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and tell. T have listened to the Presi-
dent’s commitment to health care re-
form. I have listened to the Democratic
leadership’s commitment to health
care reform. And I have spent hours lis-
tening to constituents through town
hall meetings in August and traveling
throughout the district. As they speak
about jobs, I want us to be very clear.
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Every time I am in the district,
someone says, are you going to get
health care reform passed?

This is real meat and potatoes. This
is about premiums that go up about
$1,400 to $2,600 a year on a family of
four. This is about 36 million to 40 mil-
lion who are now uninsured. This is
about working people who are unin-
sured. This is about families whose
children have asthma or respiratory
illnesses or preexisting conditions and
are not able to get insurance because of
birth defects or other illnesses that
their children are born with, a pre-
existing disease. And presently, you
cannot get insurance if you have a pre-
existing disease.

This is, likewise, about the non-
competitive atmosphere that health
carriers live in and that we suffer
under. And you know what?

Before we began discussing this
health care reform, we accepted it as
the norm. We didn’t think anything of
it. In Alabama, one insurance company
in the entire State. In a State like
Texas, only three insurance companies.
That is not competition. That is, you
take me the way I want you to take
me, and if you don’t like it, move on.

That’s the kind of atmosphere that
health care insurance companies live
in. They tell us, move on. Preexisting
disease, move on. You can’t pay your
premiums, move on. You're in the hos-
pital and we don’t want to pay it, get
out. That’s what atmosphere Ameri-
cans are living in.

And I realize that those who have in-
surance that they like, they don’t see
these horror stories of people dying be-
cause they don’t have insurance. And I
want the people who have insurance to
keep their insurance. But 45,000 people
die every year because they don’t have
health insurance.

So yesterday’s meeting was a serious
meeting, because the bottom line of it
was, we’re listening and we’re open,
but we have to move on because we're
losing people’s lives.

And so this preexisting disease will
be eliminated. Premiums will go down.
We’ll save billions of dollars because of
the health care reform process.

At the same time, I want us to do
good. I want to make sure that we save
physician-owned hospitals. Many of
you probably have been patients in
physician-owned hospitals, where doc-
tors have come back in and purchased
failing hospitals by a small percentage
of ownership, where their name is on
the line, where they want high quality
hospitals like the 40-plus that are in
the State of Texas, like Doctors Hos-
pital, like St. Joseph’s Hospital, like
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the hospitals down in the Valley, where
individuals who are paying the amount
of money can count on doctors being
there who care. And so I want this
health insurance reform not to close
down those hospitals and eliminate
those employees who are there.

We can do a lot of good, and we must
pass health care reform. We have to al-
ready recognize that we’ve passed the
antitrust exemption so that you can
have more competition in these States.
We did that this past week. That’s a
good thing.

But we’ve got to make sure that we
increase CHIPS for our children, Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program, pro-
tect Medicare and Medicaid, and open
the floodgates for Americans who work
and have dignity to have dignity when
they are sick. The last thing you want
to do is to be on your sickbed and to
lose your house, your car, your ability
to support yourself while you’re losing
your job because you're sick.

So I simply say that it is time now
for the wake-up call to go out amongst
all of those who care. America needs to
wake up. When America demands, this
legislative body, this People’s House
acts.

And so I thank the President for
transparency yesterday. I thank the
Democratic leadership for trans-
parency. I thank my friends on the
other side of the aisle for attending and
engaging.

But after all is said and done, there
will still be 45,000 people that are dying
every year because they don’t have in-
surance.

Mr. Speaker, the call is being made.
The question is, will we answer. I will,
for one, answer for health care reform
for America.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 56 minutes.

(Mr. POE of Texas addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

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

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

——

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

(Mr. JONES addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

———

PAYING TRIBUTE TO STACY
PALMER-BARTON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TURNER) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute to my long-time
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staff member and dear friend, Stacy
Barton, as she departs from her distin-
guished service to the United States
Congress.

Stacy has served as my chief of staff
for four terms as the Representative
from Ohio’s Third Congressional Dis-
trict. She has served the people of my
community with great enthusiasm and
unrivaled commitment, and will be
missed by all who have had the honor
of working with her.

Stacy grew up in Calvert County,
Maryland, where her grandparents
owned a tobacco farm. She attended
both Northern Middle and Northern
High schools, later enrolling at St.
Mary’s College to major in psychology
and sociology.

After beginning her graduate studies
at the University of Delaware, Stacy
enrolled in a fellowship program
through the Congressional Black Cau-
cus Foundation. It was then that she
began her Hill career, serving the dis-
tinguished Member from Washington,
D.C., ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON.

Following her fellowship, Stacy re-
mained in Representative NORTON’s of-
fice for another year before leaving the
Hill.

She later served as the director of
government relations for a firm with a
focus on urban development, rep-
resenting clients such as the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors.

I first met Stacy in her work with
the U.S. Conference of Mayors and for
the City of Dayton, Ohio.

Stacy formed her own lobbying firm,
the Barton Company, in January 1999,
advocating for many mayors through-
out the country. She served as the city
of Dayton’s Washington, D.C., office
when I served as the mayor of Dayton.

In 2002, Stacy closed her firm to serve
as chief of staff in my Congressional of-
fice on the seventh floor of the Long-
worth House office building. She served
with great distinction and, at times,
has been the only African American
chief of staff to a Republican Member
in either the House or the Senate. It
has been suggested that Stacy Barton
may be the first female African Amer-
ican to serve as chief of staff to a Re-
publican Member of the House. And I
dare say that she probably is the only
staffer from ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON’S
office to serve as chief of staff to a Re-
publican Member of Congress.

As is often the case with life on the
hill, Stacy’s public service has come
with many personal sacrifices, includ-
ing spending a great deal of time away
from her husband, Lee, and her two in-
credible children, Morgan and Miles.

In addition to the battles fought
daily on Capitol Hill, Stacy has lived
with multiple sclerosis, cared for her
mother who was diagnosed with cancer,
and raised a daughter with autism.

Stacy and I have worked together for
over 10 years. Stacy, as you leave the
seventh floor of Longworth this
evening, I owe you my sincere thanks
and gratitude for your friendship and
for your counsel.
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I wish you a happy new beginning.
———

RECOGNIZING THE SERVICE OF
POPE COUNTY JUDGE JIM ED
GIBSON

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

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to congratulate Pope County
Judge Jim Ed Gibson for his commit-
ment to the citizens of Arkansas.
Judge Gibson’s efforts and participa-
tion within the community continues
to make an impact. For his service and
leadership, Judge Gibson has been
named the Russellville Area Chamber
of Commerce’s 2009 Citizen of the Year.

This is a fitting honor for a man who
not only has served the public, first as
a member of the Pope County Quorum
Court for 15 years, but since 1999, as the
County Judge. His service continues
beyond the office, serving as a member
of a long list of organizations and
boards across Arkansas.

Judge Gibson has spent his life put-
ting his community first. It was just a
few short years ago the city of Atkins
was hit by a tornado. Judge Gibson was
one of the first people at the scene
making sure people were taken care of.
I appreciate his dedication, and I'm
confident that that will continue.

The people of Pope County are fortu-
nate to have such an exceptional neigh-
bor. I ask my colleagues today to join
with me in honoring Judge Jim Ed Gib-
son, a wonderful public servant who is
always and always will be dedicated to
the people of Pope County.

————
CLOTURE AND RECONCILIATION

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

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate being recognized to address
you here on the floor of the House. And
in the aftermath of the summit yester-
day, the February 25th health care
summit that took place, and over the
T-plus hours from gavel in to gavel out,
the 6% or so hours of actual dialogue
that took place, I think a lot of the
American people were watching. And
I'd like to think also that a lot of the
American people were busy at work
and didn’t have the opportunity to sit
and watch it all in a transfixed, focused
fashion, like a lot of us tried to do, and
some of us actually succeeded, al-
though I was not among them. I
watched as much as I could and I had
the closed caption crawler going under-
neath the screen while I was con-
ducting meetings. So I tried to pay at-
tention to the flow and look back on
what happened.

I listened to the dialog in here a lit-
tle bit earlier with the majority leader
on the Democrat side and the Whip on
the Republican side going through
their end-of-the-week colloquy that
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gives us a sense of where we’re going
next week and a little bit of a feel for
how we work together with each other.
In fact, some of those negotiations are
taking place here in front of the Amer-
ican people in an open fashion, as we
would like to think that most of our
negotiations and deliberations are.

I would go back through some of that
discussion to put a bit of a different
perspective on the situation of rec-
onciliation, which is the nuclear op-
tion. And even though the gentleman
from Maryland continually made the
point that Republicans had used the
reconciliation option, Democrats
called it the nuclear option back then.
The means of putting an end to the fili-
buster—you have two choices in the
United States Senate: One of them is
you come up with 60 votes to break the
filibuster. That’s called a cloture vote.
And if you can’t come up with the 60
votes, the other thing is, in tax or
spending issues, so the government
doesn’t come to a grinding halt due to
lack of revenue to keep the machinery
of government working, they have de-
vised a method called reconciliation.
And that reconciliation will require
only 51 votes, not 60 votes in the Sen-
ate to move a bill.

But the point that is missed here
today is that the reconciliation-nu-
clear option—and it depends, on the
Democrats’ part, on whether they’re

talking about Republicans imple-
menting reconciliation or Democrats
implementing reconciliation. To a

Democrat, when Republicans discussed
implementing reconciliation in the
United States Senate, they called it
the nuclear operation. But when it’s
HARRY REID and the Democrats seeking
to implement reconciliation, they say
it is reconciliation. Don’t you know
that’s getting together to get things
resolved, rather than blowing the place
up. Isn’t that something? That you can
have two different terminologies for
the same action, and they can be so far

apart, 180 degrees apart from each
other. Democrats committing rec-
onciliation is reconciliation, warm,

fuzzy, group hug, 51 votes. What would
you have against a simple majority
passing something here in the United
States Congress? That’s their argu-
ment. We heard it here a little bit ear-
lier. Who would be against a simple
majority?

And the second part of it is the nu-
clear option. The last time Republicans
discussed the reconciliation tactic in
the Senate that Democrats continually
pounded upon and called it the nuclear
option was when we were seeking to
confirm judges to the Federal court.
And to get a vote in the Federal court,
there was a filibuster in the Senate.

Now, you can look through the his-
tory of this and study who said what
when and all the protocol that’s part of
that. That’s for Senate historians to
know most of that.

But for me, Mr. Speaker, I'll take it
down to this: When I read the Constitu-
tion, it requires for confirmation of
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these Federal judges the advice and
consent of the Senate. It doesn’t say
the consent of 60 votes in the Senate. It
says, the advice and consent. Consent
implies the majority of the Senate.
And many of those Senators that were
opposed to reconciliation because they
were Democrats in the minority at the
time also argued that the President of
the United States, President Bush,
didn’t accept enough of their advice.

Well, you can work about this term,
but any time that the Constitution
contemplates the consent, it never re-
quires a super majority for the con-
cept. It always requires a simple ma-
jority in the United States Senate for
consent of the Senate, advice and con-
sent. And so, when a confirmation, or
the ratification of a treaty, or some-
thing that is in our Constitution re-
quired by the Constitution, comes up
for confirmation in the Senate and it
requires advice or consent in the Con-
stitution, I believe that it is a con-
stitutional violation for the Senate to
use a filibuster, because they’re deny-
ing the consent of the Senate, or
they’re setting an arbitrary majority
after the Constitution, the fact of the
Constitution, to take it up to 60 votes.

So the argument that this Repub-
lican made in 2005 against a whole se-
ries of active Democrats that were for
the nuclear option was, you have a con-
stitutional obligation to provide a vote
to confirm or not confirm these ap-
pointments by the President of the
United States. You cannot hold them
out to a cloture vote and a filibuster
simply by one Senator putting a hold
on an appointment to the Supreme
Court, for example.

So it’s a constitutional restraint. I've
had this debate with many of the Sen-
ators on the other side, including my
junior Senator from Iowa, ToM HARKIN,
who disagreed with me.
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But in any case, that’s the Repub-
lican position. We default to the Con-
stitution.

The Democrat position is Repub-
licans use reconciliation. Well, not
when it came to confirming judges, for
example. That’s a simple majority be-
cause that is the definition of consent
in the Senate.

So here we are with this large initia-
tive called—well, I think the President
used it yvesterday—the term
ObamacCare.

Now, Thomas Jefferson once said
large initiatives should not be used on
slender majorities. And a slender ma-
jority could only be how this large ini-
tiative of ObamaCare—to use his term
for it—has been advanced through the
House by only a three-vote margin and
only one Republican—and I think he
would reconsider if he could do it
today—voted for that bill.

Many Democrats voted against the
bill. The margin was so utterly slender
and narrow in its majority that it can’t
be defined as anything else except as
exactly one of those things that Thom-
as Jefferson warned against doing. And
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