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The SPEAKER pro tempore (during

the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.
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So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. DUFFY. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
126, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “aye.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker, | was
not present for rollcall votes 122-126. Had |
been present, | would have voted “no” on No.
122, “yes” on No. 123, “no” on No. 124,
“yes” on No. 125, and “no” on No. 126.

————

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal, which the Chair will put
de novo.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
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(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield to my friend from Vir-
ginia (Mr. CANTOR), the majority lead-
er, for the purpose of inquiring of the
schedule for the week to come.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman
from Maryland, the Democratic whip,
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, the House
will meet at noon for morning-hour
and 2 p.m. for legislative business.
Votes will be postponed until 6:30 p.m.
On Tuesday and Wednesday, the House
will meet at 10 a.m. for morning-hour
and noon for legislative business. On
Thursday, the House will meet at 9
a.m. for legislative business, and the
last votes of the week are expected no
later than 3 p.m. No votes are expected
in the House on Friday.

Mr. Speaker, the House will consider
a few bills under suspension of the
rules, which will be announced by the
close of business tomorrow. The House
will also consider H.R. 3309, the Federal
Communications Commission Process
Reform Act, offered by Congressman
GREG WALDEN of Oregon. And for the
second year in a row, the House will
consider and pass a budget resolution.
Mr. Speaker, we also expect to take
further action on our Nation’s infra-
structure, with authority expiring at
the end of next week. Finally, I am
hopeful that the Senate will clear the
House’s bipartisan JOBS Act today.
This bill has been delayed too long, but
I look forward to the President signing
it into law.

I thank the gentleman from Mary-
land, and I yield back.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for his information with respect to the
legislation that is going to be consid-
ered next week.

I would note that he talks about the
highway bill, the infrastructure bill
that is pending. Obviously, we had ex-
pected to consider that bill on the
House floor. On our side, at least, our
expectation was that it was going to be
considered a number of weeks ago. It
has not come to the floor here. As I un-
derstand it, we are now talking about
an extension of some period of time.
We are concerned that you rightfully,
personally and as a party, made it very
clear that certainty was an important
aspect of growing our economy. That’s
a proposition on which I agree. I think
you are absolutely right. I think that
we need to create certainty and, clear-
ly, we need to create jobs.

I said this morning, Mr. Leader, to
the press—and I'm sure you get it as
well—that the public says to me: When
are you guys going to start working to-
gether? When are you going to get
something done in a bipartisan way?

The Senate has done that, I will say
to my friend. The Senate has done it in
an overwhelming fashion. They had
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74—it would have been 75, but Mr. LAU-
TENBERG was absent but was for the
bill. So 75 percent of the Senate, three-
quarters of the Senate voted for what
was a very bipartisan bill. And, as a
matter of fact, half the Senate Repub-
licans essentially voted for that bill.

As you know, it had a technical flaw
in the bill in that it had revenues
which need to be initiated in the House
of Representatives. Representative TIM
B1sHOP of New York has introduced the
Senate bill, which has overwhelming
support in the United States Senate
and, very frankly, in my view, would
have at least 218 votes in this House if
it were put on the floor.

The Speaker has said in the past that
he is committed to letting the House
work its will, obviously referring to
the open amendments process. But if a
bill doesn’t come to the floor, we have
no opportunity either to amend or to
vote. That’s been one of our problems,
of course, with the jobs bill that the
President proposed that we had hoped
would have been brought to the floor
which has not been to the floor.

But I ask my friend, rather than con-
tinue to delay—and both sides have
done that on the highway bill—to give
that confidence, of which you have spo-
ken and others on your side of the aisle
have spoken I think absolutely cor-
rectly, in order to give the confidence
that we can, in fact, act, that we can
work in a bipartisan fashion, I would
ask my friend whether or not he, as the
majority leader, would be prepared to
bring the Bishop bill to the floor,
which, again, is the Senate bill, sup-
ported by 75 Members of the United
States Senate, half of the Republican
caucus in the Senate, and which will
give some degree of certainty for a
highway program which clearly is also
a jobs bill and will have an impact on
almost 2 million jobs and maybe an-
other million jobs along the way.

We think that’s the way that would
be good for our country to proceed, and
it would send a message—because I
think it would get bipartisan support if
you brought it to the floor—that it
would send a good message to the coun-
try that, yes, from time to time, we
can work together. And, very frankly,
Mr. Leader, if we did that, it would be
consistent with every transportation
bill that we have passed since 1956
under Dwight Eisenhower, where we
worked together in a bipartisan fash-
ion. This is the first time that I have
experienced a partisan divide—I mean,
people have had differences of opinion,
but a partisan divide on the highway
bill.

As you know, Senator BOXER and
Senator INHOFE came together to
agree. I think that’s a pretty broad ide-
ological spectrum of the United States
Senate. They came together, they
agreed, and they led the effort to pass
that bipartisan bill.

I would very much hope that, Mr.
Majority Leader, that you could bring
that bill to the floor and see whether
or not, in fact, it could pass. I think
that would be good for the country.
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And I yield to my friend for his com-
ments.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman.

And I would respond by saying to him
that, no, I'm not prepared to bring that
bill to the floor because I differ with
him in his assumption that there would
be enough bipartisan support to pass
that bill in the House. And from all
that I know about what’s in the Senate
bill, there is a lot of disagreement over
how that bill was constructed, as far as
House Members are concerned.

I would say to the gentleman, our
plan is very clear. We have been out-
spoken on this. We do not want to dis-
rupt the flow of Federal transportation
dollars, which is why we will be bring-
ing to the floor next week a bill to pro-
vide for an extension of 90 days so that
perhaps, as the gentleman would like,
as would I, we could come together as
two bodies and two parties on an agree-
ment to provide more certainty.

But as to the gentleman’s suggestion
that we need to be doing this to be con-
sistent with what has been done his-
torically, I would say to the gen-
tleman, he knows, as well as I, that we
are in very, very difficult economic
times. We have never faced the kind of
problems that we face today as a coun-
try, from a fiscal standpoint. Unfortu-
nately, transportation funding is no
different. We’re just out of money. So
we’re trying to take the approach that
most American families and businesses
would take, that is, to try to spend
within our means, to come up with
some innovative ways to look at trans-
portation needs and demands in the fu-
ture and our being able to meet them,
and we look forward to working with
the gentleman in a bipartisan fashion
to try to effect that end.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for his comments. But I will say again
to the gentleman, we’ve been down this
path before. We’ve been down this path
before where the Senate was able to
reach a bipartisan agreement on legis-
lation very important to jobs, to the
economy, and to the confidence of
America.
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That bipartisan piece of legislation
would have enjoyed the support, I
think, of certainly the overwhelming
majority, almost the unanimous sup-
port on our side on a bipartisan agree-
ment. I don’t mean a Democratic pro-
posal from the Senate, but a bipartisan
agreement that came from the Senate.
That dealt, of course, with payroll
taxes and extending those, and ulti-
mately we did that. We took that bill.

But I would say to my friend that the
Speaker indicated he wanted a bill on
this floor. I’ve been asking you for ap-
proximately a month now if it was
going to come to the floor. That bill
hasn’t come to the floor. We all know
it hasn’t come to the floor because
there’s very substantial disagreement
within your party about that bill. The
papers report that. Everybody talks
about it. We understand that.
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I say to my friend that he and I do
have a disagreement. I think it would
enjoy bipartisan support on this floor if
you brought the Bishop bill, the Senate
bipartisan bill, to the floor. But the
only way we’re really going to be able
to find that out—it’s not by me saying,
I think it would and you saying, I
think it wouldn’t. There’s a very easy
way to see whether it would, and that
is to bring it to the floor next week.

I don’t think there is anybody, hope-
fully, that wants to disrupt and have
literally hundreds of thousands of peo-
ple thrown out of work or not have op-
portunities for work. We know the con-
struction trades in particular have
been very badly hit by the lack of con-
struction that’s going on.

You can have your opinion and I can
have my opinion, but there is a way to
determine whether or not, in fact, we
can get bipartisan agreement; and that
is, as I said, and as the Speaker has in-
dicated, let the House work its will.
The only way the House can work its
will—having been majority leader—is
for the majority leader to bring the
legislation to the floor for a vote. Then
you may be right, I may be right, but
we will know and it won’t have to be
speculation. We will know.

If I'm right and we do pass that bill,
then next week, before March 31, before
the expiration of the current highway
authorization, we can send a bill to the
President of the United States, and he
will sign the Senate bill. We don’t
know that he will sign a bill that’s still
languishing in your committee because
we haven’t seen the final parameters of
that bill because it is obviously pretty
controversial on your side of the aisle.

Again, if you want certainty, we have
an opportunity for certainty. We have
an opportunity with a bipartisan bill
that the Senate has passed. I don’t
know why we’re rejecting that biparti-
sanship. The gentleman says, well, this
is a unique economic time. He’s right.
It seems to me that’s a greater argu-
ment for trying to embrace a bipar-
tisan agreement and move forward
with giving certainty to the construc-
tion industry, to States, to municipali-
ties, and to counties on what is going
to be available to them to plan and to
pursue infrastructure projects critical
to commerce and to their commu-
nities.

I regret that the gentleman has indi-
cated that’s not an option that he will
consider, but a short-term extension
seems to be the continuation of uncer-
tainty, not the allaying of uncertainty.
I don’t know whether the gentleman
wants to make another comment on
that or not.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I would
just say to the gentleman, I guess we
are going to agree to disagree. We're
dealing with the reality that we don’t
have the money, and we’re trying to
fashion a path forward that both sides
can agree upon.

Obviously, we cannot agree upon that
next week with all the differences that
still exist, which is why we’re creating
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the construct of a 90-day extension,
which then gives us the possibility to
get into conference with the Senate to
try and produce a longer-term trans-
portation funding bill.

Mr. HOYER. Well, I won’t pursue it
any further, Mr. Leader, but you've
been unable to get agreement within
your party on this side of the Capitol
for well over a month. I hope you can
get there. I would hope you would get
there in a bipartisan fashion so that
Mr. RAHALL and Mr. MICA could agree
on a bill, which has been my experience
in the 31 years I've been here. It’s not
my experience this year. That hasn’t
happened. But almost invariably—and I
think for the years you’ve been here,
you’ve experienced that as well.

Let me ask you now with respect to
the budget. Do you expect the budget
to come to the floor? You indicated
that. If so, would that be Wednesday?

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is correct. We will be beginning
debate on the budget Wednesday and
likely concluding that debate and vote
on Thursday.

Mr. HOYER. Normally, as you know,
we’ve had alternatives made in order.
We, of course, want to make in order
an amendment which will guarantee
that Medicare will be available to our
seniors and that we will not decimate
Medicaid, which we think is appro-
priate for our seniors. We also want to
make sure that we have revenues that
can sustain health care for seniors,
education for kids, help for our com-
munities.

Will the gentleman be able to tell me
whether or not, in fact, alternatives
will be made in order by the Rules
Committee that would be offered either
by the minority ranking member of the
committee and/or others as historically
has been the case?

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to the gentleman, yes, we expect
that to be the case. Obviously, I dis-
agree with his characterization of our
budget. We are, in fact, saving the
Medicare program in a bipartisan fash-
ion.

Mr. HOYER. Was there a bipartisan
vote in the committee on that? I
thought it was a totally partisan vote
in the committee. Was I incorrect?

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to the gentleman that the gen-
tleman knows very well what I refer to,
that the disproportionate cause of our
deficit has to do with health care enti-
tlements. And actually, as the gen-
tleman knows, last year and this year
we are proposing a solution, a plan,
that does not resolve the issue over-
night, but it puts us on a path towards
balancing the budget.

This year, our budget chairman has
worked together with the Senator from
Oregon on the gentleman’s side of the
aisle in the Senate to propose a solu-
tion that responds to some of the com-
plaints about the path that was taken
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before. Again, it is a bipartisan solu-
tion. It is a plan to save Medicare. Un-
like the gentleman’s party or his Presi-
dent, we are actually proposing a solu-
tion to the problem and saving the pro-
gram for this generation and the next.

Again, I'm sure the gentleman dis-
agrees with my characterization and I
with his. But to answer his question, to
get back on track as far as the sched-
ule and the fashion in which these bills
are going to be brought to the floor,
yes, consistent with precedent, we will
be allowing full substitutes to be of-
fered on both sides of the aisle.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for his comment.

The last thing I would ask the gen-
tleman: Am I correct that the agree-
ment that was reached between our
parties, which led to the passage of the
Budget Control Act in a bipartisan
fashion, does not reflect the substance
of that agreement as it relates to the
discretionary spending number for fis-
cal year 2013? Senator MCCONNELL is
quoted, as you know, as saying that
that was an agreement that was
reached and that he expected it to be
pursued.

I want to make it clear that he was
not referring to the action of the Budg-
et Committee, but he was referring to
the agreement on the discretionary
number.

Am I correct that the agreement that
was reached, in order to get a bipar-
tisan vote on the Budget Control Act,
which we passed, which made sure that
this country did not default on its
debts for the first time in history, am
I correct that that number is not the
number that is reflected in the budget?

I yield to my friend.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I respond
to the gentleman by saying it is our
view that the agreement reached in
August at the top line was that, a cap.
We all know we’ve got to do something
about spending in this country, and the
top line, or 302(a), within our budget
resolution will reflect that top line
provided in the budget resolution for
the second year of the budget that we
posed last year.
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Again, we view it very much that we
need to continue to try—at least try—
to save taxpayer dollars when we are
generating over $1 trillion of deficits
every year, and I think the taxpayers
expect no less.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for his comments, but I will tell the
gentleman that if we’re going to have
negotiations, and we have one number
and you have another number, and we
agree on a number, and then we pass a
bill which reflects that number, put it
in law—it doesn’t say it’s a cap; it says
that will be the number. As we pass the
budget, we said that will be the num-
ber. Now this is the law. And as was ob-
served by others on the other side of
the Capitol, but I will observe it here
as well, if we’re going to have those
kinds of negotiations, it’s sort of like
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the guy who comes up to you and says,
look, I've got something to sell you, do
you want to buy it? And you say, yes,
let’s negotiate on price. And you come
to a price of $100. And then you come to
settle, and the guy says, well, that was
my top number. I'm going to give you
$92 for that item. You don’t have a
meeting of the minds as a contract re-
quires.

Very frankly, nobody on our side, and
frankly I don’t think anybody on your
side that negotiated the deal—I don’t
mean that didn’t vote for it—and as a
matter of fact, I know for a fact the
Speaker, and I believe yourself, have
been quoted that that was the number
and we ought to stick with it. Clearly,
Mr. ROGERS believes that’s the number
that was agreed to.

Now, we’re not going to be able to
agree on things if all of a sudden it be-
comes, well, that was a notional thing
that we did, not an agreement. A lot of
our people voted on that to make sure,
A, we didn’t go into default as a coun-
try, and, B, that was not the number
we wanted. It clearly was not the num-
ber your side wanted. But it was a
number we agreed upon. And it seems
to me that if we’re going to try to keep
faith with one another and with the
law that we passed that we should
stick with what we agreed to.

I understand that we want to bring
the budget deficit down. As a matter of
fact, on this side of the aisle, I'’ve made
those comments, and I've been criti-
cized by some on my side, as you well
know. Yes, we do need to get a handle
on the budget. We’re going to have a
real debate on the deficit and debt, and
I've been working very hard on that.
We’re going to have a debate, a fulsome
debate, hopefully, on whether or not
your budget does that. We’ve had dis-
agreements all the years I've been here
on that, and performance has not re-
flected, from my standpoint, that the
representations made have always
worked out, perhaps on either side.

But I regret, I regret deeply, Mr. Ma-
jority Leader, that we’ve reached an
agreement, and based upon that agree-
ment, this House took an action, it
took a bipartisan action, and it passed
a piece of legislation that was criti-
cally important to make sure that
America did not go into default. And
now we see 7 months later, crossed fin-
gers, well, we really didn’t mean that,
it was a cap. Nobody on our side—there
was no mention in the law nor was
there any mention in the negotiations
that that was a cap, not a number.

Unless the gentleman wants to say
something further, I yield to my friend.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I'd just
say to the gentleman this is somewhat
of an academic discussion given that
the Senate is not going to pass a budg-
et. And I remind the gentleman, again,
it takes two Houses to go and reconcile
a budget, and it takes two Houses and
two parties to actually go forward. So
we look forward to working with the
gentleman. I told him it is our belief
that we need to respond to the urgency
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of the fiscal crisis and do everything
we can to bring down the level of
spending in this town. I look forward
to working with the gentleman to-
wards that end.

Mr. HOYER. I look forward to next
week debating how we bring that def-
icit down, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

———

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
MARCH 27, 2012

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at noon on Monday next for
morning-hour debate and 2 p.m. for leg-
islative business.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRIMM). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

————

REPEAL IPAB

(Mrs. BIGGERT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port H.R. 5, the legislation to repeal
the Independent Payment Advisory
Board, or IPAB. As we’ve heard, this
unelected board of 15 was created under
the administration’s health overhaul
to take critical decisions on Medicare
spending and hide them under a bu-
reaucratic veil. As a result, it has the
power to step between seniors and their
doctors with no accountability.

Even Medicare’s Chief Actuary indi-
cated that the payment reductions re-
quired of IPAB are unrealistic and
could drive doctors out of Medicare and
limit seniors’ access to care. That’s
hardly an answer to rising costs.

Today’s legislation repeals IPAB and
reduces costs through bipartisan med-
ical liability reform. This common-
sense reform curbs junk lawsuits and
stops forcing doctors to practice cost-
ly, defensive medicine. This important
bill eliminates IPAB and protects
health care for America’s seniors. I'm
really glad that it has passed this
House, and I hope that the Senate will
take it up.

————

JUSTICE FOR TRAYVON MARTIN

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

Ms. WILSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday I promised that every day 1
would come to the floor of this House
and announce to America just how long
justice for Trayvon Martin has been de-
layed. As of today, Trayvon Martin was
murdered 26 days ago, and still there
has been no arrest. There has been no
arrest, and everyone is suffering. His
parents are suffering, his classmates
are suffering, and his whole Miami
community is suffering.

A psychologist once described to me
what it feels like to lose a child. She
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