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world. We must find a solution and cre-
ate comprehensive health care reform
for all Americans.

————
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TAX-AS-THEY-SPEND

(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, Democrats have announced
they plan to actually use pay-as-you-go
budgetary rules. You may remember
how House Democrats have often cited
PAYGO, while simultaneously finding
any and every opportunity to disregard
it. The zeal to spend taxpayer dollars is
just too much. This would account for
the fact that since Democrats have as-
sumed control of Congress, the annual
budgets deficits have ballooned over 11
times, from $160 billion to $1.8 trillion.

It is clear that PAYGO, as proposed
by our Democrat colleagues, is not so
much about limiting the size of govern-
ment as it is paying for a larger and
more intrusive big government. This is
entirely against the fiscal spirit of re-
sponsibility because it means Congress
can continue to spend recklessly, as
long as they find new and burdensome
ways to tax more American families.
Under this administration and their al-
lies in Congress, pay-as-you-go should
be more correctly called tax-as-they-
spend.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th and the Global War on Terrorism.

———

HEALTH CARE REFORM

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

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, today,
the House leadership will unveil a
uniquely American solution for health
care reform. It will build upon existing
programs like Medicare and Medicaid
that will be improved significantly. It
will say to employers that if you like
the health insurance you’re providing
your employees, we want you to keep
it, and we will certainly encourage
more employers to provide health in-
surance for their employees.

But for those Americans who have no
health insurance, or those Americans
who have difficulty affording health in-
surance because they have to go out on
the individual market, or have a small
group plan that becomes very expen-
sive, those individuals will be able to
buy cheaper health insurance, much
more low-cost health insurance
through what the Federal Government
would provide. There will be competi-
tion between public and private plans,
and that will be our way of reducing
costs. Because what this plan will do
primarily is to reduce costs for most
Americans and, at the same time,
make sure that every American has
health insurance.
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I can’t tell you how important that
is. It is so important that every Amer-
ican know that they can have quality
and affordable health insurance. It ba-
sically allows them to have peace of
mind to not have to worry about
whether they have one job or another,
and this is what we’re doing because we
believe it’s important for the average
American.

———

INCREASED SPENDING FOR
CONGRESS

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

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
last night the Democrat-controlled
Congress decided to prohibit any
amendment that would have reduced
spending for today’s legislation that
funds Congress.

That’s right. At a time when the
American taxpayer, the American fam-
ilies, American small business owners
are tightening their belts, the Demo-
crat-controlled Congress would not
allow any reduction in what it spends
on itself.

This is an outrage. Families are
tightening their belts; small business
owners are tightening their belts;
American taxpayers are tightening
their belts. And this Congress wouldn’t
even allow an amendment to be made
in order which would say, let’s live on
what we lived on last year. Let’s not
increase spending for the Congress of
the United States.

Mr. Speaker, this is an outrage, and
should not be tolerated.

——
PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2018, LEGISLATIVE

BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2010

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution H. Res. 559 and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 559

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 2918) making appro-
priations for the Legislative Branch for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2010, 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 bill shall be considered as read. All
points of order against provisions in the bill
for failure to comply with clause 2 of rule
XXI are waived. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the bill and any
amendment thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except: (1) one hour of
debate equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Appropriations; (2) the
amendment printed in the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu-
tion, if offered by Representative McCarthy
of New York or her designee, which shall be
in order without intervention of any point of
order except those arising under clause 9 or
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10 of rule XXI, shall be considered as read,
shall be separately debatable for 10 minutes
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, and shall not be
subject to a demand for a division of the
question; and (3) one motion to recommit
with or without instructions.

SEC. 2. It shall be in order, any rule of the
House to the contrary notwithstanding, to
consider concurrent resolutions providing for
the adjournment of the House and Senate
during the month of July.

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

hour.
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, for the purpose of debate

only, I yield the customary 30 minutes
to my friend, the gentlelady from
North Carolina, Dr. Foxx. All time
yielded during consideration of the rule
is for debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
sert extraneous materials into the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, the resolution provides
for consideration of H.R. 2918, the Leg-
islative Branch Appropriations Act for
2010, under a structured rule.

Mr. Speaker, the Legislative Branch
Appropriations Act provides $3.7 billion
for key investments in the legislative
branch, not including Senate-related
items for fiscal year 2010, including
funding for the Architect of the Cap-
itol, the Congressional Budget Office,
the Government Printing Office, the
Capitol Police, and the Open World
Program.

This bill provides a pragmatic and
fiscally responsible approach to fund-
ing our legislative branch. Actually,
spending is increased only by 7 percent,
less than half of the 15 percent increase
requested.

The funding provided in this legisla-
tion will help us do our jobs better and
faster. It increases funding for the Con-
gressional Budget Office by $1 million,
making it easier for Members to obtain
PAYGO analysis of their proposals, a
vital service, given our need for respon-
sible government spending.

This bill also allocates funds for a
complete overhaul of the House of Rep-
resentatives’ antiquated voting sys-
tem, which, after 33 years of good use,
has become increasingly unreliable.

Further, this measure increases the
Members Representational Allowance
to ensure that we’re able to adequately
serve our districts, and increases our
funding of standing and select commit-
tees by 3 percent to accommodate the
increased legislative and oversight
workload typically seen in the second
session.

These funds will provide us with the
resources necessary to carry out the
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sweeping legislative initiatives of
President Obama and Democrats in
Congress and to better retain our most
experienced and talented staff.

In addition, this bill will also help
protect and preserve the Capitol com-
plex, both from physical decay, and
from the security risks it obviously
faces in this post-9/11 world.

It includes $60 million to establish a
Historic Buildings Revitalization Trust
Fund in order to more evenly spread
out the cost of large-scale historic
building projects within the Capitol
complex, including the repair of the
iconic Capitol dome and the revitaliza-
tion of the 100-year-old Cannon House
Building.

It also provides an increase in fund-
ing of 6 percent for the Capitol Police—
and if T had my way, that would be
more—who work day and night to en-
sure that the U.S. Capitol complex is
secure for not only Members of Con-
gress, but for our staffs and the mil-
lions of visitors that come through
each year.

Finally, this appropriations bill helps
make the work of the legislative
branch more accessible to people
throughout our Nation and across the
globe.

I'm encouraged through this bill. The
Appropriations Committee has helped
to ensure that all visitors touring the
U.S. Capitol have equal and adequate
access, whether they be part of a tour
led by our talented CVC tour guides or
by our hardworking staff and interns.

Additionally, this bill increases fund-
ing by $40 million for the Library of
Congress, an institution which not
only provides a vital resource to Con-
gress, but also preserves a universal
collection of knowledge, history, and
creativity for current and future gen-
erations.

$15 million of these funds will help
modernize the Library’s information
technology infrastructure to make the
library and its unique resources more
widely available to Congress and the
broader public.

Mr. Speaker, this Legislative Branch
Appropriations bill strikes a pragmatic
balance between the growing demands
upon this Congress and the legislative
branch, and the economic realities this
Nation is facing.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
colleague from Florida for yielding
time for us to discuss the rule.

I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

We have a situation here that partly
was demonstrated yesterday in terms
of the Republican concern on how we
are going to do business in the House.
Yesterday the Democrats made in
order only one amendment which had
been offered to this rule. Twenty total
amendments were submitted, 14 by Re-
publicans, four by Democrats, and two
that were bipartisan. Two years ago,
they made three of 23 amendments in
order, which is three times as many as
now.
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Last year we didn’t even consider ap-
propriations bills on the floor, so
maybe an argument could be made that
that was even worse. And even though
the Democrats were in charge last
year, they blame Republicans for the
fact that we couldn’t deal with the ap-
propriations bills on the floor and the
fact that there was a Republican Presi-
dent.

But, in 2006, the last year Repub-
licans were in the majority, we made
all seven amendments submitted to the
Rules Committee in order. That’s the
way it should be. We should be debat-
ing these bills on the floor.

Earlier, our colleague from Michigan
implied that requiring debate and vot-
ing on issues before the House is dys-
functional. It is exactly what the peo-
ple of this country have sent us here
for. They want us to take positions on
these issues and not hide behind them.

We keep wondering what the Demo-
crats are afraid of. Why do they not
want amendments on the floor? They
have a majority, a fairly large major-
ity, but they refuse to debate these
issues.

I would now like to yield such time
as he may consume to my colleague
from Nevada, Mr. HELLER.

Mr. HELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this rule and the under-
lying bill, which proposes a $300 million
increase over last year for the oper-
ations of this House. That’s a 6.3 in-
crease at a time most Americans’ budg-
ets are shrinking. $61 million of this in-
crease goes to Members Representa-
tional Allowances, or the MRA, which
we all use for operating our offices and
keeping in touch with our constitu-
ents.

Now, I'll be the first to tell you that
my office could use an MRA increase.
My district is 105,000 square miles. I fly
several hundred thousand miles every
year, I probably drive another 50,000
miles in my district. Traveling my
largely rural district and staying in
touch with thousands of Nevadans
takes a significant amount of MRA
funds. But I am always mindful of the
fact that MRA funds are simply tax-
payer dollars by another name, and I
have a responsibility to use those funds
wisely.

[ 0930

Many of my constituents and many
of yours are making due with less than
they had last year. As public servants,
we have a responsibility to make simi-
lar sacrifices. Some counties in my dis-
trict are facing 15 percent unemploy-
ment. Statewide unemployment is hov-
ering around 11 percent, well above the
national average of 9 percent. Nevada’s
current unemployment level is at the
highest rate of joblessness since they
began Kkeeping track, or Kkeeping
record, in 1976. Our State budget crisis
led the Nevada legislature to cut back
services some 20 percent. Meanwhile,
Nevada has been hit the hardest by the
wave of foreclosures sweeping the
United States.
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Those lucky enough to have jobs are
also making tough decisions. Moms
and dads across the country are sitting
around their kitchen tables, deciding
what must be cut from their family
budgets to ensure they can pay their
bills and feed their children as the cost
of living continues to skyrocket. Mean-
while, as a whole, our Nation faces an
$11 trillion debt.

Last night, in spite of irresponsible
journalism this morning by the Polit-
ico to the contrary, I offered an amend-
ment to the Rules Committee that
would simply retain the fiscal year 2009
funding level for the MRA. This amend-
ment is simple. I believe it shows the
Americans, who are figuring out their
family budgets at their kitchen tables
this morning, that they are not alone
and that someone in Congress under-
stands that these difficult times call
for shared sacrifice.

We who have been given the honor of
serving in this body must be part of the
sacrifice, and that should start here in
our offices, and it should start now.
Unfortunately, my amendment was re-
jected by the Rules Committee.

I urge this body to reject this restric-
tive rule so that my amendment can
come to the House floor. Give this Con-
gress a chance to lead by example with
commonsense fiscal responsibility.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT),
with whom I serve on the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence.

Mr. HOLT. I thank the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased this morn-
ing to speak about technology assess-
ment as a tool for our legislative work.
This bill funds the tools that allow us
to do our best on behalf of the 300 mil-
lion Americans.

Every issue that comes before us, vir-
tually every issue, has some aspect of
science and technology. Yet this Con-
gress has not brought great credit to
ourselves for our ability to deal with
science and technology issues or to rec-
ognize emerging trends or the implica-
tions of technology. Fortunately, we do
not have to reinvent a tool to help us
in this.

Four decades ago, Congress created
the Office of Technology Assessment, a
congressional support agency with a
professional staff. It produced reports
that were noteworthy for their factual
bases, for their balanced and impartial
presentations, for their nonpartisan
framing, and for their forward-looking
perspectives. The OTA, as it was
known, functioned well for 25 years.

It produced reports on such topics as
retiring old cars, a program to save
gasoline and to reduce emissions. That
was in 1992. There were reports about
bringing health care online, about elec-
tronic surveillance in the digital age,
about impacts of antibiotic-resistant
bacteria, and on and on. The OTA
study of Alzheimer’s, ‘“‘Losing a Million
Minds,” became the bible for Alz-
heimer’s policy in America. The OTA
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study on Social Security computer sys-
tems resulted in changes, saving hun-
dreds of millions of dollars. The OTA
study on synfuels resulted in policy
changes, saving far more money than
was ever spent on the Office of Tech-
nology Assessment, itself. The OTA
study on the use of genetic testing in
the workplace, as a tool of discrimina-
tion and bias, laid the groundwork for
the excellent legislation that Rep-
resentative SLAUGHTER, the Chair of
the Rules Committee, developed in the
Genetic Nondiscrimination Act. An
OTA report on the electronic delivery
of Federal services led to the Food
Stamp Fraud Reduction Act, and on
and on.

In a fit of budget cutting, OTA’s
work was stopped 14 years ago with the
explanation that the work could be ob-
tained elsewhere—from other govern-
ment agencies, from other congres-
sional agencies, from interest groups,
from universities, from our friends
back home, from some other sources.
Well, we’ve done the experiment. It
didn’t work. We have not gotten what
OTA provided in the 14 years since OTA
stopped operations.

Stopping OTA’s functioning was a
stupendous act of false economy. We
have not gotten the equivalent, useful,
relevant work—not from think tanks,
not from interest groups, not from our
universities, and not from our friends
back home. A former Member of Con-
gress described stopping the funding
for OTA as a congressional self-im-
posed lobotomy.

Mr. Speaker, we have the oppor-
tunity to provide ourselves this useful
tool. Yet the rule before us today does
not allow the funding of this agency. It
could have been done. It could have
been done for a pittance. When OTA
was fully functioning, it was far less
than a percent of the budget of the leg-
islative branch.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLT. If I may finish a point
here.

So what are we missing?

Well, let me postulate that, if OTA
had been functioning in recent years,
we could have expected helpful, rel-
evant reports on preparing for global
pandemics. Congress might well have
required that there be communications
in mines, such as in the Sago Mine.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield the
gentleman an additional minute in the
hopes that he will yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida at some point.

Mr. HOLT. We might have had com-
munications in the mines, such as the
Sago Mine, that would have allowed
the miners to get out alive. I expect
that we would have had better legisla-
tion dealing with corn-based ethanol.
Through OTA studies, I believe that we
would have recognized the overdepend-
ence of the financial sector on mathe-
matical models.

We are missing out on a lot, Mr.
Speaker. In my exasperation, I wonder

The
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why in the world Congress would de-
prive itself of this useful tool. I've de-
cided that the very reason we need
OTA—our discomfort with matters sci-
entific and technological. Our inability
to deal with such things is exactly
what makes it difficult for us to recog-
nize that we need it. I regret I have no
time renaming to yield to the
gentlelady for Florida.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, we do need
to fund adequately our offices; the Cap-
itol Police, for whom I have the great-
est respect; and the Library of Con-
gress, a real jewel for our country. As
my colleague from Nevada said, Amer-
ican families are hurting, and we have
been increasing spending by 16 percent
in this area over the past 2 years. Here
are the problems that we are facing in
this country right now, which the
American people are beginning to truly
understand.

We will have a $2 trillion deficit for
fiscal year 2009. The second tranche of
the TARP was allowed to be spent,
which was $350 billion. The stimulus
package, which was H.R. 1, was $787 bil-
lion, which was really over $1 trillion
with the debt cost. There was the om-
nibus bill, which was $409 billion. That
was the bill that funded appropriations
for this year, which the Democrats said
they couldn’t pass last year in indi-
vidual appropriations bills even though
they were in charge of the Congress.
The budget increased total spending to
$4 trillion in 2009, or 28 percent of the
GDP, the highest Federal spending as a
percentage of the GDP since World War
II. Now we have this additional in-
crease which they’re asking for.

Federal spending is out of control.
We have got to put a stop to this some-
where. The day before yesterday, Re-
publicans offered 94 amendments in the
Rules Committee, which were designed
to cut Federal spending, but we
couldn’t deal with that. The Democrats
cut off debate because they said it was
going to take too much time to deal
with this. Apparently, Democrats can’t
spend the American people’s money
fast enough. Republicans think it’s
time that Congress started practicing
fiscal discipline. This is a good place to
start.

I would now like to yield such time
as he may consume to my colleague
from Iowa, Mr. KING.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman from North
Carolina for yielding to me and for her
stalwart representation on the Rules
Committee of her constituents and of
all Americans.

It is a difficult place to serve when
you find yourself outvoted almost 2-1
and when you’re back in a corner of a
room, up on the third floor, where the
press seldom goes, where the cameras
almost never are, where behaviors that
are not consistent with the balance of
the committees on this Hill are com-
mon, and where the rights and the
franchises of the elected Members of
this Congress are diminished signifi-
cantly by the most recent behaviors,
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over the last 2% years, of the Rules
Committee. This is where this Congress
is controlled.

I rise in opposition to this rule. I rise
in opposition to rule after rule that
comes out of that little room up there
on the third floor. For example, there
was the previous bill, Justice appro-
priations, the one that the gentlelady
mentioned. Out of all of the amend-
ments that were offered, Republicans, I
believe, were offering 94 amendments. I
recall that the Rules Committee wrote
a rule. It was unprecedented. It wasn’t
an open rule for appropriations the way
we thought we might get back to.

Even though Democrats were afraid
to have appropriations votes in 2008, we
did have some in 2007. We have always
fought this through. We’ll stay late at
night if we need to. Leadership can get
together if it gets too long and if we
can’t get our business done, and we can
negotiate unanimous consent agree-
ments. That didn’t happen. I've been
what I thought was a victim of nego-
tiated unanimous consent agreements
that were struck quickly, where the
bargain was met before we really got a
chance to catch up with what it all
was, but that was at least leadership
coming together, compromising, nego-
tiating and agreeing.

This was the Rules Committee, I sus-
pect directed from above, that had
written a modified open rule that re-
quired us all to print our amendments
into the RECORD. Once those amend-
ments were printed, then, of course,
the other side of the aisle had the op-
portunity to read through all of the
amendments and to understand the
strategy of the Republicans. Then, hav-
ing written the rule to produce a cer-
tain result, they decided it probably
would not produce the result that
they’d intended, so they shut down de-
bate after the very first Republican
amendment, 20-some minutes into that
debate, and they went back to the
Rules Committee.

I sat there until nearly 1 o’clock in
the morning with a number of my col-
leagues who had offered constructive
amendments, amendments that were
designed to perfect this legislation. I
saw Member after Member have to ask
the Rules Committee, Will you please
make my amendment in order so that
my constituents can be heard? They
didn’t say it, but it was also so that the
American people could understand the
shenanigans that had been going on
here. We were afraid to say that be-
cause they were afraid that their
amendments wouldn’t be made in
order. I watched that parade in front of
the Rules Committee, and I will tell
you it’s unprecedented that Members
of Congress are reduced to having to
beg, in a little room on the third floor,
to be heard.

Each of us has a franchise: Vass of the
United States of America is embodied
in each one of us. Speaker PELOSI
said—I believe the date was June 14,
2006—that every Member has a right to
be heard and, on a different date, that
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this would be the most open Congress
in history.

O 0945

Well, it’s anything but that. It’s be-
coming more and more closed—even to
the point where we lose the right to
offer a motion to rise or adjourn, the
right to offer an amendment on an ap-
propriations bill.

And so I had offered six amendments
up there. I didn’t ask the Rules Com-
mittee to make my amendments in
order; they had already made my
amendments in order. Every single one
of them complied with the rule that
was written and had been made in
order. But when the majority under-
stood that they were going to have to
take some votes, some tougher votes
on some subject matter that they had
been ducking from, then they changed
the rules.

I just said, Keep your word. You set
the standards to begin with. We all met
those standards. And then you made
our amendments in order. We shouldn’t
have had to do that. It should have
been an open rule to allow any Member
to offer an amendment down here at
the well unless that title of the bill had
passed. That’s the standard that’s here.
That’s what the Founding Fathers
imagined and envisioned. But we get
anything but that.

And so, this Congress doesn’t get to
debate on important topics. We have to
have a motion to recommit in order to
discuss the issue of giving Miranda
rights to enemy combatants in foreign
continents. That’s what it takes. And
that little window will be closed, too, if
it makes the majority uncomfortable.

We don’t get to debate on the very
critical national security issue, Mr.
Speaker, of the Speaker of the House
declaring the CIA to be a group of felo-
nious liars and having lied to the Con-
gress of the United States of America
and then stated that she’s going up to
receive briefings after this.

The United States of America’s na-
tional security has got to be put at
risk when the person third in line for
the Presidency declares our intel-
ligence community to be lying to Con-
gress. Decisions get made, on this
floor, in committee, behind the
scenes—sometimes by staff—based
upon the allegations made by the
Speaker. The staff wants to please the
Speaker. The Speaker is ducking this
issue. We need to have a vote, and I of-
fered an amendment to get a vote on
the CIA. We aren’t going to get that
vote because the Rules Committee shut
it down.

I offered an amendment that would
also clean up some of this—amendment
No. 2 increases and decreases standing
committee by $1 million—so that we
can broadcast the activities in the
Rules Committee. When you go into a
committee and you realize that you're
sitting in front of a camera, it causes
people to have a little better de-
meanor, and the decisions are there ac-
countable to the public and some of
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that actually ends up on YouTube. But
the Rules Committee doesn’t have
that. The room is too small and it’s too
secret what goes on up there.

We need a big room for the Rules
Committee because that’s where the
decisions are made in the United
States Congress today, Mr. Speaker. So
I offered an amendment to do that.

As I moved through this process—and
by the way, not only the criticism of
the intelligence community came from
the Speaker but now she’s taken on the
Congressional Budget Office and said,
Well, no, they’re the most pessimistic
group that there are. We always over-
estimate things that work against us.

Well, if you challenge the integrity
of the Congressional Budget Office, it
isn’t long before you have intimidation
of the Congressional Budget Office.
When you challenge the CIA and you
control their purse strings, it isn’t long
before you have intimidation of the
CIA. You don’t get the same informa-
tion if you have a trust relationship
going on.

And by the way, the legislation, the
appropriation that passed last night
was managed by an appropriations sub-
committee chair that by all the news
reports is under investigation, and he
received the gavel from the Speaker of
the House. She knew he was under in-
vestigation, and 2 years ago he recused
himself from the discussions. But we’ve
not heard any announcement as to that
investigation being lifted or any of the
subpoenas that may have been served
have been withdrawn or that had been
shut down. There was no announce-
ment whatsoever.

How can we have confidence in this
Congress if the Speaker declares the
intelligence community to be lying to
Congress, if the Rules Committee shuts
down the debate, if this House is re-
cessed in the middle of important busi-
ness, if an impeachment of a judge is
shut down so you can go raise money,
or if the chairman of the subcommittee
who is managing the funding for the
FBI, is being investigated by the FBI?
This Congress has a long way to go to
get where they’re going.

I would just conclude with this, Mr.
Speaker. I'm going to paraphrase Joe
Welch, Let us not assassinate this
process further. You’ve done enough.
Have you no sense of decency at long
last? Have you no sense of decency
left?

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, after that speaker, I find it
necessary to correct him with regard
to a portion of his screed.

Please know that in the process that
he referenced one of our Members, who
is a subcommittee Chair of Appropria-
tions, the committee Chair, Mr. OBEY,
handled the matter, when the Member
referred to by the previous speaker
recused himself. And on the floor, when
the matter was brought here, the com-
mittee Chair handled that matter.

Now, I heard that gentleman talk
about shenanigans. Let me tell you
something, Mr. Speaker. What hap-
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pened in the House of Representatives
yesterday—and I've only been here 17
years—but the dean of the House of
Representatives, Mr. DINGELL, was
down here this morning for a 1-minute
and spoke of the disgrace that took
place yesterday. And someone would
come in here and talk about shenani-
gans? What was that yesterday? How
could we possibly have gotten about
the business of dealing with the Na-
tion’s business when repeatedly what
we saw was people coming in here de-
laying the process?

I have been here 17 years. We cast 54
votes yesterday. We spent more time
casting votes on nonsense than we did
on any substance that was being
sought.

Now enough already. People have a
right to their views. They have a right
to their political shots. But the Rules
Committee operates this body. And if
they want the business of the Amer-
ican people done, then they wouldn’t
conduct the kind of shenanigans that
they conducted yesterday.

I'm very pleased to yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ), the
chairwoman of the Legislative Branch
Subcommittee, which I thought was
what we were here to talk about.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank
you to the gentleman from Florida, my
good friend, Mr. HASTINGS. I appreciate
that.

It is important that we get back to
the business at hand, and I simply
wanted to address the gentleman from
New Jersey’s remark about the Office
of Technology Assessment, which is an
important agency of the legislative
branch that remains authorized in the
U.S. statutes, but that currently does
not receive funding. Especially given
the age of technology and the advent of
scientific progress that we are in the
21st century, I think it is incredibly
important that we begin to reestablish
or explore reestablishing that legisla-
tive branch agency, and I look forward
to working with the gentleman and
with my colleague, Mr. ADERHOLT, the
ranking member, and Mr. WAMP and a
number of other bipartisan members
that are interested in doing that over
the course of the next year.

Mr. HOLT. Would the gentlelady
yield?

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I'd be
happy to yield.

Mr. HOLT. I appreciate the
gentlelady’s use of the word ‘‘bipar-
tisan.” In fact, the amendment that we
had hoped would be made in order
today was brought forward by three
Republicans and me, a Democrat.

This is an agency that would benefit
all in Congress. It has the support of
many on both sides of the aisle.

I thank the gentlelady.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Re-
claiming my time, just to point out for
the Members, we do have $2.5 million
that we have carried in the legislative
branch bills for the last 2 fiscal years.
It is there in the GAO for technology
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assessments. But we do recognize that
the gentleman and many other Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle believe
that it would be far better and more ef-
fective if we conduct those assessments
with a staffed agency of experts and
bring in the expertise that the Con-
gress currently lacks.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I now yield
4 minutes to our colleague from Ari-
zona, Mr. FLAKE.

Mr. FLAKE. I thank the gentlelady
for yielding.

I, too, went to the Rules Committee
to testify last night to try to have an
amendment ruled in order, an amend-
ment that was germane; there was no
problem with its relevance to the bill.
It was not dilatory, it wasn’t seeking
to delay anything. It was to address a
very real problem that we have.

The problem that we have, Mr.
Speaker, is that we have, that we know
of, a number of investigations from the
Justice Department going on right now
examining the relationship between
earmarks and campaign contributions.
They’re looking at the process of cir-
cular fundraising where Members of
Congress will secure earmarks, or in
other words, no-bid contracts for their
campaign contributors. The money
goes out, taxpayer money, campaign
money comes back in.

Now, whether we want to admit it or
not, the Justice Department is looking
at this. We can talk until we’re blue in
the face, say there is no quid pro quo
here. We’re giving earmarks to those
that we think need them. These no-bid
contracts are going to companies that
really need them. And whether or not
they turned around and individuals
from that organization or the lobbyists
that represent them, if they contribute
tens of thousands or hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars back to my campaign
committee, that’s okay because it’s
not a quid pro quo. Whether we say
that until we’re blue in the face doesn’t
change the fact that the Justice De-
partment seems to feel differently, and
they’re conducting investigations.

Now I think we do feel differently be-
cause just a few weeks ago, we author-
ized or instructed our own Ethics Com-
mittee to reveal whether or not they
were conducting an investigation that
essentially looks into the relationship
between earmarks and campaign con-
tributions. They have since indicated
that they are.

So now we have the Justice Depart-
ment looking into the relationship be-
tween earmarks and campaign con-
tributions. We have our own Ethics
Committee looking into that relation-
ship, and yet we have, Mr. Speaker, our
own Ethics Committee still issuing
guidance to the Members of this body
that campaign contributions do not
constitute financial interest. In other
words, whether or not you can con-
tribute or give an earmark to a com-
pany, that company’s executives and
their lobbyists can turn around and
give you campaign contributions the
next day or the day before. That’s okay
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according to guidance coming from our
own Ethics Committee—the same Eth-
ics Committee that is investigating the
relationship between earmarks and
campaign contributions.

The purpose of the Ethics Com-
mittee, Mr. Speaker, is to ensure that
the dignity of this House is main-
tained, that we rise above it all, that
we have a standard that is perhaps
higher than perhaps others have. We
should have a standard that’s higher
than whether or not Members can be
indicted or convicted over behavior
that takes place here. Yet, we’re allow-
ing the Ethics Committee to issue
guidance that says, It’s okay. That,
Mr. Speaker, is wrong.

What this amendment would have
done is said that no money could be
spent in the bill to implement that
guidance. I can’t think of many more
pressing issues in this House than that.
It’s germane. There is no reason that it
couldn’t be brought up and be part of
the amendments that were offered
today, but the Rules Committee said
“no”” for no other reason than they
didn’t want to stop the practice.

We have come to rely on earmarking
to raise money around here. That’s the
bottom line. And we can’t continue it
if we’re going to uphold the dignity of
this body.

Mr. Speaker, at some point we will
decouple the relationship between ear-
marks and campaign contributions. We
have to. I just hope that we do it soon-
er rather than later and not have to
wait to uphold the dignity of this body.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I would inquire of my friend
from North Carolina if she has any ad-
ditional speakers. I will be our last
speaker.

Ms. FOXX. We do have additional
speakers.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. I now would like to yield
5 minutes to the distinguished ranking
member of the Rules Committee, Mr.
DREIER from California.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend from Grandfather Commu-
nity, North Carolina, for yielding me
the time, and I appreciate her service
on the House Rules Committee.

It is absolutely true. We could move
the appropriations process through the
House of Representatives much more
easily if the minority party didn’t
exist. If we weren’t here creating what
my friend from Fort Lauderdale has
called ‘‘shenanigans’ or using terms
like that, we could move this process
along very easily.
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Unfortunately, the minority party,
the group that represents almost half
the American people, is being treated
as if they don’t exist. And this rule is
a perfect example of just that, Mr.
Speaker.
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I know that people are saying that
yesterday was a history-making day
because there were more recorded votes
on the floor of the House than have
ever been held in modern history. But
the real history that was made yester-
day was the fact that we saw the vol-
ume that was put forward in the 108th
Congress by the now-Chair of the Com-
mittee on Rules, Ms. SLAUGHTER, de-
scribed as the ‘‘death of deliberative
democracy,” actually implemented
here for the first time in the 220-year
history of the United States of Amer-
ica. For the first time ever we saw a
process begun which is in fact creating
a scenario where the majority is ignor-
ing the minority and doing what the
American people do not want.

I do not believe that the American
people want us to continue down the
road towards a dramatic increase in
Federal spending. People want to get
the economy back on track, people
want to make sure that their jobs
aren’t lost, but they’re really won-
dering whether or not the way to do
that is to have a huge increase in Fed-
eral spending, and yet that’s exactly
what is happening. And this rule is a
perfect example of that.

Now, I was harshly criticized by
Members of the now-majority when I
had the privilege of chairing the House
Rules Committee. But I will tell you
the last time that I chaired the House
Rules Committee there were seven
amendments to the Legislative Branch
Appropriations bills submitted to the
Rules Committee, and I was pleased
that I could make every single one of
those in order. Every single amend-
ment that was submitted was made in
order. And as has been pointed out, 20
amendments were submitted to the
Rules Committee for the Legislative
Branch Appropriations bill, and only
one amendment was made in order.
And guess what, Mr. Speaker? Not one
single amendment was made in order
that would do what the American peo-
ple want us to do and, that is, to reduce
the size, scope, and reach of the Fed-
eral Government.

A 16 percent increase in the level of
spending under this Legislative Branch
Appropriations bill—and we all recog-
nize that the need for Capitol Police
and staff and oversight of the executive
branch are all critically important
things—but our colleague from Georgia
(Mr. BROUN) offered an amendment
that would simply provide a one-half of
1 percent reduction—one-half of 1 per-
cent reduction—and yet the majority
chose not to make even that amend-
ment in order. Yes, there were larger
proposals for cuts. And we know there
is a tendency on this bill—that’s why
we’ve had a bipartisan agreement that
this is the one of the 12 appropriations
bills that we do have a structured rule
on—but with a 16 percent increase in
the bill, to not allow the House to work
its will and have a chance for even a
one-half of 1 percent reduction in that
rate of growth, that’s not what the
American people want. That’s not what
the American people want.
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And so the death of deliberative de-
mocracy was the history that was
made yesterday, Mr. Speaker, because
this is, in fact, the first time that this
kind action has been taken and, unfor-
tunately, it has begun a pattern. It’s
begun a pattern.

As I listened to my friend from Iowa
(Mr. KING) refer to the fact that he was
victimized by the bipartisan leadership
when we in fact had said to him that
we wanted to come to a time agree-
ment on consideration of appropria-
tions bills, it is evidence that we can at
the leadership level—maybe not every
rank-and-file Member—but that the
leadership level worked together.

That is why I am very happy to see
my very good friend from Wisconsin,
the distinguished Chair of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, here. And I
would ask my friend, the distinguished
Chair of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, Mr. OBEY, whether or not he be-
lieves that we could in fact come to
some kind of agreement if we were to
proceed with the appropriations proc-
ess under an open rule. And I would be
happy to yield to the distinguished
Chair of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, Mr. OBEY, if he would engage
with me on this.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired, but I can
answer what he asked, and I can also
tell him I don’t have time to yield.

We began in the Rules Committee
with me asking the previous speaker
whether or not his side had offered a
time agreement. He looked at me as if
I was talking about something that
was foreign.

What I knew, and what I believe the
leadership knew on both sides of the
aisle, was that for a protracted period
of time the distinguished chairman of
the Appropriations Committee and the
majority leader have been meeting
with their counterparts in the minor-
ity with reference to time agreements.

Now, I sat here when that bill began
its debate and the first question out of
Mr. OBEY’s mouth to Mr. LEWIS, the
distinguished ranking member of the
committee, the first question out of his
mouth was whether or not they were
going to be able to get a time agree-
ment, and Mr. LEWIS’ reply was that he
could not give that assurance. So for
somebody to come down here and talk
about whether or not the Democrats
tried to get a time agreement and then
to spend time yesterday agreeing on
nothing and accepting no more than
foolishness on the House of Representa-
tives, whether it was history making
or not, is just plain absurdity.

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I would
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
ranking member from California, Mr.
DREIER.

Mr. DREIER. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding.

I would like to yield to my friend
from Florida to say to him that what I

The
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was proposing that bill-by-bill we begin
with a process, as has been done for the
decades that I've been privileged to
serve here, and make an attempt to
work together to bring about some
kind of agreement. No attempt was
made to do that. The request was un-
precedented in that it was a sweeping
request made at the beginning of the
appropriations process before we had
even come to the floor and started
working on this.

I would be happy to yield to my
friend to respond to that.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Most as-
suredly.

I would ask that you and I look at
the RECORD when these proceedings
conclude. And I can assure you that
what Mr. OBEY asked Mr. LEWIS was
whether or not they could get a time
agreement. I was sitting here——

Mr. DREIER. If I could reclaim my
time, Mr. Speaker, let me just say,
having participated in this process in
the past, agreements are worked out,
as Mr. KING said, between the two lead-
erships. And if we begin with the work
of an appropriations bill and Members
are in fact offering dilatory amend-
ments, there is an effort made at the
leadership level to bring about an
agreement at that time. The notion of
trying to impose that constraint before
the process has even begun is wrong
and it is unprecedented and it has been
part of what has killed deliberative de-
mocracy under the leadership of this
majority.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I want to
point out that I have been told that
when he was ranking member, Mr.
OBEY would never agree to a time
agreement before a consideration of a
bill.

Now, Mr. Speaker, we are nearing the
end of the time of debate on this rule.
I think we have had some very impor-
tant issues brought forward by my dis-
tinguished colleagues who have come
to share this debate this morning.

This is a bad rule because it does not
allow for amendments to be offered on
the floor for people to work their will
here.

I do want to correct a couple of
things that were said earlier this morn-
ing by my colleagues in terms of unin-
sured Americans. I think we have to do
this every single time it’s brought up.

My distinguished colleague from
Florida said this earlier: there are 47
million uninsured Americans. There
are not. Despite those claims—and I
am quoting from ‘‘Crisis of the Unin-
sured: 2008’ by the National Center for
Policy Analysis—we have 12 million il-
legal aliens here. We have 14 million
uninsured adults and children who are
qualified for programs but have not en-
rolled. We have 18 million people who
are uninsured who live in households
with annual incomes above $50,000 who
could afford it. We have 18 million who
are uninsured, but most of them are
healthy and don’t need it. Eighty-five
percent of U.S. residents are privately
insured and enrolled in a government
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health program. Therefore, 95 percent
of U.S. residents have health coverage
or access to it, and the remaining 5
percent live in households that earn
less than $50,000 annually. That is
about 7 million people.

I am getting so tired of hearing these
misstatements made all the time. It’s
day after day after day that we keep
getting these figures put out that are
wrong.

But let’s go back to this bill and to
what’s in this bill that we find really
egregious. I am going to urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the rule and
“no” on the bill because we have in
here $9 million for the Open World
Leadership Center Trust Fund. That’s
just one of the items that’s in here
that we don’t need to be funding. It
would be great to be able to have bet-
ter relations with young people in
other countries who come here; but,
again, the American people are hurt-
ing.

The Republicans are on the side of
the American people who are hurting
here. We want to slow down the spend-
ing. There is a statement that came
out yesterday about the difficulty
we’re having in selling bonds and the
amount that we’re selling. We are
going into debt greater and greater in
this country, and yet the Democrats
seem to see no end to spending. They
can’t spend the American people’s
money fast enough.

There is money in here to do studies
on demonstration projects to save en-
ergy. You know what? I look around
this place every night; we can save lots
of money on energy by just turning out
the lights. The lights are left on all
over the Capitol complex. We don’t
need to spend millions of dollars on
studying what we can do to save en-
ergy. Just use common sense and cut
down on the use of the energy that we
have now. We’re going to be wasting a
huge amount of money.

Yesterday, the Treasury announced a
record $104 billion worth of bond auc-
tions for next week, part of its Hercu-
lean efforts to finance the rescue of the
world’s largest economy. This was in
the news today. It will exceed the pre-
vious record of $101 billion set in auc-
tions that took place in the last week
of April.

We are spending our country more
and more into debt. And why are we
pushing things through? Why are we
not allowing amendments? Because the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee says we have to stick to his
timetable. And yet, since the beginning
of May, what have we dealt with here?
We’ve had over 101 suspension bills,
things like recognizing the Winston
Churchill Memorial Library in Fulton,
Missouri, as American’s National
Churchill Museum. Really important
work——

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to vote ‘‘no.”
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Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, how much time do I have re-
maining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 13% minutes remaining.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I shall not
use all that time, but I do yield myself
such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, I've heard so much revi-
sionist history put forward here, not
the least of which just came from the
distinguished colleague of mine from
North Carolina, with reference to pre-
vious periods having to do with wheth-
er or not the minority requested time
agreements.

One thing I’ve done since I've been in
the House of Representatives is spend a
lot of time on the floor of the House of
Representatives. And that isn’t looking
to cause any praise to be directed to
me. It became, over time, a part of my
responsibilities that I assigned to my-
self to kind of know what was going on
in this institution.

During that same period of time
when Mr. OBEY was the ranking mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee, 1
have been on this floor when Mr. OBEY
has requested time agreements when a
bill is in progress and have participated
in the discussions regarding it when
the majority said no. So to come here
and say that you always allowed for
time agreements is just simply not the
case.

The other thing that is ignored is the
fact that the majority and the minor-
ity meet with regularity. I rather sus-
pect that what’s going on here, with
nobody having said a word to me about
it, is that there has been a little bit of
a strategy by my friends on the other
side to ensure, among other things,
that they will slow down the process
and that we will not be able to get the
business of the people done. The great-
est evidence of that was the transpira-
tion of events here yesterday.

Now, another gentleman here spoke,
my friend from Iowa, with reference to
the Rules Committee being upstairs in
a small place. That’s where it was
when I got here, that’s where it is now,
and I rather suspect when he and I
leave, that’s where it will be. But to
suggest that the media does not cover
the Rules Committee evidently ignores
the fact that everything that we say is
transcribed by these people that are re-
porters, who we overwork and abuse
well on into nights when we could have
been saving taxpayers money by let-
ting them get about their business and
all of the staff related around here that
this legislative branch is about. All of
what we do is recorded.

0O 1015

In addition to that, no reporter is re-
fused to be there, and C-SPAN often
chooses to cover the Rules Committee
dependent upon whether or not there is
a matter of substance that they would
want to cover.

Now, my friends on the other side
have had 12 years of rulemaking. I
served on the Rules Committee in the
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minority a lot of that time. During
that period of time, you didn’t regulate
financial services. You didn’t provide a
sensible health care plan. You didn’t
give our children what was needed. You
said what you were going to do is leave
no child behind. And you did not only
leave children behind; in certain places
in this country you lost them and
couldn’t find them. Our parks, our en-
vironment deteriorated and were plun-
dered and abused and used in a way
that was beyond the pale, and yet we
come in here and talk about spending.

What would you say to all of the peo-
ple that work in a bank that got saved?
They’re Americans. What would you
say to all of the people in the financial
services and on Wall Street that found
themselves employed? They’re Ameri-
cans. What would you say to the auto-
mobile industry employees and their
directors that have their limited jobs
saved and too many gone because of
mistakes that were made by govern-
ment and industry? What would you
say to those working people? They’re
Americans.

You’re telling me that when we spend
money, we are not spending that
money in a way that’s helping Amer-
ica. What do you say to your commu-
nities like mine that are finding them-
selves in the position of having to cut
services with regularity and it usually
starts with the poor and the disabled?
They’re Americans.

And somewhere along the line, I
would ask you the question, what
would you have this President that’s
been in office now nearly 5 months not
do? Would you have him not do health
care? Would you have him not do any-
thing about climate change? Would you
have him not do anything about the
fact that you didn’t regulate the indus-
tries that needed to be regulated appro-
priately during the time that you were
in the majority?

Mr. Speaker, the resolution that we
are here on provides for consideration
of the legislative branch appropria-
tions. We’ve heard the measures, and
all will be able to see that this bill pro-
vides a pragmatic and fiscally respon-
sible approach to funding this legisla-
tive branch.

Footnote right there: the fine young
people that work with us. When I came
here I was permitted, as every Member,
to have 18 full-time staffers, and I
haven’t always had 18 full-time staff-
ers. But from 1992 until now, it’s been
that many staffers with an increase in
the workload. Now, some of you all
don’t pay these young people well
enough and you know it, and you need
to pay attention to that. And if you do
get an increase, give it to the children
that work with you and you might
have a better-run office.

The funding provided in this legisla-
tion will help us do our jobs better,
faster, and it increases funding for the
Congressional Budget Office that we
continue to use, rightly so. Particu-
larly, the pay-goers need their analysis
done.
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Mr. Speaker, I will stop now by say-
ing that this appropriations bill helps
make the work of the legislative
branch more accessible to people
throughout our Nation and the globe.
I’'m encouraged that through the bill,
the Appropriations Committee has
helped to ensure that all visitors tour-
ing this Capitol have equal and ade-
quate access to this facility.

With that in mind, I just urge my
friends to remember that while they
are making up their history, there are
some of us that remember it well, and
I can assure you that the things that I
have said can be documented from that
record.

I would hope that we would know
that this bill honors our history and
prepares us for the future. It invests in
the preservation and protection of the
Capitol complex and makes more effi-
cient, more accessible the opportuni-
ties for the people that we serve.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time, and I move the
previous question on the resolution.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded that remarks in de-
bate are properly directed to the Chair
and not to others in the second person.

The question is on ordering the pre-
vious question.

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, and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this question will be
postponed.

AUTHORIZING SPEAKER TO EN-
TERTAIN MOTION TO SUSPEND
THE RULES ON TODAY

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it may be in
order today for the Speaker to enter-
tain a motion that the House suspend
the rules and adopt House Resolution
560.

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

There was no objection.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions to suspend the rules
on which a recorded vote or the yeas
and nays are ordered, or on which the
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of
rule XX.

Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken later.
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