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ones that top you out at some small
amount of benefits when you have
some terminally ill condition. These
are the real death panels in this coun-
try. And that’s why we need a public
option.

So I'm asking the Speaker and the
leadership, if we have to vote on this
Senate bill that doesn’t have a public
option in it, if we have to vote on this
reconciliation amendment that doesn’t
have a public option, isn’t it time that
we finally did something good for
America? Isn’t it time that we gave all
Americans the right to buy into a pub-
lic plan like this? Isn’t it in fact past
time that we did something like that?
And what’s the harm?

I say to those people on the other
side of the aisle, if you don’t want to
buy into the public option, that’s fine.
But don’t prevent me and my family
and the ones who I love from doing the
same. Let us have our alternative. And
remember what you said so many
times before: you say the government
can’t do anything right. Well, let’s see.
Let’s see right now. Let’s let people
buy into the public option through this
bill, H.R. 4789, and we’ll give it a shot.

————
HEALTH CARE ALTERNATIVE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. You know,
Mr. Speaker, I wasn’t going to come
down here and speak tonight, but I saw
my learned colleague who’s a trial law-
yer coming down here to talk. The
trial lawyers have been doing very well
over the years suing doctors and driv-
ing up the cost of medical care because
of the suits that have to be paid, and
the insurance that the doctors have to
buy to protect themselves against mal-
practice claims is astronomical in
some States. In some States, doctors
are actually leaving the State or retir-
ing from their practices because they
can’t afford to pay those premiums
and/or they’re worried to death that
they’re going to lose everything they
have worked a whole lifetime to attain
through a lawsuit.

And so it’s not a surprise to me that
my colleague that was just here, who is
a trial lawyer, would be down here
talking about the changes that he
thinks ought to be made in health care.

We have an alternative. Our alter-
native is to allow small businesses to
bind together to buy insurance for
their employees at the same rates as a
major corporation; to allow small busi-
nesses and individuals to buy insurance
across State lines so there’s more com-
petition in the system; to come up with
tort reform, which will limit these as-
tounding settlements that these trial
lawyers get.

There’s a whole host of things that
we have talked about putting into leg-
islation that will help solve the prob-
lems of health care, but they don’t
want to talk about it. In fact, what
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they talk about is that we’re the Party
of ‘“No,” we’re being obstructionists,
and we don’t want to solve the health
care problems. We do want to solve the
health care problems. And we can solve
the health care problems without de-
stroying the free enterprise system.

They are for government takeover of
medicine. That is socialized medicine.
And they want to see the government
telling all of us what kind of care we
get, who we get it from, when we get it,
and what rationing might take place.
And there will be rationing of health
care if their plan passes. And that’s
something I don’t think the American
people want.

And then you start talking to the
senior citizens. They want to take $500
billion out of Medicare and Medicare
Advantage. What’s that going to do to
the seniors and the health care they’re
getting right now? That’s going to add
to the problem that they say they’re
going to solve. Just putting the gov-
ernment in complete control of health
care is not going to be the answer.

We have problems that need to be
solved. They can be solved. They can be
solved within the free enterprise sys-
tem. We don’t want to destroy free en-
terprise in America. There are those on
that side and I believe at the White
House that believe government should
run everything. They should run health
care; they should run energy, like the
cap-and-trade bill; they should run the
automobile industry. We now have
Government Motors that took over
General Motors. They want to run the
finance industry. And the crown jewel
is health care, because health care is
one-sixth of our economy. They get
that. They’re on their way to the gov-
ernment controlling every part of our
lives, at least in large part.

This is something that we don’t be-
lieve in in America. We believe in the
free enterprise system and the people
that have the ability to succeed to
have that opportunity, the people who
come from nowhere can make money
because the system works. And we
don’t want the government telling us
what we can and we can’t do. We be-
lieve in freedom in this country and
not more and more government con-
trol.

If their health care bill passes, there
will be rationing of health care. There
will be bureaucrats coming between
people and their doctors. And govern-
ment here in Washington will be mak-
ing decisions for people’s health care.
Are they taking care of the other prob-
lems we’re facing in this country? Are
they solving the problems without the
costs going through the roof? Their
program is going to cost at least $1.5
trillion to $3 trillion that we do not
have. And our kids and our grandkids
are going to have to pay for that.
That’s unbelievable that we pass to the
next generation all the problems that
we face today.

We could come to grips with this, and
we could solve the problem if they’ll sit
down and work with us. They keep say-
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ing, Well, we’re not working with
them. They’ve got about an 80-vote ma-
jority in this House. In the other body,
they’ve got 59-41. They can pass any-
thing they want. They’ve got the guy
in the White House. The reason they
can’t get it done is because you, the
American people, don’t want it. You
don’t want government control over
our lives, and you don’t want socialized
medicine.

We can solve these problems. And we
can do it within the free enterprise sys-
tem if we just sit down and get the job
done. Let there be competition in the
free enterprise system and medicine,
and we’ll solve these problems.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——————

RULE OF LAW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. CARTER) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. CARTER. I'm honored to be here.
I think some might remember in this
body that for the last about year, year
and a half, I've been getting up here
and talking about the rule of law and
how the basic foundation of American
society is based upon a set of rules, a
set of laws. Without that foundation,
that surrender of sovereignty of the
American people to pieces of paper
that describe how we will behave in
this world, we would be an uncivilized
Nation and we would not be the great
Nation of liberty and freedom that we
are today. I've talked about the fact
that when we talk about the rule of
law, we’re not just talking about abid-
ing by the laws of this country. We're
talking about abiding by the rules that
we set to operate whatever we operate
in this country.

I'm reminded to tell a story. When
my oldest son was, I believe, in the sev-
enth or the eighth grade; he played
football. He was the best punter. He
was also the center. So the one time he
didn’t snap the ball was when he was
the punter. He punted the ball. He did
a pretty good job of it. We played a
team—I won’t mention where it is, but
if he’s listening, he’ll know what I'm
talking about—where the first time he
kicked the ball, a guy came through
and knocked him flat, and they didn’t
throw a flag. It’s young Kkids playing
and not, I guess, the most professional
referees. So he took it and I took it and
there was no problem.

The second time he punted the ball,
somebody came in and knocked him
flat again. At this point in time, I was
really concerned about it. The third
time he punted the ball, somebody
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came in and knocked him flat again.
He turned to the referee as I was climb-
ing the fence, I was so mad, and asked
him, What does it take to get a ‘‘rough-
ing the kicker” call? And he said, In
this town, you better just shut up and
play the game.

O 2000

My son is now a coach at a major
school in Texas, but I would almost as-
sure you that he has never forgotten
that person who refused to enforce the
rules, and we were just lucky that he
didn’t get injured because he was a lit-
tle kid still. He was in the seventh
grade. And I have never forgotten it,
and most people don’t forget when peo-
ple break rules that they expect to be
played by. If their team is playing on
Saturday or on Sunday and they see a
blatant violation of the rules, most
Americans get infuriated by people
who violate rules.

I take the position—and I think the
position is easily defended—that the
United States of America cannot run
without the laws that we create both in
this body and our State legislatures
around the country and those laws that
the courts have interpreted correctly.
Those things keep us on that founda-
tion of operational procedures that we
have that allows us to know that when
we do something, we follow the rules,
and others are expected to follow the
rules, and if they don’t follow the
rules, we have recourse to make them
follow the rules.

I have been talking about that for a
year. I have been talking about that,
about Members of this body that I have
said, you know, that there were ethics
violations filed against them, that the
Ethics Committee needed to resolve
those because there were allegations
that they had broken the rules. Some
of those things have come to fruition,
and without any animosity towards
anyone, I am glad at least one of those
issues has been slightly resolved. But
there are others, and it would seem to
me that as we talk about and as we
look at each other in this body—and all
of us are Members and all of us agree
to a set of rules when we come here.

What’s interesting is that in the his-
tory of the United States, there are
some people that are highly respected
by both political parties, by all Ameri-
cans. I think Abraham Lincoln falls in
that category. I think George Wash-
ington falls in that category. I believe
Thomas Jefferson, Benjamin Franklin,
and many, many others of those who
are either our Founding Fathers or
people who have done such extraor-
dinary things for freedom and for lib-
erty in this country that we remember
them, and we remember and we honor
what they did.

Thomas Jefferson wrote the rules for
operation of this House and of the Sen-
ate. I take that back. I don’t know if
he wrote it for the Senate. I know he
wrote it for the House. I think he wrote
it for both bodies. But whatever that
may be, when our Founding Fathers
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were sitting around on those hot days
in the summer trying to put together a
constitution, trying to resolve the
issues and deciding what kind of func-
tioning government they wanted to
have, they had a concept of creating a
republic—mot a parliamentary democ-
racy but a republic—where you had a
representative form of government,
where you had two bodies, the House
and the Senate. The House would be
the people’s House, and it would have
the opportunity to change every 2
years. The Senate, at that time, would
be appointed by the legislatures of the
various States. The Senators would
represent States, and they would
change after a 6-year term, with alter-
nating terms, so every 2 years a certain
body but never all that body would
change.

And when they looked at how they
wanted these two Houses to operate,
they set up that this House would be
the rapid-solution-to-the-problem
House. This House goes and moves,
compared to the Senate, at light speed,
and it was intended that way by our
Founders. They intended it because
they wanted the people’s business
taken care of and addressed first, and
they wanted it addressed in an impor-
tant manner by this House. But they
also realized that sometime in the heat
of debates that can go on in this place,
that level heads needed to calm things
down for a bit and ponder it before it’s
passed so things aren’t rushed to judg-
ment and mistakes aren’t made. We
have the same kind of procedures in
the courtroom today. Just, for exam-
ple, in a capital murder case, we spend
an inordinate amount of time and slow
things down so that we can try our
very best to make sure that mistakes
are not being made, because it’s life or
death, what occurs in that courtroom.

So our Founding Fathers wanted our
legislation to go to the Senate and give
the Senate the ability to slow the proc-
ess down, take a hard look at each of
the elements, and try to come up with
a resolution in the Senate that was
more philosophical and more pondered
than the House. It was intended that
way. And for that reason, they set up a
means by which the Members of the
Senate could do what’s called filibuster
the Senate. And that means that they
can start talking, and one person could
hold up the whole operation until ev-
erybody agreed to calm down and get
certain points resolved at a slower
rate.

This has evolved, but the rules have
been following that various trend and
with that concept since the creation by
our Founding Fathers. Today, we have
a process that takes place over in the
Senate which is sort of, if you will—
imagine that there is someone standing
up talking until you get 60 votes to
shut him up. But there is not really
somebody standing up and talking. We
have a rule called ‘‘cloture,” and that
rule says that until you can vote on an
up-or-down vote on any issue in the
Senate of the United States, you have
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to have 60 Members of that body to
agree to bring that to the floor of the
Senate for a vote. And that’s an issue
that it should be—if it’s not in the
minds of all the American people
today, it should be in the minds of the
American people, because one-sixth of
our economy teeters on the verge of
change based upon whether or not the
Senate rule of cloture will be main-
tained as a rule which has been in ex-
istence and the concept since the
founding of the body that is over on
the other side of this building.

Now, whenever there’s a rule, there is
always someone who will try to come
up with a way to get around the rule.
That’s human nature. Sometimes peo-
ple can get around it by breaking the
rule, and sometimes people can get
around it by adjusting the rule. The
rule was adjusted slightly back in, I
think it was, 1974, and they came up
with a concept called reconciliation.
And what they were finding was that in
the budgetary process, when you have
to reconcile revenues with expendi-
tures to balance your checkbook, bal-
ance the budget, whatever you do at
your home—don’t use the kind of ac-
counting we use around this place. But
to make those two things reconcile,
they put up the process of reconcili-
ation, which for reconciling those num-
bers—for reconciling those two num-
bers to make them work, you could use
a reconciliation process if you had put
it in the rule prior to the passage of
the budget or the addressing of the
budget so that you could reconcile the
numbers, and it didn’t take 60 votes to
get that vote. And reconciliation has
been used for budgetary and number
balancing ever since in a very limited
manner.

It comes up maybe once or twice a
Presidential term for a President, to
make sure that when new things are
being done in the way of expenditures
or taxation or whatever it is, to make
things reconciled. Sometimes that’s
done by reconciliation. But it never
was designed to take a whole body and
battery of laws and just change the
rule to make 51 votes a win in the Sen-
ate. It was always intended that that
was just for balancing your checkbook
and not for creating your job and pay-
ing your bills. So, in other words, it
wasn’t for the big ideas. It was for the
little tweaks to make things work. I
don’t think everybody understands
that, but that’s what it was for. That’s
what it’s been used for.

I have some examples on this page.
This was written by a man named John
Dalton about the process. It’s a good
explanation. He points out—and there
may be others, but he has got a list of
the names of the bills that have used
reconciliation. Omnibus Reconciliation
Act of 1980 under Jimmy Carter, Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981
under Ronald Reagan, Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1982 under Ron-
ald Reagan, Tax Equity and Fiscal Re-
sponsibility Act 1982 under Reagan,
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act.
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Notice the names ‘‘budget,” ‘‘taxes,”
“fiscal”” under Reagan. Deficit Reduc-
tion Act under Reagan. All of those
took place in the eighties. All of those,
you hear the word ‘‘budget’” or you
hear the word ‘‘tax’ or ‘“‘expenditures.”
That’s what it was for.

Today we have been debating now for
over a year President Obama’s concept
of health care for the United States. I
hesitate to say President Obama’s bill
because, at least to my knowledge,
President Obama has never himself,
nor the White House, written a bill and
presented it to this body for delibera-
tion.

So the bill that we’re talking about
right now—we had a House bill pass
this body by one vote, and we had a
Senate bill pass the Senate on Christ-
mas Eve. Both of those were conten-
tious, and both of those were hard
fought, and both of those barely
squeaked by. And normally, because
the Senate bill is drastically different
from the House bill, those would go to
a conference committee where they
would work out the differences and try
to come up with solutions. That’s the
normal process for bills in this House.
But the normal process doesn’t seem to
be wanting to go on in this House right
now, so we’re not going to a conference
committee. And the only other alter-
native would be that either the Senate
take the House bill without any
changes and pass it, which they said
“no,” or now that they’ve passed their
bill, they send it over here to the
House, and the House has to pass that
bill without any changes. And if there
are any changes, it’s got to go to a con-
ference committee, because you can’t
change it. You either accept it or you
haven’t accepted it. If you haven’t ac-
cepted it, then you’ve got to reconcile
between the House and the Senate bill.

The proposal on health care, which is
being strong-armed in this House right
now is to get this done by Easter, and
they’re going to do it by strong-arming
the elements in this House on the
Democratic side of the aisle because
the Republicans are not going to vote
for this bill, to ask them to give up
their conscience—both our liberal
Members and our conservative Mem-
bers—to give up what they stand for
and pass the Senate bill, even if they
don’t agree with it, and then to trust
the leadership of this House to put to-
gether a reconciliation package that
will fix things like abortion, which has
nothing to do with anything to do with
reconciliation, and do a reconciliation
bill to address the issues concerning
abortion in this bill, or do a reconcili-
ation bill to address a government op-
tion, which is the far left liberals’ con-
cept—and you heard it talked about
here tonight—of what’s missing here in
this bill.

The leadership here is asking them to
not mess with the Senate bill; pass it,
even though they don’t agree with it.
And they don’t think it should pass the
way it is. Pass it and trust it that it
will be changed. And it will be changed
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through a process which is not for
changing these types of life-changing
issues, but for tweaking your check-
book, if you will. And that means that
we are going to change over 200 years
of history in order to get a health care
bill passed that, by the best poll out
there, 57 percent of the American peo-
ple don’t want. And there are polls that
say as many as 60 and 70 percent of the
American people don’t want this health
care bill. They want us to start over
and try again. They think we can do
better than to create hundreds—not
hundreds. That’s an exaggeration.
Let’s get it right—about 35 or 40 new
agencies and bureaus in this country
that will have people overseeing every-
thing to do with health care in this Na-
tion and that will put people who oper-
ate in Washington, D.C., between you
and your doctor in making health care
decisions.

The American people have said, We
don’t like it. Tens of thousands of them
took to the streets in August and said,
Go back and do it right. Both you
Democrats and you Republicans, get
together. We want to see you work to-
gether on this bill, and we want you to
come up with the kind of solutions
we’re looking for that deal with costs,
deal with accessibility, deal with pre-
existing conditions. But they don’t
have to be in something that nobody—
unless they’ve got a couple of months—
can read through and digest and under-
stand. Put it in a series of bills that we
can understand as American people.

If there is one thing we owe, as Mem-
bers of this body, is that we owe it to
the American people to pass bills that
they can read. I mean, it is affecting
one-sixth of their lives. One-sixth of
their paycheck is going to be hit every
time they think about health care.

0 2015

And people are going to be ordered to
take health care and mandated with
penalties if they don’t want to take
health care. And there’s some people
that don’t. So it’s life-changing. But
what I'm talking about today—that’s
an argument you’ve heard made for
months now—I'm back to where I
started. There are rules and there are
laws that you run your operation by,
and when you start violating, espe-
cially laws and rules that go to the
basic tenet of the Constitution of this
United States, that the Senate is the
deliberative body, then you are basi-
cally changing not only a sixth of our
economy but you’re changing the way
the government of the United States
has operated for over 200 years. That’s
not the way it ought to be. It shouldn’t
be that way.

And so I would argue that my issue
about rule of law goes to the reconcili-
ation process. And yet the leadership of
this House, the Speaker of the House,
NANCY PELOSI; HARRY REID, the major-
ity leader of the Senate; and the Presi-
dent of the United States are all talk-
ing about fixing the disputes that are
in this House about the Senate health
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care bill through reconciliation which
would then be an abuse of the rules and
violate what this country has stood for
for over 200 years.

Now, what’s wrong with that picture?
Well, first off, it changes everything
that happens in the future. Because if
now we can turn over one-sixth of the
economy to the government, again a
portion of the economy will now be
managed by the centrists, if you will,
the people who want a central govern-
ment here in Washington running ev-
erything, when they do that, then the
next issue that comes before this
House, there’s no reason for anybody to
honor the 60-vote rule in the Senate.
There’s no reason for anybody to honor
it. Once you break it, that affects
every human being that lives on this
planet, inside the United States, once
you fix it and violate the rules to suit
yourself against those people, what can
we bring before this House that would
require that rule ever again? And I
think an argument could very well be
made that that will be the end of the
cloture rule in the Senate. And when
you end the cloture rule in the Senate,
we’ll either go back to the old fili-
buster or, quite frankly, we’ll go back
to a different Senate that’s not oper-
ating the way our Founding Fathers
intended it to operate.

These are issues that I think as we
vote about this, we need to realize that
our concept, that we should go by a set
of rules and we should operate by that
set of rules. To violate those rules,
there are consequences. I'm not saying
we’re going to put anybody in jail. I'm
saying the consequences are right now
you might have a win. But when you’re
in the minority, which this 60-vote rule
is done to protect the minority, who-
ever it may be, Democrat or Repub-
lican, if you once give up the power to
protect the minority, or at least give
them a voice, then down the road
someone’s going to wake up, it’s some-
thing that breaks their heart to see it
passed into law, and there won’t be a
cloture rule to protect them.

Breaking rules has consequences. I
don’t know if what I'm saying here has
any effect on those folks, but I can tell
you that, for instance, the health care
bill calls for $1 billion in budget sav-
ings over a 5-year period of time of def-
icit spending totaling about, esti-
mated, $8 trillion. This impact is about
one one-thousandth of a percent, which
indisputably reaches the ‘‘incidental”’
definition of budgetary impact under
the Byrd rule.

Senator BYRD wrote a rule that said
you can’t use this idea of reconcili-
ation for just incidental effects. There
is nothing more incidental than that.
When you’re talking about $8 trillion
versus $1 billion, that’s pretty inci-
dental. And yet it is one-sixth of the
economy.

The reason we have rules is for peo-
ple to follow the rules. I encourage and
I hope and I pray that every one of the
American people will now understand,
and this is difficult to talk about, and
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it’s not easy for anybody to under-
stand. And if anybody tells you that
JOHN CARTER’s an expert on it, you tell
them they don’t know what they’re
talking about. I'm not an expert on it.
I'm just here to tell you that I do un-
derstand what common sense means
and I understand what’s right and
wrong. And when Thomas Jefferson
writes the rules and everybody abides
by them for over 200 years of history of
the United States and all of a sudden
to get your way you decide not to abide
by the rules, that’s wrong. And I think
the American people are going to know
it’s wrong. And I hope the American
people will rise up and say it’s wrong.

If they can pass it with 60 votes in
the Senate, that’s the blessing of the
American people. That’s the way the
deal operates. That’s playing within
the rules. That’s following the rules
that make the playing field, I consider,
level because we all play by those
rules. And that’s fine. But if you can’t,
don’t play tricks and don’t change
rules that you’re not supposed to
change, because if you do, the con-
sequences to the American people are
going to be awful. There’s a lot of
anger in this country right now, and I
believe that anger will be increased
six-fold or more if they find out, the
same bunch of Americans who watch
basketball or football or baseball, who
know the rules of the game and watch
somebody break the rules, they expect
a foul to be called, they expect a pen-
alty to be set, they expect a man to be
called out or a man to be called safe,
they expect the rules to be played by;
and if they expect that on the baseball
field, the football field and the basket-
ball court, why wouldn’t they expect it
when people are changing their life?
When people are writing rules to
change their life, why wouldn’t they
expect that?

Health care reform has been on our
plate now for quite a while. Meanwhile,
we’re losing jobs. We’'ve got issues that
we really need to be dealing with about
people that are out of work and trying
to figure out a way to get them back to
work. We’ve got companies that are
confused about the future. By that con-
fusion, they’re not willing to make in-
vestments either by expanding their
businesses or hiring people, so they’re
just sitting on the sidelines right now
and waiting. We’ve got small busi-
nesses that are frightened because they
don’t know whether they’re going to be
mandated to do health care or not, or
whether they can do what they're
doing now or what they need to do, or
where they can go to make it better for
their employees so maybe I don’t want
to hire any more employees. We’ve got
millions of people that need a job. And
we’re happy when only 30 or 40,000 lost
a job this month. That’s supposed to be
happy? I think we should be happy
when 30 or 40,000 got a job this month,
not when only 40,000 or 30,000 or 20,000
lost. That’s not our goal. Our goal is to
be able to say, we’re happy to an-
nounce on the floor of this House that
40,000 people got a job this month.
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But instead, we’ve been debating
health care. We have been like people
who say, I'm going to take my football
and go home, demanding the game be
played by their rules, not by the rules
of the game, and demanding that their
way be taken even when the American
people tell them they don’t want that
way. That’s what I think this debate is
about.

I have a whole bunch of posters here
that a lot of people went to a lot of
work on, and I will go through some of
them. ROBERT BYRD, who’s still alive
and still working over in the Senate,
here is what he said about reconcili-
ation:

““I oppose using the budget reconcili-
ation process to pass health care re-
form and climate change legislation.
Such a proposal would violate the in-
tent and spirit of the budget process
and do serious injury to the constitu-
tional role of the Senate.

““As one of the authors of the rec-
onciliation process, I can tell you that
reconciliation was intended to adjust
revenue and spending levels in order to
reduce deficits. It was not designed to
create a new climate and energy re-
gime and certainly not to restructure
the entire health care system.”

This was said by Senator ROBERT
BYRD, 4/2/09. He was one of the authors
of the reconciliation process in 1974.
And that’s what I’'ve just been telling
you. The Senator agrees with what I've
just been saying, and I think really im-
portant things that we have to be con-
cerned about is what he said about the
Constitution: ‘‘serious injury to the
constitutional role of the Senate,” just
what I’ve been talking about with you.

Let me point out, all these chairs
that you see in this room have some-
body that sits in them. They’re not as-
signed seats, we sit where we want to,
but we all tend to sit somewhere.
Every one of us stands up on the first
day of this House and we swear an
oath. We raise our right hand and we
swear an oath. And the nature of that
oath is pretty darn simple. We don’t
swear to be loyal to our party, Repub-
lican or Democrat; we don’t swear to
be loyal to a man or a Speaker or a ma-
jority leader or a President. We swear
one thing. We don’t swear to provide
for everybody and give a free ride to
everybody in the country. We swear to
preserve, protect and defend the Con-
stitution of the United States. That’s
what we swear to. That’s our job here.
Our job is to make sure that piece of
work that created this simple but in-
tricate system of rules that we’ve all
accepted and has caused us all to pros-
per, our job is to defend that and the
President’s got the same oath. Our job
is not other things; it’s preserve what’s
in the Constitution and the way the
Constitution is supposed to operate.

Senator BYRD points out as I did,
we’re looking at something that will be
in violation if not of the nature but at
least of the spirit of the Constitution
of the United States. This is more seri-
ous than some people may be thinking
about.
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Here’s some stuff about reconcili-
ation:

It gives the Congress the ability to
change current law to bring spending
and revenues in line.

Uses numerical targets and not pro-
gram-specific.

Debate is limited to 20 hours, non-
germane amendments are not in order,
a vote is guaranteed and requires 51
votes to pass rather than 60 as normal.

The Byrd rule. Legislation cannot be
added to a reconciliation bill if it has a
budgetary impact which is merely inci-
dental to the policy components of the
provision. As I've told you, the bill
that we’re talking about is $1 billion
versus $8 trillion. That’s pretty inci-
dental.

Now you may not think so until you
realize what a billion is, and then you
realize what a trillion is. A trillion is a
number that’s so hard to understand
that if you stacked thousand-dollar
bills 4 inches high, they’re brand new,
they don’t have any wrinkles, they per-
fectly fit together and they’re 4 inches
high, that’s a million dollars. A trillion
dollars, 67 miles high.

So you can see, that’s a whole lot of
money we’re talking about. A billion to
$8 trillion is pretty incidental.

Health care reform is not fiscal pol-
icy. That means it’s not about money.
That’s what we’re talking about. When
you change a rule to do something that
you can’t do, that you shouldn’t be
doing in the first place, and so you’re
going to change the rule just to get
your way and change the constitu-
tional history of our country, some-
thing’s real wrong with all that, and
something that people ought to think
about, because someday somebody
might be rolling over you and some-
thing you care about by breaking the
rules, and I don’t think you will be
very happy about that, because we are
a group of people that play by the
rules.

O 2030

Been picking on these two guys for a
long time for the last 2 months about
tax evasion with no penalties: Treasury
Secretary Tim Geithner and Mr. RAN-
GEL, who is the former Chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee. But it is
not fair to have spent the time picking
on these two guys when this whole
House is fixing to break rules that are
going to affect everyone sitting in this
Chamber, and in fact everyone drawing
a breath in this country, and they are
going to break rules and change rules
and avoid rules.

I am almost embarrassed to have
picked on these two individuals for the
rules that they broke concerning taxes
and other things. Although it is the
right thing to say, and if they break
the rules you ought to talk about it.
Well, the Congress is about to break
the rules, and we ought to talk about
it.

Finally, and I am going to quit now,
I would hope that everybody realizes
that everybody in this Congress wants
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to make health care work. And they
want to make health care work for ev-
erybody and give everybody equal op-
portunity under health care. And there
are many people on both sides of the
aisle that think we can do better than
these 2,000- and 3,000- and 4,000-page
bills that seem to hit that table once in
a while. And health care is one of
them. So I am appealing to my col-
leagues in the House of Representa-
tives to encourage everybody, when it
comes to this important one-sixth of
our economy, to play by the rules.

I yield back the balance of my time.

———————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan (at the
request of Mr. HOYER) for today.

————

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas) to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GRAYSON, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FLAKE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. Por of Texas,
March 12, 15, and 16.

Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, March 12,
15, and 16.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
today and March 10, 11, and 12.

Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes,
March 15 and 16.

Mr. FLAKE, for 5 minutes, today.

————

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 32 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, March 10, 2010, at
10 a.m.

for 5 minutes,

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

6446. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Amend-
ment to the list of MARPOL Annex V special
areas that are currently in effect to add the
Gulfs and Mediterranean Sea special areas
[Docket No.: USCG-2009-0273] (RIN: 1625-
AB41) received January 27, 2010, pursuant to
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5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6447. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Airbus Model A318 Series Air-
planes [Docket No.: FAA-2009-0713; Direc-
torate Identifier 2007-NM-303-AD; Amend-
ment 39-16180; AD 2010-02-09] (RIN: 2120-A A64)
received February 3, 2010, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6448. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Turbomeca Turmoa IV A and IV
C Turboshaft Engines [Docket No.: FAA-2010-
0009; Directorate Identifier 2010-NE-01-AD;
Amendment 39-16178; AD 2010-02-08] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received February 3, 2010, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

6449. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Agusta S.p.A. (Agusta) Model
AB139 and AW139 Helicopters [Docket No.:
FAA-2009-1125; Directorate Identifier 2009-
SW-50-AD; Amendment 39-16129; AD 2009-19-
51] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received February 3,
2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

6450. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Thrush Aircraft, Inc. Model 600
S2D and S2R Series Airplanes [Docket No.:
FAA-2007-27862; Directorate Identifier 2007-
CE-036-AD; Amendment 39-16150; AD 2009-26-
11] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received February 3,
2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

6451. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Establishment
of Class D and Class E Airspace, Modification
of Class E Airspace; Ocala, FL [Docket No.:
FAA-2009-0326; Airspace Docket 09-ASO-15]
received February 3, 2010, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6452. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; The Boeing Company Model 747-
100, 747-100B, 747-100B SUD, 747-200B, 747-200C,
747-200F', 747-300, 747SR, and 747SP Series Air-
planes Equipped with General Electric CF6-
45 or -50 Series Engines, or Equipped with
Pratt & Whitney JT9D-3 or -7 (Excluding -70)
Series Engines [Docket No.: FAA-2009-0865;
Directorate Identifier 2009-NM-023-AD;
Amendment 39-16168; AD 2010-01-10] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received February 3, 2010, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

6453. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Establishment
of Class E Airspace; Lewisport, KY [Docket
No.: FAA-2009-0706; Airspace Docket No. 09-
ASO0-26] received February 3, 2010, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6454. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Establishment
of Class E Airspace; Clayton, GA [Docket
No.: FAA-2009-0605; Airspace Docket No. 09-
ASO-19] received February 3, 2010, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6455. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Establishment
of Class E Airspace; Tompkinsville, KY
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[Docket No.: FAA-2009-0604; Airspace Docket
No. 09-AS0-18] received February 3, 2010, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

6456. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Establishment
of Class E Airspace; Hertford, NC [Docket
No.: FAA-2009-0705; Airspace Docket No. 09-
ASO0-25] received February 3, 2010, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6457. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; The Boeing Company Model 747-
100B SUD, -200B, -300, -400, and -400D Series
Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2009-0636; Direc-
torate Identifier 2009-NM-031-AD; Amend-
ment 39-16158; AD 2010-01-02] (RIN: 2120-AA64)
received February 3, 2010, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6458. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Sicma Aero Seat 90xx and 92xx
Series Passenger Seats, Installed on, but not
Limited to ATR — GIE Avions de Transport
Regional Model ATR42 Airplanes and Model
ATRT72 Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2007-
27346; Directorate Identifier 2008-NM-205-AD;
Amendment 39-16176; AD 2010-02-06] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received February 3, 2010, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

6459. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; AVOX Systems and B/E Aero-
space Oxygen Cylinder Assemblies, as In-
stalled on Various Transport Airplanes
[Docket No.: FAA-2010-0029; Directorate
Identifier 2009-NM-262-AD; Amendment 39-
16179; AD 2009-21-10 R1] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re-
ceived February 3, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

6460. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Establishment
of Class E Airspace; Anniston, AL [Docket
No.: FAA-2009-0653; Airspace Docket No. 09-
ASO0-22] received February 3, 2010, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6461. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Engine Components, Inc., (ECi)
Reciprocating Engine Cylinder Assemblies
[Docket No. FAA-2008-0052; Directorate Iden-
tifier 2008-NE-01-AD; Amendment 39-16151;
AD 2009-26-12] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received Feb-
ruary 3, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

6462. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Establishment
of Class D and E Airspace and Modification
of Class E Airspace; State College, PA [Dock-
et No.: FAA-2009-0750; Airspace Docket No.
09-AS0-16] received February 3, 2010, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

6463. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; The Boeing Company Model 737-
600, -700, -700C, -800, -900, and -900ER Series
Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2009-0657; Direc-
torate Identifier 2009-NM-048-AD; Amend-
ment 39-16175; AD 2010-02-04] (RIN: 2120-AA64)
received February 3, 20109, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.
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