Ruling of the Chair; “no” on roll-
call No. 908 on the Motion to Recommit H.R.
3961; “yes” on rollcall No. 909 on Passage of
H.R. 3961 the Medicare Physician Payment
Reform Act of 2009; and “yes” on rollcall No.
910 on Passage of H.R. 1834, the Native
American Business Development Enhance-
ment Act of 2009

———

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3904

Mr. LOEBSACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to remove my
name as a cosponsor of H.R. 3904.

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

There was no objection.

————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I was absent on November 17
and November 18 because of official
business in my district dealing with
the honoring of a former President and
as well the launch. Had I been present
for S. 1314, I would have voted ‘‘aye’’;
for H.R. 35639 I would have voted ‘‘aye’’;
for H.R. 3767 I would have voted ‘‘aye’’;
for H.R. 3360 I would have voted ‘‘aye’’;
for H. Res. 841 I would have voted
“aye’’; and for H. Res. 891 I would have
voted ‘“‘aye.”

———

SUPPORTING THE OBSERVANCE OF
NATIONAL DIABETES MONTH

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce be
discharged from further consideration
of House Resolution 914 and ask for its
immediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

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

There was no objection.

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 914

Whereas there are nearly 24,000,000 people
in the United States with diabetes and
57,000,000 with pre-diabetes;

Whereas diabetes contributed to the deaths
of over 300,000 people in the United States in
2007, making diabetes the seventh leading
cause of death;

Whereas every minute, 3 people are diag-
nosed with diabetes;

Whereas each day approximately 4,384 peo-
ple are diagnosed with diabetes and approxi-
mately 1,600,000 new cases of diabetes were
diagnosed in people 20 years or older in 2007;

Whereas between 1990 and 2001, diabetes
prevalence in the United States increased by
more than 60 percent;

Whereas over 24 percent of diabetes is
undiagnosed, down from 30 percent in 2005
and 50 percent 10 years ago;
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Whereas over 10 percent of adults and near-
ly a quarter (23.1 percent) of people in the
United States age 60 and older have diabetes;

Whereas diabetes is a serious chronic con-
dition that affects people of every age, race,
income level, and ethnicity;

Whereas Hispanic, African, Asian, Pacific
Islanders, and Native Americans are dis-
proportionately affected by diabetes and suf-
fer at rates much higher than the general
population;

Whereas 15,000 youth in the United States
are diagnosed with type 1 diabetes annually
and about 3,700 youth are diagnosed with
type 2 diabetes annually;

Whereas 1 in 3 people in the United States
born in the year 2000 will develop diabetes in
their lifetime, this statistic grows to nearly
1in 2 for minority populations;

Whereas diabetes costs the United States
an estimated $174,000,000,000 in 2007 and $1 in
every $10 spent on health care is attributed
to diabetes and its complications;

Whereas approximately $1 out of every $4
Medicare dollars is spent on the care of peo-
ple with diabetes;

Whereas every day 230 people with diabetes
undergo an amputation, 120 people enter end-
stage kidney disease programs, and 55 people
20 blind from diabetes;

Whereas there is not yet a cure for diabe-
tes;

Whereas there are proven means to reduce
the incidence of and delay the onset of type
2 diabetes;

Whereas people with diabetes live healthy,
productive lives with the proper manage-
ment and treatment; and

Whereas National Diabetes Month is cele-
brated in November: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) supports the goals and ideals of Na-
tional Diabetes Month, including encour-
aging people in the United States to fight di-
abetes through raising public awareness
about stopping diabetes and increasing edu-
cation about the disease;

(2) recognizes the importance of early de-
tection, awareness of the symptoms of diabe-
tes, and the risk factors for type II diabetes,
which include being over the age of 45, com-
ing from certain ethnic backgrounds, being
overweight, having a low physical activity
level, high blood pressure, and a family his-
tory of diabetes or a history of diabetes dur-
ing pregnancy; and

(3) supports decreasing the prevalence of
diabetes, developing better treatments, and
working toward an eventual cure for type I
and type II diabetes through increased re-
search, treatment and prevention.

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in strong support of H. Res. 914, recog-
nizing November as National Diabetes Aware-
ness Month. | would also like to thank Con-
gresswoman DEGETTE for sponsoring this res-
olution.

Because someone in my family has diabe-
tes, | know how awful it is. Diabetes affects
nearly 24 million adults and children nation-
wide. Even more frightening is the fact that an
additional 57 million more are at risk for Type
Il diabetes. According to the New Hampshire
Department of Health and Human Services,
diabetes is currently the 7th leading cause of
death in New Hampshire. Approximately 7.2
percent of the population between 18-64
years of age have been diagnosed with diabe-
tes.

We need to increase awareness about this
epidemic. Not only is it a health issue, but it
is a financial issue. Diabetes treatment costs
total $174 billion a year in this country. If we
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place emphasis on prevention, we can dras-
tically reduce these costs.

We must be more aggressive in preventing,
diagnosing, and treating this disease. We also
must continue striving for a cure.

Raising awareness and increasing funding
to tackle the root of the problem is essential.
As a proud cosponsor of this resolution, | urge
my colleagues to join me in supporting the
fight against diabetes.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on House
Resolution 914.

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

There was no objection.

———

TERMS OF SERVICE IN THE
OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to dis-
charge the Committee on House Ad-
ministration from further consider-
ation of the bill (S. 1860) to permit each
current member of the Board of Direc-
tors of the Office of Compliance to
serve for 3 terms, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The text of the bill is as follows:

S. 1860

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

SECTION 1. ADDITIONAL TERM FOR MEMBERS OF
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF OFFICE
OF COMPLIANCE.

Notwithstanding the second sentence of
section 301(e)(1) of the Congressional Ac-
countability Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1381(e)(1)),
any individual serving as a member of the
Board of Directors of the Office of Compli-
ance as of September 30, 2009, may serve for
3 terms.

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speaker, the
statute we are amending limits the terms of
the current Board of Directors of the Office of
Compliance to two consecutive five year
terms. The Board consists of five legal practi-
tioners from around the country, each of
whom is an expert in labor and employment
matters. They were originally appointed in
1999 and 2000, and reappointed to second
terms in 2004 and 2005. The terms of three
Board members expired last month, and the
terms of the remaining two Board members
will expire this coming May. The Congres-
sional Accountability Act does not allow for
holdovers, so the current Board has already
lost its quorum.

The Government Accountability —Office
(GAO) found in 2004 that term limits for Board
members caused a loss of leadership, and
negatively impacted the Office’s continuity of
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operations. To avoid that negative impact, the
Committee proposes to amend the law to
allow the current Board to serve for an addi-
tional term.

This particular Board has demonstrated ex-
traordinary productivity and balance in its han-
dling of multiple cases, and its issuance of a
number of substantive regulations. The current
Board operates collegially, and appreciates
the operating environment in which they per-
form their responsibilities. Over the last dec-
ade, the Board has met its statutory mandate
without cause for concern from the Congress.
The Board has been a neutral body, com-
mitted to advancing safety, health, and work-
place rights, while working with the Congress
to promulgate regulations that reflect the
unique nature of the Legislative Branch.

The Congress amended the Congressional
Accountability Act five years ago to allow for
a second term. The GAO’s 2004 report on the
operations of the Board noted that, in com-
parable administrative regulatory agencies,
such as the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, the Federal Labor Relations
Board, and the National Labor Relations
Board, there were no limitations on board
members serving consecutive terms.

The Board members have provided an ex-
cellent balance, and unnecessary change to
the composition of this Board creates a risk of
loss of such balance. The Committee there-
fore recommends that the term limits for the
current Board members be extended by an
additional five year term. By enacting S. 1860,
we will accomplish this purpose.

The bill was ordered to be read a
third time, was read the third time,
and passed, and a motion to reconsider
was laid on the table.

————
GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. DAVIS of California. I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks in the RECORD on S.
1860.

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

There was no objection.

———

CONDITIONAL ADJOURNMENT TO
MONDAY, NOVEMBER 23, 2009

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that when
the House adjourns today on a motion
offered pursuant to this order, it ad-
journ to meet at 3 p.m. on Monday, No-
vember 23, 2009, unless it sooner has re-
ceived a message from the Senate
transmitting its concurrence in House
Concurrent Resolution 214, in which
case the House shall stand adjourned
pursuant to that concurrent resolution.

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

There was no objection.

——————

CONGRATULATING SCHENECTADY
COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE
ON ITS 40TH ANNIVERSARY

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

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to con-
gratulate Schenectady County Commu-
nity College on its 40th anniversary of
founding. Over the last 40 years, Sche-
nectady County Community College
has met the educational needs of tens
of thousands and offered a pathway to
career success and prosperity.

SCCC has recently expanded its edu-
cational offerings to meet the needs of
the 21st-century workforce. The college
offers a cutting-edge Nanoscale Mate-
rials Technology program that trains
students for top careers in the high-
tech industry. The Culinary Arts pro-
gram at SCCC attracts students from
around the country and is a model for
other community colleges as well. In
addition, the college offers one of the
only aviation programs currently
available at a community college.

As testament to the college’s impor-
tance to the community, full-time en-
rollment at the campus has increased
by 15 percent over the past year.

On behalf of the residents of the 21st
Congressional District, I would like to
take this opportunity to thank Presi-
dent Quintin Bullock and Schenectady
County Community College for 40 years
of educating students and preparing
tens of thousands for successful fu-
tures. We look forward to your contin-

ued achievement, and express our

heartfelt congratulations.
————

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY PUBLIC

SCHOOLS SUPERINTENDENT’S
BENEFIT CONCERT SERIES

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
applaud Miami-Dade County Public
Schools for its Superintendent’s Ben-
efit Concert Series. This
groundbreaking event will bring to-
gether singers, dancers and performers
from throughout our public school sys-
tem. Entitled ‘‘Listen to the Music,”
their first event will be tomorrow, Fri-
day, November 20, at Miami Beach Sen-
ior High School, located in my congres-
sional district. This uplifting event
supports the ‘‘cultural passport pro-
gram,” which provides Kkindergarten
through 12th-grade students with a dif-
ferent cultural experience each school
year.

This unique program will ensure that
our students get to visit local museums
and art galleries, as well as experience
live musical theatrical and dance per-
formances before they graduate.

As a former educator and Florida cer-
tified teacher, I am proud to see our
teachers, our students, and our com-
munity working together to make this
great series a success. I encourage all
in south Florida to attend this historic
event tomorrow and enjoy a great per-
formance for a great cause. I congratu-
late Superintendent Alberto Carvalho
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for doing such professional work in a
challenging economic environment.

NATIONAL EPILEPSY AWARENESS
MONTH

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

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, Novem-
ber is National Epilepsy Awareness
Month, and I rise today to help bring
awareness to the month and to this
yvear’s theme, which is ‘“‘Talk About
It.” Epilepsy is a neurological condi-
tion that affects more than 3 million
Americans and more than 50 million
people worldwide. It affects people of
all ages, nations, and races. A burst of
electrical energy in the brain can cause
an individual with epilepsy to experi-
ence a seizure. Seizures can be mild,
but sadly, in some cases, they are fatal.

In 2008, Congress passed legislation to
establish epilepsy centers of excellence
within the Veterans Administration. A
traumatic brain injury can put a serv-
icemember at greater risk for devel-
oping epilepsy in later years. And these
centers of excellence will help ensure
our veterans receive top-of-the-line
care.

Fortunately, research into epilepsy
has resulted in the development of
medications and other treatments that
have proven successful in controlling
epileptic seizures. However, these
treatments are not effective for every-
one with epilepsy, which means more
work remains.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join me in recognizing National Epi-
lepsy Awareness Month and to pay
tribute to all those working to promote
a greater understanding.

————

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

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

S. 1963. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide assistance to care-
givers of veterans, to improve the provision
of health care to veterans, and for other pur-
poses.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 105-83, the
Chair, on behalf of the Majority Lead-
er, announces the appointment of the
following individual to serve as a mem-
ber of the National Council of the Arts:

The Senator from Missouri (Mrs.
MCCASKILL).

———
0 1645
RELIGIOUS FREEDOM IN IRAQ

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, the fall
of Saddam Hussein in Irag has un-
leashed tremendous religious violence
against the Christian community
there.
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According to the London Times, “In
the chaos after the U.S.-led war inva-
sion of Iraq in 2003, Christians found
themselves targeted by Islamic terror-
ists.”

Archbishop Paul Faraj Rahho said
Christians in Iraq faced three bad
choices: either they fled, converted to
Islam, or risked being killed. Then in
2008, Archbishop Rahho himself was
kidnapped and murdered.

These horrendous human rights vio-
lations and crimes against Christians
in Iraq were brought to my attention
by one of my constituents, Susan
Dakak, a civil engineer who is a native
of Iraq. Iraq’s Christian Ambassador,
the Iraqi Ambassador to the Vatican,
my constituents tell me, is doing al-
most nothing to call attention to the
plight of these people.

The U.S. should do more to aid the
Christian minority in Iraq. At least
one-third, maybe closer to one-half of
these Christians, have fled the country.
They should be allowed to return. The
killings, kidnappings, and religious
persecutions must stop.

The U.S. Government should sub-
stantially reduce our aid if Christians
are not allowed to freely express their
religion in Iraq.

————
IN RECOGNITION OF MYRA FARR

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

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to pay tribute to
Myra Farr for a lifetime of service and
volunteerism.

In 1938, when Myra Farr married, the
National Council of Jewish Women
Miami Chapter gave her a gift of mem-
bership. She then served NCJW as its
president and honorary national vice
president. Throughout the 70 years
since, Myra has given of her time and
energy to improve our community.

She became one of the original vol-
unteers of the Greater Miami Jewish
Federation, where she continues to
serve on the board of directors as a life-
time appointee. Myra has also served
on the National Conference of Chris-
tian and Jews and in various capacities
with Jewish Family Services, Amer-
ican Jewish Committee, and the Uni-
versity of Miami Women’s Guild. She
was a delegate to the White House Con-
ference on Families and has been
awarded the Call to Service Award
from the U.S. President’s Council on
Volunteerism.

Myra Farr has dedicated her life to
advocating for the well-being of others.
At age 94, Myra continues to mentor
generations of women—including me—
and has improved the lives of countless
individuals. She sets a remarkable ex-
ample for all Americans.

———
IN MEMORY OF STAFF SERGEANT
JUSTIN M. DECROW

(Mr. BROUN of Georgia asked and
was given permission to address the
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House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to pay respect to the mem-
ory of Staff Sergeant Justin M.
DeCrow, one of the 13 victims that died
in the tragic and senseless attack at
Ford Hood, Texas, on November 5, 2009.

Staff Sergeant DeCrow is survived by
his wife Marikay and their 13-year-old
daughter Kylah who currently live in
Evans, Georgia. Justin was described
as a loving father and husband with an
““‘infectious charm and wit that always
put others at ease.” This is what many
of us aspire to be, but it seems Justin
was an exemplary person to display
such character.

We owe Staff Sergeant DeCrow’s fam-
ily an answer as to why this has hap-
pened and to ensure that it never hap-
pens again. I pledge to all the victims
and their families that I will do every-
thing that I can to find the answers as
to why this act of terror took place.

————

MEDICARE PHYSICIAN PAYMENT
REFORM ACT

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to reaffirm my support
for physicians, for the work that they
do, and, of course, the fix that we just
passed, the Medicare Physician Pay-
ment Reform Act, that finally responds
to the medical care that doctors give
all over America.

This bill will repeal a 21-percent fee
reduction that currently was scheduled
right around the corner for January
2010. It also reinforces the rights of
seniors to Kkeep their doctors and, as
well, to lower costs. It has a pay-for as
well. It is a procedure that has already
been handled.

Proper management of Medicare
funding ensures that the Medicare sys-
tem will be able to properly support
the medical needs of its intended bene-
ficiaries. This bill will help promote
the use of primary care and give access
to the use of primary care practi-
tioners in Medicare and throughout the
health care system.

I have been working to support and
protect physician-owned  hospitals
which give quality care, physicians
who are able to go in and protect the
quality of medical care in rural and
urban areas. This bill also supports our
physicians, and I am proud of it.

———

RELEASE FATHER NGUYEN VAN
LY

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

Mr. CAO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
call upon the administration and Con-
gress to ask the Vietnamese Govern-
ment to unconditionally release Father
Nguyen Van Ly to his family.

Father Ly is one of many Vietnamese
citizens who have been harassed for re-
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ligious and democracy advocacy. He
has been placed on trial without de-
fense and imprisoned more than once
for a total of almost 17 years.

As a Roman Catholic priest and
prominent Vietnamese dissident, Fa-
ther Ly has become a powerful icon in
the ongoing fight for human rights.
For his continuous imprisonment and
nonviolent protests, Amnesty Inter-
national adopted him as the Prisoner
of Conscience in 1983. His support for
the Bloc 8406 Manifesto, which called
for a democratic Vietnam, has led to
his most recent sentence on March 30,
2007, for an additional 8 years in prison.
Sadly, Father Ly suffered his second
stroke just 5 days ago, leaving the
right side of his body paralyzed.

In a letter to His Excellency Nguyen Tan
Dung, the Prime Minister of the Socialist Re-
public of Vietnam, Members of Congress
asked the government of Vietnam to uncondi-
tionally release Father Ly on humanitarian
grounds; provide access for his immediate and
long-term medical care; and grant his family
unencumbered admittance to lend moral,
physical, and spiritual support during this dif-
ficult time.

We believe Father Nguyen Van Ly to be a
prisoner of conscience held solely for the
peaceful expression of his dissenting political
and religious beliefs. Asking for his release is
an opportunity for Congress to take a bold
stand for human rights.

————

DON'T BRING TERRORISTS TO THE
UNITED STATES

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

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, we’ve
had people saying yes, we want to
bring terrorists to New York. We want
to bring them to Illinois. We had Sen-
ator DURBIN say, This is a lifeline. This
is an opportunity for these people to fi-
nally have a chance to save their com-
munities, and this project will give
them that chance. Talking about
bringing jobs to Illinois, Governor Pat
Quinn said the prison that will be pro-
posed in Thompson, Illinois, would pro-
vide economic opportunity.

We’re talking about terrorists. And
the moment these terrorists put their
feet in New York after we’ve spent mil-
lions and millions of dollars, they will
then file a motion to transfer venue.
My friends across the aisle who have
said, we want to look them in the eye
and sentence them to death will have
their statements as exhibits in the mo-
tion to transfer venue as to why they
could not get a fair trial in New York.

This is a huge mistake. A terrorist
whose own pleading earlier this year
says that ‘“‘your end is very near and
your fall will be just as the fall of the
towers on the blessed 9/11 day’’ does not
need to be brought to the most densely
populated area in the country.

Don’t do it, Mr. President.

———

HONORING MARY ANNE SHARP

(Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)
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Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to recognize and honor
one of my constituents, Mary Anne
Sharp. She is celebrating her 45th year
as director of the Decatur Civic Chorus
in Decatur, Georgia.

Under Ms. Sharp’s leadership, the
chorus has grown from a small group
to a well-known and widely respected
ensemble of 60 voices which has per-
formed at hundreds of civic functions
and organizations, including hospitals,
nursing, and retirement homes.

Under Mary Anne Sharp’s direction,
the chorus has represented Georgia and
the United States on tours and at fes-
tivals throughout the world. She is one
of the points of light in my district,
and I just recognize her from the well
of the House for the great job she has
done. Culture brings us all together;
and I just applaud her efforts in this re-
gard.

Mr. Speaker, as we continue to grapple with
the great issues of war and peace, health care
policy and other matters of state, let us not
forget to recognize the heroes in our commu-
nities who give their time and spirit to share
the arts with their neighbors.

Let us thank Mary Anne Sharp for her work,
her heart, and her contributions to the commu-
nity | am privileged to represent.

———

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 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 addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

—————

WHERE ARE THE JOBS?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. SCALISE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to address the House to ask the
question that many Americans are ask-
ing, and that is, Where are the jobs?

Over the last few months, the Amer-
ican people have been saying very vo-
cally that they want this Congress to
address the big problems that are af-
fecting them today—and there are a
number of problems. But the top prob-
lem I hear from my constituents—and I
am hearing from so many of my other
colleagues that their constituents are
saying the same thing—is that they
want this Congress to be focused on
creating jobs. Unfortunately, we’re see-
ing just the opposite happen in terms
of the policies that are being brought
forth by the liberal leadership of this
Democratically controlled Congress.

It started back with the first bill
that came out, the so-called stimulus
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bill. This was a bill that added $787 bil-
lion of debt that our children and
grandchildren have to pay—money we
didn’t have—but the White House said,
Don’t worry. We’ve got to roll this
thing through quickly, ram it through.
Don’t let anybody have the oppor-
tunity to read it, and it’s got to go
quickly because we need to stop unem-
ployment from breaking 8 percent, and
this bill’s going to do it.

And then they said, When this bill
passes, there’s going to be so much
transparency, you’ll be able to track
every dime, there won’t be any waste,
fraud, and abuse; and you can even go
to a Web site and track where that
money is going.

So, of course, after that bill passed, a
bill that many of us opposed because
we knew it wouldn’t create jobs—in
fact, it would actually make our econ-
omy worse because it was all borrowed
money, money that our children and
grandchildren have to pay. But what
was worse is now that we’re starting to
try to find out where that money is,
where is that money? We know when
we’re asking where are the jobs, we
can’t find the jobs because millions
more Americans have lost their job
since that bill passed. So it actually
had the opposite effect that the Amer-
ican people were promised when the
President stood right here on this po-
dium.

But now as people across the country
are trying to track down and say,
Where is that transparency? Where are
those billions and billions of dollars
that have been spent going to?, we just
find out the other day when you go to
the White House’s own Web site, Re-
covery.gov, you can’t actually track
those jobs. You can’t track where that
money’s gone because there’s an in-
credible amount of fraudulent informa-
tion on that Web site.

Now, those of us in Louisiana were
waking up on Tuesday going to that
Web site, and maybe some people would
think it would be good news that we
found out that we had 15 congressional
districts, according to the White
House’s own Web site. They actually
tracked districts that don’t exist.

O 1700

Of course, in Louisiana, we only have
seven congressional districts. So a re-
porter from our local newspaper called
the White House. And first of all, they
said, How can you possibly have all
this accurate data on your Web site?
You’re telling the American people
that jobs were created in congressional
districts that don’t even exist. And the
first response from the White House
was, ‘“We are not certifying the accu-
racy of the information.” Now, these
are the people who said this would be
the most transparent administration in
history. Now they are not certifying
the accuracy of the information now
that they have got their hands on the
money.

So then they followed it up, and they
said, Well, how can you actually have
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mistakes made that are this big where
you have a State that only has seven
congressional districts, and when we go
to your Web site, there is a District 45,
and it actually says how many jobs
were created in that district that
doesn’t exist? How can you actually
have a system that is set up that al-
lows that kind of inaccurate informa-
tion to be reported? And the White
House’s spokesperson actually said,
“Who knows, man? Who vreally
knows?”’

Mr. Speaker, this is unbelievable and
an insult to the American people who
are still asking, Where are the jobs?
Now, maybe it’s fitting that the White
House is showing jobs created in dis-
tricts that don’t exist because their
stimulus bill was passed using money
that doesn’t exist. It is all money that
is borrowed from our children and
grandchildren, not a dime that was
paid for.

And, of course, the latest that the
President was talking about just 2 days
ago, he said, if we keep on adding to
this debt, even in the midst of this re-
covery, at some point, people could
lose confidence in the United States’
economy in a way that could actually
lead to a double-dip recession.

So here you have the President of the
United States admitting that all of
this debt spending, this deficit spend-
ing that they are on this road to con-
tinue going down, is a bad thing and
actually could lead to a double-dip re-
cession, and yet their answer from day
one has been a stimulus bill that adds
another $787 billion of debt. Then he
came back right behind there with an-
other bill, his budget, his budget that
doubles the national debt. And then
they went on with the bill called ‘‘cap-
and-trade,” a national energy tax, a
bill that adds hundreds of billions of
dollars.

You wonder why people are still ask-
ing, Where are the jobs? We need to get
back to fiscal sanity. We need to actu-
ally have real transparency.

———

KARZAI INAUGURATION NO CURE
FOR WHAT AILS AFGHANISTAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, today
Hamid Karzai was inaugurated to serve
another b-year term as President of Af-
ghanistan. International leaders, in-
cluding President Obama and Sec-
retary of State Clinton, are calling
upon Karzai to reform his government,
clean up corruption, and make us all
proud of being his allies.

Well, Mr. Speaker, there is an old
saying that fits this occasion, ‘‘Fool
me once, shame on you; fool me twice,
shame on me.” The Karzai government
is ineffective, incompetent, and cor-
rupt. He stole the elections. He has
placed drug lords and warlords in key
positions of power and influence. He
has tolerated and promoted cronyism,
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graft, and a flourishing drug trade in
his government and throughout his
country, all of which have destroyed
the confidence of the Afghan people in
their own government and contributed
to the resurgence of the Taliban.

What in the world makes anyone be-
lieve that he will be a catalyst for
change? If someone won an election by
committing rampant fraud, wouldn’t
he be more likely to commit fraud
again and again? Why would he change
a winning strategy? If someone person-
ally picked and appointed warlords to
take up key positions in his govern-
ment, what makes you think he will
now kick them out? Because the U.S.
and Gordon Brown of Great Britain
have asked him to?

If corruption and cronyism keep his
friends healthy, wealthy, and happy,
what makes you think he will turn off
the spigot? Because he creates a special
commission to look into the problem?
Because his corrupt police are now
going to have a special anticorruption
unit and a unit to fight major crime?

What have they been doing up until
now? Is he going to morph into being a
new man, a different kind of leader, be-
cause he put a few words into his inau-
gural address about the need to create
a clean government, the kind of gov-
ernment that people can trust?

Corruption is like a sickness, easier
to spread than to cure.

Mr. Speaker, we do not have a part-
ner we can trust in Afghanistan, yet we
are asking tens of thousands of our
servicemen and -women to go to Af-
ghanistan and fight and die for Mr.
Karzai’s government. That’s too high a
price to pay, Mr. Speaker.

Soon the President will announce
and outline the new U.S. strategy in
Afghanistan, including a likely in-
crease in the number of troops to be de-
ployed there. I believe in the Presi-
dent’s desire to do what’s good for Af-
ghanistan and the United States. I be-
lieve he wants to get it right and to be
able to hand off to his successor at
some point in the future a stable coun-
try, an Afghanistan that has turned
the corner on violence and division and
is beginning to flourish and develop
once again.

I want that, too. But I do not think
that sending more troops to a corrupt
government is going to achieve that,
no matter how many commissions and
special police units are created or how
many pretty words are put into an in-
augural address. We should not send a
single additional soldier to Afghani-
stan. It’s that simple. We cannot afford
to be fooled again.

————

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 addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)
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CONGRATULATING PROFESSOR
ELLEN MORELAND

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CONAWAY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise to congratulate Ms. Ellen
Moreland, a senior instructor in math-
ematics at Angelo State University on
her recognition as the 2009 Texas Pro-
fessor of the Year. While some folks
may be surprised that a professor from
ASU is being honored, it is no surprise
to her students who see her devotion to
her craft every single day.

The Professor of the Year Awards are
awarded annually to those professors
who have ‘‘extraordinary dedication to
undergraduate teaching, which is dem-
onstrated by excellence in the fol-
lowing areas: an impact on and in-
volvement with undergraduate stu-
dents; a scholarly approach to teaching
and learning; a contribution to under-
graduate education in the institution,
community and the profession; and
support from colleagues and current
and former undergraduate students.

They could not have found a more
fitting honoree than Ellen Moreland.
Professor Moreland has carved out an
invaluable role as an educator of edu-
cators. Among her classes, she teaches
the capstone course at ASU, which is a
broad survey of everything that grad-
uating math majors have learned in
their 4 years. It is designed for future
mathematics teachers to take before
they take the State certification exam.
The test is difficult, but Professor
Moreland’s students all seem to do well
on it. In fact, over the last decade,
every single student who has taken her
capstone course has passed the certifi-
cation exam on the first try. This 100
percent success rate is unmatched any-
where in Texas. And it is not a stretch
to say that her impact will be felt by
generations of students all over Texas.

Unfortunately, Professor Moreland
could not be in Washington this week
to receive her award. It is getting to be
about time for finals, and she thought
it was too important of a time for her
to be away from her students. Instead,
the 2009 Texas Professor of the Year is
exactly where we would expect her to
be, instructing her students and pre-
paring another generation of American
educators.

Mr. Speaker, it is my deep honor to
represent all of the people of District 11
of Texas, but it is always a great pleas-
ure to be able to single out some of
them for their extraordinary accom-
plishments. On behalf of the people of
my congressional district, especially
the math students, I want to thank
Professor Moreland for her dedication
to teaching and her generosity with
her time. They could not have selected
a better educator to be the 2009 Texas
Professor of the Year, Ms. Ellen
Moreland.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
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tleman from Indiana (Mr. ELLSWORTH)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. ELLSWORTH addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

———————

THE GLOBAL WATER AND HUNGER
CRISIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. COSTA) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise this
evening to talk about the challenges
we face both in this country, my dis-
trict, and around the world on critical
issues affecting our country and the
world, and that is food, water, and hun-
ger. Because without water, you can’t
grow food, and without the sufficient
sustainability of our ability to produce
food in this country and around the
world, hunger continues to be a press-
ing issue both at home and abroad.

Next week, Thanksgiving will be
celebrated in this country, and we will
all hopefully be with our families and
friends. But in some parts of America,
people will go hungry. In some parts of
my district that has been ground zero
on a drought that has been caused by a
combination of regulatory and dry con-
ditions for 3 consecutive years in Cali-
fornia, we will have people in food
lines. Sadly, these food lines have ex-
isted for months, and sadly, these food
lines will continue throughout the win-
ter because we have a problem in Cali-
fornia. But that problem is exemplified
throughout the world, and that is with-
out sufficient water supplies, sustain-
able water supply, you cannot grow
food, and without that ability, hunger
persists.

On October 15, Bill Gates spoke at
the 2009 Food Prize Symposium about
the importance of productivity and
sustainability of agriculture to feed
our Nation and the world. He said,
“This global effort to help small farm-
ers is endangered by an ideological
wedge that threatens to split the move-
ment in two. On one side is a techno-
logical approach that increases produc-
tivity. On the other side is an environ-
mental approach that promotes sus-
tainability. Productivity or sustain-
ability—they say you have to choose.”

Bill Gates said, ‘“‘It’s a false choice,
and it’s dangerous for the field. It
blocks important advances. It breeds
hostility among people who need to
work together. And it makes it hard to
launch a comprehensive program to
help poor farmers. The fact is, we need
both productivity and sustainability—
and there is no reason we can’t have
both.”

The San Joaquin Valley in my dis-
trict in central California is a good ex-
ample that we must have both, yet we
find ourselves in a regulatory drought
because we are faced with posing the
question: Should we have sustain-
ability or productivity? Farmers who
produce some of the most varied
amount of production anywhere in the

H13325

world have proven that you can have
both productivity and sustainability,
provided, provided you have water.
That’s why Bill Gates went on to say,
“That’s why our foundation works
closely with local farmers’ groups. And
that’s why we are one of the largest
funders of sustainable approaches such
as no-till farming, rainwater har-
vesting, drip irrigation, and biological
nitrous fixation.

“The environment also benefits from
higher productivity. When productivity
is too low, people start farming on
grazing land, cutting down forests,
using any new acreage they can to
grow food. When productivity is high,
people can farm on less land.”

In our valley, we have proven that
time and time again. I ask my col-
leagues to ensure that we hold this ad-
ministration accountable.

Last week, Secretary of the Interior
Salazar made a positive statement. He
said, on November 9, that the Depart-
ment of the Interior will make a public
announcement taking actions on Cali-
fornia’s water crisis next year to make
sure that the intertie to Gates, the di-
versification of refuge water in level 2
and in level 4 supplies are made avail-
able to farmers and that the Patterson
fish screen and pipeline will, in fact,
take place next year. These are impor-
tant.

The last administration left these on
the backlog for years. This administra-
tion pretends they are going to take
place next year. I will hold them ac-
countable. These projects are very im-
portant. Again, without water, you
can’t have food and you can’t have
jobs.

I urge this administration to con-
tinue to move forward on these impor-
tant efforts along with the National
Academy of Science’s attempt to look
at the biological opinions that are pro-
viding the constraints to allow for the
flexible operations of the Federal and
State projects that provide the water
to allow us to grow the food to have
the jobs.

As I close, my colleagues, let me tell
you, we are talking about trying to get
the economy going. We are going to be
talking about a jobs package this year
when we come back from Thanks-
giving. If we provide water to the peo-
ple of the San Joaquin Valley, we will
have 30,000 jobs that were eliminated
this summer because we had no water.
It’s very simple. All we have to do is
focus on flexibility with these biologi-
cal opinions.

We hope that before the National
Academy of Science completes their
work, the administration will under-
stand that regardless of what kind of a
rainfall year we have this winter and
snow in the Sierra, it’s important that
we are sensitive to operational flexi-
bility of +the State and Federal
projects.

I urge all of my colleagues to under-
stand that, as Bill Gates said, sustain-
ability and productivity are key. You
can have both. It should be a false
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choice. Water provides food, and that
equals jobs.

——
O 1715

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.)
———
THE TRUE MEANING OF
THANKSGIVING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FRANKS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, the Thanksgiving thoughts that I
offer this evening were written by
someone who sacrificed a great deal for
someone that they loved. It has really
nothing to do with roast turkey or
pumpkin or all of the homey images
that we have come to equate with this
holiday. Tonight, I want to speak of a
day whose noble purpose and origins
are often lost on those who think of it
as only ‘“‘Turkey Day.”

The truth is, this national holiday
has much more to do with Presidents
than it does pilgrims; more to do with
our precious freedoms than sumptuous
feasts. Yes, it’s wonderful to have
Thanksgiving dinner with precious
loved ones, it’s wonderful to have that
time with those that we care about,
but this was also meant to be a time of
giving thanks to God for all of his
blessings, including the gift of freedom,
something that often gets lost in this
season, forgetting it was bought by the
blood of past generations of Americans,
a sacrifice still borne by so many men
and women in the armed services in the
battlefield these very moments.

A national day of thanksgiving to
God was actually called after America
became a Nation by two of our greatest
Presidents and Commanders in Chief,
George Washington and Abraham Lin-
coln. The first one was in 1789, right
after this new Nation was still healing
from the wounds of the American Rev-
olution. General Washington, who had
led those who favored revolution
against the will of those who did not,
was now seeking to unite a people with
a new Constitution as one Nation
under God.

There wasn’t another national cele-
bration of the day for 74 years and,
ironically, it was during the Civil War
in 1863, in the midst of one of our
greatest national tragedies, that Presi-
dent Abraham Lincoln called for all his
“fellow citizens in every part of the
United States to set apart and observe
the last Thursday of November as a
day of Thanksgiving and praise to our
beneficent Father who dwelleth in the
heavens’” so ‘‘that God could and
should be solemnly, reverently, and
gratefully acknowledged, as with one
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heart and one voice,
American people.”

He went on to say ‘“We have forgot-
ten God” and ‘It is the duty of nations
as well as men to own their dependence
upon the overruling power of God; to
confess their sins and transgressions in
humble sorrow and to recognize the
sublime truth, announced in the Holy
Scriptures and proven by all history,
that those nations are blessed whose
God is the Lord.”

Those words spoken nearly 1% cen-
turies ago came from a President who
had found his own faith just a few
months before. As he walked among
the graves of thousands of soldiers who
had fallen at the Battle of Gettysburg,
his heart had broken over their tragic
sacrifice. Abraham Lincoln was a
President who deeply valued the lives
of all Americans—civilian, slaves, and
all soldiers, including everyone who ac-
tually fought against him.

The just freedom of hundreds of thou-
sands of slaves had cost hundreds of
thousands of American lives. It was an
unspeakable sacrifice that weighed so
heavily on him, and he believed only
God could give him strength to unite
the Nation again. He wrote a letter to
a friend and said that he had not been
a truer believer when he left Illinois to
assume the Presidency.

“I asked the people to pray for me,”
he wrote. I was not a Christian. When
I buried my son, the severest trial of
my life, I was not a Christian. But
when I went to Gettysburg and saw the
graves of thousands of soldiers, I then
and there consecrated myself to
Christ.”

Abraham Lincoln understood the
high cost of freedom, but counting the
cost and trusting God to hold and ulti-
mately heal the Nation, President
Abraham Lincoln ended slavery in
America forever. Mr. Lincoln and
George Washington both understood
the high cost of freedom and helped to
forge a new Nation with unheard of lib-
erties, Mr. Speaker, including the right
to disagree. And both of them called
the Nation to thank God.

So, Mr. Speaker, as we prepare to go
home to our families and loved ones,
let us remember what every man and
woman in the Armed Forces can tell
you personally: freedom is never free.
And as we sit down to Thanksgiving
dinner, let us be thankful to all of
those who have died that we might live
in freedom—from the American Revo-
lution to this current war we fight
against jihadist terrorism. And let us
thank the God, from Whom all bless-
ings come, for this marvelous gift we
call liberty and justice for all.

——————

IN MEMORY OF SERGEANT
EDUVIGES WOLF

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers, I have come to the floor to speak

by the whole
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about two extraordinary individuals
today. I rise first to honor the memory
of Sergeant Eduviges Preciado Wolf of
Hawthorne, California. Sergeant
Eduviges was an Army sergeant as-
signed to the 704th Brigade Support
Battalion, 4th Brigade Combat Team,
4th Infantry Division, out of Fort Car-
son, Colorado. Sergeant Wolf was a
hero who gave her life in service to her
country.

Sergeant Wolf, also know as ‘“‘Duvi,”
dreamed of serving in the U.S. military
as a child who emigrated to the United
States from Mexico with her family. As
soon as Duvi was able, she joined the
United States military so that she
could fulfill her lifelong dream to serve
and protect her country. She met her
husband Josh at Fort Bragg. Together,
they had two daughters: 3-year-old Isa-
bel and 1-year-old Valerie. Both Duvi
and Josh were deployed to Afghani-
stan, where they served in separate
units. Tragically, Duvi recently died in
an insurgent attack while in Afghani-
stan. She was only 24 years old.

Earlier this month, on Veterans Day,
I had the honor and privilege of partici-
pating in events with veterans and
their families in my congressional dis-
trict in Hawthorne and Inglewood,
California. I was deeply moved by the
families of our servicemembers. Not
only do servicemembers make major
sacrifices, but so do their families.
They live with the harsh realities of
war and its implications on them.
Spouses must sacrifice long-term ca-
reer planning, and children are often-
times forced to transfer to different
schools throughout the country. Trag-
ically, as is the reality of combat the-
atre, some of our troops do not make it
home.

Today, I salute and thank Sergeant
Wolf, along with all of our Nation’s
past and present heroes who sacrifice a
great deal in service to this country. I
expressed my condolences to Duvi’s sis-
ter Cecilia in Hawthorne on Veterans
Day, and I know that her friends and
family are still mourning. It is my
hope that they will find comfort and
peace in the loving memories and the
distinguished legacy of service that
Duvi leaves behind.

IN MEMORY OF TOMMY JACQUETTE

Ms. WATERS. I rise in memory of
Tommy Jacquette, my dear friend of
over 40 years, who passed away this
week. I know that the community of
Watts and the greater Los Angeles area
are grieving with me, because we have
all lost a truly unique, larger-than-life
friend and activist who had his finger
on the pulse of the community.

Born in South Central Los Angeles in
1943, Tommy Jacquette as a young man
became part of the Black Power Move-
ment of the 1960s and sharpened his
leadership skills during his studies at
Cal-Poly Pomona. He was acutely
aware of the problems and issues facing
the African American community, and
he wanted to make a difference.

Tommy especially loved Watts, and
he dedicated his life’s work to enrich-
ing the community. He was the founder
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of the Watts Summer Festival at Ted
Watkins Memorial Park, formerly Will
Rogers Park, which became an annual
tradition in the community following
the 1965 insurrection, which were riots
that shook the Watts community and
surrounding areas.

Tommy created the festival to honor
and celebrate our roots, our talents,
and our culture; and it subsequently
helped to spark African American fes-
tivals across the country. Today, it’s
known as the ‘“‘grandfather’ of all Afri-
can American cultural events.

Even in years when he struggled to
get funding for the festival, when tradi-
tional donors such as the business com-
munity and others wouldn’t con-
tribute, he always came through and
was able to put on a festival, using the
resources he had and his amazing life
skills, largely stemming from being a
self-made man. Just this year I joked
with him that if he had two dimes to
rub together, there would be a Watts
Summer Festival.

I have no doubt, however, that in
making the festival possible each and
every year for almost half a century,
Tommy knocked a few heads together.
This tall, handsome, and fatigue-wear-
ing man made his presence known,
often using his penchant for colorful
language to drive home the point. His
confrontations with City Hall, L.A.
County, and other elected officials and
community leaders are legendary. He
spoke his mind and he was bold and un-
compromising in his support of the Af-
rican American community. So when
he was mad, you knew it. However,
when he was pleased and happy, you
knew it too, because he had a smile
that would light up a room and a
hearty laugh that would resonate
throughout an entire building.

The Watts Summer Festival is
uniquely Tommy, bringing people to-
gether and focusing both on local and
national talent, always with an Afro-
centric theme.

Tommy was an inspiration to me and to so
many other people. He was daring, fearless
and bold, helping us to gain the courage to
openly discuss and deal with race, discrimina-
tion and inequality in a way that few had been
able to before.

| will truly miss his presence and the long
conversations we would often have, which
would usually start when he’d say “Hey Mac,
what do you think about that?” He was an in-
credibly deep thinker. He was especially an in-
spiration to young people in the community,
often speaking at high schools, colleges and
universities to encourage them to succeed, to
give back, and to hold their heads up high.

There will never be another Tommy
Jacquette, and | know that the legacy he has
left behind is enshrined not only in the Watts
Summer Festival, but in the larger community.
| look forward to working with his family and
the Board of Directors to make sure that the
festival continues, though there will be a big
hole that can never be filled.

| thank him for all that he was and all that
he was not, for all the lives he reached, and
for his friendship. | will miss him dearly, but
am comforted because | know Tommy
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Jacquette’s life was one of impact, purpose,
and fulfillment.

————

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 addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

TRIBUTE TO FORMER GOVERNOR
BRUCE KING OF NEW MEXICO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New  Mexico (Mr.
HEINRICH) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HEINRICH. Mr. Speaker, it’s dif-
ficult to put into words the tremendous
loss that New Mexicans are suffering
due to the passage of an unforgettable
New Mexico public servant. Last Fri-
day, we lost former Governor Bruce
King at the age of 85. He was our re-
vered ‘‘Cowboy in the Roundhouse,”
who served three terms as Governor of
New Mexico.

Across our State, we were all touched
by this one-of-a-kind New Mexican who
personified a rare brand of leadership,
perseverance, and integrity. That
brand of leadership epitomizes what I
love about New Mexico, and I believe it
was a result of his humble upbringing
on a ranch near the small town of
Stanley, New Mexico. There, his par-
ents raised him to always provide
water to travelers passing through
their homestead, no matter their back-
ground, and certainly never asking
whether they were a Republican or
Democrat.

From the very beginning, Governor
King’s philosophy remained that New
Mexicans needed to ‘‘work together
and be one large family,” to be success-
ful, whether from rural New Mexico
towns like Stanley or an urban center
like Albuquerque. Wherever he went in
our State, New Mexicans felt like Gov-
ernor King spoke their language, and
they felt like his agenda was to address
their family’s struggles.

It was clear that he loved New Mex-
ico and New Mexicans. He loved spend-
ing time with them. He loved bridging
people’s differences to get things done.
His leadership united New Mexicans,
and I think as we near our 100th anni-
versary of statehood, I have no doubt
that his impact will be a central chap-
ter in our history.

Governor King passed away Friday
on the ranch where he was raised in
Stanley, New Mexico, almost 1 year
after the passing of his wife of 61 years,
Alice King. Alice was equally revered
for her contributions to our great
State. Together, their humanitarian
legacy includes equalizing funding be-
tween wealthy and not-so-wealthy
schools, as well as establishing the
Children, Youth and Families Depart-
ment to tackle struggles faced by
youth across our State. We're heart-
broken at the loss of Governor and
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Mrs. King, but we’re comforted that
they are together again.

Mr. Speaker, I extend my heartfelt
condolences to the entire King family,
and I thank them for sharing such an
incredible public servant with our
State. It is an honor to be able to serve
in the kind of State that loved two
public servants like Alice and Bruce
King and that was so deeply loved by
both of them.

————

IN MEMORY OF FORMER GOV-
ERNOR BRUCE KING OF NEW
MEXICO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. LUJAN)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, today I
join my friends MARTIN HEINRICH and
HARRY TEAGUE to celebrate the life of
Bruce King. For so long, Governor King
has been a constant and warming pres-
ence in New Mexico, dedicating himself
to our State and touching the lives of
New Mexicans from border to border
with his kind words, hardy laugh, and
friendly drawl. It’s tough to go far in
New Mexico without talking to some-
one who has a story about Governor
King, and I'm no different.

When I turned 1 year of age, Gov-
ernor King sent my parents a silver cup
from himself and Mrs. King, from
Alice, that still holds a prominent
place in my mom and dad’s house. It’s
a practice he followed to let people
know he cared and that they were in
his thoughts, even as he presided over
a growing and emerging State. I'm sure
that there are silver cups and similar
stories across New Mexico, memories
sitting on mantels, stories retold
around family dinner tables. His
thoughtfulness and down-home way of
reaching out to people across our State
made him a legend.

Raised in the fields of New Mexico
and instilled with a sense of value in
public service, the worth of a hard
day’s work and a kindness toward all,
Governor King went to work early in
life for our country and State.

0 1730

He served in the Army in World War
II, and when he came home, he settled
his family in a beautiful place called
Stanley, New Mexico. He was always a
rancher, a genuine cowboy, and the
values he learned on the ranch guided
his service in our State. Governor King
used to say that when cowboys came to
the ranch to water their stock, his par-
ents didn’t ask if they were Democrats
or Republicans. And he took that les-
son to heart.

While working across the aisle in his
time as a county commissioner, State
legislator, as speaker of the House and
finally as our Governor, when he got a
question about a tough piece of legisla-
tion or a tough issue, his approach to
bipartisanship was often highlighted by
his wit. “Well, some of my friends are
for it,”” and he’d continue to say, ‘‘and
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some of my friends are against it, and
I will support my friends.”

This steady and collaborative ap-
proach to governance led to many ac-
complishments that were only over-
shadowed by the strength of Governor
King’s character and the size of his
heart. With the helpful guidance of his
wife, Alice, he made the Children,
Youth, and Families Department a new
State agency to look out for New Mexi-
co’s children, and he made sure the stu-
dents statewide had access to kinder-
garten, and their schools had steady
funding, no matter if they lived in a
growing city or in a quiet little farm.

He valued the land, and he made sure
it was protected through an environ-
mental improvement agency. And his
commonsense approach to finances led
to the creation of the State’s Rainy
Day Fund and the Mineral Trust.

Governor King’s accomplishments
were many, but his legacy will be
shaped by his deep affection for our
State and his ability to connect with
New Mexicans. He remembered names
and family members all over the State,
whether you were a mom or a dad or a
brother or a sister. When he walked
into a general store, a local restaurant
or a farmhouse, he made sure to extend
his hand to everyone and ask them
with a drawl, “How are y’all doing?”’
When they returned the question, he
answered, ‘“‘Mighty fine, mighty fine”
before starting a conversation.

Our State and our country are better
for Governor King’s service, and his
words and deeds will long echo in our
State. For generations, people will re-
member Governor King’s legacy and
benefit from his work, and I hope all
New Mexicans will heed his most im-
portant lessons and take some time to
talk to their neighbors and get to know
them, help their communities, and give
a little back to our State. If we do this,
if we all work a little bit harder, with
a little more compassion and a little
more common sense, when someone
asks you how you’re doing, we might
be able to look them in the eye and
say, “‘Mighty fine, mighty fine.”

We’re going to miss you, Bruce.

———

HONORING GOVERNOR BRUCE
KING OF NEW MEXICO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. TEAGUE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague BEN RAY LUJAN from the
great State of New Mexico. I also want
to thank the gentleman from New
Mexico’s First Congressional District,
MARTIN HEINRICH, for helping to ar-
range this tribute to one of New Mexi-
co’s greatest citizens. Bruce King is,
without a doubt, a New Mexico legend.
If you never got a chance to meet him,
then all I can tell you is that you
missed an opportunity to meet some-
one who really was a dedicated public
servant and a good man.

Many of us that are public servants
in New Mexico today have learned from
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his example. One thing I learned from
Bruce King was how important it is to
stay in touch with the people that you
represent. In fact, I first met Governor
King in the steer barn at the Lea Coun-
ty Fair. And over the years, it seemed
that you would run across the Gov-
ernor shaking hands at nearly every
fair in New Mexico. Bruce King was
New Mexico. A lot of people describe
him as ‘‘the cowboy Governor,” and
that could mean a lot of different
things to a lot of different people. But
for Bruce King, it meant that his heart
was as big as our skies. It meant that
his handshake was as good as his word.
It meant the only way he knew how to
work was hard. It meant his family and
the people he represented always came
first, and that he was willing to look
out for their needs. It meant that when
he had to make tough choices, he stuck
by them, even when that meant that he
had to make sacrifices.

It also meant that he led by example.
During one of his terms as Governor,
Bruce King had to contend with an en-
ergy crisis like the rest of the country.
He didn’t just tell New Mexicans that
they had to save energy. He showed
them by trading in his motorcade for a
horse. For a while, Bruce would actu-
ally ride his horse from the Governor’s
mansion in Santa Fe to the State cap-
itol as a way of showing folks that he
was willing to do his part.

When I ran for Congress, I kept tell-
ing voters that I was running to put
New Mexico’s families first in every-
thing that I did. Governor King did
that when he created the Children,
Youth and Families Department in
New Mexico that looks after the well-
being of our children and our loved
ones. He put New Mexico families first
because, in a lot of ways, the people of
New Mexico were his family. He put
the education of our kids first when he
changed the way we fund our schools
back home.

In too many States, wealthy neigh-
borhoods have the best schools while
poor rural areas or inner city schools
have to scramble for funds every year
because their families are poor. Gov-
ernor King changed that. He made sure
that every single child in New Mexico
got a shot at an education when he
made sure that all money for education
was doled out equally for every school
district. He knew that one child’s edu-
cation was not more important than
another’s, and countless New Mexicans
have benefited from that change.

In a recent interview, Bruce told a
story about how he started making a
few people angry on the Santa Fe
County Commission when he, as a first-
term commissioner, kept pushing the
county employees to get roads paved
faster. He remembered that one person
took him aside and said, ‘‘Bruce, you're
new here, and you don’t know how
things are done.”” He just smiled and
told him, ‘I understand the way things
are done. The people pay their taxes on
time, and they expect us to do our
work on time. That’s how it’s done.”
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Governor King’s service to our Na-
tion and our State should never be for-
gotten. As a county commissioner,
speaker of the House and as Governor,
he was one of those unique public offi-
cials who never had forgotten where he
came from. He listened sincerely to the
needs and concerns of his constituents,
and then he got to work addressing
those issues because he cared deeply
about the State of New Mexico. He
showed the rest of the country what it
meant to be a New Mexican. He
brought out the best in all of us.

That’s probably why so many of his
political rivals became friends of his
afterwards. For so many years, Bruce
King was ours. Now the cowboy Gov-
ernor’s ridden off into the sunset one
last time, and he will be missed.

——

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.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. JOHNSON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

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 addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———————

REVISIONS TO THE 302(a) ALLOCA-
TIONS AND BUDGETARY AGGRE-
GATES ESTABLISHED BY THE
CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEARS
2010 AND 2014

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Speaker, under
section 421(a)(4) of S. Con. Res. 13, the
concurrent resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2010, I hereby submit a revi-
sion to the budget allocations and ag-
gregates for certain House committees
for fiscal year 2010 and the period of fis-
cal years 2010 through 2014. This adjust-
ment responds to House consideration
of the bill H.R. 3961, the Medicare Phy-
sician Payment Reform Act of 2009.
Corresponding tables are attached.
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For the purposes of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as amended, this re-
vised allocation is to be considered as
an allocation included in the budget
resolution, pursuant to section 427(b) of
S. Con. Res. 13.
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BUDGET AGGREGATES

[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars]
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BUDGET AGGREGATES—Continued

[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars]

Fiscal year Fiscal year
2009 2010

Fiscal years
2010-2014

Fiscal year Fiscal year
2009 2010

Fiscal years
2010-2014

Current Aggregates: !
Budget Authority .......
Outlays ...
Revenues

Change for Medi

cian Payment Reform

Act (H.R. 3961):
Budget Authority
Outlays ...
Revenues

3,668,601
3,357,164
1,532,579

2,882,149 na.
3,002,606 na.
1,653,728 10,500,149

0 1,177 n.a.
0 1,177 n.a.
0 0 0

Revised Aggregates:
Budget Authority .......
Outlays ......
Revenues ...

3,668,601 2,883,326 na.
3,357,164 3,003,783 n.a.
1,632,579 1,653,728 10,500,149

n.a. = Not applicable because annual appropriations Acts for fiscal years
2011 through 2014 will not be considered until future sessions of Congress.

ICurrent aggregates do not include the disaster allowance assumed in
the budget resolution, which if needed will be excluded from current level
with an emergency designation (section 423(b)).

DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION—AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(A) ALLOCATIONS FOR RESOLUTION CHANGES

[Fiscal years, in millions of dollars]

House Committee

2009

2010 2010-2014 total

BA Outlays

BA Outlays BA Outlays

Current allocation:
Ways and Means

Change for Medicare Physician Payment Reform Act (H.R. 3961):

Ways and Means
Revised allocation:
Ways and Means

6,840
1177
8,017

6,840
1,177
8,017

37,000
37,546
74,546

37,000
37,546
74,546

HEALTH CARE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. GINGREY) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank you for the recognition, and
I thank on the minority side, my side,
the Republican side for allowing me to
take this hour this evening to talk
about health care reform and talk
about what happened on the floor of
the House today in regard to what’s
known as the doc fix bill. I think it’s
very important, Mr. Speaker, that we
take this time so that all of our col-
leagues will have a full understanding
of what’s been going on. Certainly
we’ve all been here, but we each have
not had equal access to the delibera-
tions and the writing of bills and the
writing of amendments and of course
motions to recommit and this sort of
thing. So this, hopefully, Mr. Speaker,
will be an information hour for all of
our colleagues as we move forward.

When the bill was first marked up—
the bill, the Pelosi health care reform
act of 2009, Mr. Speaker, when it was
first marked up back in July of this
year in the three committees of this
House, the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee, the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, and the Education and Labor
Committee, there were certain issues
that gave me great pause. I do happen
to sit on one of those three commit-
tees, Energy and Commerce.

When we began to mark up that bill
at the time, Mr. Speaker, as you recall,
it was H.R. 3200. Now the bill that we
voted on and passed last Saturday
night is H.R. 3962. But in their original
bill, and in the bill that has passed the
House, I had great concern, as did
many of my colleagues, especially on
this side of the aisle, Mr. Speaker, with
a section in there called Comparative
Effectiveness Research Council. We had
trouble with another section in there
that created something known as the
health services coordinator. But let me

get back to that Comparative Effec-
tiveness Research Council, Mr. Speak-
er, for just a second because basically,
as you read through that portion of the
bill, it was obvious that these bureau-
crats would decide based on hopefully
accurate research, scientific research,
what was the best treatment for each
and every disease known unto man, but
that hopefully it would be a rec-
ommendation that this research coun-
cil could give to our practicing physi-
cians.

We know, Mr. Speaker, that medicine
is not an exact science like physics and
chemistry. It’s a science, yes, but not
an exact science. There is a lot of art
to the practice of medicine. Doctors
have a sixth sense, if you will, many
times where a diagnosis is made based
on just an observation or a feeling or,
indeed, a sixth sense and not nec-
essarily a scientific test or a specific
lab result. So that was why, Mr. Speak-
er, I felt very concerned with this Com-
parative Effectiveness Research Coun-
cil, if this bill is enacted in its current
form.

Of course it looks like the Senate is
going to be taking up the bill sometime
soon. And if this is in there, indeed,
these people, these bureaucrats, these
nonmedical government folks will have
the opportunity to say, Doctor, you
can or cannot do that procedure. You
can or cannot order that test. You can
or cannot prescribe that medication
based on, hopefully, what is best based
on research. But could they do it, Mr.
Speaker, simply based on cost? And the
answer, regrettably, is, yes, they could.
Yes, they could. That’s why I proffered,
submitted an amendment when we
were marking up the bill that said that
no bureaucratic decision or rec-
ommendation from this Comparative
Effectiveness Research Council could
force a physician, especially based on
cost, that could lead to denial and
eventually to rationing.

Now that seemed like such a good
amendment, Mr. Speaker, that I was
very optimistic, indeed, that my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle—
there are about 56 of us on the Energy

and Commerce Committee. I think
there are 35 Democrats and 21 Repub-
licans. But I was optimistic. And yes,
indeed, that amendment passed on a
voice vote, and people on the com-
mittee I think realized that that was a
concern, and they didn’t want this to
happen either. Now unfortunately, Mr.
Speaker, when the Speaker—you are
sitting in for her—but when the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives,
NANCY PELOSI, got the three bills from
the three committees and sort of com-
bined and came up with H.R. 3962 that,
indeed, we voted on last Saturday
night, that amendment disappeared mi-
raculously, as did 15 other Republican
amendments that were passed in com-
mittee. And in the dark of night, poof,
they’re gone.

You know, this is a pretty serious re-
traction, subtraction from the bill, and
my fear, my concerns, Mr. Speaker,
just this week have really come home
to roost. Now I don’t know how many
of my colleagues have had the oppor-
tunity to read about, see about on tele-
vision the United States Preventive
Services Task Force, an entity embed-
ded within the Department of Health
and Human Services. Oh, by the way,
Medicare and Medicaid is also embed-
ded within the Department of Health
and Human Services. Well, this little-
known-to-some but well-known-to-
many United States Preventive Serv-
ices Task Force has come out, Mr.
Speaker, with a recommendation that
says that women should no longer
practice breast self-examination in try-
ing to detect early, at the earliest op-
portunity, if they have a suspicious
lump.

They went even further and said that
women should not routinely have a
mammogram done every 2 years start-
ing at age 40; they should put that off
until age 50.

Now when an entity like this makes
a recommendation, Mr. Speaker, it
eventually becomes not a suggestion,
but it essentially becomes, for all in-
tents and purposes, a mandate.
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Now, Ms. Sebelius, the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, imme-
diately said, no, no, doctors can still do
whatever they want to. We are not tell-
ing the doctor what to do.

But, Mr. Speaker, as most of my col-
leagues know, I am a physician, and I
just happen to be an OB/GYN specialist
and practiced for 26 years before I had
the privilege to be elected to Congress
back in 2002. I am also a very proud
member of the American College—a
fellow we call it—of the American Col-
lege of Obstetrics and Gynecology, and
I am a board certified fellow. The rec-
ommendation from our college, our
subspecialty, has been to commence
routine screening mammograms for
women at age 40 and to do that every 2
years, and of course not only allow, but
to encourage and even to teach them
how to do breast self-examination,
probably commencing that in their
early thirties if not their late twenties.
It is something that I am just shocked
that any so-called credible organiza-
tion other than my own subspecialty of
OB/GYN or, indeed, the American Can-
cer Society would make that kind of
recommendation, and they haven’t. I
think they are appalled at this rec-
ommendation.

And like I say, when the Secretary of
Health and Human Services says not to
worry, doctor, patient, you can con-
tinue to do whatever you want to, but
the patients are already very confused
and frightened. And even if the doctor
recommends to, let’s say, a woman in
her early forties, Hey, it is time to get
that mammogram done. I don’t feel
anything on the exam, and I am glad
you are checking yourself on a regular
basis. Everything looks good, but it is
time to go ahead and get that screen-
ing mammogram because we would cer-
tainly hope, if you are unfortunate
enough to develop breast cancer, that
we can detect it with the mammog-
raphy, which is an x-ray, before a lump
has developed, certainly before the pa-
tient can feel it, and certainly before
the doctor can detect.

You write out that prescription and
that order and you send the patient to
the hospital and she gets over there
and she is told, Well, we can do it, but
you are going to have to write us a
check or you are going to have to pay
cash for it because your insurance com-
pany doesn’t pay for this anymore, and
they don’t pay for it anymore because
the U.S. Preventive Services Task
Force of the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services says it is not nec-
essary. We will be glad to do it. You
have to write us a check, cash on the
barrelhead, and we will do it; other-
wise, we will see you in 10 years, at age
50. And at that point, that patient
might happen to have, since she has
been discouraged from doing breast
self-examination, cancer the size of a
golf ball, and that being cancer that
has already spread to the point where
her chances of survival over a b-year
period of time is down around 10 per-
cent instead of 95 percent.
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Mr. Speaker, this is serious stuff.
This is life and death that we are talk-
ing about. That is why so many of us
are so concerned about this massive
takeover of our health care system by
the Federal Government, by bureau-
crats. We have got 13 practicing physi-
cians on our side of the aisle that prob-
ably, in the aggregate, have 400 years
of clinical experience. All kinds of spe-
cialists. In fact, I have a family practi-
tioner with me tonight.

Mr. Speaker, maybe you wish that we
had been consulted, and there are four
or five doctors on the Democratic ma-
jority side. I don’t think that they
were consulted. It is a waste of talent
and the waste of an opportunity for bi-
partisanship. This is the result of it,
though. This is what happens when
things are done behind closed doors.
Folks overlook, forget. I am not saying
that it is deliberate, but the unin-
tended consequences have life and
death consequences.

And with that, I yield to my good
friend, the gentleman from Athens,
Georgia (Mr. BROUN).

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Dr. GINGREY,
thank you so much for yielding to-
night, and I appreciate the opportunity
to come here to try to help our col-
leagues and hopefully the American
public to understand what we are deal-
ing with with this PelosiCare bill. And
what is apparent thus far, since it has
just been out, I can’t say for certain,
but it is apparent within the Senate
bill, the ReidCare bill, of where we are
going as a Nation.

The American people need to under-
stand something very clearly, and that
is there is going to be rationing of care,
as Dr. GINGREY was just talking about,
and we are already seeing the begin-
ning of this.

Mr. Speaker, over the August break,
I went up to Canada and I talked to Ca-
nadian patients. I actually lived in
Canada many, many years ago for a
short period of time. I didn’t talk to
doctors, but I talked to Canadian pa-
tients, since we hear our Democratic
colleagues holding that up as the kind
of model we need to go to.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
need to understand very clearly that
the Canadians have marked rationing
of care. I talked to women in their for-
ties and fifties who never, ever have
been told that they needed a pap smear
and never have had one. What Dr.
GINGREY was just saying, Mr. Speaker,
about this recommendation that
women not have mammograms until
they are after 50 years of age, I have
seen patients in my own medical prac-
tice in their thirties who have been di-
agnosed and treated for breast cancer.
In fact, I had one lady 29 years of age
in my own practice who found a lump
in her breast. She came to me, she got
a mammogram and went to surgery
and was found to have breast cancer at
29 years of age.

Mr. Speaker, this is the beginning of
the process of rationing of care that we
already see the Federal Government
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doing just in anticipation, in my belief,
of what the PelosiCare, the ReidCare,
the ObamaCare bill is going to do. You
see, the Democratic Party’s health
care reform plans which have been in-
troduced in the House and the Senate
will allow you to have anything that
you want as long as the boss would
allow you to do it. Boss Hogg is going
to determine whether a patient can
have a mammogram, as we already see
in the Federal Government saying we
need to stop these mammograms for
patients that desperately need them
from a medical perspective.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. If I under-
stand the gentleman correctly, Mr.
Speaker, the gentleman is holding a
poster. That poster is a representation
of this health choices administrator in
this new bill, this H.R. 3962 which has
already passed this House, and it also
could be representative of the U.S.
Services Task Force. And I want to
yield back to the gentleman from Ath-
ens, Georgia, and I want us all to focus
in just for a minute on Boss Hogg, be-
cause I think it is a great characteriza-
tion of what we are trying to point out
here.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. This com-
parative effectiveness panel that is
going to be set up in Washington, D.C.,
they are going to look at how to spend
dollars. They are going to use age and
dollars on how to make health care de-
cisions, which means that senior citi-
zens are going to be denied care be-
cause they are going to determine that
it is not effective to spend dollars on
seniors’ care as opposed to spending it
for young people’s care. So this mam-
mogram recommendation is just the
harbinger of where we are going.

One other thing, Mr. Speaker, that
the American people need to under-
stand is that not only Boss Hogg is
going to tell them whether they can
have surgery, whether they can have a
mammogram, whether they can have a
pap smear, whether they can have lab
tests, MRIs, CAT scans, but Boss Hogg
and another group is going to tell the
American people what their health in-
surance looks like.

So we have heard the President over
and over say that if you like your cur-
rent health insurance policy, you can
keep it. That is a bald-faced lie. It is
not true, because the health care czar
panel is going to dictate every single
health care policy in this country. Not
only in the public exchange, but also
everybody’s private insurance in this
country is going to be dictated by Boss
Hogg, the health care czar panel in
Washington, D.C.

They are going to say whether that
insurance will pay for insurance cov-
erage for those mammograms, and they
are going to use this recommendation
that just came out this week to deny
women under the age of 50 of being able
to get those mammograms that their
doctor thinks that they need and that
they think that they need. There are
medical indications for those mammo-
grams, but Boss Hogg is going to say
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“no’” because it does not fit within the
parameters of the insurance that the
Boss Hogg health care czar panel is
going to put into place.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. I thank Dr.
BROUN for that point.

As we continue this colloquy, Mr.
Speaker, Boss Hogg could also restrict
other screening procedures. It is prob-
ably never going to be proven that
screening, mass screening for many dif-
ferent diseases is going to be cost effec-
tive, but it is going to save lives. You
ask yourself, if we are going to get to
the point where Boss Hogg or the
health choices administrator or the
U.S. Preventive Services Task Force or
the Comparative Effectiveness Re-
search Council decides that something
is not going to be cost effective, as Dr.
BROUN points out occurs in Canada.
And he has some experience. He lived
there. We know it occurs in the U.K.
They have a group, an oversight entity
that goes by the nice acronym of NICE,
N-I-C-E, the National Institute for
Clinical Excellence, but it is a ration-
ing body that decides what can and
cannot be done.

Indeed, talking about breast cancer,
Dr. BROUN, the survival rate, the 5-year
survival rate for breast cancer in the
U.K. is something like 15 points lower
than it is in the United States, and it
is simply because they are denied these
routine screening procedures.

The point I also wanted to make in
regard to other things, how many chil-
dren, how many young children have to
be screened with a blood test for sickle
cell anemia before you find one? How
many young children in preschool have
to have a hearing examination before
you find one that is hearing impaired,
or vision screening before you find one
that is visually impaired? How do you
put a dollar value on these kinds of
things, Mr. Speaker? You cannot do it.
And if you start trying to do it, then
you ration everything and it becomes a
matter of what is a person’s life worth,
whether it is at the beginning or the
end.

I yield to my colleague.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. I thank you,
Dr. GINGREY, for yielding.

Carrying down that same road that
you were talking about, I have prac-
ticed almost four decades as a family
doctor. I have done colonoscopies and
sigmoidoscopies. We do routine digital
rectal examinations on patients for
prostate cancer. We do PSAs routinely
in screening. We do cholesterol screen-
ing and blood sugars and hemoglobins
and all of these different tests that the
American people wouldn’t understand
unless they have those diseases or have
studied those things.

J 1800
But you’re exactly right, Dr.
GINGREY. The screening for, for in-

stance, colon cancer, we do a lot of
checking stools for blood, doing flexi-
ble sigmoidoscopies even colonoscopies
for colon cancers. Frequently even at
colonoscopies we take out polyps that
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could turn out to be cancer if they’re
not removed.

This cost-effectiveness panel, Boss
Hogg, very probably is going to cut off
all that screening. And you’re going to
have more people get prostrate cancer,
more people get colon cancer, more
people get breast cancer, more ladies
get cervical cancer because those
screening tests that Dr. GINGREY is
talking about, Mr. Speaker, very prob-
ably are going to be cut off and denied
to patients because they have to stop
paying for all these tests because of the
comparative effectiveness. Particularly
when you look at it, young people from
old people compared to how you spend
your dollars, we’re going to have tre-
mendous rationing of care.

So everybody in this country is going
to have their insurance dictated by
Boss Hogg, the Federal Government.
Everybody is going to have their care
dictated by Boss Hogg, the Federal
Government. Everybody in this coun-
try is going to have a Federal bureau-
crat standing between them and their
doctor. It’s not right and the American
people need to stand up and say ‘‘no”’
to the ReidCare bill. They need to say
“no” to the PelosiCare bill, no to
ObamaCare. And let’s lower the prices
for everybody.

Republicans have many, many bills
that we’ve introduced. I have intro-
duced one myself, H.R. 3389, which is a
comprehensive bill. It does not add one
nickel of increased spending to the
Federal Government, and it puts the
patient and doctor in charge of those
health care decisions.

Dr. GINGREY, I appreciate your doing
this Special Order, and I appreciate
your bringing these very pertinent
things to the attention of the Amer-
ican public by doing this Special Order.
And I just applaud what you’re doing
here because in Hosea 4:6 God says,
“My people are destroyed for lack of
knowledge.”” And the American people
are going to be destroyed for a lack of
knowledge about what this PelosiCare
bill is going to do or the ReidCare bill
is going to do that Barack Obama is
pushing down the road. We’ve got a
steamroller of socialism that’s going to
cost jobs and destroy the quality of
health care, and the American people
need to stand up and say ‘‘no.”

Thank you, Dr. GINGREY. I appreciate
it.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Represent-
ative BROUN, Dr. BROUN, I thank you
very much.

Before we move on, Mr. Speaker, to
another subject that’s hugely impor-
tant, indeed, what we took up here
today on the floor of our great House of
Representatives, I just want to make
one closing comment in regard to this
issue of rationing of care and in par-
ticular in regard to this new rec-
ommendation to dumb down the care,
indeed, the screening, for breast can-
cer. I don’t know how to put it any
other way than to say that it dumbs
down that care and that opportunity
for early detection and lives saved.
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Mr. Speaker, there are female Mem-
bers of this body, great, great Members
on both sides of the aisle, women that
represent their districts all across this
country that serve in this 435-Member
House of Representatives. And, unfor-
tunately, a number of them, a number
of them have been stricken with breast
cancer. In fact, Mr. Speaker, it may
have even been before you were here
that a Member on our side, a wonder-
ful, wonderful Member from Virginia,
struggled with her breast cancer for
several years with great, great courage
and fortitude and hopefulness and
faithfulness, and God called her home.
She died from the spread of that breast
cancer. And it was such a sad day.

And then I think of Members, Mr.
Speaker, on your side of the aisle that
at a young age, in their early 40s, have
been stricken with breast cancer,
women with beautiful young toddler
children. I've seen them walking down
the Hall of the Cannon Building, you
know, a great Member, a great friend,
but I’'m very thankful for her that
early detection occurred because of, I
don’t know, probably a combination of
breast self-exam but maybe it was
mammography, and we hope and pray
and really feel very confident that our
colleague has a complete cure.

So when we bring up a subject like
this, it’s not to be morbid and not to
scare people, Mr. Speaker, but just to
inform in the reality and the unin-
tended consequences sometimes of the
things that we do. Particularly when
we draft 2,000-page bills that you don’t
bring everybody together on both sides
of the aisle in a bipartisan way and uti-
lize the doctors, the doctors, not just
the leadership and people that have
been on these committees of jurisdic-
tion for 30 years who write these bills
in the dark of night and then just
throw them out there in front of us and
say you’ve got 24 hours to read it and
vote up or down and, oh, by the way,
you can’t amend, it’s a closed rule. It’s
wrong. It’s wrong but it also is dan-
gerous.

Mr. Speaker, in the time that I have
remaining, I want to shift gears a little
bit because today on the floor of the
House the main thing that we dealt
with was a bill called H.R. 3961. Now,
the number is insignificant really ex-
cept to look it up on the Internet, but
let’s call it what most people would
recognize it as, certainly most physi-
cians, all physicians across the country
would understand, the ‘‘doc fix’ bill.
The ‘“‘doc fix’’ bill.

Our physicians for the last 15-or-so
years, maybe more, maybe closer to 20
years, but there is a flawed formula for
calculating how much they are reim-
bursed for the procedures that are done
under the Medicare program. And for
the last at least 6 or 7 years when you
calculate that formula—we’ll call it for
abbreviation purposes the SGR for-
mula, sustainable growth rate—and
every year for the last 6 or 7, the cal-
culation says you doctors who are just
barely breaking even, maybe not even
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breaking even, maybe losing money,
seeing Medicare patients out of the
goodness and compassion of your heart,
for which we commend you, are going
to have to take next year a 5 percent
cut, and then we calculate it and then
the next year a 4% percent cut, and on
and on and on.

Well, each year over the last several
years, we have come in and passed a
law that would say we’re going to miti-
gate that cut for this year, and we’re
going to let you get reimbursed on the
basis of what you got last year and
we’re going to bump it up 1 percent or
.5 percent or whatever, and we’re going
to do that for a couple of years.

We literally are going to kick the
can, kick the can down the road, Mr.
Speaker. You know that expression.
Because that’s what we’re doing.
Maybe we kick it soccer style. But the
problem doesn’t really go away. So the
next time in the aggregate, instead of a
5 percent cut, you’ve got a 10 percent
cut or a 15 percent cut. Indeed, Janu-
ary 1, 2010, in the aggregate that cut
will be 21 percent if we don’t do some-
thing about it.

Well, Mr. Speaker, what the Demo-
cratic majority and what President
Obama said to the American Medical
Association way back in June is in this
bill, this health reform act that we’re
going to pass that we’re going to to-
tally reform one-fifth of our economy,
we’re going to have in there a perma-
nent fix for the doctors. We’re going to
solve the problem.

And, doctors, also we know you have
another concern. Mr. Speaker, you're
aware of this. My colleagues, I know
are aware of it. You doctors have this
concern over medical malpractice and
this need to defend yourself against
these frivolous lawsuits by ordering all
these tests on patients that are not
only unnecessary but indeed could be
downright dangerous to the patient,
but yet you keep doing them because
you don’t want to be dragged into a
court of law and have some slick attor-
ney or some expert witness hired by
some very capable, smart attorney say-
ing, Oh, yes, this doctor practiced
below the standard of care because he
didn’t order a fizzle phosphate level,
whatever the heck that is.

So I was so thrilled when Mr. Presi-
dent said to the AMA, Mr. Speaker,
that there would be medical liability
reform. We would solve the low pay-
ment based on that flawed formula,
SGR, and we would at last have med-
ical liability reform.

This bill, 3962, that we passed last
Saturday night had none of that in
there, and the Democratic majority
just took out the ‘‘doc fix” because,
guess what. To do it costs about $290
billion, Mr. Speaker, and would push
the cost of this massive monstrosity of
a bill over the $900 billion, which the
President had put a cap on, a ceiling,
and said he wouldn’t sign anything
that cost more than $900 billion. I say
even if you pay for something that
costs $900 billion, if the final result is
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an Edsel, you have not accomplished
very much.

But, indeed, the bill was pulled out
and the President and Ms. PELOSI said,
basically, not to worry, not to worry.
We’re going to come and we’re going to
introduce this bill as a stand-alone,
and indeed that’s what we did today,
3961, and we’re going to pass it. But
you know what? It ain’t paid for. And
whether it costs $210 billion, $230 bil-
lion, $275 billion, I'm not sure of the
exact figure, but it’s north of $200 bil-
lion, and my Georgia Tech math tells
me that that’s about a quarter of a
trillion dollars. It’s going to cost that
much money and we’re not going to
pay for it.

The debt now is something like $12
trillion. So we’re going to add another
quarter-trillion dollars to the debt. In
fact, we’re going to even have to add to
the debt ceiling because we’re going be-
yond what the law allows us to do.

So, Mr. Speaker, my side of the aisle
looked at this very carefully, particu-
larly the physician Members, the 13 of
us that form the GOP Doctors House
Caucus. And we said, you know, we
want to do right by our doctors and we
want to do right by our patients and we
want to do right by the country, and
we can fix this and we can pay for it.
So we had one opportunity today to
offer a motion to recommit with our
design of how we pay the doctors a 2
percent increase every year for the
next 4 years under Medicare and we
pay for it.

And the way we pay for it, Mr.
Speaker, in that motion to recommit,
is to have that medical liability reform
in the bill among a couple of other
things to generate revenue, and it’s
revenue that the CBO says is at least
$54 billion. So our motion to recommit,
our bill, on ‘“‘doc fix”’ is paid for. It’s a
real ‘‘doc fix.”

But you know what, Mr. Speaker?
You were here. All my colleagues were
here. We got ruled out of order. The
Chair said our motion to recommit was
nongermane because H.R. 3961, the
Democrats’ “‘doc fix”’ bill, the $290 bil-
lion not-paid-for bill, well, we weren’t
consistent with that because we paid
for our bill; therefore, it was non-
germane. Now, what can kind of idiocy,
what kind of idiocy is that, Mr. Speak-
er and my colleagues?

This is something the American peo-
ple need to understand, and certainly I
think the doctors understand. We had
an opportunity to do this and do it
right, and we were denied even to vote
on that motion to recommit. It was
tremendously disappointing to me be-
cause, Mr. Speaker, I had the oppor-
tunity, the privilege, the distinction of
offering that motion to recommit, and
I wanted to explain to my colleagues
exactly what our bill does. And the
chairman of the Energy and Commerce
Committee denied me the opportunity
even to speak, getting the Chair to rule
that our motion to recommit was non-
germane.
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So every time I tried to speak, I was
gaveled down. Mr. Speaker, that’s not
what the American people want. If we
were in the leadership, they would be
appalled. I think they’re appalled to-
night with your party in the leader-
ship. The American people don’t want
that. They want Members to have an
opportunity to represent their dis-
tricts, to represent their principles,
and to represent and fight for this
country and not be silenced.

And that’s what happened on this
floor today. And it’s got to stop, Mr.
Speaker. It’s got to stop. And we will
continue to fight. This bill that was
passed here today, there was not—I
think there may have been one Repub-
lican that voted for it, and there were
9 Democrats that voted against it. So
there was bipartisan opposition. But
your party, Mr. Speaker, had the votes,
and you passed it.

But it’s a sham of a bill, and you
know it, because the Senate, 3 weeks
ago, totally rejected the bill with 14
Democratic Senators voting no. They
couldn’t even get a cloture vote. That
bill is dead on arrival when it gets to
the Senate. Our bill had an opportunity
to pass and get to the President’s desk
and give the doctors relief for the next
4 years, at least. But, no. We had to do
it the same old same old way of forcing
things on the American people. It’s not
right, Mr. Speaker, and it’s not going
to stand.

I appreciate the opportunity, as I
said at the outset, to come and to talk
about this with my colleagues, because
I only had 5 minutes to speak about
our motion to recommit this after-
noon. Five minutes to explain, not hy-
perbole, not harsh rhetoric, just to ex-
plain what our bill did in contrast to
3961, the majority bill, which, as I say,
is not going anywhere and the Demo-
cratic leadership knows it’s not going
anywhere. So it is a sham. It’s not a
“Doc Fix,” it’s a “Doc Trick.”

And I want to be, as I move to wrap
up, I want my colleagues to just look
at this one chart, one poster that I
have to show. And this is my depiction
of a Trojan horse. And you might not
can read this writing, but on the Tro-
jan horse is a saddle, and it says, the
Democratic ‘‘Doc Fix’’ Bill, H.R. 3961.
But on the back of the horse you see
the overall health care reform act, the
Pelosi Health reform act of 2009, yes,
with the $500 billion cuts to our pre-
cious seniors under the Medicare pro-
gram, Kkind of slipping right on in
there. That Trojan horse is this demo-
cratic ‘“‘Doc Fix.”

But when they, and if they, and I
hope and pray to God, Mr. Speaker,
that it doesn’t pass, but if it does, this
is what’s going to happen to the Amer-
ican people, not only to our doctors,
but to our patients and especially to
our seniors.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I want to
yield a little time to my great friend
from Texas, Judge LOUIE GOHMERT.

Mr. GOHMERT. And I appreciate my
friend for yielding, and the great points
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that he’s been making as a physician,
someone who is used to healing people
and taking care of people, and it’s
great to have your insights as a physi-
cian. But the points you’ve made are so
right on target. As our friend knows,
they added on what they call the
PAYGO provision to the end of this
bill, saying, all right, from now on
we’'re going to start paying for things
and having offsets so we don’t add to
the American deficit.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. After we
don’t pay.

Mr. GOHMERT. After we don’t pay.
And that’s the thing. They put the
PAYGO provision in the rules when
they took the majority and have re-
peatedly ignored it over and over. Well,
this past summer there was a bill that
they called the PAYGO bill, and it was,
they said, now, we realize we put this
in the rules, that we would have to pro-
vide, if we’re going to add money to the
deficit, well, we’re going to have to
come up with some way to pay for it so
that doesn’t add to the deficit.

And so this past summer, there were
24 Republicans who were persuaded—
you know, even though they haven’t
meant it for the last 2% years, they’ve
repeatedly violated their PAYGO pro-
vision, this time they really, really,
really mean they’re serious about
PAYGO. And I knew they hadn’t, when
they were really serious, and when
they were really, really serious they
were going to abide by the PAYGO
rules. But this time I thought, you
know, they’re going to put this in a
stand-alone bill, so certainly they
would not want the flak of coming
back. And I voted with my friends
across the aisle, the Democrats, that
they couldn’t just bring up a bill unless
there was money provided in the bill
that would make it deficit-neutral.
And so I voted for that.

Well, they fooled me. Here they come
right back with a bill costing hundreds
of billions of dollars, and they said, you
know, what, that PAYGO stuff we
passed in July? We still mean it, and
we really, really, really, really mean it
this time, but we’re going to add it on
and start applying it after this bill.

Well, that is just so incredible. I
mean, the American people, as we’re
seeing, are not stupid. They realize
what’s being done.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Reclaim-
ing just for a second on this point. The
gentleman from Texas, Mr. Speaker, is
so right. And to do this, of course, now
they’re going to have—they’re going to
g0 over the current debt ceiling by law.
They’re within, I think, $70 billion of
the current debt ceiling, so they’re
going to have to, in the next couple of
weeks, before Christmas, they’re going
to have to increase the debt ceiling
once again.

And you know what? That’s not
going to be a stand-alone bill, because
they don’t want that, the light of day
to shine on that. That’s going to be
embedded in something else, is it not,
my friend?
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Mr. GOHMERT. It certainly will be.
You figure that’s what they’ll do so
that maybe people may not notice that
they’ve yet again increased the deficit.
And that was one of the things they
ran on and took the majority for in
2006. There was too much spending.
And now, they have just come in and
taken that, as somebody said earlier
today, I mean, it’s deficit spending on
steroids.

But even more than that, coming
back to health care, I don’t want the
government between me and my doc-
tor. I don’t want insurance companies
between me and my doctor. And for a
long time now, we have had not health
insurance, but health insurance compa-
nies managing health care. And I ap-
preciate insurance. I think it is ex-
tremely important to help us ensure
against unforeseeable events. But some
of us have talked about and have
pushed, on our side of the aisle, the
health savings account. Everything
that—all of the bills that have been
proposed from the other side make det-
rimental cuts and damage to the
health savings account. That is the one
area where people in their twenties and
thirties now are given incentives, and
their employers, and they start paying
into health savings accounts now.

Most of them, the statisticians tell
us, by the time they’re ready to retire,
they will have so much money in their
health savings account they could con-
tinue to pay out of that to buy a cata-
strophic care policy. But they won’t
need the government between them
and their doctor. They won’t need an
insurance company telling them, well,
that medicine is not covered, that
treatment’s not covered. They’ve got
their own money. And in the mean-
time, we could even have health sav-
ings accounts. It would be cheaper than
what we’re doing just to let seniors
have health savings accounts and buy
them catastrophic care, provide the
health savings accounts and the insur-
ance, and then, for the first time in the
history since we’ve had Medicare, sen-
iors would have nobody in the govern-
ment standing between them and their
doctor, them and their treatment.

That’s the kind of thing I know, talk-
ing to friends on this side of the aisle,
we want. We don’t want an inter-
mediary between patients and their
doctors, not the government, not the
insurance companies. And we’ve got
plans, we’ve got bills, we’ve got sugges-
tions, and everybody on our side of the
aisle has been shut out. And this bill
today, a ‘“Doc Fix,” was a ‘‘Doc
Tricks.” And I'm hoping and praying
my doctor friends understand that this
was not going to address their needs. It
looked like a fix. This wasn’t going to
pass the Senate. This was an effort to
drive a wedge between physicians and
the people that believe politically in
the Constitution the way they do.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, reclaiming my time, the gentleman
from Texas is dead on. He’s absolutely
right. This 3961, the so-called ‘‘Doc
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Fix,” and Representative GOHMERT and
I agree, it’s a ““‘Doc Trick.” It mitigates
the 21 percent cut that’s coming due
January 1st. And it gives a positive up-
date, I think, of 1 percent for 1 year.
But then after that, Mr. Speaker, here
comes the trick that Judge GOHMERT
was talking about. There’s going to be
a formula, a new formula, not the SGR,
but this new formula, based on GDP.
So if you’re a primary doc and you’re
doing examinations, histories and
physicals in your office, so-called
“evaluation and management,” you get
GDP plus 2 percent.

But if you’re a specialist, like I was,
an OB-GYN or, say, a urologist or gen-
eral surgeon, it’s going to be GDP plus
1 percent. Well, if the GDP is a nega-
tive number, then here again the doc-
tors have no confidence that they’re
going to get paid a decent reimburse-
ment for their services. So indeed, it is
a trick. It is not a fix.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take an op-
portunity—we’ve been joined by our
good friend from Missouri, who has
been with us on a number of occasions
on health care and other issues, and I
want to yield to him some time. And
I'll yield to the gentleman, Representa-
tive TOoDD AKIN from Missouri.

Mr. AKIN. Well, it’s just a treat I
have a chance to join on the floor a
couple of my very good friends. We’ve
got a guy who’s a medical doctor and a
Congressman. We have a friend of mine
whose a lawyer, an attorney, of course,
and also a judge, and here I am the en-
gineer. 1 guess it’s almost setting up
the beginning of a joke or something.
You’re talking about the cost of this
bill that was unfunded today. We’re
talking about, and the numbers have
been different. I’ve heard different peo-
ple quote things. The lowest number
was $210 billion. The higher number
was $279 billion, as I recall, somewhere
in that neighborhood of a quarter of $1
trillion.

Now, just the amount of money that
I have to pay bills, that amount of
money is a little beyond my imagina-
tion, so I'd like to try and think of how
much really are we talking about here.
And I think maybe it helps to put it
into perspective. Democrats and some
Republicans were critical of George
Bush for spending too much money. His
worst year, in terms of creating a def-
icit, or creating a debt within a year,
was 2008. That’s when the Democrats
ran the House here, and that was his
biggest spending year, and he ran up a
deficit of 250 something, no, excuse me,
450-some billion dollars, which was too
much money, and various people
thought we shouldn’t have spent so
much money—450.

Now, if you take a look at 2008, then
you move to 2009 and you have Presi-
dent Obama spending, with a Democrat
Congress, and that’s $1.4 trillion. So
we’re talking about three times more
money was spent beyond our budget in
2009 than in 2008. So putting those
numbers, you’ve got 450 for Bush, 2008;
$1.4 trillion, 2009. And now, on top of
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that, you’re talking about here 250,
perhaps, billion dollars in addition,
which is not small change when you’re
already way beyond with the budget.

And I recall my good friend from
Texas, he has a down-home way of put-
ting things that Missourians like me
can understand. He says, this time I
really, really, really am going to do it.
It reminds me of trying to get through
high school. You guys were really
smart in school. But, you know, I al-
ways had trouble trying to study. And
there would always be a test coming
up. I’'d say, God help me in this test be-
cause next time I really, really, really
will study for this test.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. If the gen-
tleman would yield. Is that similar to a
triple-dog dare?

Mr. AKIN. That may be almost a tri-
ple-dog dare. I've also heard it, now
that I'm starting to get older and have
to push my hands away from the cook-
ie platter, you know, that I'm going to
start my diet to lose a little bit of
weight, but it’s going to start tomor-
row, you know.

O 1830

Maybe just the day after tomorrow,
but that is when I am going to start up.
I really am going to do it, it’s just not
going to happen right now

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. I thank my
colleagues. And they’re well on target,
of course. We’re just, Mr. Speaker, try-
ing to make sure that all of our col-
leagues, all of our colleagues and their
constituents understand that we on
this side of the aisle, the Republican
Party, we feel that we have the best
health care system in the world. We
think doing routine screening mammo-
grams starting at age 40 and empha-
sizing and recommending breast self-
examination, screening young African
American children for sickle cell ane-
mia, doing routine screening of hearing
and vision in preschool for all of our
children, we think all of these things
are good.

We have a great health care system,
and it’s not perfect. We know that
there are things that can and should be
done. But in an incremental way, Mr.
Speaker. Not spending $1.5 trillion, not
spending $900 billion. I guess the Sen-
ate got a score of $785 billion, and
they’re just elated.

Mr. Speaker, when you spend $250 bil-
lion—when you spend $100,000, for that
matter, on something that is bad for
the American people, you have done
them a grave disservice—and especially
all of the spending at a time when our
unemployment rate is 10.2 percent.
Some of us have members of our own
family who have children who have lost
their jobs—16 million across this coun-
try.

And we have this situation in Af-
ghanistan where a four-star general,
Mr. Speaker, a commander who was
put there by President Obama, says to
his Commander in Chief, “Mr. Presi-
dent, I need help. We can win. I need
help.”
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Well, how can that not be a higher
priority than totally reforming our
health care system, throwing the baby
out with the bath water, spending a
trillion dollars, or $2 trillion, or $2%
trillion? How can that be more impor-
tant than putting people back to work?

The President, Mr. Speaker, was just
over there on a 9-day trip. I wish he
had been right here inside the Beltway
in the Oval Office working on this issue
and this economy. But I hope while he
was over there that he got some advan-
tage out of it, Mr. Speaker, and maybe
asked Hu Jintao, the Chinese Presi-
dent, to write him a check for $210 bil-
lion so he can bring it back and pay for
this Trojan horse that we just passed
here on the floor of the House today in
the name of H.R. 3961.

I want to yield to my good friend
from Texas, Judge GOHMERT.

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you.

I just had a quick question back to
my physician friend, Dr. GINGREY from
Georgia.

If my friend were in his doctor’s of-
fice in Georgia and somebody from
Washington came and said, ‘“‘Look. I
want to get this message out to all of
your doctor friends. Here’s what we’re
going to do. We’re going to cut $500 bil-
lion in reimbursements to you and
your friends, but you need to be ec-
static because we’ve got a bill that’s
not going to pass, it won’t ever get
through the Senate, but it will get you
back $250 billion of that $500 billion
we’re going to cut. Aren’t you happy?”’

Would you really trust that person
from Washington that came with that
kind of news?

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. I have
heard it said, “I’m here from the gov-
ernment. Trust me. I'm here to help
you.”

Mr. GOHMERT. That is the kind of
trust that is being asked.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. I think Mr.

Reagan said it right. “Trust but
verify.”” The verification is yet to
come.

Mr. GOHMERT. And when you do

verify, you see this is not a fix for the
doctors, and it’s going to have to be ad-
dressed next year. It’s called a 10-year
fix, but it’s not really a fix that is
going to fix anything for very long. It’s
just a game being played here in Wash-
ington, and we want something better.

When I think about our seniors, the
relatives of mine that are seniors, and
think about somebody cutting the care
to their doctors; and then I hear from
doctors who say, ‘‘Look, I'm younger
than I anticipated retiring, but with
the games you guys are playing, I'm
about ready to hang it up.” I know if
they do, because of the areas of service
they provide to our seniors, to those
who need care, there’s not going to be
anybody there to fill those needs, and
they’re going to be in lines if we keep
doing this stuff to our doctors.

We can’t be playing games like this
with our doctors. It’s unfair to the sen-
iors. It’s unfair to those who need
health care. It’s time to do a real fix of
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the health care system—not the games
played with this ridiculous 2,000-page
bill—but a real bill that will get people
in the government and from insurance
out from between patients and their
doctors; give patients coverage, give
them control, and let health care fi-
nally be healed of this government dis-
ease that has afflicted it for too long.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. I thank
the gentleman from east Texas so
much for being with me tonight.

Mr. Speaker, as I bring this to a con-
clusion, let me just say that we hear
the term all the time in the military
about collateral damage, and we worry
about it. Every time we fire a rocket or
use a predator drone to get the really
bad guys, we worry about collateral
damage.

Well, we should be just as worried
about collateral damage in the social
programs that we are enacting up here
as the representatives of the people, es-
pecially when it’s dealing with health
care, because in both instances, both in
the military and socially, the collat-
eral damage can result in lost lives.
We’re talking serious business here. We
will continue to fight for the right
thing.

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

——

THE HISTORY OF THANKSGIVING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. AKIN) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. AKIN. Good evening.

I have a chance to get out here on
the floor at various times, and some of
our subjects that we cover are pretty
serious in the sense that we are talking
about overspending and some of the
various government policies.

However, at this time I would really
like to turn to a somewhat different
topic, as we have already adjourned
and are thinking about heading on our
way home to celebrate Thanksgiving.
As many, many people know, when you
think of Thanksgiving in America, a
uniquely American national holiday,
your mind goes immediately to the
story of the Pilgrims.

In fact, they were maybe not the first
to declare a day of Thanksgiving. Sup-
posedly, according to history, in 1619
there was a celebration of some
Thanksgiving in Virginia. But the
main one that we think of is the story
of the Pilgrims, and the Pilgrims’ story
is probably the greatest adventure
story that history has ever dealt to
mankind. It’s bigger than life. It’s big-
ger than the biggest screen kind of
thing you could imagine on television.

It’s big because the fact that the Pil-
grims had such a bold vision for where
they were going and what they were
trying to accomplish. It’s big because
of the tremendous amount of daring
and their enterprise and the tremen-
dously high price that they paid; the
suffering, and the perseverance in
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terms of character. It is a huge story
because of the incredible intricacies of
the providence of God that wove all of
these amazing different kind of situa-
tions together in such a fascinating
pattern.

It is the story of American Thanks-
giving, but it is a story of much more
besides, because the Pilgrims gave us
much more than just Thanksgiving—
they gave us our entire American sys-
tem of government and some views on
economics and a couple of other very,
very important starting points for
America.

The Pilgrims had a tremendous influ-
ence on the way that America as a na-
tion was going to start partly because
of their early arrival date, but also
partly because of the vision and the
source of where they got their knowl-
edge from.

Today, we are going to look at this
incredible, bigger-than-life adventure
story about the Pilgrims. I believe it is
probably being recorded and may be
available in segments on our Web site
at some time in the future.

First of all to understand the Pil-
grims, we have to know who they were.
The Pilgrims were comprised of several
different groups. The most noteworthy
were a group of people that were fre-
quently called either Brownists or Sep-
aratists. They were in England in the
1610-, 1620-ish type of time frame, and
they were, if you will, in a sense a sect
of the Puritans. They were what we
would today call evangelical Chris-
tians, except for they had this weird
idea. Not weird to us today, but weird
in those days.

And that was, as you recall, in Eng-
land after Henry the VIII, the church
in England had been taken over by the
King. So the King ran everything. He
ran the church, he ran the state, and
everybody’s lives, and everything else.
So that was the way he did it in jolly
0Old England.

But there was a group of these Chris-
tians who had been reading some of the
writings that were written about 1580
or so in Scotland talking about a pat-
tern that they saw in the Old Testa-
ment; and that pattern was that there
appeared to be several types of govern-
ments. They noticed Moses seemed to
be a little bit like the governor or the
President or whatever, but Aaron ran
the worship service. They saw this sep-
aration of civil government from
church government. As they studied it,
they found other patterns.

They found the first King of Israel,
Saul, and Saul had an army, and the
army was very frightened. Samuel was
supposed to give a sacrifice, and he was
hoping the sacrifice would buck up peo-
ple’s courage. But Samuel wasn’t
around when he was hoping he’d be
there so Saul took the initiative, of-
fered the sacrifice, Samuel read him
the riot act and said, ‘“‘Now you really
got God mad at you.” And again you
see a mixing of civil and church gov-
ernments which apparently in the Old
Testament seemed to be separated.
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Anyway, this theologian was making
notes, and this little group of people
called Separatists took the idea that
they were going to separate civil gov-
ernment from church government.
Now, they never had the idea of taking
God out of anything. That’s more of an
invention of the Supreme Court in the
mid-1900s.

But this little group of people here,
this picture that I have—which has
been touched up a bit; computers do
wonderful things—is actually in the
public domain, and it is on the wall of
the Rotunda of the Capitol not more
than a few hundred feet from where
we’re standing right now. It’s a bit
darker. This has been lightened up
some. You have a picture here of these
Separatists, and these Separatists are
at prayer, and this is being depicted. It
has got a beautiful rainbow. It says
“God with us.” This has been touched
up so you can read it a little bit better.
You have got the building of
Delfthshaven over here. You have the
Pilgrims at prayer before they’re going
to be starting on this fantastic adven-
ture.

But we need to back up just a little
bit to say, where did these guys come
from?

They were these Separatists in Eng-
land. They met in Scrooby, England,
and there were different leaders. One
was John Robinson, who was their pas-
tor; another one was Bradford, who was
actually an orphan. He had been grow-
ing up as a child with some relatives
and then attached himself to these
Separatists—or as some people thought
of it, in a way, as a cult.

And what these people decided to do
was to create their own New Testa-
ment church. So they met at a manor
house in Scrooby, England, and to-
gether they covenanted to start this
little church.

[0 1845

It was not under the Kking, particu-
larly King James. They didn’t like
King James. King James was a little
bit weird. He had some very weird hab-
its. They didn’t want him running their
church, and they decided they were
going to be Separatists, get their own
pastor and have their own worship
service.

Well, King James didn’t like that. He
said, I'm going to harry them out of
my country. And so, they were har-
assed at every side, all kinds of dif-
ferent taxes, their women put in
stocks, humiliated, put in jail, and
property confiscated. In fact, the life of
these Separatists was made so miser-
able, even though they tried to meet
secretly and arrive at worship services
at different times so people wouldn’t
get wise to them, eventually they were
harried out of England as the king said
he would do, and they moved over to
Holland in the Leiden area.

Now, they worked there for a number
of years. It was very, very hard living.
Of course, they had a different lan-
guage, it was not easy to make that
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cultural jump, but they did have reli-
gious freedom in Holland. And after,
though, about a 10-year-or-so period,
what they started to notice was there
were a number of things that they
didn’t like.

First of all, their bodies were being
worn out. They had to work so many
hours 6 or 7 days a week that they were
prematurely aging. But worst of all,
their children were picking up bad hab-
its from the Dutch children, and they
had made such a big effort to try to
walk closely with God that they didn’t
like the idea of their children being
sort of absorbed into the Dutch cul-
ture. So they started casting about for
what they might do, and they had a vi-
sion for trying to do something that
was significant and different in their
day. And so it was that they struck on
the idea of moving from Holland over
to America.

At that time in England, there were
these various loan sharks and mer-
chant adventurers and different compa-
nies that were being set up that
thought they could make a whole lot of
money if they could just get some trad-
ing posts set up over in North America.
So they were going to the king and get-
ting what we would think of today as a
corporate charter to start a company,
which was really planting a plantation
or a little colony, which would be a
trading post or a base to do trade for
different things that might be of value
in North America. There were also
some that were going down further
into South America from other coun-
tries as well.

So anyway, this little group of Sepa-
ratists under John Robinson with Brad-
ford, who was the young, now strapping
farmer who was growing up, are here
pictured on a ship that is called the
Speedwell. Many people have not heard
of the Speedwell, but Speedwell was
rented by them to take across the
ocean to North America. In fact, their
charter that they were getting was for
a colony in Virginia. And so here they
are, and what has happened is they
have gone from Leiden earlier this day
in three barges and run down some ca-
nals from Leiden to Delft Haven. This
picture is in Delft Haven and depicts
one of their prayer meetings before
they were going to leave, just as they
were departing.

Now, we have from history a record
of some of John Robinson’s, their pas-
tor’s, words at this time of departure.
Robinson was very much loved by the
Separatists because he was, first of all,
a very Kind and gentle guy. He wasn’t
judgmental, and he tended to bring
groups of Christians together that had
their different doctrinal disputes. They
used to settle things with fisticuffs and
worse in these days if you didn’t agree
with something theologically. Robin-
son was a much more tolerant kind of
guy but a man who knew what he be-
lieved, and he believed that God meant
civil and church governments to be
separated. And so he preached, and you
can imagine, because he had many,
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many people who could not go on this
expedition, so he stayed behind with
his congregation. But his heart was in
this great, great adventure that was
soon to take place. So he set, in a
sense, the tone by his last words. This
was the last time that Robinson would
ever see his beloved Pilgrim people
again. And so, in a sense, he is preach-
ing to them here.

I think we need to take a close exam-
ination of these words because it sets
up the entire great story of the Pil-
grims. He says, I'm fully persuaded
that the Lord has more truth yet to
break forth out of His holy word. Re-
member, that it is an article of your
church covenant that you shall be
ready to receive whatever truths shall
be made known to you from the writ-
ten word of God.

Now, what he is saying here is the
concept that while lots of people can
read the Bible, what he is saying is the
Bible, in a sense, is a blueprint for civ-
ilization, a blueprint to do something
new that the world has never seen be-
fore. So he says now you need to keep
your hearts and minds open to what is
in God’s word. Remember every other
article of your sacred covenant, but I
must here withal exhort you to take
heed what you receive as truth. Exam-
ine it, consider it, and compare it with
other scriptures of truth before you re-
ceive it, because it is not possible that
the Christian word should come so
lately out of such thick anti-Christian
darkness and that perfection of knowl-
edge should break forth at once. Now,
here, what you have is a vision for
what Robinson was giving to the Pil-
grims coming to this land.

It’s commonly told, people, that the
Pilgrims came here for religious free-
dom. Of course, that’s not true. In fact,
much of what you hear, the stereotypes
of history, in fact, are not true. They
had religious freedom in Holland, so
they didn’t come to America for reli-
gious freedom. They had that in Hol-
land. Instead, this shows a much great-
er vision, a vision that they were try-
ing to build a civilization different
from what they had seen in England
and in Holland, a new entire concept
using the Bible as the blueprint to do
things in a different way.

Now that is not exactly a small thing
to want to do because we tend, as we
grow up, to do things the way our par-
ents taught us to do them. We tend to
do things the way the people around us
do them. We copy the habits and the
way that our culture works. And so
these people are saying, wait a minute,
before we just assume the way we used
to do it was right, we are going to keep
checking it with the Bible and see is
this really a biblical way to do things?
And so, this was the vision of Robinson
and it was depicted here by the artist
as the Pilgrims here are leaving Delft
Haven and on their way over to Eng-
land. They are going to be shuttled to
England over to Plymouth, and there
they are going to rendezvous with a
larger ship, the Mayflower, and the
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Mayflower also has some Separatists
and other just jolly old blokes that
came off the streets of England.

Now, what is going to happen in this
expedition is new to America in this re-
gard. It is true that Jamestown, there
had been numerous attempts to try to
establish a colony there, but it was al-
ways groups of men mostly interested
in finding their fortune and finding
gold. This was a very different kind of
expedition, because this, as you can
see, is men, women, and children, and
they are coming particularly for this
great purpose of this great adventure.

The first thing that happened was a
little bit like a family vacation. The
idea was to start across the North At-
lantic in the summertime. And as you
think about family vacations, some-
times they start with somebody forget-
ting their wallet, forgetting to lock the
door of the house, forgetting to bring a
suitcase, and so they had a couple of
fitful starts. The fitful starts particu-
larly were because this ship, the
Speedwell, when it put to sea, started
leaking.

Now, leaking is not a good thing in
the North Atlantic, and so they had to
go back and they had the ship re-
caulked. The Speedwell started out
again and, under heavy sail, she start-
ed leaking again. So they brought her
back, finally made the decision to
leave the Speedwell, to sell it, and to
put as many of these different people
we call Pilgrims into the Mayflower; it
turns out, 102 of them. So they were all
packed as tight as could be into the
Mayflower. Speedwell was left behind,
and that, of course, delayed their get-
ting off, and so they got off later in the
year at a more dangerous time in the
North Atlantic.

As they were on that trip, to begin
with, as you can imagine, the first
thing that happened was they started
to get seasick. And if anybody has been
seasick badly and been on a little,
small ship being tossed about by the
waves, it can be pretty miserable.
There was a boatswain’s mate that
made fun of them. He called them
“puke stockings’ or ‘“‘puke socks,” and
he said they were kind of green col-
ored. And he said, We are going to be
feeding you to the fish pretty soon. We
are going to sew you up in a sail and
put a brick at your feet and push you
overboard, and you are going to be
dying.

Well, what happened is the storms
got worse and worse, and even the sail-
ors got concerned. It turns out the one
guy, the boatswain’s mate that was
teasing them and making fun of them,
he just sort of amazingly within 1 day
got very sick and died, and he was the
first one that went overboard.

In the meantime, the storms got
more and more severe, and the
Mayflower, and you can imagine 102 of
these Pilgrims basically underneath
the decks, not safe to go on deck, un-
derneath the decks, seasick, lots of
kids down there, men and women
packed into these tight quarters and
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being just tossed about continuously
by the storms, and they were a note-
worthy group. These people did very
little complaining, and it would have
been an absolutely miserable time.

How long were they down underneath
that deck with the storms banging
them around? Well, on the main part of
their expedition coming across from
Plymouth, England, over to the North
America continent, that was a 66-day
trip; in other words, 2 months of being
under.

Now there was one young man that
made the decision that he wasn’t going
to stay down there. It smelled so bad,
it was so crowded and so noisy and in-
tolerable, he decided he was going to go
up on deck. He went up on deck, and all
of a sudden, the deck dropped out from
underneath him, and he found himself
in the middle of the North Atlantic in
November. That water will wake you
up in November. And it is estimated
that he wouldn’t have lasted more than
a few minutes at that temperature. But
at that time, the Mayflower was
knocked over by such a severe blow
that some of the rigging dragged in the
water, and as he was drowning, he put
his hand out, grasped the piece of
rope—he is turning blue he is so cold—
holds on to it and is hauled back on
deck. He went down like a halfway
drowned rat down below and did not re-
turn back again on deck until there
was a safe time to come up after they
had sighted land.

This was a very, very difficult pas-
sage for the Pilgrims, yet they showed
an incredible endurance and willing-
ness to suffer hardship. So we have this
little group of people propelled by
prayer, propelled by a vision, not com-
ing to America for religious freedom,
but for a much bigger vision, the idea
of a new nation founded on a different
set of principles, unlike anything found
in England and Europe before.

Well, let’s see, how well did they do?
Well, first of all, one of the things that
happened was, as a result of all of those
storms, they were driven off course in
their ship. And as they were driven off
course, they landed or they first sight-
ed land out on Cape Cod. We summer
vacation out in Cape Cod. I go sailing
there and know something about the
nature of the way Cape Cod sticks out
into the ocean. It’s thought it was
pushed there by great glaciers. They
saw the shore of Cape Cod. They knew
enough about the shoreline of North
America to know it was Cape Cod.
They knew where they were. They
knew where Virginia was. They were
too far north, and they immediately
tried to head south down toward Vir-
ginia because the contract that had
been signed, or the charter as it was
called, was for Virginia. But the hard
winds and the weather did not allow
them, even though they tried several
times to go south along the outside of
Cape Cod.

If you think of Cape Cod as a great
sandy hook, they were out on the tip.
They were trying to get south. But
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these old square-rigged ships like the
Mayflower were not very good at point-
ing into the wind, and it was very dan-
gerous to be caught with the wind
blowing you on the lee shore, and so
they had to be careful. After a number
of tries, they decided instead to bring
the Mayflower to anchor around the tip
of Cape Cod where there’s a natural
kind of swirl of sand which we call
Provincetown. There was a nice harbor
there. So they pulled the Mayflower
into the harbor, dropped anchor, and
kind of caught their breath, if you will,
from this trip.

They weren’t beaten by the waves, of
course, there, and the first thing that
came to their mind was some of the
people realized, hey, this is like Aus-
tralia. No rules, mate, down under, and
so when we go to shore, there is no con-
tract. The contract was for Virginia.
There are no rules, and therefore we
can do whatever we want.

Well, the Separatists saw that that
was very much close to anarchy, and
they knew that they had to do some-
thing to establish some type of order.
And so they struck on the idea of pull-
ing a piece of paper out and writing
what we call the Mayflower Compact.
The Mayflower Compact was actually
the first U.S. Constitution and the first
constitution in the world of this type.
And it was, as we will talk about in
just a minute here, you will realize
that this was an absolutely incredible
foundational stone for the building of a
new nation.

But let’s take a look at what the
Mayflower Compact actually said. I
just have some excerpts from it. It’s
about 2% times longer. This is pretty
short, just one page. It starts out: In ye
name of God, Amen. We whose names
are underwritten, having undertaken
for ye glory of God and advancement of
ye Christian faith and mutually in ye
presence of God and one another, cov-
enant and combine ourselves together
into a civil body politick for our better
ordering and preservation to enact,
constitute, and frame such just and
equal laws as shall be thought most
meet and convenient for ye general
good of ye colony under which we
promise all due submission and obedi-
ence.

Notice the basic ideas here in this
document. The first thing is that this
is a contract under God by a group of
free people to create a civil govern-
ment to frame just and equal laws and
essentially to be their servant. Let’s
say that again. This is a government
under God of a group of free people cre-
ating a civil government to be their
servant and to frame just and equal
laws to protect their rights and lib-
erties.

[ 1900

That basic idea of this Mayflower
Compact is the same idea as in our
Declaration of Independence: We hold
these truths to be self-evident that all
men are endowed by their creator with
certain inalienable rights. Among
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these is life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness, and governments are con-
stituted among men deriving their just
powers from the consent of the gov-
erned.

Sound a little familiar? 170 years
later, this is the first Constitution in
America, a group of free men and
women, under God, creating a civil
government to be their servant.

Now you say, Well, that does seem
like a nice thing, but what’s so unique
or special about that? Well, you recall
these people had a vision of planning a
civilization different than the way they
did things in Europe. If you take a look
at the way they did these in Europe,
this becomes much sharper in how dis-
tinctive it is, because in Europe the
basic idea was the divine right of
kings. For people who were politicians,
this was a good deal. The king says,
God made me the king. When I say
jump, you’re supposed to say: How
high? And that was the way it was done
all through Europe, and yet these peo-
ple rejected the concept of the divine
right of kings and said, No, the govern-
ment is to be the servant of the people,
protecting their God-given rights. They
turned everything upside down.

Now this particular tremendous de-
velopment in civil government not
only is at the beginning of our Declara-
tion and U.S. Constitution; it is also
something that, to them, was fairly
logical, because they had done the
exact same thing when they started
their little New Testament Church in
Scrooby, England. A group of free peo-
ple, under God, covenanted together to
create a church government. They
merely took their church government
concept and moved it over into the
area of civil government, and in this
regard displaced the whole concept of
divine right of kings and, in a sense, in
1620, in November, when this was
signed by the Pilgrims on the
Mayflower, they were putting the pow-
der keg under the throne of King
George that, 170 years later, would re-
ject the divine right of kings in the
American War of Independence.

So we have already, before they’ve
hardly had a chance to get dried off
from their trip, they have already es-
tablished a completely new idea for the
foundation of the land, but this great
adventure story just has barely begun.

Here we have an old lithograph, a
picture that was done of the Pilgrims
in the great room of the Mayflower,
signing this Mayflower Compact. We do
not have a copy of the original
Mayflower Compact. It’s been lost. It
was probably lost back about 180 years
later during the War of Independence.
But Governor Bradford—he was not yet
Governor, he was just Bradford, who
was part of this great expedition—in
his chronicles wrote a lot in the his-
tory of Plymouth Plantation, a lot
about the story of these Pilgrims, and
he has a copy so we have these words
that come down to us from Bradford.
Here is a picture, again, of them sitting
with this Mayflower Compact.
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Now they had a plan, and part of that
plan included a prefabricated, small-
size boat that would hold maybe about
30 people—30 at the most. It was called
a shallop, a shallow-drafted vessel, and
it had been taken apart and left in
pieces in the hold. It was to be refab-
ricated when they got to this country.

Well, the storms had beaten on the
Mayflower so much that a lot of these
pieces were damaged, and they had to
do some work so it took them some
time to assemble this shallop and get it
so it was seaworthy. When they had
done that, they left the Mayflower in
Provincetown Harbor; and a group of
them went in the shallop around the
inside of Cape Cod. Again, Cape Cod is
like a hook. The Mayflower is anchored
out here in Provincetown. And they
head around the inside of Cape Cod.

Again, now we’re starting to get into
December, when the weather is really
cold, late November and December, and
the spray off the waves that are hitting
the shallop is freezing to their clothes
and they’re really cold. For a while
there, they got on around the inside of
the cape. They made their first landing
at Hastham, which is over about here
on Cape Cod, and spent the night. They
pulled some different trees and things
together to make a little bit of a shel-
ter for themselves, and all night long
they heard the howling and yelling of
the Indians. Those were the Nauset In-
dians. They had an attitude problem—
and for good reason. There had been
some dishonest sea captains that had
shanghaied warriors and sold them into
slavery.

So the Nausets had a bad attitude
about white men and ships. So early,
just before sunrise, they attacked and
sent arrows all through the different
coats that were hanging up, and yelling
and screaming. In the meantime, these
Pilgrims had managed to get a couple
of their gunpowder firing—they were
basically blunderbuss kinds of weap-
ons—and fired those, and nobody got
hit. The Indians were bad shots with
the arrows because, fortunately, no one
was hit of the Pilgrims.

Eventually, after sort of a confronta-
tion, the Nausets were scared off. And
the Pilgrims, at that point, being well
woken up, got back in their shallop and
headed back around the inside of Cape
Cod. But as they were coming around,
the weather turned to the worse. It
started to snow heavily, and they were
trying to find the entrance to what we
would call Barnstable Harbor. That, of
course, is not the way it’s said up on
Cape Cod. It’s Barnstable Harbor. They
were looking for Barnstable.

They were out in the surf, with the
snow going hard, very cold, water
freezing all over them, trying to find
the entrance to the harbor. Their pilot
thought they saw it. They pulled in to-
ward the shore, only to see that it was
just waves breaking on the shallow
sands of Cape Cod. That, of course,
would have been big problems for the
shallop.

There was a seaman among them by
the name of Clark, and he grabbed a
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couple of steering oars and swung the
shallop between a couple of waves
around, pointing the bow out to the
ocean, and he said, If ye be men, pull
for your lives. So everybody dug in
with the oars. They pulled off of the
shore, got out where it was deep, where
the waves weren’t breaking so badly,
and there they were at night, with the
snow coming down, wind howling, ice
freezing all over them, in Cape Cod
Bay.

Well, as it turned out, before too long
they found that they had managed to
get around into the shelter in the lee of
some land, which turned out to be an
island. They called it Clarks Island.
The next morning, they woke up. They
were cold and wet and everything, and
observed Sunday on Clarks Island, and
then immediately started doing some
exploration and they found one won-
derful thing after the next. They found
that they were in a natural harbor that
was deep enough for the Mayflower to
be able to come around from
Provincetown, come around over here
to Plymouth. And so it had deep water
in the harbor.

There was land, fantastic land that
had been cleared, that didn’t have a lot
of trees on it, which of course is a big
problem if you’re trying to farm, to get
all the trees off the land. This land had
been cleared and there was beautiful
fresh water coming down from several
streams from springs on the hill, with
a hill behind, which was defendable.
You could put a fort on it and try to
protect yourself some.

So you had a place for the Mayflower
to anchor, a fort on the hill, beautiful
fresh water, cleared land, and no sign
of anybody there except for a bunch of
human bones and skeletons that re-
mained and some tattered pieces of
fabric and all and some poles, various
things like that. A very curious kind of
situation, but they didn’t see anyone,
and there were no Indians to give them
a hard time. And so they came as it
was, in December, to Plymouth Harbor.

Now when they got to Plymouth,
they started in about Christmastime
and started to build some houses and
things which, of course, was slow work.
And they had to wade through the
water to get off and on, back and forth
from the Mayflower. They started to
get sick, partly because they didn’t
have very good food. Probably some of
it was scurvy and maybe their bodies
were just weakened by the tremendous
difficulties of the crossing from the
ocean. It was not uncommon when peo-
ple first came across the ocean for a
number of people to die—not so much
dying on the trip, but when they got
over, partly because of food, nutrition,
and various types of sicknesses.

So as December rolled along, they
had, of their 102, we had six people die.
And then in January, another eight
people died. Of course, it’s cold and
they’re trying to build the buildings.
At one time, they had one of the build-
ings built, they had people with blan-
kets that were going to sleep in the
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building, and all of a sudden somebody
yells, Fire, and the whole grass roof of
the building was on fire. Inside the
building they had open barrels of gun-
powder and the sparks are starting to
come down from the ceiling that’s on
fire. And they grabbed the gunpowder,
ran out into the night, and didn’t es-
cape with too much of their blankets
or clothing; but, fortunately, no one
was blown up or killed. So it was a
very difficult time.

By the time in January, there were
eight that died. February, 17 people
died, sometimes as much as three or
four people in a day. And in March an-
other 13 died. So now you’re starting
with about 102 Pilgrims and you’ve got-
ten, in total, about 47 had died. When
you take a look at that, you must be
thinking a little bit in your own mind,
Look, John Robinson, our pastor, had a
beautiful vision for what we’re going to
accomplish here, and we thought God
wanted us to come to this new land,
but now look, almost half of us have
died. This is kind of discouraging. We
didn’t complain when we were cast
about inside the great room of the
Mayflower as we were tossed in the
oceans. Yet, now half of us have died.

If you take a look down the list, you
find that of the daughters—and there
were seven daughters—none of them
died. Of the little boys, there were 13
little boys. Three of them died. Well,
the reason the children didn’t die so
much is the mothers had been sacri-
ficing. Of the 18 mothers, 13 of them
died. And in the middle of the night, so
that the Indians wouldn’t think that
the Pilgrims were weak, in the middle
of the night sometimes they would
take their dead and drag them out
across the frozen ground and try to
scrape out with their hands a shallow
grave of rocks and leaves and things to
cover up their dead and the dead bod-
ies. And so it was a very, very grim
time.

When you think about the story of
the Pilgrims, it’s a great story in
terms of adventure, in terms of vision,
but also in terms of the terrible suf-
fering that these people underwent
here, not only in coming across the
ocean, but having almost half of them
die in these first 4 months. It just
seemed like death had them in its grip
until about mid-March, when they
made their first sort of face-to-face, if
you will, encounter with an Indian.

It was, again, just like everything to
the Pilgrims, it’s bigger than life. You
picture here it is, mid-March, and
somebody yells from the wall, Indian
coming. Well, you must have got that
wrong. You mean Indians? No, Indian
coming. You look out and here, coming
right up to the blockhouse is this tall,
stately dignified Indian, nothing on but
his loin cloth. He walks right into the
blockhouse and right up to the leader
and says, Welcome. And they’re think-
ing, How did this guy learn to speak
English?

They’re kind of taken aback. Wel-
come, they said. His next words were,
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Do you have any beer? That was Kkind
of surprising to them, too, as well.
They said, Where did this guy find
about how to speak English and wheth-
er they had beer or not?

Well, it turned out they were out of
beer, but they did have some brandy.
So he sat down and helped himself to
the brandy and to the roast duck and
had a very nice large meal. They kept
asking him questions about the local
Indians and he didn’t say a word until
he’d had a nice, big square meal. Then,
later on they find out who the Indian
was. His name was Samoset. Samoset
was a sachem, or a chief, of the
Algonquins up in Maine. It seems that
he had the concept of going from Maine
down south in the wintertime, and he
had bummed a ride from an English sea
captain down the coast. He had learned
to speak English and had stopped to
spend the winter with Massasoit down
in Massachusetts. So he would have
gone from Maine to Massachusetts.
And when he heard about the Pilgrims,
he decided to go pay them a visit.

So their first contact was actually an
Indian from Maine, Samoset, a great
man; and he told them that the Indian
chieftain in the area was named
Massasoit. He was a great chieftain and
he ruled over quite a number of the In-
dians, but the main tribe was 50 miles
to the southeast, some considerable
distance away.

They asked him about whose land
they were on, and he said, Well, this
land used to belong to the Patuxets, a
very warlike tribe that had been com-
pletely destroyed in a plague. And that
was several years before. So the land
that they found didn’t belong to any-
body and the other Indians thought it
was cursed so they would have nothing
to do with that particular place.

So they found, by God’s providence,
perhaps the one or only area on the
eastern seaboard where they had
cleared land, beautiful water, a good
place for defense, and nobody claimed
the land.

0 1915

So that’s what they had found, al-
most by God’s providence, of course.
Well, before too long, it was about a
week later, other Indians arrived—not
just Samoset, but Massasoit came with
the other warriors. Massasoit was of
the Wampanoag Tribe. But there was
somebody who had attached himself,
aside from Samoset, to Massasoit, and
that was an Indian by the name of
Tisquantum.

Tisquantum had an incredibly inter-
esting story. Tisquantum was the last
remaining Indian of the Patuxets. He
had taken a trip with the English some
years before over to England, spent 10
years, learned to speak English flaw-
lessly, developed a taste for English
food and English customs and all, and
then got a ride back across the ocean
to come back to the Patuxets.

Later, however, he was shanghaied,
sold into slavery over in the Spain
area, was bought free by some monks
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there, traveled back to England and
made a trip again back to his Patuxet
Village in Plymouth. But when he ar-
rived, he discovered that his village
was gone. There was no one there. The
places that he had learned to swim and
play, the trees he had climbed in, the
forests he had walked in were there,
but his tribe was all gone, everyone
dead.

And heartbroken, he went and hiked
for miles over to Massasoit and at-
tached himself for a while to the
Wampanoags. But later in his sorrow,
he just kind of moved off and lived by
himself. When he got word that there
was a little band of English settlers
that were hard-pressed, he figured out
a new reason for living, and he decided
to come and visit with the Pilgrims.

Tisquantum became a great friend to
the Indians, teaching them all kinds of
practical things. One of the things I am
certain the young ladies would like to
know about was, they didn’t have much
food, and he taught them how to take
their moccasins off and to walk in the
mud of the creeks and to find eels with
their toes and to trap the eels and
bring them up, fry them up and eat
them. The eels were apparently good
eating.

He also taught the English settlers
about beaver pelts, which were very
sought after. They became a mainstay
of trade. The trade worked between
corn that was traded to the Indians for
beaver pelts, and beaver pelts were sent
back to England and Europe and used
for making hats. You just weren’t cool
if you didn’t have a beaver pelt hat
when you were back in England. So
they got a very good price for the bea-
vers, and there were a lot of beavers
still in the New England area at that
time.

By April 21, you have perhaps one of
the great tests of the indomitable will
of the Pilgrim people. Captain Jones of
the Mayflower has lost almost half his
crew to the same sicknesses and dis-
eases, and he had agreed to stay just to
try to give them a little bit of a head-
start on their new home. But he went
to the remaining 52 Pilgrims, and he
said, You know, things aren’t going so
well. I recommend that you come back
to England on the Mayflower with me.
So it was that they had to make a deci-
sion. Were they going to stay on with
the vision that Robinson had given
them to plan new things, that they had
felt God was calling them to this great
adventure? Or were they going to give
up after half of them died, almost, and
go back to England?

So it was that Jones and the sailors
with him departed in the long boat for
the Mayflower. They heard the sound of
the old anchor cable being wound in
and the boatswain giving the com-
mands, the yardarms swinging into
place, the bowsprit pointing out to sea,
the sails filling and being trimmed.
The Mayflower, first large and then
small, disappears over the horizon as a
speck. Nothing but the gray sky and
the wind blowing through the pine
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trees behind them. And there are 52
brave Pilgrims with still this dream
that God’s put in their heart to build
something unlike anything they’d ever
seen before, something based on ideas
that they took from the Bible.

Well, as this summer started and the
spring went on, things got a little more
cheery. In May, because of the deaths
in some of the families, they had their
first wedding between Mr. Winslow and
Mrs. White. She had lost her husband.
He had lost his wife, so they had a nice
occasion for a wedding. In October 1621,
they decided to celebrate a day of
Thanksgiving. This is a beautiful pic-
ture of this day of Thanksgiving. It
didn’t work quite the way they
planned. The plan was to invite
Massasoit and a few of his chiefs to
join them in the celebration of Thanks-
giving. What actually happened was
Massasoit came with 90 braves, and
when the poor little 52 Pilgrims—those
were just women and kids, some of
them, too—when they saw 90 braves,
they go, Oh, my goodness, how are we
going to feed this Army?

But fortunately, Massasoit had had
some of his hunters hunt for deer and
turkey, and they brought a lot of food
with them. So they celebrated a day of
Thanksgiving. In the process of doing
Thanksgiving, the young braves and
the young men of the colony took part
in shooting contests with rifles and
with bows and arrows. They did wres-
tling and foot races and leg wrestling,
all kinds of activities. In the mean-
time, the Pilgrims were taught about
some new delicacies. They took the
ground corn and mixed it with the
maple syrup—which perhaps even
today people put a little maple syrup
on their cornbread—and found that
that made a pretty good meal.

They also took some of their precious
flour and worked it with the berries
and wild fruit of the area and made
pies and other kinds of things as well
as the turkey and venison and all that
they had.

It seems that Massasoit liked a good
party, and he had his 90 braves. They
were having a good time. So they de-
cided to stay for 3 extra days. So
Thanksgiving was quite a celebration
and treat. It wasn’t too long after the
first Thanksgiving that another ship
arrived, and that ship dropped off quite
a number of passengers. I think 30 or 40
as I recall. The problem was, they
didn’t have any food or supplies. So
that second winter was also a very,
very difficult one for them. They didn’t
have a lot of deaths, but people didn’t
have a whole lot to eat either.

After that, the colony started grow-
ing. Of course Tisquantum, or Squanto,
had taught them about planting corn.
That was the main thing that they
needed was corn. He taught them how
to plant corn, how to clear land for it,
and how to put a couple of fish by each
ear of corn to help it grow. They had a
problem, and that was because the loan
sharks or the merchant adventurers or
whatever you want to call them from
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England, the people who financed the
expedition, had insisted that the char-
ter included that they would live
socialistically. That was that there
would just be one cornfield, and every-
body had to work in the cornfield. Ev-
erything that was grown belonged to
everybody. The women were supposed
to wash the clothes of everybody else.

And this was something that Gov-
ernor Bradford—by this time, he was
Governor. I should have mentioned be-
fore that Governor Carver had been
Governor, but he had not been there for
more than a few months when he had
some type of either a stroke or some-
thing wrong with his brain. He just
passed out, never regained conscious-
ness and died several days later. He
was replaced and voted in by Governor
Bradford, who was the one who has
given us in his wonderful diary a lot of
the stories of the Pilgrims.

Governor Bradford knew that social-
ism was un-Biblical. He knew it was a
bad idea. It wasn’t going to work.
Eventually they were forced to throw
it out because they’re going to starve
to death if they kept working, trying
to make socialism work. So these are
words from Governor Bradford’s diary.
After much debate of things, the Gov-
ernor, with the advice of the chiefest
among them, gave way that they
should set corn to every man to his
own particular, and in that regard,
trust to themselves.

In other words, instead of having a
communal cornfield, everybody had a
piece of land they could grow their own
corn on. This had very good success,
for it made all hands very industrious.
Governor Bradford then continues. He
said, ‘“The experience that was had in
this common course and condition,
tried sundry years and that amongst
godly and sober men, may well evince
the vanity of that conceit of Plato’s
and other ancients’”’—these are the peo-
ple, Plato and the other ancients, the
ones advocating socialism—‘‘that the
taking away of property and bringing
in community (or communism) into a
commonwealth would make them
happy and flourishing; as if they were
wiser than God.”

Governor Bradford had studied his
Bible, as he had been instructed by
their Pastor Robinson, and realized
that socialism was un-Biblical. It was a
form of theft, and it was not a good
system for this community. It was
found to breed much confusion and dis-
content and retard much employment
that would have been to their benefit
and comfort. It went on to say that
people who, before, they had to almost
whip them to get them into going to
the cornfield, now went willingly and
happily forward to grow the corn. The
corn, again, was traded for the beaver
skins and all.

So you have the beginning of the col-
ony. It wasn’t until about 8 years later
that Governor Bradford wrote that
they had a chance to almost catch
their breath and taste the sweetness of
the land. It was scratching. Every day
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it wasn’t clear what the meals were
going to be. It was a very, very dif-
ficult time. But through this very dif-
ficult and trying time, this group of
people came together on a vision to
build a new civilization. So what was it
now if we start to add all these things
up? What was it that the Pilgrims gave
us?

Well, first it was the first of the
northern colonies up in Massachusetts.
Second of all, they gave us the
Mayflower Compact which was Amer-
ica’s first constitution and based on
the same principles that would later
become the Declaration of Independ-
ence, the U.S. Constitution, and other
State constitutions as well. They did
separate their church and civil govern-
ments. They never thought that there
was any idea of separating God from
any government. If you take a look at
Bradford’s writing—he was the Gov-
ernor. He is declaring a Christian day
of Thanksgiving to give thanks to God
and encouraged people in trying to run
a Christian civil government.

But he also had Brewster, who ran
the church, a different person, and the
church had a different function than
the civil government. So they sepa-
rated church and civil governments,
never thinking to take God out of any
government. They also had a vision for
a Christian civilization. And when you
take a look at the things they gave us,
first of all, the idea of the written con-
stitution, a group of free people under
God, covenanting together—that was
quite a development. That was the
equivalent of Einstein to the science of
civil government.

But they also separated church and
State. We take that for granted today
as well, but when you think about the
Muslim countries, they don’t tend to
separate their civil from their church
governments. This was a very impor-
tant technology for America, to bring a
lot of peace and harmony to America
by this idea of separating civil and
church governments.

Then there was the rejection of so-
cialism. Governor Bradford knew his
Bible well enough to know that social-
ism was in violation of God’s law.
God’s law says, ‘“Thou shalt not steal.”
It allows for the ownership of private
property, and it never gives the govern-
ment the right to take something that
belongs rightfully to one person and re-
distribute it to someone else. Governor
Bradford understood that far better
than the pastors of our churches in
America do today. They rejected so-
cialism.

And of course they gave us this won-
derful tradition of Thanksgiving. You
perhaps may be wondering. You're say-
ing, My goodness, Congressman AKIN.
You are making a long story of getting
around to Thanksgiving. Well, that was
a wonderful Thanksgiving, tremendous
food, 3 days of celebration and giving
thanks to God. Thanksgiving became a
very popular holiday among different
colonies up and down the seaboard. But
the first national day of Thanksgiving
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was declared in 1789 by George Wash-
ington to thank God for the fact that
the new U.S. Constitution had just
been ratified.

So the ratification of the Constitu-
tion was the event for the first na-
tional day of Thanksgiving. And later
on, under Abraham Lincoln, he de-
clared in the middle of the Civil War—
in 1863, he declared that there should
be a yearly national day of Thanks-
giving. There was some moving around
of when the date would be, and finally
was settled in November on the fourth
Thursday. So we see that the Pilgrims
gave us this beautiful celebration of
Thanksgiving. But so, so, so much
more, particularly the idea of our Con-
stitution, the separation of civil and
church governments, the rejection of
socialism, and particularly the vision
for civilization, so much different than
where they had come from.

Quite a work of accomplishment.
Were the Pilgrims proud of what they
did? Actually they had a very hard
time. The contracts that they were
part of—for the next 25 years, they
were paying way, way more than what
was fair. The merchant loan sharks in
London charged them a tremendous
amount of money. In fact, they paid
20,000 pounds after having borrowed
1,800. So it was more than a 10 times
ratio. Sometimes interest rates at 30
and 40 percent. So they were really
taken advantage of.
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As they were older and the puritan
culture had come in and settled Bos-
ton, the seaboard was getting more and
more ships coming across, they might
have wondered did we really accom-
plish so much.

But yet, Governor Bradford, looking
back, must have seen into the future
when he wrote, ‘“Thus out of small be-
ginnings greater things have grown by
his hand, who made all things of noth-
ing, and gives being to all things that
are, and as one small candle may light
a thousand, so the light kindled here
has shone to many. Yea, in a sense to
our whole nation. Let the glorious
name of Jehovah have all the praise.”

And so it was that though they didn’t
feel very important, this little, small
band of water-tossed saints of God,
men, women and children, daring to
come across this vast ocean, landing on
the stern and rocky shoreline of Massa-
chusetts in wintertime, carving out an
existence, barely snatched from starva-
tion by Tisquantum, always looking to
God, were able to carve out a civiliza-
tion which laid the foundations for a
Nation yet to come.

And so we have the great adventure
story, a great adventure story in terms
of the sacrifice and the vision that is
involved, and particularly the trajec-
tory of the great ideas that they estab-
lished, were to be the foundation and
the pinning for our Nation.

So as we celebrate Thanksgiving, my
American friends, we have a lot to be
thankful for, not just for some good
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food and turkey, not just to remember
the terrible sacrifices of those who
have come before, but also to remem-
ber how it was that as they used their
Bibles, they built a civilization unlike
anything the world had ever seen be-
fore.

God bless you all. Enjoy a fantastic
Thanksgiving.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. CARTER (at the request of Mr.
BOEHNER) for today on account of at-
tending a funeral.

——————

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:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCGOVERN) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. ELLSWORTH, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. WATERS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MCGOVERN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CosTA, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. LUJAN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HEINRICH, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. TEAGUE, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 56 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. SPRATT, for 5 minutes, today

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BROUN of Georgia) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, for 5 minutes,
today.
Ms.
today.
Mr. SCALISE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CONAWAY, for 5 minutes, today.

ROS-LEHTINEN, for 5 minutes,

——————

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A Dbill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 1963. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide assistance to care-
givers of veterans, to improve the provision
of health care to veterans, and for other pur-
poses, the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
the order of the House of today, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 33 minutes
p.m.), pursuant to the previous order of
the House of today, the House stands
adjourned until 3 p.m. on Monday, No-
vember 23, 2009, unless it sooner has re-
ceived a message from the Senate
transmitting its adoption of House
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Concurrent Resolution 214, in which case the House shall stand adjourned
pursuant to that concurrent resolution.

e ———

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, second quarter, and third quarter of 2009 pursuant to Public Law 95-384 are as follows:

(AMENDED) REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN
JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 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 US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Jean SCAMIdE .....occccevercvseverreesserereesnnereees 2/16 2/18  Mexico 989.50 () 989.50
2/18 2/19  Nicaragua 357.73 () 357.73
219 2/20  Jamaica 775.68 ) 775.68

Committee total ..o e 2,12291 2,122.91

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.
3Military air transportation.
HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR, Oct. 30, 2009.

(AMENDED) REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN APR. 1
AND JUNE 30, 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 Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency? currency? currency? currency 2
Hon. Sander Levin ..........ccoooeoeeuesemmsensescncnecccncnnnnnns 4/12 4/17  Colombia 1,534.00 oo 429279 o 7,027.00 12,853.79
417 4/19  Trinidad and TODAZO ........cveeeeeeeeeemciiies corermrmrmrerres 1,338.58 4,132.59 5471.17
4/19 4/21  Panama 192.00 2,058.21 ... 2,250.21
Hon. Kevin Brady ........ccooevvmmereemmmreeseriessnnreesssnrsns 417 4/20  Trinidad and TobAZO ....ovvvevrvvvviirrricins e 2,089.17 ... 1,233.01 3,322.18
Alexander Perkins 4/12 4/17  Colombia 1,534.00 ... 3,399.89 4,933.89
417 4/20  Trinidad and Tobago S . 2,506.07 2,506.07
Jason Kearns 417 4/20  Trinidad and Tobago 2,641.89 .. 1,816.51 4,458.40
Angela Ellard 4/16 4/20  Trinidad and Tobago . . 2,552.00 1,831.51 4,383.51
Jennifer MCCadNeY ....vveeeevereeeerrereeeeeerseeeesseneens 4/19 4/22  Panama 288.00 2,163.70 2,451.70
Committee total ... v 1467571 i 1473741 1327180 oo 42,630.92

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. CHARLES B. RANGEL, Chairman, Nov. 2, 2009.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 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 Artival 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? currency 2
Hon. Collin C. Peterson 9/19 9/21  Denmark 4430.00 7,061.00 7,491.00
Hon. David Scott . 9/19 9/21  Denmark 4430.00 7,061.00 7,491.00
Hon. Steven King . 9/19 9/21  Denmark 4430.00 7,061.00 7,491.00
Hon. Leonard Bosw 9/19 9/21  Denmark 4430.00 7,061.00 7,491.00
Maj. Committee Staff: . . 9/19 9/21  Denmark 4430.00 7,061.00 7,491.00
Maj. Committee Staff—E. Chandler Goule 9/19 9/21  Denmark 4430.00 7,061.00 7,491.00
Min. Committee Staff—John J. Goldberg 9/19 9/21  Denmark 4430.00 7,061.00 7,491.00
Hon. Earl Pomeroy 8/27 8/28  Mali 150.00 (3) 150.00
8/28 8/30  Djibouti 350.00 () 350.00
8/30 8/31  Kabal 76.00 () 76.00
8/31 9/2 Kenya 336.00 () 336.00
9/2 9/3 Morocco 371.88 ©) 371.88
Committee total ... v 429388 ... 79,421.00 53,720.88

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.
3Military air transportation.
4Does not include hotel costs—N/A from State Dept.
HON. COLLIN C. PETERSON, Chairman, Nov. 3, 2009.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1
AND SEPT. 30, 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 Artival 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
Hon. Adam SChiff .......ccoccoomerierirecrierescri 6/27 6/30  Jordan 1,021.18 (3) (3) 1,021.18
6/30 71 Algiers 531.00 () () 531.00
7 113 Tunisia 501.74 (3) (3) 501.74
Misc. embassy costs . () 1,570.44 1,570.44
Local ground transportation . 573.18 (3) 573.18
Hon. Steve ISTel ........evveeerereeeeeeeeeecesesecesere 6/27 6/30  Jordan 1,021.18 (3) (3) 1,021.18
6/30 71 Algiers 531.00 () () 531.00
7 113 Tunisia 501.74 ... (3) (3) 501.74
Misc. embassy costs . () 1,570.44 1,570.44
Local ground transportation . 573.18 (3) 573.18
Hon. John BIazey ......cooooc..coommeeeveveiseeneeereccssseenennes 6/27 6/30  Jordan 1,021.18 () () 1,021.18
6/30 n Algiers 531.00 @) @) 531.00
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Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival 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 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
mn 13 Tunisia 50174 e (3) 501.74
Misc. embassy costs . (3) 1,570.44
Local ground transportation . 573.18 573.18
Shalanda Young 6/27 6/30  Jordan 1,021.18 (3) 1,021.18
6/30 71 Algiers 531.00 (@] 531.00
mn 13 Tunisia 501.74 () 501.74
Misc. embassy costs . (3) 1,570.44
Local ground transportation . 573.18 573.18
Clelia Alvarado 6/27 6/30  Jordan 1,021.18 (3) 1,021.18
6/30 71 Algiers 531.00 Q] 531.00
mn 13 Tunisia 501.74 () 501.74
Misc. embassy costs () 1,570.44
Local ground transportation 573.18 573.18
Elizabeth C. Dawson ... 6/30  France 1,418.00 1,418.00
713 Belgium 1,224.00 1,224.00
Commercial airfare 7,367.48 7,367.48
Hon. David E. Price? ... 83  Canada 704.29 () 704.29
Hon. Harold Rogers 4 8/3 Canada 704.29 () 704.29
Hon. Ciro Rodriguez* 8/3 Canada 704.29 () 704.29
Hon. John Carter# ... 83  Canada 704.29 () 704.29
Stephanie Gupta 8/3 Canada 704.29 () 704.29
Ben Nicholson 4 83 Canada 704.29 ) 704.29
Kristi Mallard 8/17  Norway 539.23 539.23
8/20  Germany 1,080.00 1,080.00
8/24  Hungary 1,062.17 1,062.17
8/26  Italy 1,270.00 1,270.00
Commercial airfare 9,338.44 9,338.44
Misc. transportation 62.00 62.00
BG Wright 8/17  Norway 539.23 539.23
8/20  Germany 1,080.00 1,080.00
8/24  Hungary 1,062.17 ; 1,062.17
)
8/26  Italy 1,270.00 1,270.00
Commercial airfare 9,338.44 9,338.44
Misc. transportation 120.00 120.00
BG Wright 8/5 Kuwait 494.08 () 494.08
8/7  United Arab Emirates ... 827.42 @) 827.42
8/9 Germany 722.56 () 722.56
Hon. Sanford Bishop ...........ccoooeevevveremmeeerevicsseenns 8/5 Kuwait 494.08 () 494.08
8/7  United Arab EMIrates .......coovrccces covernvesssinnnn 827.42 @) 827.42
8/9 Germany 722.56 () 722.56
Hon. Carolyn Kilpatrick ..........cccccooeeroeerereeerrerrreeeeee 8/5 Kuwait 494.08 () 494.08
8/7  United Arab EMIrates ......cooovrccces covernsssssinnnn 827.42 ©) 827.42
8/9 Germany 722.56 (3) 722.56
()
Beverly Aimaro Pheto ..........ccoooocveveeveemreerevcissennnns 8/5 Kuwait 494.08 () 494.08
8/7  United Arab EMIrates .......covrcces coverneessiinenn 827.42 @) 827.42
Commerical airfare 4,045.02 4,045.02
Adam Harris 85  Kuwait 494.08 () 494.08
8/7  United Arab EMIrates .......covrccees covernessssinnnn 827.42 @) 827.42
8/9 Germany 722.56 ) 722.56
John Blazey 8/4 Poland 435.00 435.00
8/7 Germany 837.00 837.00
Commercial airfare 7,998.00 7,998.00
Misc. transportation costs 83.30 83.30
Mike Ringler 8/4 Poland 564.00 564.00
8/7 Germany 837.00 837.00
Commercial airfare 8,027.50 8,027.50
Beverly Aimaro Pheto ........ccooccoommvvemervisenririsnrii 8/12  Madrid, Spain 443.27 443.27
8/13  Milan, Italy 451.80 451.80
8/14  Florence, Italy 617.02 617.02
8/15  Rome, Italy 600.15 600.15
Commercial airfare 8,577.80 8,577.80
Kate Hallahan 8/10  Barcelona, Spain 445.75 445.75
8/12  Madrid, Spain 886.54 886.54
8/13  Milan, Italy 451.80 451.80
8/14  Florence, Italy 617.02 617.02
8/15  Rome, Italy 600.15 600.15
Commercial airfare 8,264.80 8,264.80
Hon. Nita Lowey 8/6 Kenya 1,359.00 1,359.00
8/9 South Africa 5,586.37 5,586.37
Misc. Embassy Costs 1,482.50 e 1,442.50
Commercial airfare 6,226.00 6,226.00
Misc. travel 235.50 235.50
Michele SUMIIAS ....ovvverrvirereieeeeeisesiine 8/6 Kenya 494.08 494.08
8/9 South Africa 827.42 827.42
Misc. embassy costs 1,482.50 e 1,442.50
Commercial airfare 9,882.01 9,882.01
Misc. travel 235.50 235.50
Hon. Kay Granger ........oc.cooevemmmvcemmmrisnennesssssei 92 Argentina 1,023.00 1,023.00
9/5 Paraguay 780.00 780.00
Commercial airfare 8,101.20 8,101.20
John Blazey 92 Argentina 1,023.00 1,023.00
9/5 Paraguay 780.00 780.00
Commercial airfare 9,763.20 9,763.20
Misc. transportation costs 132.00 132.00
Diana Simpson 92 Argentina 1,023.00 1,023.00
9/5 Paraguay 780.00 780.00
Commercial airfare ... cvevcrceeeee 5,263.20 5,263.20
Mike Ringler 8/17 8/19  El Salvador 542.00 542.00
8/19 8/21  Guatamala 554.00 554.00
Commercial airfare . 2,283.41 2,283.41
Misc. embassy costs . 616.65 oo 616.65
Anne Marie ChOtVacs ............ccoovvvvcrcvcveverieiinnnns 8/17 8/19  El Salvador 542.00 542.00
8/19 8/21  Guatamala 554.00 554.00
Commercial airfare . 2,207.70 2,207.70
Misc. embassy costs . . 616.65 oo 616.65
Anne Marie ChOtVacs ...........coooovvvvcicvcveveviniinnnns 8/29 8/31  Pakistan 180.00 180.00
8/31 9/84  Ukraine 1,710.64 1,710.64
Misc. embassy costs . 33517 e 335.17
Commercial airfare . . 11,490.90 11,490.90
Craig Higgins 8/29 8/31  Pakistan 180.00 180.00
8/31 9/ Ukraine 1,710.64 1,710.64
9/4 9/6 London 965.31 248431 3,449.62
Commercial airfare ... cveveeeeceee 11,629.80 11,629.80
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P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency ? currency 2 currency? currency 2
Misc. embassy costs 335.17 s 335.17
Steve Marchese 8/31  Pakistan 180.00 180.00
9/4 Ukraine 1,710.64 1,710.64
Misc. embassy costs 33517 335.17
Commercial airfare 11,490.90 11,490.90
Paul Juola 8/13  United Arab Emirates .........cees woumucresersseens 463.00 463.00
8/15  Afghanistan 162.00 162.00
8/16  United Arab Emirates .........ccces covrveveiivenecenns 463.00 ... 463.00
8/17  Italy 329.00 329.00
Commercial airfare 10,391.00
Misc. transportation costs 70.00
Linda Pagelsen 8/13  United Arab Emirates .........ccocces covrveverrinecnnns 463.00 463.00
8/15  Afghanistan 162.00 162.00
8/16  United Arab EMIrates .........cces covvveverreneennnes 463.00 463.00
8/17  ltaly 329.00 329.00
Commercial airfare 10,391.00
Misc. transportation costs 128.50
Christopher WHite ........coocvvvemrvviesrivcsessiesseesssii 8/13  United Arab EMIrates .......ooceeeeicies covnvevressiiienns 463.00 463.00
8/15  Afghanistan 162.00 162.00
8/16  United Arab Emirates ........ccccies v 463.00 463.00
8/17  ltaly 329.00 329.00
Commercial airfare 10,391.00
Misc. transportation costs 70.00
Hon. Jack Kingston ... 8/30  Tunisia 725.75 (3) 725.75
91 Rwanda 750.95 () 750.95
972 Zimbab 142.00 () 142.00
9/4 Senegal 561.96 3 561.96
Hon. Jack KingSton ..........ccoceeeeeevesesessmseseeeeeeeeeeeeenens 8/19  South Korea 798.88 () 798.88
8/20  China 291.31 () 291.31
8/22  Taiwan 661.26 (@] 661.26
8/24  Hong Kong 1,055.10 (3) 1,055.10
Hon. Betty MCCOIIUM ... 921 G | 686.28 686.28
Commercial airfare 1,657.70 1,657.70
Local transp. 1,340.88 1,340.88
Misc. embassy costs . 2,080.16 oo 2,080.16
John Blazey 9/26 9/28  Chile 1,095.00 1,095.00
Commercial airfare . 7,860.70 7,860.70
Misc. transportation costs 36.00 36.00
Committee total .......coeveveveeeeeevemeccisriieres e 75848.97 o 187,330.78 oo 17,576.48 oo 280,756.23

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.
4Part foreign, part domestic travel.
HON. DAVID R. OBEY, Chairman.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1
AND SEPT. 30, 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 US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency? currency? currency? currency 2
Visit to Jordan, Tunisia, Algeria With CODEL
Schiff, June 26-July 3, 2009:
Hon. Solomon Ortiz ... 6/21 6/30  Jordan 502.00 502.00
6/30 7/1 Algeria 98.00 98.00
mn 113 Tunisia 288.00 288.00
Visit to Ireland, Bahrain, Afghanistan, Germany,
June 27-July 3, 2009:
Hon. Brad Ellsworth ..........ccoooevevveeirmnccrerinnnns 6/28 6/29  lreland 628.69 628.69
6/30 11 Bahrain
7/1 112 Afghanistan 28.00 28.00
112 713 Germany 298.00 298.00
Hon. Dave Loebsack ..........cccocveverereversesseee 6/28 6/29  lreland 628.96 628.96
6/30 71 Bahrain
7/1 112 Afghanistan 28.00 28.00
112 13 Germany 298.00 298.00
Joseph Hicken ... 6/28 6/29  lIreland 628.96 628.96
6/30 7/1 Bahrain
71 112 Afghanistan 28.00 28.00
12 13 Germany 298.00 298.00
Lara Battles 6/28 6/29  lreland 628.96 628.96
6/30 11 Bahrain
7/1 112 Afghanistan 28.00 28.00
112 713 Germany 298.00 298.00
John Wason ......oovericvciivivicieieeiveennsinssess 6/28 6/29  lreland 628.96 628.96
6/30 11 Bahrain
7/1 112 Afghanistan 28.00 28.00
112 13 Germany 298.00 298.00
Visit to Qatar, Bahrain, June 28-July 3, 2009:
Erin C. Conaton ..........cceeeeeemmmevcvereresccscsssss 6/29 7/1 Bahrain 699.12 699.12
mn 713 Qatar 681.32 681.32
Commercial @irfare .......ccocoevcoecenciies cveereienns 9,085.32 9,085.32
John Phillip MacNaughton .......ccccccvewevervennnes 6/29 71 Bahrain 699.12 699.12
/1 113 Qatar 681.32 681.32
Commercial airfare .......cccccooccmicicncicce v 9,085.32 9,085.32

Visit to Bosnia, Herzegovina With CODEL
Carnahan, July 10-13, 2009:
Hon. Michael TUMEr .....coovverrveeeerrireeeriees 711 7/13  Bosnia-Herzegovina 230.57 230.57
Visit to Afghanistan, Pakistan, United Arab Emir-
ates, July 12-17, 2009:

Michael Casey .....ccocoevemmrereeererirreeieniresieenes 1/13 7/14  United Arab Emirates
7/14 7/15  Afghanistan
/15 7/17  Pakistan 80.00 80.00
Commercial airfare ... cvevcreeicees 10,729.04 10,729.04
Paul Arcangeli .........cooocevveeeeoneeerveeirnnecieiennnns 113 7/14  United Arab Emirates
7/14 7/15  Afghanistan
1/15 7/17  Pakistan 80.00
Commercial Qirfare ... s 10,729.04 10,729.04

Jenness SimIer ... 7113 7/14  United Arab Emirates
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714 7/15  Afghanistan
/15 7/17  Pakistan 80.00 80.00
Commercial airfare ... cvevceceeeens 10,729.04 10,729.04
Visit to Cuba, July 20, 2009:
Hon. Howard P. “Buck” McKeon 7120 7/20  Cuba
Hon. Rick Larsen ..... 120 7/20  Cuba
Hon. Bobby Bright 1120 7/20  Cuba
Hon. Randy Forbes 7120 7/20  Cuba
Andrew Hunter 120 7/20  Cuba
Robert L. Si 7120 7/20  Cuba
William Spencer JOhNSON .......oovvvvverrvvrerriinnns 7120 7/20  Cuba
Visit to Kuwait, Iraq, Israel With CODEL Lynch,
July 24-28, 2009:
Hon. Joe Courtney ... 1/25 7/25  Kuwait
1/25 7/26  lraq
7126 7126 Kuwait
7127 7127 lsrael 714.00 714.00
Hon. Todd Platts .............civcvcrircrisicscsss 7125 7125 Kuwait
1/25 7/26  lraq
7126 7126 Kuwait
1127 7127 lsrael 579.00 579.00
Visit to Kuwait, Iraq, Afghanistan, Pakistan,
Qatar, Turkey, Germany, August 3-12, 2009:
Hon. Patrick MUrphy .....coovveerveieerrieesriens 8/4 8/5 Turkey 122.00 122.00
8/5 8/7 Afghanistan 26.00 26.00
8/7 8/8 Kuwait 109.00 109.00
8/8 8/9 Iraq 11.00 11.00
8/9 8/10  Qatar 114.00 114.00
8/10 8/11  Germany 143.00 143.00
Hon. Howard P. “Buck” McKeon .........cccoo..... 8/4 8/5 Turkey 122.00 122.00
8/5 8/7 Afghanistan 26.00 26.00
8/7 8/9 Kuwait 109.00 109.00
8/8 8/9 Iraq 11.00 11.00
8/9 8/10  Qatar 114.00 114.00
8/10 8/11  Germany 143.00 143.00
Hon. Joe Wilson ... 8/4 8/5 Turkey 122.00 122.00
8/5 8/7 Afghanistan 26.00 26.00
8/7 8/8 Kuwait 109.00 109.00
8/8 8/9 Iraq 11.00 11.00
8/9 8/10  Qatar 114.00 114.00
8/10 8/11  Germany 143.00 143.00
Hon. Bill ShUStEr .....ovveveeveeereieeerieeeries 8/4 8/5 Turkey 122.00 122.00
8/5 8/7 Afghanistan 26.00 26.00
8/7 8/8 Kuwait 109.00 109.00
8/8 8/9 Iraq 11.00 11.00
8/9 8/10  Qatar 114.00 114.00
8/10 8/11  Germany 143.00 143.00
JaCK SRUIET oo 8/4 8/5 Turkey 122.00 122.00
8/5 8/7 Afghanistan 26.00 26.00
8/7 8/8 Kuwait 109.00 109.00
8/8 8/9 Iraq 11.00 11.00
8/9 8/10  Qatar 114.00 114.00
8/10 8/11  Germany 143.00 143.00
Thomas HaWIEY ........cvverrrererrirenseienseins 8/4 8/5 Turkey 122.00 122.00
8/5 8/7 Afghanistan 26.00 26.00
8/7 8/8 Kuwait 109.00 109.00
8/8 8/9 Iraq 11.00 11.00
8/9 8/10  Qatar 114.00 114.00
8/10 8/11  Germany 143.00 143.00
Delegation expenses 8/9 9/10  Qatar 5,276.60 5,276.60
Visit to South Korea, August 8—
Hon. Gene Taylor . 8/9 8/12  South Korea 378.00 378.00
Commercial airfare .........cccciiiiies cvovcveceies South Korea 8,320.00 8,320.00
William EbbBS ... 8/9 8/12  South Korea 378.00 378.00
Commercial airfare .........cccccviiiiies cvovcveceees South Korea 8,320.00 8,320.00
Jenness SImIer ... 8/9 8/12  South Korea 378.00 378.00
Commercial airfare ..........ccccciiiiiiies coovevevecs South Korea 8,320.00 8,320.00
Visit to France, Luxembourg, Belgium, United
gionoggdom With CODEL Smith, August 8-12,
Timothy MCCIEES ...vvveereererereercreneeienriinns 8/9 8/12  Paris 658.00 658.00
8/12 8/13  Luxembourg 142.00 142.00
8/13 8/14  Belgium 173.00 173.00
8/14 8/15  Normandy 97.00 97.00
8/15 8/19  London 594.00 594.00
Commercial airfare .........cccvoiiies coovevevecs 8,298.13 8,298.13
Visit to Kuwait, Iraq, Afghanistan, Bahrain, Qatar,
August 23-30, 2009:
Hon. Madeleine Z. Bordallo 8/24 8/25  Kuwait 415.93 415.93
8/25 8/25 Iraq
8/25 8/27  Bahrain 792.50 792.50
8/27 8/28  Afghanistan 26.00 26.00
Commercial airfare .........cciiiies cvoveveceies 9,043.69 9,043.69
Mr. John Phillip MacNaughton .. 8/24 8/25  Kuwait 415.93 415.93
8/25 8/25 Iraq
8/25 8/27  Bahrain 792.50 792.50
8/27 8/28  Afghanistan 26.00 26.00
Commercial Transportation .......ccccevriiee oevvvvrenns 9,043.69 9,043.69
Mr. Thomas Hawley ............cooovvermerrerenerririnnnns 8/24 8/25  Kuwait 415.93 415.93
8/25 8/25 Iraq
8/25 8/27  Bahrain 792.50 792.50
8/27 8/28  Afghanistan 26.00 26.00
Commercial Transportation . 9,043.69 9,043.69
Delegation Expenses 290.00 290.00
Visit to Mali, Afghanistan, Kenya, Djibouti, Mo-
rocco, August 27-September 3, 2009:
Hon. Jim Marshall .........cccccccocvovevcverevevecscanes 8/27 8/28  Mali 150.00 150.00
8/28 8/30  Djibouti 350.00 350.00
8/30 8/31  Afghanistan 76.00 76.00
8/31 9/2 Kenya 336.00 336.00
9/2 93 Morocco 371.88 371.88
Hon. Frank LoBiondo ............cccccccevevevevecsesecee 8/27 8/28  Mali 150.00 150.00
8/28 8/30  Djibouti 350.00 350.00
8/30 8/31  Afghanistan 76.00 76.00
8/31 9/2 Kenya 336.00 336.00
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972 93 Morocco 371.88 371.88

Hon. Bill ShUStEr .......cooveveeeeeeeeemenmnerrerscsises 8/27 8/28  Mali 150.00 150.00

8/28 8/30  Djibouti 350.00 350.00

8/30 8/31  Afghanistan 76.00 76.00

8/31 972 Kenya 336.00 336.00

972 93 Morocco 371.88 371.88

Mark LEWIS ........covveveveveveeeveeemmmmssnmsesesasasssssns 8/27 8/28  Mali 150.00 150.00

8/28 8/30  Djibouti 350.00 350.00

8/30 8/31  Afghanistan 76.00 76.00

8/31 9/2 Kenya 336.00 336.00

972 93 Morocco 371.88 371.88

Lynn WIlliams .......ooeevoeeeveseeeeeeseeesiees 8/27 8/28  Mali 150.00 150.00

8/28 8/30  Djibouti 350.00 350.00

8/30 8/31  Afghanistan 76.00 76.00

8/31 9/2 Kenya 336.00 336.00

9/2 9/3 Morocco 371.88 371.88

Delegation Expenses ... 8/27 8/28  Mali 974.46 974.46

8/28 8/30  Djibouti 3,425.00 3,425.00

9/2 9/3 Morocco 649.00 649.00

Visiztogg Afghanistan, Pakistan, September 3-8,

Hon. Adam Smith ...........ccceemvevererererersesenene 9/5 9/8 Pakistan 120.00 120.00
9/6 9/6 Afghanistan

Commercial Transportation .......ccccovevcies ovvvvesenns 10,132.00 10,132.00

Hon. Gabrielle Giffords ...........cccovmmercrevennnns 9/5 98 Pakistan 120.00 120.00
9/6 9/6 Afghanistan

Commercial Transportation .......ccccoceeee cvverieenns 10,132.00 10,132.00

Hon. Bobby Bright ...........cccccoccveveverivivciicscaas 95 98 Pakistan 120.00 120.00
9/6 9/6 Afghanistan

Commercial Transportation ........cccoeeicee oevvvveenns 10,132.00 10,132.00

Timothy MCCIEES ......oveeuermrereveerrrrcrrriiireree 9/5 9/8 Pakistan 120.00 120.00
9/6 9/6 Afghanistan

Commercial Transportation .......cocccvmvrcies ovvvvvrienns 10,132.00 10,132.00

Alexander Kugajevsl 95 98 Pakistan 120.00 120.00
9/6 9/6 Afghanistan

Commercial Transportation .......ccocccvevriies ovvvvvrinnns 10,132.00 10,132.00

Committee Total ... v 26,857.67 ..o 161,696.96  ...cccccccccccc 10,325.06 oo 198,879.69

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.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,

AND SEPT. 30, 2009

HON. IKE SKELTON, Chairman, Oct. 30, 2009.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1

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 Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2

Hon. Cliff Steams ......occcwommeerrereennnerrrerieenne 6/21 6/30  Jordan 509.00 e (3) 509.00
6/30 7/01  Algeria 148.00 148.00

11 113 Tunisia 288.00 288.00

Mary Neumayr 8/2 8/4  China 52598 e 11,931.87 12,457.85
8/4 8/6 China 324.00 324.00

8/6 8/8 China 422.00 422.00

8/8 8/9 China 95.00 95.00

Lisa Miller 8/2 8/4  China 52598  orereveeeeneinnns 11,931.87 12,457.85
8/4 8/6 China 324.00 324.00

8/6 8/8 China 422.00 422.00

8/8 8/9 China 262.99 262.99

Kevin Kohl 8/2 8/4  China 52598 e 11,931.87 12,457.85
8/4 8/6 China 324.00 324.00

8/6 8/8 China 422.00 422.00

8/8 8/9 China 262.99 262.99

Gregory Dotson 8/2 8/4  China 52598 v 11,931.87 12,457.85
8/4 8/6 China 324.00 324.00

8/6 8/8 China 192.00 192.00

8/8 8/9 China 262.99 262.99

Lorie Schmidt 8/2 8/4  China 52598  oreeeveeeeneenens 11,931.87 12,457.85
8/4 8/6 China 324.00 324.00

8/6 8/8 China 422.00 422.00

8/8 8/9 China 262.99 262.99

Angele B. KWEMO .....cvveveeerrreveeeereceirecenvenenes 8/16 8/17  Liberia 536.40 536.40
8/17 8/19  Ghana 294.00 e (3) 294.00

8/19 8/23  South Africa 1,806.07 1,806.07

8/23 8/24  Morocco 341.00 341.00

Timothy Robi 8/16 8/17  Liberia 536.40 536.40
8/17 8/19  Ghana 294.00 ©) 294.00

8/19 8/23  South Africa 1,806.07 1,806.07

8/23 8/24  Morocco 341.00 341.00

Ingrid Gavin-Parks ...........ccoomveerrereremmrerrreeirinnnns 8/16 8/17  Liberia 536.40 536.40
8/17 8/19  Ghana 294.00 s (3) 294.00

8/19 8/23  South Africa 1,806.07 1,806.07

8/23 8/24  Morocco 341.00 341.00

Shannon Weinberg ..........c...veereveveennverrveeneinnnns 8/16 8/17  Liberia 536.40 536.40
8/17 8/19  Ghana 294.00 s (3 294.00

8/19 8/23  South Africa 1,806.07 1,806.07

8/23 8/24  Morocco 341.00 341.00

Nishith Pandya 8/16 8/17  Liberia 536.40 536.40
8/17 8/19  Ghana 294.00 s (3 294.00

8/19 8/23  South Africa 1,806.07 1,806.07

8/23 8/24  Morocco 341.00 341.00

Hon. G. K. BUtterfield ........cccccoooovesesessermrererererrrrnnns 8/16 8/17  Liberia 536.40 3,741.31 4,277.71
8/17 8/19  Ghana 294.00 s [ J— 9,904.24 10,198.24

8/19 8/23  South Africa 1,806.07 20,378.67 22,184.74

8/23 8/24  Morocco 341.00 2,634.00 2,975.00

Committee total .......ovvvvvcrescccsccirrriceies s 26,086.68  ....ccvcciinenn 59,659.35  oiivrerrrr 36,658.22 v 122,404.25

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
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November 19, 2009

HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN, Chairman, Nov. 21, 2009.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival 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? currency 2
June Beittel 8/15 8/19  Peru 1,270.70 1,270.70
8/19 8/20  Paraguay 235.24
8/20 8/23  Colombia 1,266.00
Hon. Howard L. BErman ..........oocoeeevveemvvvesnrirns 8/17 8/19  South Korea 798.88 45,857.30
8/19 8/20  China 29131
8/20 8/22  Taiwan 661.26 46,061.17
8/22 8/24  Hong Kong 1,055.10 49,012.06
Paul Berkowitz 8/12 8/17  Austria 3,070.20
8/17 8/18  Iraq 0.00
8/18 8/19  Jordan 360.97
8/19 8/22  lsrael 1,988.40
Daniel Bob TR 8/19  South Korea 798.88
8/19 8/20  China 29131
8/20 8/22  Taiwan 661.26
8/22 8/24  Hong Kong 1,055.10
Genell Brown 8/28 8/30  Egypt 504.00
8/30 9/1 Tunisia 508.00
91 9/3  Algeria 631.00
9/3 9/5 Morocco 544.00 T
............. ,739.
Hon. Russ Camnahan .........ccooooevveemvvervvsereerrns 7710 7/13  Bosnia 42951 [ 44,968.38
Joan Condon 8/24 8/28  Sudan 1,090.27
8/28 8/29  Rwanda 220.54
8/29 8/30  DRC 206.00 sivEE
............. ,500.5
Theodros Dagne 8/2 8/6 Kenya 2,266.04
8/6 8/9 South Africa 1,180.74
8/9 8/11  Angola 1,086.00 S
Marissa Doran 8/28  Sudan 1,090.27 - 43717.04
ggg ngnda . %%(1]83 4407.65
DR ,011.
512,291.22
Hon. Keith EIliSON ....coorvvviciicciiccccccsccs 8/8 Sudan 534.43 Se
Hon. Eni F.H. Fal 7719 Somoa 416.00 .
721 Fiji 530.00 T 4217.06
19" South Korea 79888 ]
8/20  China 291.31
8/20 8/22  Taiwan 661.26
8/22 8/24  Hong Kong 1,055.10
8/30 91 South Korea gg?ggg 4539.22
RICardo Fafmaj-RUIZ ..o 815 8/22  Peru 233247
David Fite REIvE /19 South Korea 79888 !
8/19 8/20  China 291.31 .
8/20 8/22  Taiwan 661.26 661.26
_ 8/22 8/24  Hong Kong 1,055.10 1,055.10
Julissa GOMEZ-Granger ..................eeeeresrsrsessen 8/15 8/22  Peru 2,352.67 SL6a7 511) %gi%g{
Dennis Halpin TRl 823 Malaysi 326.00 . '326.00
8/23 8/27  Thailand 760.00 760.00
8/27 590 Bume 000 512,167.83 12?29%3
Daniel Harsha 8/28 8/29  Rwanda 220.54 220.54
8/29 93 DRC 1,011.00 1,011.00
............. 59,380.66 9,380.66
Hans Hogrefe 8/28 8/30  Egypt 534.00 421100 745.00
8/30 91 Tunisia 508.00 508.00
91 9/3  Aigeria 656.00 656.00
9/3 9/5 Morocco 544.00 S5 0 ?gggg
Elizabeth HOMMaN ..o 8/28 830 Egypt 484,00 . 184,00
8/30 91 Tunisia 488.00 488.00
9/1 93 Algeria 621.00 621.00
9/3 9/5 Morocco 524.00 e 0 %ggg
Eric Jacob T w6 i 670.07 5'760'70 592,00 e 1%%
Jonathan Katz TRi6 8/28  Turkey 698.83 s . 8?38:83
............. ,197.75 ,197.75
Jessica Lee 8/17 8/19  South Korea 798.88 () 798.88
woom o i o
aiwan . .
8/22 8/24  Hong Kong 1,055.10 (3) 1,055.10
o e i s
urma . . y
65,037.70 5,037.70
Vili Lei 97 South Korea 3,458.20 SEGiEG gg?ggg
John Lis yig peu 0.00 ’ gg *L105 1égggg
araguay . . :
8/23  Colombia @) 4562.00 562.00
Noelle Lusne 8/6 Kenya 2,266.04
8/9 South Africa 1,180.74
. Sl fngol 513,24860 1%32228
Hon. Connie Mack ............cccccceceeeevemsemmscscrcrcccnecncnnn 7125 7/26  Honduras 303.00 T 1%0%.08
............. ,843.7 ,843.7
Alan Makovsky 8/24 8/28  Sudan 1,135.27 i 1(1),51;3%7
............. ,943.65 ,943.65
Pearl Alice Marsh ........ccoc.oooevermmmreiserriieeseissesi 8/3 8/12  Kenya 4,478.37 4,478.37
8/13 8/14  Switzerland 382.42 i " ggzéﬁ
............. ,221. ,227.1
Mary McVeigh 8/17 8/19  South Korea 798.88 () 798.88
W o i o
Taiwan . () .
8/22 8/24  Hong Kong 1,055.10 () 1,055.10
Hon. Gregory W. MEeKS .......cooovverveeerrirenriresnriis 9/12 9/13  Canada 321.00 321.00
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Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival 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 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
5927.62 927.62
Margaret Mott 8/19  South Korea 798.88 (3) 798.88
8/20  China 291.31 () 29131
8/22  Taiwan 661.26 () 661.26
8/24  Hong Kong 1,055.10 ()
Hon. Donald M. Payne .......cccooeommmreemmerersmreerneren 8/6 Kenya 1,133.62 (3)
8/9 South Africa 4,267.03 [ J— 41,576.42
8/11  Angola 1,656.00 6 ©)
11,656.10
Lauren Ploch 8/28  Sudan 1,090.27
s it
DR L.
’ 516,230.82
Frederick Ratliff 7/26  Honduras 303.00
51,081.70
9/4 G | 670.07
51,150.70
Sheri Rickert 8/12  Kenya 3,588.00
8/14  Switzerland 423.00
59,766.80
Hon. Dana Rohrabacher ............ccccccoovvvrivenriorerrns 8/17  Austria 2,409.66
8/18  Iraq
8/19  Jordan 360.97 4491.23
8/22  Israel 1,988.40 45,679.04
513,483.73
Amanda Sloat 7/13  Bosnia 429.51 (3)
8/19  South Korea 798.88 ()
8/20  China 291.31 ()
8/22  Taiwan 661.26 (@]
8/24  Hong Kong 1,055.10 (3)
Hon. Diane E. WatSOn .......ccoooooeeesessermsnrnsrrrrerecnenes 8/19  South Korea 798.88 ()
8/20  China 291.31 @)
8/22  Taiwan 661.26 ()
8/24  Hong Kong 1,055.10 ()
Robyn Wapner 7/26  Honduras 303.00 ST
,601.7
9/4 Guatemal 670.07
5760.70
Lynne Weil 8/20  China 399.61
8/22  Taiwan 350.26
8/24  Hong K 774.10
e e 74,118.17
8/27  Thailand 510.00 4792.22
8/30  Burma 275.00
67,192.00
Clay Wellborn 8/22  Peru 2,352.67 ()
61,647.41
Kristin Wells 8/12  Kenya 4,478.37
8/14  Switerland 382.42 41,135.00
510,984.68
Hon. Robert Wexler ... 8/28  Turkey 698.83 4109.68
............. 58,197.75
Lisa Williams 8/30 97 South Korea 3,458.20
............. 59,916.93
Shanna Winters 8/4 8/5 Bah 307.65
............. 5774.20
Hon. Lynn C. WOOISEY ....ovvvevercerereeeeseeerevesseeeeenes 7/10 7/13  Bosnia 42951 e )
Brent Woolfork 8/3 8/9 Kenya 3,101.02
8/9 8/15  Germany 1,915.18
............. 510,392.89
Committee total ... e 127,868.51 .. 279,386.19 ... 44,204.40

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.

3 Military air transportation.
4Indicates delegation costs.
5Round-trip airfare.

6 Return airfare.

7Q0ne-way airfare.

SEPT. 30, 2009

HON. HOWARD L. BERMAN, Chairman, Nov. 2, 2009.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOVERNMENT REFORM, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency ? currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Mike QUigley ...........ccccveveviceevesscssscscscrerccccn 7125 7125 Kuwait )
7125 7126 Iraq
7127 7128 Israel 714.00 714.00
Scott Lindsay 7/25 7/25  Kuwait ©)
7125 7126 Iraq
7127 7128 Israel 714.00 714.00
Bruce FEMANdez .........cooovvrceeiverrecsssererssssnerneess 7125 7125 Kuwait @)
7125 7126 Iraq
7127 7128 lsrael 714.00 714.00
Adam Fromm 7125 7125 Kuwait ©)
7125 7126 lraq
7126 7127 lsrael 714.00 714.00
Hon. Stephen F. LYNCh ..ooovvvcccsverrcccirercssnereces %g %g ruwait @)
raq
7127 7128 lsrael 714.00 784730 8,561.30
Hon. Brian P. Bilbray .........ccccccccoceemmemmscmcnencncnicninnnns 7125 7/26  Honduras 301.00 1,947.70 2,248.70
Kristina Moore 8/2 8/4 China 525.98 11,931.87 12,457.85
8/4 8/6 China 324.00 324.00
Eoop oo e e
ina . :
Michael McCarthy ............cccovcveveccessssnssscsenencnecnennns 8/2 8/4 China 52598 .o 11,931.87 12,457.85
8/4 8/6 China 324.00 324.00
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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
8/6 8/8 China 422.00 422.00
8/8 8/9 China 262.99

Ryan Dwyer 1/11 7/13  Bosnia 429.51 (3) 429.51
Hon. Wm. Lacy Clay .....cccooevemirerieniiresiieniienene 8/16 8/17  Liberia 536.40 () 536.40
8/17 8/19  Ghana 294.00 294.00
8/19 8/23  Angola 1,806.07 1,806.07
8/23 8/24  South Africa 341.00 341.00
ComMittee total ..ooeoeveeeeeerererisssssssserereieens v 10,347.92 oo 2581144 P71 — 44,006.66

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.

3 Military air transportation.

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS, Chairman, Oct. 30, 2009.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 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
Shimere Williams . 71 /4 United Kingdom 1,242.88 48,370.22 9,613.10
Holly Logue Prutz . mn /5 United Kingdom 1,242.88 48,370.22 9,613.10
Dahlia Sokolov 8/2 8/5 Costa Rica (970200 oo 4130 e TR — 800.18
8/5 8/8 Panama 756.60 756.60
............. 42,046.02 2,046.02
Marcy Gallo 8/2 8/5 Costa Rica 70200 o 4130 e 56.88 oo 800.18
8/5 8/8 Panama 756.60 756.60
............. 42,046.02 2,046.02
Bess Caughran 8/2 8/5 Costa Rica 70200 s 4130 e 56.88 e 800.18
8/5 8/8 Panama 756.60 756.60
............. 42,046.02 2,046.02
Mele Williams 8/2 8/5 Costa Rica 702.00 s 4130 s 56.88 i 800.18
8/5 8/8 Panama 756.60 756.60
............. 42,046.02 2,046.02
Hon. David Wu 8/27 8/28  Mali 150.00 () 195.65 345.65
8/28 8/29  Djibouti 350.00 () 380.55 730.55
8/28 8/31  Afghanistan 76.00 () 76.00
8/31 9/2 Kenya 814.10 () 851.30 1,665.40
9/2 9/3 Morocco 371.88 ©) 8111 452.99
Committee total ... e 10,082.14 e 25,089.72 oo 173613 i 36,907.99

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 transport.
4 Commercial airfare.
50ne night at personal expense.

HON. BART GORDON, Chairman, Oct. 30, 2009.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1

AND SEPT. 30, 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 Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency? currency? currency? currency

Hon. Jean Schmidt ... 6/28 2/29  lreland 628.69 () 628.69
6/30 7/1 Bahrain ()

711 112 Afghanistan 20.00 Q] 20.00

_ . 112 713 Germany 298.00 (®) 298.00

Hon. Eddie Bernice Johnson ..............cccecuerereers 8/4 8/5 Kuwait 494.08 (@] 494.08

8/5 8/7 Dubai 827.42 (3) 827.42

§ wh  Geman 000 b 36000

ermany . .

Ward McCarragher ..........ccoooeeveeeveeeneveeiiseiennnns 8/9 8/10  Spain 445.75 8,190.39 8,636.14

8/10 8/12  Spain 886.54 886.54

8/12 8/13  Iltaly 451.80 451.80

8/13 8/14  Italy 618.02 618.02

8/14 8/15  Italy 585.55 585.55

Joyce Rose 8/9 8/10  Spain U575 s 8,105.80 8,551.55

8/10 8/12  Spain 886.54 886.54

8/12 8/13  Iltaly 451.80 451.80

8/13 8/14  Italy 618.02 618.02

8/14 8/15  Iltaly 585.55 585.55

Committee total ........coceeeeemrirereriissiricicicies v 8,966.07 .oovovevereriiennns 16,296.19 25,262.26

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.

HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR, Chairman, Oct. 30, 2009.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1

AND SEPT. 30, 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 Artival 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 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Zachary SPace ...........co.cooeeevieererresnios 8/23 8/25  Kabul 152.00 152.00
8/27 8/28  Mali 150.00 150.00
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Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival 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 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
8/28 8/29  Djibouti 350.00 350.00
8/30 8/31  Kabul 76.00 76.00
8/21 93 Kenya 336.00 336.00
9/2 93 Morocco 154.00 AV E— 217.88
COMMItEEE tO1Al ..ovovevvereccrecciicrierirrccees cverrreeees 1,218.00 217.88 o 1,281.88

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. BOB FILNER, Chairman, Oct. 29, 2009.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 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
Alexander Perkins 7112 7/18  Peru 468.00 2,743.00 3,211.70
William Thomas 7/13 7/18  Peru 390.00 2,743.00 3,133.70
Hon. Brian Higgins ......ccoccomevvimmmreoeeeriesnseiesnriis 725 7/25  Kuwait
7125 7/26  lraq
7127 7128 lsrael 714.00 714.00
Hon. Jim McDermott ..........ccccocccovcceiscnnscicicncncnccccn 8/2 8/7 Kenya 590.00 ... 12,023.64 12,613.64
Alexander Perkins 8/3 8/6 Kenya 354.00 ... 10,565.85 10,919.85
8/6 8/9 Ethiopia 516.00 516.00
Angela Ellard 8/3 8/6 Kenya 354.00 s 10,565.85 10,919.85
8/6 8/9 Ethiopia 516.00 516.00
Hon. Devin NUNES .......cvvveeermerrerieirrceererinserenenes 8/4 8/5 Kuwait 553.08 553.08
8/5 8/7 United Arab EMIrates .......ccccccccccceceees covvecvcecceccenenns 827.42 827.42
8/7 8/9 Germany 722.56 722.56
ComMittee total ..o.eveveeeeeermremrirsssrssseieieieees v (e300 R— 38,642.74 44,647.80

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. CHARLES B. RANGEL, Chairman, Nov. 2, 2009.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, PERMANENT SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND
SEPT. 30, 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? currency? currency 2

Hon. Adam Smith ......ooevveierrerierseessereesri 8/7 8/9 Europe 708.00
8/10  Europe 192.00
8/11  Europe 223.00
8/13  Europe 147.00
8/17  Europe 792.00

Commercial airfare 1,187.37 3,249.37
Mark Young 8/9 Europe 708.00
8/10  Europe 192.00
8/11  Europe 223.00
8/13  Europe 147.00
8/17  Europe 792.00

Commercial airfare 4,835.13 6,897.13
Robert Minehart 8/9 Europe 708.00
8/10  Europe 192.00
8/11  Europe 223.00
8/13  Europe 147.00
8/17  Europe 792.00

Commercial airfare 4,835.13 6,897.13
Laurence Hanauer ...........oooecvmerveennens 8/10  Europe 884.00
8/11  Europe 521.00
8/13  Europe 372.00
8/15  Europe 392.00

Commercial airfare 8,220.80 10,389.80
Mary Stone-ROSS .........oververmrerrerrernenns 8/10  Europe 884.00
8/11  Europe 521.00
8/14  Europe 372.00
8/15  Europe 392.00

Commercial airfare 8,220.80 10,389.80
Kathleen Reilly 8/9 Europe 884.00
8/11  Europe 521.00
8/13  Europe 372.00
8/16  Europe 392.00

Commercial airfare 8,220.80 10,389.80
Stacey Dixon 8/12  Australia 744.00
8/15  New Zealand 626.00

Commercial airfare 13,243.74 14,613.74
Donald Campbell . 8/12  Australia 744.00
8/15  Asia 626.00
8/19  Asia 850.00

Commercial airfare ... cvnvcreeeeees 15,123.65 17,343.65
Frank Garcia 8/7 8/12  Australia 744.00
8/13 8/15  Asia 378.00
8/16 8/19  Asia 850.00

Commercial airfare ... cvnvcreeeeees 15,123.65 17,095.65
George Pappas 8/1 8/12  Australia 744.00
8/13 8/15  New Zealand 378.00
8/16 8/19  Asia 850.00

Commercial airfare ... convcreeceee 13,901.77 15,873.77
Brian Morrison 8/9 8/11 S Asia 486.00
8/12 8/14 S Asia 207.00
8/14 8/15 S Asia 220.00

Commercial airfare ... cvvvcreceeee 11,940.63 12,853.63
Harry Hulings 8/9 8/11  S. Asia 486.00
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Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency? currency? currency? currency
8/12 8/14 S Asia 207.00
8/14 8/15  S. Asia 220.00
Commercial @irfare .........ccooooevcercomciiieiees evvereinnns 12,628.49 13,541.49
Iram Ali 8/9 8/11  S. Asia 486.00
8/12 8/14  S. Asia 207.00
8/14 8/15  S. Asia 220.00
Commercial airfare 14,504.69 15,417.69
Jamal Ware 8/11  S. Asia 486.00
8/14  S. Asia 207.00
8/15  S. Asia 220.00
Commercial airfare 12,641.71 13,554.71
Hon. Peter King 8/16  Middle East 638.82
Commercial airfare 9,605.48 10,244.30
Christopher DONeSa ...........ccocveeervevrervirenreieserii 8/16  Middle East 638.82
Commercial airfare 11,006.48 11,645.30
Joshua Kirshner 8/16  Middle East 638.82
Commercial airfare 6,656.60 7,295.42
Hon. Silvestre REYES .........ooeveeemvvvrerrirensiieserii 8/26  S.E. Asia 436.00
8/28  S.E. Asia 566.00
8/29  S.E. Asia 163.00
Commercial airfare 10,167.64 11,932.64
Michael Delaney ... 8/26  S.E. Asia 436.00
8/28  S.E. Asia 566.00
8/29  S.E. Asia 163.00
Commercial @irfare .........ccooooevcercencenieies cvvereinnns 16,286.54 17,451.54
Hon. Mike ROEIS .......coovvvveeeeieerceeessieeseisesii 9/6 9/8 Middle East 922.00
Commercial @irfare .......ccocooevcerconcieienees cveereinnns 7,295.90 8,217.90
Christopher DONESa ...........ccooveevmevevrervvrenrireseriins 9/6 9/8 Middle East 922.00 o 3
Commercial @irfare .........ccoooevcercemcieieneee evvereinnns 7,295.90 8,217.90
Hon. Michael Conaway .............ccococoeeevvveemrevrssrii 9/20 9/22  Latin America 720.00
Commercial @irfare .........ccooooevcercomcieieiees cvvervinnns 2,697.70 3,417.70
Chelsey Campbell ........ccoc.oooevevemrerrerriieeseressrii 9/20 9/22  Latin America 720.00
Commercial @irfare ............ccooovvoveerviioemeiiiines e 1,971.70 27691.70
Harry Hulings 9/20 9/22  Latin America 720.00
Commercial @irfare ..........ccocooevcercomrcenieies cvvereinnns 1,971.70 2,691.70

In accordance with title 22, United States Code,
Section 1754 (b)(2), information as would
identify the foreign countries in which the
Committee Members and staff have traveled is
omitted.

Committee total

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.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

4715. A letter from the Management and
Program Analyst, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Sale and Disposal of National Forest
System Timber; Downpayment and Periodic
Payments (RIN: 0596-AC80) received October
23, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Agriculture.

4716. A letter from the Chief, PRAB/Office
of Research and Analysis, Department of Ag-
riculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Senior Farmers’ Market Nutri-
tion Program Regulations, Nondiscretionary
Provisions of Public Law 110-246, the Food,
Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (RIN:
0584-AD92) received October 23, 2009, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

4717. A letter from the Chair, Congres-
sional Oversight Panel, transmitting the
Panel’s monthly report pursuant to Section
125(b)(1) of the Emergency Economic Sta-
bilization Act of 2008, Pub. L. 110-343; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

4718. 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-8095] received October 23, 2009, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Financial Services.

4719. A letter from the Associate General
Counsel for Legislation and Regulation Divi-

e

HON. SILVESTRE REYES, Chairman, Oct. 30, 2009.

sions, Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Home Equity Conversion Mort-
gage (HECM) Counseling Standardization
and Roster [Docket No.: FR-4989-F-02] (RIN:
2502-A134) received October 27, 2009, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Financial Services.

4720. A letter from the Associate General
Counsel for Legislation and Regulation Divi-
sions, Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — HUD Acquisition Regulation
(HUDAR) Debarment and Suspension Proce-
dures; Correcting Amendment [Docket No.:
FR-5098-C-03] (RIN: 2535-AA28) received Octo-
ber 27, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Financial Services.

4721. A letter from the Acting Deputy Gen-
eral Counsel, National Credit Union Admin-
istration, transmitting the Administration’s
final rule — Exception to the Maturity Limit
on Second Mortgages (RIN: 3133-AD64) re-
ceived October 23, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

4722. A letter from the Chief, PRAB, Office
of Research and Analysis, Department of Ag-
riculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Special Supplemental Nutrition
Program for Women, Infants and Children
(WIC): Vendor Cost Containment [FNS-2009-
001] (RIN: 0584-AD71) received October 23,
2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

4723. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — List of Approved Spent Fuel
Storage Casks: HI-STORM 100 Revision 7
[NRC-2009-0349] (RIN: 3150-AI71) received Oc-
tober 23, 2009, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

4724. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
visor for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting a report prepared by the
Department of State concerning inter-
national agreements other than treaties en-
tered into by the United States to be trans-
mitted to the Congress within the sixty-day
period specified in the Case-Zablocki Act,
pursuant to 1 U.S.C. 112b(b); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

4725. A letter from the Deputy Secretary of
the Treasury, Department of the Treasury,
transmitting a six-month periodic report on
the national emergency with respect to
Sudan that was declared in Executive Order
13067 of November 3, 1997, pursuant to 50
U.S.C. 1641(c); to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

4726. A letter from the Co-Chairs, Commis-
sion on Wartime Contraction, transmitting
Special Report 2 ‘‘Lowest-priced security not
good enough for war-zone embassies’’, pursu-
ant to Public Law 110-181, section 841(d)(2);
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

4727. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a proposed removal from the
United States Munitions List of civil aircraft
equipped with the JETEYE Counter-
MANPADS installation Kit (A-Kit), pursuant
to Section 38(f)(1) of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

4728. A letter from the Librarian of Con-
gress, Library of Congress, transmitting the
Annual Report of the Library of Congress,
for the fiscal year 2008, pursuant to 2 U.S.C.
139; to the Committee on House Administra-
tion.
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4729. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries Off West Coast States;
Coastal Pelagic Species Fisheries; Closure
[Docket No.: 0812171612-9134-02] (RIN: 0648-
XR63) received October 23, 2009, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

4730. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area
630 in the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No.:
09100091344-9056-02] (RIN: 0648-XS04) received
October 28, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

4731. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area
620 in the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No.:
09100091344-9056-02] (RIN: 0648-XS06) received
October 28, 2009, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

4732. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern United
States; Black Sea Bass Recreational Fishery;
Emergency Rule [Docket No.: 0909101271-
91272-01] (RIN: 0648-AY23) received October
28, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Natural Resources.

4733. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Management and Adminis-
tration, NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule — Endangered and
Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Final Rule-
making To Designate Critical Habitat for
the Threatened Southern Distinct Popu-
lation Segment of North American Green
Sturgeon [Docket No.: 080730953-91263-02]
(RIN: 0648-AX04) received October 23, 2009,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

4734. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of
Mexico, and South Atlantic; Shrimp Fishery
off the Southern Atlantic States; Amend-
ment 7 [Docket No.: 071025620-91118-03] (RIN:
0648-AW19) received October 28, 2009, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Natural Resources.

4735. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern United
States; Scup Fishery; Commercial Quota
Harvested for 2009 Summer Period [Docket
No.: 0809251266-81485-02] (RIN: 0648-XR94) re-
ceived October 28, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

4736. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, NMFS, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final rule
— Fisheries in the Western Pacific;
Bottomfish and Seamount Groundfish Fish-
eries; 2009-10 Main Hawaiian Islands
Bottomfish Total Allowable Catch [Docket
No.: 0908131233-91275-02] (RIN: 0648-XQ14) re-
ceived October 28, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.
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4737. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Western Alaska Commu-
nity Development Quota Program, Rockfish
Program, Amendment 80 Program; Bering
Sea and Aleutian Islands Area Crab Ration-
alization Program [Docket No.: 080312430-
91317-02] (RIN: 0648-AW56) received October
28, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Natural Resources.

4738. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Reallocation of Yellowfin
Sole in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
Management Area [Docket No.: 0810141351-
9087-02] (RIN: 0648-XS12) received October 23,
2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

4739. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Ocean Perch for
Vessels in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Is-
lands Trawl Limited Access Fishery in the
Western Aleutian District of the Bering Sea
and Aleutian Islands Management Area
[Docket No.: 0810141351-9087-02] (RIN: 0648-
XRT78) received October 28, 2009, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

4740. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule —
Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico,
and South Atlantic; Coastal Migratory Pe-
lagic Resources of the Gulf of Mexico and
South Atlantic; Closure [Docket No.:
001005281-0369-02] (RIN: 0648-XR32) received

October 28, 2009, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

4741. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Atka Mackerel in the Ber-
ing Sea and Aleutian Islands Management
Area [Docket No.: 0810141351-9087-02] (RIN:
0648-XS11) received October 23, 2009, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

4742. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area
610 in the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No.:
09100091344-9056-02] (RIN: 0648-XS17) received

October 28, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

4743. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by Vessels
Catching Pacific Cod for Processing by the
Inshore Component in the Central Regu-
latory Area of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket
No.: 0910091344-9056-02] (RIN: 0648-XR92) re-
ceived October 28, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

4744. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting the annual report of the Office of Jus-
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tice Programs’ Bureau of Justice Assistance
for Fiscal Year 2006 and 2007, pursuant to 42
U.S.C. 3712(b); to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

4745. A letter from the Chairperson, Na-
tional Commission on Children and Disas-
ters, transmitting An interim report on the
Commission’s progress, pursuant to Public
Law 110-161, section 611(a) (121 Stat. 2217); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

———

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. SMITH of Texas (for himself
and Mr. COBLE):

H.R. 4113. A bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, to clarify the jurisdiction of the
Federal courts, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Mr.
HELLER, Mr. NADLER of New York,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
ISRAEL, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. RICHARD-
SON, Mr. PERRIELLO, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.
DELAHUNT, Mr. COSTA, Ms. WATSON,
Mr. HALL of New York, Mr. STARK,
Ms. CHU, Ms. NORTON, Mr. MOORE of
Kansas, Mr. HOLT, and Mr. SCHIFF):

H.R. 4114. A bill to reduce the rape kit
backlog, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. NADLER of New York (for him-
self, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr.

DELAHUNT, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Ms. CHU, Mr. MICHAUD, Ms.
KILPATRICK of Michigan, and Mr.
COHEN):

H.R. 4115. A bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, to provide a restoration of no-
tice pleading in Federal courts, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin (for her-
self, Mr. SCHOCK, Mr. SABLAN, and
Mrs. BIGGERT):

H.R. 4116. A bill to reauthorize the Family
Violence Prevention and Services Act, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. ARCURI (for himself, Mr. LEE
of New York, Mr. COURTNEY, and Mr.
HOLDEN):

H.R. 4117. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act to clarify that the delivery
of milk to a handler under a Federal milk
marketing order occurs when the raw milk is
received at the producer’s farm, and the pro-
ducer may not be charged for transportation-
related costs incurred by a handler after the
raw milk leaves the farm, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. KIRK (for himself and Mr.
ROSKAM):

H.R. 4118. A bill to prohibit the Federal
Government from holding security interests,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Financial Services.

By Mr. REHBERG:

H.R. 4119. A bill to authorize the construc-
tion of the Dry-Redwater Regional Water
Authority System in the State of Montana
and a portion of McKenzie County, North Da-
kota, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. LATHAM (for himself, Mr. KING
of Iowa, Mr. TERRY, Mr.
LUETKEMEYER, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr.
JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. BLUNT, Ms.
JENKINS, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
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TIAHRT, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. MORAN of
Kansas, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr.
FORTENBERRY, Mr. SENSENBRENNER,
and Mr. KLINE of Minnesota):

H.R. 4120. A bill to prohibit the transfer of
individuals detained at Guantanamo Bay,
Cuba, to facilities in Midwestern States, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Armed Services, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. HALL of New York (for himself,
Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr.
RODRIGUEZ, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK of Ari-
zona, Mrs. HALVORSON, Mr. DONNELLY
of Indiana, and Mr. MILLER of Flor-
ida):

H.R. 4121. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to improve the appeals process
of the Department of Veterans Affairs, to es-
tablish a commission to study judicial re-
view of the determination of veterans’ bene-
fits, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
(for himself, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. SCOTT
of Virginia, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr.
GRIJALVA, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. DAVIS
of Illinois, and Mr. FATTAH):

H.R. 4122. A bill to support high-need mid-
dle and high schools in order to improve stu-
dents’ academic achievement, graduation
rates, postsecondary readiness, and prepara-
tion for citizenry; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

By Ms. WATERS (for herself, Mr.
B0O0OZMAN, Mr. MARKEY of Massachu-
setts, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
WoLF, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Ms. LINDA
T. SANCHEZ of California, Mr. TOWNS,
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms. RICHARDSON,
Ms. SHEA-PORTER, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. KILDEE,
Mr. WELCH, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. TAY-
LOR, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. MEEKS of New York,
Mr. CARNEY, Mr. MEEK of Florida,
Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr.
BisHOP of Georgia, Mr. MASSA, Ms.
KAPTUR, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr.
SIRES, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
COURTNEY, Mr. COHEN, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
RYAN of Ohio, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr.
OLVER, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. HIGGINS, Ms.
CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Ms. LEE of
California, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs.
MALONEY, Mr. PIERLUISI, Mr. BRALEY
of Towa, and Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of
California):

H.R. 4123. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to authorize grants for
treatment and support services for Alz-
heimer’s patients and their families; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mrs. DAVIS of California (for her-
self, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. LOEBSACK,
and Ms. BORDALLO):

H.R. 4124. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act with respect to the pre-
vention of diabetes, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. NYE (for himself, Mr. ELLS-
WORTH, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr.
SCHRADER, Mr. ALTMIRE, Ms. CLARKE,
Mrs. KIRKPATRICK of Arizona, Ms.
BEAN, and Mrs. DAHLKEMPER):

H.R. 4125. A Dbill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to improve services for small busi-
ness concerns owned and controlled by serv-
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ice-disabled veterans, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Small Business.

By Mr. DOGGETT (for himself, Mr.
STARK, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Mr. PASCRELL, Ms. LINDA T.
SANCHEZ of California, Mr. BRALEY of
Iowa, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. MASSA, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. WELCH, Mr. GENE
GREEN of Texas, Mr. DEFAzIO, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr.
YARMUTH, and Mr. BLUMENAUER):

H.R. 4126. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to prevent the overstate-
ment of benefits payable to non-highly com-
pensated employees under qualified plans,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. GOHMERT (for himself, Mr.
SMITH of Texas, Mr. DANIEL E. LUN-
GREN of California, Mr. OLSON, Mr.
BROUN of Georgia, Ms. Foxx, Mr. ROE
of Tennessee, Ms. FALLIN, Mr. GAR-
RETT of New Jersey, Mr. CARTER, Mr.
MARCHANT, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr.
CONAWAY, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr.
SHADEGG, Mr. PITTS, Mr. POSEY, Mr.
BisHOP of Utah, Mr. ROONEY, Ms.
GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida, Mrs.
ScHMIDT, Mr. COLE, Mr. LATTA, Mrs.
LuMMIs, Mr. BONNER, Mr. BURTON of
Indiana, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, Mr.
NEUGEBAUER, Mr. PENCE, Mr.
CULBERSON, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr.
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. WILSON of
South Carolina, Mr. WITTMAN, Mr.
BACHUS, Ms. GRANGER, Mrs.
BLACKBURN, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr.
KING of New York, Mr. MCCARTHY of
California, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin,
and Mr. SESSIONS):

H.R. 4127. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to ©provide that alien
unprivileged enemy belligerents may only be
tried by military commissions if tried for al-
leged conduct for which a term of incarcer-
ation or the death penalty may be sought; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. MCDERMOTT (for himself, Mr.
WoLF, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
and Mr. PAYNE):

H.R. 4128. A bill to improve transparency
and reduce trade in conflict minerals, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, and in addition to the Committees
on Ways and Means, and Armed Services, 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 Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. CONYERS,
and Mr. CARDOZA):

H.R. 4129. A Dbill to amend the Crime Con-
trol Act of 1990 to require certification of
State and law enforcement agency reports
related to missing children and to require
that certain information be provided to indi-
viduals reporting a missing child, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. OBEY (for himself, Mr. MUR-
THA, Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Ms.
ESHOO, Mr. FARR, Mr. FRANK of Mas-

sachusetts, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms.
McCoLLuM, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
MCGOVERN, and Ms. Linpa T.

SANCHEZ of California):

H.R. 4130. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to establish a temporary
surtax to offset the costs of the Afghanistan
war; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ADLER of New Jersey (for him-
self and Ms. DEGETTE):

H.R. 4131. A bill to prohibit smoking in and
around Federal buildings; to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure, and in
addition to the Committees on House Admin-
istration, and the Judiciary, for a period to
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be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. BECERRA (for himself, Ms.
GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. PUTNAM, and
Ms. RICHARDSON):

H.R. 4132. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for clean renew-
able water supply bonds; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CANTOR (for himself and Mr.
DAVIS of Alabama):

H.R. 4133. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exempt public school re-
habilitation from the tax-exempt use excep-
tion to the rehabilitation credit; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CLAY (for himself, Ms. CLARKE,
Mr. GRIJALVA, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms.
BORDALLO, Ms. NORTON, Ms. CORRINE
BROWN of Florida, and Mr. DAVIS of
Illinois):

H.R. 4134. A bill to require companies sub-
mitting offers to the Government for Federal
contracts to include subcontracting agree-
ments with the offers, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform, and in addition to the
Committee on Armed Services, 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. DELAURO (for herself, Mr.
HARE, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
TONKO, Ms. NORTON, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California,

Mr. NADLER of New York, Mr.
CAPUANO, and Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas):

H.R. 4135. A Dbill to keep Americans work-
ing by strengthening and expanding short-
time compensation programs that provide
employers with an alternative to layoffs; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ETHERIDGE:

H.R. 4136. A bill to extend the temporary
duty suspensions on certain cotton shirting
fabrics, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts:

H.R. 4137. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to provide preservation and
interpretation assistance for resources asso-
ciated with the New Bedford Whaling Na-
tional Historical Park in the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. GINGREY of Georgia (for him-
self, Mr. CASSIDY, Mr. FLEMING, Mr.
BOOZMAN, Mr. HERGER, Mr. SESSIONS,
Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. HALL of Texas,
Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr.
BUYER, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. PAULSEN,
Mr. ROONEY, Ms. GRANGER, Mr.
ROSKAM, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. PRICE
of Georgia, and Mr. ROE of Ten-
nessee):

H.R. 4138. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for an update
under the Medicare physician fee schedule,
to be fully paid for through medical liability
reform, a pathway for biosimilar biological
products, and other means; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
dition to the Committees on Ways and
Means, and the Judiciary, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. HARPER (for himself, Mr.
CHILDERS, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, and Mr. TAYLOR):

H.R. 4139. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
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7464 Highway 503 in Hickory, Mississippi, as
the ‘“‘Sergeant Matthew L. Ingram Post Of-
fice’’; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

By Mr. HASTINGS of Florida (for him-
self, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms. CLARKE,
Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. AL
GREEN of Texas, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. MEEKS of
New York, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD, Mr. RUSH, Mr. TOWNS, Ms.
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Ms. WATERS,
Ms. WATSON, and Mr. WEXLER):

H.R. 4140. A bill to provide for an evidence-
based strategy for voluntary screening for
HIV/AIDS and other common sexually trans-
mitted infections, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committees on Ways
and Means, Education and Labor, and Over-
sight and Government Reform, 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. HILL:

H.R. 4141. A bill to amend the Robert T.
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As-
sistance Act to allow certain individuals and
households to be eligible for Federal assist-
ance; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

By Mr. HINCHEY:

H.R. 4142. A bill to address the concept of
“Too Big To Fail”’ with respect to certain fi-
nancial entities; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services.

By Mr. INGLIS:

H.R. 4143. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on silver sodium hydrogen zirconium
phosphate; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. INSLEE (for himself, Ms. BERK-
LEY, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. BLUMENAUER,
Mr. BARTLETT, Ms. McCoLLUM, and
Ms. SUTTON):

H.R. 4144. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to modify the investment
tax credit for combined heat and power sys-
tem property; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas:

H.R. 4145. A bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to prohibit the issuance of
social security account numbers to non-
immigrant aliens who are admitted to the
United States as students in order to pursue
a full course of study or their spouses or
minor children unless such aliens are appli-
cants for or recipients of benefits under a
program financed by the Federal Govern-
ment; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KLINE of Minnesota:

H.R. 4146. A bill to amend title I of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of
1974 to provide for disclosure regarding com-
pensation for services to pension plans; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia (for himself
and Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky):

H.R. 4147. A bill to provide for rollover
treatment to traditional IRAs of amounts re-
ceived in airline carrier bankruptcy; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LOEBSACK (for himself, Mrs.
EMERSON, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mrs. DAVIS
of California, Mr. PoLIS of Colorado,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. CHU, Ms. McCoL-
LUM, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
ScoTT of Virginia, and Mr. AL GREEN
of Texas):

H.R. 4148. A Dbill to amend the Richard B.
Russell National School Lunch Act to im-
prove and expand direct certification proce-
dures for the national school lunch and
school breakfast programs, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor, and in addition to the Committee
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on Energy and Commerce, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. MARKEY of Colorado (for her-
self and Mr. PAULSEN):

H.R. 4149. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a renewable
electricity integration credit for a utility
that purchases or produces renewable power;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. NEUGEBAUER:

H.R. 4150. A Dbill to designate the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs medical center in
Big Spring, Texas, as the George H. O’Brien,
Jr., Department of Veterans Affairs Medical
Center; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Ms. NORTON:

H.R. 4151. A bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to increase the Federal
medical assistance percentage for the Dis-
trict of Columbia under the Medicaid Pro-
gram to 75 percent; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

By Mr. PALLONE:

H.R. 4152. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Education to make grants to eligible
schools to assist such schools to discontinue
use of a derogatory or discriminatory name
or depiction as a team name, mascot, or
nickname, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. PLATTS (for himself and Mrs.
MCCARTHY of New York):

H.R. 4153. A bill to amend title 23, United
States Code, to establish national standards
to prevent distracted driving, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. POMEROY:

H.R. 4154. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the new carryover
basis rules in order to prevent tax increases
and the imposition of compliance burdens on
many more estates than would benefit from
repeal, to retain the estate tax with a
$3,500,000 exemption, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SARBANES:

H.R. 4155. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permit the issuance of
tax-exempt bonds for financing clean energy
improvements under State and local prop-
erty assessed clean energy programs; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SIRES:

H.R. 4156. A bill to provide for certain im-
provements in the laws relating to housing
for veterans, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

By Mr. TIAHRT (for himself, Mr. SAM
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. INGLIS, and
Mr. SOUDER):

H.R. 4157. A bill to repeal the authority of
the Secretary of the Treasury to extend the
Troubled Asset Relief Program and return
all unobligated funds to reduce the public
debt; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mr. YARMUTH:

H.R. 4158. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on certain hydrogenated polymers of
norbornene derivatives; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (for
herself, Mr. CLAY, Mr. CONYERS, Ms.
CLARKE, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. AL
GREEN of Texas, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. RANGEL,
and Ms. SPEIER):

H. Con. Res. 215. Concurrent resolution
supporting the goals and ideals of World
AIDS Day, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. SMITH of Texas (for himself,
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. POE of
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Texas, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. COBLE, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER, Mr. HARPER, Mr. JOR-
DAN of Ohio, Mr. ROONEY, Mr. DANIEL
E. LUNGREN of California, Mr. ISSA,
Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. GOODLATTE,
and Mr. FORBES):

H. Res. 920. A resolution directing the At-
torney General to transmit to the House of
Representatives all information in the At-
torney General’s possession regarding cer-
tain matters pertaining to detainees held at
Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba who
are transferred into the United States; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LARSON of Connecticut:

H. Res. 921. A resolution electing Members
to certain standing committees of the House
of Representatives; considered and agreed to.

By Mr. KING of New York (for himself,
Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.
DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California, Mr.
ROGERS of Alabama, Mr. MCCAUL, Mr.
DENT, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. BROUN of
Georgia, Mrs. MILLER of Michigan,
Mr. OLSON, Mr. Cao, and Mr. AUS-
TRIA):

H. Res. 922. A resolution directing the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security to transmit to
the House of Representatives all information
in the possession of the Department of
Homeland Security relating to the Depart-
ment’s planning, information sharing, and
coordination with any state or locality re-
ceiving detainees held at Naval Station,
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba on or after January
20, 2009; to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity.

By Mr. HOEKSTRA:

H. Res. 923. A resolution requesting the
President to transmit to the House of Rep-
resentatives all documents in the possession
of the President relating to the effects on
foreign intelligence collection of the transfer
of detainees held at Naval Station, Guanta-
namo Bay, Cuba, into the United States; to
the Committee on Intelligence (Permanent
Select).

By Mr. MCKEON:

H. Res. 924. A resolution directing the Sec-
retary of Defense to transmit to the House of
Representatives copies of any document,
record, memo, correspondence, or other com-
munication of the Department of Defense, or
any portion of such communication, that re-
fers or relates to the trial or detention of
Khalid Sheikh Mohammed, Walid Muham-
mad Salih Mubarek Bin ’Attash, Ramzi
Binalshibh, Ali Abdul Aziz Ali, or Mustafa
Ahmed Adam al Hawsawi; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. DEFAZIO (for himself, Mr.
STEARNS, Mrs. DAVIS of California,
Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr. MAR-
SHALL, Mr. MASsSA, Mr. RODRIGUEZ,
Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr.
DOGGETT, Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr.
PERLMUTTER, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. BOCCIERI, Mr. SCHRADER,
Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. COOPER, Mr. FIL-
NER, Mr. FARR, and Mr. DICKS):

H. Res. 925. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing the meritorious service performed by
aviators in the United States Armed Forces
who were shot down over, or otherwise
forced to land in, hostile territory yet
evaded enemy capture or were captured but
subsequently escaped; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. TOWNS:

H. Res. 926. A resolution honoring former
Representative Shirley Chisholm, on the oc-
casion of the 85th anniversary of her birth,
for her dedication and for providing an exam-
ple of selfless service; to the Committee on
House Administration.
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By Mr. BARTON of Texas:

H. Res. 927. A resolution declaring that it
shall continue to be the policy of the United
States, consistent with the Taiwan Relations
Act, to make available to Taiwan such de-
fense articles and services as may be nec-
essary for Taiwan to maintain a sufficient
self-defense capability; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Ms. RICHARDSON (for herself, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Ms. LEE of California, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Ms. MOORE of Wis-
consin, Mr. STARK, Mr. JOHNSON of
Georgia, Mr. RUSH, Ms. JACKSON-LEE
of Texas, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, and
Mr. FATTAH):

H. Res. 928. A resolution supporting of the
goals and ideals of Universal Children’s Day
to encourage citizens in the United States to
share in the mission of improving the lives of
all children around the world; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Ms. RICHARDSON (for herself, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. HARE,
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. FATTAH,
Mr. COHEN, Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin,
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr.
GRIJALVA, and Mr. HONDA):

H. Res. 929. A resolution recognizing De-
cember 2 as the International Day for the
Abolition of Slavery and the 60th anniver-
sary of the adoption by the United Nations
General Assembly of the Convention for the
Suppression of the Traffic in Persons and of
the Exploitation of the Prostitution of Oth-
ers and commending the efforts of modern
day abolitionists following in the tradition
of Frederick Douglass; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas:

H. Res. 930. A resolution supporting the
goals and ideals of the 20th anniversary cele-
bration of the Harris County Hospital Dis-
trict’s Thomas Street Health Center, which
coincides with World AIDS Day; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. CARSON of Indiana:

H. Res. 931. A resolution supporting the
goals and ideals of the International Day for
the Elimination of Violence against Women;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and in
addition to the Committee on the Judiciary,
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 Ms. CHU (for herself and Ms. MAT-
SUI):

H. Res. 932. A resolution expressing the
sense of the Congress that all State public
health departments, local public health de-
partments, hospitals, doctor offices, and
other health care providers should adhere to
guidelines issued from the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention with regard to
the HIN1 influenza virus; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. DINGELL:

H. Res. 933. A resolution commending the
Government of Japan for its current policy
against currency manipulation and encour-
aging the Government of Japan to continue
in this policy; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. DINGELL:

H. Res. 934. A resolution calling on the
Government of the Republic of Korea to end
unfair trade practices as such practices re-
late to the automotive industry, expressing
the sense of the House of Representatives
that it should take into account such unfair
trade practices of the Republic of Korea
when the House of Representatives considers
the United States-Korea Free Trade Agree-
ment, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California
(for herself, Mr. HALL of New York,
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Mr. LEE of New York,
MINNICK):

H. Res. 935. A resolution honoring John E.
Warnock, Charles M. Geschke, Forrest M.
Bird, Esther Sans Takeuchi, and IBM Cor-
poration for receiving the 2008 National
Medal of Technology and Innovation; to the
Committee on Science and Technology.

By Mr. QUIGLEY (for himself, Ms.
BEAN, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. COSTELLO,
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. GUTIERREZ,
Mr. FOSTER, Mr. HARE, Mrs.
HALVORSON, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois,
Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. KIRK,
Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr.
ROSKAM, Mr. RUSH, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY,
and Mr. SHIMKUS):

H. Res. 936. A resolution honoring the cit-
izen-soldiers of the Army National Guard of
the State of Illinois, including the 33rd In-
fantry Brigade Combat Team of the Illinois
Army National Guard, which recently re-
turned from deployment to Afghanistan; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN (for herself,
Mr. DREIER, Mr. BRADY of Texas, and
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington):

H. Res. 937. A resolution recognizing that
Colombia is a vital democratic ally of the
United States in the fight against extremism
and drug trafficking in the Western Hemi-
sphere and further recognizing the extensive
and immediate benefits that passage of the
United States-Colombia Trade Promotion
Agreement would bring to the United States;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and in
addition to the Committee on Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. THOMPSON of California (for
himself, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas,
Mrs. BONO MACK, and Mr. BILBRAY):

H. Res. 938. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
the leaders of Congress and other legislative
branch offices should work together to estab-
lish and implement a coordinated program
for the reuse, recycling, and appropriate dis-
posal of obsolete computers and other elec-
tronic equipment used by offices of the legis-
lative branch; to the Committee on House
Administration.

and Mr.

—————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 18: Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky.

H.R. 24: Mr. ROYCE, Mr. HOLT, Mr. MEEK of
Florida, Mr. AUSTRIA, Mr. RYAN of Wis-
consin, and Mr. HODES.

H.R. 39: Mr. BOUCHER.

H.R. 156: Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky.

H.R. 211: Mr. MAFFEI, Mr. HIGGINS, and Mr.
BRIGHT.

H.R. 275: Mr. CALVERT and Mr. GARY G.
MILLER of California.

H.R. 305: Mr. ACKERMAN.

H.R. 333: Mr. STUPAK.

H.R. 391: Mr. WAMP.

H.R. 422: Mr. BOUSTANY and Ms. JENKINS.

H.R. 571: Ms. SHEA-PORTER and Ms. MAR-
KEY of Colorado.

H.R. 593: Mr. STUPAK.

H.R. 644: Mr. MASsA, Mr. LUJAN, and Mr.
INSLEE.

H.R. 678: Mr. LATOURETTE.

H.R. 690: Mr. TOWNS.

H.R. 705: Mr. SESTAK.

H.R. 803: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia.

H.R. 847: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
PATRICK J. MURPHY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
UPTON, Mr. FILNER, and Ms. HARMAN.
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H.R. 886: Mr. ALEXANDER.

H.R. 916: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas, Mr. DOGGETT, and Mr. AL GREEN of
Texas.

H.R. 932: Mr. LANGEVIN.

H.R. 995: Mr. ELLISON, Mr. MOORE of Kan-
sas, and Mr. WILSON of Ohio.

H.R. 1021: Mr. GONZALEZ and Mr. BISHOP of
New York.

H.R. 1028: Mr. HALL of New York, Mr.
DOGGETT, and Mr. DEAL of Georgia.

H.R. 1074: Mr. HEINRICH.

H.R. 1126: Ms. ESHOO.

H.R. 1132: Mr. SMITH of Washington and Mr.
POSEY.

H.R. 1175: Mr. HALL of New York.

H.R. 1177: Ms. BEAN, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RUSH, Mr. BRALEY
of Iowa, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. INSLEE, Mr.
DIcKs, Mr. ALTMIRE, Mr. BAcA, Mr. BARROW,
Mr. BERRY, Mr. BOoYD, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. CAR-
NEY, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. CHILDERS, Mr. C00O-
PER, Mr. COoSTA, Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, Mr.
DONNELLY of Indiana, Ms. GIFFORDS, Mr.
GORDON of Tennessee, Mr. GRIFFITH, Ms.
HARMAN, Mr. HiLL, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. MATHE-
SON, Mr. MELANCON, Mr. NYE, Mr. POMEROY,
Mr. ROSS, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. SCOTT of Geor-
gia, Mr. SHULER, Mr. SPACE, Mr. THOMPSON
of California, Mr. WILSON of Ohio, Mr. ELLS-
WORTH, and Mr. DRIEHAUS.

H.R. 1203: Mr. HALL of Texas.

H.R. 1205: Mr. FORTENBERRY.

H.R. 1207: Mr. CLAY and Mr. LUJAN.

H.R. 1214: Mr. PETERS.

H.R. 1228: Mr. CALVERT.

H.R. 1250: Mr. LINDER and Mr. DENT.

H.R. 1310: Ms. GIFFORDS.

H.R. 1326: Mr. OLVER.

H.R. 1330: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas.

H.R. 1335: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia.

H.R. 1351: Mr. CARSON of Indiana.

H.R. 1407: Mr. ROSS.

H.R. 1521: Mr. LINDER, Mr. SCHOCK, and Mr.
HELLER.

H.R. 1523:

H.R. 1526:
. 1545:
. 1552:
. 1557T:
. 1584:
. 1585:
. 1616:

. FRANK of Massachusetts.
. WAMP.
. WELCH.
. SNYDER.
. DUNCAN and Ms. JENKINS.
. ROS-LEHTINEN.
. DELAHUNT.
. SLAUGHTER and Ms. TITUS.
. 1625: Mr. ALTMIRE.
H.R. 1708: Mrs. DAVIS of California and Ms.
MOORE of Wisconsin.
H.R. 1778: Mr. RYAN of Ohio.
H.R. 1806: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. CARNEY,
and Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
H.R. 1831: Mr. BUYER.
H.R. 1836: Mr. AUSTRIA.
H.R. 1869: Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin.
H.R. 1894: Mss. PINGREE of Maine.
H.R. 1956: Mr. SCHRADER.
H.R. 1990: Mrs. KIRKPATRICK of Arizona.
H.R. 2140: Mr. WHITFIELD.
H.R. 2143: Mr. SMITH of Nebraska.
H.R. 2149: Mr. PETERSON and Mr. Nye.
H.R. 2159: Mr. ACKERMAN, Ms. CLARKE, and
Mrs. MALONEY.
H.R. 2189: Mr.
H.R. 2194: Mr.
H.R. 2222: Mr. PLATTS.
H.R. 2296: Mr. HALL of Texas.
H.R. 2324: Mrs. CAPPS and Ms. JACKSON-LEE
of Texas.
H.R. 2365:
H.R. 2382:
H.R. 2390:
H.R. 2425:

GARRETT of New Jersey.
LEWIS of California.

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California.
Mr. ABERCROMBIE.

Mr. PAYNE and Mr. DOGGETT.
Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland.

H.R. 2443: Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut.

H.R. 2455: Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. ABERCROMBIE,
Mr. COURTNEY, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
Mr. DEFAZzIO, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mrs. CAPPS,
and Ms. ESHOO.

H.R. 2460: Mr. LANGEVIN.

H.R. 2478: Mr. CRENSHAW and Mrs. BONO
MACK.
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H.R. 2480: Mr. OLVER.

H.R. 2502: Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland.

H.R. 25628: Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr.
DAVIS of Alabama, and Mr. BOUSTANY.

H.R. 2628: Ms. FUDGE.

H.R. 2698: Mr. PASTOR of Arizona.

H.R. 2699: Mr. PASTOR of Arizona and Mr.
MINNICK.

H.R. 2710: Mr. CUELLAR and Mr. WILSON of
Ohio.

H.R. 2737: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California,
Mr. OLSON, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. PRICE of Georgia,
and Mr. ALTMIRE.

H.R. 2755: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois.

H.R. 2788: Mr. BARTON of Texas.

H.R. 2807: Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois.

H.R. 2817: Mr. DOGGETT and Mr. WELCH.

H.R. 2829: Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey.

H.R. 2866: Mr. KLEIN of Florida and Mr.
RYAN of Ohio.

H.R. 2906: Mr. LATHAM.

H.R. 2964: Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland.

H.R. 2999: Mr. WELCH.

H.R. 3004: Mr. SCHOCK.

H.R. 3024: Mr. CLAY, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
and Ms. McCOLLUM.

H.R. 3037: Mr. KRATOVIL.

H.R. 3077: Mr. DOGGETT and Mr. MARKEY of
Massachusetts.

H.R. 3105: Mr. CAMPBELL.

. 3131: Mr. JONES.

. 3185: Ms. FUDGE.

. 3212: Mrs. CAPPS.

. 3226: Mr. CALVERT.

. 3239: Ms. RICHARDSON.

. 3240: Mr. MCCOTTER.
H.R. 3286: Mr. CHANDLER.
H.R. 3515: Mr. RUSH, Mr.

PAYNE, and Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.

FILNER, Mr.

H.R. 3321: Ms. LEE of California, Ms.
CLARKE, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, and Mr.
PAYNE.

H.R. 3343: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois.

H.R. 3355: Mr. SPACE, Mr. WALZ and Mr.
LATOURETTE.

H.R. 3359: Mr. HONDA, Mr. GENE GREEN of
Texas, and Ms. RICHARDSON

H.R. 3380: Mr. BisHOP of New York and Mr.
JOHNSON of Georgia.

H.R. 3382: Mr. LOBIONDO.

H.R. 3401: Ms. LEE of California, Mr.
ELLISON, Ms. ESsHOO, Mr. COHEN, and Ms.
GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida.

H.R. 3404: Mr. CARDOZA.

H.R. 3450: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. JONES, Mr. FIL-
NER, Ms. WATSON, Mr. RUSH, Mr. TOWNS, and
Mr. MEEKS of New York.

H.R. 3463: Mr. KING of Iowa.

H.R. 3502: Mr. BRALEY of Iowa.

H.R. 3519: Mr. COLE, Mr. ROE of Tennessee,
and Mr. ALEXANDER.

H.R. 3524: Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. BLUMENAUER,
and Mr. LANGEVIN.

H.R. 3554: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

H.R. 3578: Mr. SCHIFF.

H.R. 3589: Mr. LOBIONDO and Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 3613: Mr. CALVERT and Mr. BARTON of
Texas.

H.R.

H.R.

H.R.

H.R.

H.R.

3634:
3646:

Mr.
Ms.

CAMP.
DEGETTE.
3666: Mr. PLATTS.

3668: Mr. BUCHANAN.
3670: Mrs. DAHLKEMPER.

H.R. 3693: Mr. WAMP and Mr. SOUDER.

H.R. 3703: Mr. SHERMAN.

H.R. 3706: Ms. FoxX, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr.
BONNER, Mr. AKIN, Mr. CARTER, Mr.
MARCHANT, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mr. KING of
Iowa, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona,
Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. KLEIN of Florida, Mr.
CoLE, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. BROUN of Georgia,
Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. BARTLETT, Mrs.
BLACKBURN, Ms. FALLIN, Mr. ROE of Ten-
nessee, and Mr. CONAWAY.

H.R. 3720: Mr. COSTELLO.

H.R. 3724: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 3732: Mrs. BONO MACK.

H.R. 3745: Mr. GUTIERREZ.
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H.R. 3771: Mr. CUMMINGS.

H.R. 3790: Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr.
HODES, Mr. ACKERMAN, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN,
and Mr. LATTA.

H.R. 3832: Mr. CANTOR, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
CONAWAY, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. HALL of Texas,
Mr. GOEHMERT, Mr. OLSON, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr.
ROE of Tennessee, and Ms. FALLIN.

H.R. 3838: Mr. PoLIS.

H.R. 3845: Mr. MICHAUD.

H.R. 3855: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN and Mr.
WEINER.

H.R. 3887: Mr. POE of Texas, Mr. CRENSHAW,
and Mrs. BONO MACK.

H.R. 3904: Mr. FOSTER.

H.R. 3916: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. CARNEY, and
Mr. ALTMIRE.

H.R. 3926: Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland and
Mr. ScoTT of Virginia.

H.R. 3929: Mr. CAo.

H.R. 3936: Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. GINNY BROWN-
WAITE of Florida, and Mr. LARSON of Con-
necticut.

H.R. 3942: Mr. PETERSON and Mr. LATTA.

H.R. 3943: Mr. PETERSON, Mr. NYE, Mr.
WELCH, Ms. SUTTON, and Ms. DELAURO.

H.R. 3964: Mr. SCALISE.

H.R. 3986: Mr. COHEN, Mr. RANGEL, Ms.
WOOLSEY, Mr. TOwWNS, Mr. RUSH, and Mr. FIL-
NER.

H.R. 3995: Mr. DEFAZIO.

H.R. 4014: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California
and Ms. CHU.

H.R. 4037: Mr. BERMAN and Ms. HIRONO.

H.R. 4042: Mr. NYE.

H.R. 4047: Mr. FLEMING.

H.R. 4051: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania
and Mr. HIGGINS.

H.R. 4053: Mr. CLEAVER.

H.R. 4058: Mr. Dicks and Ms. BORDALLO.

H.R. 4070: Mr. PETERSON, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr.
MOORE of Kansas, Mr. SCOTT of Georgia, Mr.

WALz, Mr. PorLis, Mr. LATHAM, and Ms.
HIRONO.

H.R. 4073: Mr. PETERSON and Ms.
BORDALLO.

H.R. 4085: Mr. Wu.

H.R. 4086: Mr. KING of New York.

H.R. 4088: Mr. PLATTS, Mr. WOLF, Mr. GER-
LACH, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr.
ROGERS of Kentucky, and Mr. BURGESS.

H.R. 4089: Ms. FUDGE and Ms. JENKINS.

H.R. 4093: Mr. SHIMKUS, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr.
ROYCE, Mr. ROSKAM, and Mr. BURTON of Indi-
ana.

H.R. 4110: Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. SMITH
of Texas, and Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas.

H.R. 4111: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mrs.
BACHMANN, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. CONAWAY, and
Mr. ALEXANDER.

H.R. 4112: Ms. Kaptur.

H. J. Res. 42: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of
Florida.

H. Con. Res. 137: Mr. HONDA.

H. Con. Res. 198: Mr. ScoTT of Virginia and
Mr. CALVERT.

H. Con. Res. 199: Mr. COHEN and Mr. TAY-
LOR.

H. Con. Res. 200: Ms. FOXX.

H. Con. Res. 213: Ms. BORDALLO and Ms.
MOORE of Wisconsin.

H. Res. 35: Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland, Ms.
BORDALLO, Ms. EsHOO, Mr. DOYLE, Ms. HAR-
MAN, Mr. Ross, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. POE of
Texas, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. TANNER, Mr. BoyD, Mr. SHULER,
Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. FILNER, Ms. HIRONO, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. PETERS, Mr. MURPHY of Con-
necticut, Mr. ROGERs of Kentucky, Ms.
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. KLEIN of Florida,
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. HIGGINS, Ms.
LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California, Mr. SAR-
BANES, and Mr. MCMAHON.

H. Res. 55: Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr.
YOUNG of Florida, Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. GAR-
RETT of New Jersey, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. SUL-
LIVAN, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr.
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TIBERI, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. STEARNS, Mr.
SOUDER, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. ROGERS of Ken-
tucky, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr.
HELLER, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. JONES,
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr.
CASSIDY, Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. MACK,
Mr. DAvis of Kentucky, Mr. LATTA, Mr.
MicA, Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado, Mr. POE of
Texas, Mr. IssA, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. PAULSEN,
Mr. McCCARTHY of California, Ms. JENKINS,
Mr. WEXLER, Mr. WALDEN, Mr. UPTON, Mr.
BoUusTANY, Mr. KING of New York, Mr.
EHLERS, Mr. LEE of New York, Mr. ROSKAM,
Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. PUTNAM, Mr.
POSEY, Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
BOOZMAN, Mr. REICHERT, Mr. DEAL of Geor-
gia, Mr. LINDER, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr.
ROE of Tennessee, Mr. JORDAN of Ohio, Mr.
AKIN, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr.
BILIRAKIS, Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida, Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of Florida,
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mr. YOUNG of
Alaska, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr. LANCE, Mr.
CONAWAY, Mr. TIAHRT, Ms. GRANGER, Mr.
THORNBERRY, Mr. HENSARLING, Mrs. BIGGERT,
Mr. KANJORSKI, and Mr. WHITFIELD.

H. Res. 111: Mr. HINCHEY and Mr. KING of
Towa.

H. Res. 278: Mr. DOGGETT.

H. Res. 440: Mr. ALEXANDER.

H. Res. 699: Mr. BOREN.

H. Res. 713: Mr. ScorT of Virginia, Mr.
MASsA, Mr. Ross, Ms. CORRINE BROWN of
Florida, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. MELANCON,
Mr. PALLONE, Mr. SPRATT, and Ms. BERKLEY.

H. Res. 759: Mr. ROoSKAM and Mr. SULLIVAN.

H. Res. 776: Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin and
Mr. QUIGLEY.

H. Res. T79: Mr. IssA, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr.
SCHOCK, Mr. REICHERT, Ms. GINNY BROWN-
WAITE of Florida, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. DAVIS of
Kentucky, Mr. PAULSEN, Mrs. MCMORRIS
RODGERS, Mr. LATTA, Mr. PETRI, Mr. LANCE,
Mr. LEwIS of California, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr.
GUTHRIE, Mr. LEE of New York, Mr. CASTLE,
Mr. COBLE, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, and Mrs.
EMERSON.

H. Res. 809: Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Mr. PITTS,
Mr. BARTLETT, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. COBLE, Ms.
FALLIN, Mr. JORDAN of Ohio, Mr. BONNER, Mr.
AKIN, Mr. CARTER, Mr. POSEY, Mr. BISHOP of
Utah, Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr.
DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California, Mr.
MARCHANT, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. KING of Iowa,
Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr.
B0O0ZMAN, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. KLINE of Min-
nesota, Mr. COLE, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. HALL of
Texas, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. BARTON of Texas,
and Mr. ROE of Tennessee.

H. Res. 847: Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky.

H. Res. 852: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina.

H. Res. 855: Mr. KLEIN of Florida.

H. Res. 860: Mr. HARE, Mr. HODES, Mr.
CARDOZA, Mr. SIRES, and Mr. BOSWELL.

H. Res. 861: Mr. LATTA and Mr. BOSWELL.

H. Res. 873: Mr. GRAVES and Mr. WAMP.

H. Res. 879: Mr. RoSS.

H. Res. 888: Mr. ALEXANDER.

H. Res. 900: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania
and Mr. MCMAHON.

H. Res. 901: Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr.
ScoTT of Virginia, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of Cali-
fornia, Mr. CARDOZA, and Mr. CLEAVER.

H. Res. 904: Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. MARSHALL,
and Mr. NYE.

H. Res. 911: Mr. UPTON, Mr. BURGESS, Mr.
MCHENRY, Mr. CANTOR, Mr. CARTER, Mr. POE
of Texas, Mr. McCAUL, Ms. GRANGER, Mr.
NEUGEBAUER, Mr. GOHMERT, Ms. FOxXX, Mr.
FORBES, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr.
BLUNT, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. FLEMING, Mr.
PRICE of Georgia, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mrs.
CAPITO, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. CASSIDY, Mrs.
BoNO MACK, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. HOEK-
STRA, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. ROSKAM, and Mrs.
MILLER of Michigan.
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H. Res. 913: Mr. FATTAH.

H. Res. 914: Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. ED-
WARDS of Texas, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. TERRY,
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. GRIJALVA, and Ms. FUDGE.

————

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 3904: Mr. LOEBSACK.

———————

DISCHARGE PETITIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XV, the fol-
lowing discharge petitions were filed:

Petition 7, November 18, 2009, by Mr. PETER
HOEKSTRA on H.R. 2294, was signed by the fol-
lowing Members: Peter Hoekstra, Howard P.
“Buck’” McKeon, Peter J. Roskam, Lynn A.
Westmoreland, Gary G. Miller, Ken Calvert,
Tom McClintock, Dana Rohrabacher, Lamar
Smith, Virginia Foxx, Howard Coble, Leon-
ard Lance, Mary Bono Mack, Connie Mack,
Ted Poe, Elton Gallegly, Jerry Lewis, Bob
Goodlatte, Donald A. Manzullo, Mark Steven
Kirk, John Abney Culberson, Ralph M. Hall,
Louie Gohmert, Greg Walden, Charles W.
Boustany, Jr., Mac Thornberry, Zach Wamp,
Glenn Thompson, Robert E. Latta, Paul
Ryan, Jo Ann Emerson, Pete Olson, Chris-
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topher John Lee, Blaine Luetkemeyer, Tom
Price, John Linder, Jerry Moran, Devin
Nunes, Steve Buyer, Bill Shuster, Bill Posey,
John A. Boehner, Roy Blunt, Jo Bonner, Gus
M. Bilirakis, Joe Wilson, David G. Reichert,
J. Randy Forbes, K. Michael Conaway, John
Boozman, John Fleming, Jeff Miller, Todd
Russell Platts, Gregg Harper, Sue Wilkins
Myrick, Candice S. Miller, John B. Shadegg,
Adrian Smith, John R. Carter, Harold Rog-
ers, Geoff Davis, Dave Camp, Ander
Crenshaw, Randy Neugebauer, Sam Johnson,
Mike Coffman, Lee Terry, Michael K. Simp-
son, Brett Guthrie, Denny Rehberg, John
Campbell, Kay Granger, Rodney Alexander,
Steve King, Jim Gerlach, Dan Burton, Frank
D. Lucas, Ginny Brown-Waite, Jim Jordan,
Daniel E. Lungren, Charles W. Dent, Lincoln
Diaz-Balart, Mario Diaz-Balart, W. Todd
AKkin, Todd Tiahrt, Wally Herger, Thomas J.
Rooney, Doug Lamborn, Steve Austria,
Steve Scalise, Tom Cole, Cynthia M.
Lummis, Erik Paulsen, Michele Bachmann,
John L. Mica, Kevin Brady, J. Gresham Bar-
rett, CIliff Stearns, John Kline, Jeb
Hensarling, Jason Chaffetz, Michael R. Turn-
er, Judy Biggert, Duncan Hunter, Joseph R.
Pitts, Pete Sessions, Tim Murphy, Mike Rog-
ers (AL), Cathy McMorris Rodgers, Spencer
Bachus, David P. Roe, Marsha Blackburn, F.
James Sensenbrenner, Jr., Frank R. Wolf,
Dean Heller, Thaddeus G. McCotter, Adam H.
Putnam, Jack Kingston, Patrick J. Tiberi,
Brian P. Bilbray, Lynn Jenkins, Eric Cantor,
Vern Buchanan, XKenny Marchant, Phil

November 19, 2009

Gingrey, Mark E. Souder, Rob Bishop, Peter
T. King, Rodney P. Frelinghuysen, Frank A.
LoBiondo, Edward R. Royce, Thomas E.
Petri, Robert J. Wittman, Anh ‘‘Joseph”
Cao, C. W. Bill Young, Trent Franks, Paul C.
Broun, Bob Inglis, Michael C. Burgess, David
Dreier, John Shimkus, Nathan Deal, Jean
Schmidt, Jeff Fortenberry, Don Young,
Christopher H. Smith, Mary Fallin, George
Radanovich, Steve C. LaTourette, Vernon J.
Ehlers, Scott Garrett, Ed Whitfield, Tom
Latham, Fred Upton, John J. Duncan, Jr.,
Patrick T. McHenry, Bill Cassidy, Kevin
McCarthy, Mike Rogers (MI), Robert B.
Aderholt, and Ileana Ros-Lehtinen.

—————

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 3961

OFFERED BY: MR. COFFMAN OF COLORADO

AMENDMENT No. 1: Page 13, after line 3, in-
sert the following:

SEC. 3. PAYFOR THROUGH USE OF UNUSED STIM-
ULUS FUNDS.

Any unobligated balances, as of the date of
the enactment of this Act, of funds made
available under division A of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Pub-
lic Law 111-5) are rescinded.
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