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bureaus, life insurance companies,
without the consent or even the knowl-
edge of the patient.

I have a high regard for the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE). I do
not think he realizes what he has
opened the door to in terms of the in-
vasion of medical privacy. That is a
different issue than privacy of finan-
cial records. But this medical privacy
provision allows information to be
made available and to be sold without
us ever knowing about it, about our
most intimate medical problems.

I would rather have nothing on med-
ical privacy than a provision which
takes us a big step backwards.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from Col-
orado (Ms. DEGETTE).

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, here is
another reason to oppose this rule. In
the Committee on Commerce, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY), chair-
man of the subcommittee on Finance
and Hazardous Materials and I offered
an amendment to prohibit entities that
sell insurance from discriminating
against victims of domestic violence by
selling, underwriting, or paying insur-
ance policies by using domestic vio-
lence as an underwriting criteria.

This was an amendment unanimously
supported in the committee, passed the
House last year. It is very important.
We should have voted on it by itself.
Unfortunately, the amendment was not
made in order by itself and was in-
cluded as part of a very controversial
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY).

What we are talking about here is
trying to help businesses and trying to
help consumers. Instead, we are just
getting too cute by half. I think what
we need to do is send this rule back to
the Committee on Rules so they can
get all of these amendments straight,
and they can benefit consumers as well
as businesses.
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Then we can all vote for the bill. We
can send it on to conference, and we
can adopt it.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
15 seconds to the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. GANSKE) for the purposes of rebut-
tal.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, I point
out that the language on medical pri-
vacy says the insurance company shall
maintain a practice of protecting the
confidentiality of individually identifi-
able consumer health and medical and
genetic information and may disclose
such information only with the consent
or at the direction of the customer.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
MENENDEZ), the chief deputy whip.

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to the rule.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
I minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. INSLEE).
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Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, this rule
is defective. This rule does not protect
Americans’ privacy. It protects piracy.
It protects the continued piracy of
banks who are selling our credit card
numbers, selling our checking account
information, selling even the account
numbers in our savings accounts to
telemarketers who call us at night and
try to sell us products we do not want
and we did not ask for.

Americans deserve the right to say
no, to tell banks do not sell my credit
card number. Do not sell my account
information. Do not sell my checking
account information.

If we kill this rule, we are going to
give Americans that right. This rule is
a cruel hoax. It has a loophole big
enough to drive an armored car
through. Because while it says they
cannot give our information to third
party telemarketers, it allows banks to
simply buy the telemarketers and con-
tinue to commit the same crime, the
same sin. All they have got to do is
change the name on the door, and they
will continue to violate our privacy
rights.

Listen to the American people. Do
not have industry dictate this rule.
This is the people’s House. Kill this
rule.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA).

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I must
say that I do not believe quite this par-
tisanship here. After all, this was the
product of years of careful negotiation.
If it had been easy, we would have
passed this years ago.

But having said that, I want to get
back to this question of privacy be-
cause obviously this does not deal with
all the issues of privacy. But what is in
this bill that has been stated is excel-
lent.

Now, weeks ago, I, as the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Financial Insti-
tutions and Consumer Credit, an-
nounced that, given the complexities of
the privacy questions, we were going to
have hearings. Those hearings are
being held in July.

This is not the vehicle to write com-
prehensive privacy reform. I know that
not only I, but certainly the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) and the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY) and
the Committee on Commerce will be
working with us to get a more com-
prehensive look at the privacy issues.

This is not the vehicle for com-
prehensive privacy reform. This is
being used as an excuse to let us not do
our job and hand over to the regulators
and the courts the continued rewriting
of financial institutions. That is abro-
gation of our constitutional responsi-
bility.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut (Ms. DELLAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this rule. We had a
chance to protect the privacy of Amer-
ican consumers. The Republican lead-
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ership blocked it. Instead, we have a
bill that enables the insurance and the
banking industry to disclose an indi-
vidual’s personal health and financial
information without their consent.

What will failure to include these
basic privacy provisions in the bill
mean for Americans? One could be de-
nied medical coverage based on incor-
rect information in one’s medical
record, records that consumers would
have no opportunity to correct. Med-
ical research would be stifled because
no one would trust that their partici-
pation in a medical study would be pri-
vate.

As a cancer survivor, I can tell my
colleagues that the thought of my per-
sonal records being zipped around the
Internet is frightening. This is the Big
Brother bill. Big Brother is watching,
watching one’s medical records, watch-
ing one’s financial records. He knows
when one has been sick. He knows how
much one has in one’s bank account.

Enough is enough Congress. This bill
violates the constitutional rights of
American citizens. We can do better.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. PAUL).

(Mr. PAUL asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this rule. I am known
to be very concerned about the privacy
of all Americans and am tenacious in
protecting the privacy of everyone.

I believe I am a well-known civil lib-
ertarian. But I do believe this bill ade-
quately protects privacy, except in one
area. It has not eliminated the poten-
tial Know Your Customer regulations.
My amendment permits this. It is the
regulations such as Know Your Cus-
tomer that is the motivation for banks
to collect so much information.

So I rise in support of the rule, but
also mention that the Paul-Campbell-
Barr amendment will allow us to bring
to the floor an amendment that will
eliminate once and for all the avail-
ability of Know Your Customer regula-
tions by the various regulators.

I am in strong support of this rule,
believing very sincerely this bill does
protect privacy. But we can make it
better by passing my amendment.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. MEEK).

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I stand to ask the Con-
gress to vote against this rule. I want
to tell my colleagues why. Whenever
there are this many kinds of con-
straints and hesitancies on the part of
the body concerning a bill so important
as this one, the main thing to do is just
to kill it. Get rid of it. Vote against it
because there are too many ifs in this
particular rule. The if in terms of the





