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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan).

——————

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
August 1, 2013.

I hereby appoint the Honorable BILL
HUIZENGA to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

————

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 3, 2013, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to 1 hour and each Member
other than the majority and minority
leaders and the minority whip limited
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall
debate continue beyond 11:50 a.m.

————

SENATOR PAUL SIMON WATER
FOR THE WORLD ACT OF 2013
(H.R. 2901)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 5
years ago, if someone asked what a bow
tie-wearing progressive Democrat from
Oregon and my colleague TED POE, a
cowboy, boot-wearing conservative Re-
publican from Texas, could agree on,
you would have said, Not much.

Today, we are partners on an issue,
however, that makes sense regardless

of your politics: ensuring sustainable,
equitable access to clean water for
nearly 800 million women, children,
and men who don’t have it and the 2.5
billion without even the most basic
sanitation services. TED POE and I
think that politics should stop with
water. That’s why, today, we are intro-
ducing the Paul Simon Water for the
World Act of 2013 (H.R. 2901).

Since Congress passed the Paul
Simon Water for the Poor Act in 2005,
the United States has become a global
leader in efforts to increase access to
clean water and sanitation, developing
and implementing some of the most in-
novative approaches to help those in
greatest need. We must not only main-
tain this progress but work to further
refine and focus the efforts at USAID
and at the Department of State by en-
acting the World Act.

We are committed because dirty
water and a lack of sanitation affects
all areas of development assistance.
This is especially the case when it
comes to women and children. More
children are killed by waterborne dis-
ease than any other. Increasing access
to clean water and sanitation has a sig-
nificant multiplier effect on other
areas of development, enabling us to do
more with less—critical in a time of
constrained budget resources.

Every day, the world has more people
but fewer freshwater resources. Our bi-
partisan legislation will give the
United States the capacity to avoid un-
necessary loss of life and conflict in the
future. It would ensure that water,
sanitation, and hygiene programs are
reflected in other development assist-
ance; prioritize long-lasting impacts of
United States foreign aid dollars; and
increase the focusing on monitoring,
evaluation, transparency, and capacity
building.

Children cannot attend school if
they’re sick from dirty water. Half the
world’s hospital beds today are filled
with people suffering from waterborne

disease needlessly. Hours spent getting
water are hours not working or in
school.

A lack of clean drinking water has a
disproportionate effect on women, who,
in developing countries, walk an aver-
age of 3.7 miles a day to get water. The
estimates are that 40 billion working
hours are lost each year in Africa
alone—200 million hours today.

Having water means girls can go to
school and build a better future. It also
reduces the risk of violence and sexual
assault. A study by Doctors without
Borders found that 82 percent of the
women and girls treated for rape in
West and South Darfur were attacked
while they were gathering water or
firewood.

The challenge is not getting easier,
because 97 percent of the water on
Earth is salty and unfit to drink. Of
the 22 percent, roughly, of the Earth’s
water that is fresh, two-thirds of that
is frozen—locked away in the ice caps
and glaciers. Although it’s rapidly
melting because of climate change,
that’s not going to help us, because it
will be largely salty as well. We’ve got
less than 1 percent of global freshwater
available for human use; and because of
the demands for growing food, energy
and industry, only about one-tenth of a
percent is available for people to drink.
This tiny fraction is further diminished
by deficient or nonexistent water infra-
structure. Even in the United States,
we waste 6 billion gallons of freshwater
every day through leaky pipes. We are
entering an era of severe water scar-
city that the Department of Defense
warns could lead to global insecurity.

In short, Mr. Speaker, there is noth-
ing more fundamental to families and
global health than clean water and
sanitation. More needs to be done, and
it needs to be done well. Taxpayers, un-
derstandably, demand better results
and greater transparency from foreign
aid. This bill provides the tools and in-
centives to do just that.
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We urge our colleagues to adopt our
motto—‘‘politics stops at water’—and
support this effort. This magnitude
will take a team working together,
united in the goal of saving lives and
improving communities around the
world. Please join us in this critical
legislation, the Paul Simon Water for
the World Act (H.R. 2901).

——————

50TH ANNIVERSARY OF MARTIN
LUTHER KING, JR.S MARCH ON
WASHINGTON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. ROTHFUS) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, from
time to time in our Nation’s history,
people of faith have stepped forward to
call this Nation to something greater.
This is steeped in our culture, our tra-
dition, and our founding documents. It
goes back to the cross at Cape Henry
and to the landing at Plymouth Rock.
You see it in our Declaration of Inde-
pendence and again in the movement
to abolish slavery.

Then, in the 1950s and 1960s, it was
people of faith who birthed the new
civil rights movement. No figure cast a
wider shadow on that movement than
the Reverend Dr. Martin Luther King.
This month, we mark the 50th anniver-
sary of one of the most iconic speeches
in American history—Dr. King’s ad-
dress at the Lincoln Memorial. It is a
great honor for me to stand here today
to recollect the words of Dr. King, a
man who stands among the heroes of
our Nation.

Dr. King was a pastor. He received a
divinity degree from Crozer Theo-
logical Seminary in Pennsylvania. His
call to the ministry led him to the Dex-
ter Avenue Baptist Church in Mont-
gomery, Alabama, where, in the
church’s basement, he helped to plan
the Montgomery bus boycott of 1955.
That Dr. King’s actions were motivated
by his faith in a just God is evident
when you read his words.

From the marble steps of the Lincoln
Memorial, he used the words of the
prophet Isaiah to articulate his dream
of an end to injustice and oppression:

That one day every valley shall be exalted,
every hill and mountain shall be made low;
the rough places will be made plain, and the
crooked places will be made straight; and the
glory of the Lord shall be revealed, and all
flesh shall see it together.

Martin Luther King, Jr., looked not
for a revolution but for an affirmation
of the country’s founding principles
when he declared:

That we have come to our Nation’s Capital
to cash a check. When the architects of our
Republic wrote the magnificent words of the
Constitution and the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, they were signing a promissory
note to which every American was to fall
heir. This note was a promise that all men
would be guaranteed the inalienable rights of
life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.

It was not the first time that Dr.
King had alluded to the promise of our
founding documents. Just 4 months be-
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fore the March on Washington, in writ-
ing from a Birmingham jail, he wrote
that African Americans had waited for
more than 340 years for their constitu-
tional and God-given rights.

King’s letter from a Birmingham jail
could not be clearer in its articulation
of the moral status of law and the role
that religion plays in a just society:

Now [King wrote] what is the difference be-
tween a ‘‘just’” and an ‘‘unjust’” law? How
does one determine whether a law is just or
unjust? A just law is a manmade code that
squares with the moral law of God. An unjust
law is a code that is out of harmony with the
moral law.

Yes, Dr. King appealed to the Na-
tion’s religious roots to encourage so-
cial change, and from a Birmingham
jail, he encouraged individuals to con-
front unjust laws:

[Tlhere is nothing new [King wrote] about
this kind of civil disobedience. It was evi-
denced sublimely in the refusal of Shadrach,
Meshach and Abednego to obey the laws of
Nebuchadnezzar, on the ground that a higher
moral law was at stake. It was practiced su-
perbly by the early Christians, who were
willing to face hungry lions . . . rather than
submit to certain unjust laws of the Roman
Empire. . . . In our own Nation, the Boston
Tea Party represented a massive act of civil
disobedience.

We should never forget [King continued]
that everything Adolf Hitler did in Germany
was ‘‘legal” and everything the Hungarian
freedom fighters did in Hungary was ‘‘ille-
gal.” It was ‘‘illegal” to aid and comfort a
Jew in Hitler’s Germany. Even so, I am sure
[King proclaimed] that, had I lived in Ger-
many at the time, I would have aided and
comforted my Jewish brothers. If today I
lived [King continued] in a Communist coun-
try, where certain principles dear to the
Christian faith are suppressed, I would open-
ly advocate disobeying that country’s anti-
religious laws.

King’s letter from a Birmingham jail
and his ‘“I Have a Dream’ speech
should be required reading for every
American high school student and for
every Member of Congress.

With the 50th anniversary of Dr.
King’s speech upon us, it is good to re-
member his words. It is good to appre-
ciate all that faith in God and the
moral law have done to advance the
cause of freedom in our country. It is
good to reflect on whether policies en-
acted by government in our time are a
step back from, or show a rising intol-
erance of, the religious freedom that
has been instrumental in defining our
country and defending our rights.

————

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, AN
UMBRELLA ON A RAINY DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman who preceded me
for that very powerful message; and it
reminds us generally of, really, the ele-
ments of our presence here in this
House. When we represent the people of
this country, it is important that we
are lawmakers and that we have the
compassion that was evidenced by the
movement that Dr. King led and by the
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movement that he was leading at the
time of the tragedy of his death and
that was, of course, the Poor People’s
March in 1968.

I rise today to discuss that capacity
and to say that I know that our
friends, Republicans and Democrats,
can come together around important
service elements that this Nation en-
gages in. The Federal Government is
an umbrella on a rainy day. It is the
engine of the economy. It is the answer
to issues such as transportation and
housing. It really provides housing to
working families. It boosts the middle
class and poor families, and it gives
jobs to builders and contractors. So
that is why, I think, it was quite appro-
priate for this, unfortunately, poorly
driven and constructed Transportation,
Housing and Urban Development ap-
propriations bill to go to its timely
death.

How can you with any compassion
cut so much money that you cut even
the amount of money under the present
budget, and you cut 9 percent below
the level now mandated by the across-
the-board spending cuts by sequestra-
tion?

You went below that. This bill was
$44.1 billion—shameful—cutting public
housing, cutting housing vouchers, cut-
ting opportunities for the homeless,
and particularly for our young people.
As the cochair of the Congressional
Children’s Caucus, every day, I note
that children in America suffer for a
variety of reasons. The Senate, of
course, had a bill, which they are push-
ing through, that was at the $564 billion
level—still very far short of the great
needs of this community.

So I rise today to say that it landed
with a thud, and I think, more impor-
tantly, my colleague from Texas—
again, from Houston—spoke on the
floor of the House about some untimely
language on page 52—I remember it—
that cut into the light rail system of
Houston. It would impact my district.
It would stop students at the Univer-
sity of Houston and at Texas Southern
University from being able to have ac-
cess to rail by cutting down on their
travel costs because there was a provi-
sion in the bill that did not fund just a
sector of that light rail.
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My colleagues, how can you build
light rail when you cut it in the mid-
dle, almost like the western movies,
where the train rushes up and finds a
big hole over the mountains where
something has happened and it can’t go
any further?

It was a bill that was destined to die
and should have died because it lacked
compassion. I stand here opposing any
language that does not fund or find an
alternative route in any community’s
light rail new starts on which that
community chooses to move forward.
In Houston, we should not be attacked,
if you will, for that kind of singular
targeting. Our light rail should pro-
ceed.
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I rise today to again reinforce this
question of homelessness by showing
this picture, which sates, ‘‘Houston
seeks better ways to serve homeless
youth,” and to be able to indicate that
in trying to count homeless youth,
they were only able to count a tenth,
378. When Houston’s leadership went
out on streets to try and count them,
there were over 4,000. Our school dis-
tricts say there are 19,000. Yet, we have
a home called Little Audrey that the
very public dollars that are supposed to
be in the HUD funding could fund. We
have a directive housing community
development near Ratcliff that has a
million dollars that could fund this
particular facility. Mind you, in a city
as large as Houston, there are only four
for homeless youth.

I visited Little Audrey. These are the
kind of young people who are there:

A young man who lived in a crack
house not because he was on crack, but
because he had no place else to live.
He’s found his way to Little Audrey; or
the twins whose father died in Hurri-
cane Katrina, were brought here by
their mother to Houston, and then the
mother died and they were homeless;
or a young woman who was abused; or
a young man who came and was put
out of his house, from Dallas.

Little Audrey is a refuge that would
be as helpful to the children that I met
with and sat down with as this young
man is being helped by Covenant
House. Covenant House cannot do it
alone. So it is important that commu-
nities who receive the public dollars,
who, given the opportunity such as the
public facilities dollars that the Hous-
ing and Community Development of-
fice has in the city of Houston, utilize
it so we do not have this kind of shame
in our community.

I look forward to working with the
city Housing and Community Develop-
ment and the Secretary of Housing to
stop youth homelessness in America
and to helping these young people. I
know we can do it together.

————
THE TRUTH ABOUT YOSEMITE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlemen from
California (Mr. McCLINTOCK) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Speaker, Yo-
semite Valley is a national treasure
that was set aside in 1864 with the
promise that it would be preserved for
the express purpose of ‘‘public use, re-
sort, and recreation.” Ever since,
Americans have enjoyed a host of rec-
reational opportunities and amenities
as they come to experience the splen-
dor of the valley.

Now the National Park Service, at
the urging of leftist environmental
groups, is proposing eliminating many
of these amenities, including bicycle
and raft rentals, horseback riding rent-
als, gift shops, snack facilities, swim-
ming pools, and iconic facilities, in-
cluding the ice skating rink at Curry
Village, the art center, and the historic
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stone bridges that date back to the
1920s.

For generations, these facilities have
enhanced the enjoyment of the park for
millions of visitors, adding a rich vari-
ety of recreational activities amidst
the breathtaking backdrop of Yosem-
ite. But today the very nature and pur-
pose of Yosemite is being changed from
its original promise of public resort,
use, and recreation to an exclusionary
agenda that can best be described as
“look, but don’t touch.”

As public outrage has mounted, these
leftist groups have found willing
mouthpieces in the editorial boards of
the left-leaning San Francisco Chron-
icle and Sacramento Bee. It is obvious
their editorial writers have either not
read the report or are deliberately mis-
representing it to their readers. They
say the plan is designed to relieve over-
crowding in the park. In fact, this plan
compounds the overcrowding.

In 1997, flooding wiped out almost
half the campsites in Yosemite Valley.
Congress appropriated $17 million to
replace these campsites. The money
was spent; the campsites were never re-
placed. That’s what’s causing the over-
crowding—half the campsites for the
same number of visitors.

This plan would lock in a 30 percent
reduction in campsites and a 50 percent
reduction in lodging compared to the
pre-flood area. Three swimming pools
in the valley give visitors a safe place
with lifeguards for their children to
cool off in the summer. The park serv-
ice wants to close two of them. That
means packed overcrowding at the re-
maining pool, pushing families seeking
water recreation into the perilous
Merced River.

They assure us they’re not elimi-
nating all the shops at Yosemite, but
only reducing the number of them. Un-
derstand the practical impact on tour-
ists. It means they’re going to have to
walk much greater distances to access
these services and then endure long
lines once they get there.

Another of the falsehoods is that the
plan doesn’t ban services like bike
rentals, but just moves them to better
locations. The government’s own re-
port puts the lie to this claim. It spe-
cifically speaks to ‘‘eliminating’ and
“removing’’ these services. It goes on
to specifically state: ‘‘Over time, visi-
tors would become accustomed to the
absence of these facilities and would no
longer expect them as a part of their
experience in Yosemite.” Their intent
could not possibly be any clearer.

We are assured that although bicycle
rentals will be—and I'm using the gov-
ernment’s word—‘‘eliminated’’ from
the valley in the interest of environ-
mental protection, visitors will still be
free to bring their own bikes. That in-
vites the obvious question: What ex-
actly is the environmental difference
between a rented bicycle and a pri-
vately owned bicycle?

We’re assured in the smarmy words
of the Sacramento Bee that the plan
merely contemplates relocating raft
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rentals so they meet visitors at the
river. In truth, the plan specifically
states that it will ‘“‘allow only private
boating in this river segment,” and
even then will limit total permits to
only 100 per day.

Mr. Speaker, every lover of Yosemite
needs to read this report. It proposes
breaking the compact between the
American people and their government
that promised public use, resort, and
recreation for all time when the park
was established.

My district includes the Yosemite
National Park. I represent the gateway
communities that depend on park tour-
ism to support their economies. The af-
fected counties and communities are
unanimous in their vigorous opposition
to this plan; and in a recent phone sur-
vey, the people of these communities,
who are jealous guardians of Yosemite,
expressed opposition to it in numbers
well exceeding 80 percent.

Many things need to be done to im-
prove gate access and traffic flow
through the park, but destroying the
amenities that provide enjoyment for
millions of Yosemite visitors each year
is not among them.

———————

CLIMATE RESEARCH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Ms. EDWARDS) for 5 minutes.

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, climate
change is not a science debate; it never
was. As we know, science is never uni-
versally agreed upon. It’s a constant
reexamining of what is deemed the
squats quo. Nonetheless, the science
surrounding climate change is near
universal and it is incontrovertible.
Over several decades of study, an over-
whelming majority of scientists, in-
cluding many at NOAA and NASA God-
dard, in fact, in my district, as well as
researchers worldwide, have concluded
that climate change is real, is caused
by man, and will have a significant im-
pact on our Earth, it’s process, the
safety of our public, and our economy.
These findings simply must quell the
ideological differences and guide our
policy decisions with regard to our en-
vironment in all due haste.

As a member of the House Committee
on Science, Space, and Technology, I
remain astounded that so much cli-
mate denial exists within these Cham-
bers. This doubt is translated into
slashing funding for climate research
and Earth science research, both short-
term and long-term. It’s resulted in
preventing agencies with the expertise
to maintain and develop Earth-observ-
ing systems and conduct the analysis
necessary to understand our Earth—all
slashed.

Just 2 weeks ago, our House Science
Committee reported out legislation
that would cut NASA’s Earth science
budget by a third, something like over
$600 million. NASA is a major contrib-
utor to our U.S. Global Change Re-
search Program, and such a cut would
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not only devastate Earth science re-
search, but hamper our ability to un-
derstand what is truly a matter of na-
tional significance, indeed, global sig-
nificance.

Unfortunately, my home State of
Maryland will suffer disproportion-
ately if this Chamber refuses to act.
Maryland has the fourth longest tidal
coastline and is the third most vulner-
able to sea level rise, one of the major
consequences of climate change. Is-
lands and low-lying communities
throughout our State will be impacted
by rising seas and severe weather
events like Hurricane Sandy. Just last
week, The Washington Post reported
that Maryland’s coastal waters could
rise 6 feet by the end of this century.
This increase could cause flooding in
major cities like Baltimore and Annap-
olis. Areas on the lower half of the Del-
marva Peninsula could be especially
impacted. While our State has been
proactive about preparing for these
kind of environmental changes, ther-
mal expansion of our oceans and water-
ways will pose significant problems for
the State, indeed, for our Nation.

But this is not one State’s concern;
it’s a 50-State concern and a global
concern.

Goddard Spaceflight Center, which is
located just outside my congressional
district, is home to a number of cli-
mate scientists who are genuinely con-
cerned about observed and predicted
trends for the future. This historical
trend of warming and sea level ice, in
particular, are not fiction or hyperbole.
The are, in fact, facts that are indis-
putable and in many ways terrifying.

I want to bring to your attention
image 1 here. In Maryland, the warm-
ing trend over 100 years has increased
from 2 degrees Fahrenheit to 6.1 de-
grees, just since 1960. This is signifi-
cant and concerning warming in just
my State. The U.S. trends are equally
staggering, and the global trends are
even more overwhelming.

But what concerns me even more is
this chart here. This chart depicts
polar sea ice, which is important to
control and moderate global climate.
As sea ice melts in the summer, it ab-
sorbs the sunlight and warms our poles.
What’s happening is that, because, ac-
cording to the National Snow and Ice
Data Center, even a slight warming of
the poles will quicken the pace of glob-
al warming and likely lead to more se-
vere climate patterns. Since 2000, Arc-
tic ice during the summer has been
melting at rates that are scaring sci-
entists. Here, what you see is a sharp
decline during the summer ice melting.
Last year, half of the sea ice actually
melted during the summer.

I want to highlight one more thing.
Our most conservative models didn’t
predict what we’ve actually observed in
terms of decline in sea ice thickness.
Our climate model simulations have
failed to keep up with actual signifi-
cant loss. This problem is twofold:

First, additional cuts to climate re-
search and gaps in our satellites—and
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there are gaps because we’re not fund-
ing them—make these observations
even less accurate and weaken our
modeling;

Second, the poles are actually warm-
ing faster than we ever predicted. It’s
estimated that by 2020, all the sea ice
during the summer will be melted.

It’s time for us to act. For the sake
of the future generations of our econ-
omy, our environment, let’s restore cli-
mate research capacity. Let’s act for
future generations.

——————

HONORING THE LIVES OF THIRTY-
TWO AMERICAN HEROES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. RIGELL) for 5 minutes.

Mr. RIGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in this, the people’s House, to
pay tribute to, to honor, and to remem-
ber the lives of 32 American heroes.

Next Tuesday is August 6, and it is
the most sobering anniversary in the
district I have the privilege to rep-
resent. It was on that day in 2011 that
enemy fighters in Afghanistan shot
down a Chinook helicopter, killing 5
soldiers, 3 airmen, and 24 Navy SEALs.
This tragedy marks the heaviest loss of
life for our elite Navy SEAL commu-
nity.

The warriors we lost that day were
loving husbands, devoted fathers, brave
sons, selfless patriots. While their fam-
ilies struggle with the loss of their own
personal hero, our Nation stands with
them, and the good folks in Virginia’s
Second Congressional District stand
with them, as well.
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Mr. Speaker, men and women have
sacrificed for this country at a high
cost. I have wrestled with this ques-
tion, and I do not know why providence
calls upon some to give so much, in-
cluding in cases like this, for young
men or young women to give the full
measure of sacrifice in defense of our
freedom. But I do know this, Mr.
Speaker: I know the duty we have to
the fallen, and that’s to honor and to
remember them and to care for their
families and to meet our obligation
today in this place and across this
great land and press on for the freedom
and liberty that they indeed gave their
life for.

So it is with reverence and respect,
Mr. Speaker, and sincere appreciation
from one American to the families of
the fallen that I will now read the
names of these Americans whose lives
were taken that day in defense of our
country.

These are Navy servicemen killed
August 6, 2011:

Jonas B. Kelsall

Louis J. Langlais

Thomas A. Ratzlaff

Craig M. Vickers

Brian R. Bill

John W. Faas

Kevin A. Houston

Matthew D. Mason
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Stephen M. Mills

Nicholas H. Null

Robert J. Reeves

Heath M. Robinson

Darrik C. Benson

Christopher G. Campbell

Jared W. Day

John Douangdara

Michael J. Strange

Jon T. Tumilson

Aaron C. Vaughn

Jason R. Workman

Jesse D. Pittman

Nicholas P. Spehar

The five soldiers killed that day:

David R. Carter

Bryan J. Nichols

Patrick D. Hamburger

Alexander J. Bennett

Spencer C. Duncan

And the three airmen killed that day:

John W. Brown

Andrew W. Harvell

Daniel L. Zerbe

Mr. Speaker, as these families con-
tinue to struggle with their loss, we
continue to pray for them, asking that
God will give them a special measure
of grace and peace on this day and the
days ahead.

————

SUPPORT COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. CAPPS) for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to speak on behalf of support for
funding for the Community Develop-
ment Block Grants, commonly known
here as CDBG funding.

Public-private partnerships are great
investments for our communities. And
on the central coast of California, as
well as in communities all across our
country, Community Development
Block Grants have long been a critical
source of funding for local initiatives.
CDBG funding gives nonprofits oppor-
tunities to provide locally tailored
services in an efficient and effective
manner. These nonprofits are then able
to leverage additional private funding,
giving taxpayer dollars an extra bang
for the buck in spending power. It is a
win-win for everyone. The investments
that are made stimulate and grow our
local economies. They improve the
quality of life for our working families.

My constituents see CDBG funding at
work each day, even though they may
not know what it is. It’s there working
on their behalf. It’s the Santa Maria
Meals on Wheels program, which deliv-
ers nutritious meals to local seniors
each day. For many of these seniors,
it’s the only real meal they’ll have in a
day.

It’s the Thrifty Shopper and Catholic
Charities’ Community Services, which
support mobile food distribution and
case management for our neighbors in
need.

It is the youth education enhance-
ment programs which provide quality
after-school youth education programs.
These programs improve reading and
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study skills. They promote high school
graduation, and foster parent partici-
pation in a child’s academic life. CDBG
supports our local Boys and Girls
Clubs, the food bank, and legal aid. It’s
giving Santa Maria a chance to rehab
Oakley Park, which benefits the entire
community.

CDBG helps those in need, and it
makes life a bit better for everyone.
These are investments with real local
impacts, and that’s why cuts to this
program, like the drastic ones we’ve
been debating, also have a direct im-
pact.

Already, important programs like
Meals on Wheels are having trouble
reaching all those in need due to se-
questration cuts. So to slash the pro-
gram in half will only add to this dev-
astation. These aren’t disposable
projects. They are truly investments in
our people and in our community, and
that is why I urge my colleagues to
stand with the central coast of Cali-
fornia, to stand with communities
across this Nation who can’t afford the
bill the House majority has brought to
the floor.

————

STOP GOVERNMENT ABUSE WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. CONAWAY) for 5 minutes.

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, this
week in the House, we are voting on
pieces of legislation that will roll back
the Obama administration’s overreach.
We term this effort Stop Government
Abuse Week. Our message to the ad-
ministration is quite simple: no more
wasted tax dollars, no more abuse of
power by Federal agencies. The Federal
Government must be accountable to
the American people, not unelected bu-
reaucrats.

Right now, a senior Federal employee
can be placed under investigation for
serious misconduct, yet the Federal
Government isn’t allowed to put that
person on leave without pay, meaning
they get an extended paid vacation.
That’s the case with IRS official Lois
Lerner, who took the Fifth Amend-
ment and testified before Congress.
She’s now on paid leave while Congress
continues the agency’s misconduct in-
vestigation.

The Employee Accountability Act,
introduced by my friend MIKE KELLY
from Pennsylvania, will address this
issue. It will allow agencies to place
employees on unpaid leave when they
are under investigation for serious of-
fenses.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud of the work
the House is doing this week on behalf
of the American people. We are sending
a very strong message to the Obama
administration: enough is enough.

——

CLIMATE CHANGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON) for 5 minutes.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, I want to
talk today about important issues in-
volving climate change going on all
over America, all over this world. But
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specifically today, I want to talk about
our urban communities. Global warm-
ing is expected to increase the fre-
quency and intensity of natural disas-
ters, like wildfires in the West and hur-
ricanes like Sandy on the east coast,
and record drought conditions that
continue for another year across the
Midwest.

But in urban areas, cities like D.C.,
or my hometown of Minneapolis, we
have something known as an urban
heat island. Urban heat islands are a
serious problem because urban areas
tend to have temperatures 5-20 degrees
warmer than rural areas, which is
known as heat island effect. Heat is-
lands are caused by a lack of natural
vegetation, dark colored, impervious
roads and concrete, and exhaust from
vehicles and industry. As global tem-
peratures increase, urban areas are
warming at double the rate of the aver-
age global temperature, so this is a
real serious issue.

Heat islands drive people to increase
their use of air conditioning, which of
course has a vicious effect in terms of
just increasing an already serious prob-
lem. In turn, increasing the air condi-
tioning drives up energy costs and in-
creases power plant emissions, which
contributes to the heat island in the
first place.

These emissions not only contribute
to global warming, they impact human
health, increase emissions of carbon
monoxide, mercury, and particulate
matter, which leads to increased risks
of heart attacks, strokes, and asthma.
Particulate matter is very fine pieces
that are emitted from coal plants.
They go up into the air and come down,
and we breathe that stuff in.

The effect of extreme heat in urban
areas disproportionately affects some
Americans as opposed to others. It af-
fects anyone who lives in an urban
area. But given the populations of
urban areas, it affects certain commu-
nities more, including communities of
color, low-income communities, and
the elderly.

This housing segregation that we
have in our country in which you have
this disproportionate number of some
populations in wurban areas, con-
centrates racial ethnic minorities in
dense environments, and that’s why we
see African Americans experiencing
some of these heat-related hazards that
have to do with everything from asth-
ma and other sorts of issues like that.
The low-income, minority, and elderly
are less able to adapt and recover from
these extreme climate events and are
the communities most at risk from
heat island effects and heat waves.

These communities are already
plagued by higher pollution than
wealthy, white communities. Coal

plants, bus depots, and trash inciner-
ators are disproportionately located in
these areas that I speak of, and the
heat island effect makes it worse.

The high cost of air conditioning, the
inability to move into special heat
wave shelters increases risk. Urban mi-
norities often have more underlying
health issues, such as higher rates of
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asthma, as I mentioned before, which
also creates susceptibility to increased
pollutants in these heat islands.

In 1995, a Chicago heat wave killed
more than 700 people over 5 days, most-
ly elderly people who couldn’t escape.
The European heat wave in 2003 killed
30,000 people, although some estimates
put that number as high as 70,000. So-
cioeconomic disparities will worsen
through the health and economic ef-
fects of climate change.

As global temperatures continue to
rise, heat waves in urban areas are in-
creasing in frequency, duration, and in-
tensity; and the effect on my commu-
nity of Minneapolis, and urban areas
all over this country, will be dev-
astating. This is a serious issue that we
need to focus on. We need to do some-
thing about it. The time is now.

I want to thank the Safe Climate
Caucus for organizing Members to dis-
cuss this issue for the public today so
we can all come to a greater level of
awareness about the true dangers of ig-
noring global climate change.

————

SUPPORT PATIENT OPTION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. BROUN) for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
this government is out of control. It
has become too big and too intrusive.
It is spending too much. It is taxing
too much. It is regulating too much. It
is borrowing too much. And it’s stick-
ing its ugly nose into our business too
much. This must stop.

ObamaCare does every one of those
things. This law is as disastrous as a
train running full throttle without an
engineer, speeding toward a head-on
collision and wrecking everything in
its tracks.

I come before you today with a solu-
tion, my Patient Option Act, H.R. 2900.
My Patient Option Act will revitalize
American health care, not through
government interference but by giving
the American people full control over
their health care decisions. It will
make health care cheaper for everyone.
It provides coverage for all Americans,
and it will save Medicare from going
broke.

My Patient Option Act repeals
ObamacCare in its entirety and replaces
it with some patient-centered, com-
monsense solutions. These solutions in-
clude 100 percent deductibility for
health care expenses for everyone, in-
cluding insurance; flexibility for indi-
viduals and businesses to join associa-
tions where there will be a smor-
gasbord of health care insurance op-
tions; expanding health savings ac-
counts that patients will own and con-
trol; freedom for consumers to pur-
chase health insurance across State
lines; and tax incentives to reward phy-
sicians who provide free care to pa-
tients who cannot afford health insur-
ance.

My Patient Option Act accomplishes
all of this, and more, in just 77 pages.
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That’s a stark contrast to the over
2,700-page regulatory nightmare of
ObamacCare. In fact, ObamaCare’s regu-
lations are 2 million words longer than
the Bible. Any bill that much longer
than the Bible has to be bad for Amer-
ica.

My Patient Option Act is the solu-
tion that Americans need and deserve.
Unfortunately, the clock is ticking and
time has almost run out.

A Georgia businessman recently told
me that his insurance premiums for his
employees have increased by 40 percent
this year, compared to last, due to
ObamaCare.

Another Georgia businessman, who is
an owner of several fast-food res-
taurants and currently employs over
200 full-time workers, recently told me
that he is seriously considering letting
them all go and hiring only part-time
employees.

And recently, even President
Obama’s Health and Human Services
Department has admitted that you
might not be able to keep your current
doctor, even if you want to. If Congress
does not act soon, we will be hearing
more and more of these same stories.

I'm here to tell all Americans and all
American families that it doesn’t have
to be this way.

Mr. Speaker, if Americans want true,
patient-centered, health care reform,
then they must contact their Congress-
man and Senators and urge them to
pass my Patient Option Act.

Mr. Speaker, if Americans want
lower costs, coverage for everyone, and
government out of the way of the doc-
tor-patient relationship, then they
must contact their Representatives
and urge them to pass my Patient Op-
tion Act.

If Americans want full control of
their coverage and freedom to make
their own decisions in health care, then
the Patient Option Act is the only true
solution.

We don’t have much time; but
through the voices of we, the people,
the American people, we can work to
repeal this disastrous law and replace
it with legislation that serves the best
interest of my patients and all pa-
tients, not government. That’s my Pa-
tient Option Act.

———

UNFINISHED BUSINESS IN
CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
California (Mr. CosTA) for 5 minutes.

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow
afternoon we will board our flights
back to the district for the August re-
cess. Sadly, we’ll be leaving behind a
lot of unfinished business.

Just yesterday, the Republican lead-
ership pulled the catastrophe of a
transportation and housing appropria-
tions bill because it couldn’t even get
the votes within their own caucus.
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I ask my friends, when are we going
to begin to govern and work together?

When we come back from the August
recess period, we will have 9 days, just
9 days left until the farm bill extension
expires. But we’re leaving the House
without passing a true farm bill that
we can conference, much less appoint-
ing any conferees to work out the dif-
ferences between the two bills. The
farmers, ranchers and dairymen expect
better in my district.

Uncertainty swirls around the Cap-
itol, but the only thing that seems cer-
tain here lately is that we cannot act
on anything that the American people
want us to that they view as no-
brainers.

Take immigration reform. Over half
the voters in this country think we
should get this done and pass the Sen-
ate bill. Yet we are watching the sum-
mer fade into fall without even a
timeline for when the House will bring
up real immigration reform.

It’s far too easy for us to throw up
our hands and say this place is broken,
but that’s not why we came to Wash-
ington.

No budget, little in appropriations
bills, no tax reform, little progress on
immigration reform, and no farm bill.

Yet last week, the Republican leaders
said that we should, instead, be meas-
ured by the laws that we repeal. Okay.
Well, on that score, we’ve exactly re-
pealed zero laws.

I came here to roll up my sleeves and
get to work. We have real problems in
this country; but we also, I think,
share in real bipartisan solutions to fix
those problems. All that we need is the
green light.

The problem here is that the art of
the political compromise has been lost.
And it’s about time we rediscover that
art of the political compromise.

We have divided government. That’s
not a secret. We’ve had divided govern-
ment in the past. And by the way,
we’re going to have divided govern-
ment for the next 3% years.

Let’s get real. It’s about time that we
begin to figure out ways to work to-
gether. My hope is that when we go
back home we are reminded that every
vote here in the House of Representa-
tives, the people’s House, is not a lit-
mus test, and that every issue that we
deal with should not be looked at in
terms of black and white, but in shades
of gray.

We have a lot of challenges facing
America. I hope, after the August re-
cess, we come back here in September
and that we put solving America’s
problems before our own political agen-
das.

America cannot afford to continue
this three-ring circus. It’s about time
we begin to work together, ladies and
gentlemen.

——
HONORING MEDAL OF HONOR RE-

CIPIENT ARMY STAFF SER-

GEANT TY MICHAEL CARTER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
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California (Mr. MCNERNEY) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. MCNERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to ask my colleagues to join me
in honoring Army Staff Sergeant Ty
Michael Carter, who will be awarded
with the Congressional Medal of Honor
in recognition of his heroic actions in
Afghanistan in 2009.

As the father of a veteran, I am truly
honored to represent Staff Sergeant
Carter, a resident of Antioch, Cali-
fornia. The Medal of Honor is our Na-
tion’s highest military award presented
for selfless sacrifice and acts of cour-
age above and beyond the call of duty
at the risk of his or her life.

Staff Sergeant Carter was born in
Spokane, Washington, in 1980 and grad-
uated from North Central High School.
After high school, he enlisted in the
Marine Corps and served in Japan. He
had two additional deployments before
being honorably discharged from the
Marine Corps in the year 2002.

During this time, Staff Sergeant Car-
ter enrolled in the Los Medanos Com-
munity College in California and stud-
ied biology. Upon the birth of his first
daughter, and after traveling through-
out the United States, he enlisted to
serve his country as a soldier in the
United States Army in the year 2008.

It was on October 3, 2009, when Spe-
cialist Carter and the 54 Members of B
Troop, 3rd Squadron, 61st Cavalry
Regiment came under heavy enemy
fire in the Nuristan province of Af-
ghanistan.

At great risk of his own life, Staff
Sergeant Carter resupplied ammuni-
tion to help his fellow soldiers, pro-
vided first aid to a comrade, eliminated
enemy troops, and risked his own life
to help carry a fellow soldier from
harm’s way.

The actions that Mr. Carter took
during this ambush were critical to the
defense of the COP Keating, which was
established in 2006 as a provincial re-
construction team camp located near
the confluence of the Kushtowz and
Landay Sin Rivers.

All of our Nation’s servicemembers
and their families make great sac-
rifices, and we can never fully repay
them. It’s important that we pay trib-
ute to those who show their devotion
to the United States through their
service and that we ensure those who
return home are provided with the
services they deserve and have earned.

These brave men and women are
committed to one another and to hon-
oring the call of duty to protect our
great Nation. We owe them the same
respect.

I want to commend Staff Sergeant
Carter and all of our Nation’s veterans
for their courage and dedication to this
country. Our Nation has always been
able to depend on the selfless actions of
men and women in uniform for our
very existence.

I ask my colleagues to join me in
honoring Staff Sergeant Ty Michael
Carter, as well as our servicemen and
women, their families and veterans, for
their service to the United States.
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NATIONAL COACHES DAY
Mr. MCNERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I also
want to recognize the efforts of Mad-
eline Woznick, a 12-year-old student
athlete who lives in Lodi, California.
Madeline is a competitive swimmer
and has worked to bring attention to
the hard work and dedication of coach-
es across the country and is advocating
for an annual National Coaches Day.

There are tens of millions of student
athletes in the country. Coaches can
have a fundamental impact on these
students, and I'm grateful for their en-
deavors to train and mentor the next
generation.

Today’s students are tomorrow’s
leaders, and it is important that they
have teachers and mentors who inspire
and encourage them in their edu-
cational pursuits. As Madeline says,
coaches motivate and inspire students
to better themselves.

In 1972, President Nixon declared Oc-
tober 6 as National Coaches Day, and
Madeline is working to ensure that
every October 6 is National Coaches
Day so their efforts are appreciated
and recognized by communities across
the country.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
applauding Madeline Woznick and
coaches across the country.

—————

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until noon
today.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 55
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

——
O 1200

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at
noon.

————

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer:

God of the Universe, we give You
thanks for giving us another day.

We ask Your blessing upon those who
have worked so hard these past few
days. Many issues remain, and their so-
lutions continue to elude. Not all are
completely satisfied, but help us all to
proceed graciously, remaining vigilant
for those values held most dear while
being just.

In the days that come, help each
Member to understand well and inter-
pret positively, as they are able, the
positions of those with whom they dis-
agree. Grant to each the wisdom of Sol-
omon, and to us all the faith and con-
fidence to know that no matter how
difficult things appear to be, You con-
tinue to walk with our Nation as You
have done for over two centuries.
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May all that is done today in the peo-
ple’s House be for Your greater honor
and glory.

Amen.

——————

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SEAN PATRICK
MALONEY) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York led the Pledge of Allegiance
as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

—————
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain 15 further requests for 1-minute
speeches on each side of the aisle.

—————

SEQUESTRATION

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

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, we’re now
in the 4th week of the civilian fur-
loughs at the Department of Defense
that are wreaking havoc on our na-
tional security and the lives of patri-
otic men and women across this coun-
try. Mr. Speaker, I've said repeatedly
the decisions that led us here were not
the result of strategic analysis but yet
another consequence of misguided cuts
to our national defense.

Just a few moments ago, we were in
a hearing in the Armed Services Com-
mittee and a high-ranking member of
the Pentagon said that the suggestion
that we now know the President made
for sequestration was a dumb idea. It
was certainly a wrong idea. It was
wrong when the President signed it
into law, but what is worse is the cur-
rent position of the White House, that
even if the House and the Senate can
reach an agreement to fix sequestra-
tion and stop these furloughs, that
they will not agree to it unless we give
the President all the spending he wants
in every area of government and in-
creases in taxes in all the areas of gov-
ernment he wants.

Mr. Speaker, this is wrong. We need
to address sequestration now for na-
tional defense and stop it before it’s
too late.

————
NATION-BUILDING AT HOME

(Mr. HIGGINS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, last week
I met with Rich Lowry, the editor of
the National Review, whose new book,
“Lincoln Unbound,” urges the Repub-
lican Party to embrace an aspirational
agenda of Abraham Lincoln, who led an
ambitious program of rail and canal
construction.

His book calls to mind the words of
Sheila Bair, a George W. Bush adminis-
tration official, who, in February,
urged her fellow Republicans to re-
member that, from Lincoln’s trans-
continental railroad to Eisenhower’s
highway system, Republicans have un-
derstood that investing in critical in-
frastructure projects creates jobs and
expands the economy.

Yet the appropriations bill that was
on the floor this week would have cut
$2 Dbillion from the Department of
Transportation. It was a total rejection
of the Lincoln-Eisenhower tradition.

We have spent $87 billion rebuilding
the infrastructure of Afghanistan and
just approved $56 billion more. Accord-
ing to the United States inspector gen-
eral, supporters of the Taliban and al
Qaeda are getting the contracts and
“far too much will be wasted’” due to
insufficient oversight.

This, Mr. Speaker, is appalling, and
it’s time to do nation-building right
here at home.

—————

OBAMACARE

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

Mr. MULLIN. Mr. Speaker, according
to the most recently released numbers
by the Congressional Budget Office,
ObamaCare is now going to cost the
American taxpayers nearly $1.4 tril-
lion.

With our national debt sitting at
$16.8 trillion and rising every single
day, I must ask my colleagues who sup-
port this: Can America really afford
this?

———

NUCLEAR IRAN PREVENTION ACT

(Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute
and to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York. Mr. Speaker, the dangers of
a nuclear Iran are real and represent
one of the greatest threats to our coun-
try and to our allies.

In addition to the existential threat
to our ally, Israel, Iran is a growing
source of violence in the Middle East,
propping up the Syrian regime, arming
Hezbollah, and undermining a fragile
peace in Iraq. More troubling, the Ira-
nian regime is pursuing an active nu-
clear capability, which we cannot
allow.

While we have strong laws on the
books already, we can and must go
even further to isolate the Iranian re-
gime and the major sources of funding
that support it. The Nuclear Iran Pre-
vention Act will cripple that country’s
energy sector and tighten sanctions on
Iran’s radical leadership and human
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rights violators. For the first time, the
bill authorizes the President to impose
sanctions on any entity that maintains
significant commercial ties with Iran.

Without question, we must come to-
gether to prevent Iran from acquiring a
nuclear weapon, and I urge my col-
leagues in the Senate to join us in
sending a clear message to the Iranians
that we will stand firmly with our
friend, Israel, until the Iran regime for-
sakes this reckless course and rejoins
the peaceful community of nations.

————

ELEVENTH UNANSWERED
QUESTION ON BENGHAZI

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

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I've been
asking a series of questions over the
last 3 weeks about what happened in
Benghazi last September. After a year
of investigation, none of the questions
have been answered publicly, not one.

Tomorrow is the last day before Con-
gress departs for its August recess, and
I plan to resubmit all the questions
that I've asked so they are listed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for history to
see—and history will determine wheth-
er the American people ever learned
the truth.

Yesterday, I focused my questions on
the other U.S. facility that was at-
tacked that night, the CIA annex.
Today, I have only one question: Who
in the White House knew what was
going on in the annex? That’s it. One
question: Who knew? The Chief of
Staff? Then-Deputy National Security
Advisor and current CIA Director John
Brennan?

Something is just not right.

It is time to honor both those who
were Kkilled and the survivors by cre-
ating a House select committee and, in
the words of the editorial page of The
Wall Street Journal, let Benghazi’s

chips fall.
———
ANNIVERSARY OF OAK CREEK
SHOOTING

(Ms. CHU asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. CHU. Mr. Speaker, a year ago,
the Sikhs at the Oak Creek, Wisconsin,
temple, or gurdwara, were peacefully
preparing meals for Sunday worship,
but that peace was shattered when a 40-
year-old neo-Nazi man walked in and
began shooting anyone in his path. I
stand here today to honor the six vic-
tims of this senseless massacre:

Suveg Singh Khattra

Satwant Singh Kaleka

Ranjit Singh

Sita Singh

Paramjit Kaur

Prakash Singh

You will never be forgotten.

Sikhs have been the targets of dis-
crimination and violence. Just this
week, the word ‘‘terrorist” was
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scrawled against the wall of a
gurdwara in Riverside.

In the memory of Oak Creek, we will
recommit to fighting against intoler-
ance wherever and whenever it occurs
so that the lives of those six brave
souls will not be lost in vain.

———
STOP GOVERNMENT ABUSE

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

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the measures we’re bringing
to the floor this week aimed at stop-
ping government abuse.

With millions of working middle
class Americans struggling, House Re-
publicans have chosen to lead on the
issues that matter to them. We’ve fo-
cused on creating jobs, lowering energy
prices, offering children a better edu-
cation, and lessening the burden of reg-
ulations and red tape on their lives.
This week, we are holding government
accountable to them by increasing
transparency, cutting waste, and giv-
ing them new protections from an out-
of-control bureaucracy.

Our plan is to stop the reckless waste
of taxpayer dollars with new controls
for Federal agency spending and to
give new powers to our citizens so that
government bureaucrats can be held
accountable for any political intimida-
tion or poor customer service that may
occur.

These reforms are reforms that our
country needs because many in Wash-
ington simply have forgotten the most
important principle—the Federal Gov-
ernment works for the people and not
the other way around.

I’'m surprised that the Democratic
leaders have urged opposition to sev-
eral of these commonsense measures.
Why do they want to forbid citizens
from transparently recording conversa-
tions with Federal regulators? You
have to ask: Why do they want to keep
paying out hefty bonuses to well-com-
pensated executives in these times of
fiscal stress and economic restraint?
Why is it that the opposition leaders
want to keep paying senior Federal of-
ficials who are under investigation for
serious ethical wrongdoing? Why do
they want to use taxpayer dollars to do
that? It just defies logic, Mr. Speaker.

The package of bills being brought to
the floor this week are common sense,
and they should easily garner bipar-
tisan support. There’s simply no reason
for Members of either party to support
megabonuses, expensive paid vaca-
tions, and zero accountability meas-
ures for Washington bureaucrats.

We are here to represent the people,
not the government. Working families
in America want to trust their govern-
ment, and they want to rebuild their
faith in our economy. These bills are a
much-needed step in the right direction
toward accomplishing this goal.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to support this commonsense
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legislation. I urge the Senate to join us
in this effort and not waste time while
these abuses continue.

——————

RECOGNIZING TAFT EARLY
LEARNING SCHOOL

(Mr. McGOVERN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to congratulate Taft Early Learning
School in Uxbridge, Massachusetts, for
being named as a Bronze Award Winner
in the USDA Healthier School Chal-
lenge. This initiative recognizes those
schools enrolled in Team Nutrition
that have created healthier school en-
vironments through promotion of nu-
trition and physical activity, a pro-
gram that is now part of First Lady
Michelle Obama’s Let’s Move cam-
paign.

To achieve this challenge, Taft ap-
plied for and received a salad bar grant,
which enabled them to offer lots of
fresh fruit and vegetable choices every
day as part of lunch. They incorporated
more whole grains and beans into the
menu. They hired an experienced cook
to make this happen and added extra
physical activity every day, which re-
quired the creativity and cooperation
of the classroom teachers.

I want to congratulate Principal Judi
Lamarre, Food Service Director Janice
Watt, the teachers, administrative
staff, students, and parents for their
hard work in improving the food, nutri-
tion, and exercise programs at Taft
Early Learning School. This is a big
deal, and I'm proud of this important
accomplishment.

————

KEEP THE IRS OFF YOUR HEALTH
CARE ACT

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, in May, the IRS proved to the
American people it cannot be trusted
to fairly enforce laws.

As if the intentional targeting of
Americans was not troubling enough,
ObamaCare will give the IRS even
more power in just a short month.
That’s right, the agency that bullied
Americans for exercising their right of
free speech will be the same agency in-
volved in enforcing health care. Pa-
tients and their doctors should make
the decisions that work best for them,
not Washington, much less the IRS.

Allowing the IRS to enforce
ObamaCare opens the door to more
abuse, targeting, and intimidation of
Americans. That’s why I join my col-
leagues in support of a commonsense
bill, H.R. 2009, Keep the IRS Off Your
Health Care Act, that will stop the IRS
from enforcing or implementing any
part of ObamaCare.

It’s time for our friends across the
aisle to listen to the American people.
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Keep the IRS out of our lives and out
of our health care.

———
0 1215
IN MEMORY OF LOIS DEBERRY

(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, the United
States lost a great citizen and a legend
on Sunday when Lois DeBerry passed
away. Lois was the Speaker Pro-Temp
Emeritus of the Tennessee General As-
sembly and the longest-serving mem-
ber of the Tennessee General Assembly.
I had the honor to serve with her. She
was a great orator, and she was the go-
to person of the Tennessee General As-
sembly on civil rights issues, women’s
issues, children’s issues, education
issues, and anything about Memphis.
She served with distinction and was
recognized all over the country. The
Delta Sigma Thetas were valued to her
and valued to have her as a member.
She was a past president of the Na-
tional Association of Black Local
Elected Officials and respected in the
National Conference of State Legisla-
tures.

Yesterday, a flag flew over the Cap-
itol, which I have to present Saturday
at her funeral, the day that we cele-
brate the 50th anniversary of the
March on Washington, a march in
which Lois participated as a very
young person. Her’s was a life well
lived. She will be missed by all in
Memphis and me.

———
HONORING CHERYL SCOFIELD

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

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
honor Cheryl Scofield of the USDA
Rural Development Office in Wray,
Colorado. Cheryl will retire next
month as the USDA Rural Develop-
ment Northeast Area director after 30
years of dedicated service. A fourth-
generation Yuma County resident,
Cheryl studied at Jones Real Estate
College and the University of Colorado,
earning a graduate degree in public ad-
ministration.

After getting her start at Wray State
Bank and World Savings Mortgage
Company, she took a job with the De-
partment of Housing, but it was at the
USDA Rural Development Office where
Cheryl spent 31 years as an outstanding
and invaluable asset to her agency. Her
rural background, education, and true
passion for her work gave wind to
Cheryl’s impressive career.

Outside of work, Cheryl has been an
active member of her community—
board member, small business develop-
ment, and a wealth of professional ex-
perience she’s shared with commu-
nities throughout the eastern plains.
She’s been married to her husband,
Delbert, for 41 years. There’s not a sin-
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gle community on the eastern plains
that Cheryl’s work hasn’t impacted.
Her legacy will live on on every Main
Street of eastern Colorado.

Thank you, Cheryl, for your service.

———
SUPPORT NIH FUNDING

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

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to support funding for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health and to stop
the mindless and automatic sequestra-
tion cuts.

Earlier this month, I met with Carlos
Santos and James Hodge, two young
men from Florida. We talked about
their sisters, who suffer from cystic fi-
brosis, and how potential budget cuts
to the NIH will drastically affect their
lives.

Cystic fibrosis is a chronic disease
with no cure. While discoveries from
NIH over the past 30 years have helped
double the life expectancy of those
with cystic fibrosis, there is much
more we can do, including finding a
cure for this disease in our lifetime.

Because of NIH’s groundbreaking re-
search into this disease and others, I
ask my colleagues to support funding
for NIH. We must secure our Nation’s
future by making smart investments in
our Nation’s health.

————
SUPPORT CANCER RESEARCH

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

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Speaker, I re-
cently met with my good friend, Linda
Sindt, a former colonel in the United
States Air Force from Medford, Or-
egon. For many years, Linda has
served on my service academy nomina-
tions board, helping me find honorable
young men and women to serve their
country in our academies.

This time, though, we discussed a
much different issue. Last year, Linda
lost her husband, U.S. Air Force Major
Duane Sindt, to pancreatic cancer. It’s
a terrible disease with an extremely
low survival rate. We owe it to Linda
and other families affected by this dis-
ease to help improve treatment and to
find a cure.

So last year, with the help of Linda
and her fellow advocates, Congress
passed and the President signed the Re-
calcitrant Cancer Research Act, which
helps incentivize research and treat-
ment for this horrible disease and oth-
ers like it. There is still much more
work to be done, but we are hopeful we
can continue to build upon this effort
and find treatments and cures to help
patients and families nationwide.

———
AMERICAN PEOPLE WANT JOBS

(Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of
New York asked and was given permis-
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sion to address the House for 1 minute
and to revise and extend her remarks.)

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. Mr. Speaker, the American peo-
ple have said loud and clear that what
they want the most from Congress is
jobs. And what is Congress giving
them? Jabs—threats to bring the gov-
ernment to a halt; threats to let the
United States Treasury  default;
threats to slash the funding for mass
transit that brings people to their jobs.
And the tentacles of sequestration will
strangle growth even more. The Con-
gressional Budget Office estimates that
sequestration will cost us 900,000 fewer
jobs next year.

It’s time to stop playing politics with
our economy and do the people’s work.
We need to provide a strong workforce,
a strong infrastructure, and manufac-
turing sectors. We need to provide a
living wage to grow the middle class
and strengthen America’s standing as a
leader in education and pioneering re-
search.

But still, our friends on the other
side of the aisle are marching to the
tune of their own drum when what they
should be listening to is the cry of the
American people for more jobs.

———
STOP GOVERNMENT ABUSE

(Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today in strong support of the
legislation that the House is consid-
ering this week. The people of eastern
and southeastern Ohio sent me to Con-
gress to get the government off their
backs, to allow them to create jobs and
to earn a living and raise a family
without government overreach and in-
terference.

Over the past 2% years, the Repub-
lican-led House has done exactly that
on a daily basis. However, some in
Washington have not gotten the mes-
sage. I'm proud to continue supporting
legislation that stops government
abuse like we’ve seen in the IRS, re-
strains a runaway Federal Government
that doesn’t seem to have any brakes,
and that empowers the American peo-
ple with greater opportunities to pull
themselves up by their bootstraps.

The people of eastern and south-
eastern Ohio want a strong economy
that will create a more secure future
for them. The House Republican plan
to stop government abuse lays the
groundwork for more secure jobs and a
more secure future with new jobs, more
freedom, and expanded opportunities.

LEGISLATIVE AGENDA

(Ms. TITUS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. TITUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to speak out against the misguided pri-
orities that are driving the GOP’s ob-
struct, repeal, and repeat agenda, and
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to call instead for a new policy that ad-
dresses the serious challenges our Na-
tion faces.

When we adjourn tomorrow, Repub-
lican leadership will leave behind a
staggering record of unfinished busi-
ness and partisan messaging bills that
put politics ahead of the American peo-
ple’s priorities. Since January, Repub-
licans have not even allowed a vote on
a real jobs bill. They haven’t finished a
budget, passed comprehensive immi-
gration reform, restored funding on nu-
trition programs, or fixed the seques-
ter.

Their aversion to meaningful action
is undermining the important eco-
nomic progress we’ve made. It’s keep-
ing 11 million undocumented immi-
grants in the shadows, and it’s dis-
proportionately harming low-income
women and families. Hopefully they
will see the light during the August re-
cess and put aside the obstruct, repeal,
and repeat agenda and set a new one
that answers the public’s outcry for ac-
tion.

————
IRS CANNOT BE TRUSTED

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

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, ObamaCare is a train wreck
quickly approaching the station near
you. This unworkable, unaffordable law
will destroy hundreds of thousands of
jobs, disrupt the doctor-patient rela-
tionship and offer a ‘‘Free Ticket, No
Show’’ health care system.

According to a recent CBS News poll,
54 percent of Americans disapprove of
the health care law, while only 36 per-
cent approve. It is clear the American
people have lost faith in the Presi-
dent’s government health care take-
over bill. The Federal Government, es-
pecially the IRS, has betrayed the
trust of the American people. Every
day, more groups come forward and re-
veal unfair targeting by the IRS.

House Republicans are acting to pro-
tect every American family from the
abuse, targeting, and harassment by
the IRS. This week, we will vote on the
Keep the IRS Off Your Health Care
Act, legislation that bars the IRS from
implementing ObamaCare.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to support this bill and help
restore the American people’s faith in
limiting government.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism.

I am grateful to welcome the Sunny
and Jay Philips family to the Capitol.

——————

HONORING ANDREW WALTER

(Mr. COSTA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to recognize a talented educator in my
district, Andrew Walter. Mr. Walter is
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a math teacher at Stagg High School
in Stockton, California. He is one of
five California finalists for the 2013
Presidential Awards for Excellence in
Mathematics and Science Teaching.

For the past 20 years, Mr. Walter has
been enriching the lives of youth in
San Joaquin County as the chair of the
mathematics department, as well as
serving as the math, engineering,
science, and achievement adviser for
pre-engineering students. An education
in STEM-related fields is critical for
our students to help them survive in
these competitive fields.

Mr. Walter has led his Math Engi-
neering Science Achievement, or
MESA, team to win the State cham-
pionships multiple times and the na-
tional championship last year with a
wind turbine built solely by his high
school students.

It is this type of dedication and com-
mitment that will lead to innovation,
the creation of good-paying jobs, and
keep America as a world leader in
these areas.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
congratulating Andrew Walter not only
for his nomination, but everything he
has done for his students.

ATTORNEY GENERAL MISLEADS
CONGRESS

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

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to address Attorney General
Holder misleading Congress with de-
ceptive testimony. If I or any other or-
dinary citizen did what the Attorney
General did, we would be thrown in jail
for perjury. In front of the House Judi-
ciary Committee on May 15, Holder
said he knew nothing of the targeting
of journalist James Rosen, yet Holder
himself signed the subpoena for Mr.
Rosen’s records.

Does the Attorney General suffer
from Sergeant Schultz syndrome—
where he hears nothing, sees nothing,
and knows nothing? How convenient
for Mr. Holder—but at what cost to our
Constitution?

We are a Nation of laws, but the At-
torney General has created an atmos-
phere of lawlessness in America. No-
body is above the law. He must be held
accountable.

As Supreme Court Justice Brandeis
said:

In a government of laws, the existence of
the government will be imperiled if it fails
to observe the law scrupulously. If govern-
ment becomes a lawbreaker, it breeds con-
tempt for the law. It invites every man to
become a law unto himself. It invites anar-
chy.

I ask you: Has the Attorney General
invited anarchy? I will continue to
make my case here in the people’s
House, at the people’s pulpit. I will be
back.
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SHELTER HOUSING FOR THE
HOMELESS

(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker,
this is a picture of a homeless young
person; 19,000 of them are in Houston,
according to 28 school districts. And
just think, on the floor of the House
before it went thud, there was a hous-
ing bill that cut the housing appropria-
tion for homeless and veterans and
working Americans to $44.1 billion. But
more importantly, under the sequestra-
tion amount offered by the Repub-
licans, even the Senate, in a com-
promise manner, put it at $54 billion.

So I rise today to ask, is anyone
speaking for these young people, such
as those who reside in a place called Lil
Audrey in my district, where I sat
down with young people who had lived
in a crack house, not because they
were on crack, but because that was a
place for them to live until they found
Lil Audrey? Or the young lady that was
abused until she found Lil Audrey? Or
the twins who were homeless with no
parents until they found Lil Audrey?

I'm going to ask the city of Houston
to use its public facilities money,
money that it has been blessed to have
from the Federal Government Housing
and Urban Development, to help build
a facility for Lil Audrey, and I'm going
to insist that when local communities
get Federal dollars that we fight so
hard for, to be able to use them cre-
atively to serve people, to serve the
taxpayer, to serve the homeless, to
serve homeless youth.

How long are we going to have to cry
out for young people who suffer from
mental concerns and others who have
no place to live? I hope Houston will
listen, and I hope my friends on the
other side of the aisle will have mercy
on those who need housing.

———

END SEX TRAFFICKING ACT—
PROSECUTE THE DEMAND

(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, for
some of us, growing up was the best of
times; simple times; safe times. But
life isn’t that way anymore for some
kids.

Today, young girls, the average age
between 12 and 14, are lured into a
crooked, despicable business. It’s sex
trafficking—modern day slavery. Girls
have been threatened, raped, forced
into selling their bodies on the streets
by the worst deviants in our society.
Some of these girls are smuggled into
the United States by slave traffickers
from other countries, and some are
from our own neighborhoods.

Sex traffickers should be put into the
jailhouse forever. But society must get
to the root of the problem: the demand.
That’s why I have introduced the End
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Sex Trafficking Act, along with Rep-
resentatives MALONEY, GRANGER, and
NOLAN. Our bill targets the interstate
criminals who purchase sexual acts
from child victims and ensures that
they, too, are prosecuted as human
traffickers. No longer can these devi-
ants hide. Let the long arm of the law
punish the child-molesting pedophiles
who steal the innocence of children.
And that’s just the way it is.

————
O 1230

LET’S TURN OFF THE SEQUESTER

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

Ms. HANABUSA. Mr. Speaker, a word
not much known about 2 years ago now
is a household word. It is ‘‘to seques-
ter,” a verb, and ‘‘sequestration,” a
noun.

Today, in the Armed Services Com-
mittee, we heard the Republican chair
and the Democratic ranking member
state in almost unison, Sequestration
must end. It is a threat to our great
Nation’s readiness posture, affects jobs,
and the manufacturing base.

DOD alone has 800,000 civilian em-
ployees. It is not only defense that’s
being affected. It is all of the discre-
tionary budget. CBO estimates it will
cost about 750,000 jobs this year alone.
We saw it earlier this year with the
FAA.

We will see how the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice is affected by 500 firefighters that
are lost, 50 to 70 fire engines, and two
aircraft.

We will also see 70,000 children lose
access to Head Start.

What will it take to turn it off, to
quote our HASC ranking member?

We all agree it was not meant to be.
It’s a mistake. Mr. Speaker, let’s turn
it off.

———
THERE IS A BETTER WAY

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

Mr. TIPTON. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent is giving speeches on his plan for
economic growth. His economic plan is
to grow government, regulate more,
spend more, and tax more. His speeches
will not create jobs.

The economy does not improve when
the administration piles on tens of
thousands of pages of costly new regu-
lations. Families don’t thrive when the
only jobs they can find are part-time
because of ObamaCare’s onerous man-
dates forcing employers to cut back on
hours in order to be able to keep their
doors open.

This administration’s oppressive reg-
ulations cost small businesses, on aver-
age, $10,5685 per employee. To create
jobs and jump-start the economy, we
must pull back on unnecessary puni-
tive regulations, hold the bureaucracy
accountable, and shrink the size of gov-
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ernment and reward, rather than pun-
ish, success.

This week we are voting to be able to
stop government overreach, stand up
for the American people, and give them
a fighting chance to be able to succeed,
to have access to fair and affordable
and effective health care systems, not
to have to worry about the Federal
Government increasing burdens on
their lives, abusing power, and stunt-
ing economic growth and putting their
jobs at risk.

The American people need this re-
sponse.

———

BRING THE AMERICAN JOBS BILL
TO THE HOUSE FLOOR

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

Ms. WILSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
tomorrow begins a long district work
period. When I arrive, the number one
question will be: Congresswoman WIL-
SON, what are they doing in Wash-
ington to help us with unemployment
and the economy? What are they doing
about sequestration?

I will say, The Republicans have not
allowed one vote on serious legislation
to create jobs or jobs training pro-
grams, not one vote to rebuild our
bridges and schools, not one bill to hire
more teachers and police officers, and
nothing to stop sequestration.

Mr. Speaker, bring the American
Jobs bill to the floor. It creates jobs
and stops sequestration.

The farm bill is still up in the air.
Judicial confirmations are on hold. Im-
migration reform is still on the radar,
and Mr. Snowden is still a fugitive
from justice.

Still, all the polls tell us that the
number one issue for the American
people is jobs and the economy.

Bring the American Jobs Act to the
floor. It deserves a vote, and it stops
sequestration. Jobs, jobs, jobs should
be the mantra of this Congress.

———

THE GREAT LAKES ECOLOGICAL
AND ECONOMIC PROTECTION ACT

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

Mr. JOYCE. Mr. Speaker, the Great
Lakes are truly one of the jewels of
North America. They contain 20 per-
cent of the world’s surface water and
provide drinking water for 30 million
people. They’re also a driver of our
economy, as studies have shown 1.5
million jobs are directly connected to
the Great Lakes, generating $62 billion
in wages.

That’s why I'm encouraging my col-
leagues to support my Great Lakes Ec-
ological and Economic Protection Act.
This bill will help ensure we have a
healthy Great Lakes, while boosting
the economies along the Great Lakes
region.

This bill already enjoys bipartisan
support, and I hope my colleagues will
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join me in protecting one of the most
precious resources in North America,
the Great Lakes.

——————

OBAMACARE

(Ms. HAHN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. HAHN. Mr. Speaker, as we see
ObamaCare go into effect, we see that
it is making affordable health insur-
ance a reality for hardworking fami-
lies. Thanks to ObamaCare, 360,000
small businesses have the right to re-
ceive tax credits to help with the cost
of providing coverage to their employ-
ees.

Thanks to ObamaCare, senior citi-
zens have the right to affordable pre-
scription drugs and free preventative
benefits.

Thanks to ObamaCare, millions of
young adults have the right to stay on
their parents’ health insurance until
they’re 26.

And thanks to ObamaCare, women
have the right to no longer be denied
coverage because they are sick or have
preexisting conditions; and thanks to
ObamaCare, women no longer have to
pay higher premiums for health insur-
ance just because we’re women.

We are finally making great progress
in fixing an outdated health care sys-
tem that has been broken for far too
long. Let’s not vote to take away the
American people’s rights.

—————

HONORING THE SERVICE OF
SERGEANT CARL MOORE, III

(Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to honor Sergeant
Carl Moore, III, from Bigelow, Arkan-
sas, for his continuing service to our
country. Sergeant Moore, a fellow
Screaming Eagle, is with the 101st Air-
borne Division.

In early June of this year, Sergeant
Moore was wounded while on patrol in
Afghanistan. A bullet struck him under
his arm, puncturing one of his lungs
and grazing his spine.

Sergeant Moore is currently at
Tampa  Polytrauma  Rehabilitation
Center where he is recovering. He’s un-
able to walk, but he has feeling in his
legs and toes, and his prognosis is good.

I pray for Carl’s speedy recovery so
he can get back to enjoying the things
he loves. My thoughts go out to his
parents, Carl and Teresa, of Conway,
Arkansas, and his wife, Heather, and
their 4-year-old daughter, Addison.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join me in thanking Sergeant Moore
for his service and saluting all who
have served and continue to serve our
Nation.

e —

HONORING THE LIFE OF LILLIAN

KAWASAKI

(Mr. LOWENTHAL asked and was
given permission to address the House
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, 1
sadly come before the Congress to rec-
ognize and honor a person that I loved
very much, Lillian Kawasaki. Lillian
Kawasaki was a dedicated public serv-
ant, a respected community leader, a
beloved wife, a sister, and she was a
dear, dear friend of mine.

Sadly, on July 18, Lillian passed
away, and a memorial service will be
held this Saturday, August 3.

Lillian was a generous soul. Her gen-
erosity of self always was done with
grace and enthusiasm. She engendered
tremendous respect and love from all
who knew her. She possessed an infec-
tious smile. Her laugh made everybody
feel better.

Her work for the last two decades
was on environmental efforts, first
with the Port of Los Angeles, and then
with the Los Angeles Department of
Water and Power. It brought not only
recognition to her throughout Cali-
fornia but also throughout the Nation.

She was an expert on water issues
and when she passed away was a mem-
ber of the Water Replenishment Dis-
trict, elected.

Long Beach has lost one of its finest.
I, and countless others in California,
already miss Lillian. She will not be
forgotten.

———

OBAMACARE

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

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, the bad
news on ObamaCare just keeps rolling
in. As if it’s not bad enough that the
IRS will be helping run ObamaCare,
Maryland announced last Friday that
health insurance premiums will go up
25 percent next year under ObamaCare.

Whatever happened to the Presi-
dent’s promise that premiums would go
down, not up? Just another empty
promise?

Maryland’s middle class families, al-
ready struggling to pay their health in-
surance premiums, will see their poli-
cies cost over $1,000 more next year
under ObamaCare. Many will just drop
their insurance, and that will just in-
crease the long lines we already see in
our crowded emergency rooms.

Mr. Speaker, ObamaCare is a dis-
aster. We should repeal it before it does
more damage to our hardworking mid-
dle class taxpayers and before it de-
stroys even more jobs.

——

CELEBRATING AMERICA’S
IMMIGRANT HERITAGE

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

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, last week I joined my colleagues in
a bipartisan trip to New York City to
celebrate America’s immigrant herit-
age. Together, we sailed toward the
Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island.
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We stared down those dark, cas-
cading waterfalls at the 9/11 Memorial,
and remembered our ancestors at the
Museum of Jewish Heritage and the Af-
rican burial grounds. All around us
were reminders of how people came to
America, by choice or not, sometimes
not by choice, but then hoping for a
better life.

Our country has been the better be-
cause of it. Whether it’s the laborers
who built our bridges or the scientists
and leaders who made their mark in
history, we couldn’t be where we are
today without immigrants.

I was reminded of that as I witnessed
a naturalization ceremony; 82 people
from 27 countries became new Ameri-
cans that day, and you could see their
beaming faces.

Immigration is at our core, the moral
fiber that binds us together and makes
us stronger. Congress now has a respon-
sibility to pass an immigration bill
that is worthy of our rich heritage.

Let’s write the next chapter of Amer-
ican history, one that our children and
our grandchildren can be proud of.

—————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 367, REGULATIONS FROM
THE EXECUTIVE IN NEED OF
SCRUTINY ACT OF 2013; PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2009, KEEP THE IRS OFF
YOUR HEALTH CARE ACT OF
2013; PROVIDING FOR PRO-
CEEDINGS DURING THE PERIOD
FROM AUGUST 3, 2013, THROUGH
SEPTEMBER 6, 2013; AND PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
HR. 2879, STOP GOVERNMENT
ABUSE ACT

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 322 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 322

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 367) to amend
chapter 8 of title 5, United States Code, to
provide that major rules of the executive
branch shall have no force or effect unless a
joint resolution of approval is enacted into
law. The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on the Judiciary.
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute
rule. It shall be in order to consider as an
original bill for the purpose of amendment
under the five-minute rule the amendment
in the nature of a substitute recommended
by the Committee on the Judiciary now
printed in the bill modified by the amend-
ment printed in part A of the report of the
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution. That amendment in the nature of a
substitute shall be considered as read. All
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points of order against that amendment in
the nature of a substitute are waived. No
amendment to that amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute shall be in order except
those printed in part B of the report of the
Committee on Rules. Each such amendment
may be offered only in the order printed in
the report, may be offered only by a Member
designated in the report, shall be considered
as read, shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent,
shall not be subject to amendment, and shall
not be subject to a demand for division of the
question in the House or in the Committee of
the Whole. All points of order against such
amendments are waived. At the conclusion
of consideration of the bill for amendment
the Committee shall rise and report the bill
to the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted. Any Member may de-
mand a separate vote in the House on any
amendment adopted in the Committee of the
Whole to the bill or to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute made in order as origi-
nal text. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

SEC. 2. Upon the adoption of this resolution
it shall be in order to consider in the House
the bill (H.R. 2009) to prohibit the Secretary
of the Treasury from enforcing the Patient
Protection and Affordable Care Act and the
Health Care and Education Reconciliation
Act of 2010. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived. The bill
shall be considered as read. All points of
order against provisions in the bill are
waived. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and on any
amendment thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except: (1) one hour of
debate equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Ways and Means; and (2) one
motion to recommit.

SEC. 3. House Resolution 292 is laid on the
table.

SEC. 4. On any legislative day during the
period from August 3, 2013, through Sep-
tember 6, 2013, —

(a) the Journal of the proceedings of the
previous day shall be considered as approved;

(b) the Chair may at any time declare the
House adjourned to meet at a date and time,
within the limits of clause 4, section 5, arti-
cle I of the Constitution, to be announced by
the Chair in declaring the adjournment; and

(c) bills and resolutions introduced during
the period addressed by this section shall be
numbered, listed in the Congressional
Record, and when printed shall bear the date
of introduction, but may be referred by the
Speaker at a later time.

SEC. 5. The Speaker may appoint Members
to perform the duties of the Chair for the du-
ration of the period addressed by section 4 of
this resolution as though under clause 8(a) of
rule I.

SEC. 6. Each day during the period ad-
dressed by section 4 of this resolution shall
not constitute a calendar day for purposes of
section 7 of the War Powers Resolution (50
U.S.C. 1546).

SEC. 7. Each day during the period ad-
dressed by section 4 of this resolution shall
not constitute a legislative day for purposes
of clause 7 of rule XIII.

SEC. 8. Upon the adoption of this resolution
it shall be in order to consider in the House
the bill (H.R. 2879) to provide limitations on
bonuses for Federal employees during se-
questration, to provide for investigative
leave requirements for members of the Sen-
ior Executive Service, to establish certain
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procedures for conducting in-person or tele-
phonic interactions by Executive branch em-
ployees with individuals, and for other pur-
poses. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived. The bill shall be
considered as read. All points of order
against provisions in the bill are waived. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and on any amendment
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except: (1) one hour of debate equally
divided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform; and (2)
one motion to recommit.

SEC. 9. Upon passage of H.R. 2879, the fol-
lowing bills shall be laid on the table: H.R.
1541, H.R. 2579, and H.R. 2711.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
YODER). The gentleman from OKla-
homa is recognized for 1 hour.
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Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my good friend,
the gentlelady from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5
legislative days to revise and extend
their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, yesterday,
the Rules Committee met and reported
a rule for consideration of H.R. 367, the
REINS Act; H.R. 2009, the Keep the IRS
Off Your Health Care Act; and H.R.
2879, the Stop Government Abuse Act.

The rule provides a structured rule
for consideration of the REINS Act, al-
lowing debate time for 12 of 23 amend-
ments submitted. In addition, the rule
incorporates a technical correction to
the bill from Chairman SESSIONS. The
rule provides for 1 hour of debate
equally divided between the chairman
and ranking member of the Judiciary
Committee.

Additionally, the rule provides a
closed rule for consideration of H.R.
2009, the Keep the IRS Off Your Health
Care Act, and provides for 1 hour of de-
bate equally divided between the chair-
man and ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Furthermore, the rule provides a
closed rule for consideration of H.R.
2879, the Stop Government Abuse Act,
and provides for 1 hour of debate equal-
ly divided between the chairman and
ranking member of the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the rule pro-
vides floor management tools to be
used during the August recess.

Mr. Speaker, America’s job creators
have struggled against strong
headwinds to recover. In fact, since
President Obama took office, 131 new
major regulations, costing at least $70
billion, have been added to America’s
regulatory system.
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Under current law, Congress only has
the power to disapprove regulations
put forward by the executive branch.
H.R. 367 flips that presumption on its
head. Any major regulation estimated
to cost over $100 million would need to
be approved by Congress and must be
given an ‘‘up-or-down” vote within 70
legislative days.

In his State of the Union address,
President Obama said:

To reduce barriers to growth and invest-
ment, when we find rules that put an unnec-
essary burden on businesses, we will fix
them.

H.R. 367 does just that. It allows Con-
gress to decide whether major rules
place unnecessary burdens on job cre-
ators.

The second bill covered by this rule,
Mr. Speaker, would prohibit the Treas-
ury Department, including the IRS,
from implementing or enforcing any
provision of ObamaCare. In the last few
months, the American people have
learned that the IRS has targeted and
intimidated Americans exercising their
First Amendment rights. Given the re-
cent scandal and the massive amount
of sensitive information the IRS is re-
quired to collect under ObamaCare, it’s
completely inappropriate for the IRS
to be given this responsibility.

A recent poll showed that 53 percent
of Americans want ObamaCare re-
pealed entirely. Mr. Speaker, health
care decisions should be made by a pa-
tient and his or her doctor, not Wash-
ington bureaucrats.

The final bill covered by this rule,
H.R. 2879, was extensively debated on
the floor yesterday. In fact, it com-
bined three bills, all aimed at limiting
government and returning that power
back to the people. This bill accom-
plishes three major objectives:

First, it caps bonuses for Federal em-
ployees at a maximum 5 percent of
their salary through the end of fiscal
yvear 2015. With Federal officials fur-
loughing employees due to sequestra-
tion, the government should not, at the
same time, be handing out millions of
dollars in bonuses to other employees;

Second, this bill allows for senior
Federal officials under investigation
for serious misconduct to be put on un-
paid leave. Under current law, agencies
have little recourse but to put officials
on paid leave, where they can collect a
paycheck for months or even years
while the investigation occurs;

Finally, this bill allows for citizens
to record their meetings and telephone
exchanges with Federal regulatory offi-
cials. In my home State of Oklahoma,
along with 37 other States, this is al-
ready the case. However, 12 States re-
quire all parties involved in the con-
versation to consent to recording. This
bill would allow individuals in all 50
States to record their conversations
when meeting with Federal officials
acting in their official capacity.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 367, H.R. 2009, and
H.R. 2879 all express the views of my
constituents. They’re increasingly con-
cerned and opposed to an intrusive and
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expansive government that seeks to
tell them what they can and cannot do.
These bills seek to stem the tide of
crushing regulation and rein in an
overbearing Federal bureaucracy.

I urge support for the rule and the
underlying bills, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I thank my col-
league for yielding me the 30 minutes,
and I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is the final week
that the House will be in session before
we begin our recess. I don’t like to call
it recess since we work as hard at
home, but this is probably the last
time we’ll get together until we come
back in the fall. As the clock runs out
on another legislative session, we are
voting for the 40th time to repeal or to
undermine the Affordable Care Act.

By now, we all know how today’s de-
bate will end. The majority will pass
the bill, the Senate will refuse to take
it up, and we will have wasted, again,
the public’s time and their patience.
And then they will adjourn for August
recess, only to return in September
with issues like jobs, immigration re-
form, and sequestration left unsolved,
as they are today.

The other night, I was watching co-
median Stephen Colbert on his pro-
gram. He was talking about the num-
ber of times we’ve voted to try to re-
peal health care. He had a good idea for
the Republicans. He said, Obviously,
you’re not going to be able to do it if
you say you’re going to repeal health
care, so he suggested that a bill be
written that is titled, ‘‘This is Not An-
other Repeal of ObamaCare, We Swear,
But Don’t Look Inside It, Just Sign It
Act.” If you put that act out, maybe
you would get somewhere with it.

Some speculated the GOP is des-
perate to get rid of this law because
they know it is working and will work
better as it gets fully implemented and
they know they have firmly planted
their feet on the wrong side of history
once again. I can’t comment on their
motivation, but it’s clear that millions
of Americans are using this law be-
cause of the incredible benefits that it
provides.

I was really stunned by the last
speaker on the 1-minutes this morning
talking about Maryland, because we
just got the statistics from Maryland.
The health plans are better than ever.
Just last week, Maryland announced
their rates are going to be among the
lowest in the country, and not, as he
said, a 20 percent increase.

Nevada announced a young adult will
be able to purchase a catastrophic
health insurance plan for less than
$100.

And I said last week, when we had
the other vote to get rid of health care,
New York had just come out with won-
derful news on the exchanges. Seven-
teen insurers had applied to provide in-
surance in the State of New York, and
it would cause those premiums to fall
by more than 50 percent. And we join 11
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other States with the same kind of
news. It’s happening all over America.

For those States that decided not to
do an exchange and are going to let the
government do it, fine. I think they’ll
do okay there. Maybe we’ll move closer
to single-payer, which is what we
should be doing.

Sixty-two days from now, those new
exchanges will open their doors and
they’re going to provide millions of
Americans with secure and affordable
health care. For the very first time, in-
surers are going to be barred from de-
nying coverage because of a preexisting
condition and barred from placing life-
time and yearly limits on an individ-
ual’s health care. They are sending
checks back to customers all over the
country, because the new law requires
them to spend 80 percent of the pre-
mium dollar on health care. And since
far less than 80 percent is spent, many
companies are doing rebates, and peo-
ple are getting those checks.

I really can’t go on much further
without talking about what it is we are
doing here today. I think it’s somewhat
historical, but it may not be the first
time. It’s probably not. I have not had
the pleasure before of doing a rule
which consists of five bills with very
little in common being stuffed into one
because the House, basically, imploded
yesterday. I’ve done all of the rules on
health care repeal. If I had a machine,
I could just press ‘“‘repeat’” and walk
out of the room and do the same speech
over and over again.

The other day I asked Dr.
McDermott, who’s a psychiatrist,
“What do you call someone or one
group that does the same thing over
and over and over again, anticipating a
different result?”’ and he gave me the
psychiatric definition for that.
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We all know that today’s vote is not
a single thing except another cynical
attempt to score political points. As we
go to our districts this August, the
question is whether or not the major-
ity will double down on their failed
agendas in September and continue the
irresponsible attempts to repeal the
health care law. If they do, they will be
escalating their brinksmanship to a
new level and risking a government
shutdown simply because they don’t
want to compromise.

Already, as you know, Members of
the majority are threatening to shut
down the government if the Affordable
Care Act is not repealed. That does
show kind of an act of desperation,
doesn’t it? In fact, a dozen Republican
Senators have signed a letter vowing to
vote against a continuing resolution—
that we have to have because nobody
got their work done—that funds the Af-
fordable Care Act, and more than 60
House Republicans have called on the
majority’s leadership to defund the Af-
fordable Care Act in any continuing
resolution that comes before the
House.

Instead, I want the majority to make
a change here. My fellow Kentuckian,
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HAL ROGERS, who is the chairman of
the Appropriations Committee, yester-
day made it plain to everybody that
this is all a hoax. He talked about se-
questration and the impossibility of
bringing a transportation bill that
scarcely has enough money to main-
tain what roads we have, and it im-
ploded on the floor when nobody would
vote for it. While we’re out on recess,
please think about this, and think
about what sequestration is doing in
the United States.

I hope you read former Senator
Byron Dorgan’s article in The New
York Times talking about the devasta-
tion on the Indian reservations because
of the money that we owe them by
treaty, which is being lost through se-
questration; the people who are doing
health research at the National Insti-
tutes of Health, where they tell me in
the human genome project that they
are very close to finding a cure for can-
cer, but now they have to stop it. As a
scientist, I can promise you, you do not
turn research off and on like a faucet.
And think of all the people who can’t
get their treatment because of seques-
tration. Think of all the people who
live in this area and work for this gov-
ernment and keep this government
working, many of them two members
of the family on the Federal payroll,
who have suffered as much in that fam-
ily as a 40 percent pay cut.

And the bills that are in here today,
again, saying to the Federal employ-
ees: We don’t value you for anything.
We’ve already passed legislation in
here that hurts their pensions. They
haven’t had a raise in 4 years. What
we’re saying now, if this bill passes
today, is that they can be fired without
cause and that their phones will be
tapped by any citizen in the United
States. I really am concerned about
what’s going on here.

We talk about too much regulation. I
want to close with something I men-
tioned last night at the Rules Com-
mittee because I realize most Ameri-
cans don’t know it. But let me talk
about under-regulation.

In the food market, chickens are in-
spected 100 at a time—100 a minute
going through the conveyor belt.
They’re covered with barnyard debris
and feces and whatever else. One per-
son is inspecting them as 100 of them
go by. So what’s going to happen now
they have decided to regulate? They
will have to do 140 chickens a minute.

Recently, The Washington Post had a
front-page story that stunned me to
the core. It said that a young food in-
spector, working for the government,
his lungs bled out and he died from the
chemicals that he inhaled from his
chicken inspection days. Now, after the
chicken goes through a conveyor belt,
it goes into a bath of cool water and
Clorox. Then it’s ready to be packaged
and all plastic-ed up and have it for
dinner. Is that overregulation? For
heaven’s sakes, give me more regula-
tion than that.

But I want to urge my colleagues
today to vote ‘‘no’’ on this rule, the un-
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derlying legislation, and quit this farce
in the House of Representatives.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I want to quickly respond, if I may,
to a couple of points my good friend
made.

First, I want to begin by agreeing
with her because, quite frankly, as I've
stated publicly on many occasions, I
don’t believe a government shutdown is
a good idea either. I think that’s not a
responsible political tactic. And while
my good friend has been concerned
that some people in my party have ad-
vocated that, I would also express a
similar concern, quoting press reports
that some advisors to the President
have recommended that, should we
send a so-called ‘‘continuing resolu-
tion”’ that funded the government that
did not repeal sequester, he should veto
it and that would shut down the gov-
ernment.

So I think there’s been a little bit of
irresponsible discussion about shutting
down the government—which, with my
friend, I agree, is never a good idea—
that’s come from both sides of the

aisle.
In terms of her observations about
sequestration, as an appropriator,

again, we probably find some common
ground here. I would like to see us also
get rid of sequestration, but I'd like to
do it by redistributing the cuts to the
nondiscretionary side of the budget
where I think they belong. We need to
keep the savings—that’s why the def-
icit is coming down—but there are cer-
tainly smarter and better ways to do
that. And if the President is willing to
do that, I suspect he would find a will-
ing negotiating partner on our side of
the aisle.

In fact, though, many of my friends
advocate what is effectively a third tax
increase this year. We had a tax in-
crease with the so-called ‘‘fiscal cliff.”
When all the Bush tax cuts ended, the
President used that to raise taxes. We
have a tax increase this year associ-
ated with his health care plan kicking
in that’s major. And now my friends on
the other side of the aisle want a third
tax increase to keep the government
open and operating. We think we can
spend money better and smarter, and
that we ought to continue to reduce
spending, not increase the burdens on
the American people.

Finally, I want to talk to my friend,
who discussed ObamaCare, and she’s
absolutely right; we certainly would
like to repeal it, and we certainly have
tried to make that point repeatedly.
Frankly, her disagreement is not with
us so much as it is with the American
people. This is an extraordinarily un-
popular law. No poll has ever shown
that more people like it than dislike it;
quite the opposite. People would like
to see it repealed. It’s simply not a
very good idea. Frankly, we’re seeing
signs of that right now. The President
himself, in a signature piece of legisla-
tion, had to ask that the business man-
dates actually be pushed back by a
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year. We would like to help him in
that, and we’d like to do it for individ-
uals as well, but that suggests this was
certainly a bill not ready for prime
time.

A former Presidential candidate—I
very seldom quote Howard Dean in
agreement, but he had an interesting
piece in The Wall Street Journal this
week on why the central cost-control
mechanism of ObamaCare—the Inde-
pendent Payment Advisory Board—
simply wouldn’t work. Now, that’s not
us; that’s criticism from somebody
that probably supports a mnational
health care plan of some kind.

Finally—and I think this does get
overlooked in a debate, and I want to
end my comments on a point of agree-
ment, because while we have voted re-
peatedly to repeal, there have actually
been times that we have, on both sides
of the aisle, agreed—and agreed with
the President—about changing this
bill.

In the last couple of years, we have
actually passed seven pieces of legisla-
tion when we were in the majority—
they obviously had to go through a
Democratic Senate and to the Presi-
dent’s desk—that changed or modified
ObamaCare—and saved, by the way,
about $62 billion. My friends, after
ramming that legislation through,
looked at the so-called 1040s that were
going to be attached to every $600 pur-
chase and said, you know, you guys are
right, that’s a really bad idea. The
President thought so too. And we got
rid of it.

We also got rid of the assisted living
portion of it, the so-called ‘“‘CLASS
Act” that was just financially
unsustainable. Why? Secretary
Sebelius looked at it and said, you
know, this really isn’t going to work.
And I’'ll bet you sooner or later we’ll
get a medical device tax elimination
down here on this floor—people on both
sides know it’s nuts to be taxing peo-
ple’s wheelchairs and oxygen cans be-
cause they’re sick and use that to fund
health care, and I'll bet you we can
probably find common agreement on
that.

So, while we would like to repeal, we
certainly are willing to work when we
find common areas and continue to try
and improve a very flawed product.

With that, I'd like to yield such time
as he may consume to my good friend
and fellow Rules Committee member
from Florida (Mr. NUGENT).

Mr. NUGENT. I thank my good friend
on the Rules Committee, a member
that I have the pleasure of serving
with.

Today, I rise in support of House Res-
olution 322 and the underlying legisla-
tion, H.R. 367, the Regulations from the
Executive in Need of Security Act. I
want to thank my friend for bringing
this forward as the rule. But this is
better known as the REINS Act. The
underlying legislation would bring
much-needed reform to our broken reg-
ulatory process.

Now, my good friend from New York
(Ms. SLAUGHTER) talked about chick-
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ens—and she mentioned it last night.
But the issue really, what she’s talking
about when you’re talking about the
number of chickens being observed by
the USDA, this is the President. They
want to increase the number. They
want to go to a private system. So I
agree that it’s a bad idea. But maybe
the REINS Act could actually help in
that particular instance because you
could bring it back to this House to
talk about it because, as a valued
member of the Rules Committee, she
brought up a good idea.

But somewhere along the line we
have lost sight of what Congress’ re-
sponsibility in the role of regulation is
all about. Through the years, we have
delegated away our responsibility. We
gave it to unelected bureaucrats to
make decisions that have far-ranging
effects on the American people. I'm
pretty sure that our Founding Fathers
really didn’t envision us doing that;
that bureaucrats are going to decide
the fates of small businesses and indus-
tries. That’s exactly what we let hap-
pen because it was easy—it’s easier.
And all too often, in making regula-
tions in D.C., we just aren’t in touch
with how that actually affects real
Americans, real jobs in this country.

We all hear from folks back home
about how regulations passed in D.C.
are preventing their businesses from
growing and expanding. It’s a common
refrain, Mr. Speaker.

The REINS Act, however, would re-
turn us to the vision our Founding Fa-
thers had for this institution and for
this Nation. It does so by ensuring that
any major rule—that’s a rule that has
over $100 million in impact to our econ-
omy—receive approval from this body
and from the Senate before it actually
goes into the process of regulation.

Certainly, regulations with an im-
pact this large deserve to have our at-
tention, our review, and ultimately our
blessing by our vote. Frankly, they de-
serve more than just a public comment
period that regulatory agencies give
the public. For that reason, I urge sup-
port of the rule and the underlying leg-
islation.

I'll just give you one anecdote, Mr.
Speaker. Back home, we have a cement
kiln that produces cement for use all
over the United States; employs 200
people right there. And I come from a
county today that still has unemploy-
ment of 8.9 percent. What the EPA is
looking to do is put those businesses
out of existence.

When I talked to the folks that actu-
ally run the cement kiln, they said,
Rich, we can just go across the border
into Mexico, where they don’t have any
restrictions on air pollution, and we
can do it cheaper because we don’t
have to have the pollution controls.
But you know what, that air doesn’t
stop at the border, it comes back into
the United States. So when you force
companies out—and we have some of
the strongest and most stringent EPA
requirements for air and water—when
you force those companies to leave our
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country, take the jobs with them, we
still breathe dirtier air than we would
have. So there has got to be a common
ground.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, let
me take just a second to say another
case of un-regulation is the fertilizer
plant blowing up in West, Texas, that
had not been inspected in over 20 years.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER), the Democratic
whip.

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOYER. I thank the ranking
member of the Rules Committee, my
friend, Ms. SLAUGHTER, for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say that I
have a great deal of respect for the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma. But I say that
this House is not working. And the
American people are angry with all of
us, 100 percent of us.

The gentleman from Florida just said
“surely we can find common ground.”
The gentleman talked about shutting
down the government being an unrea-
sonable response, although many in his
party promote that. The President’s
not promoting it; the President is
against it. You know our side is
against that. Surely, we can reach
common ground.

Yesterday, we had eight bills on the
floor on suspension. The public doesn’t
know process, I understand that—
they’re not too interested in hearing
about process. But suspensions make
for short debates and no amendments,
no ability to make changes in those
bills. That’s why they were offered on
suspension.

0 1315

Apparently, three of those bills were
pulled because they didn’t think they
had the votes. I don’t think they had
the votes either—‘‘they” being the ma-
jority.

So what did they do in their pursuit
of a transparent ‘‘let the House work
its will” pledge that they had made to
the American public when they sought
control, being in the majority? They’ve
gone to the Rules Committee. One rule,
five bills. How can you debate five dif-
ferent bills with rules, whether the
rules are correct? And what are those
rules? Closed, no amendments, limited
discussion.

Yesterday, we had an appropriations
bill on the floor. It was pulled. It was
pulled, as I predicted it would be, be-
cause the Republican majority cannot
get its act together. It disagrees with
itself. It is a deeply divided party.

I was just on television, and they
played a clip of Rush Limbaugh before
that, and Rush Limbaugh said ‘‘we
ought not to compromise because we
don’t have anything in common with
them’—meaning Democrats. My re-
sponse was: ‘“Oh, I think Rush
Limbaugh is wrong.”

We are all Americans, and we are all
elected here by Americans to serve
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them and to serve their country, to
serve our communities and our neigh-
bors, and to try to do things that make
sense. Americans elected all of us from
different places, different interests.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield an addi-
tional 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. I say this because, Mr.
Speaker, the American people need to
know what’s happening.

They pulled the Transportation-
Housing bill. I wasn’t for that bill as it
came out of committee, nor were any
Democrats that voted on it in com-
mittee, but they brought it to the floor
and then pulled it. Nine days from to-
morrow, nine legislative days from to-
morrow, we are going to have that
issue of how we are going to fund gov-
ernment and keep it running.

The Senate just a few minutes ago
refused to allow the Senate—because
the Republican Party voted ‘‘no” on
bringing debate to close after days of
debate and discussion, and they voted
“no’”” to take the HUD bill up for dis-
cussion.

So in both Houses the Republican
Party has abandoned the appropria-
tions process. Now, I've just said that.

HAL ROGERS, chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee, a conservative
Republican, says this:

“I am extremely disappointed with
the decision to pull the bill from the
House calendar today. The prospects of
passing this bill in September are
bleak at best, given the vote count on
passage that was apparent this after-
noon. With this action, the House has
declined to proceed on the implementa-
tion of the very budget it adopted”
without a single Democratic vote.

He went on to say—Mr. ROGERS, con-
servative, Kentucky, chairman of the
Appropriations Committee, Repub-
lican:

Thus, I believe that the House has made its
choice: sequestration—and its unrealistic
and ill-conceived discretionary cuts—must
be brought to an end.

The Ryan budget was unrealistic
when it was considered on this floor.
Mr. ROGERS voted for that budget. He
knew then it was unrealistic. He knew
then it could not be implemented.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield an additional 30 seconds to the
gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. I predicted then that if
you took every Democrat out of the
House and every Democrat out of the
Senate, that that budget could not be
implemented through the appropria-
tions process and through the Ways
and Means process, and I was right.

Yes, we need to seek common ground.
We are hurting the economy, we are
undermining the confidence of the
American people and, indeed, we are
undermining the confidence of our
international partners.

The
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ToM COLE sits here representing the
Rules Committee. I want to tell every-
body in America ToM COLE is a reason-
able Member of this House. He’s been a
leader of this House. He wants to see
common ground, in my view, so I do
not criticize him.

But I say, Mr. Speaker, as you tap
the gavel, time is not only running out
on STENY HOYER, time is running out
on this House, time is running out on
America, time is running out on the
patience of Americans that their House
is not working.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, we are wit-
nessing on full display the utter failure of Re-
publicans to govern as the majority.

Yesterday, after the Speaker and Majority
Leader pulled the Transportation, Housing,
and Urban Development appropriations bill
from the floor, because they didn't have the
votes to pass it, chairman HAL ROGERS of the
Appropriations Committee—that is, Repub-
licans’ top appropriator—issued a scathing re-
buke to his party’s own sequester strategy.

He wrote:

With this action, the House has declined to
proceed on the implementation of the very
budget it adopted just three months ago.
Thus, I believe that the House has made its
choice: sequestration—and its unrealistic
and ill-conceived discretionary cuts—must
be brought to an end.

Not my words, Mr. Speaker, but the Repub-
lican chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee.

What a shame that we are now harming our
national security and limiting our ability to pro-
tect the most vulnerable people in America
through this sequester process.

It is also hurting our economic recovery, as
the nonpartisan CBO has estimated it could
cost us as many as 1.6 million jobs that would
have been created by the end of the next fis-
cal year—and 1.3 percentage points of added
GDP.

The sequester is a result of Congress stall-
ing on tough decisions and an insistence by
tea party Republicans on divesting from Amer-
ica and dismantling the foundations of the
American Dream.

And it has been embraced by the Repub-
lican leadership as their singular approach to
deficits.

But the sequester is not a rational or re-
sponsible solution.

It was never meant to be.

The mere threat of sequester was intended
to be so severe that it would compel both par-
ties to cooperate and find a balanced alter-
native.

Now, like Chairman ROGERS, many Repub-
licans are growing tired of the sequester and
are ready to compromise.

But not the Republican leadership, and that
is very sad.

The complete implosion of their appropria-
tions strategy demonstrates that, in order to
pass appropriations or any substantive legisla-
tion, Republicans will have to compromise and
work with Democrats in a bipartisan way.

It is sad and shameful that we are about to
adjourn for a 5-week district work period, leav-
ing critical business to create jobs and tackle
deficits unfinished, while Republicans waste
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this Congress’s time on a 40th vote to repeal
ObamacCare.

When we return in September, | hope Re-
publicans will see this week’s appropriations
debacle as their own appropriations chairman
has—and abandon their reckless support for
the sequester.

Let us focus now on seeking bipartisan
compromise and the big, balanced solution
that will restore fiscal sanity and give Amer-
ican families and businesses the certainty they
deserve.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

My friend—and he is my friend—I
think is really one of the great speak-
ers of this Chamber. I mean that with
all sincerity.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. COLE. But this isn’t the Senate.
We don’t have unlimited debate over
here, so he’s kind of stretching it a lit-
tle bit, but it’s always worth listening
to.

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. COLE. I will certainly yield to
my friend.

Mr. HOYER. I used to be the major-
ity leader, and the thing that I hated
losing most was my magic 1 minute,
because as the gentleman will recall, it
was an unlimited 1 minute.

Mr. COLE. And I want to say, my
friend, the gentleman, exercised it to
the extreme, but he’s always worth lis-
tening to.

I want to underscore a point my good
friend made, because I do agree with
you very much about government shut-
down. I don’t think that’s a responsible
tactic. I've seen it advocated from time
to time from people on both sides of
the aisle. We’ve had reports of it from
advisors to the President. I certainly
wouldn’t suggest the President would
agree with that. But I hope we don’t
get there, and I will pledge to work
with my friend to make sure that we
do not.

I also think, though, that we ought
to recognize that we have worked to-
gether on some occasions. My friend
and I worked together on the fiscal
cliff, we worked together on violence
against women, we worked together on
Sandy, we worked together, actually,
on the CR in March. So there are times
when we can come together.

We are working together now. I sus-
pect the President will soon sign the
Student Loan Act, an act that was
originated on our side—problems were
on the Senate side—and passed. Even-
tually, they came around and saw the
same thing the way the President and
we saw it on this side of the aisle.

Mr. HOYER. If the gentleman will
yield, I say respectfully to my friend,
we think the President sent down a
piece of legislation similar to yours,
correct. But we both worked together;
you’re right.

Mr. COLE. We did. I appreciate that,
and we found common ground. I hope
we can again.

But also when we’re lectured a little
bit on rules—and, look, we both wear
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these hats occasionally—I will remind
my friends, when they were in the ma-
jority, the rules under which they
brought a massive health care bill to
this floor with almost no debate, a
massive stimulus, billions of dollars,
with essentially no debate and no con-
sideration, the Dodd-Frank rule.

So whatever sins have been com-
mitted on our side of the aisle, I would
suggest this is one where you need to
look at the log in your own eye in
terms of the size and scope of that leg-
islation and the rules that accompany
them.

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

Mr. COLE. I will yield to the gen-
tleman on that.

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman is cor-
rect. Both sides have done it. But you
will recall, your side criticized us very
substantially and said you would not
do it. That I think is the difference.
But both sides, you’re absolutely cor-
rect, have brought rules that have been
closed and limited in their scope.

Mr. COLE. Reclaiming my time, I se-
riously doubt that you have never said
we wouldn’t do this. I’'ve heard the
same thing when we talk about debt
ceiling where we know the rules get re-
versed from time to time.

So I think this legislation—and I
think it’s very significant legislation—
but I don’t think it ranks with either
of the three examples that I gave in
which this body was not given the op-
portunity. Frankly, I think the Repub-
lican majority is here today largely be-
cause that’s the way the House was op-
erated the way the last time my
friends had an opportunity to do that.

But regardless of that, I appreciate
my friend’s remarks as always. I al-
ways enjoy the exchange, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. WAXMAN),
the distinguished ranking member of
the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gentle-
lady for yielding to me some time to
talk about one specific bill that this
rule would allow the House to consider.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge a ‘‘no”’
vote on the rule and a ‘“‘no’’ vote on the
underlying bill. It’s called the REINS
Act, Regulations From the Executive
in Need of Scrutiny Act.

What does that mean? Well, that’s a
bill that says anytime there’s a regula-
tion adopted pursuant to a law that we
passed that costs over a certain
amount of money, Congress is going to
pass the regulation. Well, that just
delays things and means special inter-
ests can get in here and stop those reg-
ulations that are needed to protect the
public health and the environment.

I want to give an example. I asked
the Rules Committee to make in order
that this particular bill shouldn’t stop
proposed FDA food safety regulations.
Well, they didn’t even allow me to offer
that amendment.
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But the reason I wanted to offer that
amendment and the reason this bill is
not a good bill, is that foodborne ill-
nesses, we are seeing outbreaks strik-
ing often and more frequently, and
that can happen to anybody, Democrat
or Republican. Foods we never thought
would have imagined to be unsafe—ev-
erything from spinach to peanut but-
ter—have sickened an untold number
of Americans. Our food supply has also
become increasingly globalized, which
poses another danger. So 50 percent of
our fresh fruit and 20 percent of our
fresh vegetables are imported, and this
imported food is responsible for a large
share of the number of foodborne ill-
ness outbreaks. Since 2011, eight of the
19 multi-State outbreaks were from im-
ports.

So what did Congress do? Well, we
said we’ve got to do something about
it, and we adopted a bill on a bipar-
tisan basis called the FDA Food Safety
Modernization Act. It passed in 2010.
That law provided FDA the power to
set a way to police the food supply and
make significant improvements
throughout the food chain from the
farm to the dinner table to stop these
unsafe foods.

FDA has been working hard to com-
ply with this mandate. This year, they
issued three proposed rules that would
implement some of the key pieces of
the food safety legislation.

One rule would require farmers to
comply with science-based standards
for safe production and harvesting of
produce. Another would require compa-
nies that process or package foods to
implement preventive systems to stop
outbreaks before they occur.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield an addi-
tional minute to the gentleman from
California.

Mr. WAXMAN. The purpose of these
rules are to stop and prevent the out-
break of foodborne illnesses.

Last week, FDA issued a proposed
rule to mandate that importers dem-
onstrate that the food they bring into
the country is safe. Well, these rules
will not be allowed to go into effect
until Congress—both the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate of the
United States with all their commit-
tees and subcommittees—meet to con-
sider the regulations that FDA adopt-
ed. While they’re doing all of that,
we’ll be exposed to foodborne illnesses.

My amendment would make this
process of the REINS bill unnecessary
as it applies to this particular area, but
it illustrates why the REINS bill is not
well thought through. Congress
shouldn’t have to adopt every regula-
tion if we adopt a law saying to an
agency ‘‘adopt regulations based on the
science, adopt regulations to enforce
the law.”

I would urge we oppose the rule and
oppose the REINS bill as well.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. NOLAN).

The
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Mr. NOLAN. Mr. Speaker, there were
87 new Members elected in the last ses-
sion of the Congress—about half of
them Republicans, about half of them
Democrats. I'll tell you what, we all
got the same message in the last elec-
tion, and that was that the people in
this country had had it with gridlock
and partisanship, and they wanted to
see some more collaboration, some co-
operation, some problem-solving, fix-
ing things, getting things done.

There is so much that we agree on. I
mean, our roads are in need of repair;
our bridges are literally falling down;
the rich are getting richer and the poor
are getting poorer; the middle class is
getting crushed, and we all want to re-
build this middle class; there are mil-
lions of people who are unemployed
every day, and there are millions more
who are underemployed.

Mr. Speaker, I'm a businessman. I've
been a business owner, responsible for
the bottom line and for getting things
done in my business. I've got to tell
you, if we weren’t getting the job done,
we wouldn’t be going on a 5-week re-
cess, vacation—or whatever it is you
want to call it. There are so many
pressing needs, and we are scheduled to
be in session for 9 days in September,
and we know what those Mondays and
Tuesdays are like. We know what hap-
pens here. So we’re looking at about 3
or 4 days, and what have we got to deal
with? We have to deal with appropria-
tions, the budget, the farm bill, the
jobs bill, immigration, transportation,
the debt ceiling—and there are Mem-
bers of this Congress who are calling
for a shutdown of the Federal Govern-
ment.

So I wanted to address just two
things today. One is to postpone, or
delay, this recess; and let’s take up a
couple of things. Like I said, our
bridges are falling down. Let’s take up
the SAFE Bridges Act that Congress-
man RAHALL has offered. Let’s take up
the American Jobs Act that the Presi-
dent has offered. Let’s put people to
work in this country. Let’s support
Congresswoman SLAUGHTER’s motion
to defeat the previous question, and
let’s amend it to allow for the consider-
ation of the SAFE Bridges Act.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I continue to
reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to a member
of the Committee on Rules, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN).

Mr. MCGOVERN. I thank the gentle-
lady for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, what is particularly
frustrating about what we are doing
here today is that this is a colossal
waste of time. We are taking up five
bills that are going nowhere in the
Senate. The President has already
issued veto threats on all of them.
These are just press releases that the
Republican National Committee has
decided would be good things for Re-
publican Members to release in their
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districts. None of this stuff is meaning-
ful. It’s going nowhere.

We are also repealing the Affordable
Care Act for the 40th time. When the
gentleman says that the Affordable
Care Act is not popular, I will remind
him that we had a referendum on the
Affordable Care Act—it was called a
Presidential election. The last time I
checked, Mitt Romney was not in the
White House. I think he’s out on his
yacht somewhere, but he’s certainly
not in the White House.

So we are doing this meaningless
stuff, and we have 9 legislative days
left before the end of the fiscal year,
before we approach a government shut-
down, and we have people on the other
side of the aisle—people running for
President on the other side of the
aisle—publicly bragging about how
they want to shut the government
down.

Now, I have great respect for the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma. I think he is a
reasonable, rational, good Member of
this Congress. I wish there were more
like him on his side of the aisle, but
there aren’t. In fact, the Republican
Party is being ruled by the fringe
right-wing elements of that party—
those who are pushing for a shutdown,
those who are saying compromise on
nothing, those who helped defeat the
farm bill, those who, quite frankly, are
insisting on budget numbers that are
so unbelievably low for things like our
infrastructure that they had to pull the
Transportation-HUD bill from the floor
yesterday.

We ought to be fixing sequester.
CHRIS VAN HOLLEN, on our side of the
aisle, has an alternative to sequester.
We ought to vote on it. My Republican
friends haven’t allowed a vote on an al-
ternative to sequester all year—noth-
ing. We ought to go to conference on
the budget so that we can actually get
a budget so that we can have reason-
able numbers on our appropriations
bills that we can pass and be proud
that we’re doing something to put peo-
ple back to work. We are doing nothing
in this House. We ought not go on re-
cess until we do the people’s business.

Mr. COLE. I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we did have a ref-
erendum on ObamaCare. Do you know
what we got? We got a split decision
because, while the American people
certainly reelected the President, they
also reelected a Republican House.
That’s a hard thing to achieve in what
my friends would regard as a great
Presidential victory. We had 435 dif-
ferent referendums about this. So the
American people, for whatever reason,
either wanted the debate to continue
or certainly didn’t want to leave the
President, as they did in 2009 and 2010,
with essentially total control over the
legislative branch. They didn’t like
what they saw then, and I don’t think
they would like what they would see if
that were to happen.

As for our friends in the Senate, let-
ting them decide what the agenda is
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going to be in the House, I think, is,
quite frankly, a mistake. They don’t
get a lot done over there. Every now
and then, though, they’ll surprise you.

I remember hearing these same argu-
ments about the Student Loan Act in
that, gosh, what we were planning and
proposing, even though it was rel-
atively close to what the President
proposed, was never going to happen.
In fact, if you’ll remember at one point
and if I recall correctly, I think the
President, himself, issued a veto threat
against the legislation. So, had we fol-
lowed our friend’s advice, everybody’s
student loans in America would be sky-
rocketing right now.

Every now and then, you just have to
go out and fight for the things that you
believe in; and, amazingly, sometimes
the United States Senate will come
around, and, occasionally, the Presi-
dent of the United States will change
his mind or at least will decide this
was close enough to be good enough.

So I would suggest we just continue
to get up every day as we all do, to
work as best we can for the things that
we believe in, and at the end of the
day—believe me—the American people
will make a judgment, and we’ll see
what happens.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from New  Mexico (Ms.
MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM), a member
of the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of
New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in opposition to this rule.

Every weekend, I go home to New
Mexico, and my constituents always
ask me: What’s going on in Congress?
What is Congress doing to create jobs
and grow the economy and end the se-
quester?

There are currently 2,000 constitu-
ents in my district who are getting fur-
loughed every week, and they want to
know. There are countless teachers,
construction workers, small business
owners, and first responders; and they
want to know. Unfortunately, the an-
swer is ‘‘nothing’’ because of the House
Republican leadership. They simply
cannot govern.

Yesterday, Republicans pulled the
Transportation, Housing and Urban De-
velopment appropriations bill from the
schedule, illustrating that the seques-
ter and the Republican budget are not
feasible. Tomorrow, we will adjourn for
a b-week district work period, and we
still haven’t passed a jobs bill or a
budget that replaces the sequester or
that reduces the deficit, and we haven’t
passed comprehensive immigration re-
form. Instead of addressing any of
these critical issues, House Repub-
licans have decided that it’s more im-
portant to vote one more time to re-
peal the Affordable Care Act—for the
40th time.

Mr. Speaker, New Mexicans and
Americans want Congress to focus on
jobs and economic growth.
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Mr. COLE. I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to respond to a
number of points my friends have made
about the issue of sequester. I simply
want to remind them whose idea it
was. If they have any doubt, they
should read the Bob Woodward book,
“The Price of Politics,” or follow the
lively correspondence that came after
the book was published.

The reality is that the idea of seques-
ter was the President’s proposal. He
proposed it; he advocated for it; he
signed it into law. Now we hear from
our friends, gosh, the Republicans
won’t undo it or we didn’t really mean
that it would actually ever happen.

We’ve had this discussion before. The
simple truth is that we are willing to
renegotiate where the cuts come from.
We actually agree with our friends on
that. What they’re not willing to do is
to actually reduce spending. That’s es-
sentially what the debate is about.

This is the method that the Presi-
dent recommended, signed and advo-
cated for. If he wants to undo it—some-
thing, by the way, this House twice in
the last term did, but our friends in the
Senate never picked it up, and the
President never came up with a
counteroffer, so we’re sort of still wait-
ing over here—and if the President
would like to redistribute the cuts, I
have no doubt the Speaker would like
to talk to him. But the idea that we’re
just going to simply undo it and lose
all the savings, I think, is also unlikely
to occur.

So let’s sit down. We all know there
are better ways to do this. We're will-
ing to do that on our side, but we are
not willing to raise taxes, and we are
not willing to lose savings.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Nevada (Ms. TITUS), a
member of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

Ms. TITUS. I thank the gentlelady
for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi-
tion to this rule and the underlying
bills. I am especially disappointed that
my amendment to H.R. 367, the REINS
Act, wasn’t made in order.

My amendment would have protected
women and children from the delay and
obstructionism in this bill by exempt-
ing the Family Medical Leave Act, the
Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act, the In-
dividuals With Disabilities Education
Act, and the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay
Act from the bill’s intrusive provisions.

These four laws safeguard the eco-
nomic, social, and physical well-being
of women and children in Nevada and
across the country. They give mothers
the chance to care for a new child, en-
sure that our students have access to
nutritious food, protect the rights of
students with disabilities, and help
women fight for equal pay for equal
work.
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My amendment would have offered
the Republicans a chance to be reason-
able and to dial back their war on the
most vulnerable in our country.

H.R. 367, like the other bills being
considered under this rule, would
hinder our government’s ability to
serve the people, and it is simply a
waste of valuable time. I urge my col-
leagues to reject it.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I continue to
reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms. DUCKWORTH),
a member of the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform.

Ms. DUCKWORTH. I thank the gen-
tlelady from New York for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, instead of bickering
over partisan pieces of legislation that
will go nowhere, we should be working
to fix the sequester and hammer out a
budget that creates jobs, grows our
middle class, and responsibly reduces
the deficit.

We should be taking up a well-funded
Transportation and Housing appropria-
tions bill rather than the draconian
measure that drastically underfunded
projects like those in my home dis-
trict, such as the Elgin-O’Hare and the
Barrington Road and Interstate 90
interchange. We need to make invest-
ments to rebuild our bridges, to im-
prove our infrastructure, and to keep
our children safe. We should be work-
ing on comprehensive immigration re-
form that is practical, fair, and hu-
mane. Reform with a pathway to citi-
zenship will expand our workforce, se-
cure our borders, and bring in new rev-
enue to help us balance our budget.

I was sent to Washington to work on
legislation that creates jobs and tack-
les the deficit. I don’t want to leave for
a b-week district work period without
taking some action on our critical, un-
finished business.
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Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I continue to
reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. 1 yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, we will offer on our side
an amendment to the rule that allows
the House to consider the SAFE
Bridges Act, which funds emergency re-
pairs and creates countless American
jobs. We are about to go into a 5-week
break; and so far, the Congress has
done nothing to end sequestration or to
create jobs for the country. My amend-
ment will prevent the House from
going home until we have done the job
we were sent here to do.

To discuss our proposal, I am pleased
to yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Washington State (Mr. LARSEN), a
member of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to support Rank-
ing Member SLAUGHTER’s motion to
call up the SAFE Bridges Act.

In May, a portion of a bridge on
Interstate 5 in my district collapsed
into the Skagit River. Like most of my
constituents, I've driven over that
bridge hundreds of times. The fact that
no one died when it collapsed was a
blessing, but not everyone has been so
lucky. My colleagues will remember in
2007 when a bridge spanning the Mis-
sissippi River in Minneapolis crashed
down during rush hour, Kkilling 13 peo-
ple and injuring 145.

So, today, I want to ask my col-
leagues a very simple question: Should
not Americans be able to drive across a
highway bridge with the reasonable ex-
pectation that it will not crumble
away from underneath them?

There are 67,000 bridges in our coun-
try that are rated structurally defi-
cient—67,000 bridges. When those
bridges fall, it isn’t just the unlucky
few on those bridges who suffer. Whole
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economies that rely on safe and effi-
cient transportation suffer. The I-5
bridge across the Skagit River doesn’t
just connect Burlington and Mount
Vernon. It connects the entire west
coast and carries millions of dollars’
worth of trade every day between Can-
ada and the U.S.
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Here’s the good news: we know how
to build safe bridges. There are thou-
sands of civil engineers devoting their
lives today to building good structures
that don’t fall down, but we need to
pay for them. We need to maintain our
bridges until they’re old and replace
them when we need to. We can’t wait
for them to crumble into the water
below.

In light of this obvious need, how
much has this Congress done to im-
prove bridge safety or invest in infra-
structure?

Mr. Speaker, that was the sound of
how much congressional action has
been taken—nothing.

Just yesterday, house leadership
pulled the Transportation appropria-
tions bill because they couldn’t find
enough Republicans to support its dra-
conian cuts. Instead of rushing home,
we should take up the SAFE Bridges
Act introduced by Mr. RAHALL to im-
mediately invest in bridges. Rather
than repealing ObamaCare for the 40th
time this Congress, we should invest in
our infrastructure for the first time.

If you think your constituents should
be able to drive over a bridge without
wondering whether it will crumble be-
neath them, then this Congress must
act on robust transportation funding.

Mr. Speaker, I enter into the RECORD
a State-by-State funding table under
the SAFE Bridges Act.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF $2,750,000,000 FOR EACH OF FISCAL YEARS 2013 AND 2014 BASED ON THE DRAFT BILL, STRENGTHEN AND FORTIFY EXISTING BRIDGES ACT OF 2013

State

Estimated
FY 2013

Estimated
FY 2014

Estimated
Total

ALABAMA

ALASKA

ARIZONA

ARKANSAS

CALIFORNIA

COLORADO

CONNECTICUT

DELAWARE

DIST. OF COL.

FLORIDA

GEORGIA

KENTUCKY

LOUISIANA

MAINE

MARYLAND

MASSACHUSETTS

MICHIGAN

MINNESOTA

MISSISSIPPI

MISSOURI

MONTANA

NEBRASKA

NEVADA

NEW HAMPSHIRE

NEW JERSEY

NEW MEXICO

NEW YORK

NORTH CAROLINA

NORTH DAKOTA

OHIO

OKLAHOMA

34,528,552
10,150,614
14,438,937
28,254,401
232,052,224
15,902,404
126,132,725
8,962,416
20,403,500
46,328,630
24,586,058
17,770,494
7,397,016
88,159,721
37,906,433
31,283,878
22,117,236
38,179,080
123,906,912
18,633,603
63,577,346
137,288,383
49,782,579
22,911,312
20,657,648
63,319,326
7,815,085
15,165,106
2,891,304
15,442,851
137,486,038
5,953,606
341,675,601
63,124,530
3,830,998
111,055,549
39,269,408

34,528,652
10,150,614
14,438 937
28,254,401
232,052,224
15,902,404
126,132,725
8,962,416
20,403,500
46,328,630
24,586,058
17,770,494
7,397,016
88,159,721
37,906,433
31,283,878
22,117,236
38,179,080
123,906,912
18,633,603
63,577,346
137,288,383
49,782,579
22,911,312
20,657,648
63,319,326
7,815,085
15,165,106
2,891,304
15,442,851
137,486,038
5,953,606
341,675,601
63,124,530
3,830,998
111,055,549
39,269,408

69,057,105
20,301,227
28,877,874
56,508,803
464,104,449
31,804,807
252,265,450
17,924,832
40,806,999
92,657,259
49,172,116
35,540,988
14,794,031
176,319,441
75,812,866
62,567,756
44,234,472
76,358,160
247,813,824
37,067,205
127,154,692
274,576,767
99,565,158
45,822,625
41,315,297
126,638,651
15,630,171
30,330,212
5,782,609
30,885,702
274,972,076
11,907,212
683,351,202
126,249,060
7,661,997
222,111,097
78,538,816
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ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF $2,750,000,000 FOR EACH OF FISCAL YEARS 2013 AND 2014 BASED ON THE DRAFT BILL, STRENGTHEN AND FORTIFY EXISTING BRIDGES ACT OF

2013—Continued

State

Estimated
FY 2013

Estimated
Total

Estimated
FY 2014

OREGON

PENNSYLVANIA

RHODE ISLAND

SOUTH CAROLINA

SOUTH DAKOTA

TENNESSEE

TEXAS

UTAH

VERMONT

VIRGINIA

WASHINGTON

WEST VIRGINIA

WISCONSIN

WYOMING

TOTAL

54,382,275
250,234,865
37,487,542
21,911,959
6,903,255
29,951,857
73,722,532
6,055,018
9,894,077
84,581,236
79,795,827
28,908,317
14,616,136
3,313,600

54,382,275
250,234,865
37,487,542
21,911,959
6,903,255
29,951,857
73,722,532
6,055,018
9,894,077
84,581,236
79,795,827
28,908,317
14,616,136
3,313,600

108,764,549
500,469,731
74,975,083
43,823,919
13,806,510
59,903,714
147,445,064
12,110,037
19,788,153
169,162,472
159,591,654
57,816,633
29,232,273
6,627,199

2,750,000,000 2,750,000,000 5,500,000,000

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I continue to
reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. May I inquire if
my colleague has more speakers?

Mr. COLE. I do not have any more
speakers, and I'm prepared to close
whenever my friend is.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
shall close, and I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

As we speak, sequestration is hitting
very hard in communities all across
the country. Federal employees are
furloughed; important investments in
science, technology, public health, and
defense are being curtailed; children
are being shut out of Head Start.
Meanwhile, the majority has repeat-
edly refused to repeal the sequester and
have failed to pass a single job bill cre-
ation into law.

The American people need us to stop
these political games and get down to
work creating jobs and rebuilding this
economy. Now is not the time to ad-
journ Congress, and we should not
leave here until we have produced real
results for the American families that
are truly struggling to get by.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment into the RECORD, along with ex-
traneous material, immediately prior
to the vote on the previous question.

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

There was no objection.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ to de-
feat the previous question and to vote
“no’”’ on the rule.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

In closing, I want to begin by remind-
ing my friends whose idea sequester
was. It was the President of the United
States.

The President likes to take some
credit—and in some ways he deserves
some—for our budget deficit coming
down. Frankly, after four trillion-dol-
lar deficits in a row, a Republican Con-
gress came into office and that deficit
is now moving down. It’s about half of
what it was. We've worked with the
President to actually achieve some-
thing he said he wanted to, which is
lower the deficit. He likes to take cred-
it for it.

Second, I'd like to also remind my
friends, Mr. Speaker, in closing, that I
think these bills really are good bills.
They provide important checks on the
expanding power of the executive
branch. How many times have all of us
gone home and been regaled with tales
of bureaucrats that are simply out of
control or rules that make no sense or
have an enormous economic impact? It
happens all the time. That needs to
change.

Senator Daniel Webster described the
Federal Government as ‘“‘made by the
people, made by the people, and an-
swerable to the people.” I would sug-
gest we’'ve forgotten the last of these
three phases, ‘‘answerable to the peo-
ple.” That’s what these bills are about,
trying to make the Federal Govern-
ment more responsive and more an-
swerable to the people. The underlying
bills recognize just that and restore the
power of governance to elected offi-
cials, not to unaccountable Washington
bureaucrats.

I would urge my colleagues to sup-
port this rule and the underlying legis-
lation.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, when the Com-
mittee on Rules filed its report (H. Rept. 113—
187) to accompany House Resolution 322 the
Committee was unaware that the waiver of all
points of order against consideration of H.R.
2879 included:

A waiver of clause 9(a)(2) of rule XXI , pro-
hibiting consideration of a bill or joint resolu-
tion not reported by a committee, unless the
chair of each committee of initial referral has
caused a list of congressional earmarks, lim-
ited tax benefits, and limited tariff benefits in
the bill or a statement that the proposition con-
tains no congressional earmarks, limited tax
benefits, or limited tariff benefits to be printed
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD prior to its con-
sideration. The required statement from the
chair of the Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform, the primary committee of ju-
risdiction, was printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD dated July 31, 2013. However, the re-
quired statement from the chair of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, which also received
an additional referral, was submitted for print-
ing on August 1, 2013. Both statements pro-
vide that H.R. 2879 does not contain any con-
gressional earmarks, limited tax benefits, or
limited tariff benefits.

A waiver of clause 11 of rule XXI, prohib-
iting the consideration of a bill or joint resolu-
tion which has not been reported by a com-
mittee until the third calendar day (excluding

Saturdays, Sundays, or legal holidays except
when the House is in session on such a day)
on which such measure has been available to
Members, Delegates, and the Resident Com-
missioner. While the text of the bill is substan-
tially identical to the three bills previously de-
bated in the House on July 31, 2013, H.R.
2879 was not introduced until later that day.

The material previously referred to
by Ms. SLAUGHTER is as follows:

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 322 OFFERED BY

MS. SLAUGHTER OF NEW YORK

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new sections:

SEC. 10. Immediately upon adoption of this
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 2428) to direct the Sec-
retary of Transportation to assist States to
rehabilitate or replace certain bridges, and
for other purposes. The first reading of the
bill shall be dispensed with. All points of
order against consideration of the bill are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chair and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure. After
general debate the bill shall be considered
for amendment under the five-minute rule.
All points of order against provisions in the
bill are waived. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. If the
Committee of the Whole rises and reports
that it has come to no resolution on the bill,
then on the next legislative day the House
shall, immediately after the third daily
order of business under clause 1 of rule XIV,
resolve into the Committee of the Whole for
further consideration of the bill

SEC. 11. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of the bill speci-
fied in section 10 of this resolution.

SEC. 12. It shall not be in order to consider
a concurrent resolution providing for ad-
journment or adjournment sine die unless
the House has been notified that the Presi-
dent has signed legislation to provide for the
creation of American jobs.

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT IT
REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to
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offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about
what the House should be debating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
‘“‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

The Republican majority may say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution .. . [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.”” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: ‘Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule . . . When the mo-
tion for the previous question is defeated,
control of the time passes to the Member
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of
amendment.”

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House
of Representatives, the subchapter titled
‘“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘“Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous
question, who may offer a proper amendment
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time, and I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOLDING). The question is on ordering
the previous question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

———

ENERGY CONSUMERS RELIEF ACT
OF 2013

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CASSIDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill, H.R. 1582.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 315 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 1582.

Will the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
YODER) kindly take the chair.

J 1353
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
15682) to protect consumers by prohib-
iting the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency from pro-
mulgating as final certain energy-re-
lated rules that are estimated to cost
more than $1 billion and will cause sig-
nificant adverse effects to the econ-
omy, with Mr. YODER (Acting Chair) in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose on Wednes-
day, July 31, 2013, a request for a re-
corded vote on amendment No. 3 print-
ed in part B of House Report 113-174 of-
fered by the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. CONNOLLY) had been postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. WOODALL

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 4 printed in
part B of House Report 113-174.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 2, lines 11 through 17, amend subpara-
graph (D) to read as follows:

(D)(i) an estimate of the total benefits of
the rule and when such benefits are expected
to be realized;

(ii) a description of the modeling, the cal-
culations, the assumptions, and the limita-
tions due to uncertainty, speculation, or
lack of information associated with the esti-
mates under this subparagraph; and

(iii) a certification that all data and docu-
ments relied upon by the Agency in devel-
oping such estimates—

(I) have been preserved; and

(IT) are available for review by the public
on the Agency’s Web site, except to the ex-
tent to which publication of such data and
documents would constitute disclosure of
confidential information in violation of ap-
plicable Federal law;
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 315, the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. WOODALL) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to talk about an amendment that
recognizes that knowledge is power.

So often today, we’ve talked about
what we can do to make the govern-
ment more accountable to the people.
One of those things is entailed in the
underlying bill that says, for these big
rules that make a big difference, tell us
what it is that you did. How did you
come to this decision that this is the
rule that you want to implement? My
amendment goes one step further and
asks for the underlying data on which
that decision was made. We want to
know what those calculations were.

It’s going to be a good step forward if
we can get agencies to share with us
their modeling, but one step further
would be those calculations that went
into the modeling and came out of the
modeling. What about the underlying
data, Mr. Chairman? How in the world
can we be in a conversation with the
American people as the Congress with
the agencies if we don’t have access to
the underlying data?

This is not a trade secret. This is not
private information. This is the infor-
mation that the agency uses to pro-
mulgate these rules that will then gov-
ern the entire United States of Amer-
ica. We simply say, if the disclosure of
that data won’t violate any laws, if it
won’t violate any trade secrets, if it’s
not going to be in violation of any ap-
plicable Federal laws, share that with
America, post that on your Web page
so that anyone who is interested in un-
derstanding how it is that these deci-
sions that often go on behind closed
doors, that often go on without the
oversight of the public, not just what
did you decide, but how did you decide
it.

It’s very difficult, whether you’re a
Republican or whether you’re a Demo-
crat, to hold the considered experts at
these agencies accountable if you can’t
see the underlying data that went into
their calculations. It’s a simple amend-
ment that says please share that with
us. We’re not questioning your exper-
tise. We simply want to be a part of
that process.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman and my
colleagues, as I rise in opposition to
this amendment, the supporters would
claim that it’s about transparency.
What it’s really about is not trans-
parency. It’s about a way to block or
delay critical EPA rules. That’s what
this whole bill is all about. The amend-
ment does the same thing. They use
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rhetoric about transparency to cloud
the amendment’s true impact.

The amendment would prevent EPA
from using the best science available
when implementing its public health
laws. It accomplishes this by not allow-
ing EPA to rely on any scientific study
unless the agency can publish, on its
Web site, all of the underlying data as-
sociated with that study.

Today, EPA prides itself on using the
best science available. The Agency un-
derstands that ideology will not stand
the test of time, but science will; and
their rules and regulations have to be
based on the science, so they gladly in-
form stakeholders and the public about
the studies upon which they rely.

The underlying data to peer-reviewed
studies is often not published. That’s
because the data sets underlying peer-
reviewed scientific studies are the
property of the scientists that spend
their careers gathering that informa-
tion. The EPA cannot require the sci-
entists to give up their private infor-
mation. Oftentimes, those studies in-
volve going to a lot of people and try-
ing to find out the impact of certain
exposure to pollutants. Those people
agree to the study on the basis that
this information about them will not
be made public. But this amendment
would say it would be impossible for
EPA to use gold-standard scientific
studies available to them unless they
post this other data on their Web site.

Why do we want to prevent EPA from
using high-quality scientific studies to
set new pollution standards?

0 1400

This is an issue that came up many
years ago. In 1997, EPA used a study
conducted by researchers at Harvard to
set a new air quality standard for par-
ticulate matter. They did a rigorous
peer-reviewed study that was con-
ducted over a period of 16 years. The
Harvard people showed conclusively
that exposure to particulate matter in
the air can kill people, while polluters
said: We don’t want EPA to issue this
rule, it’s going to cost us money.

So they said that EPA should publish
all of the Harvard scientists’ data,
claiming that the scientists were keep-
ing a secret. Well, the data is the work
product and property of the Harvard
scientists, not EPA. The agency
couldn’t release that information.
They’re relying on the Harvard sci-
entists to give independent scientists
access to the data after the scientists
signed a confidentiality agreement. So
independent scientists spent the next 3
years reanalyzing the data, and came
to exactly the same conclusion.

There should be no objection to EPA
relying on studies like this one. It’s a
long-term study with a huge sample.
This is exactly the kind of rigorous re-
view we expect of EPA. I urge opposi-
tion to this amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 15 seconds to say nothing
can be further from the truth. There is
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a specific provision in this amendment
that says you shall not disclose any-
thing for which the disclosure would
violate your commitments under Fed-
eral law. All we’re asking is for what-
ever EPA saw, whatever the agency
saw to make their decision. If it was
good enough for the agency, shouldn’t
it be good enough for Congress as well?

With that, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. CAS-
SIDY).

Mr. CASSIDY. Mr. Chairman, I can-
not understand why somebody would
object to this. The bill is about trans-
parency, and this amplifies that trans-
parency. EPA can impose rules which
cost tens or even hundreds of billions
of dollars on the U.S. economy. Those
expenses translate into jobs lost.

Having access to the underlying in-
formation, and the estimates of cost
and benefits, is critical to know why
that is. And as my colleague said, there
is no reason to have to reveal informa-
tion about individuals. And let me just
point to the medical literature. In the
medical literature, there is a push that
when the Federal Government funds re-
search, that that underlying data is
made subject, is made available to the
general public. When the FDA reviews
drugs, FDA will look at underlying
data. So why would we require it for
medications, which obviously affect
many people, but not for the EPA. Hav-
ing methodology which is transparent
is absolutely essential in modern sci-
entific literature. I don’t see why there
is an objection to it unless the hope is
that EPA can satisfy an ideological
bent without having to justify it.

This amendment will provide more
transparency for EPA’s billion-dollar
rules. I urge my colleagues to vote
‘“‘yes’ on the amendment and ‘‘yes’ on
the underlying bill. The American peo-
ple cannot afford to have jobs shipped
overseas or have their economy other-
wise wrecked. More rationality, trans-
parency, and accountability must be
brought to the EPA and its rulemaking
process.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, the
fact of the matter is that EPA does not
have this underlying data. It doesn’t
belong to EPA. It belongs to the sci-
entists who did the study.

Consider this issue in a different con-
text. If a pharmaceutical manufacturer
wants to bring a new product to mar-
ket, they would never be required to
post all of their underlying data on the
public Web site in order for FDA to
rely on it. There’s no other agency that
would be held to such an unreasonable
requirement as this amendment would
impose on EPA. They review the data,
but they don’t put it on their Web site.
EPA does not have the underlying
data, and they can’t require that the
owners of the underlying data who did
the study, often based on confidential
agreements for those who participate
in the study, they can’t require that
study be given to them. They are rely-
ing on the scientific data and the study
results.
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I think all this would do is make it
more difficult for EPA to protect the
public health.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Chairman, how
much time remains?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Georgia has 1¥4 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time to
say that I think I speak for most of
America that says I understand the
government has to make decisions, but
since the government is making those
decisions on my behalf, shouldn’t the
government share with me the data
that it uses to make those decisions?

The gentleman says this is going to
hold EPA to a higher standard than the
other agencies. I would say to the gen-
tleman, you can look forward to me
being back with this same amendment
for absolutely every agency.

All we’re saying is if you’ve seen the
data, if you’ve utilized the data, if you
believe this is sound enough science on
which to base a regulation that is
going to cost not $1, not $100, not
$1,000, not $1 million, but more than $1
billion, isn’t it worth sharing with the
American people how you reached that
conclusion?

Mr. Chairman, the work that we do
here, we should be proud enough of to
share with absolutely anyone who
asks. This is about transparency. And
even if you don’t support the under-
lying bill—I’m a strong supporter, but
even if you don’t—you should support
in the context of transparency pro-
viding the underlying materials to the
American public that went into this
decisionmaking process.

Mr. Chairman, this is a great step
forward as a transparency tool for the
American public to restore that faith
in government that has been lost.

I rise in strong support of the under-
lying bill and ask my colleagues to
support the amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. FORTEN-
BERRY). The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. WOODALL).

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair under-
stands that amendment No. 5 will not
be offered.

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. MURPHY OF
PENNSYLVANIA

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 6 printed in
part B of House Report 113-174.

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I have an amendment at the
desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the committee print, add the
following section:

SEC. 5. PROHIBITION ON USE OF SOCIAL COST OF
CARBON IN ANALYSIS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of law or any executive
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order, the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency may not use the
social cost of carbon in order to incorporate
social benefits of reducing carbon dioxide
emissions, or for any other reason, in any
cost-benefit analysis relating to an energy-
related rule that is estimated to cost more
than $1 billion unless and until a Federal law
is enacted authorizing such use.

(b) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘‘social cost of carbon” means the social cost
of carbon as described in the technical sup-
port document entitled ‘‘Technical Support
Document: Technical Update of the Social
Cost of Carbon for Regulatory Impact Anal-
ysis Under Executive Order 12866’°, published
by the Interagency Working Group on Social
Cost of Carbon, United States Government,
in May 2013, or any successor or substan-
tially related document, or any other esti-
mate of the monetized damages associated
with an incremental increase in carbon diox-
ide emissions in a given year.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 315, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURPHY) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 2 minutes.

I have an amendment in order that
would prohibit the EPA from using
“‘social cost of carbon” estimates for
any energy-related rule that costs
more than $1 billion unless and until a
Federal law is enacted authorizing
such use.

The administration slipped into a
rule about microwave ovens a new pre-
diction for the cost of carbon dioxide
between now and the year 2300. Despite
the profound implications to the econ-
omy and the families who make a liv-
ing from coal, there was no public de-
bate, no stakeholder comment, no vote
in Congress on this new estimate.

In southwestern Pennsylvania, coal
is our heritage. It fires the steel mills
that built the Empire State Building,
the St. Louis Arch, and the Golden
Gate Bridge. But that heritage and
prosperity is threatened by this new
regulation. We’ve already seen what
the social cost of the war on coal is
today—the cost is jobs.

Three weeks ago, more than 380
workers at the Hatfield’s Ferry and
Mitchell power plants in Pennsylvania
were told they are losing their jobs.
The plants had to shut down under
EPA regulations after they had spent
hundreds of millions of dollars in new
environmental modernizations.

More than 15 organizations rep-
resenting workers and stakeholders en-
dorse my amendment because these
groups share my concern that this by-
passed congressional oversight and will
put hundreds of thousands of miners,
boilermakers, factory workers, labor-
ers, railroaders, electricians, operating
engineers, steamfitters and machinists
out of work.

My amendment says Congress, not
the EPA, decides regulations by consid-
ering what this means to the families
and workers. The EPA’s policies have
real-world consequences. Annual coal
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production in central Appalachia is
dropping sharply—by more than half in
just 5 years’ time. There are towns
where mines are shutting down, where
a staggering 41 percent of the residents
fall below the poverty line.

The social cost of carbon and the
wider war on coal is a war on the
American worker and their family.

Let me show you the real cost of the
EPA’s rules. Those who oppose this
amendment ignore the health effects
on those living in poverty, who are
twice as likely to have a risk of depres-
sion, asthma, obesity, diabetes, heart
attacks, and other health effects. Pov-
erty leads to devastated communities,
early death, and lost dreams of a gen-
eration of Americans and their chil-
dren.

Many of us can remember Bobby
Kennedy’s walk through those broken
Appalachian coal towns back in the
1960s to illustrate the abject poverty
where families and children were liv-
ing. I worked and volunteered in those
towns, trying to help families hang on
to some sort of semblance of hope in a
hard-scrabble life.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Too often their hope failed, and now
history is about to repeat itself. First,
jobs are lost by the tens of thousands
and, after that, the hundreds of thou-
sands. And when people lose their jobs,
we give them unemployment com-
pensation. They go hungry; we give
them food stamps. They lose unem-
ployment; we give them welfare. They
lose their homes; we give them public
housing. They lose their dignity and
pride, and the government has nothing
left to give—nothing—when all these
folks ever really wanted was a job—a
job and a chance for the American
dream not shattered by the EPA.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WAXMAN. The Murphy amend-
ment denies that carbon pollution is
harmful. It prohibits the Environ-
mental Protection Agency from consid-
ering the costs of climate change when
analyzing the impacts of its rules. Ac-
cording to this amendment, the cost of
carbon pollution is zero. Well, that’s
science denial at its worst. We are tell-
ing EPA the cost of carbon pollution is
zero. It’s like waving a magic wand. We
are going to decree that climate
change imposes no costs at all.

The House Republicans can vote for
this amendment. They can try to block
EPA from recognizing the damage
caused by climate change, but they
cannot overturn the laws of nature. We
should be heeding the warnings of the
world’s leading climate scientists, not
denying reality.

In the real world, scientific instru-
ments accurately measure the levels of
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carbon dioxide in the atmosphere and
the levels trapped in ancient ice. Those
measurements tell us that carbon diox-
ide levels just hit 400 parts per million
this spring, and that’s the highest lev-
els in the last 3 million years. In the
real world, higher levels of heat-trap-
ping carbon pollution are warming the
planet and changing the climate. We
are experiencing more record-breaking
temperatures, worse droughts, longer
wildfire seasons with more intense
wildfires, and an increased number of
intense storms, more flooding, and rap-
idly rising sea levels. Pretend it
doesn’t happen. Pretend that’s not the
reality.

On the other hand, as the proponent
of this amendment suggested, let’s
look at the impact on the family that
may lose its job. Well, I think that
ought to be under consideration, but
let’s not have an amendment that
would ignore the cost of carbon pollu-
tion.

We are seeing the effect of climate
change not some time in the future but
right now. And we’re being told it’s not
going to get better by itself; it’s going
to get worse. Scientists have been tell-
ing us for years. EPA and other Fed-
eral agencies have a responsibility to
calculate the cost of climate change
and take them into account when they
issue new standards. That’s common
sense, and that was the clear message
from the Government Accountability
Office when it added climate change to
its high-risk list earlier this year, and
that’s exactly what the Obama admin-
istration is doing.

0 1415

They have an interagency task force
that worked, over the course of several
years, to estimate the cost of the harm
from carbon pollution. It incorporated
the latest scientific and technical in-
formation.

I'm sorry people lose their jobs, but
they don’t have to lose their jobs. If an
industry is told to reduce carbon emis-
sions, they don’t have to fire people.
They can develop and buy the tech-
nology that would reduce that pollu-
tion.

So to help those polluters not have to
do that, we’re going to pretend there’s
no cost. Mr. MURPHY’s amendment
would require the government to as-
sume zero harm, zero cost from carbon
pollution and climate change.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
amendment. It’s based on magical
thinking. Don’t be a science-denier.
Vote against the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, how much time do we have
left on our side?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania has 2% minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I now yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from West Virginia (Mrs.
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CAPITO), the number two coal-pro-
ducing State in America.

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of my colleague Mr.
MURPHY’s amendment and in opposi-
tion to the EPA’s arbitrary, backdoor
approach to regulating carbon dioxide
emissions. These regulations would and
are having a catastrophic effect on jobs
and economic activity across the coun-
try, especially in our coal-producing
States such as West Virginia and Penn-
sylvania.

The administration’s new Social Cost
of Carbon calculation is nothing more
than a gimmick used to circumvent
Congress so that job-killing regula-
tions and an anti-domestic energy
agenda can move forward.

Perhaps to no one’s surprise, just as
the administration is stepping up its
efforts to issue regulations aimed at
closing existing plants and stopping
new ones, it decided, without public
comment or transparency, to increase
the cost of carbon by 44 percent. The
fact is, U.S. carbon emissions from the
energy sector have fallen in the last 4
of 5 years.

I am not willing to sacrifice West
Virginia jobs to the administration’s
ideological efforts. I ask my colleagues
to put jobs ahead of politics and pass
the Murphy amendment.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON).

(Mr. BARTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BARTON. I want to thank the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Murphy amendment, and I
also want to say we should vote for
that in conjunction with the gen-
tleman from Georgia’s amendment
that was just heard previously.

If you walk into a greenhouse any-
where in America, do you know what
the average carbon concentration will
be? It won’t be 350 parts per million. It
won’t be 400 parts per million. It will
be over 1,000 parts per million. We have
records that indicate the CO, con-
centration in the upper atmosphere has
been as high as 5,000 to 6,000 parts per
million in the past.

The gentleman from California and
those adherents of his philosophy
would have you believe that having a
carbon concentration between 350 and
400 parts per million is somehow cata-
clysmic. Nothing could be further from
the truth.

And this new cost of carbon calcula-
tion that the EPA and the DOE have
begun to include needs to be, at a min-
imum, made transparent. I think it’s
fine until we have the facts that it
shouldn’t be allowed at all.

So vote for the Murphy amendment.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman and my
colleagues, this is not my philosophy
that would lead me to urge that we re-
duce carbon emissions. It’s based on
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the science. Thousands of peer-re-
viewed scientific studies have indicated
that carbon causes problems. It causes
health effects, and it threatens the cli-
mate.

The homeowners in Arizona, Texas,
Colorado, and California who have seen
their homes ravaged by drought-stoked
wildfires know the cost of carbon pollu-
tion. The families of brave firefighters
know the cost of carbon pollution.

The farmers and ranchers suffering
the effects of prolonged drought, many
of whom have lost entire crops or been
forced to sell their livestock, know the
cost of carbon pollution. And the thou-
sands who lost businesses and homes
after Hurricane Sandy slammed into
the east coast know the cost of carbon
pollution.

That cost is not based on a philos-
ophy. It’s based on the science and the
reality.

Reject this magical-thinking amend-
ment. Don’t be a science-denier. Vote
against the amendment and the under-
lying bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, this isn’t about denying
science; this is about denying jobs and
denying opportunity.

The underlying amendment here is
supported by the boilermakers, the
electrical workers, the operating engi-
neers, the carpenters, and United Mine
Workers, the American Energy Alli-
ance, National Mining Association, Na-
tional Taxpayers Union, and Chamber
of Commerce because they want jobs
and they don’t want poverty.

And poverty, Mr. Chairman, is the
number one threat to the environment.
Poverty is the number one threat to
public health. It’s time Congress took
charge of regulations and not unregu-
lated divisions of the government.

Mr. Chairman, I ask Members to sup-
port this amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
PHY).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania will
be postponed.

Mr. CASSIDY. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
WOODALL) having assumed the chair,
Mr. FORTENBERRY, Acting Chair of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 1582) to protect con-
sumers by prohibiting the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency from promulgating as final cer-
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tain energy-related rules that are esti-
mated to cost more than $1 billion and
will cause significant adverse effects to
the economy, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.

———
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess for a pe-
riod of less than 15 minutes.

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 21 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

————
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. WOODALL) at 2 o’clock
and 35 minutes p.m.

———

ENERGY CONSUMERS RELIEF ACT
OF 2013

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 315 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 1582.

Will the gentleman from Nebraska
(Mr. FORTENBERRY) Kkindly resume the
chair.

[J 1436
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
1582) to protect consumers by prohib-
iting the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency from pro-
mulgating as final certain energy-re-
lated rules that are estimated to cost
more than $1 billion and will cause sig-
nificant adverse effects to the econ-
omy, with Mr. FORTENBERRY (Acting
Chair) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose earlier today,
a request for a recorded vote on amend-
ment No. 6 printed in part B of House
Report 113-174, offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
PHY), had been postponed.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will
now resume on those amendments
printed in part B of House Report 113-
174 on which further proceedings were
postponed, in the following order:

Amendment No. 1 by Mr. WAXMAN of
California.

Amendment No. 3 by Mr. CONNOLLY
of Virginia.

Amendment No. 6 by Mr. MURPHY of
Pennsylvania.

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. WAXMAN

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
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vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr. WAX-
MAN) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 183, noes 230,
not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 428]
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vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CON-
NOLLY) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 182, noes 224,
not voting 27, as follows:

AYES—183
Andrews Grayson Nolan
Barber Green, Al O’Rourke
Bass Green, Gene Owens
Beatty Grijalva Pascrell
Becerra, Gutiérrez Pastor (AZ)
Bera (CA) Hahn Payne
Bishop (NY) Hanabusa Perlmutter
Blumenauer Hastings (FL) Peters (CA)
Bonamici Heck (WA) Peters (MI)
Brady (PA) Higgins N
Braley (IA) Himes EZI:}il;ee (ME)
Brown (FL) Hinojosa Poli
olis
Brownley (CA) Honda X
Bustos Hoyer PHACE (NC)
Butterfield Huffman Quigley
Capps Israel Rangel
Capuano Jackson Lee Rohrabacher
Cardenas Jeffries Roybal-Allard
Carney Johnson (GA) Ruiz
Carson (IN) Johnson, E. B. Rush
Cartwright Kaptur Ryan (OH)
Castor (FL) Keating Sanchez, Linda
Castro (TX) Kelly (IL) T.
Chu Kennedy Sanchez, Loretta
Cicilline Kildee Sarbanes
Clarke Kilmer Schakowsky
Clay Kind Schiff
Cleaver Kirkpatrick Schneider
Clyburn Kuster Schrader
Cohen Langevin Schwartz
Connolly Larsen (WA) Scott (VA)
Conyers Larson (CT) Scott, David
Cooper Lee (CA) Serrano
Costa Levin Sewell (AL)
Courtney Lipinski Shea-Porter
Crowley Loebsack Sherman
Cummings Lofgren Sinema
Davis (CA) Lowenthal Sires
Davis, lDanny Lowey ‘ Slaughter
DeFazio Lujan Grisham Smith (WA)
DeGette (NM) Speier
Delaney Lujan, Ben Ray Swalwell (CA)
DeLauro (NM) Takano
DelBene Lynch Th. CA
Deutch Maffei ompson (CA)
Dingell Maloney Thompson MS)
’ Tierney
Doggett Carolyn Titus
Doyle Maloney, Sean
Duckworth Matsui Tonko
Edwards McCollum Tsongas
Ellison McDermott Van Hollen
Engel McGovern Vargas
Enyart McNerney Veasey
Eshoo Meeks Vela
Esty Meng Velazquez
Farr Michaud Visclosky
Fattah Moore Walz
Foster Moran Waters
Frankel (FL) Murphy (FL) Watt
Fudge Nadler Waxman
Gabbard Napolitano Welch
Garamendi Neal Wilson (FL)
Garcia Negrete McLeod Yarmuth
NOES—230
Aderholt Benishek Bridenstine
Alexander Bentivolio Brooks (AL)
Amash Bilirakis Brooks (IN)
Amodei Bishop (GA) Broun (GA)
Bachmann Bishop (UT) Buchanan
Bachus Black Bucshon
Barletta Blackburn Burgess
Barr Bonner Calvert
Barrow (GA) Boustany Camp
Barton Brady (TX) Cantor

Capito Hultgren Radel
Carter Hunter Rahall
Cassidy Hurt Reed
Chabot Issa Reichert
Chaffetz Jenkins Renacci
Coble Johnson (OH) Ribble
Coffman Johnson, Sam Rice (SC)
Cole Jones Rigell
Collins (NY) Jordan Roby
Conaway Joyce Roe (TN)
Cook Kelly (PA) Rogers (AL)
Cotton King (NY) Rogers (KY)
Cramer Kingston Rokita
Crawford Kinzinger (IL) Rooney
Crenshaw Kline Ros-Lehtinen
Cuellar Labrador Roskam
Culberson LaMalfa Ross
Daines Lamborn Rothfus
Davis, Rodney Lance Royce
Denham Lankford Runyan
Dent Latham Ryan (WI)
DeSantis Latta Salmon
DesJarlais LoBiondo Sanford
Diaz-Balart Long Scalise
Duffy Lucas Schock
Duncan (SC) Luetkemeyer Schweikert
Duncan (TN) Lummis Scott, Austin
Ellmers Marchant Sessions
Farenthold Marino Shimkus
Fincher Massie Shuster
Fitzpatrick Matheson Simpson
Fleischmann McCarthy (CA) Smith (MO)
Fleming McCaul Smith (NE)
Flores McClintock Smith (NJ)
Forbes McHenry Smith (TX)
Fortenberry McIntyre Southerland
Foxx McKeon Stewart
Franks (AZ) McKinley Stivers
Frelinghuysen McMorris Stockman
Gallego Rodgers Stutzman
Gardner Meadows Terry
Garrett Meehan Thompson (PA)
Gerlach Messer Thornberry
Gibbs Mica Tiberi
Gibson Miller (MI) Tipton
Gingrey (GA) Miller, Gary Turner
Gohmert Mullin Upton
Gosar Mulvaney Valadao
Gowdy Murphy (PA) Wagner
Granger Neugebauer Walberg
Graves (GA) Noem Walden
Graves (MO) Nugent Walorski
Griffin (AR) Nunes Weber (TX)
Griffith (VA) Nunnelee Webster (FL)
Grimm Olson Wenstrup
Guthrie Palazzo Westmoreland
Hall Paulsen Whitfield
Hanna Pearce Williams
Harper Perry Wilson (SC)
Harris Peterson Wittman
Hartzler Petri Wolf
Hastings (WA) Pittenger Womack
Heck (NV) Pitts Woodall
Hensarling Poe (TX) Yoder
Holding Pompeo Yoho
Huelskamp Posey Young (AK)
Huizenga (MI) Price (GA) Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—20
Campbell King (IA) Richmond
Collins (GA) Lewis Rogers (MI)
Goodlatte McCarthy (NY) Ruppersberger
Herrera Beutler Miller (FL) Sensenbrenner
Holt Miller, George Wasserman
Horsford Pallone Schultz
Hudson Pelosi Young (FL)
O 1502
Messrs. KINGSTON, POSEY, and

CUELLAR changed their vote from
“aye’ to ‘“no.” .

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mr. ANDREWS, Ms. JACKSON
LEE, and Mr. O'ROURKE changed their
vote from ‘“‘no” to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chair, on rollcall
No. 428, | inadvertently voted “yes,” when my
intention was to vote “no.”

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded

[Roll No. 429]

AYES—182
Andrews Garamendi Murphy (FL)
Barber Garcia Napolitano
Bass Gibson Neal
Beatty Grayson Negrete McLeod
Becerra Green, Al Nolan
Bera (CA) Green, Gene O’Rourke
Bishop (NY) Grijalva Owens
Blumenauer Gutiérrez Pascrell
Bonamici Hahn Pastor (AZ)
Brady (PA) Hanabusa Payne
Braley (IA) Hastings (FL) Perlmutter
Brown (FL) Heck (WA) Peters (CA)
Brownley (CA) Higgins Peters (MI)
Bustos Himes Pingree (ME)
Butterfield Hinojosa Pocan
Capps Honda Polis
Capuano Hoyer Price (NC)
Cardenas Huffman Quigley
Carney Israel Rangel
Carson (IN) Jackson Lee Roybal-Allard
Cartwright Jeffries Ruiz
Castor (FL) Johnson (GA) Ryan (OH)
Castro (TX) Johnson, E. B. Sanchez, Linda
Chu Kaptur T.
Cicilline Keating Sanchez, Loretta
Clarke Kelly (IL) Sarbanes
Clay Kennedy Schakowsky
Cleaver Kildee Schneider
Clyburn Kilmer Schrader
Cohen Kind Schwartz
Connolly Kirkpatrick Scott (VA)
Conyers Kuster Scott, David
Cooper Langevin Serrano
Costa Larsen (WA) Sewell (AL)
Courtney Larson (CT) Shea-Porter
Crowley Lee (CA) Sherman
Cuellar Levin Sinema
Cummings Lipinski Sires
Davis (CA) Loebsack Slaughter
Davis, Danny Lofgren Smith (WA)
DeFazio Lowenthal Speier
DeGette Lowey Swalwell (CA)
DeLauro Lujan Grisham Takano
DelBene (NM) Thompson (CA)
Deutch Lujan, Ben Ray Thompson (MS)
Dingell (NM) Tierney
Doggett Lynch Titus
Doyle Maffei Tonko
Duckworth Maloney, Tsongas
Edwards Carolyn Van Hollen
Ellison Maloney, Sean Vargas
Engel Matsui Veasey
Enyart McCollum Vela
Eshoo McDermott Velazquez
Esty McGovern Visclosky
Farr MeclIntyre Walz
Fattah McNerney Waters
Foster Meeks Watt
Frankel (FL) Meng Waxman
Fudge Michaud Welch
Gabbard Moore Wilson (FL)
Gallego Moran Yarmuth

NOES—224
Aderholt Barrow (GA) Blackburn
Alexander Barton Bonner
Amash Benishek Boustany
Amodei Bentivolio Brady (TX)
Bachmann Bilirakis Bridenstine
Bachus Bishop (GA) Brooks (AL)
Barletta Bishop (UT) Brooks (IN)
Barr Black Broun (GA)
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Buchanan Huizenga (MI) Rahall
Bucshon Hultgren Reed
Burgess Hunter Reichert
Calvert Hurt Renacci
Camp Issa Ribble
Cantor Jenkins Rice (SC)
Capito Johnson (OH) Rigell
Cassidy Johnson, Sam Roby
Chabot Jones Roe (TN)
Chaffetz Jordan Rogers (AL)
Coble Joyce Rogers (KY)
Coffman Kelly (PA) Rohrabacher
Cole King (NY) Rokita
Collins (NY) Kingston Rooney
Conaway Kinzinger (IL) Ros-Lehtinen
Cook Kline Roskam
Cotton Labrador Ross
Cramer LaMalfa Rothfus
Crawford Lamborn Royce
Crenshaw Lance Runyan
Culberson Lankford Ryan (WI)
Daines Latham Salmon
Davis, Rodney Latta Sanford
Denham LoBiondo Scalise
Dent Long Schock
DeSantis Lucas Schweikert
DesdJarlais Lummis Scott, Austin
Diaz-Balart Marchant Sessions
Duffy Marino Shimkus
Duncan (SC) Massie Shuster
Duncan (TN) Matheson Simpson
Ellmers McCarthy (CA) Smith (MO)
Farenthold McCaul Smith (NE)
Fincher McClintock Smith (NJ)
Fitzpatrick McHenry Smith (TX)
Fleischmann McKeon Southerland
Fleming McKinley Stewart
Flores McMorris Stivers
Forbes Rodgers Stockman
Fortenberry Meadows Stutzman
Foxx Meehan Terry
Franks (AZ) Messer Thompson (PA)
Gardner Mica Thornberry
Garrett Miller (MI) Tiberi
Gerlach Miller, Gary Tipton
Gibbs Mullin Turner
Gingrey (GA) Mulvaney Upton
Gohmert Murphy (PA) Valadao
Gosar Neugebauer Wagner
Gowdy Noem Walberg
Granger Nugent Walden
Graves (GA) Nunes Walorski
Graves (MO) Nunnelee Weber (TX)
Griffin (AR) Olson Webster (FL)
Griffith (VA) Palazzo Wenstrup
Grimm Paulsen Westmoreland
Guthrie Pearce Whitfield
Hall Perry Williams
Hanna Peterson Wilson (SC)
Harper Petri Wittman
Harris Pittenger Wolf
Hartzler Pitts Womack
Hastings (WA) Poe (TX) Woodall
Heck (NV) Pompeo Yoder
Hensarling Posey Yoho
Holding Price (GA) Young (AK)
Huelskamp Radel Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—27
Campbell King (IA) Rogers (MI)
Carter Lewis Ruppersberger
Collins (GA) Luetkemeyer Rush
Delaney McCarthy (NY) Schiff
Frelinghuysen Miller (FL) Sensenbrenner
Goodlatte Miller, George Wasserman
Herrera Beutler  Nadler Schultz
Holt Pallone
Horsford Pelosi Young (FL)
Hudson Richmond

O 1508

Mr. LARSEN of Washington changed

his vote from ‘‘no” to ‘‘aye.”
So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

Stated for:

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. MURPHY OF
PENNSYLVANIA

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MURPHY) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 234, noes 178,
not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 430]

August 1, 2013

Stewart Valadao Wilson (SC)
Stivers Wagner Wittman
Stockman Walberg Wolf
Stutzman Walden Womack
Terry Walorski Woodall
Thompson (PA) Weber (TX) Yoder
Thornberry Webster (FL) Yoho
Tiberi Wenstrup
Tipton Westmoreland ggﬁﬁg E?I\IT{))
Turner Whitfield
Upton Williams

NOES—178
Andrews Grayson Nolan
Barber Green, Al O’Rourke
Barrow (GA) Grijalva Owens
Bass Gutiérrez Pascrell
Beatty Hahn Pastor (AZ)
Becerra Hanabusa Payne
Bera (CA) Hastings (FL) Perlmutter
Bishop (NY) Heck (WA) Peters (CA)
Blumenauer Higgins Peters (MI)
Bonamici H%mgs Pingree (ME)
Braley (IA) Hinojosa Pocan
Brown (FL) Honda Polis
Brownley (CA) Hoyer Price (NC)
Bustos Huffman Quigley
Capps Israel Rangel
C@puano Jackson Lee RoSS
Cardenas Jeffries Roybal-Allard
Carney Johnson (GA) Ruiz
Cartwright Johnson, E. B. R

ush

Castor (FL) Jones Ryan (OH)
Castro (TX) Kaptur Sanchez, Linda
Chu Keating T
Cicilline Kelly (IL) Sanchez, Loretta
Clarke Kennedy S

N arbanes
Clay Kildee halk K
Cleaver Kilmer Sc ? OWsKy
Clyburn Kind Schifl

X . Schneider
Cohen Kirkpatrick Schrader
Connolly Kuster Schwartz
Conyers Langevin Scott (VA)
Cooper Larsen (WA) .
Costa Larson (CT) SgggiquaVId
Courtney Lee (CA)
Crowley Levin Sewell (AL)
Cuellar Lipinski Shea-Porter
Cummings Lofgren Sherman
Davis (CA) Lowenthal Sinema
Davis, Danny Lowey Slagghter
DeFazio Lujan Grisham Smith (WA)
DeGette (NM) Speier
Delaney Lujén, Ben Ray ~ Swalwell (CA)
DeLauro (NM) Takano
DelBene Lynch Thompson (CA)
Deutch Matfei Thompson (MS)
Dingell Maloney, T?erney
Doggett Carolyn Titus
Duckworth Maloney, Sean Tonko
Edwards Matsui Tsongas
Ellison McCollum Van Hollen
Engel McDermott Vargas
Eshoo McGovern Veasey
Esty McNerney Vela
Farr Meng Velazquez
Fattah Michaud Visclosky
Foster Moore Walz
Frankel (FL) Moran Waters
Gabbard Murphy (FL) Watt
Gallego Nadler Waxman
Garamendi Napolitano Welch
Garcia Neal Wilson (FL)
Gibson Negrete McLeod  Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—21

Campbell King (IA) Rogers (MI)
Carter Lewis Ruppersberger
Collins (GA) McCarthy (NY) Sensenbrenner
Goodlatte Miller (FL) Wasserman
Herrera Beutler  Miller, George Schultz

Holt Pallone Young (FL)
Horsford Pelosi
Hudson Richmond

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (Mr. HULTGREN)
(during the vote). There is 1 minute re-

maining.
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Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No.
429, the Connolly/Kildee amendment 3, had |
been present, | would have voted “yes.”

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No. 429,
The Connolly/Kildee Amendment 3, had |
been present, | would have voted “aye.”

AYES—234
Aderholt Foxx McKinley
Alexander Franks (AZ) McMorris
Amash Frelinghuysen Rodgers
Amodei Fudge Meadows
Bachmann Gardner Meehan
Bachus Garrett Meeks
Barletta Gerlach Messer
Barr Gibbs Mica
Barton Gingrey (GA) Miller (MI)
Benishek Gohmert Miller, Gary
Bentivolio Gosar Mullin
Bilirakis Gowdy Mulvaney
Bishop (GA) Granger Murphy (PA)
Bishop (UT) Graves (GA) Neugebauer
Black Graves (MO) Noem
Blackburn Green, Gene Nugent
Bonner Griffin (AR) Nunes
Boustany Griffith (VA) Nunnelee
Brady (PA) Grimm Olson
Brady (TX) Guthrie Palazzo
Bridenstine Hall Paulsen
Brooks (AL) Hanna Pearce
Brooks (IN) Harper Perry
Broun (GA) Harris Peterson
Buchanan Hartzler Petri
Bucshon Hastings (WA) Pittenger
Burgess Heck (NV) Pitts
Butterfield Hensarling Poe (TX)
Calvert Holding Pompeo
Camp Huelskamp Posey
Cantor Huizenga (MI) Price (GA)
Capito Hultgren Radel
Carson (IN) Hunter Rahall
Cassidy Hurt Reed
Chabot Issa Reichert
Chaffetz Jenkins Renacci
Coble Johnson (OH) Ribble
Coffman Johnson, Sam Rice (S0)
Cole Jordan Rigell
Collins (NY) Joyce Roby
Conaway Kelly (PA) Roe (TN)
Cook King (NY) Rogers (AL)
Cotton Kingston Rogers (KY)
Cramer Kinzinger (IL) Rohrabacher
Crawford Kline Rokita
Crenshaw Labrador Rooney
Culberson LaMalfa Ros-Lehtinen
Daines Lamborn Roskam
Davis, Rodney Lance Rothfus
Denham Lankford Royce
Dent Latham Runyan
DeSantis Latta Ryan (WI)
DesJarlais LoBiondo Salmon
Diaz-Balart Loebsack Sanford
Doyle Long Scalise
Duffy Lucas Schock
Duncan (SC) Luetkemeyer Schweikert
Duncan (TN) Lummis Scott, Austin
Ellmers Marchant Sessions
Enyart Marino Shimkus
Farenthold Massie Shuster
Fincher Matheson Simpson
Fitzpatrick McCarthy (CA) Sires
Fleischmann McCaul Smith (MO)
Fleming McClintock Smith (NE)
Flores McHenry Smith (NJ)
Forbes McIntyre Smith (TX)
Fortenberry McKeon Southerland

Messrs. ENGEL and GRIJALVA
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.



August 1, 2013

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIR. Under the rule,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. FOR-
TENBERRY) having assumed the chair,
Mr. HULTGREN, Acting Chair of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 1582) to protect con-
sumers by prohibiting the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency from promulgating as final cer-
tain energy-related rules that are esti-
mated to cost more than $1 billion and
will cause significant adverse effects to
the economy, and, pursuant to House
Resolution 315, he reported the bill
back to the House with an amendment
adopted in the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the amendment re-
ported from the Committee of the
Whole?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
amended.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I have a
motion to recommit at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentlewoman opposed to the bill?

Mrs. CAPPS. Yes, I am opposed.

Mr. CASSIDY. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
a point of order against the motion to
recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A point
of order is reserved.

The Clerk will report the motion to
recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mrs. Capps moves to recommit the bill
H.R. 15682 to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce with instructions to report the
same back to the House forthwith, with the
following amendment:

At the end, add the following section:

SEC. 5. PROTECTING THE HEALTH OF CHILDREN
AND SENIORS.

This Act shall not apply with respect to
rules that will result in reduced incidence of
cancer, premature mortality, asthma at-
tacks, or respiratory disease in children or
seniors.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to offer the final amendment to
the bill, and I want to be clear—pas-
sage of this amendment will not pre-
vent passage of the underlying bill. If
it’s adopted, my amendment will be in-
corporated into the bill, and the bill
will immediately be voted upon.
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As currently written, H.R. 1582 would
cripple the ability of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to protect
the water we drink and the air we
breathe. My amendment simply en-
sures that the EPA can continue to
protect children and seniors from the
harmful impacts of pollution. My
friends across the aisle claim this bill
is about transparency, but let’s call it
what it is—just another attempt to
block the EPA from doing its job.

This bill makes no sense on SO many
levels. It’s redundant and it’s unneces-
sary. It gives the Energy Secretary un-
precedented authority to veto EPA
rules, and it allows for the indefinite
delays of EPA rulemaking. Our top pri-
ority should be the health of our chil-
dren and of our families, not the bot-
tom line of the polluting energy com-
panies.

It’s scary to think how many EPA
protections that we now take for
granted would have been delayed or de-
railed if this bill were law. Consider the
recently finalized Mercury and Air
Toxics Standards. Before these rules,
there were no Federal standards lim-
iting power plant emissions of toxic
pollutants like mercury and arsenic.
As we know, these toxic pollutants are
really poisons. They cause a variety of
serious health problems in people of all
ages. They affect brain development in
children, and they can cause serious
birth defects when pregnant women are
exposed. That’s why EPA put restric-
tions on these toxic emissions—restric-
tions that protect future generations
and set them up for success while also
reducing preventable health care costs.
If H.R. 1582 had been law, these rules
could have been delayed indefinitely or
could not have happened at all.

Mr. Speaker, my friends across the
aisle talk frequently about the finan-
cial costs of these and other EPA ac-
tions, but what about the health care
costs—costs that all of us pay when
these preventable ailments occur—and
what about the human costs of inac-
tion?

Delaying the air toxics standards for
just an additional 1 year would have re-
sulted in more than 11,000 heart at-
tacks, more than 120,000 asthma at-
tacks, more than 12,000 more hospital
and emergency room visits, and up to
25,300 lives lost due to smog, due to
soot, due to toxic air pollution—and
that’s just in 1 year. Mr. Speaker, peo-
ple should be more important than
profit.

My amendment speaks to just this. It
would simply shield the rules that pro-
tect the health of children and of sen-
iors from this dangerous bill. If my col-
leagues are serious about protecting
our children and our seniors, they
should have no trouble supporting this
amendment.

More than anyone, children and sen-
iors rely on the EPA to do its job of
protecting public health and the envi-
ronment. The Mercury and Air Toxics
rule and others like it are helping chil-
dren and families across the Nation
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live healthier, longer 1lives. Perhaps
polluters find these rules inconvenient,
but the American people certainly
don’t. They want clean air to breathe.
They want clean water to drink, and
they want the peace of mind that
comes from strong public health stand-
ards.

My amendment ensures that pro-
tecting the health of our children and
seniors never takes a back seat to the
financial interests of our polluters. So
I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment and make sure that the
health and well-being of our children
and seniors always come first.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. CASSIDY. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my point of order, and I claim the
time in opposition to the motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
point of order is withdrawn.

The gentleman from Louisiana is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CASSIDY. Mr. Speaker, this bill
doesn’t cripple anything. Laws that are
currently on the books stay on the
books. The problem is that the EPA
uses bad science. I say that not as a Re-
publican. I say that as quoting other
scientists.

For example, a gentleman who is a
former member of the Harvard School
of Public Health testified: “EPA’s sta-
tistical approach is fraught with nu-
merous assumptions and uncertain-
ties.” A physician from the Colorado
School of Public Health said that the
way that EPA uses statistics ‘‘is also
highly misleading to policymakers.”

I will make the point. You cannot be
pro-family unless you are pro-environ-
ment, and you cannot be pro-environ-
ment unless you are pro-family, but
you can’t be either unless you first
have a strong and healthy economy.
Now, the Energy Consumers Relief Act
simply puts a check on the billion-dol-
lar energy rules that may hurt Amer-
ican families and cost American jobs.

If you support transparency and good
government, you should support this
bill. If you support protecting Amer-
ican families and consumers from high-
er energy costs, you should support
H.R. 1582. If you support having the
prosperity needed for families and for
environmental health protections, you
should support H.R. 1582. If you are
pro-jobs, pro-economic growth and
anti-poverty, you should support H.R.
1582.

I urge you to vote ‘‘no’’ on this mo-
tion to recommit. I urge you to support
the Energy Consumers Relief Act.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I demand

a recorded vote.

The



H5292 [CcoRRECTION |

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX,
this 5-minute vote on the motion to re-
commit will be followed by 5-minute
votes on the passage of H.R. 1582, if or-
dered; ordering the previous question
on House Resolution 322; adoption of
House Resolution 322, if ordered; and
the motion to suspend the rules on

H.R. 1897.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 188, noes 221,
not voting 24, as follows:

[Roll No. 431]

AYES—188
Andrews Garamendi Napolitano
Barber Garcia Neal
Barrow (GA) Grayson Negrete McLeod
Bass Green, Al Nolan
Beatty Green, Gene O’Rourke
Becerra Grijalva Owens
Bera (CA) Gutiérrez Pascrell
Bishop (GA) Hahn Pastor (AZ)
Bishop (NY) Hanabusa Payne
Bonamici Hastings (FL) Perlmutter
Brady (PA) Heck (WA) Peters (CA)
Braley (IA) Higgins Peters (MI)
Brown (FL) Himes Peterson
Brownley (CA) Hinojosa Pingree (ME)
Bustos Honda Pocan
Butterfield Hoyer Polis
Capps Huffman Price (NC)
Capuano Israel Quigley
Cardenas Jackson Lee Rangel
Carney Jeffries Roybal-Allard
Carson (IN) Johnson (GA) Ruiz
Cartwright Johnson, E. B. Rush
Castor (FL) Kaptur Ryan (OH)
Castro (TX) Keating Sanchez, Linda
Chu Kelly (IL) T.
Cicilline Kennedy Sanchez, Loretta
Clarke Kildee Sarbanes
Clay Kilmer Schakowsky
Cleaver Kind Schiff
Clyburn Kirkpatrick Schneider
Cohen Kuster Schrader
Connolly Langevin Schwartz
Conyers Larsen (WA) Scott (VA)
Cooper Larson (CT) Scott, David
Costa Lee (CA) Serrano
Courtney Levin Sewell (AL)
Crowley Lipinski Shea-Porter
Cuellar Loebsack Sherman
Cummings Lofgren Sinema
Davis (CA) Lowenthal Sires
Davis, Danny Lowey Slaughter
DeFazio Lujan Grisham Smith (WA)
DeGette (NM) Speier
Delaney Lujan, Ben Ray Swalwell (CA)
DeLauro (NM) Takano
DelBene Lynch Thompson (CA)
Deutch Maffei Thompson (MS)
Dingell Maloney, Tierney
Doggett Carolyn Titus
Doyle Maloney, Sean Tonko
Duckworth Matheson Tsongas
Edwards Matsui Van Hollen
Ellison McCollum Vargas
Engel McDermott Veasey
Enyart McGovern Vela
Eshoo McIntyre Velazquez
Esty McNerney Visclosky
Farr Meeks Walz
Fattah Meng Waters
Foster Michaud Watt
Frankel (FL) Moore Waxman
Fudge Moran Welch
Gabbard Murphy (FL) Wilson (FL)
Gallego Nadler Yarmuth

NOES—221
Aderholt Bishop (UT) Burgess
Alexander Black Calvert
Amash Blackburn Camp
Amodei Bonner Cantor
Bachmann Boustany Capito
Bachus Brady (TX) Carter
Barletta Bridenstine Cassidy
Barr Brooks (AL) Chabot
Barton Brooks (IN) Chaffetz
Benishek Broun (GA) Coble
Bentivolio Buchanan Coffman
Bilirakis Bucshon Cole

Collins (NY) Johnson (OH) Ribble
Conaway Johnson, Sam Rice (S0)
Cook Jones Rigell
Cotton Jordan Roby
Cramer Joyce Roe (TN)
Crawford Kelly (PA) Rogers (AL)
Crenshaw King (NY) Rogers (KY)
Culberson Kingston Rohrabacher
Daines Kinzinger (IL) Rokita
Davis, Rodney Kline Rooney
Denham Labrador Ros-Lehtinen
Dent LaMalfa Roskam
DeSantis Lamborn Ross
DesJarlais Lance Rothfus
Diaz-Balart Latham Royce
Duffy Latta Runyan
Duncan (SC) LoBiondo Ryan (WI)
Duncan (TN) Long Salmon
Ellmers Lucas Sanford
Farenthold Luetkemeyer Scalise
Fincher Lummis Schock
Fitzpatrick Marchant Schweikert
Fleischmann Marino Scott, Austin
Fleming Massie Sessions
Flores McCarthy (CA) Shimkus
Forbes McCaul Shuster
Fortenberry McClintock Simpson
Foxx McHenry Smith (MO)
Franks (AZ) McKeon Smith (NE)
Frelinghuysen McKinley Smith (NJ)
Gardner McMorris Smith (TX)
Garrett Rodgers Southerland
Gerlach Meadows Stewart
Gibbs Meehan Stivers
Gibson Messer Stockman
Gingrey (GA) Mica Stutzman
Gohmert Miller (MI) Terry
Gosar Miller, Gary Thompson (PA)
Gowdy Mullin Thornberry
Granger Mulvaney Tiberi
Graves (GA) Murphy (PA) Tipton
Graves (MO) Neugebauer Turner
Griffin (AR) Noem Upton
Griffith (VA) Nugent Valadao
Grimm Nunes Wagner
Guthrie Nunnelee Walberg
Hall Olson Walden
Hanna Palazzo Walorski
Harper Paulsen Weber (TX)
Harris Pearce Webster (FL)
Hartzler Perry Wenstrup
Hastings (WA) Petri Westmoreland
Heck (NV) Pittenger Whitfield
Hensarling Pitts Williams
Holding Poe (TX) Wilson (SC)
Huelskamp Pompeo Wittman
Huizenga (MI) Posey Wolf
Hultgren Price (GA) Womack
Hunter Radel Yoder
Hurt Reed Yoho
Issa Reichert Young (AK)
Jenkins Renacci Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—24
Blumenauer Lankford Rogers (MI)
Campbell Lewis Ruppersberger
Collins (GA) McCarthy (NY) Sensenbrenner
Goodlatte Miller (FL) Wasserman
Herrera Beutler  Miller, George Schultz
Holt Pallone Woodall
Horsford Pelosi Young (FL)
Hudson Rahall
King (IA) Richmond
0 1532
So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 232, noes 181,
not voting 20, as follows:

This
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Aderholt
Alexander
Amash
Amodei
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barr
Barrow (GA)
Barton
Benishek
Bentivolio
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Burgess
Calvert
Camp
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman
Cole

Collins (NY)
Conaway
Cook
Cotton
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Daines
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesdJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallego
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gosar

Andrews
Barber
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera (CA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps

August 1, 2013

[Roll No. 432]
AYES—232

Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Holding
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Kelly (PA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Marchant
Marino
Massie
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry

NOES—181

Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers

Peterson
Petri
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Radel
Rahall
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schock
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stewart
Stivers
Stockman
Stutzman
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Vela
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walorski
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IN)

Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
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Duckworth Larson (CT) Rangel
Edwards Lee (CA) Roybal-Allard
Ellison Levin Ruiz

Engel Lipinski Rush

Enyart Loebsack Ryan (OH)
Eshoo Lofgren Sanchez, Linda
Esty Lowenthal T,

Farr Lowey Sanchez, Loretta
Fattah Lujan Grisham Sarbanes
Foster M) Schakowsky
Frankel (FL) Lujan, Ben Ray Schiff

Fudge (NM) Schneider
Gabbard ) Lyncl? Schrader
Garamendl Maffei Schwartz
Garcia Maloney, Scott (VA)
Grayson Carolyn Scott, David
Green, Al Maloney, Sean Serrano
Green, Gene Matsui Sewell (AL)
Grija}va McCollum Shea-Porter
Gutierrez McDermott Sherman
Hahn McGovern Sinema
Hanabusa McNerney .

Hastings (FL) Meeks Sires

Heck (WA) Meng Sla?lghtef
Higgins Michaud Smith (WA)
Himes Moore Speier
Hinojosa Moran Swalwell (CA)
Honda Murphy (FL) Takano
Hoyer Nadler Thompson (CA)
Huffman Napolitano glOmpson (MS)
Israel Neal lerney
Jackson Lee Negrete McLeod — Titus

Jeffries Nolan Tonko
Johnson (GA) O’Rourke Tsongas
Johnson, E. B. Owens Van Hollen
Kaptur Pascrell Vargas
Keating Pastor (AZ) Veasey

Kelly (IL) Payne Velazquez
Kennedy Perlmutter Visclosky
Kildee Peters (CA) Walz

Kilmer Peters (MI) Waters

Kind Pingree (ME) Watt
Kirkpatrick Pocan Waxman
Kuster Polis Welch
Langevin Price (NC) Wilson (FL)
Larsen (WA) Quigley Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—20

Campbell King (IA) Richmond
Collins (GA) Lewis Rogers (MI)
Goodlatte McCarthy (NY) Ruppersberger
Herrera Beutler Miller (FL) Sensenbrenner
Holt Miller, George Wasserman
Horsford Pallone Schultz
Hudson Pelosi Young (FL)
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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.

————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 367, REGULATIONS FROM
THE EXECUTIVE IN NEED OF
SCRUTINY ACT OF 2013; PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2009, KEEP THE IRS OFF
YOUR HEALTH CARE ACT OF
2013; PROVIDING FOR PRO-
CEEDINGS DURING THE PERIOD
FROM AUGUST 3, 2013, THROUGH
SEPTEMBER 6, 2013; AND PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
HR. 287, STOP GOVERNMENT
ABUSE ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on the reso-
lution (H. Res. 322) providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 367) to
amend chapter 8 of title 5, United
States Code, to provide that major
rules of the executive branch shall
have no force or effect unless a joint
resolution of approval is enacted into
law; providing for consideration of the
bill (H.R. 2009) to prohibit the Sec-

retary of the Treasury from enforcing
the Patient Protection and Affordable
Care Act and the Health Care and Edu-
cation Reconciliation Act of 2010; pro-
viding for proceedings during the pe-
riod from August 3, 2013, through Sep-
tember 6, 2013; and providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2879) to pro-
vide limitations on bonuses for Federal
employees during sequestration, to
provide for investigative leave require-
ments for members of the Senior Exec-
utive Service, to establish certain pro-
cedures for conducting in-person or tel-
ephonic interactions by executive
branch employees with individuals, and
for other purposes, on which the yeas
and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 222, nays
191, not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 433]

YEAS—222
Aderholt Forbes Massie
Alexander Fortenberry McCarthy (CA)
Amash Foxx McCaul
Amodei Franks (AZ) McClintock
Bachmann Frelinghuysen McHenry
Bachus Gardner McKeon
Barletta Garrett McKinley
Barr Gerlach McMorris
Barton Gibbs Rodgers
Benishek Gibson Meadows
Bentivolio Gingrey (GA) Meehan
Bilirakis Gohmert Messer
Bishop (UT) Gosar Mica
Black Gowdy Miller (MI)
Blackburn Granger Miller, Gary
Bonner Graves (GA) Mullin
Boustany Graves (MO) Mulvaney
Brady (TX) Griffin (AR) Murphy (PA)
Bridenstine Griffith (VA) Neugebauer
Brooks (AL) Grimm Noem
Brooks (IN) Guthrie Nugent
Broun (GA) Hall Nunes
Buchanan Hanna Nunnelee
Bucshon Harper Olson
Burgess Harris Palazzo
Calvert Hartzler Paulsen
Camp Hastings (WA) Pearce
Cantor Heck (NV) Perry
Capito Hensarling Petri
Carter Holding Pittenger
Cassidy Huelskamp Pitts
Chabot Huizenga (MI) Poe (TX)
Chaffetz Hultgren Pompeo
Coble Hunter Posey
Coffman Hurt Price (GA)
Cole Issa Radel
Collins (NY) Jenkins Reed
Conaway Johnson (OH) Reichert
Cook Johnson, Sam Renacci
Cotton Jones Ribble
Cramer Jordan Rice (S0)
Crawford Joyce Rigell
Crenshaw Kelly (PA) Roby
Culberson King (NY) Roe (TN)
Daines Kingston Rogers (AL)
Dayvis, Rodney Kinzinger (IL) Rogers (KY)
Denham Kline Rohrabacher
Dent Labrador Rokita
DeSantis LaMalfa Rooney
DesJarlais Lamborn Ros-Lehtinen
Diaz-Balart Lance Roskam
Duffy Lankford Ross
Duncan (SC) Latham Rothfus
Duncan (TN) Latta Royce
Ellmers LoBiondo Runyan
Farenthold Long Ryan (WI)
Fincher Lucas Salmon
Fitzpatrick Luetkemeyer Sanford
Fleischmann Lummis Scalise
Fleming Marchant Schock
Flores Marino Schweikert

Scott, Austin
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stewart
Stivers
Stockman
Stutzman

Andrews
Barber
Barrow (GA)
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera (CA)
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Duckworth
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Enyart
Eshoo

Esty

Farr
Fattah
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego

Campbell
Collins (GA)
Goodlatte
Herrera Beutler
Holt

Horsford
Hudson

Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walorski
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)

NAYS—191

Garamendi
Garcia
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Honda
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matheson
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Michaud
Moore
Moran
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
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Wenstrup
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IN)

Neal
Negrete McLeod
Nolan
O’Rourke
Owens
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Peters (CA)
Peters (MI)
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Wittman
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—20

King (IA)
Lewis
McCarthy (NY)
Miller (FL)
Miller, George
Pallone

Pelosi

0O 1547

Richmond
Rogers (MI)
Ruppersberger
Sensenbrenner
Wasserman
Schultz
Young (FL)

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

The

question is on the resolution.
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The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that

the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, on

that I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 223, nays

189, not voting 21, as follows:

Aderholt
Alexander
Amash
Amodei
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barr
Barton
Benishek
Bentivolio
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Burgess
Calvert
Camp
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman
Cole

Collins (NY)
Conaway
Cook

Costa
Cotton
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Daines
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesdJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gosar

Andrews
Barber
Barrow (GA)
Bass

Beatty

[Roll No. 434]

YEAS—223

Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Holding
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Kelly (PA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
MclIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paulsen

NAYS—189

Becerra
Bera (CA)
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer

Pearce
Perry

Petri
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Radel

Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schock
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stewart
Stivers
Stockman
Stutzman
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walorski
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IN)

Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)

This

Bustos Higgins Perlmutter
Butterfield Himes Peters (CA)
Capps Hinojosa Peters (MI)
Capuano Honda Peterson
Cardenas Hoyer Pingree (ME)
Carney Israel Pocan
Carson (IN) Jackson Lee Polis
Cartwright Jeffries Price (NC)
Castor (FL) Johnson (GA) Quigley
Castro (TX) Johnson, E. B. Rahall
Chu Kaptur Rangel
Cicilline Keating Rigell
Clarke Kelly (IL)
Clay Kennedy gﬁfzbal'AHMd
Cleaver Kildee
Clyburn Kilmer Rush
Cohen Kind Ryan (OH)
Connolly Kirkpatrick Sanchez, Linda
Conyers Kuster T.
Cooper Langevin Sanchez, Loretta
Courtney Larsen (WA) Sarbanes
Crowley Larson (CT) Schakowsky
Cuellar Lee (CA) Schiff
Cummings Levin Schneider
Davis (CA) Lipinski Schrader
Davis, Danny Loebsack Schwartz
DeFazio Lofgren Scott (VA)
DeGette Lowenthal Scott, David
Delaney Lowey Serrano
DeLauro Lujan Grisham Sewell (AL)
DelBene (NM) Shea-Porter
Deutch Lujan, Ben Ray Sherman
Dingell (NM) Sinema
Doggett Lyncl} Sires
Doyle Maffei Slaughter
Duckworth Maloney, Smith (WA)
Edwards Carolyn Speier
Ellison Maloney, Sean Swalwell (CA)
Engel Matheson Takano
Enyart Matsui Thompson (CA)
Eshoo McCollum Thompson (MS)
Esty McDermott Tierney
Farr McGovern Titus
Fattah McNerney k
Foster Meeks Tonko
Frankel (FL) Meng Tsongas
Fudge Michaud Van Hollen
Gabbard Moore Vargas
Gallego Moran Veasey
Garamendi Murphy (FL) Vela
Garcia Nadler Velazquez
Grayson Napolitano Visclosky
Green, Al Neal Walz
Green, Gene Negrete McLeod  Waters
Grijalva Nolan Watt
Gutiérrez O’Rourke Waxman
Hahn Owens Welch
Hanabusa Pascrell Wilson (FL)
Hastings (FL) Pastor (AZ) Wittman
Heck (WA) Payne Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—21
Campbell King (IA) Rogers (MI)
Collins (GA) Lewis Ruppersberger
Goodlatte McCarthy (NY) Sensenbrenner
Herrera Beutler Miller (FL) Wasserman
Holt Miller, George Schultz
Horsford Pallope Young (FL)
Hudson Pelosi
Huffman Richmond
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

————

FAREWELL REMARKS BY THE
HONORABLE JO BONNER

(Mr. BONNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

minute.)

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, as many
of our colleagues know, tomorrow will
mark my last day to walk onto this
House floor as a Member of the United
States House of Representatives.

Since I announced my plans to leave
this place in late May, a place where I
have been so privileged and honored to
work for the last 28 years—18 as a staff-
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er and the last 10% as a Representa-
tive—the past few days and weeks, as
you might imagine, have been rather
poignant.

So many of you, my friends and col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle, have
been so very kind to offer an encour-
aging word, or to extend heartfelt good
wishes as I begin a new chapter in my
life as the vice chancellor of govern-
ment relations and economic develop-
ment for the University of Alabama
system. To each and every one of you
who have been so generous with your
words, thoughts, and even a few pray-
ers, I want to thank you from the bot-
tom of my heart.

A few of you have even asked if I
have any parting wisdom to offer, and
I won’t share these with my colleagues,
I wouldn’t do that to you, but I would
like to speak for just one minute to the
American people.

You know, one of the reasons I so
rarely come to the House floor and
speak is because my father, who died
when I was 13, always told me, my
brother, and sister that if you listen to
the words of others instead of listening
to your own words, you’ll learn a lot
more. So I've tried to follow my fa-
ther’s advice.

The other reason I so rarely take
your time to listen to my thoughts is
because of my very first speech on the
House floor. With your indulgence, I
will share it briefly with you.

Everyone remembers your first
House speech, I'm sure, when you were
a newly minted Member of Congress.
Mine was unforgettable for a different
reason. It was back in early 2003 when
the House was debating the Healthy
Forests bill. I remember it as though it
were yesterday.

Like most freshmen, I served on sev-
eral committees, and I was actually in
a Budget Committee hearing all day
long when I got a call from the chair-
man of the Ag Committee, BOB GOOD-
LATTE. He said:

Joe, you need to get over on the House
floor because you're getting ready to make
your first speech.

One of our colleagues, who’s still
here and will remain anonymous, was
about to offer an amendment to the
Healthy Forests bill that would have
stripped the $250,000 provision that I
had inserted to do research on insects,
on pine beetles that we don’t care for
in south Alabama and throughout the
country, and he was going to strip it
and take it for a project that was near
and dear to him in his district.

O 1600

As I was running over to the Capitol,
I did what you would have done: I
called my wife and told her to get the
kids in front of the TV set, turn on the
VCR, and I said to my daughter, Lee,
who was 7 at the time, and my son,
Robins, who was 5, I said, ‘“‘Daddy is
about to make his first speech on the
House floor.”

My staff had given me some beautiful
words that day. They were somewhere
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between the Gettysburg Address and
the Kennedy inauguration.

But as so often is the case here on
the floor, instead of having 5 or 10 min-
utes to speak, Chairman GOODLATTE
gave me 90 seconds. So I put aside my
prepared remarks; and, instead, I spoke
from the heart, or from the top of my
head.

I said, ‘““Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose
the amendment from the gentleman
from California and to urge support for
the underlying bill.”

I went on to say, ‘“‘Now, if I rep-
resented pine beetles, I would actually
support the gentleman’s amendment,
because, if I were a pine beetle, I would
like it. He would take the money we’ve
put in there and redirect it to a pro-
gram out in his district in California.

“But I don’t represent pine beetles. I
represent hardworking men and women
who own a few acres and they grow
pine trees. And pine beetles are a real
threat to a healthy forest.”

You know, if I'd only stopped there, 1
would have made a good first impres-
sion. But like so many new politicians
who didn’t know when to stop, I said,
“You know, we have a real problem
with incest in south Alabama.”

I said, “In fact, I would venture a
guess that we have more problems with
incest in my district in Alabama than
in any other congressional district in
America.”

Chairman GOODLATTE was going like
that, and I thought he was saying
preach on, brother, preach on. Instead,
he was urging me to shut up.

So I got back to my office, thinking
I'd delivered one of the best speeches
on insects ever made, and my staff
said, ‘“‘Jo, in about 2 minutes you just
reinforced in the minds of all Ameri-
cans what we have a problem with in
south Alabama.”

That’s the other reason that I don’t
often speak on the House floor. But,
fortunately for me, these wonderful
people who work here taking note of
every word knew what I meant to say,
not what I did say.

I tell that story, Mr. Speaker, in
closing, for this one reason: you all
laughed at that story, as so many oth-
ers have over the years. And a little
laughter from time to time is good
medicine, as the doctor says.

Perhaps our country needs to laugh a
little more often, as well, and stop
yelling at each other and work closer
together.

For sure, our great country has many
daunting challenges facing us. Sadly,
all across our land, there’s anger,
there’s frustration and concern on both
sides of the political spectrum about
what’s going on or what’s not going on.

Public approval of this body which
we are all so honored to serve in is at
or near an all-time record low.

But if I could say one parting word to
the American people, it would be this:
the men and women that you've elect-
ed to represent you in this, the people’s
House, have different views and posi-
tions on the very issues that you have
different views and positions on.
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And, by and large, and with rare ex-
ception, these are men and women of
courage, of integrity, of decency, and
they serve, along with many, many
men and women, as staff, who work
here, oftentimes in the shadows of the
spotlight. They serve for the same rea-
son, a common love of country.

Make no mistake. SAM JOHNSON loved
America when he was being brutally
beaten and held against his will as a
prisoner of war for over 7 years in Viet-
nam, often wondering whether he
would ever see his family again.

And JOHN LEWIS loved his country
when he was beaten and Dbloodied,
fighting for the civil rights of all
Americans as he was crossing the Ed-
mund Pettus Bridge in the city I was
born in, Selma.

And just like Sam and John, every
other Member here, Democrat, Repub-
lican, liberal, conservative, we all work
for the American people with the sin-
gular goal of making our country a
better, more perfect TUnion, even
though sometimes, as humans, we fail
to meet your expectations.

This is especially true of our leader-
ship, on both sides of the aisle, who
often have one of the toughest jobs,
trying to corral the strong will of 435
Members of Congress who come from
all parts of America to try to do the
right things. To my committee chair-
men and ranking members, and all of
the people I’'ve served with, I owe you
my debt of gratitude.

In closing, I want to express my last
expression to the wonderful people of
south Alabama for giving me the op-
portunity to work for you for the last
102 years as your Congressman.

I came to this job having studied at
the feet of two of the most outstanding
men I know. Jack Edwards and Sonny
Callahan, like me, came to office as a
Representative from Alabama, but
they left office as statesmen. And any-
thing that my staff or I have ever been
able to do for the people of my district,
it’s been to build on the legacy of those
two great men.

Lastly, I would like to say this: the
people of my district have afforded me
a rare honor in Alabama, one of only
167 people, men and women, to ever
serve in this body. The rest of us, only
10,000-plus, men and women, have ever
had the privilege of being called a rep-
resentative of the people.

I would be extremely remiss if I
didn’t say a special thank you to my
wife, Janee, our daughter, Lee, and my
son, Robins, who, like they were 10%
years ago, are back home in Alabama
listening to your daddy talk about in-
cest.

Thank you for your love and support.
May God bless you, and may God bless
America.

—————

VIETNAM HUMAN RIGHTS ACT OF
2013

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, 5-minute voting will con-
tinue.
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There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 1897) to promote freedom and
democracy in Vietnam, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
RoYCE) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, as amended.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 405, nays 3,
not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 435]

YEAS—405
Aderholt Cramer Guthrie
Alexander Crawford Gutiérrez
Amash Crenshaw Hahn
Amodei Crowley Hall
Andrews Cuellar Hanabusa
Bachmann Culberson Hanna
Bachus Cummings Harper
Barber Daines Harris
Barletta Davis (CA) Hartzler
Barr Davis, Danny Hastings (FL)
Barrow (GA) Davis, Rodney Hastings (WA)
Barton DeFazio Heck (NV)
Bass DeGette Heck (WA)
Beatty Delaney Hensarling
Becerra DeLauro Higgins
Benishek DelBene Himes
Bentivolio Denham Hinojosa
Bera (CA) Dent Holding
Bilirakis DeSantis Honda
Bishop (GA) DesJarlais Hoyer
Bishop (NY) Deutch Huelskamp
Bishop (UT) Diaz-Balart Huffman
Black Dingell Huizenga (MI)
Blackburn Doggett Hultgren
Blumenauer Doyle Hunter
Bonamici Duckworth Hurt
Bonner Duffy Israel
Boustany Duncan (SC) Issa
Brady (PA) Duncan (TN) Jackson Lee
Brady (TX) Edwards Jeffries
Braley (IA) Ellison Jenkins
Bridenstine Ellmers Johnson (GA)
Brooks (AL) Engel Johnson (OH)
Brooks (IN) Enyart Johnson, E. B.
Brown (FL) Eshoo Johnson, Sam
Brownley (CA) Esty Jordan
Buchanan Farenthold Joyce
Bucshon Farr Kaptur
Burgess Fattah Keating
Bustos Fincher Kelly (IL)
Calvert Fitzpatrick Kelly (PA)
Camp Fleischmann Kennedy
Cantor Fleming Kildee
Capito Flores Kilmer
Capps Forbes Kind
Capuano Fortenberry King (NY)
Cardenas Foster Kingston
Carney Foxx Kinzinger (IL)
Carson (IN) Frankel (FL) Kirkpatrick
Carter Franks (AZ) Kline
Cartwright Frelinghuysen Kuster
Cassidy Fudge Labrador
Castor (FL) Gabbard LaMalfa,
Castro (TX) Gallego Lamborn
Chabot Garamendi Lance
Chaffetz Garcia Langevin
Chu Gardner Lankford
Cicilline Gerlach Larsen (WA)
Clarke Gibbs Larson (CT)
Clay Gibson Latham
Clyburn Gingrey (GA) Latta
Coble Gohmert Lee (CA)
Coffman Gosar Levin
Cohen Gowdy Lipinski
Cole Granger LoBiondo
Collins (NY) Graves (GA) Loebsack
Conaway Graves (MO) Lofgren
Connolly Grayson Long
Conyers Green, Al Lowenthal
Cook Green, Gene Lowey
Cooper Griffin (AR) Lucas
Costa Griffith (VA) Luetkemeyer
Cotton Grijalva Lujan Grisham
Courtney Grimm (NM)
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Lujan, Ben Ray  Petri Simpson

(NM) Pingree (ME) Sinema
Lummis Pittenger Sires
Lynch Pitts Slaughter
Maffei Pocan Smith (MO)
Maloney, Poe (TX) Smith (NE)

Carolyn Polis Smith (NJ)
Maloney, Sean Pompeo Smith (TX)
Marchant Posey Smith (WA)
Marino Price (GA) Southerland
Massie Price (NC) Speier
Matheson Quigley Stewart
Matsui Radel Stivers
McCarthy (CA) Rahall Stockman
McCaul Rangel Stutzman
McClintock Reed Swalwell (CA)
McCollum Reichert Takano
McDermott Renacci Terry
McGovern Ribble Thompson (CA)
McHenry Rice (SC) Thompson (MS)
Yoo m
McKinley Roe (TN) Thornberty

; iberi

McMorris Rogers (AL) Tierney

Rodgers Rogers (KY) Tipton
McNerney Rohrabacher Titus
Meadows Rokita Tonko
Meehan Rooney Tsongas
Meng Ros-Lehtinen Turner
Messer Roskam Upt.
Mica Ross pton
Michaud Rothfus Valadao
Miller (M) Roybal-Allara ~ Van Hollen
Miller, Gary Royce Vargas
Moore Ruiz Veasey
Moran Runyan VEI%
Mullin Rush Velazquez
Mulvaney Ryan (OH) Visclosky
Murphy (FL) Ryan (WD) Wagner
Murphy (PA) Salmon Walberg
Nadler Sanchez, Linda Walden .
Napolitano T. Walorski
Neal Sanchez, Loretta Walz
Negrete McLeod — Sanford Waters
Neugebauer Sarbanes Watt
Noem Scalise Weber (TX)
Nolan Schakowsky Webster (FL)
Nugent Schiff Welch
Nunes Schneider Wenstrup
Nunnelee Schock Westmoreland
O'Rourke Schrader Whitfield
Olson Schwartz Williams
Palazzo Schweikert Wilson (FL)
Pascrell Scott (VA) Wilson (SC)
Pastor (AZ) Scott, Austin Wittman
Paulsen Scott, David Wolf
Payne Serrano Womack
Pearce Sessions Woodall
Perlmutter Sewell (AL) Yarmuth
Perry Shea-Porter Yoder
Peters (CA) Sherman Yoho
Peters (MI) Shimkus Young (AK)
Peterson Shuster Young (IN)

NAYS—3
Broun (GA) Jones Meeks
NOT VOTING—25
Butterfield Hudson Richmond
Campbell King (IA) Rogers (MI)
Cleaver Lewis Ruppersberger
Collins (GA) McCarthy (NY) Sensenbrenner
Garrett Miller (FL) Wasserman
Goodlatte Miller, George Schultz
Herrera Beutler ~ Owens Waxman
Holt Pallone
Horsford Pelosi Young (FL)
O 1612

MICHELLE LUJAN
New Mexico changed
“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.

GRISHAM of
her vote from

——————

STOP GOVERNMENT ABUSE ACT

Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 322, I call up the
bill (H.R. 2879) to provide limitations

on bonuses for Federal employees dur-
ing sequestration, to provide for inves-
tigative leave requirements for mem-
bers of the Senior Executive Service,
to establish certain procedures for con-
ducting in-person or telephonic inter-
actions by Executive branch employees
with individuals, and for other pur-
poses, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
FoxX). Pursuant to House Resolution
322, the bill is considered read.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 2879

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Stop Government Abuse Act’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I—COMMON SENSE IN
COMPENSATION

Sec. 101. Definitions.

Sec. 102. Limitations.

Sec. 103. Regulations.

TITLE II—-GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE
ACCOUNTABILITY

Suspension for 14 days or less for
Senior Executive Service em-
ployees.

Sec. 202. Investigative leave and termi-
nation authority for Senior Ex-
ecutive Service employees.

Suspension of Senior Executive
Service employees.

Sec. 204. Misappropriation of funds amend-

ments.
TITLE III—CITIZEN EMPOWERMENT

Sec. 301. Amendments.

TITLE I—COMMON SENSE IN
COMPENSATION

SEC. 101. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this title—

(1) the term ‘‘employee’” means an em-
ployee (as defined by section 2105(a) of title
5, United States Code) holding a position in
or under an Executive agency;

(2) the term ‘“‘Executive agency’ has the
meaning given such term by section 105 of
title 5, United States Code;

(3) the term ‘‘discretionary monetary pay-
ment’’ means—

(A) any award or other monetary payment
under chapter 45, or section 5753 or 5754, of
title 5, United States Code; and

(B) any step-increase under section 5336 of
title 5, United States Code;

(4) the term ‘‘covered compensation’, as
used with respect to an employee in connec-
tion with any period, means the sum of—

(A) the basic pay, and

(B) any discretionary monetary payments
(excluding basic pay),
payable to such employee during such pe-
riod;

(5) the term ‘‘basic pay’’ means basic pay
for service as an employee; and

(6) the term ‘‘sequestration period’” means
a period beginning on the first day of a fiscal
year in which a sequestration order with re-
spect to discretionary spending or direct
spending is issued under section 251A or sec-
tion 2564 of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 and ending
on the last day of the fiscal year to which
the sequestration order applies.

SEC. 102. LIMITATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law—

Sec. 201.

Sec. 203.
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(1) no discretionary monetary payment
may be made to an employee during any se-
questration period to the extent that such
payment would cause in a fiscal year the
total covered compensation of such em-
ployee for such fiscal year to exceed 105 per-
cent of the total amount of basic pay pay-
able to such individual (before the applica-
tion of any step-increase in such fiscal year
under section 5336 of title 5, United States
Code) for such fiscal year; and

(2) except as provided in subsection (b),
during any sequestration period, an agency
may not pay a performance award under sec-
tion 5384 of title 5, United States Code, to
the extent that such payment would cause
the number of employees in the agency re-
ceiving such award during such period to ex-
ceed 33 percent of the total number of em-
ployees in the agency eligible to receive such
award during such period.

(b) WAIVERS.—For the purposes of any se-
questration period—

(1) the head of any agency may, subject to
approval by the Director of the Office of Per-
sonnel Management, waive the requirements
of subsection (a)(2); and

(2) the head of any agency may waive the
requirements of subsection (a)(1) with re-
spect to any employee if the requirements of
such subsection would violate the terms of a
collective bargaining agreement covering
such employee, except that this paragraph
shall not apply to any employee covered by
a collective bargaining agreement that is re-
newed on or after the date of enactment of
this title.

(¢) NOTIFICATION.—In the case of an agency
for which the Director of the Office of Per-
sonnel Management grants a waiver under
subsection (b)(1), the agency shall notify the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs of the Senate of the
percentage of career appointees receiving
performance awards under section 5384 of
title 5, United States Code, and the dollar
amount of each performance award.

(d) APPLICATION.—This section shall apply
to any discretionary monetary payment or
performance award under section 5384 of title
5, United States Code, made on or after the
date of enactment of this title.

SEC. 103. REGULATIONS.

The Office of Personnel Management may
prescribe regulations to carry out this title.
TITLE II—.GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE
ACCOUNTABILITY
SEC. 201. SUSPENSION FOR 14 DAYS OR LESS FOR
SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE EM-

PLOYEES.

Paragraph (1) of section 7501 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

‘(1) ‘employee’ means—

“(A) an individual in the competitive serv-
ice who is not serving a probationary or trial
period under an initial appointment or who
has completed 1 year of current continuous
employment in the same or similar positions
under other than a temporary appointment
limited to 1 year or less; or

‘“(B) a career appointee in the Senior Exec-
utive Service who—

‘(i) has completed the probationary period
prescribed under section 3393(d); or

‘“(ii) was covered by the provisions of sub-
chapter II of this chapter immediately before
appointment to the Senior Executive Serv-
ice;”.

SEC. 202. INVESTIGATIVE LEAVE AND TERMI-
NATION AUTHORITY FOR SENIOR EX-
ECUTIVE SERVICE EMPLOYEES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 75 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:
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‘“SUBCHAPTER VI—INVESTIGATIVE
LEAVE FOR SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERV-
ICE EMPLOYEES

“§7551. Definitions

“For the purposes of this subchapter—

‘(1) ‘employee’ has the meaning given such
term in section 7541; and

‘(2) ‘investigative leave’ means a tem-
porary absence without duty for disciplinary
reasons, of a period not greater than 90 days.

“§7552. Actions covered

“This subchapter applies to investigative
leave.

“§7553. Cause and procedure

‘‘(a)(1) Under regulations prescribed by the
Office of Personnel Management, an agency
may place an employee on investigative
leave, without loss of pay and without
charge to annual or sick leave, only for mis-
conduct, neglect of duty, malfeasance, or
misappropriation of funds.

‘(2) If an agency determines, as prescribed
in regulation by the Office of Personnel Man-
agement, that such employee’s conduct is
flagrant and that such employee inten-
tionally engaged in such conduct, the agency
may place such employee on investigative
leave under this subchapter without pay.

“(b)(1) At the end of each 45-day period
during a period of investigative leave imple-
mented under this section, the relevant
agency shall review the investigation into
the employee with respect to the mis-
conduct, neglect of duty, malfeasance, or
misappropriation of funds.

“(2) Not later than 5 business days after
the end of each such 45-day period, the agen-
cy shall submit a report describing such re-
view to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs of
the Senate.

‘“(3) At the end of a period of investigative
leave implemented under this section, the
agency shall—

‘“(A) remove an employee placed on inves-
tigative leave under this section;

“(B) suspend such employee without pay;
or

‘“(C) reinstate or restore such employee to
duty.

‘‘(4) The agency may extend the period of
investigative leave with respect to an action
under this subchapter for an additional pe-
riod not to exceed 90 days.

‘‘(c) An employee against whom an action
covered by this subchapter is proposed is en-
titled to, before being placed on investiga-
tive leave under this section—

‘(1) at least 30 days’ advance written no-
tice, stating specific reasons for the proposed
action, unless—

‘“(A) there is reasonable cause to believe
that the employee has committed a crime
for which a sentence of imprisonment can be
imposed; or

‘“(B) the agency determines, as prescribed
in regulation by the Office of Personnel Man-
agement, that the employee’s conduct with
respect to which an action covered by this
subchapter is proposed is flagrant and that
such employee intentionally engaged in such
conduct;

‘“(2) a reasonable time, but not less than 7
days, to answer orally and in writing and to
furnish affidavits and other documentary
evidence in support of the answer;

““(3) be represented by an attorney or other
representative; and

‘“(4) a written decision and specific reasons
therefor at the earliest practicable date.

‘(d) An agency may provide, by regulation,
for a hearing which may be in lieu of or in
addition to the opportunity to answer pro-
vided under subsection (¢)(2).
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‘“(e) An employee against whom an action
is taken under this section is entitled to ap-
peal to the Merit Systems Protection Board
under section 7701.

“(f) Copies of the notice of proposed action,
the answer of the employee when written,
and a summary thereof when made orally,
the notice of decision and reasons therefor,
and any order effecting an action covered by
this subchapter, together with any sup-
porting material, shall be maintained by the
agency and shall be furnished to the Merit
Systems Protection Board upon its request
and to the employee affected upon the em-
ployee’s request.

“SUBCHAPTER VII-REMOVAL OF SEN-

IOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE EMPLOYEES
“§7561. Definition

‘“‘For purposes of this subchapter, the term
‘employee’ has the meaning given such term
in section 7541.

“§7562. Removal of Senior Executive Service
employees

‘‘(a) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law and consistent with the requirements
of subsection (b), the head of an agency may
remove an employee for serious neglect of
duty, misappropriation of funds, or malfea-
sance if the head of the agency—

‘(1) determines that the employee know-
ingly acted in a manner that endangers the
interest of the agency mission;

‘“(2) considers the removal to be necessary
or advisable in the interests of the United
States; and

‘“(3) determines that the procedures pre-
scribed in other provisions of law that au-
thorize the removal of such employee cannot
be invoked in a manner that the head of an
agency considers consistent with the effi-
ciency of the Government.

“(b) An employee may not be removed
under this section—

‘(1) on any basis that would be prohibited
under—

‘“(A) any provision of law referred to in
section 2302(b)(1); or

‘(B) paragraphs (8) or (9) of section 2302(b);
or

‘“(2) on any basis, described in paragraph
(1), as to which any administrative or judi-
cial proceeding—

‘“(A) has been commenced by or on behalf
of such employee; and

‘“(B) is pending.

“(c) An employee removed under this sec-
tion shall be notified of the reasons for such
removal. Within 30 days after the notifica-
tion, the employee is entitled to submit to
the official designated by the head of the
agency statements or affidavits to show why
the employee should be restored to duty. If
such statements and affidavits are sub-
mitted, the head of the agency shall provide
a written response, and may restore the em-
ployee’s employment if the head of the agen-
cy chooses.

“(d) Whenever the head of the agency re-
moves an employee under the authority of
this section, the head of the agency shall no-
tify Congress of such termination, and the
specific reasons for the action.

‘“(e) An employee against whom an action
is taken under this section is entitled to ap-
peal to the Merit Systems Protection Board
under section 7701 of this title.

““(f) Copies of the notice of proposed action,
the answer of the employee when written,
and a summary thereof when made orally,
the notice of decision and reasons therefor,
and any order effecting an action covered by
this subchapter, together with any sup-
porting material, shall be maintained by the
agency and shall be furnished to the Merit
Systems Protection Board upon its request
and to the employee affected upon the em-
ployee’s request.
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‘(g) A removal under this section does not
affect the right of the employee affected to
seek or accept employment with any other
department or agency of the United States if
that employee is declared eligible for such
employment by the Director of the Office of
Personnel Management.

‘“(h) The authority of the head of the agen-
cy under this section may not be dele-
gated.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of chapter 75 of
title 5, United States Code, is amended by
adding after the item relating to section 7543
the following:

‘‘SUBCHAPTER VI—INVESTIGATIVE LEAVE FOR
SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE EMPLOYEES
¢“7551. Definitions.
¢“7552. Actions covered.
¢“7553. Cause and procedure.
‘‘SUBCHAPTER VII—REMOVAL OF SENIOR
EXECUTIVE SERVICE EMPLOYEES

¢“7561. Definition.
¢7562. Removal of Senior Executive Service
employees.”".
SEC. 203. SUSPENSION OF SENIOR EXECUTIVE
SERVICE EMPLOYEES.

Section 7543 of title 5, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘mis-
appropriation of funds,” after ‘‘malfea-
sance,’’; and

(2) in subsection (b), by amending para-
graph (1) to read as follows:

‘(1) at least 30 days’ advance written no-
tice, stating specific reasons for the proposed
action, unless—

‘“(A) there is reasonable cause to believe
that the employee has committed a crime
for which a sentence of imprisonment can be
imposed; or

‘“(B) the agency determines, as prescribed
in regulation by the Office of Personnel Man-
agement, that the employee’s conduct with
respect to which an action covered by this
subchapter is proposed is flagrant and that
such employee intentionally engaged in such
conduct;”’.

SEC. 204. MISAPPROPRIATION OF FUNDS AMEND-
MENTS.

(a) REINSTATEMENT IN THE SENIOR EXECU-
TIVE SERVICE.—Section 3593 of title 5, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2), by inserting ‘‘mis-
appropriation of funds,” after ‘‘malfea-
sance,”’; and

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘or mal-
feasance’> and inserting ‘‘malfeasance, or
misappropriation of funds’.

(b) PLACEMENT IN OTHER PERSONNEL SYS-
TEMS.—Section 3594(a) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘or mal-
feasance’> and inserting ‘‘malfeasance, or
misappropriation of funds’’.

TITLE III—CITIZEN EMPOWERMENT
SEC. 301. AMENDMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part III of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by inserting after
chapter 79 the following:

“CHAPTER 79A—SERVICES TO MEMBERS

OF THE PUBLIC

“Sec.

¢7921. Procedure for in-person and tele-
phonic interactions conducted
by Executive Branch employ-
ees.

“§7921. Procedure for in-person and tele-
phonic interactions conducted by Execu-
tive Branch employees

‘‘(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to ensure that individuals have the right
to record in-person and telephonic inter-
actions with Executive agency employees
and to ensure that individuals who are the
target of enforcement actions conducted by
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Executive agency employees are notified of
such right.

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘(1) the term ‘telephonic’ means by tele-
phone or other similar electronic device; and

‘(2) the term ‘employee’ means an em-
ployee of an Executive agency.

‘‘(c) CONSENT OF EXECUTIVE AGENCY EM-
PLOYEES.—Participation by an employee,
acting in an official capacity, in an in-person
or telephonic interaction shall constitute
consent by the employee to a recording of
that interaction by any participant in the
interaction.

“(d) NOTICE OF RIGHTS WHEN FEDERAL EM-
PLOYEES ENGAGED IN CERTAIN ACTIONS.—A
notice of an individual’s right to record con-
versations with employees shall be included
in any written material provided by an Exec-
utive agency to the individual concerning an
audit, investigation, inspection, or enforce-
ment action that could result in the imposi-
tion of a fine, forfeiture of property, civil
monetary penalty, or criminal penalty
against, or the collection of an unpaid tax,
fine, or penalty from, such individual or a
business owned or operated by such indi-
vidual.

‘“(e) OFFICIAL REPRESENTATIVE.—ANy per-
son who is permitted to represent before an
Executive agency an individual under this
section shall receive the same notice as re-
quired under subsection (d) with respect to
such individual.

‘“(fy No CAUSE OF ACTION.—This section
does not create any express or implied pri-
vate right of action.

‘‘(g) DISCIPLINARY ACTION.—An employee
who violates this section shall be subject to
appropriate disciplinary action in accord-
ance with otherwise applicable provisions of
law.

“(h) PUBLIC INFORMATION CONCERNING
RIGHT TO RECORD.—

‘(1) POSTING ON AGENCY WEB SITES.—Within
180 days after the date of the enactment of
this section, each Executive agency shall
post prominently on its Web site information
explaining the right of individuals to record
interactions with employees.

‘(2) OMB GUIDANCE.—Within 90 days after
the date of the enactment of this section, the
Office of Management and Budget shall issue
guidance to Executive agencies concerning
implementation of paragraph (1).”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis
for part III of title 5, United States Code, is
amended by inserting after the item relating
to chapter 79 the following:

“79A. Services to members of the pub-
JHC i 7921”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ISSA) and
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
CUMMINGS) each will control 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. ISSA).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 2879 and include extra-
neous materials thereon.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Madam Speaker, H.R. 2879, the Stop
Government Abuse Act, combines three
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bills that were each voice voted out of
my committee. They are H.R. 15641, the
Common Sense in Compensation Act;
H.R. 2579, the Government Employee
Accountability Act; and H.R. 2711, the
Citizen Empowerment Act.

The Common Sense in Compensation
title of this bill brings common sense
to the policies of governing employee
bonuses while still providing agencies
flexibility to recognize outstanding
performance.

Madam Speaker, 75 percent of senior
executives will receive bonuses of at
least $6,000 while more than 650,000 de-
fense employees are in the midst of 11
furlough days. This sends the wrong
message to our Federal workforce. The
men and women of the Federal work-
force work hard—all of them.

Some of them do exceptional work,
and bonuses are not only an incentive
but a recognition. But these bonuses
come on top of annual salaries ranging
from $119,654 to over $179,000. Going in
the range of $30,000 or more sends a
message to many of our Federal work-
force—in fact, Madam Speaker, most of
our Federal workforce—that people at
the top get even more.

Following the President’s decision to
impose a 2-year pay freeze, the admin-
istration issued a memo limiting the
amount available to pay bonuses for
fiscal years 2011 and 2012. Moreover,
this past February, the administration
issued a memo limiting bonuses to
those legally required. In June, the ad-
ministration suspended rank awards
for senior leaders. H.R. 1541 builds on
the President’s initiatives.

The Government Employee Account-
ability title of the bill helps ensure
Senior Executive Service employees
are held accountable for their actions
while maintaining due process rights.
From Jeff Neely at GSA to Lois Lerner
at the IRS, the Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform Committee has uncov-
ered numerous examples of high-rank-
ing government officials engaging in
behavior that certainly seems to be
contrary to the principles of public
service.

When people come before Congress
and cannot even answer questions as to
what they have done in their official
capacity by ‘‘taking the Fifth’’ and
find themselves fully paid for not
working, it sends the wrong message to
the vast majority of Federal workers.
In some cases, these employees could
face civil or criminal penalties.

In the private sector, these behaviors
would be grounds for serious discipli-
nary action and, likely, termination.
But in the Federal bureaucracy, that
isn’t what happened. Only in Wash-
ington could these employees be not
terminated but, instead, placed on ad-
ministrative leave with full pay, full
benefits, and accruing additional re-
tirement.

This bill provides agencies with addi-
tional tools to use when senior man-
agers behave badly. It does not require
these tools be used, but it makes them
available. A similar version of this bill
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was passed by the House by a vote of
402-2 in the last Congress.

The final title of the bill before us
today consists of the text of House Res-
olution 2711, the Citizen Empowerment
Act, as reported from my committee.
This legislation protects individual
citizens from harassment, intimida-
tion, and inappropriate behavior by a
few Federal officials representing agen-
cies such as the IRS, EPA, and the
SEC.

Unfortunately, these few bad actors
at agencies have, from time to time,
threatened, intimidated, coerced, lied,
or violated the public trust. And yet, in
12 out of our 50 States, citizens are not
empowered to unilaterally record these
conversations for their own protection.
In 38 States, they may. We simply
seek, in this bill, to harmonize across
the government a predictability. When
intimidation and wrong behavior hap-
pens, we need to make sure that there
is a simple solution that every Amer-
ican can avail themselves of.

This bill ensures individuals have a
right to record in-person meetings and
telephone calls with Federal employ-
ees, including regulatory officials en-
gaged in enforcement activities that
can lead to the imposition of fines and
penalties. In essence, what this bill
does is provide consistency on behalf of
the Federal employees acting in their
official capacity. I want to make that
very clear, Madam Speaker.

Federal employees today don’t have
an easy answer. In some States—38 of
them—they can be recorded; in one
State, they may be recorded; and in 11
States, they are likely not to be re-
corded because, in fact, it requires
their advance permission. Uniformity
across the Federal workforce is a good
thing. We believe that it also will tell
every member to treat people the
same, whether they live in a State
where they may be recorded or not.

I encourage all Members to support
these three bills and remind all that
these passed on a voice vote out of our
committee and were not considered
controversial in the previous Congress.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong op-
position to H.R. 2879 and to the failure
of this House to address the issues of
real concern to the American people
and the people of my district.

Congress has been in session now for
more than 200 days, and yet we have
not passed a single bill to create a sin-
gle job. The government must be fund-
ed by October, yet House Republicans
have refused to appoint conferees to re-
solve a budget resolution after repeat-
edly calling for regular order.

After bringing to the floor a farm bill
that gutted the SNAP program on
which tens of millions of hungry Amer-
icans depend, including 17 million chil-
dren, the majority brought a T-HUD
appropriations measure that would
have gutted the Community Develop-
ment Block Grant program, the HOME
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program, Amtrak, and the effort to
modernize our Nation’s air traffic con-
trol system. It became clear this week,
however, that the majority did not
have the votes to pass it.

We could be working today to end the
damaging cuts imposed by the Ryan
budget, which the Republican chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee
called ‘‘unrealistic and ill-conceived.”
That’s the Republican chairman of the
Appropriations Committee. Instead of
working on any of these issues, we’re
wasting the last days remaining before
a b-week recess on a measure that
threatens to impede our Nation’s law
enforcement efforts and continues
senseless attacks on our Nation’s civil
servants.

H.R. 2879, the bill before us now, was
thrown together last night from the
ruins of three bills the majority did not
have the votes to pass yesterday. The
Rules Committee had to call an emer-
gency meeting last night to push this
bill through, and no amendments are
being allowed.

So what would this legislation do?
First and foremost, it would undermine
our Nation’s law enforcement activi-
ties. In fact, this bill should more ap-
propriately be called the ‘‘Ignoring the
Concerns of Law Enforcement Act.” It
would allow individuals to record tele-
phone calls and in-person conversa-
tions with Federal employees, includ-
ing Federal law enforcement agents,
without their knowledge. The Federal
Law Enforcement Officers Association,
the National Association of Assistant
United States Attorneys, and the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation Agents
Association have all written letters op-
posing these provisions.

The Federal Law Enforcement Offi-
cers Association wrote:

This legislation puts law enforcement ac-
tivities at risk and does a disservice to the
brave men and women who are asked to put
their lives on the line to protect us from ter-
rorists and criminals.

The Federal Bureau of Investigation
Agents Association wrote:

This proposal risks undermining criminal
investigations by reducing the willingness of
individuals to cooperate with law enforce-
ment, and would result in the creation of re-
cordings of law enforcement conversations
that could jeopardize sensitive and impor-
tant criminal and counterterrorism inves-
tigations.

This morning, after listening to the
debate we had here on this floor yester-
day, and after this bill was filed last
night, the National Association of As-
sistant United States Attorneys sent a
letter to every Member of the House,
opposing the bill. Their letter states:

Section 301 of H.R. 2879 will undermine
Federal civil enforcement activities and
criminal prosecutions during the investiga-
tive, pretrial, trial, and enforcement phases
of litigation involving the interests of the
United States.

The fact is that we have held no
hearings on this legislation before we
marked it up in committee last week.
We had no testimony from law enforce-
ment officials about their concerns
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with the bill. Instead, the House Re-
publicans rushed it to the floor without
adequate consideration. In fact, in
their rush to bring this bill to the
floor, committee Republicans appar-
ently did not even contact key law en-
forcement agencies to make sure this
bill would not harm ongoing investiga-
tions.

This morning, I directed my staff to
contact the Department of Justice, the
FBI, and the Department of Homeland
Security, including its operational
components, the Secret Service and
Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment. Officials from all of these enti-
ties have now reported that they have
significant operational concerns with
the bill.

Does that matter to the supporters of
this bill? Don’t you think it makes
sense to hear from key stakeholders
before changing Federal law in this ex-
treme way?

The bill also would interfere with ex-
isting State laws prescribing the condi-
tions under which conversations can be
recorded. Thirty-six years ago, my
home State of Maryland enacted a law
that made it a felony to record a pri-
vate conversation unless every party to
the conversation consents to the re-
cording or another exception applies.
Maryland statute requires actual con-
sent, not forced or assumed consent.
The bill negates these protections—and
the protections of 11 other States—by
deeming Federal employees, including
all law enforcement personnel, to have
consented to the recording of their offi-
cial conversations just by coming to
work.

The bill has several other troubling
provisions. It would remove due proc-
ess protections from members of our
Senior Executive Service by giving po-
litically appointed agency heads broad
discretion to fire these employees
without providing advance notice,
without conducting a proper investiga-
tion, and without giving employees an
opportunity to respond to accusations
against them.

Under this bill, employees could be
fired and then forced to prove their in-
nocence to seek reinstatement. This
turns on its head the most basic pro-
tection guaranteed to all Americans by
our Constitution: the right to be pre-
sumed innocent until proven guilty.

I urge Members to reject this sense-
less, ill-considered legislation that will
impede law enforcement activities and
eliminate constitutional protections
for civil servants. I urge Members to
vote ‘“‘no”” on H.R. 2879, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. ISSA. This is probably Ground-
hog Day, because these were the same
statements made yesterday by the
ranking member from Maryland, who
implied that somehow what happens in
38 States would be draconian if it hap-
pened in 12 more.

I yield 5 minutes to the gentlelady
from Kansas (Ms. JENKINS).
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Ms. JENKINS. I thank the chairman
for yielding.
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We have seen too many examples of
our Nation’s bureaucracy making life
harder for Americans and their fami-
lies. Every weekend, when I return to
Kansas, I hear story after story of Fed-
eral regulators abusing their power.
But far too often, many of these people
are afraid to tell their stories in public
because they fear retribution. What
country do we live in where Americans
are afraid to tell the truth because
they fear what their government might
do to them?

The recent revelations that IRS offi-
cials targeted conservative organiza-
tions has shown light on the immense
power Federal bureaucrats from hun-
dreds of different agencies have over
matters both large and small. When
these officials abuse their power and
waste taxpayer dollars, liberty is erod-
ed, the economy is slowed, trust is lost,
and the rule of law is betrayed.

The most troubling part is, when
Americans are confronted by agency
officials, they have few rights and in-
sufficient resources to protect them-
selves. Not only do Federal agencies
get to write rules, but they get to en-
force them too. In fact, a citizen is 10
times more likely to be tried by a Fed-
eral agency than an actual court, and
citizens have fewer rights during agen-
cy proceedings than in a courtroom.

I introduced the Stop Government
Abuse Act to allow citizens to protect
themselves or their small businesses
when a government official comes call-
ing. Among other things, this bill gives
Americans a new tool to fight back by
allowing them to record any conversa-
tion with most Federal agencies and fi-
nally have proof of what happens in
these interactions.

Is it any wonder why Americans have
lost faith and trust in our government
when the Feds have allowed the IRS to
target Americans based on their per-
sonal beliefs; allowed the Federal Gen-
eral Services Administration regional
commissioner, Jeff Neely, to spend
nearly $900,000 of taxpayer money on a
conference in Las Vegas and then re-
ceive a bonus after being placed under
investigation? And they have allowed
high-ranking bureaucrats like Lois
Lerner to still be on the government’s
payroll funded by taxpayers.

This stunning lack of accountability
and transparency in our current sys-
tem is unacceptable. And the Stop Gov-
ernment Abuse Act is a good first step
to help level the playing field between
the average American and Federal reg-
ulators.

The vast majority of Federal workers
are good, patriotic people, but that
doesn’t mean that an additional check
and balance can’t help. This bill does
not villainize Federal employees. And
as long as they’re doing their jobs
properly, they have not a thing to
worry about.

Unfortunately, with all the recent
scandals, we have heard about far too
many Federal employees who have had
the luxury of playing by different rules
than the rest of the hardworking men
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and women in this country. This must
end, and the Stop Government Abuse
Act helps do just that.

Parts of this legislation already
passed the House last year after news
broke of the GSA scandal, but the Sen-
ate never acted on the legislation. It’s
time to do something about this, and
today I demand action be taken.

While Americans are toiling across
this country in factories, on farms, and
elsewhere, to make ends meet, Lois
Lerner is collecting her full paycheck.
This bill would allow agencies to fire
reckless employees on the spot and
stop those under investigation from re-
ceiving salaries paid for by the very
taxpayers they abused.

It’s time to stand up against Big
Government overreach and abuse.
Americans deserve a government that
expands their rights, not the rights of
Big Government. Enacting the Stop
Government Abuse Act will help re-
store trust in our government and get
Big Government out of the way of our
economy.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentlelady from the District of Colum-
bia (Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. I thank the gentleman
for yielding and for the wise words of
his opening statement. I also thank
him for retrieving the views of law en-
forcement officials—inasmuch as we
had no hearing on this bill. They were
very informative.

Madam Speaker, with most of the
business of the Nation Ilanguishing
with no action in this House, Repub-
licans have rushed to the floor with
these so-called ‘“‘messaging’’ bills. Let’s
make sure we get the message:

Republicans—the party that cham-
pions states’ rights—want to preempt
the States, to require Federal employ-
ees acting for the government to record
conversations with clients. Repub-
licans—the party that wants the Fed-
eral Government to operate like the
private sector and pay people on the
basis of merit—wants to deny bonuses
to Federal employees who deserve
them, regardless of merit. Perhaps
worst of all, Madam Speaker, Repub-
licans—who spent most of this term ac-
cusing IRS employees of denying due
process to Republican organizations—
now propose to fire SES employees
without due process.

And get this: the Republican version
of due process is to give the employee
the right to apply for reinstatement to
the political appointee who fired him.
Then, after the fact, having never had
a hearing, the dismissed employee can
now appeal to the MSPB. This last one,
of course, reverses the age-old principle
of innocent until proven guilty, but it’s
much worse. Not only is there no due
process, there’s no process at all.
You’re fired. That one is embarrass-
ingly unconstitutional.

These are messaging bills all right,
Madam Speaker, and we get the mes-
sage. Republican principles apply—ex-
cept when they don’t.
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Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. MEADOWS).

Mr. MEADOWS. Madam Speaker,
today I want to speak a little bit from
the heart.

We’ve heard a lot of debate going
back and forth about how we haven’t
talked about this and how we haven’t
debated it, but there have been a num-
ber of amendments. As this bill comes
to the floor today, what it’s about is
about fairness; it’s about fairness to
employees; it’s about fairness to those
who manage. And what we’re seeing is
that there is a trend where we’re not
being fair with bonuses.

You know, I've had my colleagues op-
posite here talk about the fact that we
need to continue to incentivize. But
when 75 percent of senior executive em-
ployees receive bonuses at an average
of $11,000, it’s out of control. This little
chart shows that the Veterans Admin-
istration, 74 percent of those employees
received bonuses of over $11,000 apiece.
Now, why is this a problem? Because
back in my district, the veterans are
having to wait over 600 days, Madam
Speaker, to get a determination on
benefits, and yet we continue to give
bonuses. I find that appalling.

The other part of that is we talk
about being for small businesses, and
small businesses are hurting. So what
do we do with the Small Business Ad-
ministration? Ninety-two percent of
those employees are getting over
$13,000 a year in bonuses. It’s appalling,
Madam Speaker. We need to make sure
that we bring it back.

We’ve got Mr. Spock there that was
part of the ““Star Trek” parody that re-
ceived a bonus of almost $31,000 the
same year that he spent over $5 million
on a conference. Where is the sanity?

When we really talk about Federal
employees, the rank and file, the blue
collar Federal employees, are going
with pay freezes while we pay out ridic-
ulous bonuses. Madam Speaker, I think
it’s time that we really turn back the
tide.

You know, if the Democrats are
going to vote against this particular
bill, the headline tomorrow should read
that the Democrats have embraced the
1 percenters, because that’s what it is.
It is 1 percent getting all the bonuses
while the rest of the Federal workers
are not receiving the benefits that they
deserve.

It is time that we bring some sanity
to this situation. I strongly urge sup-
port of this bill.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Madam Speaker, I
yvield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
LYNCH), a member of our committee.

Mr. LYNCH. I thank the gentleman
from Maryland for yielding.

I rise in strong opposition to H.R.
2879, the so-called ‘‘Stop Government
Abuse Act.” This legislation is simply
a rehash of the three attacks on Fed-
eral workers that were incorporated in
the bills that the Republican leader-
ship abruptly pulled from the suspen-
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sion calendar yesterday due to a lack
of support from the required two-thirds
majority of this House.

The fact that these anti-Federal
worker suspension bills have now been
reconstituted into a single anti-Federal
worker bill does not make this legisla-
tion any less misguided or any less
harmful to our Federal workers than it
was yesterday. After all, H.R. 2879 is
based on the same message that has
been continually reflected in a series of
Republican legislative attacks on our
Federal workers throughout this Con-
gress. That message from the Repub-
lican leadership has been that our
hardworking Federal employees cannot
be trusted, and they are the primary
source of our deficit burden.

On the heels of repeated attempts to
freeze Federal employee pay beyond
the current 3 years, efforts to increase
Federal pension contributions and
slash our Federal workforce across the
board, we are now considering legisla-
tion that would only add insult to in-
jure by depriving Federal employees of
their constitutional rights to due proc-
ess of law.

In particular, I'm deeply concerned
about the expedited termination provi-
sions in H.R. 2879. These provisions
would give agency heads broad discre-
tion, without Ilimitation, to imme-
diately fire senior executives accused
of misconduct without notifying the
employees of the charges against them
and without giving them a reasonable
opportunity to defend themselves. In-
stead, it places the burden on the em-
ployee, after they fire them, to prove
that their reinstatement is required.
This ‘‘ready, fire, aim’ approach by my
Republican colleagues, where they fire
the employee first and ask questions
later, flies in the face of the rights
guaranteed to all Americans under our
Constitution.

The ‘‘guilty until proven innocent”
framework violates the due process
protections envisioned by James Madi-
son and guaranteed under the Constitu-
tion. In 1985, in Loudermill v. Cleveland
Board of Education, the United States
Supreme Court held that public em-
ployees, Federal employees, who are
facing discipline are entitled to certain
due process rights. The U.S. Supreme
Court held that public servants had a
property right in the jobs that they
held and in continued employment, and
that such employment could not be de-
nied to employees unless they were
given a meaningful opportunity to
have notice of the allegations against
them, to have a fair hearing and an op-
portunity to respond against the
charges against them. Notably, that
must occur prior to being deprived of
their right to employment. The court
stated:

An essential principle of due process is
that a deprivation of life, liberty, or prop-
erty be preceded by notice and opportunity
for hearing appropriate to the nature of the
case.

The court goes on further and it says:

This principle requires some kind of a
hearing prior to discharge of an employee
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who has a constitutionally protected prop-
erty interest in his employment.

Now, this is unconstitutional. This
provision is flatly unconstitutional,
and there’s a long line of Federal cases
under the Supreme Court that declares
it so. The one saving grace, in my opin-
ion, in this bill is that there’s no sever-
ability clause, and that after this pro-
vision is struck down by the Supreme
Court, these employees will all be rein-
stated with back pay. And the whole
bill that they’re offering will be struck
down because of the lack of a sever-
ability clause in the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. LYNCH. I thank the gentleman.

Look, this Nation was founded on the
principle that every person, every man
and woman is entitled to due process
before he or she is deprived of life, lib-
erty, or property. Our Supreme Court
in the Loudermill case understood the
injustice of depriving a person of their
livelihood, and I hope that my col-
leagues understand that H.R. 2879 un-
fortunately would do just that.

Due process demands that we oppose
H.R. 2879. I urge my colleagues to join
me in voting ‘‘no’’ on this legislation.

I thank the ranking member for his
advocacy and his courtesy.

Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, the gen-
tleman is entitled to his opinion, but
not his facts.

In the bill itself, which I read yester-
day, it says:

An employee removed under this section
shall be notified of the reasons for such re-
moval within 30 days.
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I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. KELLY).

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Madam
Speaker, I rise today to explain a little
bit about what’s going on.

The other day we talked a little bit
about the dizzying effects of being on
this floor, and somehow things get
twisted around, so when you see people
bumping off the walls you know it’s be-
cause of the spin.

Let me tell you what I'm talking
about here today. When I walked on
the floor today—and some of my
friends did also—we passed the Capitol
Police, passed all these people on the
dais, we passed so many people on the
way, and you would think that we are
talking about every single person that
works for the government.

Now, the truth of the matter is that
there are over 2.1 million people work-
ing for the government. That doesn’t
include the Army. It doesn’t include
the post office. That includes people
who are out there. So the people that
we are talking about that we want to
hold accountable—and, my goodness,
what an unusual effort for Congress to
try and hold people accountable. Why
in the world would you do that? Half of
us wouldn’t be back here.

So we are talking about four-tenths
of 1 percent. And as the President is

The
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fond of saying: ‘“‘Just do the arith-
metic. Just do the arithmetic.” It isn’t
everybody that you talked about. It’s
not all these folks that are sitting here
tonight. It’s not the Capitol Police
that we walk by. It’s not the people
that clean our offices every night. It’s
none of those folks. It’s the senior ex-
ecutives.

Now, these poor people are going to
be under such great duress by this that
they’re probably going to get their re-
sumes together and that loud
“whoosh” you hear is them running
away from $199,000 a year jobs. Are you
kidding me? You can’t say that with a
straight face about how are we ever
going to keep qualified people here.

I got to tell you something. I've got
a lot of unemployed people back in
northwest Pennsylvania that will line
up for these jobs. Now, the $199,000, of
course, is the top of it. But the real
kicker is they can’t go over $230,000
with their bonuses. These are people
that are going to walk away from these
jobs because we have the unmitigated
gall to hold them accountable to the
people who pay those wages, and that’s
the American taxpayers. That’s who we
are talking about. My goodness, have
we fallen that far away from what this
country was supposed to be?

Now, here’s all we are saying to
them—and we came about this because
in a hearing on the GSA we asked
about why is Mr. Neely on leave with
pay. The people at the GSA say: ‘“Well,
you see, you don’t understand, Con-
gress. We don’t have any mechanism to
put them on leave without pay.” I said:
“I have never heard anything like
that.” Of course I haven’t heard it be-
cause I come from the private sector.
We don’t do that in the private sector.
But what I did find out was they would
love to have that.

The people we put in charge of these
agencies would actually love to be able
to hold those that work for them ac-
countable and responsible. So what did
we give them? We gave them the abil-
ity to do that. They can fire somebody
on the spot. But we didn’t do anything
about their due process. That person is
still entitled to come back and any
protections under the law he or she
still gets.

We can create an investigation on a
leave without pay, but we also require
that the agencies report to Congress
every 45 days to let us know where the
investigation is. My goodness, there’s
nothing harder in this body than trying
to get information when there’s an in-
vestigation under way. I just think
that we’ve seen that the last couple of
months, of: ““You want to get the infor-
mation? Well, we can’t talk about it
now because there’s an investigation
going on.” It doesn’t make sense to me.
It doesn’t make sense to the people 1
represent.

Now, you know when we talk about
protecting American workers and we
talk about what our duty is here, we
were elected by a group of people from
districts all over this country to come
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and represent them. According to the
IRS, there are 145 million Americans
who pay taxes. They file their taxes
every year. There’s 300 million out
there, but 145 million pay taxes.

That’s who it is that we are trying to
protect. They’re the ones that pay for
every single thing that happens here.
Or they cosign the note on the loan to
keep this place floating.

So I want you to look at this now.
There are ‘‘total Federal employees’—
2.1 million. Now, this little red sliver—
and it’s really hard to see—remember,
this represents four-tenths of 1 percent.
As the President would say: “It’s all
about the arithmetic. It’s all about the
arithmetic.”” I would say to my col-
leagues on both sides, it’s all about the
people we represent.

I appreciate the spin. I appreciate the
fact that you like to make every Cap-
itol policeman think that he’s
unappreciated or she’s unappreciated,
or that everyone that works in our of-
fice is unappreciated, or that every-
body from the private sector that
works for this great Nation is
unappreciated, but you know it’s not
true and you know what you are saying
is not true.

What I would love to see is for you to
stand up on this floor and look at peo-
ple and say, this is what’s going on,
and you know it’s not true. You abso-
lutely know it’s not true, but you say
it anyway. And why? Because it wears
well.

Thank you for bringing this legisla-
tion up, and thank you for protecting
the American taxpayer.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded that they are to ad-
dress their remarks to the Chair and
not to other Members in the second
person.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Madam Speaker,
may I inquire as to how much time
both sides have remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland has 15% min-
utes remaining. The gentleman from
California has 10%2 minutes remaining.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Madam Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

The Supreme Court Loudermill case,
which Mr. LYNCH cited, says that the
employee must be given notice before
they are fired and an opportunity to re-
spond. This bill, basically you’re fired
and then you appeal trying to get your
job back, so you don’t really truly have
notice.

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY).

Mr. CONNOLLY. I thank my friend
from Maryland.

Madam Speaker, the distinguished
manager on the other side of this bill
says you are entitled to your own opin-
ion, but not your own facts, in taking
to task my friend from Massachusetts
(Mr. LYNCH) in his reading of this bill.
And I’ve got the bill in front of me. It
says that ‘“‘at least 30 days’ advance
written notice stating specific reasons
for the proposed action”—that is to
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say, the removal or suspension of an
employee—‘‘unless there’s a reasonable
cause to believe the employee has com-
mitted a crime or the agency deter-
mines, as prescribed in regulation, that
the employee’s conduct with respect to
an action covered by the subchapters
proposed is flagrant and such employee
intends to engage in such contact,”
and then you can be removed without
that notice.

So Mr. LYNCH was right: facts are
stubborn things.

If we really wanted to understand the
motivation behind the legislation in
front of us, it is a cynical political ploy
before this Congress goes out on recess
to allow one whole party and its Mem-
bers to go home and avoid discussing
the tough issues of the day and make
the Federal employee the bogeyman.
That Federal employee, whoever he or
she is, vaguely abuses you, and you
need to be protected against them.

So we are going to pass a bunch of
bills that had no hearings, that are
flawed in their drafting, that had to be
removed from the floor yesterday and
redrafted in order to come back today
to qualify for a vote, because they oth-
erwise wouldn’t have passed on a sus-
pension rule, and it is all part of this
consistent and flagrant and, in my
opinion, reckless campaign to demon-
ize the public servants who serve us.
And the loser ultimately in this game,
this political game, will be the con-
stituents they serve and we are sup-
posed to serve.

It is not right to demonize Federal
employees, and we’ve done that. We’ve
cut their pay. We’ve frozen their pay
for 3 years. We’ve raided their pensions
to try to finance things that have no
relationship whatsoever to Federal em-
ployment per se, and we’ve character-
ized them in disparaging and negative
ways that are not worthy of this body.

So it’s all right. Go home, campaign
against the Federal employee, and
maybe you will make some headway.
Maybe, in fact, it’s a brilliant move
short term, in terms of short-term po-
litical gain. But it’s at long-term ex-
pense—expense at the truth and ex-
pense of the men and women who serve
this country ably every day and who
deserve better from their elected rep-
resentatives.

Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, I wonder
if the gentleman from Virginia would
have kept this person on for how long—
weeks, months, more than a year? This
individual received a bonus after more
than a year.

When this bill came through our
committee, the amendment to say ‘‘in
all cases 30 days’ could have been of-
fered; it wasn’t. This came through in
regular order of the committee. The
language was published. There was
every opportunity.

When the gentleman from Virginia
said ‘‘redrafted,” with all due respect,
not a word was changed in any of these
three bills from the time it left our
committee until today when it’s being
considered.
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I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. BENTIVOLIO).

Mr. BENTIVOLIO. I thank the gen-
tleman from California.

Madam Speaker, Federal agencies
not only get to write rules, they get to
enforce them. It was recently noted
that a citizen is ten times more likely
to be tried by an agency than by an ac-
tual court. In any given year, Federal
judges conduct roughly 95,000 adjudica-
tory proceedings, including trials,
while Federal agencies complete more
than 939,000—939,000.

In these agency proceedings, citizens
have fewer rights than in a courtroom.
And unfortunately, there are some bad
actors who intimidate, coerce, or even
lie, violating public trust and poten-
tially breaking laws. Far too often, the
public is left without evidence to help
prove Federal employees mistreated
them.

For example, the SEC bowing to po-
litical pressure to scrutinize donations
to tax-exempt groups; IRS employees
targeting Tea Party groups applying
for tax-exempt status; and other agen-
cies that are writing and enforcing
rules and regulations written in
legalese to confuse and frustrate the
public.

Title III of this bill ensures that indi-
viduals have the right to record their
meetings and telephone exchanges with
Federal regulatory officials engaged in
enforcement activities.

The manager’s amendment adopted
in committee ensures that law enforce-
ment would not be impacted adversely.
Undercover investigations and wiretap
surveillance would not be interfered
with.

This legislation does not supersede
any State laws, and it has no impact on
citizen interactions with non-Federal
officials such as State and local police
officers.

Madam Speaker, it is the duty of
Congress to protect rights, not take
them away. This legislation is just an-
other step in protecting the rights of
our citizens.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY).

Mr. CONNOLLY. I thank my friend.

Madam Speaker, the distinguished
chairman of this committee throws a
picture up on the floor and, of course,
doesn’t allow me to respond when he
demands ‘‘is this what the gentleman
from Virginia is talking about.”

It is wrong for the chairman of the
distinguished committee to suggest or
allow the inference to be drawn that
somehow that picture represents all
Federal employees. And the gentleman
who just spoke, talking about rights,
what about the rights of the employees
who serve our country, what about
their rights that are being trampled on
in this legislation?

Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER).
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Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Madam Speaker, I was not going to
speak. I was constrained to speak, to
come to the floor, when we had this
chart about 2 million employees.

But only adversely affecting just a
small sliver. The premise seems to be
you can undermine—as long as they’re
a small minority—the rights of people.

And those Capitol policemen of which
the gentleman spoke, and the people at
the desk of whom the gentleman spoke,
people who serve in our committees of
whom the gentleman spoke, people who
serve as nurses—not necessarily in VA
hospitals because they’re exempt—zero
COLA 4 years in a row. All 2 million
have been affected.
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Every new employee has been af-
fected—everyone—not just that small,
little sliver that apparently the SES is.
They don’t get rights. If it were 1.98
million, well, then, that’s a different
story, but as long as it’s only a small
sliver, undermine their rights.

I came to the floor to say that, if we
undermine the rights of one, frankly,
the rights of all are soon at risk. We
have learned that throughout history.
So I would hope that we would reject
this bill, which was seven or eight bills
to start out with, which were put up
here in a way that you could not
amend them—suspension—in this
transparent, open, ‘‘let the House work
its will”” process, and we now come
back with a closed rule, putting all the
bills in one—a rule covering all seven
bills—and the chairman shakes his
head and shows pictures and believes
those are facts.

My friends, we ought to reject these
bills because they are about all em-
ployees. They may affect only a small
few at this juncture, but they are about
all employees; and it’s about under-
mining their rights and the respect we
ought to accord to them for the service
they give to the people of the United
States of America.

Mr. ISSA. At this time, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. MEADOWS).

Mr. MEADOWS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to address the gentleman from
Maryland as he talks about its being
about all employees. Indeed, it is, be-
cause, if we allow this continued be-
havior to go on, it will tarnish the good
reputation of Federal workers who day
in and day out serve this country and
the citizens so well.

What we are talking about is giving a
tool, a management tool, to let man-
agers manage. We are talking about
not giving bonuses to those who are of
the very highest—the 1 percent—while
the rank and file goes so many times
without being recognized or com-
pensated for what it deserves. We are
talking about employees who make an
average salary of $168,000 a year, and
yet we are talking about a privileged
few whom we need to make sure we ad-
dress. So, Mr. Speaker, it is about all
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of the employees, and it is about being
fair.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield 30 seconds to
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, there is so
much I would like to say, particularly
as to the extraordinary discrepancy be-
tween those folks who make far less
than their counterparts in the private
sector and those who work in the pri-
vate sector, who, perhaps, have less re-
sponsibility on their shoulders. Look it
up. See the statistics. That’s the case.

The other thing I want to say to my
friend is that the law now provides for
procedures to remove bad actors. Do we
have some bad actors in the Federal
service? We do. That’s human life.
That’s the human experience.

Mr. MEADOWS. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. HOYER. I don’t have anymore
time, but if the gentleman from Cali-
fornia will yield you some time, I will
be glad to yield you some time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HULTGREN). The time of the gentleman
has expired.

Mr. ISSA. I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the distinguished mi-
nority whip presumes to tell me about
the private sector and how much peo-
ple make. The problem is that I came
from the private sector. I know the dif-
ference between management and
labor, and I know the difference be-
tween people who elect to be the top-
paid management of entities and who
typically serve at will in the private
sector. Those of the Senior Executive
Service are, in fact, people who choose
to get additional pay for these special
responsibilities, and they know what
they’re doing when they get into it. We
are proud of most of them, the vast
majority of them.

The fact is that Mr. HOYER has people
who serve at will. He fires them with-
out notice if he chooses to. Yet he can-
not understand the fact by that picture
I held up—I won’t hold it up again; it’s
reprehensible even though it has been
well seen—that that man continued to
work and get a bonus during the 10
months in which the GSA Adminis-
trator knew wrongdoing had occurred
on his watch. It wasn’t until he decided
to retire—to be honest, my under-
standing is with criminal allegations—
that he even left and stopped getting
his pay, and, today, he enjoys a very
comfortable retirement.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, may 1
ask how much time we have remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland has 9 minutes
remaining, and the gentleman from
California has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlelady from California (Ms.
SPEIER).

Ms. SPEIER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is truly aston-
ishing. We have serious issues before
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us. We should be focused on job cre-
ation, on comprehensive immigration
reform, on providing nutrition assist-
ance to children and seniors, on postal
reform or on funding the government;
but we are again debating partisan
bills that stand no chance of becoming
law, including the 40th vote to defund
or to repeal the Affordable Care Act.

Now, as kids, we are told that people
in glass houses shouldn’t throw stones,
so I sure hope that my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle have not
given one bonus to one of their senior
staff members.

I hope that that is the case, that you
have not given one bonus to a senior
staff member. I hope, furthermore, that
each of you is recording all of your
staff members when they answer the
phones because you want to know how
they are treating your constituents.

This particular bill is the height of
hypocrisy. It is a blatant attack on
Federal employees that reinforces the
fact that current leadership is only in-
terested in political messaging, includ-
ing through repeated attacks on hard-
working Federal employees. It is sim-
ply shameful to say that we will belit-
tle public service like that. I am a pub-
lic servant, and I am proud to be a pub-
lic servant. Every Federal employee
who works in this building and vir-
tually every Federal employee who is
out there in our communities is doing
s0 because he believes in public service.
I think that a Federal employee today
is pretty crazy to be doing this job. He
basically is being told, You’re not
worth very much. His integrity is con-
stantly being questioned. He has had 3
years of pay freezes and furloughs, and
he is supposed to continue to do public
service.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield the gentle-
lady an additional 30 seconds.

Ms. SPEIER. I thank the gentleman.

I want to address one section of this
bill that would now allow individuals
to record telephone and in-person con-
versations with Federal employees.
This would preempt the law in my
State of California and in the chair-
man’s State of California and in 11
other States that require the consent
of all parties to a conversation. It con-
tains no exceptions for law enforce-
ment, sensitive communications, the
military or anything else.

The FBI has already indicated to us
that it strongly opposes this bill be-
cause, in its words, ‘‘this proposal risks
undermining criminal investigations
by reducing the willingness of individ-
uals to cooperate with law enforcement
and would result in the creation of re-
cordings of law enforcement conversa-
tions that could jeopardize sensitive
and important criminal and counter-
terrorism investigations.”

I think this is ill-founded.

Even the ACLU, which strongly sup-
ports the principle of allowing citizens
to record law enforcement inter-
actions, does not support the provision
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in this bill because it ‘‘threatens to
impermissibly interfere with govern-
ment workers’ constitutional lib-
erties.”

So this is a bill in search of a prob-
lem that actually makes it harder to
go after real criminals, and this bill
does not apply to this body, to Mem-
bers of Congress. Maybe it’s time for
this bill’s authors to look a little clos-
er to home.

Mr. ISSA. I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DANNY
DAVIS), a member of the committee.

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. I
thank the gentleman from Maryland
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this legislation, the Stop Gov-
ernment Abuse Act. I would feel much
better about it if it were labeled the
Promotion of Government Abuse Act,
because it encourages government to
roll back the clock and take away
rights that workers have earned from
working hard.

Can you imagine being fired after
you’ve worked up to the ranks of the
SES, which is very difficult to get to,
and being told that you’ve been let go
on the basis of an IG report? Where is
the equal protection under the law
there? There is none. I think that it’s
unfortunate that we would treat our
Federal workforce this way. They work
hard, deserve better; and I oppose this
legislation.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I continue to
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MORAN).

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, this is one
more bill designed to punish the Fed-
eral workforce and to discourage the
very people whom we need to join the
Federal workforce. It’s singling it out
for harsher treatment than we would
apply to ourselves or to our
workforces, frankly. You need to be
able to reward your best workers. If
this were a private sector corporation,
our revenue would have dried up; our
stock value would have imploded; and
our employees would have left.

Federal employees stick with it be-
cause they believe in this government.
They hope that, one day, the legisla-
tive branch will appreciate what they
do. I worked for the Federal Govern-
ment 40 years ago; and while I worked
10 or 12 hours a day, there were people
working longer than that. They did
that for about 40 years, and they
worked very hard and in a dedicated
way.

This legislation isn’t even properly
thought through. No congressional
hearing has been held on this measure
that, in fact, jeopardizes law enforce-
ment. It would intrude upon and dis-
rupt sensitive phases of many Federal
civil and criminal investigations and
law enforcement efforts, as well as liti-
gation involving the government. We
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hear that from the National Associa-
tion of Assistant United States Attor-
neys. We hear from the FBI employees
that this proposal risks undermining
criminal investigations by reducing
the willingness of individuals to co-
operate with law enforcement. It would
result in the creation of recordings of
law enforcement conversations that
could jeopardize sensitive and impor-
tant criminal counterterrorism inves-
tigations. We hear from Federal law
enforcement officers that it puts law
enforcement activities at risk and does
a disservice to the brave men and
women who are asked to put their lives
on the line to protect us from terror-
ists and criminals.

This is bad legislation. We know why
it is being offered. We also trust that
it’s not going to become law. So you
have to ask, Why are we doing it? We
are doing it to send a message.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. MORAN. The message it’s send-
ing is that our Federal employees are
not to be valued, that our managers
are not to reward people for good work,
that, in fact, we want the government
to shrink, that we don’t want it to be
able to carry out its necessary activi-
ties. When we do that, we do a dis-
service to our constituents and to this
country. This stuff has got to stop.

FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT
OFFICERS ASSOCIATION,
Washington, DC, July 29, 2013.
Hon. DARRELL ISSA,
Chairman, Committee on Oversight & Govern-
ment Reform, Washington, DC.
Hon. ELIJAH CUMMINGS,
Ranking Member, Committee on Oversight &
Government Reform, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN ISSA AND RANKING MEMBER
CUMMINGS: On behalf of the membership of
the Federal Law Enforcement Officers Asso-
ciation (FLEOA), I am writing to oppose
H.R. 2711—the ‘‘Citizen Empowerment Act,”
as amended by the Committee and urge you
to further amend the bill to ensure that law
enforcement and other public safety activi-
ties are not covered by its provisions.

As originally written, the legislation con-
tained general exceptions for situations
where classified information, public safety
or an on-going law enforcement investiga-
tion would be at risk. This language was nec-
essary to ensure that federal law enforce-
ment officers and the critical work they per-
form are not adversely impacted by this bill.
In fact, the original language should have
gone even farther to make clear that law en-
forcement activities would not be jeopard-
ized in any way.

For incomprehensible reasons the com-
mittee approved an amended bill that re-
moved even basic exceptions.

When a federal law enforcement officer is
conducting a criminal investigation via tele-
phone, i.e. on a suspect of terrorism, the offi-
cer should not have to notify the suspect of
the right to record the conversation and
whether the officer is recording the con-
versation. Obviously, conventional wisdom
tells us that any thought of conducting a
successful investigation after disclosure of
this type is impossible. There is no logical
reason why criminal investigations shouldn’t
be exempted from the proposal.

This legislation puts law enforcement ac-
tivities at risk and does a disservice to the

The
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brave men and women who are asked to put
their lives on the line to protect us from ter-
rorists and criminals. FLEOA opposes any
actions by Congress that lessens the ability
of our Citizenship to remain safe and secure
and jeopardizes the ability of federal law en-
forcement officers to continue to perform
their sworn duties to protect them.

As the Chair and Ranking Member with ju-
risdiction over H.R. 2711, we urge you to en-
sure that the bill is not considered on the
Floor unless it is amended to exempt law en-
forcement from its provisions. Until that
time, FLEOA will continue to strongly op-
pose this legislation.

Respectfully,
FRANK TERRERI,
National Vice President for
Legislative Affairs.
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ASSIST-
ANT UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS,
Lake Ridge, VA.
VOTE “NO”’ ON H.R. 2879, ‘‘THE STOP
GOVERNMENT ABUSE ACT”’

THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ASSISTANT
UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS OPPOSES H.R. 2879,
““THE STOP GOVERNMENT ABUSE ACT,”” AND
URGES HOUSE MEMBERS TO VOTE NO ON THIS
LEGISLATION
Section 301 of H.R. 2879 will undermine fed-

eral civil enforcement activities and crimi-

nal prosecutions during the investigative,
pretrial trial and enforcement phases of liti-
gation involving the interests of the United

States.

Section 301 is the former ‘Citizen Em-
powerment Act” (H.R. 2711), as amended by
the House Oversight and Government Re-
form Committee on July 24. The provision
contains no exemption for litigation involv-
ing the United States or the activities of fed-
eral law enforcement personnel. No Congres-
sional hearing has been held on the measure.

Section 301 requires the Government
broadly to inform an individual of the right
to record in-person and telephonic inter-
actions with Government employees—includ-
ing law enforcement officers, investigative
agents and Assistant United States Attor-
neys and other federal prosecutors—when-
ever an Executive Agency provides ‘‘any
written material . . . to the individual con-
cerning an audit, investigation, inspection,
or enforcement action that could result in
the imposition of a fine, forfeiture of prop-
erty, civil monetary penalty, or criminal
penalty against, or the collection of an un-
paid tax, fine, or penalty from, such indi-
vidual or a business owned or operated by
such individual.”

This notice requirement would reach to a
myriad of legal and law enforcement-related
documents regularly issued by the federal
government, including subpoenas, search
warrants, arrest complaints and forfeiture
notices. This mandate is far more expansive
than requiring the government to post no-
tice of the right to record on agency
websites, as also included in section 301.

The notice mandate of H.R. 2879 would in-
trude upon and disrupt sensitive phases of
many federal civil and criminal investiga-
tions and law enforcement efforts, as well as
litigation involving the government. The
breadth of the ‘“‘written material” trigger
could undermine undercover investigations,
given its potential to ‘‘tip off” witnesses,
suspects and targets of investigations. The
bill also would permit defense counsel to in-
sist upon recording all interactions with fed-
eral prosecutors and law enforcement per-
sonnel in all phases of litigation with the
government, including sensitive settlement
and plea-bargain discussions. Even federal
court proceedings, whose rules prohibit re-
cording by individuals, could be impacted by
this bill.
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Citizens already may record their inter-
actions with federal government officers and
employees in most states within a carefully
balanced set of legal and practical concerns.
There is no compelling need for a measure
like H.R. 2879, especially considering its in-
calculable damage on law enforcement ef-
forts. At the very least, an exception should
be included in the measure that exempts law
enforcement-related activity involving gov-
ernment agents, investigators and Assistant
United States Attorneys.

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION
AGENTS ASSOCIATION,
Alexandria, VA, July 31, 2013.

Hon. DARRELL ISSA,

Chairman, Comm. on Oversight & Government
Reform, Washington, DC.

Hon. ELIJAH CUMMINGS,

Ranking Member, Comm. on Owversight & Gov-
ernment Reform, Washington, DC.

Re: H.R. 2711, the Citizen Empowerment Act

DEAR CHAIRMAN ISSA AND RANKING MEMBER
CUMMINGS: On behalf of the FBI Agents Asso-
ciation (““FBIAA”), a voluntary professional
association currently representing approxi-
mately 13,000 active duty and retired FBI
Special Agents, I write to express the
FBIAA’s concerns about H.R. 2711, the Cit-
izen Empowerment Act.

H.R. 2711 creates a broad right to record
conversations with federal employees, and
requires that notices of the right to record
conversations be provided to individuals en-
gaged in discussions with federal employ-
ees—without any exceptions related to
criminal investigations. This proposal risks
undermining criminal investigations by re-
ducing the willingness of individuals to co-
operate with law enforcement, and would re-
sult in the creation of recordings of law en-
forcement conversations that could jeop-
ardize sensitive and important criminal and
counterterrorism investigations.

Also, by requiring written notices under
the threat of disciplinary action, H.R. 2711
would create new administrative and bureau-
cratic requirements for Agents conducting
investigations. The time and resources avail-
able to Agents are already stretched too
thin, and new administrative burdens make
it more difficult for Agents to protect the
public.

For these reasons, the FBIAA opposes H.R.
2711 as currently written, and hopes that the
House will make significant changes to H.R.
2711 before considering the legislation.

Sincerely,
REV TARICHE,
President.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 sec-
onds to the distinguished gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. KELLY).

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I thank
the chairman.

Mr. Speaker, I've heard so much
about pay being frozen that I’'ve got to
tell you: the people that I represent in
the Third Congressional District of
western Pennsylvania wish their pay
had been frozen. It has gone down
steadily since 2010.

We talk about the inability to get
the economy going. I feel the same
way—it’s embarrassing—but at the end
of the day, we are not benevolent mon-
archs. We are stewards of the tax-
payers’ moneys. All we are doing is
talking about accountability. Only in
Washington is ‘‘accountability’ a bad
word. In the private sector, ‘‘account-
ability’’ reigns. The market determines
my accountability. That’s what holds
me accountable in coming from the
private sector.
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Why is that so foreign here to, all of
a sudden, have bills—to have things in
front of us—that will help us to say to
people in charge to hold people respon-
sible and to hold people accountable?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, how
much time is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland has 3 minutes
remaining, and the gentleman from
California has 4% minutes remaining.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield myself the
balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, as I've listened to all of
these arguments, I cannot help but
think about the many employees whom
we see every day—the hardworking em-
ployees who give their blood, sweat,
and tears to keep our country together.

When we talk about our senior execu-
tives, I will remind this body of some-
thing that Mr. HOYER talked about
and, that is, under current law, senior
executives may be disciplined for mis-
conduct, neglect of duty, malfeasance,
or of the failure to accept reassignment
or transfer. There is a current statu-
tory list of reasons for which actions
may be taken against senior executives
that covers a broad variety of situa-
tions, and they are adequate to deal
with the problems that we are address-
ing today.
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Senior executives suspected of crimi-
nal activity may already be removed or
placed on indefinite suspension without
pay. We need to focus on improving
agency implementation rather than
passing legislation that would deprive
employees of their due process.

I know Mr. MORAN is right. There has
been a relentless attack on Federal em-
ployees. The fact is that they’re in
their third year of pay freezes. They’ve
been asked to pay more for their pen-
sions and get less. We constantly hear
negative comments about them, still
folks say, We love them; we appreciate
them. They are often the ones that
aren’t seen, unnoticed, unappreciated,
and unapplauded.

We have a bill here that takes away
something very fundamental, and that
is their due process rights. A lot of peo-
ple may think about due process and
say, Oh, it’s no big deal. Later, we’ll
take a little bit of due process here and
take a little bit there. It is that due
process that is the basic foundation of
our Constitution and of our democracy.
What we'’re talking about here is mak-
ing sure that employees are afforded
that due process.

So you get somebody who says,
Okay. Fine. Fire them, and then let
them appeal to get their job back.
That’s not how it’s supposed to work.
They’re to be given some type of notice
and given an opportunity to simply ad-
dress whatever the accusations are. A
lot of times we may look at folks and
say we don’t like what they allegedly
did, but the fact is that we still have
that little document—which, to me, is
a big document—that we must adhere
to.
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Mr. Speaker, I would urge all Mem-
bers of the Congress to vote against
this bill and give us a chance to come
back, perhaps, and make the appro-
priate amendments so that it will be
one that is suitable for the Congress to
vote on.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 sec-
onds to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. MEADOWS).

Mr. MEADOWS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to clarify one thing.

When we talk about a freeze, when is
a freeze not a freeze? Only in Wash-
ington, D.C.

Over the last 3 years, 99.4 percent of
Federal employees got increases. Out
of every 1,000 employees, only six were
denied an increase. I think the record
needed to be clarified.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, how much
time do I have remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 4v4 minutes
remaining.

Mr. ISSA. Then I will close at this
time and yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, controversy comes in
all forms. Sometimes it’s legitimate;
sometimes there are differences that
are unresolved; sometimes, though,
you find yourself befuddled.

These three bills passed on a voice
vote. It didn’t mean that they would
have been authored by any of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle or
that they loved them. It meant that
they were given a full opportunity to
evaluate these, to offer amendments,
to have up-or-down votes on them.
Many of the suggestions they made
were taken into account on many of
the bills marked up during that long
day. Many of the things being brought
up here today simply were not brought
up, and it’s not because they didn’t
know about this.

When you have a version of this bill
that’s almost identical to that passed
on December 19 of last year by a vote
of 402-2, that means that you have peo-
ple that today are vehemently opposed
to provisions that they already voted
for. I repeat, they’re vehemently op-
posed to provisions they already voted
for. I don’t have the names of the two
people that voted ‘“‘no.” They certainly
have a right to express why they voted
“no’’ last December.

I can tell you that when you have to
only terminate 4/100 of 1 percent of the
workforce, if you do it at all, the head
of the agency has to determine that
the employee has done something seri-
ously wrong in regards to negligence of
duty or misappropriation of funds or
malfeasance. They have to determine
that the employee did it knowingly,
and they have to consider it necessary
and advisable to protect this enter-
prise.

On top of that, the employee does
have to be told why they’re being ter-
minated. I think that’s important, be-
cause the ranking member and I heard
from a woman in a hearing who left me
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feeling absolutely shocked. She’s been
on leave without pay, and to this day,
an investigation that is ongoing,
months into it, she’s never been told
why she’s on leave without pay. To be
honest, she’s a member of the Senior
Executive Service.

Maybe she would fall under this bill.
But in order to fall under this bill,
some things would have to happen.
First of all, the head of the agency
would have to make a decision of
wrongdoing, and it would be held by
that decision being reasonable after
the fact. They’d have to have told her
why she’s being removed, and she
would already have had an opportunity
in front of the Merit Systems Protec-
tion Board and the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals, known as the Fed circuit. She al-
ready would have had all this due proc-
ess, except months go by and she
doesn’t know and she’s on administra-
tive leave.

The fact is this is a tool. They don’t
have to use it. If they use it, they have
to make sure that it’s only for serious
violations: neglect of duty, misappro-
priation of funds, or malfeasance.
These are very serious. An extremely
small part, highly compensated, re-
spected people, and a few bad actors for
neglect of duty, misappropriation of
funds, or malfeasance can be removed.
They still have their rights. We knew
this was constitutional. To be honest,
the complaint we seemed to have in
committee for hours was something
that I want to share with you, Mr.
Speaker.

Members of my committee, when
talking about the idea that only one-
third without special exception of em-
ployees in any agency could receive bo-
nuses rather than the 75 or 80 percent
you heard about here today, they said,
But this is their right. They’ve nego-
tiated that. You’re interfering with
their contracts.

Mr. Speaker, the U.S. Government
does not allow negotiation in collective
bargaining or otherwise for wages. We
have a standard scale. Bonuses were
created for only one purpose, and that
was, in fact, to reward good behavior as
an incentive.

These bills are well thought out and
are only controversial today because
the minority wants to make them con-
troversial to create a controversy.

I urge support, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 322,
the previous question is ordered on the
bill.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker,
that I demand the yeas and nays.

on
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The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 239, nays
176, not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 436]
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Cohen Kaptur Quigley
Connolly Keating Rahall
Cooper Kelly (IL) Rangel
Costa Kennedy Roybal-Allard
Courtney Kildee Ruppersherger
Cummings Kilmer Rush
Dav@s (CA) K@nd ) Ryan (OH)
Dayvis, Danny Kirkpatrick Sanchez, Linda
DeFazio Kuster T,
gef}ette Eangevi(r‘;VA) Sanchez, Loretta
elaney arsen
DeLauro Larson (CT) :arbanes
chakowsky
DelBene Lee (CA) Schi
: chiff
Deutch Levin Schneider
Dingell Lipinski Schrader
Doggett Loebsack
Doyle Lofgren Schwartz
Duckworth Lowenthal Scott (VA)
Edwards Lowey Scott, David
Ellison Lujan Grisham Serrano
Engel (NM) Sewell (AL)
Enyart Lujan, Ben Ray  Shea-Porter
Eshoo (NM) Sherman
Esty Lynch Sires
Farr Maloney, Slaughter
Fattah Carolyn Smith (WA)
Foster Maloney, Sean Speier
Frankel (FL) Matsui Swalwell (CA)
Fudge McCollum Takano
Gabbard McDermott Thompson (CA)
Garamendi McGovern Thompson (MS)
Grayson Meeks Tierney
Green, Al Meng Titus
Green, Gene Michaud Tonko
Grl]ia‘lva Moore Tsongas
Gutierrez Moran Van Hollen
Hahn Nadler V.
; argas
Hanabusa Napolitano Veasey
Hastings (FL) Neal Vela
Heck (WA) Negrete McLeod ’
Higgins Nolan V'elazquez
Himes O’Rourke Visclosky
Hinojosa Owens Walz
Honda Pascrell Wasserman
Hoyer Pastor (AZ) Schultz
Huffman Payne Waters
Israel Perlmutter Watt
Jackson Lee Peters (MI) Waxman
Jeffries Pingree (ME) Welch
Johnson (GA) Pocan Wilson (FL)
Johnson, E. B. Polis Wolf
Jones Price (NC) Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—18
Campbell Holt Miller, George
Cleaver Horsford Pallone
Collins (GA) King (IA) Pelosi
Conyers Lewis Radel
Crowley McCarthy (NY) Richmond
Herrera Beutler Miller (FL) Young (FL)

Ms.
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BROWN of Florida and Mr.

PAYNE changed their vote from ‘‘yea”

to ‘“‘nay.”
Mr.

from ‘“‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”
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 against:

CHAFFETZ changed his vote

YEAS—239
Aderholt Gosar Pearce
Alexander Gowdy Perry
Amash Granger Peters (CA)
Amodei Graves (GA) Peterson
Bachmann Graves (MO) Petri
Bachus Griffin (AR) Pittenger
Barber Griffith (VA) Pitts
Barletta Grimm Poe (TX)
Barr Guthrie Pompeo
Barrow (GA) Hall Posey
Barton Hanna Price (GA)
Benishek Harper Reed
Bentivolio Harris Reichert
Bera (CA) Hartzler Renacci
Bilirakis Hastings (WA) Ribble
Bishop (UT) Heck (NV) Rice (SC)
Black Hensarling Rigell
Blackburn Holding Roby
Bonner Hudson Roe (TN)
Boustany Huelskamp Rogers (AL)
Brady (TX) Huizenga (MI) Rogers (KY)
Bridenstine Hultgren Rogers (MI)
Brooks (AL) Hunter Rohrabacher
Brooks (IN) Hurt Rokita
Broun (GA) Issa Rooney
Buchanan Jenkins Ros-Lehtinen
Bucshon Johnson (OH) Roskam
Burgess Johnson, Sam Ross
Calvert Jordan Rothfus
Camp Joyce Royce
Cantor Kelly (PA) Ruiz
Capito King (NY) Runyan
Carter Kingston Ryan (WI)
Cassidy Kinzinger (IL) Salmon
Chabot Kline Sanford
Chaffetz Labrador Scalise
Coble LaMalfa Schock
Coffman Lamborn Schweikert
Cole Lance Scott, Austin
Collins (NY) Lankford Sensenbrenner
Conaway Latham Sessions
Cook Latta Shimkus
Cotton LoBiondo Shuster
Cramer Long Simpson
Crawford Lucas Sinema
Crenshaw Luetkemeyer Smith (MO)
Cuellar Lummis Smith (NE)
Culberson Maffei Smith (NJ)
Daines Marchant Smith (TX)
Davis, Rodney Marino Southerland
Denham Massie Stewart
Dent Matheson Stivers
DeSantis McCarthy (CA) Stockman
DesJarlais McCaul Stutzman
Diaz-Balart MecClintock Terry
Duffy McHenry Thompson (PA)
Duncan (SC) McIntyre Thornberry
Duncan (TN) McKeon Tiberi
Ellmers McKinley Tipton
Farenthold McMorris Turner
Fincher Rodgers Upton
Fitzpatrick McNerney Valadao
Fleischmann Meadows Wagner
Fleming Meehan Walberg
Flores Messer Walden
Forbes Mica Walorski
Fortenberry Miller (MI) Weber (TX)
Foxx Miller, Gary Webster (FL)
Franks (AZ) Mullin Wenstrup
Frelinghuysen Mulvaney Westmoreland
Gallego Murphy (FL) Whitfield
Garcia Murphy (PA) Williams
Gardner Neugebauer Wilson (SC)
Garrett Noem Wittman
Gerlach Nugent Womack
Gibbs Nunes Woodall
Gibson Nunnelee Yoder
Gingrey (GA) Olson Yoho
Gohmert Palazzo Young (AK)
Goodlatte Paulsen Young (IN)

NAYS—176
Andrews Braley (IA) Carson (IN)
Bass Brown (FL) Cartwright
Beatty Brownley (CA) Castor (FL)
Becerra Bustos Castro (TX)

Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)

Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney

Chu
Cicilline
Clarke
Clay
Clyburn

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, this afternoon,
| attended a meeting at the White House with
the President of the United States. As such, |
was unfortunately not able to be present for
the following vote:

On final passage of H.R. 2879, had | been
present, | would have voted “nay.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, | regret that
a meeting at the Whtie House caused me to
miss the first vote series on August 1, 2013.
Had | been present, my intention was to vote
as follows on the amendments to H.R. 1582,
the Energy Consumers Relief Act: “no” on the
Waxman Amendment, “no” on the Connolly
Amendment, and “yes” on the Murphy (PA)
Amendment. | would have voted “no” on the
Motion to Recommit H.R. 1582 and “yes” on

August 1, 2013

Passage on H.R. 1582. Further | would have
voted “yes” on the previous question, “yes”
on the combined rule for the REINS Act, Keep
IRS Off Health Care Act, and the Stop Gov-
ernment Abuse Act. Finally, | would have
voted “yes” on the passage of H.R. 1897, the
Vietnam Human Rights Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to section 9 of House Resolution
322, H.R. 15641, H.R. 2579, and H.R. 2711
are laid on the table.

——————

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H. RES. 319

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
have my name removed as a cosponsor
of H. Res. 319. It was put on that reso-
lution inadvertently.

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

There was no objection.

———

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2783

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to remove the
name of the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. DAVIS) as a cosponsor from
H.R. 2783.

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

There was no objection.

———

REGULATIONS FROM THE EXECU-
TIVE IN NEED OF SCRUTINY ACT
OF 2013

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rials on H.R. 367.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MARCHANT)