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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote. 

b 1126 

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

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill, as amended, was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 
Mr. HELLER. Madam Speaker, on rollcall 

No. 111, had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Madam 
Speaker, on rollcall No. 111, had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Madam Speaker, on 
Friday, March 12, 2010, I was absent during 
rollcall vote No. 111. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on the motion to sus-
pend the rules and pass H.R. 4506, the Bank-
ruptcy Judgeship Act of 2010, which will au-
thorize the appointment of additional bank-
ruptcy judges into the courts. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, I was unable to attend several votes 
today. Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘aye’’ on final passage of H.R. 3650 and 
‘‘aye’’ on final passage of H.R. 4506. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Madam 
Speaker, on March 12, 2010, I was unavoid-
ably unable to cast my votes for rollcall 109, 
rollcall 110 and rollcall 111. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, yesterday, I debated the im-
peachment resolution, H. Res. 1031, but 
I was delayed in a health care discus-
sion and meeting, which caused me to 
miss rollcall vote 102 of article I of H. 
Res. 1031, the impeachment resolution. 

I ask unanimous consent to place my 
vote in the RECORD. If I were present, I 
would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ I ask it to be 
placed in the RECORD in the appro-
priate place. 

f 

PERMISSION FOR MEMBER TO BE 
CONSIDERED AS FIRST SPONSOR 
OF H.R. 562 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may here-
after be considered to be the first spon-
sor of H.R. 562, a bill originally intro-
duced by Representative Neil Aber-
crombie of Hawaii, for the purposes of 
adding cosponsors and requesting 
reprintings pursuant to clause 7 of rule 
XII. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

PERMISSION FOR MEMBER TO BE 
CONSIDERED AS FIRST SPONSOR 
OF H.R. 3333 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may here-
after be considered to be the first spon-
sor of H.R. 3333, a bill originally intro-
duced by Representative Neil Aber-
crombie of Hawaii, for the purposes of 
adding cosponsors and requesting 
reprintings pursuant to clause 7 of rule 
XII. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

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

Mr. CANTOR. Madam Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Maryland, 
the majority leader, for the purposes of 
announcing next week’s schedule. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend, the 
Republican whip, for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, on Monday the 
House will meet at 12:30 p.m. for morn-
ing-hour debate and at 2 p.m. for legis-
lative business, with votes postponed 
until 6:30 p.m. On Tuesday the House 
will meet at 10:30 a.m. for morning- 
hour debate and 12 p.m. for legislative 
business. On Wednesday and Thursday, 
the House will meet at 10 a.m. for legis-
lative business. On Friday, the House 
will meet at 9 a.m. for legislative busi-
ness. 

We will consider several bills under 
suspension of the rules, including a 
number of bills focused on improving 
government operations: the Plain Lan-
guage Act, H.R. 946, by Representative 
BRALEY; H.R. 4720, Taking Responsi-
bility for Congressional Pay Act, by 
Representative KIRKPATRICK of Ari-
zona. A complete list of suspension 
bills will be announced by the close of 
business today, as is the custom. 

In addition, we will consider further 
action on H.R. 1586, the FAA Air Trans-
portation Modernization and Safety 
Improvement Act. Further action on 
the jobs agenda is possible, and further 
action on health care legislation is also 
possible. 

b 1130 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
Madam Speaker, I think it has been 

well reported that the majority plans 
to try to use the reconciliation process 
to ram a health care bill through this 
House and the one across the Capitol, 
and we also know from the reports that 
it is imperative that this House and 
the House majority and members of the 
majority must first pass the Senate’s 
health care bill before any other action 
on a reconciliation measure is taken. 
The gentleman has announced, Madam 
Speaker, that all this will take place 
next week. 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 01:54 Mar 13, 2010 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 4636 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A12MR7.007 H12MRPT1jb
el

l o
n 

D
S

K
D

V
H

8Z
91

P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1377 March 12, 2010 
I wonder if the gentleman could give 

us a little bit more clarity as to the 
schedule and perhaps the need for 
Members to keep their schedules flexi-
ble through the weekend. 

Mr. HOYER. First, let me say that no 
matter how often the gentleman and 
his colleagues want to say so, that we 
are going to ‘‘ram through’’ something, 
no matter how many times the press 
and public may be misled by that as-
sertion, we are not ramming through 
anything, I tell my friend. 

We are following the rules of the 
House and following the rules of the 
Senate that have been decades in exist-
ence, which, when they have been used, 
72 percent of the time they have been 
used, 72 percent of the time they have 
been used, I tell my friend, your party 
used them. They are the rules, and we 
are going to follow the rules. 

Both bills that are pending before the 
Congress of the United States have 
been passed with a majority, and, in 
fact, the Senate bill was passed by a 60 
percent majority, I tell my friend, not 
rammed through, after a full year of 
debate and discussion, scores of hear-
ings, hundreds of witnesses, and thou-
sands of hours of consideration. 

I tell my friend that you can say we 
are ramming something through as 
much as you want and it will not make 
it true, no matter how often it is said 
by your side of the aisle, who, in my 
opinion, wants simply to stop the legis-
lation in its tracks. 

I tell my friend that we are going to 
be in the regular order, as we have been 
on these bills since they were intro-
duced. We are going to be in the reg-
ular order in terms of considering the 
passage of bills that have received ma-
jorities in both Houses. As I say again, 
the Senate bill has received a 60 per-
cent majority in its House. 

Now, the American public, frankly, I 
expect when we vote on bills, they ex-
pect things to pass by majority vote. 
They do here. They unfortunately 
don’t in the other body. So you can 
have 59 percent, as we had in the 
House, to give children health care, 
and children don’t get health care. 

So I say to my friend, as I said, the 
expectation is we will consider passing 
health care legislation this coming 
week. We think it is long overdue. We 
expect the Budget Committee to mark 
up a reconciliation bill, as the com-
mittee did when the Republicans were 
in charge on 16 occasions out of the 22 
that reconciliation has been used, 72 
percent of the time, as I want to reit-
erate; because I, frankly, get a little 
impatient with this assertion that 
somehow a process that you utilized 72 
percent of the times it has been uti-
lized, which means we used it 28 per-
cent, that somehow now when we are 
using it, it is somehow now not con-
sistent with the rules. My friend knows 
it is consistent with the rules, and we 
are pursuing that process. 

The committee, I expect, will mark 
up on Monday. I expect thereafter the 
Rules Committee to meet, as is con-

sistent with the rules, to prepare a rec-
onciliation bill and to report it to this 
floor. I expect them to report a rule to 
consider that reconciliation bill, and I 
expect that reconciliation bill to be 
considered. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
Madam Speaker, all I asked was 

whether the Members should be pre-
pared to be here over the weekend. 

Mr. HOYER. No, you said a number 
of things before that which I was re-
sponding to. But, yes, Members should 
prepare to be here next weekend. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
Madam Speaker, without having to 

delve back into the debate on what 
makes this health care bill different 
than the other times reconciliation 
was used, I think the American people 
are those that see the obvious. 

But I would ask the gentleman, since 
he says we will be employing regular 
order here in response to the Presi-
dent’s request that there be an up-or- 
down vote in this House, could the gen-
tleman give us some enlightenment as 
to the suggestion surrounding some-
thing called the ‘‘Slaughter solution’’ 
and whether, in fact, Members can 
have an up-or-down vote, clean up-or- 
down vote on this bill, or whether 
there will be some procedural maneu-
vering, self-executing rule deeming the 
Senate bill passed? If he could give us 
some indication of what we may be 
able to expect next week. 

Mr. HOYER. Of course, as the gen-
tleman knows, the gentleman’s party 
has used that process as well, as I am 
sure the gentleman knows. But, in any 
event, we will follow the rules. We will 
have a vote on the rule, consistent 
with the rules. 

I have not talked to the chairwoman 
of the Rules Committee at this point in 
time, so that I cannot give you a spe-
cific response and have not heard—this 
is the first I have heard something re-
ferred to in the terms you have just re-
ferred to it as. But we will provide for 
a rule for consideration of the Senate 
bill for reconciliation, and the process 
of doing so will be consistent with the 
rules. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
Madam Speaker, I would like to ask 

again, consistent with the President’s 
request that there be an up-or-down 
vote on the Senate bill itself, can we 
expect an up-or-down vote on the Sen-
ate bill itself? 

Mr. HOYER. What the President was 
referring to, of course, in terms of an 
up-or-down vote, was a majority vote. 
One of the problems we have had in the 
Senate, as the gentleman knows and 
experienced as well when his party was 
in the majority, it is difficult to get an 
up-or-down vote when the majority of 
the Senate is for something. They have 
to get an extraordinary majority, some 
60 votes, before they can bring a bill to 
the floor. 

That process, obviously, thwarts, 
does not facilitate, a vote by the ma-
jority. In fact, a minority in the Sen-
ate on a regular basis thwarts the will 

of the majority. That is what the 
President was referring to, that he 
wanted an up-or-down vote on that, 
and I expect we are going to get an up- 
or-down vote in the Senate. Why? Be-
cause in the Senate they have rules 
that we are going to follow, as you did 
in 16 out of the 22 times, that allow for 
an up-or-down majority vote in the 
United States Senate. 

We have to have, as you know, a ma-
jority vote in the House, and we con-
sistently do have measures that can 
fail or succeed, depending upon the will 
of the majority, as opposed to the 
thwarting by the minority. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
Madam Speaker, I know the gen-

tleman would like to speak to the Sen-
ate. We are trying to focus on the 
House here and what the vote will look 
like. Since the gentleman has indi-
cated that the President and he and all 
of America would like to see a vote up 
or down in this House as well, I would 
ask the gentleman whether we can ex-
pect an up-or-down vote on the health 
care bill itself or not. 

Mr. HOYER. I tell the gentleman 
that nothing will pass here without a 
majority vote. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
I take that to mean that there is a 

likelihood that we will not see an up- 
or-down vote on the Senate bill itself 
and that perhaps these reports of a 
concept called the Slaughter solution 
in which the majority will deem it 
passed, the Senate bill, in some type of 
procedural move, that maybe the pub-
lic can expect that to happen. I know 
that the gentleman does not think that 
that represents the kind of vote that 
the American people expect, but I take 
that to mean that that certainly is a 
possibility. 

Madam Speaker, I would ask the gen-
tleman whether he expects the House 
to have 72 hours to review whatever 
legislation comes to the floor next 
week. 

Mr. HOYER. I expect the House to 
have very significant time to consider 
the proposals that come out of the 
Budget Committee and/or the Rules 
Committee. And this bill, of course, ei-
ther bill, the House bill or the Senate 
bill, as proposed, have been online for 
some 21⁄2 months, otherwise known as 
about 75 days. So there has been ample 
time to review the bill, whether it is 
the Senate bill or the House bill. So my 
friend is, I am sure, well aware of what 
is in the Senate bill and what is in the 
House bill. 

In addition to that, the President put 
online his proposed compromises be-
tween the Senate and the House, which 
have been the subject of great discus-
sion, including the bipartisan meeting 
that the gentleman and I attended at 
the White House, an extraordinary, his-
torical meeting at which the President 
invited leaders from both parties and 
both Houses to come and discuss what 
he believed to be a historic opportunity 
to provide health care accessibility to 
all Americans. 
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So I say to my friend that we will 

certainly give as much notice as pos-
sible, but I am not going to say that 72 
hours is going to be the litmus test, per 
se, because that which we have voted 
on already in the House and the Senate 
have given Members months of notice 
and the American public months of no-
tice on the substance of the propo-
sitions that are pending before us. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
Again, I am a little bit taken aback 

that now the 72-hour rule has been 
completely cast aside, since no one in 
this House has had an opportunity to 
see what is in the reconciliation bill, at 
least I speak for the Members on our 
side of the aisle that have not had an 
opportunity to see what is in the rec-
onciliation bill, and I imagine would 
have some of the provisions that the 
President in his plan, not the legisla-
tion, put up online prior to the Blair 
House meeting. 

Again, it is rather disturbing, Madam 
Speaker, that the 72-hour rule has now 
been completely cast aside. 

Mr. HOYER. First of all, the 72-hour 
rule, I didn’t say that we were casting 
aside any rule, nor did I say that we 
may not have more than 72 hours’ no-
tice. You may well have more than 72 
hours’ notice. What I said to you was I 
am not going to commit myself and 
then have 70 hours as opposed to 72 
hours and think that I have violated 
some representation that I made. We 
want to give as much notice as we pos-
sibly can. 

This has been a very difficult discus-
sion, as you know, and as you well 
know, the Members on your side of the 
aisle in the other body have indicated 
they are going to do everything in 
their power to stop the passage of this 
legislation. So we need to get about 
this business and engage, if you will. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
I guess the gentleman may begin to 

understand why it is some on our side 
of the aisle, including yours truly, de-
pict this as ramming the bill through. 
I mean, if we can’t even get a commit-
ment from the gentleman, as well as 
the Speaker had indicated prior, that 
we would have 72 hours to review any 
piece of legislation that comes to the 
floor, I think that that is consistent 
with the depiction that perhaps there 
is a ramming through going on. 

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman has had 
72 days, I tell the gentleman, to review 
the bill that he refers to—72 days, not 
72 hours—72 days in final form to re-
view the bill. 

Now, you can keep saying this. You 
can keep telling the American public 
that somehow we are ramming some-
thing through. You have had, I tell the 
gentleman, and you know you have 
had, 72 days, at least, to review the bill 
as it stands today. 

Mr. CANTOR. Madam Speaker, I tell 
the gentleman again, we are expecting, 
as he said, to see a new bill, a reconcili-
ation bill on the floor next week. That 
bill, no one on our side of the aisle has 
had an opportunity to see. Perhaps the 

Congressional Budget Office has had 72 
hours to see it, but we haven’t. No one, 
I believe, has had 72 hours in this body 
to see the reconciliation bill. That is 
the bill that I am speaking to. 

b 1145 
Mr. HOYER. Let me repeat the proc-

ess that I’m sure the gentleman knows 
well. The Budget Committee will meet. 
They will report out the bills that are 
to be reconciled. The Rules Committee 
will then take them under consider-
ation shortly thereafter and will 
present a reconciliation bill. We will 
all see it at that point in time. It will 
obviously do exactly what the instruc-
tions that we adopted in the budget a 
year ago instructed it to do, and that is 
to reconcile these bills. 

And it will have a fiscally positive ef-
fect, in my view. I haven’t seen it yet 
finally, but my expectation is it will 
have a positive fiscal impact, and we 
will all see that. But it will be simply 
following the instructions that the 
Budget Committee in the budget 
passed. I don’t think the gentleman 
voted for it; but, nevertheless, the ma-
jority of the House did vote for it. 

I know that the other body doesn’t 
like majority will. Maybe that is not 
the case here. But I will tell the gen-
tleman that, yes, he is going to see the 
reconciliation bill. And as I said, the 
reconciliation bill, which will be draft-
ed by the Rules Committee after the 
Budget Committee reports to it, the 
process that you followed on a regular 
basis when you utilized reconciliation. 
We will hope to have as much notice of 
that particular piece of legislation as 
possible. 

But I tell my friend, again, when he 
refers to the health care bill, the Sen-
ate bill or the House bill, you have had 
months to review the substance of that 
bill. You don’t like it. We understand 
it. You’re going to oppose it. We under-
stand that as well. But the fact of the 
matter is you cannot say that you have 
not had notice of each and every one of 
its provisions for over 2 months. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman, 
Madam Speaker. 

And, again, it seems as if we are not 
going to get an up-or-down vote on the 
Senate bill in the House, but we will be 
voting on a reconciliation measure. 
And the instructions that were in-
cluded in the budget bill are not legis-
lative text. That is my point, Madam 
Speaker. 

But since we are not going to, since 
we cannot be guaranteed a 72-hour pe-
riod for review, Madam Speaker, nor 
can the American people realize their 
right to know during the 72-hour pe-
riod, I would ask the gentleman wheth-
er the reconciliation package will con-
tain the House language referred to as 
the Stupak-Pitts language. 

I yield. 
Mr. HOYER. I don’t have knowledge 

of that at this point in time; so I can’t 
give my friend a definitive answer. But 
as my friend does know, that language, 
or any other alternative language, may 
not qualify for reconciliation. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
I would just like to, Madam Speaker, 

read a recently reported statement by 
the gentleman in which he said, it is 
clear that the matter of abortion can-
not be dealt with per se in the rec-
onciliation bill; so we are pretty much 
going to have to deal with it as is at 
this point in time. 

I ask the gentleman if that is a cor-
rect translation of his remarks today. 

I yield. 
Mr. HOYER. It wasn’t a translation. 

It was an accurate reporting of what I 
said. 

Mr. CANTOR. So, Madam Speaker, I 
would take that to mean the Stupak- 
Pitts language will not be in the rec-
onciliation package. 

Mr. HOYER. As I said, we don’t be-
lieve that any change in that lan-
guage—because the gentleman is well 
aware reconciliation needs to deal with 
budgetary impact—we don’t believe 
that can be dealt within reconciliation. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
I would say to the gentleman that 

I’m sure he has seen a letter that has 
been signed by 41 Senate Republicans 
in which they indicated they would op-
pose any effort to waive the so-called 
Byrd rule during the Senate’s consider-
ation of the reconciliation bill, which 
means to me, Madam Speaker, it is far 
from certain that the Senate will actu-
ally pass the bill when the House sends 
it to the Senate. And, in fact, I would 
just call that to the gentleman’s atten-
tion that we stand ready to continue to 
work in another direction, but it seems 
to me very much in doubt with this 
bill. 

Mr. HOYER. Will my friend yield on 
that issue? 

Mr. CANTOR. I will yield. 
Mr. HOYER. That is an interesting 

letter. I’m glad you brought it up, be-
cause you brought it up in juxtaposi-
tion to the issue of the Stupak amend-
ment. What the letter essentially said 
is, even if you send over the Stupak 
language and we agree with the Stupak 
language, we will not waive the Byrd 
rule. 

So even though they agree with the 
policy, they won’t waive the Byrd rule. 
Why? They want to defeat the bill. We 
understand that. That is what that let-
ter said. And I think Americans prob-
ably, if they knew enough about the 
process and could take the time to do 
what you and I do to follow this very 
closely, they know what is going on. 

And, very frankly, it is ironic that 41 
Senators will say, notwithstanding the 
fact that they may agree with the 
proposition that we put in the bill and 
sent over to them, that they would not 
waive the rule to adopt the proposition 
with which they agree for procedural 
purposes of defeating the bill. 

Mr. CANTOR. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman. 

I would indicate that in that letter 
there is no specific language that di-
rectly relates to an abortion provision 
or any other. And the gentleman I 
know agrees that this country has had 
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a longstanding tradition of denying 
government funding for abortion serv-
ices. That is the very important issue 
behind the Stupak-Pitts language. In 
fact, 45 Senators voted in favor of that 
language, just as a majority of this 
House voted for that language. That is 
why it is so important, I think, that 
the Members, as well their constitu-
ents, understand that you will not be 
including the Stupak-Pitts language 
with the protection that will guarantee 
no government funding goes toward 
abortion services, which is why I bring 
the point up, Madam Speaker. 

Mr. HOYER. As the gentleman 
knows, the language in the Senate bill 
specifically provides for no government 
funding. I know there is a dispute be-
cause there is a contribution towards 
policies. But, as you know, the Senate 
drew language very carefully to ensure 
that no public funds were spent for or 
participated in purchasing insurance 
for abortion services. 

In fact, as the gentleman, I’m sure, 
well knows, the Senate language spe-
cifically provides that if those protec-
tions are going to be purchased, they 
must be purchased by separate pay-
ment with none, either subsidy dollars 
or government dollars, that they must 
be spent out of an individual’s personal 
pocket. 

Mr. CANTOR. Madam Speaker, I say 
to the gentleman, if that is his inter-
pretation and belief that this language 
in the Senate bill protects that long-
standing tradition, that may be. How-
ever, the U.S. Catholic Bishops as well 
as Right to Life have strongly, strong-
ly opposed the language in the Senate 
bill as not having the adequate safe-
guards to deny government funding of 
abortion services. 

I yield. 
Mr. HOYER. This is an extraor-

dinarily difficult issue not only for the 
Congress but for Americans generally 
and for individuals. There is a dispute 
on this language, he is correct. As he 
knows, neither side likes the language 
in the Senate bill. One side, the pro- 
choice side if you will, for simplifica-
tion, believes that the language goes 
beyond the Hyde language. The Catho-
lic bishops believe it is short of the 
Hyde language. There is a difference of 
opinion on that. I think the gentleman 
understands that well. There are other 
groups which believe that, in fact, the 
language that is in the Senate bill 
does, in fact, as I have projected it 
does, preclude any public dollars from 
being spent, which is consistent with 
the Hyde language. 

I tell my friend that from our per-
spective on this side of the aisle, there 
is no intent nor objective of changing 
the Hyde language in any health care 
legislation that is adopted. The Presi-
dent has indicated that is his intent. 
That is our intent. And that is why we 
are proceeding in the manner we are. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman 
for his clarification of his intent. I 
would just say again the Catholic 
bishops, as well as the right-to-life or-

ganizations, stand very much in oppo-
sition to this language. I stand with 
them. 

I would say to the gentleman, Madam 
Speaker, that the Parliamentarian in 
the Senate has ruled that the Senate 
cannot take up the reconciliation 
package until the Senate-passed health 
care bill is signed into law. That is the 
bill, Madam Speaker, that contains 
provisions such as the Cornhusker 
kickback. And I would ask the gen-
tleman if it is his position that that 
would be the case that this House must 
pass the Senate bill first, it must be 
signed into law before the Senate can 
even take up the reconciliation pack-
age. 

I yield. 
Mr. HOYER. I think the gentleman 

correctly states the Senate Parliamen-
tarian’s position, and therefore I think 
the gentleman is correct on that obser-
vation. I might say to him, while I do 
not know the entire thrust of the rec-
onciliation bill, I can guarantee him 
this: The reconciliation bill will take 
out that Nebraska provision which of-
fended him, offended me, and I think 
offended people across America, not be-
cause it advantaged Nebraska, but be-
cause it advantaged Nebraska un-
equally. 

I think the gentleman is going to be 
pleased that Nebraska will be treated 
like every other State; and, in fact, 
every other State will be advantaged to 
the same extent that the Senator 
wanted to make sure that Nebraska 
was advantaged. But the Nebraska pro-
vision to which the gentleman speaks, 
and which all of us have felt was inap-
propriate, will be changed. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
In closing, Madam Speaker, I look 

forward to working with the gentleman 
in trying to refocus the issue of this 
House on getting Americans back to 
work. And the gentleman did indicate 
that there will be further action in 
what he is calling a ‘‘jobs agenda.’’ Cer-
tainly that didn’t happen today, as we 
are here already having finished the 
legislative business of the day and only 
having considered a bill dealing with 
algae. 

I only mention this because 52 per-
cent of Americans do think that jobs 
and the economy are the Nation’s top 
issue; and, by contrast, only 13 percent 
of Americans think that health care is 
our Nation’s top priority. This was ac-
cording to a CBS-New York Times poll. 

So I do thank the gentleman for his 
willingness, hopefully, to get back to 
the question of how we get America 
back to work. 

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

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

for yielding. 
First of all, let me say to the gen-

tleman from Virginia that Maryland 
and Virginia and a lot of other States 
think the bill we passed through this 
House on algae is critically important 
to the health of the Chesapeake Bay. 

I’m sure the gentleman shares that 
view with me, a critically important 
bill for the health of our bay and its es-
tuaries. I happen to live on a river, the 
Patuxent River, and the gentleman’s 
State feels the Chesapeake Bay is a 
major asset of his, as well and of his 
State. So I know that he is pleased 
that we passed that bill. It was an im-
portant bill. 

We are here trying to make sure that 
we have the time to get ready to pass 
a major historic piece of legislation 
that Teddy Roosevelt set us on the 
path to accomplish over a century ago 
so that we have accomplished, I think, 
a significant piece of legislation today. 

Let me say that in addition to that, 
we believe the jobs agenda is very im-
portant. We passed a bill through here 
last week. The Senate passed a bill 
over to us. We are in the process of 
considering those bills. And I want to 
say to the gentleman that I share his 
view, that we look forward to working 
together to try to get Americans back 
to work. 

I won’t go through the litany of how 
we got here. The gentleman has heard 
it before. But I will tell the gentleman 
this part of it, that in 4 months of the 
last administration, as he well knows, 
we lost over 700,000 jobs per month. 
During the last 4 months here, we have 
lost 27,000 jobs per month. That is a 95 
percent reduction in the loss of jobs. 
Surely anybody who is fair-minded will 
say that is progress. It is not success. 
We need to create jobs. We have lost 8 
million jobs over the last 2 years. 

People are hurting in America. Fami-
lies are hurting in America. We need to 
get people back to work. We are going 
to keep continuing to make sure that 
when they can’t find a job because they 
are not available that they don’t go 
hungry, that they can support them-
selves and their families, not to the 
level that they would if they were 
working, but certainly support them-
selves in a way that we think is hu-
manitarian. So those are included in 
those bills, as the gentleman knows. 

I will tell the gentleman that we feel 
keenly the pain of the American public 
confronting this historic great reces-
sion, the deepest recession that we 
have seen in 75 years. The gentleman 
knows that in the decade of the 1990s, 
we saw the best economy that you and 
I have seen in our lifetime, and I, of 
course, am very substantially older 
than you are. That is an admission 
against interest, but it nevertheless is 
true. So I will yield back to the gen-
tleman saying we share your view. We 
want to continue to work on this jobs 
agenda. 

b 1200 
Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman 

for his view of history. I also would 
like to say to the gentleman, Madam 
Speaker, I share his commitment to 
the preservation of the Chesapeake 
Bay. I do, however, think that the 
American people are most interested in 
seeing us get back to the business of fo-
cusing on the economy. That is why I 
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raised the issue of our being here 
today, not doing anything today to 
promote job creation. 

And as far as any quarrel we may 
have with history as to why we got or 
how we got to where we are today, I 
would just like to quote to the gen-
tleman in closing Winston Churchill’s 
speech to the House of Commons June 
18, 1940. And he said, ‘‘Of this I’m quite 
sure, that if we open a quarrel between 
the past and the present, we shall find 
that we have lost the future.’’ 

And with that, Madam Speaker, I 
yield back. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
MARCH 15, 2010 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 12:30 p.m. on Monday next for 
morning-hour debate. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

VIRTUAL COLONOSCOPIES AND 
MEDICARE 

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Madam Speaker, the President just had 
a physical and is apparently very 
healthy. Among the tests he had was a 
virtual colonoscopy to screen for 
colorectal cancer. A virtual 
colonoscopy employs x ray technology 
that produces a three-dimensional 
image of the entire colorectal struc-
ture. However, it is much less invasive 
and does not require sedation that is 
often needed for a standard 
colonoscopy. 

I bring this up because the Centers 
for Medicare & Medicaid Services have 
denied coverage of this procedure for 
seniors enrolled in Medicare. 
Colorectal cancer is the third most di-
agnosed cancer among men and women 
in the United States and the second 
leading cause of cancer death, despite 
having a 90 percent cure rate when de-
tected early. Many insurers like An-
them Blue Cross-Blue Shield and 
CIGNA cover this virtual procedure but 
not Medicare. 

The National Cancer Institute 
Colorectal Cancer Progress Review 
Group predicts that the minimal 
invasiveness and lower cost of this pro-
cedure could attract more people to be 
screened, with the possibility of saving 
20,000 lives annually. The President has 
set an example. The American Cancer 
Society recommends it. Medicare 
should cover it as a provided procedure. 

f 

RESPECT FOR OUR DIPLOMATIC 
GUESTS 

(Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 

the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I have served on the Home-
land Security Committee, tragically, 
since the occurrences of 9/11, and I 
want to congratulate this Nation for 
moving toward securing its people in a 
way that balances civil liberties and as 
well recognizes our responsibilities. 

As the chairwoman of the Transpor-
tation Security Committee, I want to 
acknowledge that in looking at how we 
treat our guests that come from other 
countries, we should always continue 
to review those circumstances. Just a 
few days ago, our guests from Paki-
stan, Pakistani parliamentarians, were 
traveling through our airport and were 
detained and asked a number of ques-
tions even though they were traveling 
with State Department escorts, as we 
understand it. I believe it is important 
to always remain secure but to remain 
balanced as well. I think it is appro-
priate that we look again at our proce-
dures to ensure that our international 
diplomatic guests receive the kind of 
responsible treatment that is appro-
priate. We thank those who serve us on 
the front lines, but I will be looking 
forward to a full report by the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, and I offer 
to those dignitaries our respect be-
cause we do believe in international di-
plomacy. 

f 

HEALTH CARE 

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

Mr. TURNER. Madam Speaker, it is 
irresponsible for Congress to continue 
debating an increasingly unpopular and 
costly health care bill at a time of 
record-breaking deficits and uncer-
tainty about our economy. We should 
be focusing on reducing spending and 
creating jobs. In Tuesday’s New York 
Times, columnist David Brooks edito-
rialized that the majority’s ‘‘passion 
for coverage has swamped their . . . 
commitment to reducing the debt. The 
result is a bill that is fundamentally 
imbalanced.’’ Brooks wrote that 
‘‘they’ve stuffed the legislation with 
gimmicks and dodges designed to get a 
good score from the Congressional 
Budget Office but that don’t genuinely 
control runaway spending.’’ He points 
out that the bill appears deficit-neutral 
because it immediately collects reve-
nues but doesn’t pay for benefits until 
2014. It also doesn’t include $300 billion 
in additional costs because it assumes 
Congress will cut Medicare reimburse-
ments by 21 percent. 

Unfortunately, this proposed govern-
ment takeover of health care has 
blocked the path to reasonable reform. 
We can and must work together on a 
bipartisan basis to achieve real reform 
that will bring down costs and increase 
access for all Americans without in-
creasing the national debt. 

SPECIAL ORDERS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, and under a previous order 
of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

HEALTH CARE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
GARAMENDI) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Madam Speaker, 
if I might, we heard just a moment ago 
from one of our esteemed colleagues 
from the Republican side that there 
were no savings in the health care bill. 
In fact, there are substantial savings, 
at least according to the Congressional 
Budget Office, and over time, the 
American deficit would be substan-
tially reduced. Let me just tell you 
some of the reasons why. First of all, 
by extending coverage to most all 
Americans, you eliminate one of the 
most pernicious and most difficult cost 
increases in the system, and that is 
that the uninsured wind up in the 
emergency room, usually very, very 
sick, and that gets to be a very, very 
expensive matter. That cost is in the 
system and is passed on to both the 
Federal Government as well as to those 
people that are buying private insur-
ance. 

Also there is a major effort in the 
legislation to extend the medical tech-
nology information systems. We know 
that that will reduce errors and omis-
sions, and create not only better care 
but reduced cost. We know that the 
system will also have a Medicare panel 
look at ways of reducing the costs in 
the Medicare system. Finally, there are 
programs in the system and in the leg-
islation to promote wellness. Healthy 
people are not expensive. If you are 
well, you are not going to be increasing 
the cost of the systems. There are 
many, many parts of this bill that will 
significantly reduce the cost, and 
therefore, this is a good piece of legis-
lation. 

Finally, I want to speak to one of the 
issues that our Republican colleagues 
constantly put before us as a way of re-
ducing costs, and this is the ability of 
the insurance companies to sell prod-
ucts across State lines. Now, I was the 
insurance commissioner in California 
for 8 years, 1991 to 1995 and again from 
2003 to 2007. During that period of time, 
we had insurance companies that were 
not licensed for business in California, 
selling products illegally in the State 
of California. There was a reason why 
we had a procedure to make sure that 
insurance companies that were selling 
health insurance in California were li-
censed. We wanted to know that they 
were legitimate companies, that they 
actually would have the financial 
strength to pay claims, that their pol-
icy actually provided benefits, and that 
they were able to carry out the con-
tract that they had made with people. 
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