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House Republicans know that health 

care run by government bureaucrats 
doesn’t work, because it has been tried 
and failed in other countries. Tragedies 
result when government controls 
health care and makes decisions best 
left to doctors and their patients. 

Republicans will offer a better plan 
for health care reform, one that pro-
vides patients and their families with 
the peace of mind that comes with hav-
ing the care they need when they need 
it. 

f 

DEVELOPING A CLEAN ENERGY 
FUTURE FOR MAINE 

(Ms. PINGREE of Maine asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 
in Maine we are witnessing the birth of 
an industry, a clean energy industry 
that will create the jobs and supply the 
renewable energy we will need to grow 
our economy. In Maine, we have the 
people, the technology and the re-
sources to develop and grow this indus-
try. 

Last week, Maine hosted the Inter-
national Energy Ocean Conference, 
where hundreds of clean energy experts 
from around the world gathered and 
saw firsthand how serious our State is 
about developing renewable energy. 

Also last week the Maine Wind Indus-
try Initiative went public. MWII has 
organized the complete wind power in-
dustry supply chain, from large organi-
zations like Bath Iron Works to small-
er companies that specialize in preci-
sion composite manufacturing. 

Mr. Speaker, Maine has an important 
role to play in Maine’s clean energy fu-
ture, and Maine people are ready to be 
part of it. 

f 

WHY ARE AMERICANS FORCED TO 
PAY FOR THE HEALTH CARE OF 
ILLEGALS? 

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the 
government control crowd is pushing 
for universal government takeover of 
health care. They say only Dr. Uncle 
Sam can cure the high cost of medi-
cine. 

Well, one way to keep down the high 
cost of health care that no one dares 
mention is to secure the borders. The 
flood of illegals coming here for free 
health care services costs taxpayers 
billions every year. California spends 
$1.5 billion a year in medical costs just 
for illegals. No wonder they are going 
broke. Texas spends $700 million a 
year. Virginia spends $100 million a 
year, and they are not even a border 
state. 

That doesn’t count the cost to hos-
pitals that treat illegals. Hospitals 
aren’t allowed to check citizenship, so 
illegals use expensive emergency rooms 
to treat minor ailments. The hospital 
then must charge more to citizens and 

legal immigrants just to stay in busi-
ness. Illegals also drive up the cost of 
medical insurance for everybody else. 

Mr. Speaker, if we stop paying for 
medical coverage for illegals, then citi-
zens and legal immigrants could obtain 
affordable health care. Americans 
should not be forced and coerced to pay 
for the health care of people illegally 
in the United States. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
f 
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 3082, MILITARY CON-
STRUCTION AND VETERANS AF-
FAIRS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2010 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 
by direction of the Committee on 
Rules, I call up House Resolution 622 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 622 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3082) making 
appropriations for military construction, the 
Department of Veterans Affairs, and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2010, and for other purposes. The 
first reading of the bill shall be dispensed 
with. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived except those aris-
ing under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. General 
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. The bill shall be considered as 
read through page 58, line 6. Points of order 
against provisions in the bill for failure to 
comply with clause 2 of rule XXI are waived. 
Notwithstanding clause 11 of rule XVIII, ex-
cept as provided in section 2, no amendment 
shall be in order except the amendments 
printed in the report of the Committee on 
Rules accompanying this resolution. Each 
such amendment may be offered only in the 
order printed in the report, may be offered 
only by a Member designated in the report, 
shall be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for ten minutes equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent, 
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi-
sion of the question in the House or in the 
Committee of the Whole. All points of order 
against such amendments are waived except 
those arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. 
At the conclusion of consideration of the bill 
for amendment the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted. In 
the case of sundry amendments reported 
from the Committee, the question of their 
adoption shall be put to the House en gros 
and without division of the question. The 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to 
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions. 

SEC. 2. After disposition of the amend-
ments specified in the first section of the 
resolution, the chair and ranking minority 

member of the Committee on Appropriations 
or their designees each may offer one pro 
forma amendment to the bill for the purpose 
of debate, which shall be controlled by the 
proponent. 

SEC. 3. The Chair may entertain a motion 
that the Committee rise only if offered by 
the chair of the Committee on Appropria-
tions or his designee. The Chair may not en-
tertain a motion to strike out the enacting 
words of the bill (as described in clause 9 of 
rule XVIII). 

SEC. 4. During consideration of H.R. 3082, 
the Chair may reduce to two minutes the 
minimum time for electronic voting under 
clause 6 of rule XVIII and clauses 8 and 9 of 
rule XX. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I raise a 

point of order against H. Res. 622 be-
cause the resolution violates section 
426(a) of the Congressional Budget Act. 

The resolution contains a waiver of 
all points of order against consider-
ation of the bill, which includes a waiv-
er of section 425 of the Congressional 
Budget Act which causes a violation of 
section 426(a). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Arizona makes a point of 
order that the resolution violates sec-
tion 426(a) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974. 

The gentleman has met the threshold 
burden to identify the specific lan-
guage in the resolution on which the 
point of order is predicated. Such a 
point of order shall be disposed of by 
the question of consideration. 

The gentleman from Arizona and a 
Member opposed each will control 10 
minutes of debate on the question of 
consideration. After the debate, the 
Chair will put the question of consider-
ation, to wit: Will the House now con-
sider the resolution? 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, there may 
well be unfunded mandates in this bill, 
but that’s not why I rise today. I rise 
because it’s about the only mechanism 
we have to talk about the fact that we 
are bringing appropriation bills to the 
floor under closed or structured rules, 
which violates basically every precept 
we’ve had in this House about openness 
and transparency on appropriation 
bills. 

For years—and decades—appropria-
tion bills have been brought to the 
floor under an open rule, allowing 
Members to offer amendments to var-
ious sections of the bill and not be pre-
cluded from that. But these bills are 
being brought to the floor all year 
under closed or structured rules, allow-
ing very, very few amendments. Let me 
tell you why that’s important. 

Here, in the past, when Republicans 
were in the majority, we were lacking 
a lot of transparency on earmarks. I 
would come to the floor and offer some-
times a dozen earmark amendments on 
the floor to strike earmarks, and I had 
no idea most times when I would come 
to the floor whose earmark I was chal-
lenging. I would simply come and chal-
lenge it. And sometimes the sponsor of 
the earmark would come down to the 
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floor to defend it, sometimes they 
wouldn’t; but at least I had the oppor-
tunity to come down and challenge the 
earmark and there was some type of 
back and forth and discussion of it. 
Now we have some transparency rules, 
which is good. Some of us have pushed 
for these transparency rules for a 
while. Now we know whose earmark 
we’re challenging on the floor. Now we 
know because there is a name next to 
it, and Members are required to fill out 
a certification letter stating that they 
have no financial interest in the ear-
mark that they are sponsoring. 

Those are good reforms; I’m glad we 
have them. The Speaker of the House 
said during the campaign a couple of 
years ago that we were going to drain 
the swamp, referring to some of the 
corruption that had gone on, much of 
it due to earmarking. And I am pleased 
that some of these transparency rules 
have come into being. It’s a good thing. 
The problem is we have not drained the 
swamp; we simply know how deep the 
mud is. We know that we have a prob-
lem, but we have not done much to cor-
rect that problem. Let me give you an 
example. And this is the case here with 
this rule and the rules on other appro-
priation bills this year. 

Now we know whose earmarks are in 
the bills, and we know that some of 
them raise questions, particularly in 
the Defense bill that is upcoming later 
this month. There are numerous inves-
tigations going on by the Department 
of Justice right now examining the re-
lationship between earmarks and cam-
paign contributions. Our own Ethics 
Committee issues guidance that says if 
you receive a campaign contribution in 
close proximity to an earmark that 
you’ve sponsored, that doesn’t nec-
essarily constitute financial interest; 
in other words, go ahead and do it. And 
we have many examples of earmarks 
going out and campaign contributions 
flowing in to the sponsor of the ear-
mark. We may not see that as a prob-
lem here, but clearly the Justice De-
partment seems to see there is a prob-
lem with that. 

And so what do we do here in the 
House? Instead of allowing Members to 
come to the floor during debate and 
saying, what about this earmark, what 
about the campaign contributions that 
seem to have been received as soon as 
that earmark was sponsored, as soon as 
that report came to the floor saying 
that that earmark was in the bill, why 
did campaign contributions flow in re-
sponse to that—instead of being able to 
examine those things, we’ve decided to 
cut off debate. 

And so we have transparency rules 
where we now know whose earmark is 
in the bill, but we’ve prohibited Mem-
bers from actually coming to the floor 
to examine that. So you have some 
more transparency, but you’ve cut out 
accountability. 

Now, we’ve done a number of appro-
priation bills, and some amendments 
have been allowed—very few. I think in 
one bill there were more than 100 

amendments that were prefiled and 
only maybe 20 or so were allowed. I 
myself have submitted, in one of the 
latest bills, about a dozen amendments 
and was only allowed to offer three on 
the floor. My guess is that these are 
going to be narrowed further and fur-
ther until we get to the Defense bill 
later this month, which we have al-
lowed only one day of debate for. Keep 
in mind, this is going to be a bill that 
will have, likely, if tradition holds, 
more than 1,000 House earmarks in it, 
several hundred of which will con-
stitute no-bid contracts for private 
companies, nearly all of which there 
will be a pattern of campaign contribu-
tions flowing back to the Member who 
sponsored that earmark. 

Now, I am not a fan of public funding 
of campaigns. That’s not the direction 
we should go. And campaign contribu-
tions typically flow to Members who 
share the philosophy of the person who 
is making the contribution. But when 
you have a pattern, as the press has 
duly noted, accurately noted, that as 
soon as an earmark is sponsored, often 
there are campaign checks that come 
directly to that Member who sponsored 
the earmarks. There is an appearance 
of impropriety that we simply have to 
take account of here in the House. 

Our role here in the House and the 
role of the Ethics Committee is to 
make sure that we uphold the dignity 
of this institution, and we simply can’t 
do that when you have the appearance 
of impropriety. And when you give a 
no-bid contract to a private company 
whose executives turn around and 
make large campaign contributions 
back to that Member who sponsored 
the no-bid contract to them, you have 
the appearance of impropriety. And it 
is simply wrong for us now to shut 
down debate on that and to say, all 
right, now we used to allow Members 
to challenge these things on the floor, 
but now that we know that there’s an 
appearance of impropriety, we’re sim-
ply going to shut down debate, we’re 
not going to talk about it, we’re not 
going to allow that debate to occur on 
the House floor. 

Now, I would hope that these ear-
marks would be talked about and dis-
cussed and vetted in the Appropria-
tions Committee, but clearly that is 
not the case. If it were the case, if 
these were properly vetted in the Ap-
propriations Committee, we wouldn’t 
see the scandals that we’ve seen. We 
wouldn’t have Members of Congress be-
hind bars right now for sponsoring ear-
marks and taking money for them. 

Now, I’m not saying that that’s oc-
curring now, but that has in the past. 
And when we clearly haven’t vetted 
these properly—and we don’t do this 
body any service by cutting off debate 
on the House floor and saying we’re 
just going to turn a blind eye because 
there might be a problem, and if we 
stand on the floor and debate these 
things, then people might see that 
there is a problem. 

So it’s good to have transparency 
rules. That’s wonderful. But once you 

do have transparency, you need ac-
countability. And when you cut off de-
bate and cut off amendments coming to 
the floor and bring appropriation bills 
under closed rules in violation of every 
tradition we’ve had in this House, then 
we’ve got a problem. 

It is said that people outside of the 
beltway don’t care about process, and 
that may be true. It’s tough to make 
political points about process because 
it’s tough to understand the process of 
this institution. But bad process al-
ways yields bad results and bad policy. 
It happened when we were in the ma-
jority, when we held votes open for 3 
hours to allow leadership and others to 
twist arms. That violated every tradi-
tion of the House where you’re sup-
posed to only hold votes open for 15 
minutes or slightly longer. There’s a 
problem with that. People may not un-
derstand that outside, but it leads to 
bad results. And I would submit that if 
you shut down appropriation bills, if 
you shut down the process allowing 
Members to offer amendments on the 
floor and just turn a blind eye to what 
might be occurring, then you’re going 
to have a problem, and you’re going to 
increase the cynicism, rightfully, that 
people have about this institution. 

I have served in the House of Rep-
resentatives for 9 years. This is a won-
derful institution, it really is; and we 
owe this body much more than we’re 
giving it. And I would hope that the 
leadership here would exhibit maybe 
more of a vested interest in upholding 
the dignity of this institution instead 
of sweeping these things under the rug 
and saying let’s just not have debate 
on the House floor because people 
might see what is occurring. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that, particu-
larly when we get to the Defense bill 
later, where there are going to be hun-
dreds and hundreds of earmarks that 
represent no-bid contracts to private 
companies, that we allow amendments 
to come to the floor to examine some 
of these instead of sweeping the process 
under the rug and hoping that nobody 
pays attention. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Maine is recognized in 
opposition. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

The gentleman from Arizona has 
made some eloquent points this morn-
ing. And I certainly hope if he really 
wants to resolve this issue, he will join 
me in supporting the bill that is in the 
House right now on public financing. 
Since both he and I come from States, 
Arizona and Maine, that have had 
great success with this system in re-
moving some of the corruption from 
the process, I think that we could 
make a good team on that issue. 

But, Mr. Speaker, we know that this 
point of order is not about unfunded 
mandates, as he mentioned—or, in fact, 
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even about earmarks. It’s about delay-
ing consideration of this bill and ulti-
mately stopping it altogether. 

b 0930 

Since I do come from the State of 
Maine, where nearly one-fifth of our 
residents are veterans or active-duty 
members of our armed services, I know 
that this bill we are about to talk 
about today is extremely important, 
and passing this rule to allow for con-
sideration of this bill and move forward 
on these issues around access to health 
care, making sure our veterans get the 
benefits that they deserve, is ex-
tremely important to the residents of 
my State and certainly people across 
this country. 

I hope my colleagues will see through 
this attempt and will vote ‘‘yes’’ so 
that we can consider this legislation on 
its merits and not stop it with a proce-
dural motion. The last thing that peo-
ple want to see happening in the House 
of Representatives is endless conversa-
tion about things that have nothing to 
do with the issues before us but not 
moving forward with the things that 
we care about. 

Those who oppose this bill can vote 
against it on the final passage. We 
must consider this rule. We must pass 
this legislation today. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ to 
consider this rule. 

Mr. FLAKE. Will the gentlewoman 
yield? 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I will. 
Mr. FLAKE. I appreciate that. I’m 

not going to call a vote on this. I’m not 
trying to delay the process. We’re just 
given so little time to speak because 
we’re not allowed to bring amendments 
to the floor that we have to take every 
opportunity that we can. 

I appreciate your yielding. 
Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Again, I urge 

my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on this 
motion to consider so that we can de-
bate and pass this important legisla-
tion today. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

The question is, Will the House now 
consider the resolution? 

The question of consideration was de-
cided in the affirmative. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Maine is recognized for 
1 hour. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 
for the purpose of debate only, I yield 
the customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS). All 
time during consideration of the rule is 
for debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may be given 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Resolution 622. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Maine? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

House Resolution 622 provides for 
consideration of H.R. 3082, the Military 
Construction and Veterans Affairs Ap-
propriations Act, 2010, under a struc-
tured rule. 

For the past 8 years, our country has 
been engaged in two conflicts halfway 
around the world. The number of 
wounded military personnel in Iraq and 
Afghanistan has put a financial strain 
on the Department of Veterans Affairs. 
The Veterans Health Administration 
estimates that they will treat more 
than 6 million patients in 2010, includ-
ing over 400,000 veterans from Iraq and 
Afghanistan. In addition, the con-
sistent training, deployment, and rede-
ployment of our troops have put a sig-
nificant burden on our military. 

H.R. 3082 appropriates over $133 bil-
lion in fiscal year 2010 for military con-
struction, veterans programs, and four 
related agencies. The bill provides $24.6 
billion for construction and improve-
ments to military bases, facilities, and 
housing units. The bill provides $450 
million to accelerate the moderniza-
tion of trainee housing and $2 billion to 
construct and maintain houses for 
military families. 

The bill also provides $200 million in 
additional funding for the Guard and 
Reserves to address critical unfunded 
requirements as a result of prolonged 
and repeated deployments. Maine is 
home to thousands of Guard and Re-
servists who have made an invaluable 
contribution to our national defense, 
and I am proud to see funding included 
in this bill for them. 

H.R. 3082 also renews our commit-
ment to redevelop closed military 
bases and their surrounding commu-
nities. The bill provides $7.5 billion to 
implement the 2005 BRAC and $537 mil-
lion to address an enormous backlog of 
environmental cleanup projects from 
the previous BRAC rounds. This fund-
ing is essential to communities across 
the country, including the town of 
Brunswick in my district, which is al-
ready experiencing economic difficul-
ties from the closing of Naval Air Sta-
tion Brunswick. 

While the investments in military 
construction are vital, they are only a 
small portion of this bill. More than 80 
percent of the bill’s funding in this leg-
islation is devoted to veterans pro-
grams. The bill provides over $108 bil-
lion for veterans’ medical care, claims 
processors, and facility improvements. 
H.R. 3082 increases appropriations by 14 
percent or $12.9 billion over the current 
level. This bill includes $45 billion for 
the Veterans Health Administration, 
with increased funding for mental 
health services, assistance programs 
for homeless veterans, and innovative 
services for veterans in rural areas. 

The bill also provides $85 million for 
States to build and renovate extended 
care facilities and $3 billion to fund 
new technological initiatives which 

will increase processing time and im-
prove electronic record keeping. 

Perhaps most importantly, the bill 
provides for a significant and historic 
change in the way we fund health care 
of our veterans. H.R. 3082 provides $48.2 
billion in advance appropriations for 
fiscal year 2011 for the medical serv-
ices, medical facilities, and medical ad-
ministration accounts. 

While the Congress has always taken 
on the challenges of this country, these 
issues have not always been shielded 
from partisan battles and political 
delays. This Congress in the past few 
weeks has been no exception, but there 
are some issues which should not be 
subject to politics and doubt. There is 
no doubt that the men and women of 
the armed services have bravely served 
our country. They have fought without 
question and without debate, and in 
doing so, they have sacrificed time 
with their families, risked their own 
well-being, and all too often they have 
sacrificed their lives. By providing ad-
vance appropriations for the health 
care of our veterans, we can take the 
steps to ensure that these benefits are 
not subject to politics as usual. 

I strongly support this rule, which 
provides for consideration of this es-
sential and important bill. 

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

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

I appreciate the gentlewoman’s yield-
ing me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to a 
structured rule, a structured appro-
priations rule, and also I am opposed to 
how my Democrat colleagues continue 
to shut out the minority voice with 
this structured rule. 

Before taking control of the House of 
Representatives in 2007, our Democrat 
friends promised the American public 
that this would be the most open, hon-
est, and most ethical Congress in his-
tory. Yet that is not the case for the 
past 21⁄2 years. You heard my colleague, 
the gentleman Mr. FLAKE, talking 
about the process, the process that’s 
happening not just today but has been 
happening for now 21⁄2 years on this 
floor. 

For the last few weeks, this Demo-
crat majority has been forcing spend-
ing bills through the House of Rep-
resentatives. My friends on the other 
side of the aisle have been using ex-
tremely restrictive rules to accomplish 
this legislative business. 

During the Republican majority, the 
most appropriations bills considered 
under a restrictive rule in any single 
season was four, and that was back in 
1997. 

This majority has set a new record 
forcing every appropriations bill under 
a strict structured rule. So far the 
Democrat majority has limited debate 
on the six spending bills that the House 
has already passed, and today’s bill is 
the seventh. Mr. Speaker, that is not 
open, honest, or ethical. Chairman 
OBEY set an arbitrary timeline to fin-
ish the fiscal year 2010 spending bills, 
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which has forced this Democrat-run 
Rules Committee to limit every single 
Republican and Democrat’s chances to 
offer amendments on this floor. Hun-
dreds of amendments have been offered 
by all of my colleagues, and they have 
been rejected also, rejected in an un-
precedented fashion. 

What the heck is the majority afraid 
of? Why don’t they want to take the 
normal time, the normal process? Why 
won’t they allow for an open and hon-
est debate, the one that they called 
for? 

Mr. Speaker, with that said, I would 
like to thank the majority in the Rules 
Committee for allowing at least my 
amendment to be made in order on the 
floor today. The care of our Nation’s 
troops and veterans is extremely im-
portant to me and every single Mem-
ber, I believe, of this body, and it’s my 
hope that my amendment will pass on 
the House floor today. But, Mr. Speak-
er, every single Member should have 
had that opportunity. The opportunity 
to be able to come to this floor under 
an open rule to talk about the things 
that are important to them. 

Today we are here to discuss the rule 
for the Military Construction and Vet-
erans Affairs Appropriations Act of 
2010, and I note that my dear friend the 
young gentleman from Tennessee, Mr. 
ZACH WAMP, is the Republican lead on 
this bill. And I am very pleased with 
the work that not only Mr. WAMP has 
done but how he has led in such a way 
to make sure that the men and women 
of the military understand his dedica-
tion and devotion to this process. 

It’s my intent to discuss the impor-
tance of the underlying bill as well as 
some of the concerns in the legislation, 
and I would also like to highlight the 
Democrat majority’s large increase in 
spending across the board for appro-
priations bills. This is unacceptable, 
especially in a time of huge deficits 
and exceptionally high unemployment. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we should aim 
for a balanced budget, not unlimited 
spending. I think this body should have 
to make tough decisions and set prior-
ities, not set the bar so high, or in this 
case so low, for just spending so much 
money that we cannot and do not have 
to make tougher decisions. 

This bill provides crucial funding 
needed for military construction and 
housing funding for our troops and 
their families and other quality-of-life 
projects, and the Congress should have 
to go through those projects one by one 
and make a determination about what 
is in the best interest not only for the 
country but also for our military. 

I know that the funding priorities for 
all essential programs the Department 
of Veterans Affairs and related agen-
cies have asked for in their budgets are 
important. And I also know that this 
bill honors our Nation’s heroes who are 
serving in our volunteer military, 
those who have served, and also honors 
those who are fallen victims as well. 
This bill illustrates the deep commit-
ment that Congress has to our military 

and to our veterans. And I do recognize 
that the gentleman Mr. WAMP and the 
gentleman Mr. EDWARDS from Texas as 
they spoke to the Rules Committee 
yesterday not only told that story but 
also a source of pride about how this 
Congress needs to make sure that we’re 
paying attention to those members of 
our military. 

I join Ranking Member LEWIS in his 
concern regarding the ability for the 
VA, however, to effectively absorb 
large funding increases provided by 
this bill. The Appropriations Com-
mittee report was critical of the slow 
rate of the multibillion dollar major 
construction account for the VA, and 
points out that the spending rates are 
‘‘woefully slow,’’ having only spent $1.9 
billion of the $4.4 billion that was ap-
propriated between the fiscal year 2005 
and fiscal year 2008. When you add fis-
cal year 2009 and this bill, that account 
then grows to $6.5 billion. I believe that 
the current funding project should be 
exhausted before receiving additional 
moneys. Mr. LEWIS agreed also and so 
did all the Republicans on the com-
mittee. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill before us today 
includes over a 15 percent increase 
from fiscal year 2009 spending, which 
assists with TRICARE, mortgage as-
sistance, child care, and other nec-
essary personnel-related accounts. Yet 
it is important to note that a couple 
weeks ago, Congress passed the Defense 
Authorization bill, increasing defense- 
related funding by only 4 percent. This 
Nation is at war, and my Democrat col-
leagues only modestly increased our 
defense and strategic capacities, while 
all other appropriations bills are in-
creasing 10, 15, 19, and even 33 percent 
more than last year’s levels. Mr. 
Speaker, this disparity sends a dan-
gerous message to our enemies and one 
to our troops that are in the field. 

To help curb some out-of-control 
Democrat spending, Ranking Member 
JERRY LEWIS offered an amendment in 
the full committee that would 
prioritize funding increases for defense, 
military construction, and our vet-
erans by providing a 6 percent increase 
for these programs, a 4 percent in-
crease for homeland security, and hold-
ing all other subcommittees to a very 
reasonable 2 percent increase. 

b 0945 
Unfortunately, the amendment was 

defeated. Out of the 12 appropriations 
bills, this amendment would have re-
duced the burden on the American pub-
lic by $35 billion. The American people 
know that you shouldn’t spend what 
you don’t have, and that is exactly 
what this Democrat majority is doing 
and continues to do. According to the 
Congressional Budget Office, the 
Obama administration is on its way to 
doubling the national debt in 5 years. 
In doing so, it would drive the debt-to- 
GDP ratio from 41 percent today to a 
staggering 71 percent in the near fu-
ture, 2014. 

The Congressional Budget Office on 
Wednesday of just this week released a 

monthly budget review that states that 
the Federal budget deficit was $1.1 tril-
lion for the first 9 months of this fiscal 
year. CBO states that this is more than 
$800 billion greater than the deficit 
record in June of 2008. The United 
States is looking at a record $1.8 tril-
lion deficit this year alone. 

Congress should be promoting poli-
cies that reduce spending and grow job 
growth in this country. Unemployment 
continues to rise while our friends on 
the other side of the aisle continue to 
tax, borrow and spend their way into 
record deficits. The Congressional 
Budget Office estimates that the unem-
ployment benefits spending is now 
more than 21⁄2 times what it was at this 
point last year. The current unemploy-
ment rate is over 9.5 percent for the 
first time since 1983. 

Where are the jobs? It’s a question 
that should continue to be asked on 
this floor. Where are the jobs that were 
promised from this economic stimulus 
from this President and our Speaker, 
NANCY PELOSI. 

Mr. Speaker, now is the time when 
the economy should be bouncing back. 
But this is a time when the Democrat 
Congress is forcing Americans to pay 
for a failed trillion dollar stimulus 
package, a bailout for those who de-
faulted on their mortgages, a bailout 
for those who abuse their credit cards, 
a bailout for credit and America’s bad 
decisionmaking from corporate offices, 
a new national energy tax and a pos-
sible $1.5 trillion health care reform 
package that will force 120 million 
Americans off their current health care 
coverage. When does the spending stop? 
Not today in this House. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, every Mem-
ber of this body understands the impor-
tance of adequate and appropriate 
funding for our Nation’s military and 
our veterans, and we give thanks to 
them. This bill provides the necessary 
benefits to our service men and women, 
their families and our veterans, and I 
am proud of that. But I would continue 
to point out to my friends on the other 
side of the aisle that we cannot tax, 
spend and borrow our way out of this 
recession. This recession is a national 
crisis and puts all of us at risk. 

Rising unemployment and record 
deficits cannot be remedied with mas-
sive increases in spending. Americans 
back home are tightening their belts, 
and the United States Congress would 
be well advised to do the same. 

Mr. Speaker, I encourage a ‘‘no’’ vote 
on the rule. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield 2 minutes of my time to the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
PERLMUTTER). 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I thank Ms. PIN-
GREE for the opportunity to speak on 
this rule, and I just want to thank my 
friends CHET EDWARDS and ZACH WAMP 
for their leadership and hard work in 
crafting this bill and their unfailing 
support of American servicemembers 
and veterans. With wars in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan ongoing and an increasingly 
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high volume of men and women serv-
icemembers returning home, funding 
their needs remains a top priority. 

As much now as ever, Congress needs 
to be making critical investments in 
construction projects which support 
servicemembers, safety and quality of 
life at home and on the battlefield. We 
must also make good our promise to 
our soldiers returning home from war, 
by improving their health care facili-
ties and services and by providing them 
with the best care possible. We also 
need to aid them in their transition to 
civilian life by fully funding the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs. 

Our veterans deserve a bill which 
honors their remarkable service in the 
protection of our country. That’s what 
this bill does that we are going to hear 
here today. The bill increases funding 
for the Veterans Health Administra-
tion by $4.4 billion over last year. This 
improves access to medical services for 
veterans for key programs in treating 
mental health issues, assistance for 
homeless veterans, and measures to 
improve access to health care for many 
veterans who live in rural areas such as 
those in Colorado. 

The bill also expands funding for es-
sential investments in information 
technology which speed processing of 
benefits, claims, and makes needed im-
provements in the accuracy and effi-
ciency with the expanded use of elec-
tronic health records. I especially want 
to thank the Veterans’ Committee, the 
Appropriations Committee in taking a 
good look and a hard look at proc-
essing claims, which for a long time 
were lagging and people were not get-
ting their claims heard. There has been 
a tremendous effort and focus over the 
last couple of years to make the claims 
process much quicker, much faster, 
much more accurate. 

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

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I yield the 
gentleman an additional minute. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I would also like 
to thank my friends for their assist-
ance in creating what will be a state- 
of-the-art health care facility in Colo-
rado. 

The veterans in Colorado have been 
promised for years and years and years 
that they would get a facility that was 
equal to the service they gave to this 
country. And with the hard work of the 
committee, the hard work of the Colo-
rado delegation, assistance from both 
sides of the aisle, we are going to get 
that facility built in Colorado. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I would like to yield 3 minutes to 
the distinguished young gentleman 
from Miami, a member of the Rules 
Committee, Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. I want to thank my dear 
friend from Texas, a great leader in 
this House, Mr. SESSIONS, for the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise because this legis-
lation that we are bringing to the floor 
today includes the last installment in a 
project that is very important to the 

community that I represent. The 
Southern Command is in the congres-
sional district that I represent, and it 
is receiving in this legislation $55.4 
million that completes the $237 million 
required for the new headquarters of 
the Southern Command, which is ex-
tremely important to the national se-
curity of the Nation and of the hemi-
sphere, the defense of the hemisphere, 
and obviously to the community that I 
am honored to represent. 

SOUTHCOM personnel and sup-
porting services have contributed over 
$1.2 billion and over 20,000 jobs to south 
Florida, and south Florida is the right 
place for SOUTHCOM. And we have 
been, for many years, working to make 
sure that it stays in south Florida. 

I want to thank Chairman EDWARDS 
and Ranking Member WAMP and really 
all of the members of the Florida dele-
gation and others who have worked so 
hard in a united fashion to make this a 
reality, a permanent facility for 
SOUTHCOM. 

It’s in a location that is leased from 
the State of Florida for the great total 
of $1 a year, long-term lease, $1 a year. 
That’s what it is going to be costing 
the taxpayer. 

So I want to thank former Governor 
Bush, Jeb Bush, for his help, in making 
this a reality, as well as Governor 
Charlie Crist, who has also dem-
onstrated great leadership in making 
this project a reality. 

We have worked with the county. We 
have worked with Mayor Bermudez of 
the City of Doral. The City of Doral 
has been marvelous in its cooperation 
with the men and women of 
SOUTHCOM; so, too, General 
Craddock, with whom we began work-
ing on this important project; and then 
Admiral Stavridis, who has done a tre-
mendous job as the head of 
SOUTHCOM, and now he is leaving us 
to go to Europe and defend that con-
tinent; and now General Fraser, who 
has joined SOUTHCOM as the new 
head. All of them have done a tremen-
dous job, along with all of the men and 
women there at the Southern Com-
mand. 

So I thank all who have had an im-
portant role in this development and 
wish the men and women of 
SOUTHCOM well as I congratulate 
them, because Congress has done its 
job in funding the new headquarters. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. SMITH). 

(Mr. SMITH of Washington asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in support of the 
Fiscal Year 2010 Military Construction 
and Veterans Affairs Appropriations 
Act, and I thank Chairman EDWARDS 
and Ranking Member WAMP for their 
work in crafting this legislation. 

As someone who represents tens of 
thousands of military veterans and 
their families, I believe that we have 
an obligation to provide them with the 

benefits and treatment they deserve for 
their years of service. This legislation 
accomplishes that by providing $109 
billion for the Department of Veterans 
Affairs, a $14.5 billion increase over 
2009, when not factoring stimulus or 
supplemental funding. 

It is estimated that the VA will treat 
more than 6.1 million patients in 2010, 
including more than 419,000 veterans of 
Iraq and Afghanistan. To meet this de-
mand, the bill provides important fund-
ing for mental health programs, assist-
ance to homeless veterans, and to im-
prove access for veterans in rural 
areas. 

The bill also provides vital funding to 
hire additional claims processors to 
support the Department’s continued ef-
forts to reduce the backlog of benefits 
claims. I believe these are two of the 
most important issues that we deal 
with, making sure that we deal with 
the PTSD issues which continue to be 
a significant problem and also to make 
sure that we have the services avail-
able to provide for the large number of 
wounded veterans who are coming back 
from our wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

I was also pleased to see that the 
committee included a provision to pro-
vide advanced budget authority and 
funding for fiscal year 2011 for medical- 
related accounts. This is a step to en-
sure that the VA health care system 
continues to receive a timely and pre-
dictable stream of funding without sub-
jecting it to the delays that can arise 
due to the larger annual budget de-
bates. 

Again, I thank the chairman and 
ranking member for their work on this 
important legislation and urge my col-
leagues to support its passage. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, we have 
a lot of members of the Republican 
conference who want to come down and 
speak about this bill, but we are joined 
today by the gentleman, from Georgia, 
Dr. GINGREY. I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding, 
and I stand to strongly oppose this rule 
on the Military Construction and Vet-
erans Affairs Appropriations Act of 
2010. 

Mr. Speaker, this is unconscionable, 
what the Democrat majority is doing 
regarding these appropriations bills. I 
think this is about the fourth or fifth 
appropriation bill that we brought to 
the floor with a structured rule, and 
this has never happened, to my knowl-
edge, in the history of this Congress. 

These should be open rules so that 
every Member, not just members of the 
Appropriations Committee, the 40 or 50 
members that study these bills, but 
every single Member of this body who 
represent 675,000 people across this 
country and these 50 States should 
have an opportunity to offer amend-
ments. 

I have offered 10 amendments to 
these five bills. Not one, not one, Mr. 
Speaker, has been made in order, and 
not one of these amendments are dila-
tory. 
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As an example, on this particular 

bill, the Veterans Administration Ap-
propriation, I have an amendment that 
says no party, no Republican or Demo-
cratic majority should hold that bill 
hostage once it passes to put it in the 
form of a minibus, combine it with 
some other legislation to pass some-
thing that we don’t want to pass, and 
hold our veterans hostage so that they 
don’t get the pay raise they need, they 
don’t get the benefits they need, they 
don’t get the health care they need. 

That, Mr. Speaker, is unconscion-
able. 

b 1000 

For that reason I stand strongly op-
posed to this rule. The rule should be 
open, and the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee knows that, and I 
challenge him to bring these bills to 
the floor in an open fashion, which we 
have always done on both sides of the 
aisle. 

It is time to end this mendacity and 
this unconscionable activity. Let’s all 
vote against this rule. Let’s send it 
back. Let’s bring forward an open rule 
and a fair process so that veterans in 
every congressional district across 
these 50 States will have an oppor-
tunity to be heard. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I’m very 
pleased to yield 5 minutes of my time 
to the Chair of the Appropriations 
Committee, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentlewoman 
for the time. I would like to respond to 
the fiction that I just heard from the 
previous speaker. The previous speaker 
indicated that never in the history of 
the Congress have we had structured 
rules for appropriation bills. I would 
like to suggest that he ought to read a 
little history. 

We have 12 appropriations bills we 
have to bring to the floor each year. He 
will find that during the Republican 
control of this House, at least 6 of the 
12 bills were brought to this floor under 
structured rules. He will find that al-
most 20 times that is the case. 

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. No, I would not. I have 5 
minutes. You attacked me. I will re-
spond without interruption. I would 
ask the Chair to prevent further inter-
ruptions. 

The fact is that I would like to ask 
the House a question: Why is it that 
some Members of this House believe 
that the Appropriations Committee 
must bring bills to the floor that are 
totally open when the Ways and Means 
Committee, when it brings tax bills to 
the floor, is entitled to have a totally 
closed rule? 

Now, there is no inherent difference 
between the two, but there is one his-
torical difference, and that is that the 
Ways and Means Committee used to be 
the committee that handed out com-
mittee assignments to Members of the 
House. And so the message went out: 
‘‘Don’t mess with the Ways and Means 

Committee because they determine 
your career path in this institution.’’ 

There is no great historical or moral 
or substantive reason to have that dif-
ferentiation. It is simply a question of 
power relationships in the House that 
determined that. 

I would also like to point out the Ap-
propriations Committee has the right 
to bring to the floor its appropriation 
bills without ever going to the Rules 
Committee, and in fact we have had 
subcommittee Chairs who have done 
that. The advantage to the Appropria-
tions Committee in doing that is that 
when the bills come to the floor with-
out going to the Rules Committee, 
what happens is that any legislation on 
an appropriation bill—which under the 
House Rules is off limits—any legisla-
tion will be stricken on a point of 
order. 

I remember when Neal Smith used to 
bring his bill to the floor, and within 
about 20 minutes the bill was shredded. 
There were a few paragraphs left in the 
bill. It took about an hour to finish the 
bill and then Neal could go off and have 
a conference with the Senate and do 
anything he wanted to do because 
there were no limitations. 

So it has been an advantage to indi-
vidual House Members for the Appro-
priations Committee to go to the Rules 
Committee, whether or not there’s a 
totally open rule or whether there’s a 
structured rule, because at least then 
individual Members have some capac-
ity to influence the results. 

Now, we have made quite clear to the 
minority side we would like to proceed 
in as open a fashion as possible. Mr. 
HOYER, the majority leader, and I went 
to the Republican leadership weeks and 
weeks ago and asked them if there was 
some way that we could work out time 
agreements so that we can finish these 
12 bills before we go home for the Au-
gust recess. 

The minority says they want us to do 
all of these bills individually. Not wrap 
them up in a CR. But then they pro-
ceeded to demand a procedure which 
will, in the end, result in bills going 
into a CR. 

And so we asked the minority leader-
ship, ‘‘Will you agree to time limits?’’ 
And the response was, ‘‘Well, if we did 
that, our caucus would elect somebody 
else.’’ 

Mr. DREIER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. OBEY. No, I will not yield. We 
asked the leadership, ‘‘Would you be 
willing to go by a process in which 
we’ll give you the opportunity to offer 
10 or 15 amendments, the majority 
party will offer 5 or 6? You pick the 
amendments.’’ And they said, ‘‘No.’’ 
They didn’t want to do that. 

There are a limited number of hours 
between now and the time we recess. If 
we want to get our work done, we have 
to limit the debate time that we spend 
on these bills. 

So there is nothing radically new 
about this. We’re simply trying to get 
the job done. And we’re going to do 
that if it takes all summer. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I’m de-
lighted today to yield 3 minutes to the 
ranking member of the Rules Com-
mittee, the distinguished young gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER). 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding, and I’m happy 
to engage in a colloquy with the distin-
guished Chair of the Committee on Ap-
propriations. I’ll look forward enthu-
siastically to yielding to him after I 
make a couple of points. 

First, the gentleman has ended his 
remarks by talking about the need for 
some kind of outside time limit. In 
fact, just yesterday I pulled out of my 
coat pocket the schedule that we have 
seen. We all understand that getting 
the appropriations work done is impor-
tant. It’s a priority for Democrats and 
Republicans alike. 

The fact of the matter is the Rules 
Committee, with a great deal of ease, 
could in fact simply report out a spe-
cial rule which would establish an out-
side time limit on the amendment 
process at all and we could proceed, as 
has been the case for the last 220 years, 
with an open amendment process. 

Now my friend also referred to the 
fact, and I know that my friend from 
Marietta didn’t say that it was unprec-
edented to have unstructured rules 
when we deal with appropriations bills, 
but it is unusual. 

And I will remind my friend who 
talked about the history that back in 
1997, when we did in fact have five ap-
propriations bills considered under 
structured rules, it was done so after, 
in the case of one, it came to the floor. 
As our late colleague, the former chair-
man of the committee, Mr. Natcher, 
used to always say, bills should be con-
sidered as privileged. 

The disparity between a measure 
emerging from the Ways and Means 
Committee and the privileged struc-
ture for consideration of appropria-
tions bills is something that is very 
easily understood in the rules of the 
House of Representatives. 

And so I’d be happy to yield to my 
friend if he would like to respond to 
the notion of the fact that we began 
those measures that ultimately were 
considered under structured rules, we 
began them, one, under a privileged 
structure, which meant that the Rules 
Committee did not even need to act be-
cause points of order could be raised 
against the work product of the meas-
ure itself and also to the point of time 
limits. 

The Rules Committee could easily re-
port out a rule that would establish an 
outside time limit. That’s all we’d need 
to do. And then we could consider the 
measure under an open amendment 
process. 

I’m happy to yield to my friend. 
Mr. OBEY. Let me simply say to the 

gentleman, I don’t see any need to con-
tinue chewing this cud over and over 
and over again. We’ve made our points. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, if I could 
reclaim my time. 

Mr. OBEY. I didn’t ask for the time. 
You offered it to me and I’m accepting 
it. 
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Mr. DREIER. I would simply say to 

my friend, I was downstairs in the 
meeting and my friend stood up and 
began talking about the fact that we 
considered measures under structured 
rules in the past, and it’s frankly im-
portant for us in the name of Demo-
crats and Republicans alike who are 
denied amendments and the American 
people whose Representatives are not 
able to participate in the very impor-
tant constitutional article I section 9 
responsibility of appropriations here. 
That’s why there is in fact bipartisan 
concern on this issue, Mr. Speaker. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I yield 5 minutes to a young man 
who serves as coach of our baseball 
team, but perhaps even better than 
that, just showing his acumen really as 
an all-American, a dedicated veteran of 
the first gulf war and served as a colo-
nel in the United States Army Re-
serves and he’s the ranking member of 
the House Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee, the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BUYER). 

Mr. BUYER. I rise today in opposi-
tion to this rule because H.R. 3082 rep-
resents a dramatic shift in the way 
that we provide funding for VA medical 
care by providing advance appropria-
tions for medical services, medical fa-
cilities, and medical supports and com-
pliance accounts. 

Now I have some great concerns be-
cause the stress placed on the budget 
model could place us in the VA supple-
mental business. It also leaves out the 
IT and medical research accounts. 

So my amendment that was not 
made in order under this rule tried to 
correct what I viewed as a flawed proc-
ess. The amendment would have added 
the VA information technology sys-
tems and the VA medical and pros-
thetic research accounts to the other 
VA medical care accounts that are in-
cluded in the advance appropriations 
section. 

Now many issues were raised about 
the potential legislative proposals that 
authorize advance appropriations for 
certain Veterans Health Administra-
tion accounts at the Committee on 
Veterans Affairs’ oversight hearing on 
the future funding of the VA, including 
the following: funding some accounts 
under an advanced appropriation and 
some accounts under regular fiscal ap-
propriation could potentially create 
accounting complexities. 

Secretary Shinseki expressed con-
cern that the VA’s information tech-
nology is very much integrated into 
the medical care accounts and should 
be considered for advance appropria-
tion. 

The Congressional Research Service 
observed that not including IT in ad-
vance appropriations could ‘‘create a 
situation whereby, for example, VHA 
could not purchase computer software 
although it has procured medical 
equipment that needs the IT software,’’ 
or would not be able to provide the nec-

essary IT infrastructure for new Com-
munity-Based Outpatient Clinics. 

CRS also pointed out the failure to 
include medical and prosthetic re-
search could potentially raise an issue 
with regard to the timing of funding 
research projects and research support 
such as personnel costs and adminis-
trative support. 

When I offered a similar amendment 
at the full committee markup of H.R. 
1016, as amended, which is the bill that 
authorized the advanced appropriations 
proposal, it received broad bipartisan 
support and passed the Veterans’ Af-
fairs authorizing committee 17–8. 

Since the language of my amendment 
was also part of the final version of the 
bill when it passed the House, all I was 
trying to do was bring consistency be-
tween H.R. 1016, as amended, and the 
bill before us today. 

Every member of the Rules Com-
mittee voted in favor of H.R. 1016, so 
I’m disappointed to see that the very 
same provision was not made in order. 
The American people—in particular, 
our veterans—deserve a fair and open 
process of debate on this issue, and it’s 
unfortunate that this opportunity has 
been blocked by the Rules Committee 
for partisan reasons. 

Since open debate on this issue was 
disallowed, it’s my hope to continue to 
work with Chairman EDWARDS and 
Ranking Member WAMP to include 
these accounts in next year’s budget 
resolution and then in the 2011 appro-
priations bill. That’s the only choice 
that I now have. 

So I will attempt to work with you if 
you want to work with me. What I’ve 
learned around this place is bipartisan-
ship is a choice. It’s a choice. And I 
have been here now for 17 years and 
I’ve listened to Chairman OBEY not 
only in the majority, in the minority, 
and now back in the majority, and 
being consistent—to my good friend—is 
really important. 

So if you can remember what you 
were like in the minority, be con-
sistent to how you’re like in the major-
ity. And that’s how you endure respect 
from all of us. And that’s just my good 
counsel to my good friend. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I yield 2 
minutes to a member of the Rules 
Committee, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. POLIS). 

Mr. POLIS. I rise today in support of 
H.R. 3082, the Military Construction 
and Veterans Affairs Appropriation Act 
for fiscal year 2010, and the rule. I’d 
like to thank Chairman EDWARDS of 
the Military Construction and Vet-
erans’ Affairs Appropriation Com-
mittee as well as Chairman OBEY for 
their hard work and as well the dedi-
cated work of their staff in bringing 
this bill before us. 

This legislation truly reflects our 
commitment to improving the quality 
of life for our service men and women 
as well as our veterans, who have given 
so much to defend the freedoms that 
we enjoy every day. 

b 1015 
In the midst of an economic crisis 

and a war on two fronts, fully funding 
the Veterans Affairs bill is critical to 
our country’s ability to address the 
needs of our veterans and our military 
families. This bill authorizes funding 
for the Department of Veterans Affairs 
to fund a number of worthy projects, 
such as building housing for our troops, 
mental health services and grants for 
the construction of extended care fa-
cilities and veterans’ cemeteries. 

As a Coloradan, I am particularly 
pleased to see that the Fitzsimons Vet-
erans Affairs Hospital in Aurora, Colo-
rado, will receive $119 million as part of 
the Military Construction bill. It is ab-
solutely crucial for the State of Colo-
rado and for the veterans in my dis-
trict to have access to quality care 
close to their homes. 

I am very grateful to Secretary 
Shinseki and his staff, who invited 
those of us from the Colorado delega-
tion to the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs to make this announcement last 
month. They have truly recognized the 
urgency of completing a project that 
has been torn by uncertainty and going 
back to the drawing board for many, 
many years and finally moved forward 
in funding this Military Construction 
and Veterans Affairs Act. This bill will 
help ensure that the Obama adminis-
tration continues to move quickly for-
ward. I urge my colleagues to vote 
‘‘yes’’ on the rule and vote ‘‘yes’’ on 
final passage of H.R. 3082. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnetonka, Minnesota (Mr. PAULSEN). 

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the rule. As Congress 
moves forward in the debate on health 
care, we should ensure that any na-
tional health care reform plan pre-
serves the unique needs of our veterans 
and servicemembers as well as protects 
the unique identity and role of the suc-
cessful programs and insurance that 
they depend on. If we subject these 
benefits to new taxation or if we fool-
ishly fold them into a large govern-
ment-run program, the quality and the 
availability of care for our Nation’s 
veterans will suffer, and an erosion of 
the quality of these benefits could un-
dermine recruiting, retention and, ulti-
mately, national security. 

I had hoped today to offer an amend-
ment to make sure that any new 
health care program would not under-
cut the services currently available for 
our men and women in uniform. Unfor-
tunately I was not allowed to do so 
today because of the closed rule. It is 
frustrating when good ideas cannot 
move forward. 

Mr. Speaker, the servicemembers and 
veterans in our country who have 
served our Nation have unique health 
care needs that we fulfill through spe-
cific mechanisms, such as the VA, 
TRICARE and others. These entities 
are essential to ensuring that we meet 
our Nation’s obligations to those who 
serve in uniform and that we do so in a 
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most personal and effective way. Mili-
tary health benefits provide specific 
needed coverage that recognizes the ex-
traordinary sacrifices that are inherent 
to those who serve in our military. 
Similarly, there are unique and spe-
cialized VA programs that recognize 
the government responsibilities to 
those who incur injuries and illness as 
a result of their service. Moreover, spe-
cific services and programs for families 
of those who have served help ensure 
that our grateful Nation gives back to 
those who have sacrificed so much for 
all of us. It’s too bad that we are un-
able to move forward on my amend-
ment because it would have recognized 
and protected the government’s special 
responsibilities to our servicemembers 
and veterans in any health care pack-
age moving through Congress. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 
I am the last speaker on my side, so 
I’m going to reserve the balance of my 
time until the gentleman closes for his 
side. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, Repub-
licans are down on the floor today 
talking a lot about process. But I think 
it’s real interesting that two of our 
newest Members, who are from Colo-
rado and Maine, have never even seen 
an open rule. They’ve only served for 6 
months, but they could have served for 
almost 2 years and never would have 
seen an open rule on this floor. And 
that’s really the measure of what Re-
publicans are trying to talk about. 
We’re teaching our newest Members 
what things should not look like. We 
need open rules. 

As a result of that, Mr. Speaker, I am 
going to be asking for a ‘‘no’’ vote on 
the previous question so that we can 
amend this rule and allow for an open 
rule because that’s the way we should 
teach, especially new Members, that 
open rules should be a part of regular 
process. There’s no question that the 
rule the majority brings forth today 
will only cement the dangerous prece-
dent that the majority has been setting 
now for over 2 years. It will only dam-
age bipartisanship, and it harms us in 
our committees. It’s a part of most 
conversations in committees about 
what this Speaker is doing. 

I urge my colleagues to consider 
what we’re about to do and to vote 
‘‘no’’ to say no to this so we can allow 
free and open debate on appropriations 
bills and uphold the rights of millions 
of Americans—and not just for Repub-
licans but for Democrats also because 
they are also being shut out by their 
own party. This is not open; it’s not 
honest; and I believe the majority will 
come to regret this decision to close 
down this deliberative process here on 
the floor during appropriations sea-
sons. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert 
the text of my amendment and extra-
neous material immediately prior to 
the vote on the previous question. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SESSIONS. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on 

the previous question and a ‘‘no’’ vote 
on the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, thank you for listening 
to Republicans today. We believe it’s 
not just our right but the right thing 
to do to come and speak forthrightly 
about our ideas about members of the 
military, about VA hospitals that are 
in our districts and about Veterans Af-
fairs Centers that need to operate in a 
more efficient way. We’re proud of the 
men and women who serve our mili-
tary. I was proud today to have the 
gentleman, Mr. BUYER, a Gulf War vet-
eran, come and speak forthrightly 
about what we think ought to happen. 
We’re proud of this country. We’re 
proud of our military. But we think we 
also ought to make more deliberate de-
cisions in this House. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 

I just want to point out as we’re clos-
ing that there has been a tremendous 
amount of conversation on the floor 
today about the open rule, about the 
process here. And I want to point out 
to the Members that even under an 
open rule, nearly two-thirds of the 
amendments that were submitted to 
the Rules Committee were in violation 
of House rules and would have been 
subject to points of order. They 
wouldn’t have been able to proceed on 
the House floor. In fact, the majority 
of amendments you have heard about 
this morning from my good friend from 
Minnesota, from my colleague from 
Georgia, those are amendments that 
would have been in violation of House 
rules, would have been subject to a 
point of order. And while they made 
good points about why they wanted to 
have their amendments moved forward, 
the fact is, that wouldn’t have hap-
pened today anyway, even if we had 
been under an open rule. 

Let me say one last thing. My col-
league from Texas mentioned that a 
few of us who are new here, who 
haven’t been through the appropria-
tions process under open rules—and I 
will say as a new Member of this body, 
most of the bills that come to the floor 
come under structured rules. There 
may have been a tradition in the past 
of appropriations bills coming under 
more of an open rule, but I balance 
that with the remarks of our colleague 
from the Appropriations Committee, 
Mr. OBEY, who talked to us this morn-
ing about the tremendous amount of 
work we’re expected to get done. I can 
tell you, from my constituents back in 
the State of Maine, they say to me, 
you know, you’ve got a lot of work to 
do on renewable energy, on health care. 
We want to see you move forward on 
those issues. We want to see appropria-
tions bills, like the one we’re talking 
about today, that are going to provide 
vital services for our veterans. We 
want to see those get done. We want to 
see the Members of Congress get their 
work done. We don’t want to listen to 
you with hours of endless debate, par-

ticularly on things that would be sub-
ject to points of order and wouldn’t 
even be allowed to be discussed. We 
want to see you get your work done. 

As a very proud member of the Rules 
Committee, I have the opportunity to 
listen to a tremendous number of the 
amendments that come before us; and I 
feel very good about the way we’re 
moving forward with our work and 
about the challenges that we are facing 
for the American public and all that is 
before us and the importance of getting 
our work done. 

I do want to remind us today that in 
spite of all the other conversation that 
has gone on, this particular rule is a 
vital step forward towards improving 
our military infrastructure and ensur-
ing the quality care of our veterans 
and their families, making sure it is 
worthy of their sacrifice. That is why 
we are here on the floor this morning 
to talk about our veterans, to talk 
about military construction, to talk 
about making sure that we are there 
for them. 

My home State of Maine has one of 
the highest populations of veterans in 
the country. In a State of not even 2 
million people, Maine is home to over 
155,000 veterans, nearly one-fifth of our 
population. These men and women 
have served without question, without 
politics and certainly without delay. 
We must make a promise to them and 
to all of our veterans that we will do 
the same. We must provide them with 
health care and the benefits they de-
serve without question, without poli-
tics and without delay. Passing H.R. 
3082, we will begin to keep that prom-
ise. I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the previous 
question and on the rule. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. SESSIONS is as follows: 
AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 662 OFFERED BY MR. 

SESSIONS OF TEXAS 
Strike the resolved clause and all that fol-

lows and insert the following: 
Resolved, That immediately upon the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker shall, 
pursuant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare 
the house resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3082) making 
appropriations for military construction, the 
Department of Veterans Affairs, and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2010, and for other purposes. The 
first reading of the bill shall be dispensed 
with. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived except those aris-
ing under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. General 
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. Points of order against provi-
sions in the bill for failure to comply with 
clause 2 of rule XXI are waived. During con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole 
may accord priority in recognition on the 
basis of whether the Member offering an 
amendment has caused it to be printed in the 
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule 
XVIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. When the committee rises 
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and reports the bill back to the house with a 
recommendation that the bill do pass, the 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to 
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions. 

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. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield back the balance of my time, 

and I move the previous question on 
the resolution. 

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

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair 
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum 
time for any electronic vote on the 
question of adoption. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 244, nays 
174, not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 526] 

YEAS—244 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Adler (NJ) 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boccieri 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Bright 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Childers 
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 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 

Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gonzalez 
Gordon (TN) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
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 
Kosmas 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Massa 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 

McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murtha 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
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 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
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 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 

Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 

Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—174 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
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 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Guthrie 
Hall (TX) 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Melancon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Minnick 

Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Olson 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden 
Wamp 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—14 

Barrett (SC) 
Bishop (UT) 
Boucher 
Delahunt 
Fudge 

Granger 
Graves 
Heller 
Hoekstra 
Klein (FL) 

Murphy, Patrick 
Paul 
Platts 
Rohrabacher 

b 1050 

Mr. SIRES changed his vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated against: 
Mr. HELLER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

526, had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘nay.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 
will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 241, noes 179, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 527] 

AYES—241 

Abercrombie 
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) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Childers 
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 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gonzalez 
Gordon (TN) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 

Griffith 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
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 
Kosmas 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Massa 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Minnick 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murtha 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 

Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOES—179 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
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 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Guthrie 
Hall (TX) 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Melancon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Tim 

Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Olson 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden 
Wamp 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—12 

Barrett (SC) 
Buyer 
Farr 
Fudge 

Granger 
Graves 
Heller 
Hoekstra 

Klein (FL) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Paul 
Rangel 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised there 
are 2 minutes remaining on this vote. 

b 1058 

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. 
Stated against: 
Mr. HELLER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

527, had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘no.’’ 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
in which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include tabular and extra-
neous material on H.R. 3082. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AND 
VETERANS AFFAIRS APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2010 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 622 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 3082. 

b 1058 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3082) 
making appropriations for military 
construction, the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes, with Ms. 
BALDWIN in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 

bill is considered read the first time. 
The gentleman from Texas (Mr. ED-
WARDS) and the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. WAMP) each will control 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

b 1100 

Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. Madam 
Chair, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Madam Chair, Members, on behalf of 
America’s service men and women, our 
veterans, and their families, it is a 
privilege for me to present the Fiscal 
Year 2010 Military Construction/Vet-
erans Affairs Appropriations bill. 

I believe this bill and the work we 
have done since January of 2007 is work 
that all of us, Democrats and Repub-
licans alike, can be very proud of. In 
this time of war, we have continued 
our tradition of a bipartisan Military 
Construction and Veterans Affairs Ap-
propriations bill, a bill that honors in a 
meaningful way the service and sac-
rifice of our service men and women, 
our veterans, and their families. 

In the past 21⁄2 years, along with the 
passage of this bill, the Congress will 
have increased veterans health care 
and benefits funding by 58 percent. 
That is unprecedented in the history of 
this country, and I believe our veterans 
and their families have earned every 
dime of that funding. 

In addition, we have a new 21st-cen-
tury GI Education bill. And, recently, 
President Obama signed into law a pro-
vision amending that bill that will pro-
vide a college scholarship to every 
child who has lost a mother or father 
in military service to our country since 
September 11, 2001. 

In 21⁄2 years, this Congress will have 
done a number of things on behalf of 
our veterans and troops, including add-
ing 8,300 VA processors to reduce the 
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