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

————

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
April 14, 2015.

I hereby appoint the Honorable DAN
NEWHOUSE 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 6, 2015, 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, but in no event shall de-
bate continue beyond 11:50 a.m.

BRING OUR TROOPS HOME FROM
AFGHANISTAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. JONES) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I am back
on the floor today because, while we
were home during the Easter break,
there was a tragedy in Afghanistan
that largely escaped the national news.

On April 8, Army medic John Dawson
was shot and killed and eight other
Americans were wounded by an Afghan
soldier who opened fire on them. This
tragedy is yet another example of the
American blood spilled in Afghanistan.

Sadly, this kind of tragedy, an Amer-
ican soldier being killed by a supposed
Afghan ally, is nothing new. The poster
I have with me today is a picture of
two little girls, Eden and Stephanie,
who lived in my district for a time.

Their father, Sergeant Kevin Balduf,
who was stationed at Camp Lejeune in
my district, died in May of 2011 in Af-
ghanistan, along with Lieutenant Colo-
nel Benjamin Palmer, who also was
stationed in my district at Marine
Corps Air Station Cherry Point.

They were shot by an Afghan police-
man they were training. The night be-
fore Sergeant Balduf died, he emailed
his wife, Amy, and he said:

I don’t trust them. I don’t trust them. I
don’t trust any of them.

The next day, he was killed.

Mr. Speaker, last December, when
Congress passed final appropriations
for fiscal year 2015, it provided $4.1 bil-
lion for the Afghan National Security
Forces and additional funding for de-
velopment assistance. This is more
money than the Afghan Government
generates in a year.

The special inspector general for Af-
ghan reconstruction, John Sopko, reg-
ularly produces reports of the rampant
waste, fraud, and abuse of American
taxpayer dollars in Afghanistan; yet we
in Congress continue to spend billions
in Afghanistan. To what end? Why are
we going to spend billions of dollars
and have troops in Afghanistan for 9
more years—for 9 more years, Mr.
Speaker?

As Roger Simon, an editor with Po-
litico, said in October 2014:

If you spent 13 years pounding money down
a rathole with little to show for it, you
might wake up one morning and say: ‘‘Hey,
I'm going to stop pounding money down this
rathole.” The United States Government
wakes up every morning and says: ‘‘The rat-
hole is looking a little empty today. Let’s
pound a few more billion dollars down
there.”

Mr. Speaker, that is sad for the
American taxpayer who, tomorrow,

many of the American taxpayers will
pay their taxes to the Federal Govern-
ment; and we, in Congress, will con-
tinue to take their tax money and
spend billions over in Afghanistan with
very little accountability for the
American taxpayer. That is unaccept-
able.

When you look at the limbs and the
death that is going on in Afghanistan,
you wonder why someone, years ago,
said that Afghanistan is the graveyard
of empires. Yes, Mr. Speaker, America
is headed for the graveyard in Afghani-
stan. I don’t understand my colleagues
in Congress.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to bring our
troops home from Afghanistan once
and for all. We have wasted billions of
dollars and spilled so much American
blood in a futile attempt to save a frac-
tured country from itself. Afghanistan
is truly the graveyard of empires that
I just mentioned. It is time for Con-
gress to lead the way and end our pres-
ence in Afghanistan.

May God continue to bless our men
and women in uniform, and may God
continue to bless America.

———
FREE AMIR HEKMATI NOW

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

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I come to
the floor today to bring up the case of
my constituent, a young man by the
name of Amir Hekmati. He is an Amer-
ican citizen, born and raised in the
United States, grew up in my home
town of Flint, Michigan, and served in
the United States Marine Corps. He is
a brother; he is a son.

Three and a half years ago, he trav-
eled to Iran. His parents are of Iranian
descent. He traveled to Iran to meet for
the first time a grandmother that he
had never seen, traveled under his own
name, notified the government that he
was going.
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After just a couple of weeks, he was
apprehended, disappeared; and, after a
few months later, it was revealed that
he had been tried and convicted and
sentenced to death.

A young man, an American, traveling
under his own name in Iran, who had
served in the United States Marine
Corps, was sentenced to death simply
for being an American in Iran that had
served this country. He is an innocent
man, and he continues to languish in
Evin Prison.

I am here to make it clear that the
Congress of the United States and the
American people are watching the Ira-
nian Government. If, in fact, Iran in-
tends, as they purport to do, to try to
take steps to join the international
community, they cannot hold Ameri-
cans like Amir Hekmati as political
prisoners.

Members of Congress on both sides of
the aisle, from JOHN LEWIS to DARRELL
IssA, have joined in the effort to raise
awareness around Amir Hekmati’s
case. It is important that we never let
this case fade into the woodwork.

I think about Amir the same way
that I would think about it if my own
son were being held in a prison on the
other side of the world, and I know
that every other Member of Congress
who has been engaged in this effort
feels the same way. He is one of us; he
is our son, and he needs to be reunited
with his family.

As we now are considering, I think, a
really important moment where there
have been negotiations to try to deal
with Iran’s nuclear aspirations—and
personally, I support this direction, I
support the direction the administra-
tion has gone in creating a framework
through negotiation to make for a
more peaceful world. It is very difficult
for many of us in Congress, especially
those of us who represent those few
Americans being held in an Iranian
prison, to view this agreement other
than through the lens of that experi-
ence.

If Iran truly intends to try to rejoin
the global community, they can make
a very clear demonstration of their se-
riousness by releasing Amir Hekmati
and the other Americans that they
hold. We all can play a role in making
that happen. I encourage everybody
out there—Members of Congress, peo-
ple who want to become engaged—to
get to social media. Use #freeamir or
#freeamirnow.

We know that the Iranian Govern-
ment does pay attention to what the
American people think—the Iranian
citizens certainly do—and we Kknow
that we have to keep the pressure on
right now. It is, as I said, very difficult
for many of us who support the direc-
tion that this administration has
taken these negotiations and really
hope that it bears fruit, really hope
that it creates an agreement that
makes the world—and particularly
that region—safer.

We can only really accept Iran as a
member of the global community not
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just by entering into this agreement,
but by them joining the world commu-
nity by not being a nation that can
take a young man who served his coun-
try, who grew up here, was the captain
of his high school hockey team, simply
wanted to go to see the country that
his parents were born in, and to visit
the grandmother that he had never
met. To hold him as a political pris-
oner, as a chip in a geopolitical strug-
gle, is beyond the pale; and it is some-
thing that can’t be accepted.

Please, my friends, my colleagues,
join me in continuing to raise your
voices to make sure that not one day
passes—especially during this period
where we are considering this poten-
tially historic agreement—not one day
passes where Amir Hekmati, Jason
Rezaian, Pastor Abedini, Mr. Levinson,
that their cases, their names, are never
forgotten.

A BALANCED BUDGET FOR A
BETTER AMERICA

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, on September 22, 2011,
former Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral
Mike Mullen referred to our national
debt as ‘‘the single biggest threat to
our national security.”

He was correct in his statement that
the United States continues to suffer
from overbearing debt and, unless im-
mediate action is taken, future genera-
tions will face unsurmountable chal-
lenges.

No one wants a future where policy-
makers are forced to choose between
discretionary programs, like roads and
bridges or educating our children, when
they continue to be crowded out by
mandatory spending which accounts
for more than two-thirds of our annual
budget.

We need a strong social safety net.
We need a strong national defense. We
need an America where young learners
can have access to a quality education
and workers can receive the skills that
they need to gain family-sustaining
jobs and keep businesses thriving and
competitive, both domestically and
globally.

Unfortunately, aspirations for a more
prosperous America are not going to be
achieved until we begin to get out from
underneath this burden of debt.

Mr. Speaker, since 2009, the Obama
administration has added more than $7
trillion to our national debt, and
today, we owe more than $18 trillion,
an amount greater than the annual
gross domestic product.

While bipartisan agreements have led
to some successes since 2011, Congress
must continue to put forth a blueprint
that aims to reduce deficit spending
and provide a path to long-term fiscal
stability.

Recently, the House passed a strong
budget resolution that aims to reduce
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spending by $5.5 trillion over 10 years
to get a handle on erroneous regula-
tions and mandates that impede job
creation and promote true patient-cen-
tered healthcare solutions.

Mr. Speaker, the critics of this plan
have unashamedly claimed that Repub-
licans ‘“‘want to end Medicare as we
know it.”” Well, those accusations could
not be further from the truth. Unfortu-
nately, these nearsighted individuals
have focused more on partisan attacks
rather than looking at the long-term
challenges that we, as a country, face
together.

According to the nonpartisan Con-
gressional Budget Office, the Medicare
hospital trust fund will be insolvent by
2030, which is closer than we all would
like to admit.

The House Republican proposal pre-
sents a plan to save, strengthen, and
secure Medicare for today’s seniors and
tomorrow’s retirees. It makes no
changes for those in or near retire-
ment, provides future seniors with pre-
mium support, and will result in actual
savings for both beneficiaries and tax-
payers.

The do-nothing alternative will only
serve to break promises this country
has made to our seniors and places us
on a road to rationing, where bene-
ficiaries will be burdened with arbi-
trary caps to medically necessary pro-
cedures and care.

Mr. Speaker, I am in no way claiming
this blueprint is perfect, but please be
assured that I was not elected to sit
idle or squander an opportunity to en-
sure that our great country can con-
tinue to support promises that we have
made.

Moving forward, as the House and
Senate begin to conference and work
out the details between each Chamber’s
respective budgets, I will remain com-
mitted to ensuring a strong national
security, economic competitiveness,
and an atmosphere that fosters posi-
tive growth throughout Pennsylvania
and across our great country.

We have been given an opportunity
to strengthen this great Nation. Let us
work toward that end, rather than
vilify those who look to provide us op-
tions. Our children and future genera-
tions of Americans deserve as much.

———
0 1015

APRIL 16—D.C. EMANCIPATION
DAY: HONOR WITH THE VOTE
AND WITH STATEHOOD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON)
for 5 minutes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, during
the next 3 days, I will be coming to the
floor, leading up to Thursday, April
16—D.C. Emancipation Day. That is the
day that Abraham Lincoln emanci-
pated the slaves in the District of Co-
lumbia before slaves nationwide were
emancipated.

Now, no resident of the District of
Columbia is a slave today as in 1863,
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but at the same time, the residents of
the District of Columbia are not as free
as the other residents of our country—
our fellow Americans. In the District of
Columbia, we commemorate D.C.
Emancipation Day, not only to honor
our forebears but to demand equal
treatment from our country for the
citizens who live in the Nation’s Cap-
ital.

Mr. Speaker, the citizens who live
right here in the belly of freedom do
not have the same rights as other
Americans although they pay the same
taxes and more taxes—I will argue to-
morrow and show you the figures—than
any other Americans. They endure un-
democratic interference even with
their local budget—a budget for which
the Federal Government, for which the
Congress, contributes not one penny—
and yet that local budget comes before
this body without the Member who rep-
resents the local citizens—the Member
whose local budget is at issue cannot
vote.

As astounding as those elements of
statehood are, perhaps none is more
dishonorable than the continued sac-
rifices of Americans who live in the Na-
tion’s Capital without having the same
representation as other Americans. We
are known, perhaps, in the Nation’s
Capital by ‘‘no taxation without rep-
resentation.” If there is anything by
which we could be better known, it is
by those who have fought and died
since the war that created the United
States of America, itself. Who would
believe what those figures show?

In World War I, more casualties than
from three States. In World War II—
now, this is one city of which we are
speaking—more casualties than from
four States. By the time we get to the
Korean war, more casualties than from
eight States of the Union. All of that is
disproportionate, Mr. Speaker. Finally,
when we get to the last great war of
the 20th century, the Vietnam war,
more casualties from the District of
Columbia than from 10 States.

Thousands have died—all without a
vote—and yet D.C. citizens have se-
cured the vote everywhere they have
fought for their country. They secured
the vote for the people of Iraq. They se-
cured the vote for the people of Af-
ghanistan. They secured the vote for
citizens throughout Europe and the
Mideast. But here, to this day in 2015—
more than 150 years after Lincoln freed
the first slaves in the District of Co-
lumbia—the residents of the District of
Columbia are still not free. They will
not be free until they become citizens
of the 5lst State of the United States
and until their war dead are honored as
the war dead of other States are hon-
ored—by going to war on the vote of
the people, including of their own Rep-
resentative, coming back, and being
able to vote themselves.

So, Mr. Speaker, on this first day of
D.C. Emancipation Week, I ask that
the D.C. war dead be honored and that
those from the District of Columbia
who serve our Nation today be honored
with the vote and with statehood.
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HONORING PREVENT CHILD ABUSE
KENTUCKY

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

Mr. BARR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in recognition of Child Abuse Preven-
tion Month and to highlight the impor-
tant work of Prevent Child Abuse Ken-
tucky.

This organization is on the front
lines to make sure that Kentucky’s
children are raised in a safe, loving
home and are not abused, mistreated,
or neglected. Their staff of eight train
thousands of people annually. Their
parent education groups, offered in
every region of our Commonwealth,
serve more than 10,000 people every
yvear. Thousands of pinwheels will blan-
ket the Commonwealth of Kentucky
this month, all with the hopes of draw-
ing awareness of child abuse and ne-
glect in our communities, and there is
much work to do.

According to the most recent na-
tional statistics on child abuse, an esti-
mated 1,520 children died from abuse
and neglect in the United States, and
that was in 2013 alone. An estimated
679,000 children were victims of abuse
and neglect, and those are unique in-
stances. Children in the first year of
their lives had the highest rate of vic-
timization, that of 23.1 per 1,000 chil-
dren in the national population of the
same age. Just under 80 percent of re-
ported child fatalities as a result of
abuse and neglect were caused by one
or more of the child victim’s parents.

This is a personal cause for me. As
the father of two girls and as the
former president of the board of direc-
tors for Prevent Child Abuse Kentucky,
I am incredibly proud of the great work
that this group is doing for Kentucky
children all year long. I hope all of my
colleagues will join me in thanking
Prevent Child Abuse Kentucky and
similar organizations around the coun-
try as we recognize the critical work of
these important groups and as we rec-
ognize the importance of National
Child Abuse Prevention Month.

———

THE AMERICAN PEOPLE ARE ASK-
ING FOR A NEW TRADE MODEL

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

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, the
American people are being kept in the
dark by the Obama administration re-
garding the Trans-Pacific Partnership.

So much secrecy forces us to ask an
important question: Have any of our
past free trade agreements really been
net positive for our Nation and helped
our workers? The answer is ‘‘no.”

Whether you look at the NAFTA ac-
cord with Mexico and Canada, where
we are in huge deficit, if you look at
the Korean agreement, if you look at
basic trade with nations like Japan,
which remains a closed market, every
single agreement is all negative.
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Since 1976, our country has lost 47.5
million jobs due to trade deficits re-
sulting from free trade agreements.
During that time, we have accumu-
lated a trade deficit of more than $9.5
trillion. What a drag that is on GDP.
These growing trade deficits that
outsource our wealth and weaken our
economy devastate communities. Car-
rying a massive trade deficit has hin-
dered economic growth and has limited
our economic recovery by nearly 16
percent just in this past year alone.
More and more people are slipping
away from the middle class as a result,
with inequality at the highest levels
since the 1920s. Millions of Americans
are losing faith in the possibility of up-
ward mobility.

Let’s ask ourselves: What have past
trade deals brought Americans?

Just since NAFTA, Americans have
lost in the manufacturing sector 5 mil-
lion jobs, and that is just since the
early 1990s—one of every four. More
than 57,000 manufacturing facilities
have closed—57,000. Washing machines
that used to be made in Newton, Iowa—
Maytag—mow are imported from
Monterrey, Mexico. Hoppy bicycles
that used to be made in Celina, Ohio,
are now imported from Asia. Ohio
knows well the cost of fast-track trade
agreements that ship out good jobs and
‘““Made in the USA” brands.

Since NAFTA, our trade balance with
Mexico and Canada has gone from a $5
billion annual surplus, creating jobs
here in 1993, to a deficit of $177 billion
today. That translates into three-quar-
ters of a million more lost jobs—750,000
more lost jobs—just with Canada and
Mexico.

The quality of life for Americans has
been declining under these agreements.
Middle class America is shrinking as
businesses have closed production and
have moved overseas. Three out of
every five displaced U.S. manufac-
turing workers have been forced to
take a pay cut in order to secure any
kind of job, and one out of three work-
ers experiences a pay cut of more than
20 percent. These are among the
luckiest workers, as frequently laid off
workers over the age of 40 can’t even
find replacement work.

This is not just a problem for Amer-
ica. Workers in other countries are
caught too, as one worker described to
me, ‘‘like a lobster in a cage, crawling
over one another just to survive,” con-
tributing to unspeakable poverty and
waves of desperate immigration to the
United States from countries south of
our border and elsewhere.

Clearly, NAFTA was a failure for
America’s workers. If we look at the
Korean trade deal, which they said
would be the salvation, it has worked
exactly in reverse. We have already
lost 75,000 more jobs to imports coming
into our country from Korea. The ex-
ports going out have been just a trick-
le. In fact, our exports to Korea have
gone down by 7.5 percent. The Korean
agreement was hailed as a wonderful
opportunity for the American econ-
omy, something we just could not pass
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up. Well, take a look at what has hap-
pened. We imported 1,288,546 vehicles
from Korea in 2014 and only exported
34,186. There are 40 times more imports
coming into our country than exports
going out. The Korean free trade agree-
ment has been a failure for American
workers too.

With these Trans-Pacific Partnership
negotiations continuing to advance,
America should ask: Could it possibly
be a good deal for American workers?

We already have colossal trade defi-
cits with some of the countries with
which the negotiations are occurring—
with Malaysia, with Vietnam, and, ob-
viously, with Japan. The prospective
TPP partners use protectionism and
currency manipulation to gain unfair
advantage, and, in some cases, they fail
to regulate appalling labor conditions.
These nations will not deliver on the
promises made in support of TPP.

History should teach us that we need
a new trade model. America doesn’t
need more job-outsourcing trade deals.
The executive branch and, specifically,
the National Security Council better
start paying attention to the harm it
causes when it forgets its global strate-
gies have created undue harm here in
the homeland. The people in the United
States are asking for a new trade
model that creates jobs and economic
growth in our country again—I might
say robust economic growth—for which
the American people have been waiting
for almost three decades.

———

TIME TO ADDRESS THE CRITICAL
FUNDING SHORTFALL FOR OUR
TRANSPORTATION NEEDS

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
this week on Capitol Hill, there are
hundreds and hundreds of people from
around the country who are delivering
a message: that America is falling
apart and is falling behind, and it is
time for us to address the critical fund-
ing shortfall for our transportation
needs.

They could not have picked a better
time to come to Capitol Hill. The 10-
month extension of the surface trans-
portation legislation is set to expire in
6 weeks. It is the latest in a series of 23
short-term extensions. No nation ever
became great planning its infrastruc-
ture 9 months at a time.

The Republican budget—passed last
month—again proposes to cut transpor-
tation spending, which is already inad-
equate, 30 percent over the next 10
years despite hearing from local gov-
ernments, business, labor that the Fed-
eral Government should be larger in its
contribution, not smaller.

0 1030
The unwillingness to face reality got
us to where we are today, falling apart,

falling behind. The country that used
to have the finest infrastructure in the
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world was recently rated 17th, and we
are falling further behind.

The gas tax hasn’t been increased
since 1993, and it has lost nearly 40 per-
cent of its purchasing power. We can’t
pay for transportation in 2015 with 1993
dollars, but it is interesting that ac-
tion has taken place on a number of
different levels. Over a dozen Senators
have been talking about raising the gas
tax. Some of my Republican colleagues
in the House have agreed that raising
the gas tax is the right thing to do.

When I introduced House Resolution
680 in February that would phase in a
3-year, 15-cent gas tax increase, I was
joined by the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, the AFL-CIO, truckers, AAA,
transit, local government, contractors,
and bicyclists—it is the broadest coali-
tion you will see on any major issue—
all saying to Congress, Stand up and do
the right thing. A gas tax increase is
the only solution that is dedicated,
sustainable for the long term, and big
enough to do the job.

Mr. Speaker, it is interesting that,
while Congress continues to dither,
people at the State level are taking ac-
tion in anticipation that the Federal
partnership will be there. Two years
ago, I was told it was impractical; it
would never fly politically.

Well, what we have seen in the last 2
years, that 13 States—including 7 Re-
publican States—have raised the gas
tax. Of the State legislators that voted
to increase the gas tax, 98 percent of
them were reelected—I would note, a
better percentage than the Senate
Democrats running for reelection in
the last election.

With the support of Congress, this
broad coalition, we can actually step
up, revitalize the economy. We can
strengthen communities. We can put
hundreds of thousands of Americans to
work at family wage jobs in every
State in the Union.

Mr. Speaker, in 1982, Ronald Reagan
gave his Thanksgiving Day address,
where he pointed out that the gas tax
hadn’t been raised in over 20 years. He
pointed out needs for critical mainte-
nance and construction. He pointed out
that raising the gas tax would create
hundreds of thousands of family wage
jobs. Ronald Reagan called on Congress
to come back and more than double the
gas tax. Ronald Reagan and Speaker
Tip O’Neill and Congress did just that,
and America was the better for it.

There is no reason that this Congress
cannot demonstrate the foresight and
courage of President Reagan and the
Congress over 30 years ago and show
the fortitude that has been shown in
States around the country who are bet-
ting that we are going to be there
working with them.

I sincerely hope that my colleagues
listen to the hundreds of men and
women on Capitol Hill telling this
story from the perspective of unions,
local government, and business. The
needs are there. Congress needs to act.
The public deserves no less.
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TAX FAIRNESS AND TAX EQUITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) for 5 min-
utes.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the recognition and the op-
portunity to revise and extend my re-
marks and to address the body of the
House.

Mr. Speaker, as my colleagues all
know, this is the week that the Amer-
ican people will strike that check to
the Internal Revenue Service to pay
their taxes. Now, what has ended up
happening through the years, as this
tax that came on our books about 100
years ago and was to be a 1 percent
temporary tax, has grown and grown
and grown, and it continues to eat a
greater share of our incomes.

I hear from constituents every single
day—every single day—about the un-
fairness and the overreach of the IRS.
They are so fed up with this because
what they observe is government con-
tinues to grow and the bureaucracy
continues to grow, and what happens?
It just takes away bits and pieces of
our freedom every time that bureauc-
racy expands.

That is the reason that this week we
in the House have set aside time to
make certain that we are addressing
those concerns that we hear from our
constituents. This is a week where we
are going to talk about tax fairness,
tax equity, and also about overreach,
which comes from a government that
refuses to live within its means and
continues to take more out of the
pockets of hard-working taxpayers who
are fighting and working so hard to
live within their means. I think there
basically is something immoral about
taxpayers working so hard to live with-
in their means and sending money to a
government that refuses to live within
its means.

Now, there are some things that we
can do to address this issue and things
that we ought to be doing, and we are.
One is to look at a permanent repeal of
the death tax. I am so pleased that
Chairman RYAN and Chairman BRADY
are bringing these bills forward.

The other that I want to talk specifi-
cally about for a few minutes is H.R.
622. This is a bill that I am the lead co-
sponsor on with Congressman KEVIN
BRrRADY and one that is very important
to my State of Tennessee, just as it is
to the other States—Texas, Florida,
Washington State, Nevada—that don’t
have a State income tax but that
choose to fund their government off of
other taxes, sales tax. What this legis-
lation does is to make permanent the
ability of citizens, taxpayers in those
States to deduct their sales tax, their
State and local sales tax from their
Federal income tax filing.

Now, this is an issue Congressman
BrADY and I have been working on
since 2003, and that year we were suc-
cessful in having the ability to deduct
that sales tax restored to your State
income tax, your Federal income tax
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filing. That is why you now have lines
5a and 5b on those forms.

This is the reason that I became so
interested in this issue. When I was a
State senator in Tennessee, I led not a
4-day or 4-week or 4-month, but a 4-
year battle against implementation of
a State income tax in my State—4 full
years. It was quite a fight. The people
of the State of Tennessee worked with
me to make certain that we would re-
main State income tax-free.

Now, of course, they wanted that
State income tax to pay for a health
care plan. It had been the test case for
HillaryCare. It was known as
TennCare. That program of govern-
ment-run health care exceeded the ex-
pectations of its budget by not 100 per-
cent; it quadrupled in cost over a 5-
year period of time. So Tennesseeans
learned in 2000, 2001, and 2002 the mes-
sage and the lesson of what a State in-
come tax would do, how it would take
more money out of their pocket.

As I came to Congress in 2003, one of
the very first things we did was to put
attention on restoring this deduct-
ibility. It is an important bill. I con-
gratulate Congressman BRADY, Chair-
man BRADY for his work on it. I thank
him for his partnership on the issue. I
encourage my colleagues to vote for
H.R. 622.

——
WEAR RED TO REMEMBER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY)
for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ask
for a moment of remembrance for the
girls of Nigeria. I believe, and people
all around the world believe, that we
can and should do more to bring our
girls home, the girls who have already
suffered so much.

Late on the evening of April 14, in
the northeast corner of Nigeria, young
girls were attending a government-
sponsored secondary school when they
heard gunshots. Soon after, they saw
men on motorbikes entering the school
compound. The men told them that
they were policemen, but they were
lying. The men gathered all the girls
together, some 276 of them. They were
mostly Christian girls between the
ages of 16 and 18. Then more men came,
fighters, and the one guard ran away.
The men began shouting, and the girls
realized that they were captured by
Boko Haram.

As most know by now, Boko Haram
is a homegrown Islamist insurgency.
Roughly translated, their name means,
“Western education is forbidden.” In
the eyes of the men, the girls had com-
mitted a grave sin of seeking an edu-
cation. According to a report by
Human Rights Watch, the birthplace of
Boko Haram is Borno State in north-
eastern Nigeria, a place of great pov-
erty. Estimates by Human Rights
Watch suggest that more than 7,000 ci-
vilians have died at their hands, and
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the fatalities are just part of the hor-
ror.

To the anguish of the girls’ families,
some meet a fate even worse than
death. Women and girls abducted by
Boko Haram are forced to marry insur-
gent fighters, converted to Islam, and
endure beatings and psychological
abuse, forced labor, and rape in cap-
tivity, and the terror will last a life-
time. The terror group has now ab-
ducted more than 500 young women and
girls since 2009.

Back in Nigeria that night, some of
the terrified girls were forced into a
truck and taken away. Others marched
into the jungle. That night and the
coming months a handful of them—57
of them—escaped, and reports are that
some of them have died.

Now, after nearly a year of inaction,
the Nigerian Army along with forces
from Chad, Niger, and Cameroon have
mounted an offensive against the ter-
rorists and have retaken territory, but
still the Nigerian Army says they have
no clue where the girls are.

As I speak, there are over 200 fright-
ened, abused, and desperate girls some-
where in the jungle hoping against
hope that they are not forgotten.
Today, April 14, marks 1 year since the
girls were taken, 1 year in captivity, 1
year in terror.

Though I am glad to see that Nige-
ria’s immediate neighbors have begun
providing assistance, I believe it is
time for us to call on all African lead-
ers to do more, to come together, to
provide resources, to provide manpower
to unite and fight against Boko Haram.
We here in America have a role to play.
I encourage everyone to do whatever
they can, small or large, to bring our
girls home and to keep the pressure up.

Consider for a moment how thou-
sands of terrorists who comprise ISIS
and Boko Haram have had such success
in recruiting people from distant lands
to pledge their lives to their murderous
cause by using social media platforms.
Well, we are the people who created so-
cial media, and we are the billions. Can
we not do better than them, pursuing a
cause of mercy, not murder? Let us,
the billions, overwhelm their hate with
our hope. Let’s defeat their violence
with our vision of a better world.

I hope you will consider that you will
do one small thing to help. Consider
joining one of the global schoolgirl
marches taking place across the world
on this day. Tweet out your call to
bring our girls home. Post something
on Facebook, or you can join me in the
purple and red ribbon campaign of re-
membrance. Tonight the Empire State
Building in New York City will light up
in red and purple in remembrance of
the girls. Purple is the color of violence
against women, red of bring back our
girls. There will be a march from the
United Nations to the Empire State
Building to thank them for remem-
bering.

Let each of us find some way that we
can help to bring these girls home. If
we don’t, the violence will continue. If
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you don’t stand up and fight back, they
will continue abducting, murdering,
raping, and Killing young girls.

I call upon everyone to do what they
can—particularly, the African lead-
ers—to stand up and fight back against
Boko Haram.

———————

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 45
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

————
J 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:

Dear God, we give You thanks for
giving us another day.

Bless abundantly the Members of this
people’s House. During this season of
new growth, may Your redemptive
power help them to see new ways to
productive service, fresh approaches to
understanding each other, especially
those across the aisle, and renewed
commitment to solving the problems
facing our Nation.

May they and may we all be trans-
formed by Your Grace and better re-
flect the sense of wonder, even joy, at
the opportunities to serve that are ever
before us.

May all that is done this day 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 Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

Mr. CHABOT led the Pledge of Alle-
giance 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.

——
ELECTING MEMBERS TO CERTAIN

STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the House Republican Conference, I



H2162

send to the desk a privileged resolution
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 199

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be, and are hereby, elected to the fol-
lowing standing committees of the House of
Representatives:

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY: Mr.
Meehan, to rank immediately after Mr.
Marino.

COMMITTEE ON RULES: Mr. Byrne and Mr.
Newhouse.

Ms. FOXX (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the resolution be considered as read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HARDY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from North
Carolina?

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———————

COMMUNICATION FROM DISTRICT
OFFICE MANAGER OF THE OF-
FICE OF THE 18TH CONGRES-
SIONAL DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the District Office Man-
ager of the Office of the 18th Congres-
sional District of Illinois:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, April 8, 2015.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you
formally pursuant to rule VIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives that I have
been served with a grand jury subpoena for
testimony issued by the United States Dis-
trict Court for the Central District of Illi-
nois.

I have determined that compliance with
the subpoena is consistent with the privi-
leges and rights of the House.

Sincerely,
BRYAN RUDOLPH,
District Office Manager.

——————

COMMUNICATION FROM STAFF
MEMBER OF THE OFFICE OF THE
18TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT
OF ILLINOIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from a Staff Member of the
Office of the 18th Congressional Dis-
trict of Illinois:

MARCH 31, 2015.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you
formally, pursuant to rule VIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, that I have
been served with a grand jury subpoena for
testimony, issued by the U.S. District Court
for the Central District of I1linois.

After consultation with counsel, I will
make the determinations required by rule
VIII.

Sincerely,
SARAH ROGERS.
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COMMUNICATION FROM STAFF
MEMBER OF THE OFFICE OF THE
18TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT
OF ILLINOIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from a Staff Member of the
Office of the 18th Congressional Dis-
trict of Illinois:

MARCH 31, 2015.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you
formally, pursuant to rule VIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, that I have
been served with a grand jury subpoena for
testimony, issued by the U.S. District Court
for the Central District of Illinois.

After consultation with counsel, I will
make the determinations required by rule
VIII.

Sincerely,
DAYNE LAHOOD.

COMMUNICATION FROM STAFF
MEMBER OF THE OFFICE OF THE
18TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT
OF ILLINOIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from a Staff Member of the
Office of the 18th Congressional Dis-
trict of Illinois:

MARCH 31, 2015.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you
formally, pursuant to rule VIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, that I have
been served with a grand jury subpoena for
testimony, issued by the U.S. District Court
for the Central District of Illinois.

After consultation with counsel, I will
make the determinations required by rule
VIII.

Sincerely,
MARK ROMAN.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain up to 15 requests
for 1-minute speeches on each side of
the aisle.

———
CONGRESS DESERVES VOTE ON
IRAN DEAL
(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, the President has put at risk
the safety of American families and of
America’s allies, especially Israel and
Arab nations, by entering into a mean-
ingless framework with an untruthful
regime.

Senator Joe Lieberman, in a recent
op-ed in The Wall Street Journal, re-
minds President Obama that the sanc-
tions he is conceding were put in place
by a bipartisan coalition in Congress.
The article by the former Democrat
Senator explains to us of a powerful
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time in history when leaders of both
parties worked together to ratify arms
control agreements in Congress during
the cold war. We did not neglect our
constitutional principles then in the
face of World War III, nor should we
now for an agreement that will allow
Iran to have nuclear weapons in the fu-
ture.

Our Founding Fathers were purpose-
fully unclear on the powers of foreign
policy in order to prevent one person
from ruling without restraint. Presi-
dent Obama should submit his agree-
ment with Iran for congressional ap-
proval. I appreciate the bipartisan ef-
forts of Senator BoB CORKER and Sen-
ator BOB MENENDEZ.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and may the President, by his actions,
never forget September the 11th in the
global war on terrorism.

————
EQUAL PAY DAY

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

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, today, on
Equal Pay Day, we call attention to
the fact that American women who
work full time are paid only 78 percent
of what men earn. For women of color,
the discrepancy is worse.

This pay gap will cost a 25-year-old
woman $34,000 over the next 5 years.
Over her career, she will lose $431,000
relative to men. Women make up near-
ly half of the American workforce.
Underpaying half of our workers hurts
women, hurts families, and hurts the
economy. In New York, we have the
smallest pay gap among the States, but
women in New York still earn only 86
cents for every dollar a man is paid. We
can do much better.

When President Kennedy signed the
Equal Pay Act, which requires equal
pay for equal work, women’s pay was 59
percent of men’s. We have made
progress, but time has exposed loop-
holes that hinder the law.

I call on the House to pass Congress-
woman DELAURO’s Paycheck Fairness
Act, which would close these loopholes
and bring us closer to pay equity. Let’s
act now to make equal pay for equal
work a reality.

———

COMMEMORATING PRESIDENT
LINCOLN’S DEATH

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

Mr. MOOLENAAR. Mr. Speaker, this
week marks the 150th anniversary of
the tragic day an assassin’s bullet took
President Abraham Lincoln’s life.

There is no greater challenge than
leading a nation through an armed con-
flict against itself, one that divides
families and longtime friends.

When responding to criticism of his
efforts to save the Union, President
Lincoln said, ‘“If the end brings me out
all right, what is said against me won’t



April 14, 2015

amount to anything. If the end brings
me out wrong, 10 angels swearing I was
right would make no difference.”

History has vindicated President Lin-
coln, and now, as War Secretary Edwin
Stanton said, he ‘“‘belongs to the ages.”

Through solemn, humble, and stead-
fast leadership, he guided our Nation
through the crisis—the horrific period
of conflict between Fort Sumter and
Appomattox. Sustained by faith, he
stood on principle to preserve our
country, to correct a nation’s moral
failing, and to lead a government of,
by, and for the people ever closer to-
ward a more perfect Union.

President Lincoln gave his life—his
last full measure of devotion—for our
country, and he will forever be remem-
bered for his heroic work to preserve
our United States of America.

———
EQUAL PAY DAY

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

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, today is
Equal Pay Day, which is the day that
symbolizes, more than 3 months into
the year, that women’s wages have fi-
nally caught up to what men were paid
last year.

Women deserve equal pay for equal
work. It is outrageous that in 2015 a
woman is still paid less for the same
job that a man does. Pay discrimina-
tion is wrong. It hurts millions of hard-
working families, and it hinders the
growth of our economy.

That is why I and many of my col-
leagues have reintroduced the Pay-
check Fairness Act—to ensure that
women earn the same pay as men for
doing the same work, to ensure that
our wives, our sisters, our daughters,
our granddaughters are treated fairly
in the workplace for doing the same job
that the man sitting right next to
them does.

Our country should be building an
economy that works for everyone so
that women and their families can
save, buy a home, send their kids to
college, and save for retirement. Equal
pay for equal work should not ever be
a partisan issue. It is my hope, Mr.
Speaker, that we will allow a vote on
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives for this very important legisla-
tion.

———
IN MEMORY OF LAUREN HILL

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

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, it is with
a heavy heart that I come to the floor
to speak today.

Last Friday, Lauren Hill, a basket-
ball player at Mount St. Joseph Uni-
versity in Cincinnati, succumbed in her
battle with DIPG, a rare form of inop-
erable brain cancer.

Following her tragic diagnosis,
Lauren became an inspiration to an
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awful lot of people. After miraculously
and courageously playing in her first
college basketball game last Novem-
ber, she dedicated her remaining days
to combating this dreadful disease,
raising more than $1 million for pedi-
atric cancer research.

While we are obviously saddened by
the news of Lauren’s passing, I would
prefer to focus on just how blessed we
have been to witness Lauren’s courage
and her resiliency and her grace in the
face of insurmountable odds. She has
touched and inspired our community
and, in fact, our Nation.

Mr. Speaker, I am also deeply grate-
ful to Lauren’s family for their willing-
ness to share her story with the rest of
us. Our thoughts and our prayers are
with them as they grieve the loss of
such a remarkable young woman.

———————

ASPEN INSTITUTE PRIZE FOR
COMMUNITY COLLEGE EXCEL-
LENCE

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

Mr. KILMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to congratulate Olympic College
for being named a top 10 finalist for the
Aspen Institute Prize for Community
College Excellence.

Olympic College has earned a reputa-
tion as a place that opens doors to op-
portunity. Whether creating opportuni-
ties for future healthcare practitioners,
leading a world-class apprenticeship
program with the Puget Sound Naval
Shipyard, or the multitude of other
great programs it provides, OC pre-
pares folks for success in school and in
life.

This recognition from the Aspen In-
stitute is a testament to OC’s presi-
dent, David Mitchell; to the college’s
talented faculty and staff; and, impor-
tantly, to the students. It is also evi-
dence of the incredible partnerships OC
has developed with local employers,
with 4-year universities, and with the
community.

The record of success is astonishing.
Get this: OC has the highest gradua-
tion rate of any community college in
the State of Washington as 90 percent
of students who enter a trades program
at OC complete it, and 100 percent are
placed in jobs.

I am proud to represent some amaz-
ing community colleges, including OC,
that have been proven successful in
getting people ready to take that next
step, whether that is starting a 4-year
degree or finding a quality job. I extend
to them my congratulations.

————
FAIRNESS TO VETERANS ACT

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

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, as
Congress begins to take up the critical
and long overdue discussion of long-
term infrastructure investment, it is
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important that we utilize one of our
greatest resources—our Nation’s vet-
erans.

Right now, there are over 380,000 vet-
eran-owned construction firms across
the United States, including thousands
in my home State of Pennsylvania.
These veteran-owned businesses are
primed to play a vital role in the re-
building of our Nation’s roads and
bridges. However, right now, when it
comes to Federal transportation con-
tracts, we are failing to recognize their
full potential.

That is why I have introduced the bi-
partisan Fairness to Veterans Act in an
effort to level the playing field by pro-
viding veterans access to existing pref-
erences. Fairness to veterans is a sim-
ple idea that says, if any group is going
to get special treatment from our gov-
ernment, it should be those who have
served in our Armed Forces.

I am proud to have the support of
veterans advocacy organizations like
the American Legion, local veterans
groups, and a bipartisan band of law-
makers in advancing this legislation. I
encourage each one of my colleagues to
join us as a cosponsor and ensure that
we are fighting for and are fair to our
Nation’s veterans.

————
0 1215

THE NATION’S INFRASTRUCTURE
NEEDS REPAIR

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, 45 days
from today, temporary funding for the
surface transportation trust fund ex-
pires. Despite the fact that we have
140,000 bridges that need repair or re-
placement, 40 percent of the road sur-
face needs substantial investment, and
a $70 billion backlog in our mass tran-
sit systems for a state of good repair,
the support drops to zero in 45 days. We
need an unimaginable amount of
money to fund that for the next 5
years. We need $120 billion.

Where could we find $120 billion?
Well, tomorrow the Republicans are
going to repeal the remains of the es-
tate tax. That is that two one-hun-
dredths of 1 percent of estates that are
worth more than $10 million, under the
Republican plan, will pay no taxes
when they leave that money to their
kids—no taxes. It costs $270 billion to
give that tax relief to two one-hun-
dredths of 1 percent of the families in
this country.

How about we spend that money re-
building the Nation’s infrastructure,
put hundreds of thousands of people to
work, benefit all of America with bet-
ter roads, with safe bridges, with tran-
sit systems that don’t kill people be-
cause of their state of bad repair? Even
the wealthy might benefit from that,
although they don’t use the system be-
cause they fly above it in their heli-
copters and they don’t notice from the
backseat of their limousines.
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ENJOY SOME GOOD EXERCISE FOR
A GREAT CAUSE

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to bring attention to a wonderful
event taking place this Sunday, April
19, in south Florida, the 15th annual
Miami Walk Now for Autism Speaks.
According to the CDC, over 3 million
individuals in our great country are
impacted by an autism spectrum dis-
order. There have been dramatic sci-
entific advances in our understanding
of autism over just the past 5 years,
but we must ensure that progress to-
ward effective treatment and a cure
continues.

The Miami Walk along with others
taking place across our wonderful
country will raise vital funds to help
support important research and family
services—research and services. I urge
everyone to get out of the house, enjoy
some good exercise for a great cause in
sunny south Florida this weekend, and
participate in the Miami Walk Now for
Autism Speaks.

———————

JOIN ME IN SUPPORTING THE
EQUALITY FOR ALL RESOLUTION

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

Mr. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to draw attention to the
Equality for All resolution, which de-
clares that gay, lesbian, and
transgendered people should be pro-
tected from discrimination under the
law.

Earlier this month, Mr. Speaker, I
watched as my State, the great Hoosier
State of Indiana, enacted the Religious
Freedom and Restoration Act, giving
businesses the right to refuse service
based on sexual orientation and gender
identity.

Over the last few weeks, Mr. Speaker,
I have heard from businesses, religious
organizations, community leaders, and
countless concerned citizens. It is
clear, Mr. Speaker, that the vast ma-
jority of Americans oppose this kind of
discrimination; yet in 2015, it is still
legal in over 30 States to discriminate
in the workplace, to refuse to sell or
rent a home or to turn someone away
from your business just because they
are gay, lesbian, bisexual, or
transgender, Mr. Speaker.

As elected representatives, we have
responsibility to show America that we
are better than this. I encourage all of
my colleagues to join us in supporting
the Equality for All resolution.

———

VOTERS WANT MORE
DEPORTATIONS
(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, a
recent public opinion poll shows that
the American people repudiate Presi-
dent Obama’s immigration policies.
The new Rasmussen Reports national
survey found that 62 percent believe
the Federal Government is not doing
enough to deport illegal immigrants,
up 10 points from a year ago. This is
the American people’s response to the
President’s executive amnesty orders.

Furthermore, over half feel that ille-
gal immigrants with children born in
the U.S. should not be exempt from
being sent home. Also, 54 percent think
that a child of an illegal immigrant
parent should not automatically be-
come a citizen, and an overwhelming 83
percent do not feel illegal immigrants
should get government services.

The American people know that ille-
gal immigration is not in America’s
best interest.

———

WOMEN NEED EQUAL PAY

(Mrs. CAPPS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today because across the United States
women continue to earn less than men
for an equal day’s work. In fact,
women, on average, make 78 cents for
every dollar earned by men. For Afri-
can American and Latina women, those
numbers drop even lower. Even nurses,
my profession, who many thought were
immune to the pay gap, experience this
gender discrepancy, often resulting in
men who are nurses being paid thou-
sands of dollars more a year than
women.

This disparity has real consequences.
A woman’s economic health has a rip-
ple effect on her family and on our
local economies. That is why I am
proud to be an original cosponsor of
the Paycheck Fairness Act. This crit-
ical bill would strengthen the 52-year-
old Equal Pay Act by closing loopholes
and ensuring that women are paid
equal wages for equal work.

Today, on Equal Pay Day, I urge our
House leadership to bring the Pay-
check Fairness Act to the floor for a
vote because we know that when
women succeed, America succeeds.

————

PARKINSON’S AWARENESS MONTH

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

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize Parkinson’s Aware-
ness Month.

People close to me have been im-
pacted by Parkinson’s disease. For me,
it is personal. I am proud to serve as a
cochair of the Parkinson’s Caucus. It is
just another way that I can get in-
volved.

Sadly, there is no cure for Parkin-
son’s disease. Treatment is available,
but it is often costly or marginally ef-
fective. This is not acceptable, as far as
I am concerned.
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People tell me, Just increase funding
at NIH. In the early 2000s, we did; we
doubled the budget at NIH, but we
didn’t double the cures. In addition to
adequate funding, we need to think
critically about structural changes in
our healthcare system. We need to
rethink what we are doing and how we
are doing it. The 21st Century Cures
initiative is giving us an opportunity
to find new cures and treatments for
people living with rare and chronic
conditions like Parkinson’s disease.

——————

EQUAL PAY DAY

(Ms. FRANKEL of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. FRANKEL of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, today is Equal Pay Day, which
marks how far into the following year
a woman must work, on average, to
earn as much as a man earned the pre-
vious year.

Mr. Speaker, in our great Nation of
opportunity, no woman should be mak-
ing less than her male colleagues for
doing similar work, yet in our country
women still earn, on average, 78 cents
for each dollar earned by a man doing
a comparable job.

Discrimination hurts the pocketbook
as well as the heart. Equal pay isn’t
just about fairness. It is about mothers
putting food on the table for their chil-
dren and saving for their own retire-
ment security. That is why Congress
must act now, to bring the Paycheck
Fairness Act to the floor for a vote and
give the victims of gender bias in the
workplace the tools they need to seek
justice.

———

MAKE A RIPPLE, CHANGE THE
WORLD

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

Mr. YODER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor the memory of three
people who were victims of a horrific
shooting that took place in Overland
Park, Kansas, 1 year ago.

On April 13, 2014, the lives of Reat
Underwood, William Corporon, and
Terri Lamanno were tragically cut
short as a self-described anti-Semite
opened fire at the Jewish Community
Center and Village Shalom retirement
community in Overland Park, killing
all three victims. But rather than di-
vide our community, this hate-filled
act of unspeakable violence has turned
into love, faith, and kindness to one
another and has caused a groundswell
of unity to show that Kansas is a State
where people of all religions can call
home.

One hero from that day was Mindy
Corporon. Mindy lost both her father
and her son on the same day. Mindy
has been a symbol for courage, as she
has turned her loss and pain into kind-
ness and understanding in our commu-
nity.
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Mr. Speaker, now 1 year later Mindy,
this week, is helping lead a program
entitled SevenDays: Make a Ripple,
Change the World. It is a week full of
events to encourage every citizen to be
a force for goodness and kindness and
unity in our community and in the
world; and in doing so, it is a reminder
that each of us can make a ripple and
help change the world.

———

REMEMBERING IRVING SMOLENS

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

Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to recognize Irving
Smolens: a soldier, a father, a husband,
an American hero. And I am very proud
to call him my friend.

Irving Smolens was a World War II
veteran who survived D-Day, where he
served with the U.S. Army 4th Infantry
Division. He came home just short of
his 21st birthday in 1945 to a country he
loved deeply, and he helped build a
community in Melrose, Massachusetts.

Irving took his experiences from the
darkest moments of our past and advo-
cated for a better, more peaceful world.
Up until he left us on Saturday at the
age of 90, you could still catch up with
Irving at the Melrose schools, where he
would recount stories of the Allied in-
vasion in World War II for hundreds of
middle schoolers at our assemblies, and
he taught thousands in our classrooms.

He recently became a chevalier with
the French Legion of Honor, and he
was a regular at Democratic events and
campaigns. He served as president of
the Temple Beth Shalom in Melrose,
and he was an avid jazz enthusiast and
sports fan. He watched every one of the
19 innings of last week’s Red Sox-Yan-
kees game.

He was quick to pen a letter to the
Boston Globe and recently took to
blogging in his late eighties and to so-
cial media. Not only did he comment
on politics, but he helped reconnect
veterans’ families with their fathers’
histories.

This past fall, 70 years after Irving
stepped onto the beaches of Normandy
to fight the Nazis, he returned. This
time he would be met by both the
American President and the French
President in recognition of his valor
and patriotism. He was seen by a jour-
nalist, who said after the President had
delivered a long speech, he was stopped
by an old soldier who gave him a piece
of his mind. When the journalist
caught up with Irving and asked what
he had to say to President Obama, Ir-
ving replied: ‘I thanked him for keep-
ing us out of war.”

Our thoughts and prayers are with Ir-
ving and his family, especially his wife,
Edith, and daughter, Karen. We are so
proud to have known him and for his
service.
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HONORING RACHAEL BEVILL

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

Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor an incredible young
Granite Stater who had the distinct
honor of being chosen to represent New
Hampshire in the Cherry Blossom Prin-
cess Program.

Rachael Bevill, a senior at George
Washington University in Washington,
D.C., and a resident of Merrimack, New
Hampshire, embodies all the qualities
of a great leader.

As a student at Merrimack High
School, Rachael served as class sec-
retary and a member of her student
council. Rachael also excels and com-
petes at a State and nationwide level
for public speaking and writing, plac-
ing third in both the VFW’s Ameri-
canism essay contest and the Voice of
Democracy speech competition.

Currently, Rachael is studying bio-
medical engineering. Inspired by two of
her siblings who have autism, Rachael
aims to design nanotechnology and re-
generative medicine to make the lives
of future generations with similar chal-
lenges much easier.

It is ambitious, bright, and altruistic
young people like Rachael that provide
such great hope for our Nation’s future.
I congratulate her.

————

ONE-YEAR ANNIVERSARY OF AB-
DUCTION OF CHIBOK SCHOOL-
GIRLS BY BOKO HARAM

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

Ms. WILSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
today marks 1 year since the abduction
of the Chibok schoolgirls in Nigeria—1
year, 3656 days, nonstop—by Boko
Haram.

UNICEF is reporting that 800,000 chil-
dren have been forced to flee Boko
Haram’s campaign of violence in Nige-
ria. Their Missing Childhoods reports
that most of the girls remain in cap-
tivity, scores more of their peers have
since gone missing, and the number of
children who are displaced is stag-
gering. The one bright spot is many of
the girls have escaped, and 10 of them
are in Virginia.

When I went to Nigeria and met with
those girls, I said: What can we do to
help you?

They said: We want to go to school.

As a school principal, that made me
proud because education is the key to
all of the Nation’s ills; and, in spite of
their trials and tribulations, they still
wanted to go to school.

Boko Haram means Western edu-
cation is sin, so we must support our
girls and lift them up and let them
know that we love them.

Boko Haram has reached out to ISIS,
and ISIS has responded. A marriage be-
tween Boko Haram and ISIS is a mar-
riage made in hell.
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Tweet, tweet, tweet
#bringbackourgirls. Tweet, tweet,
tweet #followrepwilson. Tweet, tweet
all day long.

——
ADVISORY COUNCILS

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

Mr. ROUZER. Mr. Speaker, it is im-
portant we regularly meet with con-
stituents in order to have a variety of
viewpoints and experience to draw
upon as we work towards the better-
ment of our country.

This past district work period, we
held advisory council meetings with in-
terested citizens from across North
Carolina’s Seventh Congressional Dis-
trict. These advisory councils rep-
resent different sectors within our
community throughout the district, in-
cluding ag, small business, veterans
and defense, law enforcement, home-
land security, health care, and edu-
cation.

There was one theme that contin-
ually emerged during these meetings,
and the message was clear: we must re-
duce the burdens of an overly intrusive
Federal Government while making im-
provements in those areas where gov-
ernment has a legitimate and constitu-
tional responsibility, such as our trans-
portation and infrastructure needs.

I look forward to working with these
distinguished men and women who
have agreed to serve on our advisory
councils. Their insights into issues
that affect our district, our State, and
our Nation are invaluable; and I thank
them for their desire and willingness to
serve in this capacity.

——————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 650, PRESERVING ACCESS
TO MANUFACTURED HOUSING
ACT OF 2015, PROVIDING FOR
CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 685,
MORTGAGE CHOICE ACT OF 2015,
AND PROVIDING FOR ADOPTION
OF S. CON. RES. 11, CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET,
FISCAL YEAR 2016

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 189 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 189

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider in the
House the bill (H.R. 650) to amend the Truth
in Lending Act to modify the definitions of a
mortgage originator and a high-cost mort-
gage. 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
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Financial Services; and (2) one motion to re-
commit.

SEC. 2. Upon adoption of this resolution it
shall be in order to consider in the House the
bill (H.R. 685) to amend the Truth in Lending
Act to improve upon the definitions provided
for points and fees in connection with a
mortgage transaction. All points of order
against consideration 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 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 Financial Services; and (2)
one motion to recommit.

SEC. 3. The House hereby (1) takes from the
Speaker’s table the concurrent resolution (S.
Con. Res. 11) setting forth the congressional
budget for the United States Government for
fiscal year 2016 and setting forth the appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal years 2017
through 2025; (2) adopts an amendment in the
nature of a substitute consisting of the text
of House Concurrent Resolution 27, as adopt-
ed by the House; and (3) adopts such concur-
rent resolution, as amended.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN),
my friend, pending which I yield myself
such time as I may consume. During
consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of a rule and the un-
derlying bills that make it easier for
hard-working families to purchase a
home.

I would like to be perfectly clear
from the outset. These bills are about
increasing access to affordable hous-
ing. They are about helping middle
class men and women in our country
gain a little bit better footing to help
them along their American Dream, and
that is why we are here today.

What we are trying to do is get the
government out of the way so that
more Americans can purchase the
homes of their choice. These bills are
about achieving the American Dream
of owning your own home. That brings
us closer to why we are here today. We
are here to help families who want to
own their own home and to live the
American Dream.

The administration’s Big Govern-
ment regulations have made it harder
for American families to own a home,
so we are here to empower them, in-
stead of rules and regulations by Wash-
ington bureaucrats.

The ball of red tape coming out of
Washington grows daily, and day by
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day, it spreads beyond the housing
market. It ties the hands of families
who want to own their own home, as
well as the hands of business that want
to hire new employees and investors
that want to fund the next new big idea
to make America stronger and better
and to build jobs.

Modest, reasonable regulation does
have its place; overregulation does not.
Overregulation stifles economic
growth. It gets in the way and makes it
harder for families to pull themselves
not only out of poverty, but it keeps
them from gaining the footing to get
into the middle class. Ultimately, un-
reasonable regulation destroys a shot
that people have at the American
Dream.

The problem with overregulation is
that it is everywhere. This administra-
tion enjoys and relishes the oppor-
tunity to inflict themselves on every
part of the American economy because
they believe Washington knows best.
Well, we just can’t live this way and
have people have their say and whack
at the American Dream, also.

Unfortunately, overregulation is like
the weeds in the backyard; they have
to be removed. One by one, that is how
you gain accomplishment. That is what
happened yesterday when the chairman
of the Financial Services Committee,
Chairman JEB HENSARLING from Dallas,
Texas, brought some reasonable oppor-
tunities to the Rules Committee for us
to consider.

What are we doing here today? We
are removing just a few of the regu-
latory weeds that were promulgated by
the Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau, or CFPB. These mortgages that
we are talking about have rules that
make it harder for low- and moderate-
income Americans to qualify for a
mortgage—harder.

They negatively impact consumers
and community banks who offer the
majority of these loans to middle class
Americans, and it makes them outside
of the ability that people have to get
them because of the high cost of regu-
lation.

These costs are passed on to con-
sumers who, once again, are victims to
an overzealous regulatory regime who
stated that they were there to help the
consumer in the first place.

Mr. Speaker, we are here today be-
cause we have a bipartisan piece of leg-
islation that has gained over the last
few years more people who understand
the issues—not only those in the Fi-
nancial Services Committee, but across
Congress—and we are here today be-
cause of what is a good bill to remove
a few weeds from the garden one at a
time. Chairman HENSARLING has given
us that chance today.

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the distinguished chairman of
the Rules Committee, Mr. SESSIONS, for
the customary 30 minutes, and I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
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(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, 2
weeks ago, before we left for our dis-
trict work period, this House worked in
a responsible and bipartisan way to
permanently fix the sustainable growth
rate formula.

Unfortunately, we return to the floor
this week with legislation intended to
further undermine the Dodd-Frank fi-
nancial reform law and give huge tax
breaks to the wealthiest Americans by
repealing the estate tax without even
finding an offset, thereby increasing
our deficit.

What we should be doing today, Mr.
Speaker, is considering legislation to
strengthen financial protection for
consumers, create jobs, and ensure the
continuation of our economic recovery;
or, in honor of Equal Pay Day, we
should debate and vote on the Pay-
check Fairness Act to ensure that
women get paid for equal work.

A full-time working woman still
earns significantly less than what a
man earns for comparable work. It
turns out that women earn nearly 25
cents less than a man for doing the
same work. Achieving equal pay for
women should be the top of our pri-
ority list, but, unfortunately, this Re-
publican majority has denied us a vote
on this critical issue.

Today, instead, we will consider two
pieces of legislation under a closed
process to roll back important Dodd-
Frank consumer protections.

H.R. 650, the Preserving Access to
Manufactured Housing Act, strips from
manufactured homeowners critical pro-
tections enacted by Congress as part of
the Dodd-Frank financial reform law.

Manufactured homes are an impor-
tant affordable housing option for
many low- and moderate-income fami-
lies, especially families living in rural
areas. It is critical that these home-
owners are able to have access to the
same consumer protections afforded to
consumers with traditional mortgages.

H.R. 685, the Mortgage Choice Act,
would allow mortgages with higher fees
to improperly qualify for the qualified
mortgage standards established by the
Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau. By removing affiliated title in-
surance fees from the 3 percent cap es-
tablished by the CFPB, creditors could
be incentivized to direct borrowers to
expensive affiliates.

Passage of this legislation could ulti-
mately drive up the cost of mortgages,
limit competition in the marketplace,
and undo borrower protections.
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A coalition of civil rights organiza-
tions, including the Center for Respon-
sible Lending, the Leadership Con-
ference on Civil and Human Rights, the
NAACP, and I could go on and on and
on, has urged the House to reject these
bills, as they ‘‘could trigger the return
of predatory lending, irresponsible un-
derwriting, excessive fees, and the lax
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regulatory environment that sparked
the housing crisis.”

Now, Mr. Speaker, I know that my
friends in the majority don’t like the
Dodd-Frank financial reform law. They
have made countless attempts to over-
turn the commonsense provisions con-
tained in the law that protect con-
sumers and work to prevent another fi-
nancial crisis.

But I don’t think anybody in this
House should want to set the stage for
another financial crisis, and I have se-
rious concerns about the process being
used by the majority to repeal Dodd-
Frank.

My friend, the ranking member on
the Financial Services Committee,
MAXINE WATERS, has worked in good
faith with the majority on legislation
to make technical corrections to Dodd-
Frank and other bipartisan updates. In
fact, just yesterday, this House passed
several pieces of legislation from the
Financial Services Committee with
overwhelming support from both sides
of the aisle.

But the two bills that we are consid-
ering today fall far short of that goal.
Mr. Speaker, after the passage of a
clean Homeland Security bill and the
SGR fix, I had hoped that bipartisan
cooperation in legislating would be
contagious. I was wrong.

Today, the Republicans are back to
their old ways of bringing up ‘“‘my way
or the highway bills”’ that will be
brought to the floor under a closed rule
and then vetoed by the President.

I urge my colleagues to defeat this
rule and the underlying legislation.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman is going to have just his op-
portunity today because I am sure we
are going to vote on this.

I would like to advise the gentleman
that I have no speakers. We spent a
couple of hours yesterday in the Rules
Committee fully debating this, under-
standing this bipartisan bill, and so I
want to advise the gentleman that I
will allow him to use the time. I would
like to ask if he has any speakers.

Mr. MCGOVERN. I do.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

In honor of Equal Pay Day, if we de-
feat the previous question, which I will
ask Members to vote ‘“‘no”” on, we will
offer an amendment to the rule that
will allow the House to consider the
Paycheck Fairness Act.

In this day and age, it is an outrage
that women in the United States still
make less compared to men for the
same work. This bill will help close
that pay gap, empower women, and en-
sure that they get the respect and the
compensation that they deserve.

When we talk about paycheck fair-
ness, Mr. Speaker, we also should re-
member that this is not just a women’s
issue; it is a family issue. Families in-
creasingly rely on women’s wages to
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make ends meet, and with less take-
home pay, women have less for the ev-
eryday needs of their families, from
groceries to rent to child care to doc-
tors’ visits.

This is discrimination that exists in
the United States of America, and we
in this Chamber have an opportunity
to end it.

We cannot get the Republicans in
this House to allow us to have an up-
or-down, clean vote on this, so this is
the only means available to us. At
least have a debate on the Paycheck
Fairness Act.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Massachusetts (Ms.
CLARK).

Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague from
Massachusetts.

Congress often talks about strength-
ening the middle class and growing our
economy. For many years now, we
have had an opportunity to pass a com-
monsense bill that will actually help us
do just that. It was the very first bill
that I cosponsored.

The Paycheck Fairness Act ensures
equal pay for equal work and will help
us end wage discrimination for half of
our workforce.

Recent reports tell us that, given
current trends, pay equity between
women and men will not be achieved
until 2058. We shouldn’t have to wait
until our children are ready to retire
before women are finally paid what
they are worth.

Women are losing hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars over their lifetime due
to wage discrimination. And for women
of color, it is an even worse situation.
African American women, on average,
earn only 64 cents, and Latinas, on av-
erage, earn only 56 cents for every dol-
lar earned by White men.

When women aren’t paid what they
are worth, that means less money for
their families, less money for child
care, less money for gas and groceries,
and less money to help them prepare
for the future.

When wage discrimination persists,
women and their families are less able
to contribute to the economy, and that
hurts all of us. Ending wage discrimi-
nation for our workforce is just com-
mon sense. That is why today, on
Equal Pay Day, I urge my colleagues to
recommit to restoring the middle class
and growing our economy by sup-
porting the Paycheck Fairness Act.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I hope
the gentlewoman recognizes she needs
to be talking to the White House prob-
ably most of all. During the last few
years, every time this issue comes up,
we refer to White House pay and equity
among women who work at the White
House, compared to their colleagues,
and so this might just be one of those
bills that the White House would veto
because they could follow what they
choose but maybe they wouldn’t want
this to be the law, or maybe they
would want this to be the law so they
could correct what they do at the
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White House for equal pay for equal
work, women among their colleagues.

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I don’t think we have any other
speakers here.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment that I would like to offer in the
RECORD, along with extraneous mate-
rials, immediately prior to the vote on
the previous question.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Again, I will remind
my colleagues that if we could defeat
the previous question, we will bring up
the Paycheck Fairness Act. It has been
somewhat of a puzzlement to me that
it has been so difficult, in this Repub-
lican-controlled House, to bring up leg-
islation that would outlaw and end dis-
crimination against women, and that is
what this is.

When a woman is working at the
same job a man is and getting paid less
for that same work, that is discrimina-
tion, and there is no way around that
fact. And we have the opportunity, in
this House, and in the Senate, to end
it.

But yet we can’t get this bill to the
floor for the kind of up-or-down, clean
vote that we have been looking for for
now quite a long time.

As I mentioned, Mr. Speaker, this is
not just a women’s issue; it is a family
issue. We are all talking about how
this economy is not recovering as fast
as we would like it to. We all like to
talk about how we wish that people
would earn a little bit more in their
paychecks.

Well, here is one way to do it. Make
sure women get paid what they de-
serve, what they have earned. This
should not be a controversial issue.
This should not be something that re-
quires that we can’t get a vote on the
floor.

So we are now kind of relying on this
procedural motion, by defeating the
previous question, to try to at least get
a debate on this and to try to get at
least some people on record as saying
we ought to have an up-or-down vote
on this.

As far as the underlying bill is con-
cerned, Mr. Speaker, the underlying
bill that we are considering here today,
again, I would urge my colleagues to
vote ‘“‘no” on this rule because it is a
closed rule, and they are two bills that
would undermine the Dodd-Frank fi-
nancial reform legislation.

Let me remind my colleagues why we
have the Dodd-Frank Ilegislation to
begin with, and that is because we saw
what the excesses of some in the finan-
cial industry had done. Our economy
almost was ruined because of those ex-
cesses, and consumer rights were rou-
tinely trampled on.

So we passed, in my opinion, a mod-
erate and sensible kind of check on
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some of these financial institutions—
that is the Dodd-Frank legislation. My
colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, and again, it is a puzzlement to
me, have spent almost every waking
moment that they have trying to undo
that, trying to take away protections
for consumers, trying to take away
protections for small businesses, for
homeowners. It doesn’t make any
sense. It doesn’t make any sense at all.

So, Mr. Speaker, again I would urge
my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’ on the pre-
vious question, and I would urge them
to vote ‘“‘no’’ on this closed rule.

Again, just to make this point crys-
tal clear, the Equal Pay Act that we
are talking about is nothing more than
an attempt to end what continues to be
a discriminatory practice in the United
States. Nobody should be defending a
practice that allows women to get paid
less than men for doing the same job.
That is discrimination, pure and sim-
ple, and we ought to bring that to an
end.

So I would urge my colleagues to
vote ‘“‘no’ on the previous question and
“no’’ on the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts. He had to sit through the
long hearing yesterday, and it was a
most interesting one.

I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I want to point out that the Rules
Committee asked Members and their
offices to submit any ideas and amend-
ments regarding this bill, and none
were submitted. That is why we have a
closed rule. That is why H.R. 685, the
Mortgage Choice Act, and H.R. 650,
Preserving Access to Manufactured
Housing Act, are both under a closed
rule because we tried to make it avail-
able to as many Members as chose, and
no one took us up on it.

Mr. Speaker, we are here because we
have two Members who have worked
hard in committee, they have worked
hard over the last few years as new,
young members of this Republican ma-
jority, BILL HUIZENGA from Michigan
and STEPHEN FINCHER from Tennessee,
who worked very diligently inside the
Financial Services Committee over the
years and have brought these bills back
to us.

This is not their first appearance. We
now have a Senate, however, that we
believe will take up these bills.

Republicans are committed to reduc-
ing the regulatory burden that makes
it harder for families to get homes. In
this case, it may be manufactured
housing, it may be directly aimed at
the middle class. It may help people a
lot. The answer is, yes, it does. And
that is why we are doing this.

We are taking our time today be-
cause the middle class of this country
deserves a right for us to pay attention
to them. And community banks, small
banks back home that people walk
into, see the same people, day after
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day, year after year, who live in these
communities, community bankers are
there to help grow not only the middle
class but also rural America and the
areas that oftentimes are in agri-
culture areas, perhaps in the areas
where there is a lot of energy explo-
ration.

People choose to have their own roof
over their own head and need a chance
to get a loan, need a chance to take
care of their families.

So, look, we are willing to Kkeep
working out and reaching out to Demo-
crats. This is a bipartisan bill, and we
are willing to do whatever it takes so
that individuals and families can help
realize this American Dream.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. SESSIONS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MCGOVERN. I wonder if the gen-
tleman would be kind enough to allow
me to reclaim the balance of my time
because I had yielded back, and two of
our speakers have just shown up.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to reclaim the bal-
ance of the time I yielded back.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
ask Members to defeat the previous
question so that the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) can
offer an amendment for the House to
immediately consider the Paycheck
Fairness Act.

Three weeks ago, I reintroduced the
Paycheck Fairness Act. My bill would
finish the job started by the Equal Pay
Act some 50 years ago. It would end
pay secrecy across the board. It would
require employers to prove that pay
disparities are not based on gender, and
passing the bill would give teeth to a
very, very simple principle: men and
women in the same job deserve the
same pay.

The Paycheck Fairness Act has
passed the House twice already, with
bipartisan support I might add. It has
come just two votes shy of passing in
the other body.

President Obama has called on us to
pass it. More crucially still, the Amer-
ican people know the importance of
paycheck fairness.

In October, a Gallup poll asked
Americans to identify the top issue fac-
ing women in the workplace. Equal pay
was, by far, the most common response
among men as well as women.

All across the country today, work-
ing families are in trouble. Their wages
are stagnant. They are in jobs that just
don’t pay them enough to be able to
pay their bills. They are struggling to
heat their homes and to feed their chil-
dren.
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Equal pay is a crucial part of the so-
lution to this problem, since women
are more than half of the workforce.
Two-thirds of us are breadwinners for
our families. Lower pay for women
means less gas in the car, less food on
the table, less money in the college
fund, and less spending to support our
economy.

Today is yet another Equal Pay Day.
What Equal Pay Day means is that it
has taken 104 days for the average
woman’s earnings to catch up with
what the average man made last year.
That is exactly 104 days too long.

Fifty-two years since the Equal Pay
Act became law, a woman still only
makes 78 cents, on average, for every
dollar earned by a man. The gap has
barely changed in over a decade.

For women of color the disparities
are wider still. Their Equal Pay Day
will not arrive until May or June.

Even in nursing, a profession that is
more than 90 percent female, a study
last month showed that men earned
$5,100 more per year, on average, than
women when controlling for education,
experience, and other factors.

Clearly, we must do more to close the
gender pay gap. President Obama and
the Department of Labor have shown
the way by taking action to protect
women who work for Federal contrac-
tors. It is now time that we in the Con-
gress act to extend real, enforceable
pay equity protection to all women.

Equal pay for equal work is the right
thing to do. It is the smart thing to do.
It, in fact, would reflect what today’s
economy is all about with women being
in the workplace overwhelmingly. It is
time to make it a reality for all Ameri-
cans, and I ask my colleagues to defeat
the previous question.

I thank the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.
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Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. PoLIS), my distinguished col-
league on the Rules Committee.

Mr. POLIS. I thank both the gen-
tleman from Texas as well as the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts for the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
Equal Pay Day.

Today, April 14, marks the day in
which women’s earnings from January
2014 have reached men’s earnings in
2014 alone.

In one of the wealthiest, most pro-
gressive countries in the world, women
still find themselves 3%2 months behind
men in wage disbursement. That means
that for every dollar earned by men in
the United States, only 78 cents are
earned by women. For a woman work-
ing full time over the span of her ca-
reer, that means a total loss of $430,000,
nearly $500,000. Non-White, disabled,
and LGBT women fare even worse, with
some making as little as 56 cents to
every dollar earned by men in com-
parable positions.
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I am proud to join my colleagues
today in recognition of the fact that
this disparity is not only antiquated,
but economically regressive and mor-
ally indefensible.

It has been proven time and time
again that increasing pay for women
has a direct and immediate impact on
improving our economy and the health
of American families. Fairly compen-
sating women is not only the right
thing to do, but it would increase con-
sumer demand, create jobs, and raise
the GDP.

Today, on Lilly Ledbetter’s birthday,
it is time for Congress to act to enable
women to support America’s children
and families and end this crippling
drag on our Nation’s economic pros-
perity and moral stain on our country.
It is time we play our part in ending
the gender gap.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I am
delighted that the gentleman was able
to have these two additional bright
speakers, including the gentleman
from the Rules Committee, Mr. POLIS.
So things worked out very well.

I want to thank my dear friend from
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) who
asked for this, and I believe that I have
responded in-Kind.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, let
me, first of all, thank the chairman of
the Rules Committee for his courtesy
and generosity in allowing two of my
colleagues who feel very strongly about
these issues to have an opportunity to
speak. I am very, very grateful. So, as
a reward, I am not going to say any-
thing else other than to urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’ on the previous
question and vote ‘“‘no’’ on the rule.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, once
again, the relationship that the gen-
tleman and I share is very good. We
spend hours a week with each other,
and we know that occasionally we have
different speakers come, and I am de-
lighted that I was able to give him that
opportunity.

Mr. Speaker, as I began closing a
minute ago, let’s take a step in the
right direction right now, right here
today. Let’s take these two bills that
came directly from the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. FINCHER) and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HUIZENGA)
at the urging of the Financial Services
Committee. I believe this is the right
thing to do on, I believe, an over-
whelmingly bipartisan basis of that
committee.

I urge my colleagues to support this
rule and the underlying bill.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. MCGOVERN is as follows:

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 189 OFFERED BY

MR. MCGOVERN OF MASSACHUSETTS

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

SEC. 4. 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. 1619) to amend the
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Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 to provide
more effective remedies to victims of dis-
crimination in the payment of wages on the
basis of sex, and for other purposes. General
debate 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 Education and
the Workforce. 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 con-
clusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. If the Committee of the Whole
rises and reports that it has come to no reso-
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla-
tive 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. 5. Clause 1(c¢) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 1619.
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
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
motion for the previous question is defeated,
control of the time passes to the Member
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
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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. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 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.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker,
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for any electronic vote on the
question of adoption.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 239, nays
183, not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 148]

on

YEAS—239
Abraham Conaway Graves (LA)
Aderholt Cook Graves (MO)
Allen Costello (PA) Griffith
Amash Cramer Grothman
Amodei Crawford Guinta
Babin Crenshaw Guthrie
Barletta Culberson Hardy
Barr Curbelo (FL) Harper
Barton Davis, Rodney Harris
Benishek Denham Hartzler
Bilirakis Dent Heck (NV)
Bishop (MI) DesJarlais Hensarling
Bishop (UT) Diaz-Balart Herrera Beutler
Black Dold Hice, Jody B.
Blackburn Duffy Hill
Blum Duncan (SC) Holding
Bost Duncan (TN) Hudson
Boustany Ellmers (NC) Huelskamp
Brady (TX) Emmer (MN) Huizenga (MI)
Brat Farenthold Hultgren
Bridenstine Fincher Hunter
Brooks (AL) Fitzpatrick Hurd (TX)
Brooks (IN) Fleischmann Hurt (VA)
Buchanan Fleming Issa
Buck Flores Jenkins (KS)
Bucshon Forbes Jenkins (WV)
Burgess Fortenberry Johnson (OH)
Byrne Foxx Johnson, Sam
Calvert Franks (AZ) Jolly
Carter (GA) Frelinghuysen Jones
Carter (TX) Garrett Jordan
Chabot Gibbs Joyce
Chaffetz Gibson Katko
Clawson (FL) Gohmert Kelly (PA)
Coffman Goodlatte King (IA)
Cole Gosar King (NY)
Collins (GA) Gowdy Kinzinger (IL)
Collins (NY) Granger Kline
Comstock Graves (GA) Knight
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Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo

Adams
Aguilar
Ashford
Beatty
Becerra
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F

Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duckworth
Edwards

Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey

Price, Tom
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Russell
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster

NAYS—183

Engel
Eshoo
Esty
Farr
Fattah
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Graham
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hastings
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
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)
Lawrence
Lee
Levin
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Loudermilk
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
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Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin
Zinke

Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nolan
Norcross
O’Rourke
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pingree
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Slaughter
Speier

Swalwell (CA) Tsongas Wasserman
Takai Van Hollen Schultz
Takano Vargas Waters, Maxine
Thompson (CA)  Veasey Watson Coleman
Thompson (MS) Vela Welch
Titus Velazquez Wilson (FL)
Tonko Visclosky Yarmuth
Torres Walz

NOT VOTING—9
Bass Hanna Ruiz
DeSantis Hinojosa Ryan (WI)
Ellison Roybal-Allard Smith (WA)
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Mr. SCOTT of Virginia changed his
vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

Mr. HULTGREN changed his vote
from ‘“‘nay’’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
148, had | been present, | would have voted
“no.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

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

RECORDED VOTE

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

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 237, noes 185,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 149]

The

AYES—237
Abraham Denham Hultgren
Aderholt Dent Hunter
Allen DeSantis Hurd (TX)
Amash DesJarlais Hurt (VA)
Amodei Diaz-Balart Issa
Babin Dold Jenkins (KS)
Barletta Duffy Jenkins (WV)
Barr Duncan (SC) Johnson (OH)
Barton Duncan (TN) Johnson, Sam
Benishek Ellmers (NC) Jolly
Bilirakis Emmer (MN) Jones
Bishop (MI) Farenthold Jordan
Bishop (UT) Fincher Joyce
Black Fitzpatrick Katko
Blackburn Fleischmann Kelly (PA)
Blum Fleming King (IA)
Bost Flores King (NY)
Boustany Forbes Kinzinger (IL)
Brady (TX) Fortenberry Kline
Brat Foxx Knight
Bridenstine Franks (AZ) Labrador
Brooks (AL) Frelinghuysen LaMalfa
Brooks (IN) Garrett Lamborn
Buchanan Gibbs Lance
Buck Gohmert Latta
Bucshon Goodlatte LoBiondo
Burgess Gosar Long
Byrne Gowdy Loudermilk
Calvert Granger Love
Carter (GA) Graves (GA) Lucas
Carter (TX) Graves (LA) Luetkemeyer
Chabot Graves (MO) Lummis
Chaffetz Griffith MacArthur
Clawson (FL) Grothman Marchant
Coffman Guinta Marino
Cole Guthrie McCarthy
Collins (GA) Hardy McCaul
Collins (NY) Harper McClintock
Comstock Harris McHenry
Conaway Hartzler McKinley
Cook Heck (NV) McMorris
Costello (PA) Hensarling Rodgers
Cramer Herrera Beutler =~ McSally
Crawford Hice, Jody B. Meadows
Crenshaw Hill Meehan
Culberson Holding Messer
Curbelo (FL) Hudson Mica
Dayvis, Rodney Huelskamp Miller (FL)

Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey
Price, Tom
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rice (SC)
Rigell
Roby

Adams
Aguilar
Ashford
Beatty
Becerra
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duckworth
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Esty
Farr
Fattah
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
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Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross

Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Russell
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)

NOES—185

Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Gibson
Graham
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hastings
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)
Lawrence
Lee
Levin
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Massie
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton

Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton

Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin

Zinke

Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nolan
Norcross
O’Rourke
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pingree
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Slaughter
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takai
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tonko
Torres
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters, Maxine
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth
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NOT VOTING—9

Huizenga (MI)
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz

Bass
Ellison
Hanna

Ryan (WI)

Smith (WA)

Whitfield

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during

the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-

ing.
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Mr. JEFFRIES changed his vote from
“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Mrs. COMSTOCK, Ms. MCSALLY, and
Mr. KATKO changed their vote from
44n057 to Ha,ye.77

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.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, dur-
ing the course of the week, | was absent for
legislative business; had | been present, |
would have cast the following votes: rollcall
145—H.R. 1259—On Motion to Suspend the
Rules and Pass—"yes,” rollcall 146—H.R.
1265—0On Motion to Suspend the Rules and
Pass—*"yes,” rollcall 147—H.R. 1480—On
Motion to Suspend the Rules and Pass—
“yes,” rollcall 148—H. Res. 189—On Ordering
the Previous Question—"yes,” rollcall 149—H.
Res. 189—On Agreeing to the Resolution—
“yes.”

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, | was
unavoidably detained and was not present for
two roll call votes on Tuesday, April 14, 2015.
Had | been present, | would have voted in this
manner: rollcall Vote No. 148—Motion on Or-
dering the Previous Question on the Rule—
“no,” rollcall Vote No. 149—On Agreeing to
the Resolution—"“no.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 189, Senate
Concurrent Resolution 11, as amended,
is considered as adopted.

—————

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. CON. RES. 11, CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET,
FISCAL YEAR 2016

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to clause 1 of rule
XXII, and at the direction of the Com-
mittee on the Budget, I offer a motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Price of Georgia moves that the House
take from the Speaker’s table Senate Con-
current Resolution 11, with the House
amendment thereto, insist on the House
amendment, and request a conference with
the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I will remind my colleagues that, the
week before we left for our Easter
break, the House passed a budget in
this Chamber and that the Senate
passed a budget as well, and this mo-
tion does something very simple. It
simply says that we will work to com-
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bine the best features of those two res-
olutions: to restrain the size and the
scope of government, to reduce spend-
ing, and to balance the budget without
raising taxes.

I yield back the balance of my time,
and I move the previous question on
the motion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. POE
of Texas). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. ToM PRICE).

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. VAN

HOLLEN

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I
have a motion to instruct at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Van Hollen moves that the managers
on the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the resolution S. Con. Res. 11 be instructed—

(1) to recede from its disagreement with
the Senate with respect to section 363 of S.
Con. Res. 11 (relating to the requirement for
earned paid sick time to address the health
needs of workers and their families); and

(2) to recede from subsection (c)(3) of sec-
tion 808 of the House Amendment (relating
to changing the current Medicare program,
and replacing it with premium support pay-
ments).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 7 of rule XXII, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. VAN HOL-
LEN) and the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. ToMm PRICE) each will control 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

The House has passed a budget. It is
a budget that is wrong for America. It
does not reflect our country’s prior-
ities, and it does not reflect our values.
What it says to the American people is
work harder and take home less. That
is the House budget. We also have the
Senate budget. The Senate budget is
also wrong for America. The Senate
budget also says to the American peo-
ple work harder and take home less.
That is the message.

When you have got a House budget
that is wrong for America and a Senate
budget that is wrong for America, both
which say to the country ‘“‘work harder
and take home less,” the midpoint be-
tween the two—or any point between
the two—is also wrong for America and
also says to the American people work
harder and take home less.

Now, why do I say that both the
House and the Senate budgets say
“work harder and take home less”?

It is because, amazingly, they both
actually increase the tax burden on
working families. How? They actually
phase out the increase in the child tax
credit, which helps working families.
They phase out the increase, or get rid
of the increase, in the earned income
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tax credit. They entirely get rid of the
higher education deduction. These are
deductions that families use to help
make college more affordable. They get
rid of the Affordable Care Act tax cred-
its, which help millions of Americans
afford health insurance. They are
squeezing hard-working, middle class
families.

At the same time, the House budget
calls for a big tax cut for folks at the
very high end of the income scale—for
millionaires. If you look at the Rom-
ney-Ryan tax plan, which this budget
green-lights—sort of paves the way
for—it would call for a one-third cut in
the top tax rate. That is a huge wind-
fall for the wealthiest in the country in
the same budget that is increasing the
tax burden on working families.

What else do the Republican budgets
do?

They disinvest in America. They
slash way below the lowest historical
levels in recorded history the amount
that we invest in the categories of the
budget that help our kids’ educations—
early education, K-12, special edu-
cation. They devastate that part of the
budget that is used to invest in innova-
tion and in scientific research, things
that have helped power our economy.
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Their budget assumes that the trans-
portation trust fund will run dry in a
few months. That is not accounted for
within their budget numbers.

So that is what the Republican budg-
ets do, both the House budget and the
Senate budget. There is no way to rem-
edy those problems in conference be-
cause any point between those two is
bad for America.

The only way to remedy it would be
if we were able to instruct the con-
ferees to adopt the House Democratic
budget proposal that we put forward a
few weeks ago which actually provides
additional tax relief to working fami-
lies. It significantly increases the child
and dependent care tax credit, so if you
are a working family and want to make
sure your child is in quality health
care, you are going to get a little bit
more tax relief; or if you have an elder-
ly loved one at home that you want to
make sure has quality care, you get a
little more tax relief. If you are a two-
worker family, we scale back the mar-
riage penalty. So the Democratic budg-
et actually provides more tax relief for
working Americans while the Repub-
lican budget provides tax increases to
working families.

The Democratic budget also invests
in our future—in our kids’ education,
in scientific research, in transpor-
tation—by closing a lot of the tax
breaks in the Code that actually en-
courage American companies to move
jobs and capital overseas. We get rid of
those loopholes and say let’s invest the
money here in America. That is what
the Democratic budget does. The rules
don’t permit us to instruct the con-
ferees to do the right thing and adopt
that alternative which does reflect the
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values and priorities of people around
the country.

There are two little things where the
Senate budget is actually minusculely
better than the House budget, but they
are important things. They are impor-
tant things that passed in the Senate
with a large Democratic vote and some
Republican Senators as well.

One is a provision to say let’s provide
a fund, let’s provide room in the budget
for earned paid sick leave so that
moms and dads who have kids who are
sick at home don’t have to choose be-
tween forgoing their income and caring
for their kid at home. They don’t have
to choose between worrying about
making their rent payment or their
mortgage payment or their grocery bill
payment on time and making sure
their kids are cared for when they are
sick. That is part of the Senate budget.
So we are asking our colleagues to in-
struct the conferees to at least adopt
that one little glimmer of good news in
the Senate budget.

The other difference relates to the
House proposal to turn Medicare into a
voucher program at the end of the
budget window. What does that plan
do? What it does is it shifts the risks of
higher costs within the Medicare sys-
tem onto the backs of seniors, and the
Congressional Budget Office has shown
that for those seniors who choose to re-
main in the traditional Medicare pro-
gram, their premiums would go up sig-
nificantly. That is what the House
budget does. It voucherizes the Medi-
care program. The Senate budget does
not. So we are asking our colleagues to
accept the Senate version which is not
good when it comes to Medicare gen-
erally, but at least on this one point is
better than the House bill.

Mr. Speaker, that is our motion to
instruct. I wish we could instruct the
conferees to adopt the Democratic
budget proposal which, as I said, says
to working families: We hear you; we
know you are working harder than
ever; we know you feel like you are on
a treadmill; we know a lot of you feel
like you are falling behind; and we
have a budget to help you.

The Republican budget doesn’t do
that. It doesn’t help at all. But at least
maybe, in these two little things, we
can send a signal today that we under-
stand that working families are strug-
gling, and we want to make sure that
we do something to help them.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Our friends on the other side of the
aisle seem to be so stuck in their Wash-
ington ways that they can’t, they just
can’t see or recognize a positive solu-
tion when one is presented. I remind
my colleague on the other side of the
aisle that we are mired in the worst re-
covery, economic recovery in the mod-
ern era—the worst economic recovery
in the modern era—slowest. In fact,
there are fewer people working right
now, Mr. Speaker, than there were

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

when the recession began. That is what
the other side has brought us. They
want to double down on these policies.
The American people clearly under-
stand that there is a better way. There
are positive solutions that we ought to
be putting in place.

I want to talk specifically about the
Medicare proposal because the distor-
tion and mischaracterization of the
positive patient-centered solution that
we have put forward in the area of
Medicare continues over and over and
over from our friends on the other side,
and it really doesn’t contribute to the
important work, the important con-
versation that we must have as a na-
tion.

The fact of the matter, Mr. Speaker,
is that, as you know and the American
people know, the Medicare program is
going broke. That is not Representa-
tive PRICE saying that. That is not me
saying that. That is the Medicare actu-
aries, the folks who are charged with
letting us know, as a nation, how the
program is doing from a financial
standpoint. What they say is that it is
not doing very well, and it is getting
worse and worse and worse. In fact, in
2030, the fact of the matter is that the
program will not be able to provide the
services that have been promised to
seniors.

So the solution for our friends on the
other side is what? Do nothing. Stick
your head in the sand. Don’t worry
about that. Don’t pay any attention to
that man behind the curtain. Nothing.
Under their plan, seniors in this coun-
try are destined to inherit, in a very
short period of time, a Medicare pro-
gram that doesn’t provide the services
promised.

I can tell you, Mr. Speaker, that as a
formerly practicing physician, folks
are concerned. I hear from my medical
colleagues daily—literally, daily—the
concerns that they have about our
healthcare system, and especially
about the Medicare program and about
the challenges that exist because of
governmental intervention and because
of the rules and the regulations that
are heaped upon more rules and more
regulations to make it more difficult
for them to even care for patients.

So what do we believe is the appro-
priate thing to do? We think we ought
to save and strengthen and secure
Medicare. That is the right solution.
So in spite of the mischaracterization
of our friends on the other side about
the proposal that we put forward, it is,
indeed, to save and strengthen and se-
cure Medicare. The fact of the matter
is seniors understand and appreciate
that, and they desire us, as a body, to
come together and solve that chal-
lenge, solve that challenge together. So
I invite my friends to join us in work-
ing together for a positive solution.

Further, I do want to thank my col-
league for bringing this motion to the
floor today because this is an impor-
tant debate that we are having. The de-
bate is very fundamental. It is about
how we are to build a stronger nation,
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how we are to provide greater oppor-
tunity for all Americans.

What we believe is that we recognize
that the economy is not moving as it
should, that wages are stagnant, that
the economy is underperforming. At
the very least, our friends on the other
side ought to admit that we can do bet-
ter. So it is a bit troubling to see that
the policies that they continue to
champion look remarkably similar to
the sorts of policies that have been
tried and, frankly, failed over the past
6 years. While our Nation has piled up
trillions of dollars of more debt, our
economy hasn’t grown as it should. In
fact, this has been, as I mentioned, the
worst recovery in the modern era, leav-
ing millions of Americans still strug-
gling simply to make ends meet.

Our budget is a balanced budget, Mr.
Speaker. We adopted a plan that would
grow our economy, that would em-
power individuals, that would empower
families and job creators in our local
communities, all the while holding
Washington accountable and pro-
tecting our Nation. Our budget, as you
will recall, Mr. Speaker, balances in
less than 10 years, and it does so with-
out raising taxes, in contrast to the
budget of our friends on the other side
of the aisle and the President’s budget,
I might add, that never, ever, ever gets
to balance.

We reduce spending at the govern-
mental level by $5.5 trillion over a 10-
year period of time, higher than any
previous budget proposal. We call for a
fairer and simpler Tax Code to promote
job creation and a healthy economy.
We repeal ObamaCare in its entirety,
all of its taxes and regulations and its
mandates so that we can put in place
patient-centered health care, putting
patients and families and doctors in
charge of health care, not Washington,
D.C., expanding the opportunity for ac-
cess to quality, affordable health cov-
erage. As I mentioned, we have a plan
to save and strengthen and secure
Medicare and Medicaid, things that are
absolutely vital for the American peo-
ple, and they understand that.

Our budget provides for a strong na-
tional defense, through robust funding
of troop training and equipment and
compensation. We promote innovation
and flexibility in the area of Medicaid
so that we can save that program, pro-
vide flexibility in the area of nutrition
assistance and education and other
programs. Our budget proposes to cut
waste and eliminate redundancies and
end the practice of Washington picking
winners and losers in our economy, all
the while calling for reforms to our Na-
tion’s regulatory system to improve
transparency and effectiveness and ef-
ficiency and accountability.

Mr. Speaker, we have endorsed an op-
timistic vision, a vision for America’s
future by credibly—credibly—address-
ing our fiscal and economic challenges
so that we can deliver real results for
the American people. Since both the
House and the Senate have passed our
respective budgets, we must now work
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together to iron out any differences
that there may be between the two,
and we need to come to an agreement
for a unified fiscal year 2016 budget.

This conference committee is the
next vital step in the days to come, and
we will sit down and discuss how to ad-
vance these positive solutions in order
to secure more economic growth and
opportunity, hold Washington account-
able, promote patient-centered health
care, and ensure a strong national de-
fense. We look forward to working with
the Senate and the House Conference
Committee and follow that with pas-
sage in this Congress of a unified budg-
et to balance the budget in this Nation
in less than 10 years.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I would remind my colleague that
when President Obama was sworn in,
we were losing 780,000 jobs per month—
per month. We were in a nosedive. It
took a little while to climb out of that
deep valley, but we have now had 61
consecutive months of positive job
growth—12.1 million jobs, longest
streak in history. So job growth is
coming back. We have got a ways to
go, no doubt about it. We need to do
even better. That is why I don’t under-
stand a Republican budget that the
Congressional Budget Office tells us
will slow down economic growth in the
next couple years. That is what the
nonpartisan budget pros tell us: it will
slow down economic growth. Our Re-
publican colleagues say we don’t have
enough, and yet they have got a budget
that the Congressional Budget Office
says the next couple of years are going
to slow it down just as we are con-
tinuing to grow at record levels.

They also have a budget, as I indi-
cated, that says to people who are out
there working hard: You are going to
get squeezed even harder on your take-
home pay. You are working harder
than ever, but you know what? We are
going to actually increase the tax bur-
den on working families.

Now, let me say a little thing about
this Medicare voucher plan. The way to
reduce our healthcare costs is to move
toward a system that rewards the de-
livery of value rather than volume in
our healthcare system. And in fact, one
of the great untold success stories we
know over the last couple years has
been because we have begun to move in
that direction; we have saved trillions
of dollars, over a trillion dollars, with-
out sacrificing quality of care.

The problem with the Medicare
voucher plan is it doesn’t improve
health care by changing the incentives
to move toward more value and more
quality rather than quantity and vol-
ume; it actually saves Medicare money
by shifting the risk of higher costs
onto seniors. In fact, the Congressional
Budget Office says that under their
plan, those who choose to stay in the
fee-for-service system would pay 50
percent more in terms of premiums. So
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that is the real-world impact of that
proposal.

Now, what are the priorities of our
Republican colleagues? We keep hear-
ing that this is a balanced budget. It
just isn’t so. This is a phony argument.
This budget says it is repealing the Af-
fordable Care Act, and yet it only
claims balance because of the revenues
generated from the Affordable Care Act
they claim to repeal. That would make
Enron accountants blush.

What else? This Thursday in this
House we are scheduled to vote on a
proposal to get rid of the estate tax on
estates for couples of over $10 million—
$10 million. That is about 5,500 people a
year. A cruise ship fits more people
than that.
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Here is what it does. For all of the es-
tates in the country, let’s just be clear
what the Republican budget looks out
for and what the bill they are bringing
to the floor this week looks out for.

Blue, the 99.85 percent, are the es-
tates that already are not impacted at
all. The bill they are bringing to the
floor of the House this week is for that
teeny little sliver of red, .15 percent of
estates.

That is what the Republican budget
is all about, and that is what they are
looking out for in a budget that cuts
our kids’ education funding, cuts our
investment in scientific research, and
increases the tax burden on working
families. That is what this is all about.

Guess what, this estate tax cut for
estates of couples over $10 million is
not factored into the Republican budg-
et. That loses $268 billion in revenue
over the next 10 years. That is not ac-
counted for in the budget they are
talking about today.

Two days from today, they are going
to bring to the floor a bill that busts
their own budget. That is pretty amaz-
ing, and the claim that it balances is
just a phony claim.

Finally, while it is providing those
big tax breaks to estates of over $10
million, it doesn’t close a single tax
loophole for the purpose of reducing
the deficit—not one, not for corporate
jets, not for hedge fund managers, not
one tax loophole closed, when they
claim they want to reduce the deficit.

When you dig a little deeper, Mr.
Speaker, this Republican budget is
wrong for the country. It is great for
folks who have already climbed that
ladder. Most people who climb the lad-
der want to keep that ladder there, so
more people can climb up, but this is a
budget where people who climbed it
just yanked the ladder up and said:
We’re on the top. Forget about the
rest.

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE), one of the
people who will be designated as one of
my fellow conferees.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I could
just sit down and say I agree with ev-
erything that the gentleman has said,
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but I want to add my voice to this de-
bate and rise to support the Demo-
cratic motion to instruct conferees.

As Mr. VAN HOLLEN has said, there
are provisions in the Senate version
that are very, very worthy of our
adopting. There is the reserve fund on
paid sick leave, and it also rejects the
House provision on Medicare premium
support, the vouchers.

I have been a member of this Budget
Committee for over 5 years, and I can
tell you that, while I have an appetite
for leftovers, this has just been warmed
over too many times. This budget is
just another variation of the same
themes that we have seen in the past
several years.

What is this thing? The majority
party has recommitted themselves to
benefit the wealthiest 1 percent of
Americans while balancing the budget
on the backs of the poor.

Now, I know there are many people—
unfortunately, on both sides of the
aisle—who are not all that concerned
about the poor. They figure that the
poor have done this to themselves; but
what has the middle class done to de-
serve being hollowed even more while
we provide tax breaks for the wealthi-
est two-tenths of 1 percent?

What have hard-working men and
women and cities and mayors all over
this country done so that we just ig-
nore infrastructure improvements, ig-
nore devolving money to the States, all
in the name of providing tax breaks for
the richest of the rich?

Now, the commonsense approach
would be to adopt our Democratic mo-
tion to instruct conferees, and it would
be very much in league with the bipar-
tisan actions we have seen over in the
Senate. It has been historic, miracu-
lous, to see 61 Senators—both Senators
from my State, both parties—voting to
establish a deficit neutral reserve fund
to allow workers to earn paid sick
leave. It is a filibuster-proof majority
over there.

Paid sick leave is good for Ameri-
cans, the 13 million working men and
women who don’t have paid sick leave
when they need it. Millions are unable
to take care of their sick kids, their
parents, or their spouses because they
can’t afford to do it.

Workers have agonizing choices when
their kids fall ill. Nearly a quarter of
working adults have reported that they
have lost or come close to losing their
job, Mr. Speaker, for taking sick time.

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

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield the gentlewoman an additional 1
minute.

Ms. MOORE. I will use it expedi-
tiously.

I mean, 3% days of pay loss is equiva-
lent to a month of groceries. People
can’t afford to do it. It is not just good
for people, it is good for our economy
as well. People won’t use the emer-
gency room as much. There are 1.3 mil-
lion emergency room visits every year
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because we don’t have sick leave. Peo-
ple won’t come to work and pass com-
municable diseases with paid sick
leave.

Again, the Medicare voucher is just a
sham, Mr. Speaker. Senior citizens and
people with disabilities rely on this for
their health security. I guess the Re-
publicans have said it time and again
that they would like to see Medicare
wither on the vine, and adopting the
provisions in the House budget will in
fact accomplish that.

I urge my colleagues to vote for the
motion to instruct conferees.

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. WOODALL), a member of the Budg-
et Committee and Rules Committee.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank my chairman for yielding me
the time.

I have a great deal of respect for the
gentleman from Maryland. I am just
categorically opposed to the motion to
instruct, but it is good that we are
down here doing motions to instruct.
Because what we have an opportunity
to do, Mr. Speaker, for the first time
since I was elected to this body 4 years
ago, is to send House Members and
Senate Members together and actually
establish a budget of the United States.

Mr. Speaker, I wasn’t teasing. I was
elected 4 years and 4 months ago, and
this is the first time that we have been
able to come together—and not just on
a budget, but on a balanced budget—
under the idea that it might be im-
moral to pay for our benefits today on
the backs of our children yet to be
born, that that might just be the wrong
thing to do.

Mr. Speaker, in particular, in this
motion to instruct, what troubles me is
the attempt to do away with the Medi-
care premium support program that we
have been working so hard to establish.

If anyone has a mom or dad who is on
Medicare, if anybody is on Medicare
themselves, they have experienced two
things. They have experienced going
into the doctor’s office and questioning
some provision of benefits, asking the
question about whether or not this
should be provided, whether or not this
is the right cost, and they have had a
physician say, they have had a hospital
attendant say: What do you care?
Medicare is going to pick that up.

You know it is true. Every single per-
son has had that happen in their fam-
ily, and the result of that is a Medicare
Program that will not be there for us.

Mr. Speaker, I don’t know if every-
body across the country knows, but ev-
erybody in this Chamber knows that
most American families pay more in
Medicare and Social Security taxes
than they do in income taxes. The
highest tax burden on most American
families is not the income tax; it is the
tax we pay for the promise that Social
Security and Medicare will be there for
us when we need it the most.

There is only one budget we have got
to vote on in this town that solves that

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Medicare issue, that says: You know
what, we know the program is going to
go bankrupt, and we know there are no
easy solutions, but we are going to
make the tough decisions today. We
are not going to put it off until tomor-
Tow.

My friend from Maryland said he
wished the rules were different so that
we could just substitute the Demo-
cratic budget for the budget that was
passed in this House. Of course, that
budget raised taxes by $2 trillion and
did nothing to solve this problem—
nothing to solve this problem.

The Medicare premium support sys-
tem holds the promise of keeping the
commitments that we have made to
every single working American
through the Medicare and Social Secu-
rity Programs.

If you didn’t want to take tough
votes, don’t run for Congress. If you
didn’t want to be in the solutions busi-
ness, you just wanted to be in the
blame business, don’t run for Congress.

If you want to be in the business of
restoring the faith of the folks who pay
that heavy tax burden, that the prom-
ises we make today will be there for
them tomorrow, there is but one budg-
et on Capitol Hill that fills that need,
and this House had the wisdom to pass
it. This House had the wisdom to pass
it, Mr. Speaker.

I am so proud that, when we had an
opportunity to either kick the can
down the road or make the tough deci-
sions, we said, Not on our watch will
we break more of these promises. It is
all done by giving patients more
choice. Imagine that radical idea: give
patients choice in their medical deci-
sions.

Folks love their Medicare, Mr.
Speaker, but they don’t love it as much
as they love their Medicare Advantage.
Have you seen those numbers? Folks
love their Medicare Advantage. For the
first time in Medicare history, we gave
patients choice. It is the most popular
program in Medicare.

For reasons unbeknownst to me, this
administration has been trying to
stomp the life out of that program
since the day it was elected, but the
program persists because the American
people love it.

You want to talk about doubling
down on something, Mr. Speaker; we
are doubling down on patient choice.
We are doubling down on the idea that,
if you put Americans in charge of their
own healthcare decisions, they will
make better decisions than the govern-
ment will on their behalf.

We cannot fail at this. We cannot
fail. We owe America a balanced budg-
et, and we owe America the confidence
that the promises we made in exchange
for the highest tax bill that they pay
will be there for them when they re-
tire.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

My friend and colleague from Geor-
gia mentioned tough choices. It is in-
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teresting that the Republican budget
chooses not to cut one corporate tax
break for the purpose of reducing the
deficit. Apparently, that is too touch of
a choice for our Republican col-
leagues—not to close the corporate tax
break, not to cut the tax break that
benefits hedge fund managers.

They don’t cut a single one of those
tax breaks to help reduce our deficit,
but they do want to increase the pre-
miums on seniors who choose to stay
in the traditional Medicare Program.

They may call it a choice, but for
most Americans, if I say your premium
is going to go up 50 percent, yeah, you
can choose to have your premium go
up, or you can go somewhere else.

That is not a heck of a real choice for
most seniors who are struggling finan-
cially. Sure, it is a pay-to-stay plan,
but you have got to pay a lot more in
premiums, according to the Congres-
sional Budget Office. It is not accord-
ing to me; this is according to the non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office.

The Democratic budget does make
the decision to close some of those spe-
cial interest tax breaks to help reduce
the long-term deficit, so we don’t have
to increase the costs and risks to sen-
iors on Medicare, so we don’t have to
increase the cost on student loans and
start charging students interest while
they are still in college. No, we don’t
do that.
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They are right. We think those are
the right decisions that we made not to
increase the costs of student loans and
not to increase the costs and risks to
seniors on Medicare.

Yes, we choose to cut some of those
special interest tax breaks instead.
And we certainly don’t think that we
should be providing another big tax
break to those estates in the country
worth more than $10 million.

Mr. Speaker, I am really pleased now
to yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. YARMUTH), an-
other person who is going to be des-
ignated a conferee, a member of the
Budget Committee.

Mr. YARMUTH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend from Maryland for yielding.

I like to read the comic strip in the
paper every day, ‘‘“The Wizard of Id,”
and, to me, the budgets that we have
seen coming out of the House and Sen-
ate are kind of like ‘““The Wizard of Id”’
budgets. He cast a magic spell, he went
“poof,” and all of a sudden we have cre-
ated a balanced budget that is going to
solve all this Nation’s problems in the
next 10 years. I don’t think there are
many gullible people out there who ac-
tually believe that will be the case.

But we know some things for certain
in this budget. We know that many,
many important government invest-
ments are going to be cut beyond any
reasonable limit, and to dangerous lim-
its.

We know, for instance, that within a
matter of months, the highway trust
fund is going to run out of money. We
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have $2 trillion worth of unmet infra-
structure needs currently on the draw-
ing board. These two budgets cut fund-
ing to make up some of that incredibly
necessary infrastructure work.

This budget slashes money for inno-
vation, for research. The one greatest
advantage this country has in the glob-
al economy is our innovative talent.
This budget says we can wait for that.
Not in this world that is moving 100
miles an hour. We can’t wait for that.
Every time we cut research we are set-
ting back, again, our greatest advan-
tage for years.

As my colleague from Maryland men-
tioned, education: devastating cuts to
Head Start, K-12 education, the one
thing that can guarantee a hard-work-
ing American family’s children the op-
portunity to succeed and have a life
that they dream about.

So I fully support our motion to in-
struct. I think we deal with two prob-
lems that clearly face us and face
working families throughout our coun-
try: the ability to actually care for
yourself if you are sick, or your family
member, and not lose income, some-
thing virtually every industrialized na-
tion has. We can do that.

When my friend from Georgia talked
about making hard choices, this is an
easy choice. Let’s not worry about too
many of the hard choices. Let’s make
the easy ones that can help.

We can do comprehensive immigra-
tion reform, which is contemplated in
the Democratic budget. That not only
helps reduce the deficit, it solves one of
our most daunting national challenges.
We could do that. That would be an
easy choice.

But we do have hard choices to make.
The Republicans want to voucherize
the Medicare system. They say it cre-
ates choice. It also puts insurance com-
panies back in charge of seniors’ health
care. I am not sure American seniors
look forward to that scenario.

So we want to go in a different direc-
tion, again, providing sick leave so
that people can take care of their fami-
lies without losing their income, and
also involving doing away with the
Medicare voucher system.

We think that this will help make
the budget a better budget. It is still a
disastrous budget, but I urge that we
accept the motion to instruct.

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from California
(Mr. McCLINTOCK), a wonderfully con-
tributing member of the Budget Com-
mittee.

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Speaker, I
was recently asked, What one issue
keeps you up at night? I answered in an
instant, Our government’s debt: a debt
that has doubled in just 8 years, a debt
that now exceeds the size of our entire
annual economy, a debt that is gener-
ating interest costs that are now eat-
ing us alive, roughly a quarter-trillion
dollars a year just to rent the money
that we have already spent.

The Congressional Budget Office
warns us, in 10 years, interest costs
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will exceed our entire defense spending
if we continue down the road we are on.

Admiral Mullen wasn’t just blowing
smoke when he said that, in his profes-
sional military judgment, the greatest
threat to our national security was our
national debt, because before you can
provide for the common defense and
promote the general welfare, you have
to be able to pay for it, and the ability
of our country to do so is coming into
grave doubt.

For 4 years, this House had passed
budgets that put our Nation back on
the path to fiscal solvency and began
paying down this enormous debt that is
sapping our prosperity and threatening
our futures. For 4 years, the Senate
simply refused to act and, as the gen-

tleman from Georgia said, we just
kicked the can down the road.
Well, last November’s election

changed that. Now the Senate has also
passed a budget that balances in 10
years.

Now, for the first time in many
years, we have the fleeting opportunity
to invoke a conference process and put
this Nation back on the road to sol-
vency. Time is not our friend, and we
don’t have much of it left.

The conference committee must have
full latitude to act on a budget that
both Houses can agree to, and the
Democratic motion would hamstring
that conference.

My friend from Maryland, on behalf
of the House Democrats, says this
budget isn’t right for America. Well,
America needs to know that the Demo-
cratic budget never balances. It would
continue our country down the road of
debt and doubt and despair that we
have been on during these long, cold
years.

The gentleman from Maryland criti-
cizes premium support to save Medi-
care. Well, Americans need to know
that the Medicare trustees themselves
are screaming this warning at us, that,
without reform, Medicare will bank-
rupt within 15 years. That means if you
are 50 years or younger, it won’t be
there for you.

When the Democrats say don’t re-
form Medicare, what they mean is they
are quite all right with that system
collapsing on an entire generation of
Americans.

Mr. Speaker, all that stands between
this Nation and the road to solvency
and recovery is the conference process
that can produce a plan to balance the
budget, and all that stands against
that, an unfettered conference process,
is this motion.

As I said, we don’t have much time
left.

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

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. I yield
an additional 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. With my remain-
ing time, let me suggest that, with the
time our country has left, we do some-
thing worthy of our time here, that we
balance our budget, redeem our debt,
and save our country.

The
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Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I would just make two points. The
first, as I mentioned earlier, one of the
great untold success stories of the Af-
fordable Care Act reforms, as well as
other reforms in the health care sys-
tem in recent years, is that we have
dramatically reduced the cost of health
care on a per capita basis.

In other words, the increased costs
per person of health care have been
dramatically slowed down, according
to the Congressional Budget Office,
which has helped save Medicare and
other health care programs over $1 tril-
lion. That is the right way to do it, by
realigning the incentives so we are re-
warding value in our Medicare system,
not volume, as opposed to the Repub-
lican voucher plan, which saves money
by shifting the risk onto seniors.

The other point—and we have talked
about this over and over—it just ain’t
so that the Republican budget bal-
ances. Again, it requires the revenue
from the Affordable Care Act, that
amount of revenue, in order to balance,
at the same time they say they are get-
ting rid of it.

Two days from now, they are going to
add over $268 billion to the deficit by
getting rid of the estate tax for estates
over $10 million. That is not accounted
for in their budget. It puts their budget
out of balance.

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

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SANFORD), another mem-
ber of the Budget Committee.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman. I would join in urging
my colleagues to defeat this Demo-
cratic motion to instruct the conferees,
and I do so very much tied to the work-
ing families that I talked to back home
because working families back home
believe in balancing the checkbook.
They have to do it every day in their
lives.

What they say to me is, Why in the
world can’t you guys do the same up in
Washington, D.C.?

In that regard, if we were to go the
other route—I mean, keep in mind, the
President’s budget proposed going from
running structural $500 billion a year
deficits to $1.1 trillion a year deficits.
This is moving in the wrong direction
if we go with the instructions.

I think that when I talk to working
families back home, what they tell me
is we have got to deal with problems as
they come along. Doing nothing is not
an option.

So when there is a hole in the roof,
they are out there with tin or they are
out there with shingles and they are, in
fact, repairing the roof. When there is
a problem with the septic tank, they
are out there with a shovel, digging
and trying to fix it.

In the same regard, I think what the
committee and what the conference
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have come up with with regard to look-
ing at a way of saving Medicare could
be very, very instructive. As has al-
ready been noted, within 15 years, the
actuaries say that the Medicare fund
will be out of money. Doing nothing is,
indeed, not an option.

I think philosophically you have got
to look at this and say, Did Medicare D
work? It has worked. This is giving
choice.

So, in essence, 50 million seniors get
to decide the future of Medicare versus
15 unelected bureaucrats in Wash-
ington, D.C.

Finally, I would say, what is impor-
tant about this, I think, from the
standpoint of working families, what
they tell me is that borrowing from
Peter to pay for Paul never works. It
doesn’t work in their budgets at home;
it shouldn’t work in Washington, D.C.

Yet, with this proposal to come up
with paid sick leave, a lot of people
would love that, but it ought to be ad-
dressed at the State level. States run
on balanced budget requirements. A
number of States could come in with
proposals to that effect, but if we do it
here in Washington, D.C., at the very
time when we are running structural
$500 billion deficits, it means that we
are handing the bill off to the kids to
pay for this. We are, indeed, borrowing
from Peter to pay for Paul.

It is for those very reasons that I
urge defeat of the Democratic motion
to instruct.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, how much time remains?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia has 12% minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Mary-
land has 5%2 minutes remaining.

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Who has
the right to close, Mr. Speaker?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland has the right to
close.

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. May I in-
quire as to whether or not the gen-
tleman has any more speakers?

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I do not. I am
prepared to close.

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I appreciate the comments that have
been made by my colleagues to bring
into focus the positive solutions that
we have been working for with our
budget. I reluctantly oppose the mo-
tion to instruct, as it compromises the
ability of the conference committee to
fashion the best possible solution.

I will say, Mr. Speaker, however,
that the distortions that have been
presented, I think they have gone past
frustrating the American people. They
anger the American people about the
distortion of positions here in Wash-
ington. The American people are
smarter than that.

Our side of the aisle, we are inter-
ested in making certain that we assist
all Americans, every single American,
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so that he or she has the greatest op-
portunity to realize the greatest
amount of success in their own dreams,
in their own lives, in the way that they
deem to be most appropriate, not with
Washington dictating to them what
they must do.
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I want to touch on a couple of very
specific issues that have been men-
tioned by my friend from Maryland and
others on the other side of the aisle.

Our balanced budget proposal gets to
balance within a 10-year period of time.
It does so without raising taxes, and it
increases growth. Now, the growth is
important, Mr. Speaker, and our
friends mentioned it on the other side
of the aisle, as if the policies that have
been in place over the past 6 years had
some magical solution that they in-
creased growth in this country.

Well, the fact of the matter, Mr.
Speaker, is that as we see it in this
chart—this is from the Congressional
Budget Office, the nonpartisan Con-
gressional Budget Office, as my friend
from Maryland says. These are the pro-
jections of growth that the Congres-
sional Budget Office has had over the
last 4 years.

Four years ago, 3.0 percent. The aver-
age, Mr. Speaker, as you all well know,
is about 3.3 percent over the last 40
years, growth in this country. That is
in the economy, growing every year, 3.3
percent on average. And the projection
4 years ago was that it would be 3 per-
cent. Three years ago, it was down to
2.9 percent; 2 years ago, 2.5 percent;
this year, 2.3 percent. This is lost jobs,
lost opportunity, fewer dreams realized
all because of the policies coming out
of Washington, D.C., and our friends on
the other side want to double down on
those policies.

Our proposal, our budget that gets to
balance—which our friends on the
other side of the aisle and their budget
never does; the President’s budget
never gets to balance; something that
folks back home can’t do. They can’t
do it in their personal lives. They can’t
do it in their businesses. Our budget
gets to balance and increases growth—
increases growth—because that is what
we have got to do. We have got to in-
crease growth in this economy so that
more dreams can be realized, more jobs
can be created, wages can be increased.
The way you increase wages is to in-
crease the vitality of the economy, not
have Washington dictate it to people.

And then this tired old characteriza-
tion of our proposal to save and
strengthen and secure Medicare and
the way that it is characterized is to
voucherize it. Well, this is nonsense,
Mr. Speaker, and the American people
know it.

What we propose to do is to save
Medicare, not allow it to die on the
vine, which is what our friends on the
other side of the aisle apparently want
to do. Because when you read their
policies, they don’t do anything to ad-
dress the insolvency of Medicare that
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is coming in a very short period of
time—not according to me, but accord-
ing to the Medicare trustees—and what
that means is that patients, seniors,
won’t be able to get provided the serv-
ices that they have been promised.
That is not the right thing to do, Mr.
Speaker.

Our friends on the other side talk
about all the tax loopholes, and good-
ness knows we have been for cutting
tax loopholes and closing tax loopholes
before closing tax loopholes was cool.
We just can’t get out and get folks to
rally to the cause in a positive way
from our friends on the other side of
the aisle.

My friend from Maryland knows that
the way that that is fashioned is in the
Ways and Means Committee. It is not
in the Budget Committee. The Budget
Committee lays out the vision, lays
out the plan, lays out the parameters
that are able to be utilized. As my
friend from Maryland knows, the Ways
and Means Committee is actively
working right now—actively working
right now—on appropriate tax reform.

It was the tax reform proposal that
was put forward by our side of the aisle
last year that demonstrated our will-
ingness and desire to close loopholes
and to end special treatments through
the Tax Code. We believe everybody
ought to be treated equally in the Tax
Code, not have Washington picking
winners and losers, which is what our
friends on the other side tend to desire.

Then again, this distorted notion
about healthcare costs and where
healthcare costs are going right now.
Healthcare costs are down. That is
right, Mr. Speaker. Who are they down
for? They are down for the Federal
Government. Who are they not down
for? The American people. That is who
they are not down for.

What we have done with the Presi-
dent’s healthcare program is to shift
huge costs—huge costs—to the Amer-
ican people. If you are an individual
out there, you make $30,000, $40,000,
$560,000 right now, and the coverage that
you are able to purchase right now—be-
cause ObamaCare has a deduction, has
a deductible in your health plan of be-
tween $6,000 and $12,000, which count-
less Americans have right now. Let me
suggest, Mr. Speaker, that you don’t
have health coverage because you can’t
afford the deductible. But that is the
proposal that our friends on the other
side of the aisle embrace. That is the
one that they want to put forward.

And who are they harming? They are
harming the American people, and the
American people know it. They know
there is a better solution. They know
that there is a better way. There is a
positive way, a patient-centered solu-
tion manner to be able to get health
care back on track, and that is what we
propose in the area of health care.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I think I
have got one more speaker who is de-
sirous of coming to the floor, so I will
reserve the balance of my time.
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Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Well, Mr. Speak-
er, I am going to continue to reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Let me
inquire, once again, Mr. Speaker, if I
may, of how much time remains on
each side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia has 6 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Mary-
land has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia. Well, as
I await one of our Members who is
heading to the floor to share his con-
cerns about the motion to instruct, let
me just revisit, once again, the positive
solutions that we have put forward in
our budget.

This is a balanced budget for a
stronger America. It is a budget that
gets to balance within a 10-year period
of time and does so without raising
taxes. It recognizes that the American
people have realized not the full glory
of ObamaCare yet, but they have seen
enough. And they recognize that it is
harming not just their health care; it
is harming the economy.

So we repeal all of ObamaCare—yes,
all of it, taxes, regulations, mandates,
all of it—and we do so, again, not just
because it is harming the economy,
but, as a formerly practicing physician,
I can tell you it is harming the health
care of the American people.

We eliminate the Independent Pay-
ment Advisory Board. Mr. Speaker, as
you know, that is the 15-member panel
that was prescribed for by the Afford-
able Care Act, by ObamaCare, that
stipulates to physicians whether or not
they are going to pay the doctor for
services rendered to seniors not just
before the fact of the care being pro-
vided, but after the fact, harming the
ability of seniors to be able to access
quality care in this country.

We provide for a strong national de-
fense, the resources necessary for a
strong national defense, and do so at a
level above the President’s level.

We secure our future in the area of
Medicare and Medicaid and provide an
idea for how we make certain that the
Social Security disability trust fund
does not go broke and moves forward in
a positive way.

We restore the issue of Federalism,
increasing choices and opportunity for
the American people at the local level,
whether it is in Medicaid or nutrition
assistance or in the area of education
or other programs.

And then finally, Mr. Speaker, we cut
waste and corporate welfare and im-
prove accountability. We do so by end-
ing the practice of Washington picking
winners and losers. We call for reform
for the regulatory system so that we
increase transparency and efficiency
and effectiveness and accountability.

It is a positive solution, a positive so-
lution that the American people have
been crying out for. They have been
crying out for not just solutions here,
but leadership here in Washington.

My colleagues on our side of the aisle
have talked about how enthusiastic
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they are about the opportunity to have
the Senate and the House come to-
gether, come together for a positive so-
lution in the area of budget process and
budget activity. So I am pleased that
the gentleman from Maryland brought
the motion to instruct forward. As I
say, I reluctantly have to oppose it be-
cause I think it compromises and ties
the hands of individuals within the
conference committee.

I urge a ‘“‘no” vote on the motion to
instruct, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

First of all, the Republican budget
doesn’t balance. You can’t claim the
revenues from the Affordable Care Act
at the same time you claim to repeal
the Affordable Care Act. You can’t
claim balance and then 2 days later
bring to the floor of the House a bill
that provides tax breaks to American
estates over $10 million that is not ac-
counted for in the budget that you
claim balanced. So it doesn’t balance.

It actually does increase the tax bur-
den on working families. How? Again,
it gets rid of the increase in the child
tax credit; it gets rid of the bump-up in
the earned income tax credit; it elimi-
nates the Affordable Care Act tax cred-
its; and it eliminates the higher edu-
cation deduction that helps families af-
ford to send their kids to college. So, in
fact, it is increasing the tax burden on
working families.

Who is it not increasing the tax bur-
den on? Folks at the very, very top.

The chairman of the committee talks
about economic growth. We need eco-
nomic growth. History has taught us
that economic growth comes when you
have a country where the hard work of
Americans and increased worker pro-
ductivity is translated into higher pay
and benefits so they can go out and
spend money on goods and services,
and the economy and everybody can
move forward together.

What we have got in this budget is
the same old-same old. This is trickle-
down economics all over again. This is
based on the theory that has been
disproven in the real world, that you
grow the economy by cutting tax rates
for millionaires. We tried that in the
early 2000s. What happened? Surprise,
surprise. The incomes of folks at the
very top went up. Incomes of every-
body else, flat. What else went up?
Deficits went up.

The chairman says the Republican
budget is a budget for all Americans.
Two days from today they are going to
bring to the floor a bill that gets rid of
the estate tax for estates over $10 mil-
lion, 0.15 percent, about 5,500 American
families. As I said earlier, you can put
more people on a cruise ship. That is
who the Republican budget looks after.

Now, look. The Democratic budget, it
takes the opposite approach. It actu-
ally provides tax relief for working
families. Yes, we do close some tax
breaks for special interests to help re-
duce our long-term deficit.
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We also call for increasing the min-
imum wage for millions of Americans
who are working hard every day, yet at
the end of the year, the amount they
earn still puts them below the Federal
poverty level. That is not right.

We also call for equal pay for equal
work. Today is Equal Pay Day. Today
represents the number of days since
the end of last year, the number of
days more that women have to work to
achieve the same pay as men in the
workplace. That is not right, and the
Democratic budget addresses that
issue.

We also say it is not right that cor-
porations should be able to cut their
employee pay or cut their workforce
and still get a tax deduction for CEO
and executive bonuses over $1 million.
Right? Pay your CEOs whatever bonus
you want, pay your executives what-
ever bonus you want, but for goodness’
sake, why should they get a tax deduc-
tion for those bonuses if they are not
increasing the pay of their own work-
ers? That is not right. That is what the
Democratic budget says: we should get
rid of that inequity and actually use
the Tax Code not to incentivize cor-
porate jets, but actually to incentivize
greater pay for more workers.

And this motion to instruct also
says, for goodness’ sake, let’s do what
the Senate agreed to do. Let’s do what
the Senate agreed to do. Let’s call for
an earned paid sick leave provision so
that families don’t have to say that, in
order to take care of a sick loved one
at home, they have to forgo the pay-
check that allows them to pay their
rent and the mortgage and put food on
the table.

And yes, we do not believe that you
should turn Medicare into a voucher
plan. We have put forward proposals for
reform to move toward a system that
rewards value over volume.

By the way, Mr. Speaker, despite
passing on the risks of higher health
care costs to seniors through that plan,
there is not a shred of evidence that
that plan in this particular budget will
actually do anything in the end to help
Medicare other than to shift that bur-
den onto seniors.

So the Republican budget is the
wrong way to go for the country. It is
a budget based on a failed ideology
that somehow we are going to grow our
economy through trickle-down eco-
nomics, top-down, trickle-down. That
failed our economy.

Let’s have an economy based on
broadly shared prosperity. Let’s reject
the Republican budget, accept the mo-
tion to instruct, and ultimately adopt
the Democratic alternative.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on the motion to in-
struct.

There was no objection.

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

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.
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Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

————
O 1500

PRESERVING ACCESS TO MANU-
FACTURED HOUSING ACT OF 2015

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 189, I call up the
bill (H.R. 650) to amend the Truth in
Lending Act to modify the definitions
of a mortgage originator and a high-
cost mortgage, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 189, the bill is
considered read.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 650

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Preserving
Access to Manufactured Housing Act of
2015,

SEC. 2. MORTGAGE ORIGINATOR DEFINITION.

Section 103 of the Truth in Lending Act (15
U.S.C. 1602) is amended—

(1) by redesignating the second subsection
(cc) and subsection (dd) as subsections (dd)
and (ee), respectively; and

(2) in paragraph (2)(C) of subsection (dd), as
so redesignated, by striking ‘‘an employee of
a retailer of manufactured homes who is not
described in clause (i) or (iii) of subpara-
graph (A) and who does not advise a con-
sumer on loan terms (including rates, fees,
and other costs)’”’ and inserting ‘‘a retailer of
manufactured or modular homes or its em-
ployees unless such retailer or its employees
receive compensation or gain for engaging in
activities described in subparagraph (A) that
is in excess of any compensation or gain re-
ceived in a comparable cash transaction’.
SEC. 3. HIGH-COST MORTGAGE DEFINITION.

Section 103 of the Truth in Lending Act (15
U.S.C. 1602) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (aa) (relat-
ing to disclosure of greater amount or per-
centage), as so designated by section 1100A of
the Consumer Financial Protection Act of
2010, as subsection (bb);

(2) by redesignating subsection (bb) (relat-
ing to high cost mortgages), as so designated
by section 1100A of the Consumer Financial
Protection Act of 2010, as subsection (aa),
and moving such subsection to immediately
follow subsection (z); and

(3) in subsection (aa)(1)(A), as so redesig-
nated—

(A) in clause (i)(I), by striking ‘(8.5 per-
centage points, if the dwelling is personal
property and the transaction is for less than
$50,000)” and inserting ‘‘(10 percentage points
if the dwelling is personal property or is a
transaction that does not include the pur-
chase of real property on which a dwelling is
to be placed, and the transaction is for less
than $75,000 (as such amount is adjusted by
the Bureau to reflect the change in the Con-
sumer Price Index))’’; and

(B) in clause (ii)—

(i) in subclause (I), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the
end; and

(ii) by adding at the end the following:

‘(ITI) in the case of a transaction for less
than $75,000 (as such amount is adjusted by
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the Bureau to reflect the change in the Con-
sumer Price Index) in which the dwelling is
personal property (or is a consumer credit
transaction that does not include the pur-
chase of real property on which a dwelling is
to be placed) the greater of 5 percent of the
total transaction amount or $3,000 (as such
amount is adjusted by the Bureau to reflect
the change in the Consumer Price Index);
or’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. FINCHER)
and the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. WATERS) each will control 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. FINCHER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and sub-
mit extraneous materials on the bill
under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself as much time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, before I start, I want to
thank Chairman HENSARLING and the
leadership that he has shown in his
ability to work with us and allow us to
do these commonsense pieces of legis-
lation that help our districts all over
this country, especially my home State
of Tennessee and the Eighth Congres-
sional District. So I just want to defi-
nitely make sure I thank him for his
leadership and support.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to be the
sponsor of H.R. 650, the Preserving Ac-
cess to Manufactured Housing Act. Ac-
cess to affordable housing is of vital
importance to families in my district
and all across the United States. Un-
fortunately, due to CFPB mortgage
regulations that do not reflect the
unique nature of the manufactured
home sales process, access to financing
for manufactured homes is in serious
jeopardy.

Manufactured housing serves as a
critical option for those who cannot
otherwise afford to buy a home. Homes
are commonly available at lower
monthly payments than what it costs
to rent. And the average price of a
manufactured home is less than $43,000,
compared to an average price of
$177,000 for a site-built home. Almost
three-quarters of families living in
manufactured homes have annual in-
comes under $40,000.

But this important source of home-
ownership for American families is
being threatened by current high-cost
mortgage rules that are too inflexible
and often lead to the denial of financ-
ing for certain homes, particularly
those that are lower priced, more af-
fordable options.

Since the CFPB’s Home Ownership
and Equity Protection Act ‘“high cost”
rules consider cost as a percentage of a
loan, smaller size loans, like manufac-
tured home loans, often violate points
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and fee caps. Manufactured home loans
are typically associated with fixed in-
terest rates, full amortization, shorter
loan terms, and the absence of alter-
native features, such as balloon pay-
ments, negative amortization, no down
payment loans, et cetera, to allow
them to satisfy conservative and pru-
dent underwriting standards, and H.R.
650 won’t change this.

Because of the resulting ‘‘high-cost”
designation and increased lender liabil-
ity associated with it, some lenders
have stopped making manufactured
housing loans altogether, and others
have stopped originating loans under
$20,000. Many community owners have
said that their tenants are being forced
to sell their homes well below market
value to cash buyers because potential
buyers can’t find financing. These
below-market sales don’t just hurt sell-
ers; they hurt every homeowner in the
community who feels a huge loss on
the equity of their home.

Additionally, since the CFPB’s rule
on the loan originator definition has
gone into effect, retailers have been
forced to stop providing technical as-
sistance to consumers during the proc-
ess of home buying. This bill modifies
the definition of high-cost loans so
that manufactured housing loans are
not unfairly swept under the high-cost
loan designation simply due to their
size.

Mr. Speaker, this bill would help en-
sure the availability of financing op-
tions for manufactured homes while
preserving the necessary consumer pro-
tections in the Dodd-Frank Act and the
SAFE Act. Let me say that one more
time. This bill would help ensure the
availability of financing options for
manufactured homes while preserving
the necessary consumer protections in
the Dodd-Frank Act and the SAFE Act.

H.R. 650 not only preserves Dodd-
Frank’s core consumer protections, but
it helps consumers by restoring access
to financing. Such financing enables
working families and retirees to obtain
housing that is much cheaper than
renting or conventional home mort-
gage options.

CFPB, HUD, and State oversight of
manufactured lending will continue.
Consumers will continue to have the
wide range of mortgage protections es-
tablished by Dodd-Frank, including the
QM ‘‘ability to repay’” requirement,
the prohibition on steering incentives,
the prohibition against steering a con-
sumer to a loan that has predatory
characteristics, the prohibition on
mandatory arbitration, loan term dis-
closure requirements, and the other
State and Federal laws.

This bill is about ensuring access to
affordable housing, especially in rural
America, where rental properties are
not as abundant as in urban areas. This
bill enjoys broad bipartisan support by
groups including the National Associa-
tion of Realtors, the Mortgage Bankers
Association, the Manufactured Housing
Institute, the National Organization of
African Americans in Housing, the Na-
tional Association of Federal Credit
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Unions, the National Association of
Mortgage Professionals, the California
Association of Mortgage Professionals,
and numerous manufactured housing
State associations.

This bill, Mr. Speaker, is a com-
promise from last year’s bipartisan
bill. In an effort to gain even more sup-
port on both sides of the aisle, we in-
troduced a Dbipartisan compromise
again this Congress. This is not a Dem-
ocrat or a Republican issue. It is an af-
fordability of housing issue for rural
America. We cannot forget about rural
America, Mr. Speaker. These are my
constituents and the constituents of
many folks here who serve in this
body.

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues today to support this. With
that, I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi-
tion to H.R. 650, which would under-
mine the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Re-
form Act and eliminate consumer pro-
tections for some of the country’s most
vulnerable borrowers.

Mr. Speaker, the talking points de-
scribe this bill as one that preserves
access to manufactured housing. But
the reality is that we have learned this
bill is a solution to a problem that does
not exist. We agreed that this issue
needed additional study last year, and
reports we have received from the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau,
the manufactured housing industry,
and the Center for Public Integrity
have all shown us that this measure
would not create access to affordable
housing but would instead allow an in-
credibly profitable industry to make
even more money by charging exorbi-
tant interest rates and fees to low-in-
come borrowers.

The industry itself asserts that it has
been growing and is highly profitable
even with the Dodd-Frank mortgage
protections in place. In fact, according
to its trade association, the manufac-
tured housing industry recorded ship-
ment increases in every month of 2014.
The Manufactured Housing Association
for Regulatory Reform found that 2014
marked a ‘‘fifth consecutive year of an-
nual industry production increases.”

Even one of the world’s investors,
Berkshire Hathaway Chairman Warren
Buffet, has been touting the post-Dodd-
Frank profitability of manufactured
housing. In a letter to his shareholders,
he pointed out that Clayton Homes,
Berkshire’s highly profitable manufac-
turing housing subsidiary, earned a
total of $558 million in 2014—an in-
crease of 34 percent over 2013. Yes, that
is a 34 percent increase, even after the
Dodd-Frank rules were in place.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, this is
the same Clayton Homes that was the
subject of a recent Seattle Times-Cen-
ter for Public Integrity joint investiga-
tion that found this manufactured
housing empire profits in every imag-
inable way—from producing the hous-
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ing, to selling the housing, to origi-
nating loans that take advantage of
vulnerable consumers and leave them
virtually no way to refinance.

So, Mr. Speaker, I insert this article
into the RECORD. This, again, is a
scathing article that was produced by
The Seattle Times.

[From the Seattle Times and The Center for
Public Integrity, April 7, 2015]
THE MOBILE-HOME TRAP: HOW A WARREN
BUFFETT EMPIRE PREYS ON THE POOR

EPHRATA, GRANT COUNTY.—After years of
living in a 1963 travel trailer, Kirk and Patri-
cia Ackley found a permanent house with
enough space to host grandkids and care for
her aging father suffering from dementia. So,
as the pilot cars prepared to guide the fac-
tory-built home up from Oregon in May 2006,
the Ackleys were elated to finalize paper-
work waiting for them at their loan broker’s
kitchen table.

But the closing documents he set before
them held a surprise: The promised 7 percent
interest rate was now 12.5 percent, with
monthly payments of $1,100, up from $700.

The terms were too extreme for the
Ackleys. But they’d already spent $11,000, at
the dealer’s urging, for a concrete foundation
to accommodate this specific home. They
could look for other financing but des-
perately needed a space to care for her fa-
ther.

Kirk’s construction job and Patricia’s Wal-
Mart job together weren’t enough to afford
the new monthly payment. But, they said,
the broker was willing to inflate their in-
come in order to qualify them for the loan.
“You just need to remember,” they recalled
him saying, ‘‘you can refinance as soon as
you can.”

To their regret, the Ackleys signed.

The disastrous deal ruined their finances
and nearly their marriage. But until in-
formed recently by a reporter, they didn’t re-
alize that the homebuilder (Golden West),
the dealer (Oakwood Homes) and the lender
(21st Mortgage) were all part of a single com-
pany: Clayton Homes, the nation’s biggest
homebuilder, which is controlled by its sec-
ond-richest man—Warren Buffett.

Buffett’s mobile-home empire promises
low-income Americans the dream of home-
ownership. But Clayton relies on predatory
sales practices, exorbitant fees, and interest
rates that can exceed 15 percent, trapping
many buyers in loans they can’t afford and
in homes that are almost impossible to sell
or refinance, an investigation by The Seattle
Times and Center for Public Integrity has
found.

Berkshire Hathaway, the investment con-
glomerate Buffett leads, bought Clayton in
2003 and spent billions building it into the
mobile-home industry’s biggest manufac-
turer and lender. Today, Clayton is a many
headed hydra with companies operating
under at least 18 names, constructing nearly
half of the industry’s new homes and selling
them through its own retailers. It finances
more mobile-home purchases than any other
lender by a factor of six. It also sells prop-
erty insurance on them and repossesses them
when borrowers fail to pay.

Berkshire extracts value at every stage of
the process. Clayton even builds the homes
with materials—such as paint and car-
peting—supplied by other Berkshire subsidi-
aries.

More than a dozen Clayton customers de-
scribed a consistent array of deceptive prac-
tices that locked them into ruinous deals:
loan terms that changed abruptly after they
paid deposits or prepared land for their new
homes; surprise fees tacked on to loans; and
pressure to take on excessive payments
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based on false promises that they could later
refinance.

Former dealers said the company encour-
aged them to steer buyers to finance with
Clayton’s own high-interest lenders.

Under federal guidelines, most Clayton
mobile-home loans are considered ‘‘higher-
priced.” Those loans averaged 7 percentage
points higher than the typical home loan in
2013, according to a Times/CPI analysis of
federal data, compared to just 3.8 percentage
points for other lenders.

Buyers told of Clayton collection agents
urging them to cut back on food and medical
care or seek handouts in order to make
house payments. And when homes got hauled
off to be resold, some consumers already had
paid so much in fees and interest that the
company still came out ahead. Even through
the Great Recession and housing crisis, Clay-
ton was profitable every year, generating
$558 million in pre-tax earnings in 2014.

The company’s tactics contrast with
Buffett’s public profile as a financial sage
who values responsible lending and helping
poor Americans keep their homes.

Berkshire Hathaway spokeswoman Carrie
Soya and Clayton spokeswoman Audrey
Saunders ignored more than a dozen requests
by phone, email and in person to discuss
Clayton’s policies and treatment of con-
sumers. In an emailed statement, Saunders
said Clayton helps customers find homes
within their budgets and has a ‘‘purpose of
opening doors to a better life, one home at a
time.”

FIRST, A DREAM

As Buffett tells it, his purchase of Clayton
Homes came from an ‘‘unlikely source’’: Vis-
iting students from the University of Ten-
nessee gave him a copy of founder Jim Clay-
ton’s self-published memoir, “First a
Dream,” in early 2003. Buffett enjoyed read-
ing the book and admired Tim Clayton’s
record, he has said, and soon called CEO
Kevin Clayton, offering to buy the company.

“A few phone calls later, we had a deal,”
Buffett said at his 2003 shareholders meeting,
according to notes taken at the meeting by
hedge-fund manager Whitney Tilson.

The tale of serendipitous dealmaking
paints Buffett and the Claytons as sharing
down-to-earth values, antipathy for Wall
Street and an old-fashioned belief in treating
people fairly. But, in fact, the man who
brought the students to Omaha said Clay-
ton’s book wasn’t the genesis of the deal.

“The Claytons really initiated this con-
tact,” said Al Auxier, the Tennessee pro-
fessor, since retired, who chaperoned the stu-
dent trip after fostering a relationship with
the billionaire.

CEO Kevin Clayton, the founder’s son,
reached out to Buffett through Auxier, the
professor said in a recent interview, and
asked whether Buffett might explore ‘‘a busi-
ness relationship’ with Clayton Homes.

At the time, mobile-home loans had been
defaulting at alarming rates, and investors
had grown wary of them. Kevin Clayton was
seeking a new source of cash to relend to
homebuyers. He knew that Berkshire Hatha-
way, with its perfect bond rating, could pro-
vide it as cheaply as anyone. Later that
year, Berkshire Hathaway paid $1.7 billion in
cash to buy Clayton Homes.

Clayton provided more than half of new
mobile-home loans in eight states. In Texas,
the number exceeds 70 percent. Clayton has
more than 90 percent of the market in Odes-
sa, one of the most expensive places in the
country to finance a mobile home.

To maintain its down-to-earth image,
Clayton has hired the stars of the reality-TV
show ‘“‘Duck Dynasty’’ to appear in ads.

The company’s headquarters is a hulking
structure of metal sheeting surrounded by
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acres of parking lots and a beach volleyball
court for employees, located a few miles
south of Knoxville, Tenn. Next to the front
door, there is a slot for borrowers to deposit
payments.

Near the headquarters, two Clayton sales
lots sit three miles from each other. Clayton
Homes’ banners promise ‘“‘$0 CASH DOWN.”
TruValue Homes, also owned by Clayton, ad-
vertises “REPOS FOR SALE.” Other nearby
Clayton lots operate as Luv Homes and Oak-
wood Homes. With all the different names,
many customers believe that they’re shop-
ping around.

House-sized banners at dealerships rein-
force that impression, proclaiming they will
“BEAT ANY DEAL.” In some parts of the
country, buyers would have to drive many
miles past several Clayton-owned lots, to
reach a true competitor.

GUIDED INTO COSTLY LOANS

Soon after Buffett bought Clayton Homes,
he declared a new dawn for the moribund
mobile-home industry, which provides hous-
ing for some 20 million Americans. Lenders
should require ‘‘significant down payments
and shorter-term loans,”” Buffett wrote.

He called 30-year loans on mobile homes ‘‘a
mistake,” according to notes Tilson took
during Berkshire Hathaway’s 2003 share-
holders meeting.

‘“‘Home purchases should involve an hon-
est-to-God down payment of at least 10% and
monthly payments that can be comfortably
handled by the borrower’s income,” Buffett
later wrote. ‘“That income should be care-
fully verified.”

But in examining more than 100 Clayton
home sales through interviews and reviews
of loan documents from 41 states, reporters
found that the company’s loans routinely
violated the lending standards laid out by
Buffett.

Clayton dealers often sold homes with no
cash down payment. Numerous borrowers
said they were persuaded to take on outsized
payments by dealers promising that they
could later refinance. And the average loan
term actually increased from 21 years in 2007
to more than 23 years in 2009, the last time
Berkshire disclosed that detail.

Clayton’s loan to Dorothy Mansfield, a dis-
abled Army veteran who lost her previous
North Carolina home to a tornado in 2011, in-
cludes key features that Buffett condemned.

Mansfield had a lousy credit score of 474,
court records show. Although she had sea-
sonal and part-time jobs, her monthly in-
come often consisted of less than $700 in dis-
ability benefits. She had no money for a
down payment when she visited Clayton
Homes in Fayetteville, N.C.

Vanderbilt, one of Clayton’s lenders, ap-
proved her for a $60,000, 20-year loan to buy
a Clayton home at 10.13 percent annual in-
terest. She secured the loan with two parcels
of land that her family already owned free
and clear.

The dealer didn’t request any documents
to verify Mansfield’s income or employment,
records show. Mansfield’s monthly payment
of $673 consumed almost all of her guaran-
teed income. Within 18 months, she was be-
hind on payments and Clayton was trying to
foreclose on the home and land.

Many borrowers interviewed for this inves-
tigation described being steered by Clayton
dealers into Clayton financing without real-
izing the companies were one and the same.
Sometimes, buyers said, the dealer described
the financing as the best deal available.
Other times, the Clayton dealer said it was
the only financing option.

Kevin Carroll, former owner of a Clayton-
affiliated dealership in Indiana, said in an
interview that he used business loans from a
Clayton lender to finance inventory for his
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lot. If he also guided homebuyers to work
with the same lender, 21st Mortgage, the
company would give him a discount on his
business loans—a ‘‘kickback,” in his words.

Doug Farley, who was a general manager
at several Clayton-owned dealerships, also
used the term ‘‘kickback” to describe the
profit-share he received on Clayton loans
until around 2008. After that, the company
changed its incentives to instead provide
‘“‘kickbacks’ on sales of Clayton’s insurance
to borrowers, he said.

Ed Atherton, a former lot manager in Ar-
kansas, said his regional supervisor was pres-
suring lot managers to put at least 80 per-
cent of buyers into Clayton financing. Ath-
erton left the company in 2013.

During the most recent four-year period, 93
percent of Clayton’s mobile-home loans had
such costly terms that they required extra
disclosure under federal rules. Among all
other mobile-home lenders, fewer than half
of their loans met that threshold.

Customers said in interviews that dealers
misled them to take on unaffordable loans,
with tactics including last-minute changes
to loan terms and unexplained fees that in-
flate loan balances. Such loans are, by defi-
nition, predatory.

“They’re going to assume the client is un-
sophisticated, and they’re right,” said Felix
Harris, a housing counselor with the non-
profit Knoxville Area Urban League.

Some borrowers felt trapped because they
put up a deposit before the dealer explained
the loan terms or, like the Ackleys, felt com-
pelled to swallow bait-and-switch deals be-
cause they had spent thousands to prepare
their land.

PROMISE DENIED

A couple of years after moving into their
new mobile home, Kirk Ackley was injured
in a backhoe rollover. Unable to work, he
and his wife urgently needed to refinance the
costly 21st Mortgage loan they regretted
signing.

They pleaded with the lender several times
for the better terms that they originally
were promised, but were denied, they said.
The Ackleys tried to explain the options to
a 21st supervisor: If they refinanced to lower
payments, they could stay in the home and
21st would get years of steady returns. Oth-
erwise, the company would have to come out
to their rural property, pull the house from
its foundation and haul it away, possibly
damaging it during the repossession.

They both recall being baffled by his reply:
“We don’t care. We’ll come take a chainsaw
to it—cut it up and haul it out in boxes.”

Nine Clayton consumers interviewed for
this story said they were promised a chance
to refinance. In reality, Clayton almost
never refinances loans and accounts for well
under 1 percent of mobile-home refinancings
reported in government data from 2010 to
2013. It made more than one-third of the pur-
chase loans during that period.

Of Washington’s 25 largest mobile-home
lenders, Clayton’s subsidiaries ranked No. 1
and No. 2 for the highest interest rates in
2013. Together, they ranked eighth in loans
originated.

“If you have a decrease in income and
can’t afford the mortgage, at least a lot of
the big companies will do modifications,”
said Harris, the Knoxville housing counselor.
“Vanderbilt won’t even entertain that.” In
general, owners have difficulty refinancing
or selling their mobile homes because few
lenders offer such loans. One big reason:
Homes are overpriced or depreciate so quick-
ly that they generally are worth less than
what the borrower owes, even after years of
monthly payments.

Ellie Carosa, of Napavine, Lewis County,
found this out the hard way in 2010 after she
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put down some $40,000 from an inheritance to
buy a used home from Clayton priced at
about $65,000.

Clayton sales reps steered Carosa, who is 67
years old and disabled, to finance the unpaid
amount through Vanderbilt at 9 percent in-
terest over 20 years.

One year later, Carosa was already having
problems—peeling paint and failing carpets—
so she decided to have a market expert as-
sess the value of her home. She hoped to
eventually sell the house so the money could
help her granddaughter, whom she adopted
as her daughter at age 8, attend a local col-
lege to study music. Carosa was stunned to
learn that the home was worth only $35,000,
far less than her original down payment.
“I’ve lost everything,” Carosa said.

‘RUDEST, MOST CONDESCENDING’ AGENTS

Berkshire’s borrowers who fall behind on
their payments face harassing, potentially
illegal phone calls from a company rarely
willing to offer relief.

Carol Carroll, a nurse living near Bug Tus-
sle, Ala., began looking for a new home in
2003 after her husband had died, leaving her
with a 6-year-old daughter. Instead of a down
payment, she said, the salesman assured her
she could simply put up two acres of her
family land as collateral.

In December 2005, Carroll was permanently
disabled in a catastrophic car accident in
which two people were Kkilled. Knowing it
would take a few months for her disability
benefits to be approved, Carroll said, she
called Vanderbilt and asked for a temporary
reprieve. The company’s answer: ‘“We don’t
do that.”

However, Clayton ratcheted up her prop-
erty-insurance premiums, eventually costing
her $803 more per year than when she start-
ed, she said. Carroll was one of several Clay-
ton borrowers who felt trapped in the com-
pany’s insurance, often because they were
told they had no other options. Some had as
many as five years’ worth of expensive pre-
miums included in their loans, inflating the
total balance to be repaid with interest. Oth-
ers said they were misled into signing up
even though they already had other insur-
ance. Carroll has since sold belongings, bor-
rowed money from relatives and cut back on
groceries to make payments. When she was
late, she spoke frequently to Clayton’s phone
agents, whom she described as ‘‘the rudest,
most condescending people I have ever dealt
with.” It’s a characterization echoed by al-
most every borrower interviewed for this
story.

Consumers say the company’s response to
pleas for help is an invasive interrogation
about their family budgets, including how
much they spend on food, toiletries and utili-
ties.

Denise Pitts, of Knoxville, Tenn., said Van-
derbilt collectors have called her multiple
times a day, with one suggesting that she
cancel her Internet service, even though she
home-schools her son. They have called her
relatives and neighbors, a tactic other bor-
rowers reported.

After Pitts’ husband, Kirk, was diagnosed
with aggressive cancer, she said, a Vander-
bilt agent told her she should make the
house payment her ‘‘first priority’ and let
medical bills go unpaid. She said the com-
pany has threatened to seize her property
immediately even though the legal process
to do so would take at least several months.

Practices like contacting neighbors, call-
ing repeatedly and making false threats can
violate consumer-protection laws in Wash-
ington, Tennessee and other states.

Last year, frequent complaints about Clay-
ton’s aggressive collection practices led Ten-
nessee state officials to contact local hous-
ing counselors seeking information about
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their experiences with the company, accord-
ing to two people with knowledge of the con-
versations.

TREATED LIKE CAR OWNERS

Mobile-home buyers who own their land
sites may be able to finance their home pur-
chases with real-estate mortgages, which
give them more federal and state consumer
protections than the other major financing
option, a personal-property loan. With con-
ventional home mortgages, companies must
wait 120 days before starting foreclosure. In
some states, the foreclosure process can take
more than a year, giving consumers a chance
to save their homes.

Despite these protections, two-thirds of
mobile-home buyers who own their land end
up in personal-property loans, according to a
federal study. These loans may close more
quickly and have fewer upfront costs, but
their rates are generally much higher. And if
borrowers fall behind on payments, their
homes can be seized with little or no want-
ing.

Those buyers are more vulnerable because
they end up being treated like car owners in-
stead of homeowners, said Bruce Neas, an at-
torney who has worked for years on fore-
closure and manufactured-housing issues in
Washington state.

Tiffany Galler was a single mother living
in Crestview, Fla., in 2005 when she bought a
mobile home for $37,195 with a loan from 21st
Mortgage. She later rented out the home.

After making payments over eight years
totaling more than the sticker price of the
home, Galler lost her tenant in November
2013 and fell behind on her payments. She ar-
ranged to show the home to a prospective
renter two months later. But when she ar-
rived at her homesite, Galler found barren
dirt with PVC pipe sticking up from the
ground.

She called 911, thinking someone had sto-
len her home.

Hours later, Galler tracked her repossessed
house to a sales lot 30 miles away that was
affiliated with 21st. It was listed for $25,900.

CLAYTON WINS CONCESSIONS

The government has known for years about
concerns that mobile-home buyers are treat-
ed unfairly. Little has been done.

Fifteen years ago, Congress directed the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment to examine issues such as loan terms
and regulations in order to find ways to
make mobile homes affordable. That’s still
on HUD’s to-do list.

The industry, however, has protected its
interests vigorously. Clayton Homes is rep-
resented in Washington, DC, by the Manufac-
tured Housing Institute (MHI), a trade group
that has a Clayton executive as its vice
chairman and another as its secretary. CEO
Kevin Clayton has represented MHI before
Congress.

MHI spent $4.5 million since 2003 lobbying
the federal government. Those efforts have
helped the company escape much scrutiny,
as has Buffett’s persona as a man of the peo-
ple, analysts say.

“There is a Teflon aspect to Warren
Buffett,” said James McRitchie, who runs a
widely read blog, Corporate Governance.

Still, after the housing crisis, lawmakers
tightened protections for mortgage bor-
rowers with a sweeping overhaul known as
the Dodd-Frank Act, creating regulatory
headaches for the mobile-home industry.
Kevin Clayton complained to lawmakers in
2011 that the new rules would lump in some
of his company’s loans with ‘‘subprime, pred-
atory’’ mortgages, making it harder for mo-
bile-home buyers ‘‘to obtain affordable fi-
nancing.”’

Although the rules had yet to take effect
that year, 99 percent of Clayton’s mobile-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

home loans were so expensive that they met
the federal government’s ‘‘higher-priced”
threshold.

Dodd-Frank also tasked federal financial
regulators with creating appraisal require-
ments for risky loans. Appraisals are com-
mon for conventional home sales, protecting
both the lender and the consumer from a bad
deal.

Clayton’s own data suggest that its mobile
homes may be overpriced from the start, ac-
cording to comments it filed with federal
regulators. When Vanderbilt was required to
obtain appraisals before finalizing a loan,
company officials wrote, the home was de-
termined to be worth less than the sales
price about 30 percent of the time.

But when federal agencies jointly proposed
appraisal rules in September 2012, industry
objections led them to exempt loans secured
solely by a manufactured home.

Then Clayton pushed for more concessions,
arguing that manufactured-home loans tied
to land should also be exempt. Paul Nichols,
then-president of Clayton’s Vanderbilt Mort-
gage, told regulators that the appraisal re-
quirement would be costly and onerous, sig-
nificantly reducing ‘‘the availability of af-
fordable housing in the United States.”

In 2013, regulators conceded. They will not
require a complete appraisal for new manu-
factured homes.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
The investigation found that Clayton
locked one disabled veteran in Ten-
nessee, Dorothy Mansfield, into an ex-
pensive loan even though the required
monthly payment would leave her only
$27 to cover the rest of her living costs.
Other borrowers were quoted inexpen-
sive loan terms only to see interest and
fees skyrocket once they had put down
a nonrefundable deposit—or paid out
large amounts of money to prepare
their land for installation of the home.
Just like subprime borrowers in the fi-
nancial crisis, many looking to pur-
chase manufactured housing were con-
vinced to take out high-cost loans be-
cause they were sold false promises
that they would be able to refinance to
lower rates in the future.

Former Clayton salespeople have
blown the whistle. They are coming
forward, and they are talking. They
have attested that they have pressured
consumers to use Clayton-affiliated fi-
nancing even if it wasn’t the best deal,
and some even received kickbacks for
putting customers into more expensive
loans.

If enacted, H.R. 6560 would allow abu-
sive lenders to charge up to nearly 14
percent interest before consumer pro-
tections are triggered, more than four
times what the average borrower is
paying on a home loan. There is not
one Member of Congress who would pay
or is paying 14 percent interest, 12, 13,
11 percent interest. This is outrageous.

In the coming years, this number
could very well grow to 16 percent, 17
percent, and likely 18 percent as inter-
est rates rise back to normal. Even
worse, the bill would also make it legal
for Clayton sales personnel to steer
borrowers toward high-cost loans—
loans from other parts of the Clayton
conglomerate—that are not in their in-
terest—a practice we banned for all
loan originators after the financial cri-
sis.
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Mr. Speaker, when it comes to manu-
factured housing, consumers are al-
ready exposed to significant risk: high
interest rates, the inability to refi-
nance, and in many cases, depreciation
that starts as soon as the manufac-
tured home is sold. Today, we consider
a measure that would even further roll
back key protections.

This measure would do away with a
number of protections current law af-
fords to many high-cost loans such as
stiffer penalties for bad actor lenders,
additional disclosures for investors and
consumers who purchase high-cost
mortgages, mandatory counseling so
borrowers would know what they are
getting into, and even the ability of
borrowers to have their loan rescinded
if lenders don’t follow the law. They
would lose all of these protections.

As the Consumer Financial Protec-
tion Bureau noted in their study of the
manufactured housing industry, the in-
dividuals who apply for loans for manu-
factured housing ‘‘include consumers
that may be considered more finan-
cially vulnerable and, thus, may par-
ticularly stand to benefit from strong
consumer protections.”” And now, in
addition to the CFPB’s report, we have
investigative reporting that puts
names, faces, and individual stories of
woe to the CFPB’s description of mar-
ket practices and policy failures.

Finally, the Obama administration
has said that they ‘‘strongly oppose’
this bill because it would ‘“‘put lowest
income and economically wvulnerable
consumers at significant risk of being
subjected to predatory lending and
being steered into more expensive
loans even when they qualify for lower
cost alternatives.”

Rolling back consumer protections
amidst evidence that the manufactured
housing industry needs more oversight
is a dangerous giveaway to a sector
that already profits handsomely at the
expense of vulnerable borrowers.
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Mr. Speaker and Members, I would
urge my colleagues to oppose this leg-
islation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

I enter into the RECORD a letter from
Mr. Barney Frank back in 2011, a
former chairman and former ranking
member of our committee, on this
issue:

Thank you for your thoughtful letter
about the negative impact of the Financial
Reform bill on manufactured housing. I'm
very proud of the work I have done with the
manufactured housing industry for years and
was regretful to realize that we did have this
problem. I do not think it is necessary to in-
clude manufactured housing as part of our
effort to prevent abusive mortgage practices,
and I am now working with my staff to see
if we can find a way to make a change that
would deal with the problem you currently
point out.

Mr. Speaker, so much of what the
ranking member, my colleague on the
other side of the aisle is saying—we are
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not messing with those parts of the bill
that strengthen protections. All we are
doing is fixing the unintended con-
sequences that happened with the
Dodd-Frank bill being so big.

With that, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. NEUGE-
BAUER), my good friend, the chairman
of the Financial Institutions Sub-
committee.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Tennessee.

This bill isn’t about profits; it is
about providing an opportunity for
American families to have housing
choices.

H.R. 650 is an important bill for com-
munities in my district, the Texas 19th
District, and communities across
America. For most of my career, I was
in a home building business. For many
small communities in my district, the
town would make efforts to go out and
work to recruit a new employer.

Oftentimes, this could be a manufac-
turer, cotton, or dairy production facil-
ity. This goal was to help develop the
economy and provide job opportunities
for the folks. However, in many of
these communities, there is already a
limited amount of housing stock avail-
able.

In order for these communities to
grow, you have to have sufficient hous-
ing availability to attract those busi-
nesses. You can’t grow your commu-
nity if folks don’t have a place to live,
and so the manufactured housing in-
dustry has been an integral part of pro-
viding housing for rural America. Un-
fortunately, under the new mortgage
rules coming out of CFPB, the manu-
factured housing industry is facing
some pretty significant headwinds and
regulatory obstacles.

Last summer, I had the opportunity
to go and visit a manufactured housing
dealer in my district. The dealer began
by telling me stories of family after
family that were unable to serve be-
cause of the new mortgage restrictions.

For some of these young families,
this is the first home that they may
own. It may be a manufactured home
worth only $15,000 or $20,000, and they
are very proud of it. Unfortunately,
today, many of the families in rural
America have run out of places to turn
to achieve the American Dream and
own an affordable home.

Today, I want to address the issue of
consumer protection. When consumer
protection starts limiting consumer
choices, then we have gone too far.

Unfortunately, I think many of the
CFPB rules have gone too far. They are
not only negatively impacting the con-
sumers, but we also have a duty to
make sure that the people we represent
have the opportunities to make their
own financial decisions about their
housing and not the Federal Govern-
ment and not one agency to make that
decision for them.

This bill, H.R. 650, makes important
corrections to the definition of a mort-
gage originator under the Truth in
Lending Act. It is a bipartisan bill that
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ensures low- and moderate-income
families have access to credit for the
purchase of affordable homes.

It ensures that the CFPB rules are
properly calibrated and don’t consider
small-balance manufactured home
loans as high-cost loans under the
Housing Ownership and Equity Protec-
tion Act.

For those reasons, I thank Mr.
FINCHER and the bipartisan sponsors
for their work on this bill, and I sup-
port its final passage.

I just want to mention that, when
you look at a lot of these small com-
munities—and it has been mentioned,
Well, sometimes, people can rent, or
they can own; and, in some cases, peo-
ple say, you know—and rightfully so—
that, sometimes, manufactured hous-
ing is a lower cost of housing for some
of those people.

Let me say this: in some of these
communities, it is not about whether
you have a choice to rent or to own; in
some cases, there is just not adequate
housing stock in those communities.

If you want to choke a little small
community across America, you take
away the ability to provide housing.
That is one of the main infrastructures
for any community to grow. In many of
these communities, there hasn’t been a
new house built in those communities
in 30 or 40 years.

What you are saying to those small
communities, because we are so intent
in protecting Americans and we don’t
trust them to make their own deci-
sions, we are just going to take away
any opportunity that those small com-
munities have to prosper and grow in
the future.

Now, I don’t think that is what the
Founding Fathers of this country in-
tended. They intended for this to be
the land of opportunity. If we continue
to do these kinds of things, we take
away the opportunities of Americans
that want to live in those commu-
nities.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage passage of
this.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I think it is important for
people to know that that letter that
was read was back in 2011, and that was
prior to the Consumer Financial Pro-
tection Bureau’s very investigative re-
porting.

I yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Alabama (Ms. SEWELL).

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank Ranking Member WATERS.

Today, I stand in support of H.R. 650,
the Preserving Access to Manufactured
Housing Act. Manufactured housing
serves as an affordable and sustainable
housing option for roughly 22 million
Americans. In my State of Alabama,
more than 300,000 families reside in
manufactured housing, which com-
prises in excess of 14 percent of the
State’s housing market.

In districts like mine, where we face
tremendous economic disparities and
suppressed rental markets, manufac-
tured housing must remain an option.
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Oftentimes, it is the only safe and af-
fordable mortgage option available to
families.

Without this bill, working families
and retirees with poor credit or limited
income can’t obtain credit at all and
are forced into more expensive housing
options; and, in some parts of my dis-
trict, the more rural parts of my dis-
trict, the only option for many is man-
ufactured housing.

H.R. 650 makes a simple but nec-
essary adjustment to these thresholds
to enable lenders to fully meet the de-
mand for affordable, responsible loans
for manufactured homes.

In many ways, Mr. Speaker, this bill
is an acknowledgement that manufac-
tured housing is different from regular
dwelling housing. It is, in fact, not real
property, but personal property, more
like a car than it is like a home.

The fact of the matter is I believe
that Dodd-Frank did not anticipate—
was an unintended consequence of
Dodd-Frank—that manufactured hous-
ing would get wrapped into the regu-
latory scheme for dwelling homes.

In fact, most of the lenders are not
loan originators, as it would be in the
mortgage context; rather, they are
lenders giving limited options—I
should say giving families, working
families, the only option in many,
many of the jurisdictions, the rural
communities, that I represent.

With all due respect, I don’t see this
as a predatory lending bill. This is all
about access to affordability. I, like
the ranking member, strongly advocate
against predatory lending, would not
be supportive of an industry that preys
upon the most vulnerable in the com-
munity.

In fact, many of my constituents rep-
resent vulnerable communities. In-
stead, I really see this as an oppor-
tunity for them, many of the commu-
nities I represent, to have affordable
housing at all.

It is with that that I ask my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
consider H.R. 6560 as an opportunity for
rural communities all across America
to have, as a viable option, manufac-
tured housing.

I want to repeat something that was
very important. In no way does this
bill take away consumer protections.
The consumer protections that were es-
tablished by Dodd-Frank are really im-
portant.

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

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
I yield the gentlewoman an additional
30 seconds.

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. The con-
sumers will continue to have the wide
range of consumer protections that
Dodd-Frank affords and which I think
many of us agree with.

Steering would be prohibited. We
would still have truth-in-lending dis-
closures, which are critically impor-
tant, and loan-term disclosures that
are critically important; and the
prohibitation against mandatory arbi-
tration and other State laws are not af-
fected.
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I see this not as a predatory lending
bill, but an access to affordable hous-
ing bill, and I ask my colleagues to
support H.R. 650.

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the gentlewoman from
Alabama for supporting the legislation.

I yield such time as he may consume
to the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
BARR).

Mr. BARR. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding, and I want to
thank the gentleman from Tennessee
for his leadership on this very impor-
tant issue, Mr. FINCHER, for being a
champion for affordability of housing
and manufactured housing in par-
ticular.

I want to thank all of my colleagues
who are supporting this important leg-
islation that I had cosponsored, the
Preserving Access to Manufactured
Housing Act, and it is a bipartisan bill,
and that is important.

Affordable manufactured housing is a
key source of housing for many of our
constituents, particularly those living
in rural areas, including my district in
central and eastern Kentucky, many of
those individuals who could not other-
wise afford to buy or even rent a home.

Unfortunately, due to the regulatory
requirements of the Dodd-Frank Act,
many lenders have stopped offering
loans for manufactured houses. The
loans in question are generally fixed-
rate, fixed-termed, fully amortized,
small-dollar loans that have nothing in
common with the bad mortgage loans
that brought down the housing market
in 2008; yet the Consumer Financial
Protection Bureau has treated retailers
of manufactured homes as ‘‘mortgage
originators,” despite the fact that they
do not originate loans.

Furthermore, the small-dollar
amounts of manufactured housing trig-
gers high-cost regulatory controls

since points and fees represent a pro-
portionally larger share of a small-dol-
lar loan than a larger 30-year mortgage
on real property.

These definitions increase the regu-
latory and liability burdens on retail-
ers and lenders, driving them from the
market and resulting in higher costs
and reduced choice for prospective
home buyers.

In fact, due to the increased lender li-
ability associated with this mortgage
designation, some manufactured hous-
ing lenders have stopped making manu-
factured home loans entirely, and oth-
ers have stopped originating manufac-
tured home loans under $20,000, which
is a typical price point.

The legislation before us today does
nothing to roll back existing protec-
tions against predatory lending, as has
been said previously by my friend on
the other side of the aisle, Congress-
woman SEWELL.

H.R. 650 merely clarifies the defini-
tions for mortgage originators in high-
cost loans to correct an unfortunate
consequence of these regulations that
the Federal Government will be pro-
tecting homeowners right out of their
homes.
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This legislation will reduce the bu-
reaucratic red tape, increase access to
affordable manufactured housing for
American families, and let me just con-
clude by saying this in response to
some of the arguments made by the
ranking member. She made the point
that manufactured home sales are in-
creasing. Well, that is not an argument
against this legislation.

On the contrary, it underscores the
extent to which Americans are relying
on manufactured housing in the Obama
economy and the need to preserve ac-
cess to lower-priced, more affordable
homes, homes such as manufactured
homes, which commonly are available
at lower monthly payments than what
it cost even to rent. It also reinforces
the need for this legislation because we
need to preserve access to affordable
housing.

This argument, this canard that this
is somehow rolling back consumer pro-
tections for lower-income homeowners,
this is not true at all. This legislation
does nothing to roll back consumer
protections. I simply do not define con-
sumer protection as a law that tries to
protect people in a way that makes ac-
cess to housing completely
unreachable. That is not consumer pro-
tection.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to support this bipartisan
piece of legislation that preserves ac-
cess to affordable housing and pre-
serves commonsense consumer protec-
tions.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I think it is important for
me to correct statements that have
been made more than once by the oppo-
site side of the aisle about consumer
protections.

H.R. 650 would remove consumer pro-
tections afforded to borrowers of high-
priced mortgage loans under the Home
Ownership and Equity Protection Act,
as enhanced by Dodd-Frank, for manu-
factured housing loans that currently
receive such protections.
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Those protections include:

Prior to making a high-cost mort-
gage, the lender must receive written
certification that the consumer has re-
ceived counseling from a HUD-ap-
proved counselor or State agency. That
would be out. Restrictions on loan
terms for high-cost mortgages, includ-
ing the loan payments currently only
allowed in very limited circumstances;
prepayment penalties banned; a limita-
tion of due-on-demand features of
loans; creditors banned from recom-
mending default on an existing loan to
be refinanced by a high-cost mortgage;
no fees can be charged by services or
creditors to modify or renew or extend
a high-cost mortgage; late fees capped
at 4 percent of past due payments and
the pyramiding of fees banned; no fees
for borrowers to receive a payoff state-
ment; charges that qualify for points
and fees cannot be financed into prin-
cipal balance; a ban on issuing two
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loans in order to evade HOEPA cov-
erage by splitting fees and rates.

All of these are protections that
would be eliminated.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
CLEAVER).

Mr. CLEAVER. Mr. Speaker, I would
argue that the fact that home sales are
increasing for manufactured homes is
even more of a reason for us to want to
be protective of some kind of an indus-
try that is growing.

I represent areas in which there are a
number of manufactured homes
throughout the rural parts of Missouri
that are included in the Fifth Congres-
sional District. I am a capitalist. I be-
lieve that people ought to be able to
make money. I think they ought to
make money in the manufactured
home industry, and I would like for
them to make money in the Fifth Con-
gressional District.

Yet I think that everyone in here
would agree that we have all had ques-
tions about what happens when a car is
purchased and the driver drives it
around the corner and loses about
$1,200 in depreciation. Nobody I have
ever met or had a conversation with
said, Oh, I understand that. The car de-
preciates almost as soon as you sign
the note. What happens is that this is
an unintended reason for more, I think,
congressional oversight of this par-
ticular industry because these homes
also lose value like automobiles. Let
me give you an example from the Se-
attle study. This is sad, and I will try
and do this quickly, Mr. Speaker.

Tiffany Galler is a single mother who
was living in Florida in 2005. She
bought a mobile home for $37,165. With
the loan she purchased from 21st Mort-
gage, she then rented the home out.
She made payments for 8 years, pay-
ments totaling more than the sticker
price of the home. Galler lost her ten-
ant in November of 2013, and she fell
behind on her payments. She arranged
to show the home to a prospective
renter 2 months later, but when she ar-
rived at her home site, Ms. Galler
found barren dirt with PVC pipe stick-
ing up from the ground. She called 911,
thinking someone had stolen her home,
but she found out later that her home
was 30 miles away and was up for sale
for $25,900.

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

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
I yield the gentleman an additional 30
seconds.

Mr. CLEAVER. That is a real reason
for us not only to look at this industry
but to protect people as it is growing.

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. WILLIAMS), my good friend.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the gen-
tleman from Tennessee for his leader-
ship on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 650, a bipartisan piece of legis-
lation that would make commonsense
changes to Dodd-Frank and restore

The
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clarity to a market that has been hit
hard by unnecessary regulations.

Texas builds or manufactures over 25
percent of the Nation’s new manufac-
tured homes—almost 12,000 last year.
To put that in perspective, Texas is
home to 19 manufacturing facilities
with an average of 185 skilled workers
per factory. At a time when our Nation
is still recovering from the financial
crisis of 2008, now is the time to free
small businesses from harmful regula-
tions that only hurt hard-working
Americans. I cannot emphasize enough
how important it is to have access to
affordable financing for manufactured
homes, especially in central Texas,
where the average home price for a
manufactured home is $60,000.

The one-size-fits-all regulatory ap-
proach under the CFPB is clearly not
working. Instead of protecting poten-
tial consumers, the CFPB has, once
again, gotten it wrong. Treating lend-
ing products for manufactured housing
as high cost and predatory clearly will
not protect consumers, but it will re-
duce access to small balance loans.

With increased lender liabilities, ob-
taining a high-cost mortgage has be-
come nearly impossible. Having crit-
ical resources for low- to moderate-in-
come families is vital in many parts of
rural America. By passing the Pre-
serving Access to Manufactured Hous-
ing Act, Congress can correct one of
the many unintended consequences of
the Dodd-Frank Act. This bill is fair,
and this bill is logical. It must pass. 1
urge its immediate passage.

In God we trust.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the

gentlewoman from  Arizona (Ms.
SINEMA).
Ms. SINEMA. Thank you, Ranking

Member WATERS, for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, manufactured housing
is a key form of affordable housing in
my State, particularly in rural and un-
derserved communities. More than
300,000 families in Arizona live in man-
ufactured homes. Manufactured homes
provide an affordable housing choice
for many low- and moderate-income
families.

Existing manufactured home owners
and potential buyers are negatively im-
pacted by current regulations. These
rules inadvertently curtail a con-
sumer’s ability to access manufactured
home loans or to receive effective as-
sistance in the manufactured home
buying process. These regulations un-
intentionally create situations where
borrowers are not allowed to be
matched with lenders who can help
them in a timely and efficient manner.

For example, if a Realtor in Arizona
works with a veteran who wants to use
his or her VA eligibility to purchase a
home, the Realtor connects the veteran
with a number of lenders who offer VA
home loans. Due to the current restric-
tions placed on retail salespeople, the
process is different if a veteran shops
for a manufactured home.

Manufactured home sale centers have
a marketing table where lenders place
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marketing and lending materials. Man-
ufactured home salespeople cannot as-
sist veterans in finding lenders. In-
stead, when a veteran enters the home
center, she is instructed to go to the
table and sift through the countless
brochures and loan programs by herself
to determine which lender is best.
There may be a dozen different lenders’
information displayed on this table. As
you can imagine, this is a very
daunting and discouraging process for
most borrowers, especially for first-
time home buyers.

Had the salesperson simply been able
to point the veteran in the direction of
a lender that offers VA loans, the vet-
eran would have been taken care of im-
mediately and would have been able to
have made an informed and confident
decision.

H.R. 650 will remedy the unintended
consequences of current regulations,
providing potential home buyers with
more options, better advice, and more
confidence when buying a new home.

The bill also amends the definition of
a ‘“‘high-cost mortgage” and cor-
responding thresholds to ensure that
consumers of small balance mortgage
loans will have the opportunity to ac-
cess mortgage credit. I would encour-
age my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this important legislation.

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. HILL).

Mr. HILL. Thank you, Mr. FINCHER,
for yielding on this important measure,
and thank you for your leadership.

Mr. Speaker, it pains me to stand in
opposition to my friend, the ranking
member of the committee, and in sup-
port of H.R. 650, but I believe that H.R.
650 is a commonsense bill that actually
preserves financing options for manu-
factured homes while preserving and
maintaining consumer protections.

I want to add too that my friend
from Missouri noted the health of the
industry, and I would like to provide a
countercomment on that. In the last
decade alone—this very tough eco-
nomic decade that we have had—there
has been an 80 percent decline in the
production of manufactured housing in
the country. Some 160 plants have
closed, and there has been a loss of
some 200,000 jobs. Therefore, this indus-
try is important to our Nation. As a
percentage of total housing units, in
my home State of Arkansas, we have
170,000 units, which is some 13 percent
of housing units in our State—one of
the largest percentages in the country.

For many years, I was a community
banker with offices in the Mississippi
Delta region of Arkansas. For many of
our families, especially in rural areas,
manufactured housing is not only the
best option for housing, but it is the
best option for clean, safe, modern, and
affordable housing. Often, due to low
volumes in these kinds of towns, it is
the only option, as many of my col-
leagues have noted.

However, under the new mortgage
rules issued by the Consumer Financial
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Protection Bureau, many of these man-
ufactured housing loans are now auto-
matically considered high cost and,
therefore, would subject both the con-
sumers to higher costs and the lenders
to greater liability. Therefore, many of
my old colleagues in community bank-
ing offer fewer loans, and that impacts
hard-working, low- to moderate-in-
come families across Arkansas and par-
ticularly in rural America, families
whose only objective is to own a home,
to have the dream of homeownership.

The Director of the CFPB has ac-
knowledged that its rules may, in fact,
have this issue of constraining credit,
but as the executive director of Arkan-
sas Manufactured Housing Association
said in a recent letter:

Most low-income Arkansas families don’t
have the luxury when it comes to their mort-
gage options, and many of our member busi-
nesses won't last through a few more years
of decline in sales.

Mr. Speaker, I submit this letter for
the RECORD.

ARKANSAS MANUFACTURED
HOUSING ASSOCIATION,
Hon. FRENCH HILL,
House of Representatives, Longworth House Of-
fice Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HiLL: Congratulations
on your election to Congress representing
Arkansas’ 2nd District and on your selection
to the House Financial Services Committee.

During the campaign, we visited briefly
about how the implementation of ‘The Dodd-
Frank Act’ (and the avalanche of additional
regulation created by the Act) hinders job
creation and increases the cost of financial
services for Arkansas consumers and busi-
nesses. More specifically, we discussed how
‘Dodd-Frank’ has adversely impacted the
members of the Arkansas Manufactured
Housing Association (AMHA) and their cus-
tomers—low-to-moderate income home-
buyers throughout the state.

Over the past year, the Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Bureau (CFPB) has imple-
mented a number of final rules, issued inter-
pretations of those rules, and clarifications
of the interpretations of those rules—all in
defense of practices that continue to disrupt
consumer lending for low-to-moderate in-
come homebuyers, particularly to purchasers
in predominantly rural markets like Arkan-
sas.

At Congressional hearing about the Dodd-
Frank’s ‘Ability to Repay’ (ATR) and ‘Quali-
fied Mortgage’ (QM) rules, one of the CFPB’s
key witnesses testified that the Bureau rec-
ognizes ‘. . . that concerns about liability
under the Dodd-Frank Act’s ‘Ability-To-
Repay’ requirement might cause creditors to
constrain their lending—particularly in the
first few YEARS after the rule takes effect.”

In response to that statement—on behalf of
an industry which over the past decade has
experienced an 80 percent decline in new
home production; the closure of more than
160 manufacturing facilities; and the loss of
more than 200,000 American jobs—I would
say that most low-to-moderate income Ar-
kansas families don’t have the luxury of tak-
ing a ‘wait and see approach’ when it comes
to their mortgage options and that many of
our member businesses won’t last through
another ‘few YEARS’ of decline in produc-
tion and sales.

Throughout its continued rulemaking, the
CFPB has demonstrated a fundamental lack
of understanding about manufactured home
lending. And, through the implementation of
rules like ATR and QM, the Bureau has cre-
ated additional challenges for manufactured
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home purchasers and lenders wishing to offer
mortgage loans on manufactured homes.

As you are undoubtedly aware, lenders
which provide specific mortgage products for
the manufactured home industry (particu-
larly personal property type ‘home only’
[chattel] loans), community banks and other
financial institutions will likely offer fewer
manufactured home loan options if such
loans are not able to be classified as ‘quali-
fied mortgages’. The liability created by
Dodd-Frank on such loans (classified as ‘high
cost’ or ‘high priced’) will prevent most in-
stitutions from offering these loans to hard-
working Arkansas families.

You also know that manufactured home
loans tend to be lower balance loans. And,
while the cost of origination for a $50,000
manufactured home loan may be the same as
the cost of origination for a $250,000 ‘site-
built’ home loan in ‘real dollars’—that origi-
nation cost (when considered against the
lower-balance loan total) will more readily
cause that lower-balance loan to fall outside
the parameters of a ‘qualified mortgage’.

The loss of mortgage options for paycheck-
to-paycheck wage earners seeking to attain
‘The American Dream of Home Ownership’—
particularly in a state where the median an-
nual household income is around $40,000—
will keep many Arkansas families living in
rental units or dependent upon government
assistance programs for their housing needs.

The manufactured home industry is asking
for your immediate assistance with industry-
specific legislation to amend the provisions
of Dodd-Frank which are restricting the
availability of credit needed by those seek-
ing to purchase manufactured housing. H.R.
650—The Preserving Access to Manufactured
Housing Act—would revise the high-cost
mortgage triggers for manufactured home
loans and make clarifications to the loan
originator definition as it applies to manu-
factured home retailers and their sales-
people.

On behalf of the members of the Arkansas
Manufactured Housing Association (AMHA)
and the customers that we serve, I would re-
spectfully request that you become a co-
sponsor of H.R. 650.

Thank you for your consideration of this
issue of great importance to the manufac-
tured housing industry and our customers—
the low-to-moderate income families of Ar-
kansas. Feel free to contact me if you have
questions about this request.

Sincerely,
J.D. HARPER,
Ezxecutive Director,
Arkansas Manufactured Housing Association.

Mr. HILL. Regarding consumer pro-
tection, I agree with my colleagues
that this bill does not weaken any cur-
rent laws. It protects consumer access
to affordable credit; it preserves the
consumer’s choice; it helps Americans
achieve financial independence; and it
prevents the CFPB rules from overpro-
tecting low-income consumers out of
the option of a manufactured home.

H.R. 650 is about protecting the
American Dream of homeownership. I
am proud to support this bipartisan
bill. I think it is common sense.

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, may I
inquire as to how much time is left on
both sides?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Tennessee has 10% min-
utes remaining, and the gentlewoman
from California has 13 minutes remain-
ing.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.
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Members, I reiterate that H.R. 650
would remove consumer protections af-
forded to Dborrowers of high-priced
mortgage loans under the Home Owner-
ship and Equity Protection Act, as en-
hanced by Dodd-Frank, for manufac-
tured housing loans that currently re-
ceive such protections, and I read off
some of those protections.

I further want to share that these
lenders want to be able to originate
these high-priced loans at 14 percent
and even more when the interest rates
change, but they want this bill to
change the definition of a ‘‘mortgage
originator’” so that the licensing and
antisteering requirements of Dodd-
Frank would not apply to manufac-
tured housing.

Not only are they going for protec-
tion for higher priced loans and higher
fees, they want to change the defini-
tion so they don’t look like they are
originating loans, and they don’t want
to come under the law in terms of what
we require for protection for higher
priced loans.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. AL GREEN).

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. I thank the
Honorable MAXINE WATERS for con-
tinuing to be a champion for people
who have been taken advantage of. She
has a rich history of fighting for those
who are not in a position to fight for
themselves.

Mr. Speaker, I guess there will be a
question of ‘“Who are you going to be-
lieve?”’ Will it be MAXINE WATERS, who
has for decades been fighting for the
least, the last, and the lost? MAXINE
WATERS, who is known across the
length and breadth of this country as a
champion for poor people, for people
who purchase manufactured homes?

MAXINE WATERS has said—and I con-
cur with her—that this bill will create
an opportunity for people to take ad-
vantage of those who are living at a
level of life wherein what they pay for
a home must be what they can afford,
and they cannot afford to lose that
home.
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This is why she is so concerned, and
I join her in this notion, that there is
predatory lending taking place if this
bill passes. If this bill passes, people
will be allowed to steer people into
homes that will have higher interest
rates. If this bill passes, there will be
people who will need counseling but
will not get the counseling that they
need to help them maintain home own-
ership. If this bill passes, we will go
back to prepayment penalties. If this
bill passes, we will not be able to bring
back these protections and safeguards
that have been instated under Dodd-
Frank. We will eliminate them, and
they will be gone forever.

We need to think before we act and
before we vote. This is an important
vote for those who are not going to be
able to stand up and fight for them-
selves, but I thank God that we have
got the Honorable MAXINE WATERS on
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the floor of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives standing here today to
stand up for them.

So who are you going to believe?
There seems to be a difference of opin-
ion. When you have differences in opin-
ions, you look to see who has been
doing what and for how long. She has
been fighting for these kinds of rights
that we are talking about today since
she has been in the Congress of the
United States of America. I am proud
to stand with the Honorable MAXINE
WATERS.

I think that if we pass this bill, we
will continue to do what many want to
do, but in an incremental salami way.
We will continue to slice away at Dodd-
Frank. We will continue to do what
those who can’t repeal it in full would
do in part, and that is eliminate the
protections for consumers.

Mr. FINCHER. I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker and Members, before the
next Members rise to speak on this bill,
I would just like to remind everybody
that this amount of interest rate that
they will be getting on these loans,
should this bill pass, is 10 percent
above the prime rate; and from 14 per-
cent it could go up to maybe 18 per-
cent. There is no Member of Congress
who would pay that kind of interest
rate on a home loan or manufactured
housing or anything else, but we are
asking the most vulnerable in our soci-
ety that are targeted to pay this kind
of entry rate in the interest of getting
credit.

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. SARBANES).

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentlelady for yielding. I
want to congratulate her as well on her
amazing advocacy on behalf of con-
sumers across this country and her
leadership on the Committee on Finan-
cial Services.

Mr. Speaker, here we are again forced
to ask the question: Who calls the
shots here in Washington and in Con-
gress and on Capitol Hill? We shouldn’t
have to ask that question. It should be
the people that call the shots. It should
be everyday Americans that call the
shots here, but unfortunately it is big
money on Wall Street that continues
to call the shots. It is big money that
is leaning on Congress to water down,
once again, the Dodd-Frank rules in
ways that will harm consumers. With
the mortgage crisis barely in our rear-
view mirror, the hidden hand of Wall
Street is intent on rolling back critical
consumer protections and stripping
away important reforms that have
been made to our mortgage market.

Exhibit A for today—and I say ‘‘for
today’’ because there has actually been
dozens of exhibits of this kind of legis-
lation that have come forth over the
last few months authored by Wall
Street interests. But Exhibit A for
today is called Preserving Access to
Manufactured Housing Act, H.R. 650.
Preserving access; it sounds good, but
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it is a wolf in sheep’s clothing. That is
how they title these things around
here.

This legislation would roll back crit-
ical consumer protections for our Na-
tion’s most vulnerable families, under-
mining a simple proposition that the
owners of manufactured homes deserve
the same protections as traditional
homeowners; specifically, the legisla-
tion would cause interest rates to spike
and would reintroduce conflict of inter-
est into the manufactured home mar-
ket.

By the way, Mr. Speaker, later on
today we will see Exhibit B for today.
That is called the Mortgage Choice
Act, H.R. 685. That is legislation that
would scrap vital consumer protections
put in place by Dodd-Frank to prevent
unscrupulous lenders from steering
consumers into higher fee mortgages.
That is what is going on around here.

Of all the areas in need of Congress’
attention, the Republican majority has
chosen to once again focus on give-
aways to the Wall Street crowd. Amer-
ican consumers deserve better than
that, and I urge my colleagues to vote
against H.R. 6560 and later against H.R.
685.

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. HENSARLING), the chairman of our
committee, and I again want to thank
him for his leadership on this issue.

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding, but
more importantly, I thank him for his
leadership, and I thank him for stand-
ing up for so many of the downtrodden,
the low- and moderate-income Ameri-
cans from sea to shining sea who want
to realize some piece of the American
Dream—they want to own a home.

Now, maybe it is not going to be
quite as nice as a home that some
Member of Congress might live in, you
know, but it is going to be their home.
In this case, it is going to be a manu-
factured home. I can say for many of
the people who live, Mr. Speaker, in
the Fifth District of Texas, if it
weren’t for manufactured housing,
they wouldn’t have a house.

As the gentleman from Tennessee so
eloquently said as this legislation was
being marked up in our committee,
there are so many on the left and the
far left who want to protect consumers
right out of their homes. That is
shameful, Mr. Speaker. It is absolutely
shameful. They should have the same
equal opportunity to own a home as
any Member of this body, and yet my
friends on the other side of the aisle
would take it away from them. No,
they have got a bumper sticker slogan
here. You know, they have got Dodd-
Frank; we are going to aim at Wall
Street. But when they aim at Wall
Street, they are hitting Main Street.
They are hitting Main Street, and low-
and moderate-income Americans are
suffering.

We have bank after bank after bank
after credit union after credit union,
we are talking community financial in-
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stitutions who are saying, without the
legislation of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee, they have got to get out of the
business. You know what that means,
Mr. Speaker? It means people lose their
opportunity to own that first home,
which might just be a manufactured
house.

First Arkansas Bank and Trust, we
heard from them:

Our bank has a long history of helping con-
sumers, especially those who, for some rea-
son, cannot qualify for secondary market fi-
nancing at the time. Due to the fact that
this type of financing is now overly burdened
by the qualified mortgage standards, we have
ceased this type of financing.

I heard from the Central Maine Cred-
it Union. And, by the way, we haven’t
mentioned Goldman Sachs and J.P.
Morgan. No, these are community fi-
nancial institutions, Mr. Speaker.

I am sorry. This comes from Five
County Credit Union:

Since October of 2010, Five County has no
longer been offering mobile home loans to its
members due to the Federal legislation.

First National Bank of Milaca. I hope
I am pronouncing this right, but given
that it isn’t a money center bank on
Wall Street, we are a little less famil-
iar with its name. This is in Minnesota.

The high price mortgage rules have caused
my bank to reduce the number of real estate
mortgages we make on certain type houses,
specifically mobile homes.

I could go on and on. I have got a
stack of these, Mr. Speaker. That is
why the gentleman from Tennessee,
with his able leadership, has brought
forth legislation—bipartisan legisla-
tion, I might add; bipartisan, almost
half of the Democrats on our com-
mittee supported it.

The ranking member supported it be-
fore she was against it. I don’t quite
understand the change of mind. The
need is still as great. People are still
suffering. The low- and moderate-in-
come Americans have been falling be-
hind. Here is a chance to let them have
an opportunity to get into a mobile
home. But, no, no, no, no, no, we have
got a Wall Street bumper sticker slo-
gan here, and it doesn’t matter who is
going to get hurt.

Well, it does matter. It matters a lot,
Mr. Speaker. We need to ensure that
every American, regardless of their in-
come, in a competitive, transparent,
innovative capital market, that they
have the opportunity to finance that
mobile home. Every American should
have that opportunity.

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

Mr. FINCHER. I yield the gentleman
an additional 1 minute.

Mr. HENSARLING. Every single
American should have that oppor-
tunity, and it is the gentleman from
Tennessee who is hearing their voices
and is representing their voices on the
House floor today.

Again, I want to thank him for his
leadership and thank him for the thou-
sands and thousands across the Fifth
District of Texas that I have the privi-
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lege and honor of representing that,
just because they are low income, he
knows—he knows—they still deserve
that chance for the American Dream.
He is fighting for their American
Dream.

This was compromise language, Mr.
Speaker. This is not the bill I wanted;
it is not the bill he wanted. It was com-
promise language. In fact, the ranking
member supported even a broader pro-
vision in the previous Congress. But
what has happened is, yet again, the
left hand doesn’t always know what
the far left hand is doing; and the far
left hand has decided that all of a sud-
den we are going to aim at Wall Street
banks, and it doesn’t matter if any per-
son working at a Walmart or working
at a Whataburger loses their chance at
the American Dream.

That has to stop. We need to support
the legislation of the gentleman from
Tennessee. I urge the House to adopt
it.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
I yield 2 minutes to the gentlelady
from Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY).

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, it
is interesting that the gentleman just
described this as a consumer protection
bill for people who live in manufac-
tured housing. We are talking about
trailer homes. But yet the National
Manufactured Home Owners Associa-
tion is opposing this bill, along with
the Alliance for a Just Society, Ameri-
cans for Financial Reform, the Center
for American Progress, the Center for
Responsible Lending, Consumer Ac-
tion, Corporation for Enterprise Devel-
opment, Empire Justice, Financial
Protection Law Center, the Housing
Assistance Council, the Leadership
Conference on Civil and Human Rights,
the National Consumer Law Center,
National Council of La Raza, National
Fair Housing Alliance, North Carolina
Justice Center, U.S. Public Interest
Research Group. Are these the far left
that he is talking about, the people
who actually represent folks that live
in the kind of housing that he is saying
that he wants to protect?

Nearly 7 years ago, our housing col-
lapse resulted in more than 5 million
foreclosures and 10 million jobs lost,
and so we enacted Dodd-Frank to re-
form Wall Street, to improve consumer
protections against crippling loans and
the creation of the Consumer Financial
Protection Bureau. The two bills, H.R.
650 and H.R. 685, would strip many of
these consumer protections, would
allow higher fees and reduce consumer
protections and permit some of the
most abusive and deceptive practices
that trapped borrowers into
unaffordable loans. Those protections
were hard earned, and they were clear-
ly justified. Eliminating them would
put us back in the same situation that
led to the worst recession since 1929.

This bill, H.R. 650, would weaken con-
sumer protections for manufactured
home loans. This is a bad bill, and I
urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.”

Mr. FINCHER. I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, could you tell me how
much time we have left?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California has 4 min-
utes remaining. The gentleman from
Tennessee has 5% minutes remaining.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. HECK).
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Mr. HECK of Washington. Mr. Speak-
er, I cannot tell you how thrilled I am
to hear that the chair of the committee
has seen the light and will follow the
lead of the gentleman from Tennessee,
and I am looking forward to him sign-
ing on to Congressman FINCHER’S Ex-
port-Import Bank reauthorization bill.

In fact, I wish I could stand here and
support this in the name of consumer
protection, but it isn’t. When we had
this hearing, the most common thread
was that we needed more information
about what is happening out here.

Well, unfortunately, since that hear-
ing, we have received more informa-
tion. Indeed, The Seattle Times ran an
unbelievably in-depth article detailing
some of the worst practices among
manufactured home lenders, some of
those practices which contributed to
the subprime bubble and meltdown: not
verifying borrowers’ income, pushing
borrowers into unaffordable loans, ag-
gressive debt collection, driving up
costs through hidden add-ons, over-
appraising homes, all of these things.

If you do nothing else, read this
essay, which I flat predict today—write
it down—is going to win a Pulitzer
Prize. Write it down.

It has been suggested that lenders
could not make a living were they held
to 8 points over prime, but that doesn’t
square with reality. What is reality?
Take out the largest lender, who aver-
ages 7 points over prime, average all
the rest, and it is 3.8 percent over
prime.

Don’t tell me lenders can’t make a
living in the manufactured home mar-
ket unless they are given 10 points over
prime. They are making a living. In
fact, they could double it and still be
approximately what the single largest
does.

This bill is about relaxing an awful
lot of consumer protections among our
most vulnerable population, require-
ments to do housing counseling, a ban
on teaser rates, early provision of dis-
closures, large font statement of the
consumers’ rights.

This bill would go backwards on
those measures and would expose the
most vulnerable among us to exploi-
tation. As a consequence, I would urge
my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no”” on H.R. 650
in the name of consumer protection.

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

My colleagues on the opposite side of
the aisle keep telling us how everybody
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who would make money on the most
vulnerable population is somehow suf-
fering. They are suffering because
somehow they are not able to make
these loans because they cannot be
guaranteed the profits that they want
to get.

Let me again just share some infor-
mation with you. Clayton Homes, the
largest U.S. mobile home manufac-
turer, as well as the two biggest mobile
home lenders, 21st Mortgage Corpora-
tion and Vanderbilt Mortgage and Fi-
nance, are owned by Berkshire Hatha-
way, an amazingly profitable company
whose shares trade for $215,000 each.

Berkshire Hathaway profited to the
tune of $19.87 billion, or 12,092 per
share, in 2014. The CEO of Berkshire
Hathaway is Mr. Warren Buffett, the
third richest man in the world.

Even though the CFPB’s rule on
manufactured housing was effective in
January 2014, again, Clayton Homes
profited to the tune of $5658 million in
2014, up from $416 million in 2013 and
$255 million in 2012. Why do we need to
provide this industry with more regu-
latory relief when they are already
thriving?

Note that these profits come on the
backs of some of America’s lowest in-
come households. In fact, 84 percent of
the industry’s customers make less
than the U.S. median household in-
come.

Clayton, again, is a large conglom-
erate of companies operating under at
least 18 names, constructing nearly
half of the industry’s new homes and
selling them through its own retailers.
Many consumers think they are shop-
ping around, not realizing that it is
just different dealers with different
names, all operating under the Clayton
umbrella.

Let me just wrap this up by saying
that this bill is absolutely a giveaway.
It is my friends on the opposite side of
the aisle deciding that it is more im-
portant to allow this industry to
charge exorbitant interest rates and
fees to this vulnerable population than
it is to try and do something about re-
form.

We went through a recession—almost
a depression—in this country because
of the way loan initiators came up with
these exotic products. You want to
take us right back to that kind of situ-
ation.

I would ask my colleagues to vote
“no’” on this bill. It is not needed, and
it is absolutely predatory.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I am going to finish up and just hit
on several accusations that have been
made by my friends on the other side of
the aisle. Before I do, I will read a
statement from the ranking member
last Congress—this was back in May
2014—on H.R. 1779, which was the bill
before the compromise, which had in-
terest rates at 14 percent, not capped
at 10 above prime.

But I'm going to support the bill, and I'm
supporting the bill because I have been em-
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bracing opportunities to support rural com-
munities.

In the same vein, I'm going to support this
bill, even though I have some questions
about it, because, again, I want my legisla-
tors here, my friends, my colleagues, rather,
who are from rural areas that are trying
hard to make sure that they provide oppor-
tunities and they realize the problems of
their constituents, I want them to know that
we can work together on rural and urban
problems, without always being opposed sim-
ply because it’s urban or simply because it’s
rural.

Now, that is before the compromised
language, Mr. Speaker. Now, that lan-
guage is significantly less. Once again,
we are not doing away with the protec-
tions that Dodd-Frank makes sure that
apply to folks all over districts all over
our country.

Think about this. I g0 home every
weekend. I live in a little place called
Frog Jump. It is a real place in west
Tennessee. My county is Crockett
County, a very rural county that
doesn’t have a stoplight in our county,
not a red light in our county. We are
that small, 12,000, 13,000 people.

I go home to my constituents, the
folks in my district, and they tell me:
FINCHER—a lot of them call me by my
last name—FINCHER, we are trying to
buy a mobile home—a manufactured
home—and we are happy with the
price, we have been happy with all of
the terms of the conditions of the man-
ufactured home that we are trying to
buy; but, FINCHER, we can’t buy one be-
cause Washington has gotten in the
way. We are happy with the price; we
are happy with the terms; we are happy
with the product, but bureaucrats and
politicians in Washington seem to
think they know more than we know
here in Crockett County.

Now, Mr. Speaker, my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle, it is almost
like, Do as we say, but don’t do as we
do. It is almost like they are totally
against Americans having the right to
choose for themselves and make the
decisions for themselves, so Members
of Congress should sit high on their
horse, know nothing about the indus-
try, nothing about how this is going to
impact not the people at the top, Mr.
Speaker.

If my colleagues are so opposed to
making an income and making wealth
and growing our businesses and making
a profit—this doesn’t hurt Warren
Buffett. It hurts the people in Frog
Jump and Dyersburg and Knoxville, all
around this country. We somehow must
get back to working for the people
back home and not listening to the spe-
cial interest groups.

They have been citing a story in a
newspaper somewhere—I don’t know
where—that put all of these accusa-
tions out. We are not lessening the role
of Dodd-Frank when it comes to con-
sumer protections with this bill. All we
are doing is making sure that Ameri-
cans, Mr. Speaker, can have access to
credit and they can own a home for
themselves and not be told what to do
by Washington politicians.
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I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle—this is a bipartisan bill—
please, please don’t be scared by the
President’s veto threat yesterday and
try to vote for the constituents back
home in our districts that desperately
need this legislation to pass.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DUNCAN of Tennessee). All time for de-
bate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 189,
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. Pursu-
ant to clause 1(c) of rule XIX, further
consideration of H.R. 650 is postponed.

——

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Brian
Pate, one of his secretaries.

———
MORTGAGE CHOICE ACT OF 2015

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to House Resolution
189, I call up the bill (H.R. 685) to
amend the Truth in Lending Act to im-
prove upon the definitions provided for
points and fees in connection with a
mortgage transaction, and ask for its
immediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 685

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Mortgage
Choice Act of 2015”.

SEC. 2. DEFINITION OF POINTS AND FEES.

(a) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 103 OF TILA.—
Section 103(bb)(4) of the Truth in Lending
Act (15 U.S.C. 1602(bb)(4)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘paragraph (1)(B)” and in-
serting ‘‘paragraph (1)(A) and section 129C’’;

(2) in subparagraph (C)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘and insurance”
“‘taxes’’;

(B) in clause (ii), by inserting ‘‘, except as
retained by a creditor or its affiliate as a re-
sult of their participation in an affiliated
business arrangement (as defined in section
2(7) of the Real Estate Settlement Proce-
dures Act of 1974 (12 U.S.C. 2602(7))” after
‘“‘compensation’’; and

(C) by striking clause (iii) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(iii) the charge is—

““(I) a bona fide third-party charge not re-
tained by the mortgage originator, creditor,
or an affiliate of the creditor or mortgage
originator; or

“(II) a charge
106(e)(1);’; and

(3) in subparagraph (D)—

(A) by striking ‘‘accident,”’; and

(B) by striking ‘“‘or any payments’’ and in-
serting ‘‘and any payments’’.

(b) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 129C OF TILA.—
Section 129C of the Truth in Lending Act (15
U.S.C. 1639¢c) is amended—

after

set forth in section
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(1) in subsection (a)(5)(C), by striking ‘103"’
and all that follows through ‘‘or mortgage
originator’ and inserting ‘‘103(bb)(4)”’; and

(2) in subsection (b)(2)(C)(i), by striking
€103’ and all that follows through ‘‘or mort-
gage originator)” and inserting ‘‘103(bb)(4)”’.
SEC. 3. RULEMAKING.

Not later than the end of the 90-day period
beginning on the date of the enactment of
this Act, the Bureau of Consumer Financial
Protection shall issue final regulations to
carry out the amendments made by this Act,
and such regulations shall be effective upon
1ssuance.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 189, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HUIZENGA)
and the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. MAXINE WATERS) each will control
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks and submit extraneous
materials on the bill under consider-
ation.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of my bill, H.R. 685, the Mortgage
Choice Act.

As someone who has worked in the
housing industry, this is a very impor-
tant issue to me and, more impor-
tantly, to all of our constituents across
the country.

Last year, the qualified mortgage—or
QM—ability to repay rule as mandated
by the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform
Act went into effect. Nobody has a
problem with that, but the QM rule is
the primary means for mortgage lend-
ers to satisfy its ‘‘ability to repay’’ re-
quirements.

Additionally, Dodd-Frank provides
that a QM, or qualified mortgage, may
not have points and fees in excess of 3
percent of the total loan amount.

As it is ambiguously defined cur-
rently, ‘‘points and fees” include,
among other charges, fees paid to af-
filiated, but not unaffiliated, title com-
panies, and amounts of insurance and
taxes held in escrow.

As a result of this confusing and
problematic definition, many affiliated
loans, particularly those made to low-
and moderate-income borrowers would
not qualify as QMs and would be un-
likely to be made or would only be
available at higher rates due to height-
ened liability risks. Consumers would
lose the ability to take advantage of
the convenience and market effi-
ciencies and choice offered by one-stop
shopping.

I, along with my good friend Rep-
resentative GREGORY MEEKS from New
York, reintroduced H.R. 685, a strong,
bipartisan bill that would modify and

April 14, 2015

clarify the way that these points and
fees are calculated. This legislation is
very narrowly focused to promote ac-
cess to affordable mortgage credit
without overturning the important
consumer protections and sound under-
writing required under Dodd-Frank’s
“ability to repay’’ provisions.

Having been a licensed Realtor and
coming out of that industry, it didn’t
take those of us who had been in the
industry long to see that there was sig-
nificant problems with the structure of
what had led to the housing crisis in
the last number of years.

I tell the story oftentimes of the first
closing that I did, where a check was
slid across the desk the table to the
seller and then a check was slid across
the table to the buyer. The closing
agent really didn’t even know what to
say.

It was the first time that they were
starting to get into these zero down or
even 120 percent loan to values, is what
was happening.
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I thought to myself, this is not going
to end well, and that is the case. We
need to have that tightened-up system.

But I think it is important to know
that we have some issues with that
Dodd-Frank provision. This is one of
those.

I do also believe, Mr. Speaker, that it
is important to note that when we first
introduced this bill in 2012, in the last
Congress, it looked substantially dif-
ferent. However, working with my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle, 1
made the decision to make the changes
necessary to gain their support of the
legislation. As a result, it has been a
truly bipartisan effort at every step of
the way in the legislative process.

That is why this very legislation
unanimously passed both the House Fi-
nancial Services Committee and the
House of Representatives last Con-
gress. In fact, as we dealt with this bill
again, the new bill, H.R. 685, it passed
out of committee 43-12, after, I think,
some had decided that they were going
to be against it after they were for it.

It seems that the White House and
others on Capitol Hill have decided
that, rather than taking care of con-
sumers, and rather than trying to
make the bill work, they have decided
that it is a citadel that cannot be
breached, and not a jot or a tittle of
Dodd-Frank can be changed. Otherwise,
they label it as bailouts and helping
out Wall Street and all these other
things.

The real truth of the matter is, Mr.
Speaker, we are trying to make sure
that real Americans can obtain the
American Dream and buy and own
their own home.

Specifically, our bill, H.R. 685, would
provide equal treatment for affiliated
title fees and title companies and clar-
ify the treatment of insurance held in
eSCrow.

When things are held in escrow, they
don’t belong to the owner, they don’t
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belong to the bank or the title com-
pany that is holding it. All they are
doing is holding them to then pay for
that insurance bill that is going to be
coming due. They pay for the insurance
or the property taxes that may be com-
ing up.

What happens, when someone writes
that check every month, they are put-
ting a twelfth of that total payment
every month into that escrow. And it
just begs to be clarified.

These commonsense changes will pro-
mote access to affordable mortgage
credit for low- and moderate-income
families and first-time homeowners by
ensuring that safer, properly under-
written mortgages pass the QM test.

Whether or not you support Dodd-
Frank overall, or specifically within
this area, it is clear the law is going to
require some tweaks to ensure quali-
fied borrowers aren’t locked out of
homeownership and the beneficial fea-
tures of a qualified mortgage.

The QM represents the safest, best
underwritten mortgage availability on
the market. It is the gold standard, Mr.
Speaker. We should want more people
getting QMs, not fewer.

Quite frankly, this is something that
we should all agree on and, as I pointed
out, we did last term. Our bill doesn’t
touch any of the CFPB’s strict under-
writing criteria. It doesn’t in any way
suspend a lender’s legal requirement to
determine that a borrower has the abil-
ity to repay that loan.

Mr. Speaker, this body has the oppor-
tunity to help more Americans realize
a portion of that American Dream, as
we talked about.

You know what the best part of it is,
Mr. Speaker? We don’t need to pass a
grandiose law or decree. All we need to
do is work in a bipartisan manner. I
think the American people are begging
for that, and here is an opportunity to
do that. We have done it, and to reform
a burdensome regulation that is nega-
tively impacting our constituents is
something that we should all strive for.

So I would like to thank my col-
league, Representative MEEKS, along
with many of the others on both my
side of the aisle and the other side of
the aisle who have worked tirelessly to
help fix this flawed provision currently
being implemented in Dodd-Frank.

I urge my colleagues to vote in sup-
port of H.R. 658 and help make the
dreams of their constituents come true
and a reality by ensuring that all con-
sumers have greater access to mort-
gage credit and more choices and credit
providers.

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

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself as much
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi-
tion to H.R. 685, the so-called Mortgage
Choice Act, which would roll back pro-
tections for home buyers, make mort-
gages more expensive, undermine
Dodd-Frank, and undo the important
work of the Consumer Financial Pro-
tection Bureau.
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As its title indicates, the Mortgage
Choice Act would affect choice, but in
the wrong way. It would invite a return
to a recent time when hard-working
Americans were choosing whether to
pay for medication or their mortgage,
a time when they were faced with
choosing between sleeping at a home-
less shelter or spending one more night
in the car.

These choices were and still are being
made by many of those who suffered as
a result of the financial crisis, a crisis
that was caused in large part by preda-
tory mortgages.

During this time, lenders often piled
on excessive upfront fees by exploiting
the opaque pricing and sales system for
settlement services, like title insur-
ance, which too often left borrowers
without the information necessary to
shop around or negotiate for lower
prices.

They cared little about whether the
borrower had the ability to repay the
loan over the life of the mortgage be-
cause they raked in upfront fees at the
point of origination.

Just to make it clear, anyone who
has bought a home, who has got in-
volved with negotiating for a mortgage
would understand very clearly what we
are talking about. We are going to
focus on title fees, but there are a lot
of fees up front that would-be home-
owners are asked to pay for, including
appraisal fees and inspection fees.

So during the subprime meltdown
and the crisis that we had, we deter-
mined that there were many of the
mortgage lenders, the originators, who
were just piling on these fees. This is in
addition to the downpayments they
were making, and so they were making
more money.

Because they were making more
money, this is what caused many of
our homeowners to lose these homes,
because they were paying too much up
front and they were being gouged with
these predatory loans.

In response, the Dodd-Frank Act en-
trusted the CFPB with the responsi-
bility of ensuring that lenders and
their affiliated companies were re-
strained from charging excessive fees.

What are we talking about?

We are simply talking about mort-
gage lenders and originators who
owned other companies like title com-
panies, or who were affiliated with
other companies like title companies.
And why were they affiliated?

They were affiliated, or they owned
these companies, so that they could
make more money, because these affili-
ated companies would mark up the
price of these fees and, basically, kick
back to the originator some money.

One way the CFPB achieved this was
through a standard known as a quali-
fied mortgage, which, among other
things, placed a 3 percent cap on up-
front fees. What they simply said was,
You can’t just keep charging any old
thing that you want to. It doesn’t
make good sense that people are ending
up paying 5 percent, 6 percent and on
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and on in these upfront fees. So we are
going to put a cap on for 3 percent of
upfront fees.

These 3 percent fee caps include
those paid to affiliates. Don’t forget,
these are these companies that are
owned by the originator, or affiliated
with them. This 3 percent fee cap in-
cludes, again, those paid to affiliates of
the lender for services such as, again,
property appraisals, settlement serv-
ices, and title insurance.

It is these fees that pose the greatest
risks to consumers since they invite
lenders to steer borrowers directly to
their affiliates without open competi-
tion and with higher prices.

So, simply, what the originators were
doing was saying, okay, this is who we
are going to get you to pay money to
for these services that you need in
order to get this loan. They didn’t ask
you if you knew a title company. They
didn’t invite the independent compa-
nies in to compete. They just simply
steered the borrowers into these affili-
ated companies.

In the past, creditors have offered in-
centives like reduced office rent, bo-
nuses, commissions, or other financial
perks in exchange for business refer-
rals.

Though Dodd-Frank banned these
type of kickbacks, some creditors are
circumventing them by buying or cre-
ating businesses so they can profit by
referring their customers to their af-
filiated service providers. It is worse
than referral. They just write it up,
and the borrower doesn’t even know
that they had an opportunity to shop
around.

Others, like J.P. Morgan and Wells
Fargo, recently settled cases of wrong-
doing within the past year for engaging
in a kickback scheme with an affili-
ated title company.

But instead of strengthening this ban
on kickbacks, today, this House con-
siders legislation that would actually
incentivize these cozy relationships
which increase creditors’ profits at the
expense of consumers. In some cases,
these referral financial incentives are
as much as half of the premiums home
buyers pay.

Buying a home is a complex venture.
How many among us who own homes
have really ever shopped around for
title insurance? I imagine very few.

Consumers should not have to be
worried that their service providers are
colluding to scam borrowers. Instead,
they should be competing to provide
them the best prices.

H.R. 685 would undermine the CFPB’s
definition of affiliated services by re-
moving title insurance fees charged by
affiliates of the lender from the 3 per-
cent cap. As a result, creditors will ac-
tually be encouraged to direct bor-
rowers to expensive affiliates, codi-
fying a system of kickbacks in our
laws. This is not only detrimental to
consumers but to small businesses that
provide unaffiliated title insurance.

So what they are basically saying is,
We don’t like it that you have had re-
form in the law. We don’t like it that
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you have discovered that these kick-
back schemes go on. We don’t like it
that you now know that some of these
originators, these lenders, own some of
these businesses.

We want them to be able to charge as
much in fees as they can get. Let them
gouge, or let them simply write in
companies that they know will pay
them more money for getting this busi-
ness.

So we have said, in the Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Bureau, that this
should be limited to 3 percent. That is
enough. You don’t need to take more
from the consumers.

Title insurance is already an uncom-
petitive market, and State protections
are often weak and, at times, non-
existent. This measure will, ironically,
ensure even fewer choices for con-
sumers because consumers rarely know
that other options exist.

As a result, they will often simply
rely on what they are kind of forced to
do or made to do, or the recommenda-
tions of their lender, who, under H.R.
685, can simply refer them to affiliated
entities who can then charge excessive
fees without regard for the 3 percent
cap.

Mr. Speaker, a diverse coalition,
ranging from the NAACP and the Na-
tional Council of Lia Raza to the Center
for American Progress and the Center
for Responsible Lending, have all
voiced their opposition to this so-
called Mortgage Choice Act.

The Obama administration has
pledged to veto the measure because it
“‘risks eroding consumer protections
and returning the mortgage market to
the days of careless lending.”’

We need only reflect on the 2008
mortgage crisis to understand that
lenders too often focused on profiting
from upfront payments through points
and fees, rather than taking care to
originate loans whose value derives
from long-term performance.

I am alarmed at how short our
memories have become. It has barely
been 5 years since the worst of the cri-
sis subsided, and we are already wel-
coming a return to the abusive prac-
tices that contributed to the subprime
meltdown.
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This measure will drive up the cost of
mortgages, limit competition, and ulti-
mately hurt consumers, so I sincerely
urge my colleagues to oppose it.

Mr. Speaker and Members, I have
spent hours with consumers begging
for loan modifications, trying to save
their homes. They didn’t know what
they were signing up for when they
signed on the dotted line, for many of
these mortgages were simply gouging
them, simply telling them that they
could get refis anytime they wanted.
They didn’t know that when they were
told: Don’t worry about how much
money you make, we can fix that;
don’t worry about whether or not we
are going to be able to not only refi-
nance, but we can give you this for in-
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terest only; and on and on and on, with
all of these exotic products. And they
certainly didn’t know about all of the
fees that they were paying up front.
They didn’t understand that they
should have had some options. They
should have had some choices, but they
didn’t have; they didn’t have because
these lenders were just putting them
into paying companies that they were
affiliated with, that they were going to
make more money off of.

This is shameful. I don’t know why
we are spending our time in the Con-
gress of the United States trying to
gouge consumers and trying to put us
back where we were with the subprime
meltdown and the crisis that was cre-
ated.

We have a lot of things we should be
attending to. There are a lot of con-
cerns that our consumers have out
there. Our consumers are concerned
about jobs and job creation. They are
concerned about pay equity. They are
concerned about homelessness. They
are concerned that we have the hous-
ing, to attend to those who have jobs
that cannot afford to pay the price of
rental housing. They are concerned
that if they want to buy a home that
they will be treated fairly, that they
will not be gouged, that they will not
be taken advantage of.

We know that when you buy a home,
you have a stack of papers this high to
sign. We also know that if you are well
off, you can get your lawyer, you can
get your representatives to read
through these papers and help you get
the best mortgage. We know that Mem-
bers of Congress know how to nego-
tiate, know how to bargain, know how
to get the best loans, know how to shop
around; but not all of our consumers
are that fortunate, not all of them are
prepared, and they listen to what they
are told by their lenders.

I want to tell you, the business that
we are involved in here with this bill
where we are trying to say forget about
that 3 percent cap, let these lenders
charge as much as they can get, let
them gouge the consumers—this is
wrong. This should not be done by
Members who are sent here to rep-
resent all of our constituents, all of our
consumers, and more than that, the
more vulnerable of them, those who
don’t have high-priced lobbyists in the
Halls of Congress, those who can’t even
get their Members of Congress to re-
turn their telephone calls if they have
a complaint. We should be here dealing
with the real issues of the day, not
using our influence and our time to
simply fatten the pockets of those who
would gouge our constituents.

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

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MCCAR-
THY).

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, first off, I will not be
long. I know you have a number of
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Members who want to speak for this
bill.

Before I begin, I want to thank Fi-
nancial Services Committee Chairman
HENSARLING for all the good work he
and his committee have been doing not
only on this bill, but on numerous bills
this week. This whole week, the House
will be voting on bills to promote a
healthier economy, preserve consumer
choice, and help people become finan-
cially independent.

You know, Mr. Speaker, it is an iron-
ic thing here in Washington when some
laws that are passed hurt more than
they actually help. I truly think every-
one in this body wants to do what is
best for the American people, but that
is not how things always turn out.

There are some in this body who,
whenever a problem comes around,
their gut reaction is to add more regu-
lations, costs, and red tape. For some
reason, they think paperwork can solve
all of our problems, and that is exactly
what happened with Dodd-Frank.
Washington tried to solve a problem by
regulating the big guys, but all they
succeeded in doing is hurting the little
guys.

When you look around, who is get-
ting hurt most by Dodd-Frank? It is
credit unions and community banks.
More importantly, it is lower income
families who can’t get the loans they
need because one-size-fits-all regula-
tions are blocking them.

We need to give people in this coun-
try and the institutions that serve
them space to live and space to grow.
The Mortgage Choice Act and so many
of the bills that we will see on the floor
this week help open up that space.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Michigan, Representative HUIZENGA,
for being a champion of this legislation
to give the American people the room
they need to achieve their dreams.

So let’s get behind the American peo-
ple and help them reach financial inde-
pendence by supporting this bill.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I have no further requests
for time.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MCHENRY), the vice chairman of our
committee.

Mr. MCHENRY. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank my colleague from Michigan
(Mr. HUIZENGA) for his hard work on
this piece of legislation. It is well
crafted and is a very important reform
that the American people need to un-
derstand and appreciate.

What the American people under-
stand is that Washington regulations
are preventing them, Americans, from
realizing the dream of homeownership.
These arbitrary, Washington-created
barriers are keeping young peobple, re-
cently married couples, and low- and
middle-income Americans from access-
ing mortgages they need to own a
home. That is wrong.

Right now, consumers are bearing
the brunt of regulatory overreach
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under Dodd-Frank. According to the
most recent housing data, the TU.S.
homeownership rate is now the lowest
that it has been in 20 years. Young
homeowners are being hit particularly
hard. For example, in my district, in
Buncombe County, in Asheville, the
number of young homeowners fell to a
level not seen since the year 2000. That
is unacceptable.

Combine these figures with recent re-
ports indicating serious distress in the
credit markets, and it becomes clear
that young, lower-, and middle-income
Americans are being squeezed out of
the dream of homeownership.

It is important to note that this bill
will not do a number of things. Nothing
in this bill undoes the Dodd-Frank re-
quirement that lenders ascertain a bor-
rower’s ability to pay, nor does the bill
in any way change the strict under-
writing standards that the CFPB has
set for qualified mortgages. Instead,
this bill simply allows more loans to fit
under the current limitation on points
and fees, thereby expanding access to
credit at a time when credit is still
very tight. It also provides clarity to
the calculation of points and fees
which allow more loans to meet the re-
quirement of qualified mortgages.

These are very important reforms,
very necessary reforms, and are good
for American homeownership. I con-
gratulate my colleague for crafting
this fine piece of legislation.

I urge my colleagues to support the
bill.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I will continue to reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to inquire as to
the amount of time on both sides.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan has 20 minutes
remaining. The gentlewoman from
California has 16% minutes remaining.

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, with that, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
TROTT), a new colleague of ours.

Mr. TROTT. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Michigan
for the opportunity to cosponsor and to
speak in favor of H.R. 685.

There is no question that Dodd-
Frank is making the dream of home-
ownership more difficult for many
Americans. There are a myriad of unin-
tended consequences that were created
by this regulation, and the problems
are largely the result of an overreach
by the Federal Government and poorly
thought-out rules, rules which, in
many cases, were written by people
that may or may not know the dif-
ference between mortgagee and mort-
gagor.

The Mortgage Choice Act addresses a
problem created by the qualified mort-
gage rule. The qualified mortgage rule
treats the cost of title insurance dif-
ferently depending on whether the title
insurance agency is affiliated with the
lender. The distinction is nonsensical.
In many States like Michigan, the title
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insurance cost is regulated by an insur-
ance commissioner or through a filed
rate; consequently, the cost of insur-
ance in most States is typically the
same regardless of whether the title
agency is an affiliate or not.

The current definition of points and
fees is not only illogical, but it also in-
creases the cost of mortgage credit by
making lending less efficient and less
profitable. It also reduces the mortgage
options that are available to con-
sumers; and it generally makes credit
less available, which, in turn, stifles
the ability of hard-working Americans
to buy a home.

The one thing that the current defi-
nition of points and fees does do, how-
ever, is it gives the Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Bureau a reason to hire
more staff to run around the country
and audit and impose sanctions on
lenders, sanctions which ultimately
hurt consumers and the lending indus-
try.

I ask my colleagues to support the
Mortgage Choice Act, as it truly will
afford consumers more choices as they
pursue their dream of homeownership.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I will continue to reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. HENSARLING), the chairman of our
committee.

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Michigan
for his leadership on our committee
and for his leadership in bringing this
bill through our committee on a strong
bipartisan vote.

I have got to tell you, Mr. Speaker, it
is with great pride that the House Fi-
nancial Services Committee just a cou-
ple of weeks ago voted out 11 different
bills to help American families achieve
that coveted goal of financial inde-
pendence, and part and parcel of that
quest, that dream, is the dream of
homeownership.

Regrettably, there are some people
within this body who believe in biparti-
sanship more in theory than they do in
practice. I regret those who supported
a bill before they were against it, but
that is where we are here today, Mr.
Speaker.

What we are really about here is try-
ing to ensure that low- and moderate-
income people do not have their Fed-
eral Government protect them out of
their homes, and what we have seen is
bad and dumb regulation out of Wash-
ington do just that.

The goal of consumer protection
ought to be to help empower consumers
to buy homes they can afford to keep,
that we have competitive, transparent,
innovative markets that are vigorously
policed for forced and fraud and decep-
tive advertising. That is the vision we
have on this side of the aisle, and,
frankly, it is at least a vision that
some Members on that side of the aisle
have as well.

So, Mr. Speaker, this is an incredibly
modest—it is still important, but an
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incredibly modest bill. By definition, if
it is bipartisan, it is going to be mod-
est.

I am somewhat shocked that under
our rules and procedures that this
wouldn’t be on the suspension cal-
endar. And in fact, in the last Con-
gress, there wasn’t one single vote cast
to object to this bill from the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HUIZENGA),
the chairman of our Monetary Policy
and Trade Subcommittee, a real leader
on our committee on housing oppor-
tunity for low-and moderate-income
Americans—not a single dissenting
vote. But I guess that was before,
again, the left hand knew what the far
left hand was doing. And now, all of a
sudden, we have entered yet another
fact-free zone and we are having all
this incredible verbiage about Wall
Street, when all this bill is doing is lev-
eling the playing field between those
firms that would be affiliated and those
that would not so that consumers can
have a few more choices and benefit
from lower cost as they try to get their
American Dream.

If we followed the logic of the far
left, McDonald’s could serve you a
burger, but they could no longer serve
you fries. You would have to go across
the street to Burger King for your fries
there. I guess National Tire and Bat-
tery would have to be ‘‘National Tire.”
They couldn’t sell you a battery any-
more. Consumers would be protected
and not have their choices recognized.
I guess the phone company could no
longer offer you a discount on Internet
and cable and phone put together be-
cause, my lord, those are affiliations,
Mr. Speaker; and apparently the far
left wants to ensure that American
consumers are stripped of their eco-
nomic liberty to make choices for
themselves, to be able to get discounts
when products are put together. I don’t
understand it.

O 1645

We are trying to ensure that low- and
moderate-income Americans have con-
venience, that they have choice, and
that they have lower prices. The Truth
in Lending Act will apply and should
apply. We have to protect consumers
against force, fraud, and deception, but
we have got to quit protecting con-
sumers right out of their homes.

So again, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HUIZENGA)
for doing everything he can to help this
segment of our American population.
So often we hear the left and far left
talk about affordable housing. Once
again, it is something they recognize in
theory; it is just not anything they
want to support in practice.

This is an affordable housing bill.
This is an affordable housing bill. Con-
sumers will have choice under this bill,
thus, the name. So we know that talk
is cheap, but, unfortunately, votes tend
to be expensive. This started out as
such a bipartisan piece of legislation,
but then somebody said: Oh, my Lord,
this is a clarification or modification
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of Dodd-Frank, and Dodd-Frank is
something that came down from Mount
Sinai. It was chiseled into stone tab-
lets.

Former Chairman Frank, who
chaired our committee, doesn’t seem to
believe that. He came before our com-
mittee and testified at least a half a
dozen different ideas he had for amend-
ing his own signature legislation. Yet
there are those on the far left who
would hurt the most vulnerable in our
society, who would deny them funda-
mental economic liberties to choose
the mortgages they want to allow them
their American Dream of homeowner-
ship. That is not right. That is not fair.
That is not economic justice.

That is why, Mr. Speaker, it is so
critical—so critical today—that we
support H.R. 685. It was designed to be
a bipartisan bill. It should be a bipar-
tisan bill, and I urge every single Mem-
ber to adopt it.

I thank the gentleman from Michi-
gan for his leadership.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, with all due respect to
my chairman, Mr. HENSARLING, this de-
bate is not about McDonald’s, it is not
about Burger King, and it is not about
the National Tire and Battery Com-
pany. This is about our constituents
who want to be homeowners, who are
gouged, who are misled, and who are
steered into companies that are going
to provide Kkickbacks for their loan
originators.

We need to get rid of some of these
myths. The myth that we have heard
today is we need H.R. 685 to ensure ac-
cess to credit for low-income house-
holds. Well, let’s talk about the facts.

The cost of title insurance is opaque.
Borrowers are responsible for paying
for title insurance, but title insurance
pricing is basically negotiated between
the lender and the title insurance com-
pany. The pricing and sales system is
completely nontransparent, making it
impossible for borrowers to shop for
better prices on title insurance. In ad-
dition, when borrowers spend money on
inflated title insurance premiums, it
makes homeownership less sustainable.
High title insurance prices mean bor-
rowers have less money to put toward a
down payment or to put toward im-
provements to their home.

Even The Wall Street Journal agrees.
Here is a quote from an article from
March 28, 2014: ‘‘Title insurance can
cost hundreds of dollars for modest
houses and thousands for multimillion-
dollar properties. Yet many home buy-
ers don’t focus on the product, or the
price, until they sit down at the clos-
ing.”

The article went on to describe that
“upstart insurers and agencies are
challenging the status quo.” Two in-
surers are ‘marketing directly to con-
sumers on the Internet, offering online
quotes to home buyers who plug in
basic information about the property,
such as location, purchase price and
loan amount. And they are offering
savings of up to 35 percent off what es-
tablished firms charge.”’
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But these upstart companies have
had a hard time in securing market
share because they don’t have the prof-
its to afford to offer kickback-like ar-
rangements.

The CFPB has taken reasonable steps
on the affiliated title insurance issue,
carefully considering the industry com-
ments in their proposed rule and decid-
ing that the harm to consumers was
too great to exclude affiliated title.
The inclusion of title insurance, quali-
fied mortgage points, and fee caps
serves to limit title insurance pricing
from even greater excesses.

As Professor Adam Levitin of
Georgetown University, a Democratic
witness at the hearing on H.R. 685, con-
cluded: ‘“To the extent that we are con-
cerned about ensuring greater avail-
ability of credit to consumers, exempt-
ing title insurance from the HOEPA
and QM point and fee caps is a terrible
idea as it virtually guarantees that
consumers will be gouged with in-
creased title insurance costs which
make homeownership more expensive.”’

Make no mistake; Wall Street always
argues that consumer protection will
hurt access to credit when they want
to stop those efforts dead in their
tracks. In fact, we heard these same ar-
guments in the early 2000s as the indus-
try lobbied against consumer protec-
tion. In 2007, Representatives Brad Mil-
ler and Mel Watt introduced, or re-
introduced from 2004, a bill supported
by consumer groups to curb predatory
lending practices which also would
have held financial companies that
securitize mortgages liable for certain
violations. That bill eventually was in-
cluded in Dodd-Frank as title XIV of
the bill. But remember that Bear
Stearns spent $500,000 lobbying against
Miller’s bill and another piece of pro-
posed mortgage legislation right up
until the investment bank cratered in
March of 2008.

Simply, in wrapping up this debate,
it is clear that there should be a cap on
fees. It is clear that when consumers
try and sit down at a closing and try to
do the best job that they can to protect
their dollars so that they can have
money left to fix up the house that
they are trying to buy or they can have
enough money to ensure that they are
able to make the mortgages, they don’t
want to be steered in ways that some
of these loan originators have done and
continue to do. They don’t want to be
steered to affiliated businesses who
will simply kick back some of those
profits to the lender who sent them to
them in the first place.

So, Mr. Speaker, I would ask my col-
leagues on the opposite side of the aisle
to just consider what you are spending
your time on. Consider whom you are
advocating for. Consider that you are
advocating for people who are making
lots of money. They don’t really need
your advocacy. They do very well be-
cause they have got high-paid lobbyists
walking the halls of Washington, D.C.,
following us around from our offices to
the toilets. Consider that if this time
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were better spent really supporting the
reforms in Dodd-Frank and supporting
the Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau, we would be doing a better job for
our constituents than coming in here
trying to protect the biggest and the
richest firms who are doing very well
out there.

Don’t forget, prior to Dodd-Frank,
there was no real protection for con-
sumers. That is why we have the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau.
They are doing a great job; and they
are providing us with the research,
they are providing us with the inves-
tigations, and they are providing us
with the information that we should be
using to protect consumers rather than
coming on this floor and in our com-
mittees trying to denounce them, try-
ing to make sure that they are not able
to do business, trying to defund them,
trying to discredit them, and trying to
do everything that they can to keep
them from being effective. The Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau is
just about that: protecting our con-
sumers in ways that they were not pro-
tected Dbefore we had the great
subprime meltdown and the great crisis
that was created in this country.

We should all be trying to do our
very best not to return to 2008, not to
return to a time where we were de-
stroying communities, where boarded-
up homes for blocks and blocks and
blocks in communities were driving
down the value of other homes in those
communities. We should be trying to
do everything that we can to make
sure that we care about homeowner-
ship.

I hear from the other side of the aisle
that somehow we don’t care about peo-
ple owning homes. But what I really
hear when I listen to that is that they
don’t care what price they have to pay
in order to get in a home; they don’t
care if they are gouged with high fees;
they don’t care if they are extended
credit that they can’t afford; they
don’t care that they are going to lose
these homes; and finally, they don’t
really care whether or not they are
going to get modifications so that they
can stay in the homes.

As a matter of fact, many of our con-
sumers who have tried their very best
to save their homes have been turned
down by the very financial institutions
that put them in the position that they
happen to be in. Many of those finan-
cial institutions we bailed out, and we
have gotten nothing in return for much
of those bailouts that we have done.

So we have an opportunity to respect
not only our constituents and our con-
sumers, but to respect the fact that we
have finally evolved to the point where
we have reforms.

I know and I hear from time to time
that somehow we on this side of the
aisle believe that the Dodd-Frank re-
forms are cast in concrete, that there
can be no modifications, no changes.
Well, you heard the chairman say that
we passed out 11 bills. We passed out,
in a bipartisan way, bills that some of



April 14, 2015

us kind of held our nose and passed out
because we wanted to show that maybe
these particular bills were not that
harmful and maybe weren’t harmful
and that we could work in a bipartisan
way even though some of them ques-
tioned some of the work that had been
done in Dodd-Frank.

I have said and many other members
of the committee on my side of the
aisle have said that we are willing to
make technical corrections; we are
willing to make some modifications
that make good sense, but we are not
willing to destroy the reform that we
did, that we worked so hard for. Dodd-
Frank is extremely important, and we
should be about this business of imple-
menting these reforms so that we can
protect our consumers.

I am taken aback and I am surprised
that many of our Members who are
here advocating for the rich lenders,
for the people who caused the problem
in the first place, can go back home
and look their consumers in the eye
and tell them they are really working
for them, they are really working to
make sure that they can own a home.
They don’t really know, and I don’t
think that many of those are going
back and saying: Well, let me tell you
what I did today. I made sure that
there was no cap on fees and that the
lenders can charge whatever they want
working with the affiliated companies;
and this cap at 3 percent that they
have come up with in Dodd-Frank re-
forms doesn’t make good sense, and
they should be able to charge you
whatever they want to charge you.

I don’t think that we have Members
who are here on this floor today that
are advocating that we get rid of these
caps and that we allow these lenders to
have these relationships with the affili-
ated companies where they keep steer-
ing the business into them, steering
the business into them.

How many of those who are advo-
cating have asked the lenders: How
much money are you making back on
these loans, on these fees that you are
allowing the affiliateds to charge
them? Do you really get a share in
those profits? Do you really get a kick-
back? If so, let’s have some trans-
parency. Let’s shine some light on how
much money you are making. I bet you
one thing. I bet you none of them will
tell you: We are not making any
money. We are just doing this because,
well, we are just doing it because, oh,
we think that this is a better way to do
it.

So I am asking my colleagues in this
House to reject this legislation. We
have been on this floor today on two
important bills, one on manufactured
housing where, again, we have advo-
cates on the opposite side of the aisle
who would like to see the manufac-
tured housing industry make more
money on the poorest of people, on the
most vulnerable in our society. They
would like to charge interest rates
above prime interest, 10 percent above
prime interest. As we have stated,
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when the interest rates begin to rise,
this means that it can go beyond 14
percent to 15, 16, 17, and 18 percent.
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We don’t know how high it could go;
yvet the time that we have spent advo-
cating for the richest of the rich who
are in this business to be able to gouge
these poor people and the time that we
are spending again on another bill that
would allow the richest of the rich to
gouge poor homeowners who don’t
know and don’t understand all these
fees that they are being charged and
the fact that we have a cap that they
want to remove, why are they spending
their time representing those who real-
ly don’t need their representation?

I would ask my colleagues to reject
both of these bills. I would ask my col-
leagues to stand up for the least of
these. I would ask my colleagues to
make sure they remember the lessons
of 2008, and they are reminded of the
fact that not only are families de-
stroyed, but whole communities have
been destroyed by what took place
with this subprime meltdown and this
crisis that took us into a recession, al-
most a depression.

We can’t forget these lessons; we
can’t afford to forget these lessons. We
are Representatives of the people. Rep-
resentatives of the people don’t act
that way. Representatives of the people
don’t forget. They do everything in
their power to make sure that they
provide a safety net, that they provide
some protection, that they look out for
them, that they are their voice inside
this place where we are making public
policy, that the public policy includes
them, that the public policy does not
forget them, that the public policy is
not the public policy that is designed
and supported by the richest 1 percent
in this country, but really, the public
policy comes out of the voices of all of
those who have been sent here from all
over this Nation from some of the rich-
est communities to some of the poorest
communities.

We talk about jobs and the need for
the creation of jobs, but I don’t hear
the opposite side of the aisle talking
about that. I don’t hear them talking
about how we can create really more
housing opportunities for those who
want to buy and for those who have to
rent.

I don’t hear any talk about what we
can do to provide economic develop-
ment in this country, how we can re-
pair the infrastructure, make sure that
our bridges are working, that our water
systems are working, that our roads
are in good shape. I don’t hear that. I
hear time being spent on how we can
help the richest of those who don’t
need our voice, who don’t need our
help.

It is time to stop this madness. It is
time to call it what it is. It is time to
ask: Why is it that the richest of the
folks in the businesses in this country
who have so many paid lobbyists, who
are up and down these halls every day,
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get so much representation? Why is it
they have so much influence? Why is it
they have been able to direct the public
policy in ways that the average citizen
cannot do?

I want to tell you—you talk about
the middle class. Yes, there is an ero-
sion of the middle class because of the
way that the middle class is not really
represented. We allude to the represen-
tation, but it is really not here.

I ask my colleagues to reject this leg-
islation, to not allow anybody on this
floor to tell them that this is in the
best interest of consumers because it is
not.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I appreciate the opportunity to come
and to try to clarify some of the asser-
tions and confused claims that have
been thrown out here.

My family has been involved in con-
struction since the 1930s—the 1930s. I
will never forget the day—it was a
Thursday—when I pulled up right down
the street from my home and I saw my
cousin’s business that they now own
that my dad and uncle and grandfather
had started.

It is a ready-mix concrete company.
Literally, all the guys’ trucks were
there, all their pickups. It is a small
company. It is about 12 or 15 people
that work there. Every single one of
those cement trucks were parked in
the yard, the exact place that they
should not be.

I found out later that we had trucks
on the way to construction sites that
were turned around and came back.
That is seared into my memory. I have
no interest in going back to where we
had been. In fact, I was one of those
warning about the practices before
serving in this body.

Frankly, if those who were serving in
this body who wrote Dodd-Frank had
actually talked to a few of the people
involved in the industry, they might
have understood what the interaction
is between the buyer, the seller, the
construction agent, the closer, the peo-
ple that are providing title insurance.

The simple fact is that there is not
an understanding of how this system
works. We may have a common goal of
serving consumers. We have very dif-
ferent visions about how that needs to
be done.

As I said, there has been lots of asser-
tions and sort of confused claims
thrown around. Many of them, frankly,
are problems completely unrelated to
what this is, and I am not sure how the
activity of the Transportation Com-
mittee relates exactly to what our
work is on the Financial Services Com-
mittee, but I think it is an old adage:
when you are losing, you keep talking.
That is what has been happening here
on the floor for those that have been
watching.

The assertion that weak and non-
existent State regulations are out
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there is just amazing to me, especially
in California. I am betting the insur-
ance commissioner in California would
be surprised at this assertion, since
California is one of the 47 States that
regulates title insurance. RESPA laws,
disclosure requirements written into
law, transparency is a key element in
this.

I was a licensed Realtor when agency
disclosure first came in. This was in
the midnineties. You had to declare
whether you were a buyer’s agent, a
seller’s agent, a transactional coordi-
nator. There have been real changes,
positive changes, that have happened
for the consumer in that industry over
the last 20 to 25 years.

The irony in this particular situation
is that affiliated companies, those
companies that may have been started
by the same people—that is the defini-
tion, by the way. I might be a small-
business owner who owns a real estate
company, and I start another company
dealing with title insurance. That now,
because that is on my personal tax
form, is an affiliated company. I can’t
do or charge what an unaffiliated com-
pany could do.

Now, I might buy the argument that
was made earlier that these companies
can just charge whatever they want to
charge, but I could only buy that if my
friends on the other side of the aisle
would be willing to apply equally the
law. The law does not apply equally
here. It does not do what they claim
that they are trying to do.

The other element that has been
talked about a little bit—this is so ri-
diculous; it strikes me. It is like saying
I can’t shop at Walmart or at a Meijer
store in our area or other places be-
cause they sell fresh produce and elec-
tronics and hardware. I need to go to a
hardware store to go pick up my nails;
I need to go to the corner grocer to go
pick up my lettuce, and, by the way, if
I want to get a flat screen TV, I have
got to go somewhere else.

This is about consumers having
choices and abilities to utilize a
streamline. Those costs need to be dis-
closed, first of all. Those costs often-
times are regulated, the vast majority
of the times are regulated by the
States; yet it just is a clunky system
that does not work in the design of
Dodd-Frank.

The assertion that any change of
Dodd-Frank somehow benefits or is
anticonsumer or benefits somebody on
Wall Street, go and talk to those own-
ers of those small companies in all of
our States, go and talk to them about
what their Wall Street affiliation is.

This bill is, frankly, widely viewed as
unrealistic and unworkable. It is time
that we face that reality and we
change some of the elements of this.
This is a modest, modest change.

In fact, it is so modest, frankly, Mr.
Speaker, that our previous speaker had
supported the bill, had supported it
when it was in committee, had sup-
ported it when it was on the House
floor, certainly did not object to it, and
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I guess maybe I could say supported it
because, on August 1 of 2014, she, along
with 12 of her colleagues—including
one who has gone on to the Senate—12
Democrats signed a letter to Senator
HARRY REID requesting him to take my
bill up.

Mr. Speaker, I insert for the RECORD
the letter.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, August 1, 2014.

DEAR MAJORITY LEADER REID, CHAIRMAN
JOHNSON AND MEMBERS OF THE SENATE COM-
MITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN AF-
FAIRS: On June 9, the House passed the Mort-
gage Choice Act (H.R. 3211), on the suspen-
sion calendar without objection. Senators
Manchin and Johanns introduced a com-
panion bill, S. 1577 in October, but it has not
yvet been considered. We support the Mort-
gage Choice Act because of our concern
about lower-income consumers’ access to
credit and their ability to select the mort-
gage and title insurance providers of their
choice.

Passage of H.R. 3211 represents the fourth
time that the House has approved virtually
identical legislation without objection. In
2007 and 2009, a Democratic House majority
passed essentially the same provision in the
Miller-Watt-Frank anti-predatory lending
legislation, and then a third time as part of
the House’s version of the Dodd-Frank Wall
Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act
in 2010.

The Mortgage Choice Act simply excludes
the cost of title insurance from the defini-
tion of points and fees under the Truth in
Lending Act regardless of whether a title in-
surance agent is affiliated with a mortgage
lender or not. It also clarifies that funds held
in escrow for the payment of property insur-
ance do not count as ‘‘points and fees.”” The
legislation is needed to ensure that smaller
loans to creditworthy low and moderate-in-
come consumers can select the mortgage
lender and title insurance provider of their
choice and obtain a ‘‘qualified mortgage,”
the gold standard for all mortgages.

The bill authorizes the Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Bureau to implement rules
governing the exclusion of reasonable title
insurance charges from ‘‘points and fees.” It
preserves the Bureau’s strong enforcement
authority to require transparency and dis-
closure of affiliations and charges under the
Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act
(RESPA). In fact, the CFPB has been vig-
orous in its pursuit of RESPA violations,
ranging from minor disclosure errors to
kick-backs for referrals by an unaffiliated
title company.

We urge you and the entire Senate to
quickly adopt the Mortgage Choice Act to
improve access to credit, enhance competi-
tion among title insurance providers, and re-
inforce the CFPB’s authority to define what
title insurance costs qualify as excludable
‘“‘points and fees.”

Sincerely,

David Scott, Maxine Waters, Emanuel
Cleaver, Henry Cuellar, Daniel T. Kil-
dee, Jim McDermott, Patrick Murphy,
Gerald E. Connolly, Michael F. Doyle,
Betty McCollum, Gregory W. Meeks,
Gary C. Peters, Members of Congress.

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. My bill
and Congressman Meek’s bill was a
good bill last Congress, and it is a good
bill this Congress because it has not
changed at all. It has not changed at
all.

To quote it, she urged the Senate to
“‘quickly adopt the Mortgage Choice
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Act,” a bill that would ‘“‘improve access
to credit” and ‘‘enhance competition
among title insurance providers.”

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, my colleague
was right last time, and she should be
right in this Congress. Unfortunately,
we are seeing that—I am afraid politics
may have leaked in. The administra-
tion has issued a veto threat, and I
think we may have seen why some of
this change of heart has happened.

I am, frankly, disheartened for the
American people that Presidential pol-
itics have already leaked into what
this body should be doing, which is rep-
resenting people, which is making sure
that they are getting the best end of
the stick, not the sharp end of the
stick.

Frankly, Dodd-Frank has delivered
the sharp end of the stick, inten-
tionally or unintentionally, way too
many times. It is our job to go and fix
it and to make sure that the con-
sumers, that our constituents, are get-
ting the best service that they possibly
can.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to urge all of my colleagues to join so
many of us in a bipartisan fashion who
support this bill, who believe that this
is the right time and the right bill to
rectify this problem, and to get on with
it. I request all of my colleagues to
support H.R. 685.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 189,
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.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

PRESERVING ACCESS TO MANU-
FACTURED HOUSING ACT OF 2015

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1(c) of rule XIX, further
consideration of the bill (H.R. 650) to
amend the Truth in Lending Act to
modify the definitions of a mortgage
originator and a high-cost mortgage,
will now resume.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I have a motion to recom-
mit at the desk.

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

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Yes, I am opposed to the bill in its cur-
rent form.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Ms. Maxine Waters of California moves to
recommit the bill H.R. 650 to the Committee
on Financial Services with instructions to
report the same back to the House forthwith,
with the following amendment:

Add at the end the following:

SEC. 4. PROTECTING CONSUMERS FROM EXCES-
SIVE HOUSING COSTS AND PREDA-
TORY LENDERS.

No person or lender that has been found to
have engaged in unfair, deceptive, predatory,
or abusive lending practices, or convicted of
mortgage fraud under Federal or relevant
State law may make use of the amendments
made by this Act.

Mr. HENSARLING (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I reserve a point of
order.

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

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk continued to read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
California is recognized for 5 minutes
in support of her motion.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, this is the final amend-
ment to the bill which will not kill the
bill or send it back to committee. If
adopted, the bill will immediately pro-
ceed to final passage as amended.

I know Democrats and Republicans
don’t agree on much, but there is one
thing we can be united in saying. It is
that we should not reward criminal be-
havior.
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We cannot let people who are out
there making obscene profits by rip-
ping off low-income Americans use
that money to buy influence that rolls
back consumer protection laws.

That is why I am introducing this
amendment that bans bad actors from
receiving any benefit from these new
provisions. If the House accepts this
amendment, companies that break the
law will not be rewarded by being
handed a weaker set of standards.

These weaker standards do away
with a number of protections current
law affords to high-cost loans. They in-
clude stiffer penalties for bad actor
lenders and additional disclosures for
investors and consumers who purchase
high-cost mortgages, as well as manda-
tory counseling so borrowers Kknow
what they are getting into and even
the ability of borrowers to have their
loans rescinded if lenders don’t follow
the law.

We know it is needed because we
know there is fraud out there. I have
submitted for the RECORD an investiga-
tion by The Seattle Times and the Cen-
ter for Public Integrity, which, while
shocking, is not in the least bit sur-
prising to those of us who have been
paying close attention to the predatory
practices that often plague low- and
middle-income home buyers. The arti-
cle details a wide array of unfair, de-
ceptive, predatory, and abusive lending
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practices, such as housing manufactur-
ers steering low-income borrowers into
expensive, high-interest financing ar-
rangements with companies that they
also own.

If this amendment were to pass
today, any company that engaged in
this kind of practice or any company
that was convicted of mortgage fraud
under Federal or State law would be
prohibited from taking advantage of
these loosened standards.

Some may argue that, like current
law, this amendment will hurt the in-
dustry. I am not concerned. The Manu-
factured Housing Association for Regu-
latory Reform found that 2014 marked
the fifth consecutive year of annual in-
dustry production increases. Mean-
while, mobile home manufacturing
giant Clayton Homes, owned by Berk-
shire Hathaway, profited to the tune of
$56568 million in 2014—more than double
its earnings from just 2 years earlier.

This amendment is for veterans like
Dorothy Mansfield, who should be hon-
ored for her sacrifice to this country.
Instead, she was targeted just 18
months after being steered into a pred-
atory market she couldn’t afford.
Mansfield was facing foreclosure. It is
for Active-Duty servicemembers whose
homes were illegally foreclosed upon
while they were battling overseas, or
for their families who were over-
charged as they remained at home. It
is for low-income borrowers who, like
all of us, are at a disadvantage when
they negotiate their first home loans
with companies that have probably ne-
gotiated hundreds just that week.

For many, the American Dream of
homeownership has turned into a
nightmare as they determine how to
put food on the table and gas in the car
while dealing with the loans that they
have been steered into but cannot af-
ford.

So, if we are going to remove these
basic protections for veterans and serv-
icemembers, for low-income borrowers,
and for many others, let’s at least do
everything we can to protect them
from the predators and the fraudsters
we have learned about. I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, 1
withdraw my reservation of a point of
order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The res-
ervation of the point of order is with-
drawn.

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I
claim the time in opposition to the
gentlewoman’s motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I
am just now seeing this motion to re-
commit, but there are a number of
areas that, frankly, make very little
sense to me.

The motion to recommit uses the
phrase ‘“‘has been found.”” I don’t know
what that means. The CFPB can enter
into consent orders. Does that mean
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this has been ‘“‘found”? Often, consent
orders are entered into without any ad-
mission of liability or culpability.

Next, we have the term ‘‘predatory.”
We won’t find this term otherwise in
title X of Dodd-Frank. What does it
mean? We don’t know what it means.

How about ‘“‘abusive’? We know the
CFPB is at least charged with coming
up with a definition. They have not
come up with a definition yet.

We have been told that some prac-
tices that might be totally legal for the
market for some consumers might be
abusive to others. What does that
mean?

Again, Mr. Speaker, what we are try-
ing to do here is help low- and mod-
erate-income Americans have the hous-
ing opportunities that the rest of us
have.

What we really ought to be on guard
against are predatory voting practices
that deny people their ability to live in
a mobile home. What we really ought
to be targeting is abusive voting prac-
tices that deny people lower closing
costs in order to deal with points and
fees from affiliated firms. That is what
we really ought to be on guard for, Mr.
Speaker.

I would urge all Members to reject
this motion to recommit. Regrettably,
it is just one more method by which
the left will say that they are trying to
help the poor, beleaguered consumers,
except, again, they are going to protect
them right out of their homes. They
are going to assault their fundamental
economic liberties. They are going to
take away their choices.

True consumer protection comes
from having competitive, innovative,
transparent markets that are acces-
sible to all Americans—equal oppor-
tunity to access these markets and
then vigorously police them for force
and fraud and deception. Do not tram-
ple on the basic freedom of the Amer-
ican consumers to choose the mort-
gages that are right for their families.
That is wrong, Mr. Speaker. It is un-
fair. It is economic injustice. It is pred-
atory legislating. It is abusive legis-
lating. It has to stop here. Let’s reject
the motion to recommit.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

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.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX,
this 15-minute vote on the motion to
recommit will be followed by 5-minute
votes on passage of H.R. 650, if ordered;
passage of H.R. 685, and the motion to
instruct conferees on Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 11.
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 184, nays
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239, not voting 8, as follows:

Adams
Aguilar
Ashford
Beatty
Becerra
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duckworth
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Esty
Farr
Fattah
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Babin
Barletta
Barr
Barton
Benishek
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon

[Roll No. 150]

YEAS—184

Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Graham
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hastings
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Honda
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lee
Levin
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Nadler

NAYS—239

Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Dayvis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais

Napolitano
Neal
Nolan
Norcross
O’Rourke
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pingree
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Slaughter
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takai
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tonko
Torres
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters, Maxine
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Diaz-Balart
Dold

Duffy
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers (NC)
Emmer (MN)
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)

Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna

Hardy
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Hill

Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Issa

Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly

Jordan
Katko

Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline

Knight
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance

Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love

Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Massie

Bass
Duncan (SC)
Ellison

Mr. CONAWAY, Mrs.
TERS of California, Messrs. SHUSTER,

WITTMAN, REICHERT,

McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Pittenger
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey
Price, Tom
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rice (SC)
Rigell
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross

NOT VOTING—8

Johnson (GA)
Joyce
Ruiz

0 1748

MEYER, MEEHAN,

BERRY,

and Mrs.

Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Russell
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton

Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (S0)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin

Zinke

Smith (WA)
Weber (TX)

MIMI WAL-

LUETKE-
and FORTEN-
BLACK changed

their vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

Messrs.

SIRES,

“nay’” to ‘“‘yea.”

So the motion to recommit was re-

jected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

CLYBURN,
ASHFORD, SWALWELL of California,
and RUSH changed their vote from

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. FINCHER. 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 263, nays

162, not voting 6, as follows:

The

This

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Ashford
Babin
Barletta
Barr

Barton
Benishek
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carney
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Clay
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Cooper
Costa
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davis, Rodney
DeFazio
Delaney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Duffy
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers (NC)
Emmer (MN)
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graham
Granger
Graves (GA)

Adams
Aguilar
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera

April 14, 2015

[Roll No. 151]

YEAS—263

Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna
Hardy
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Hill
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly
Jordan
Joyce
Katko
Kelly (PA)
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kirkpatrick
Kline
Knight
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Meeks
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Moulton
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce

NAYS—162

Beyer

Blumenauer

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F.

Brady (PA)

Perry
Peters
Peterson
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Polis
Pompeo
Posey

Price, Tom
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (NY)
Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Russell
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Sewell (AL)
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin
Zinke

Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
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Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Courtney
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duckworth
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Esty
Farr
Fattah
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hastings
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes

Duncan (SC)
Ellison

Hinojosa
Honda
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lee
Levin
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meng
Moore
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nolan
Norcross
O’Rourke

NOT VOTING—6

Johnson (GA)
Ruiz

0 1755

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
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Pallone

Pascrell

Payne

Pelosi

Perlmutter

Pingree

Pocan

Price (NC)

Quigley

Rangel

Richmond

Roybal-Allard

Ruppersberger

Ryan (OH)

Sanchez, Linda
T.

Sanchez, Loretta

Sarbanes

Schakowsky

Schiff

Schrader

Scott (VA)

Serrano

Sires

Slaughter

Speier

Swalwell (CA)

Takai

Takano

Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)

Titus

Tonko

Torres

Tsongas

Van Hollen

Vargas

Veasey

Vela

Velazquez

Visclosky

Walz

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters, Maxine

Watson Coleman

Welch

Wilson (FL)

Yarmuth

Rush
Smith (WA)

———

MORTGAGE CHOICE ACT OF 2015

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on passage
of the bill (H.R. 685) to amend the
Truth in Lending Act to improve upon
the definitions provided for points and
fees in connection with a mortgage
transaction, 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 passage of the bill.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 286, nays
140, not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 152]

YEAS—286
Abraham Barr Blackburn
Aderholt Barton Blum
Aguilar Beatty Bost
Allen Benishek Boustany
Amash Bilirakis Boyle, Brendan
Amodei Bishop (GA) F.
Ashford Bishop (MI) Brady (TX)
Babin Bishop (UT) Brat
Barletta Black Bridenstine

Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Bustos
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Coffman
Cole
Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Connolly
Cook
Cooper
Costa
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Dayvis, Rodney
Delaney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Dold
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duckworth
Duffy
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers (NC)
Emmer (MN)
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garamendi
Garrett
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graham
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Griffith
Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna
Hardy
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Hill
Holding

Adams

Bass
Becerra
Bera

Beyer
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)

Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly
Jordan
Joyce
Katko
Kelly (PA)
Kildee
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kirkpatrick
Kline
Knight
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
Lawrence
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
MacArthur
Maloney, Sean
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Meeks
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Moulton
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (FL)
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nolan
Norcross
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Pascrell
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peters
Peterson
Pittenger
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Poliquin

NAYS—140

Brownley (CA)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney

Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)

Pompeo
Posey

Price, Tom
Quigley
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (NY)
Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Ruppersberger
Russell
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Sires

Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Titus

Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Visclosky
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (FL)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin
Zinke

Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen

H2197

Conyers Johnson, E. B. Pocan
Courtney Jones Polis

Crowley Kaptur Price (NC)
Cummings Keating Rangel

Davis (CA) Kelly (IL) Richmond
Davis, Danny Kennedy Roybal-Allard
DeFazio Kilmer Ryan (OH)
DeGette Kuster Sanchez. Linda
DeLauro Langevin T. ’
DelBene Larsen (WA) N
DeSaulnier Larson (CT) Sanchez, Loretta
Deutch Lee Sarbanes
Doggett Levin Schakowsky
Edwards Lewis Schiff

Engel Lieu, Ted Scott (VA)
Eshoo Lofgren Serrano

Esty Lowenthal Sewell (AL)
Farr Lowey Slaughter
Fattah Lujan Grisham Speier

Frankel (FL) (NM) Swalwell (CA)
Fudge Lujan, Ben Ray  Takai

Gabbard (NM) Takano
Gallego Lynch Thompson (CA)
Grayson Maloney, Thompson (MS)
Green, Gene Carolyn Tonko
Grijja’lva Matsui Torres
Gutierrez McDermott Tsongas

Hahq McGovern Van Hollen
Hastings McNerney Vargas

Heck (WA) Meng Vease

Higgins Moore y

Himes Nadler VEI?‘

Hinojosa Napolitano Velazquez
Honda Neal Walz

Hoyer O’Rourke Wasserman
Huffman Pallone Schultz
Israel Payne Waters, Maxine
Jackson Lee Pelosi Watson Coleman
Jeffries Perlmutter Welch

Johnson (GA) Pingree Yarmuth

Duncan (SC)
Ellison

NOT VOTING—5

Ruiz
Rush

[ 1803

Smith (WA)

Ms. JACKSON LEE changed her vote
from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”
So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker,

inadvertently

missed rollcall Votes 151 and 152. Had | been
present | would have voted “no.”

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. CON. RES. 11, CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET,
FISCAL YEAR 2016

MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. VAN
HOLLEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to instruct on the concurrent reso-
lution (S. Con. Res. 11) setting forth
the congressional budget for the United
States Government for fiscal year 2016
and setting forth the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2017
through 2025, offered by the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. VAN HOLLEN), on
which the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk will redesignate the mo-
tion.

The Clerk redesignated the motion.

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

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 187, nays
239, not voting 5, as follows:
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Adams
Aguilar
Ashford
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F

Duckworth
Edwards
Engel

Eshoo

Esty

Farr

Fattah
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Babin
Barletta
Barr
Barton
Benishek
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert

[Roll No. 153]

YEAS—187

Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Graham
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hastings
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Honda
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kaptur
Katko
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lee
Levin
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
McSally
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton

NAYS—239

Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Dayvis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Duffy
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers (NC)
Emmer (MN)
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Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nolan
Norcross
O’Rourke
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pingree
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Slaughter
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takai
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tonko
Torres
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters, Maxine
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wilson (FL)

Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna
Hardy
Harper
Harris

Hartzler Meadows Salmon
Heck (NV) Meehan Sanford
Hensarling Messer Scalise
Herrera Beutler Mica Schweikert
Hice, Jody B. Miller (FL) Scott, Austin
Hill Miller (MI) Sensenbrenner
Holding Moolenaar Sessions
Hudson Mooney (WV) Shimkus
Huelskamp Mullin Shuster
Huizenga (MI) Mulvaney Simpson
Hultgren Murphy (PA) Smith (MO)
Hunter Neugebauer Smith (NE)
Hurd (TX) Newhouse Smith (NJ)
Hurt (VA) Noem Smith (TX)
Issa Nugent Stefanik
Jenkins (KS) Nunes Stewart
Jenkins (WV) Olson Stivers
Johnson (OH) Palazzo Stutzman
Johnson, Sam Palmer Thompson (PA)
Jolly Paulsen Thornberry
Jordan Pearce Tiberi
Joyce Perry Tipton
Kelly (PA) Pittenger Trott
King (IA) Pitts Turner
King (NY) Poe (TX) Upton
Kinzinger (IL) Poliquin Valadao
Kline Pompeo Wagner
Knight Posey Walberg
Labrador Price, Tom Walden
LaMalfa Ratcliffe Walker
Lamborn Reed Walorski
Lance Reichert Walters, Mimi
Latta Renacci Weber (TX)
LoBiondo Ribble Webster (FL)
Long Rice (SC) Wenstrup
Loudermilk Rigell Westerman
Love Roby Westmoreland
Lucas Roe (TN) Whitfield
Luetkemeyer Rogers (AL) Williams
Lummis Rogers (KY) Wilson (SC)
MacArthur Rohrabacher Wittman
Marchant Rokita Womack
Marino Rooney (FL) Woodall
Massie Ros-Lehtinen Yarmuth
McCarthy Roskam Yoder
McCaul Ross Yoho
MecClintock Rothfus Young (AK)
McHenry Rouzer Young (IA)
McKinley Royce Young (IN)
McMorris Russell Zeldin
Rodgers Ryan (WI) Zinke

NOT VOTING—5

Duncan (SC) Farenthold Smith (WA)
Ellison Ruiz
O 1812

Mr. POE of Texas changed his vote
from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

So the motion to instruct was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. YARMUTH. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall
153 of the Motion to Instruct Conferees on S.
Con. Res. 11, | inadvertently voted “no”. | in-
tended to vote “yes” and spoke in favor of the
motion during floor debate earlier today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees on Senate Concurrent
Resolution 11:

Messrs. ToM PRICE of Georgia,
ROKITA, DIAZ-BALART, Mrs. BLACK,
Messrs. MOOLENAAR, VAN HOLLEN, YAR-
MUTH, and Ms. MOORE.

There was no objection.

April 14, 2015

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 622, STATE AND LOCAL
SALES TAX DEDUCTION FAIR-
NESS ACT OF 2015, PROVIDING
FOR CONSIDERATION OF H.R.
1105, DEATH TAX REPEAL ACT
OF 2015, AND PROVIDING FOR
CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 1195, BU-
REAU OF CONSUMER FINANCIAL
PROTECTION ADVISORY BOARDS
ACT

Mr. STIVERS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 114-74) on the resolution (H.
Res. 200) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 622) to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to make per-
manent the deduction of State and
local general sales taxes; providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1105) to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to repeal the estate and genera-
tion-skipping transfer taxes, and for
other purposes; and providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1195) to
amend the Consumer Financial Protec-
tion Act of 2010 to establish advisory
boards, and for other purposes, which
was referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed.
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REMEMBERING LAUREN HILL

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

Mr. WENSTRUP. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor the life of a young
woman and brave college athlete taken
from us too soon. Her name is Lauren
Hill.

Many in Cincinnati know Lauren
Hill’s story of strength and resolve.
Lauren stood as an inspiration to us
all. Her dream was to play college bas-
ketball, and she committed to the
Mount St. Joseph’s women’s team.
Then cancer struck.

Lauren was diagnosed with an inop-
erable brain tumor. Too many of us
know the devastating feeling when a
loved one receives a cancer diagnosis.
Knowing that her days were limited,
Lauren didn’t let it stand in her way.
She took her fight to the court. She
played with a purpose. Her purpose was
for others, not for herself.

Although she passed away last Fri-
day at the age of 19, she has left a leg-
acy of hope for a cure. As thousands
came to see Lauren play and to support
her mission, she raised over $1 million
through her nonprofit, a nonprofit to
find cures for those that follow in her
footsteps.

Lauren Hill, you are an inspiration
to the world. Number 22, God bless you.

———

REMEMBERING OFFICER MICHAEL
JOHNSON

(Ms. LOFGREN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)
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Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
offer condolences to the family and
friends of Officer Michael Johnson of
the San Jose Police Department, who
was killed in the line of duty on March
24, 2015, when he responded to a 911 call
and was shot by a disturbed man armed
with a rifle.

Mike graduated from the San Jose
Police Academy on June 15, 2001. Over
his 14-year career, Mike served as a pa-
trolman, court liaison, prescription
drug fraud specialist, and, most re-
cently, a field training officer in
charge of mentoring young cadets.

Like other officers, Mike recognized
the inherent danger in wearing his
badge and responding to calls, but he
accepted these risks and ultimately
gave his life serving his community.

He is survived by his wife, NikKki; par-
ents, Daniel Johnson and Katherine
Decker; step-parents, Dann Decker and
Penny Johnson; sister, Jamie Radack;
a niece and nephew; his grandmother;
and his in-laws. I hope they take solace
in knowing that our entire community
is in mourning with them. The San
Jose PD is in mourning. The city of
San Jose is in mourning. This Congress
is in mourning.

IN HONOR OF OFFICER MICHAEL JOHNSON

Mr. Speaker, | rise today with my col-
leagues, Congresswoman ANNA ESHOO, Con-
gressman MIKE HONDA, and Congressman
ERIC SWALLWELL, to offer our deepest condo-
lences to the family and friends of Officer Mi-
chael Johnson, a courageous and dedicated
officer of the San Jose Police Department who
was killed in the line of duty on March 24,
2015, when he responded to a 911 call and
was shot by a suicidal man armed with a rifle.

Mike, a 14-year veteran of the department,
was known in the community for his kindness
and compassion. He grew up in San Jose,
graduating from Gunderson High School in
1995. His siblings knew before he did that he
was bound to follow in the footsteps of his fa-
ther, Daniel Johnson, who was a military po-
lice officer for the United States Army and who
later joined the Calaveras County Sheriff's De-
partment. Mike graduated from the San Jose
Police Academy on June 15, 2001.

He saw himself as a protector. At Mike’s
memorial service, San Jose Police Depart-
ment Chief Larry Esquivel said Mike was ev-
erything he looks for in an officer: a warrior
and a guardian when needed, but also empa-
thetic and eager to engage the community.
His easy-going, mild-mannered demeanor and
exemplary career made him an effective offi-
cer.

Over his 14-year career, Mike served as a
patrolman, court liaison, prescription drug
fraud specialist, and, most recently, a field
training officer in charge of mentoring young
cadets. He was also assigned to the covert re-
sponse unit because of his skill as an expert
marksman and his reputation as a model offi-
cer. He was known as one of the most skilled
marksmen on the force; he medaled often at
the Police and Fire Games and was set to be
inducted in the competition’s hall of fame. He
specifically volunteered to be a field-training
officer for the department, which was his as-
signment when he responded to the fateful
911 call.

Mike was active in San Jose, as is his fam-
ily. He and his wife Nikki planned to raise a
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family there. His mother, Katherine Decker,
became active in making their neighborhood a
better place and now serves on the executive
board of the VEP Community Association, a
neighborhood group that represents more than
2,000 families in Blossom Valley. Outside of
work, Mike enjoyed practicing and teaching ju-
jitsu. He had earned his black belt in 2008,
served as an instructor at his dojo, and par-
ticularly enjoyed teaching jujitsu to kids.

At the memorial service, Mike’s sister,
Jamie Radack, said that Mike always lived life
to the fullest, and took a “go big or go home”
attitude to everything he did. He didn’t just
play chess in high school, she said; he cap-
tained the chess team. He didn't just scuba
dive; he dove with great white sharks at the
Farallon Islands. This passion extended to the
love he showed to his family, and also to the
dedication with which he served the police de-
partment. Like other officers, Mike recognized
the inherent danger in wearing his badge and
responding to calls. But he accepted these
risks.

At approximately 6:48 p.m. on March 24,
Officer Michael Johnson was among the first
on scene responding to an apartment complex
on Senter Road. The police had received a
911 call regarding an unstable man who was
armed and threatening to harm himself and
his family. Mike and three other officers care-
fully approached the home, knowing that each
step placed them closer to danger, but also
closer to protecting a family and a community.
The officers were met with gunfire by the man,
and Mike was fatally wounded.

Michael Johnson was 38 years old. He had
married his wife Nikki in a civil ceremony on
August 3, 2013, and was planning a formal
wedding ceremony on August 29, 2015. Mike
is survived by his wife Nikki, parents Daniel
Johnson and Katherine Decker, step-parents
Dann Decker and Penny Johnson, sister
Jamie Radack, a niece and nephew, his
grandmother and his in-laws. | hope they take
solace in knowing that the entire community is
mourning with them. We are heartbroken by
Mike’s passing, but inspired by the way he
lived his life and protected others. We will re-
member his dedication, and strive to con-
tribute as fully to our community as he did
through his service.

————
SUICIDE DRONES—IRAN

(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, while
Iran pretends to want peace peace, it
continues to prepares for war war.
While the administration was negoti-
ating a deal regarding Iran’s nuclear
weapons, Iran was developing new war
technology.

Iranian news sources indicate that
since 2014, Iran has been developing
combat suicide drones. This technology
uses drones as suicide weapons to de-
stroy jet aircraft, helicopters, and even
warships. The drone development in-
cludes drones that elude radar, have
tracking devices, and fly for hours with
a long range.

The Iranian Supreme Leader even
stated while the nuclear weapon nego-
tiations were taking place that he
wants to destroy the United States.
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Suicide drones are yet one more ex-
ample that Iran is determined to have
military dominance in the Middle East.
Iran wants to annihilate Israel and the
United States. The United States
should not be disillusioned by the Ira-
nian ruse claiming it wants peace.

The best hope for the world is for the
people of Iran to rid themselves of the
warlord mullahs and replace them with
a rational, nonaggressive government.

And that is just the way it is.

————————

EQUAL PAY DAY

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

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in honor of Equal Pay Day.

It is an absolute shame that, in the
United States, women earn, on aver-
age, 78 cents of every dollar that a man
makes. For women of color, this gap is
even worse: 64 cents for African Amer-
ican women and 56 cents for Latinas.

Mr. Speaker, the pay gap is harming
working families in every State, but it
is particularly harmful in the two-
thirds of families where women are the
primary breadwinners. Lower pay-
checks mean less money for groceries,
rent, child care, and other family ne-
cessities.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to be an
original cosponsor of the Paycheck
Fairness Act, which will make it easier
for women to win pay discrimination
cases and harder for companies to jus-
tify unequal salaries. Mr. Speaker, I
urge all of my colleagues to cosponsor
this bill with me.

—————

DEVEREUX'S AUTISM
ASSESSMENT CENTER

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

Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to congratulate
Devereux, a national nonprofit behav-
ioral health care organization, on the
opening of their new Autism Assess-
ment Center in Downingtown.

The center is designed to help fami-
lies get access to an autism spectrum
disorder assessment and diagnostic
services. It will help families facing the
uncertainties of an autism diagnosis
and will also help individuals from
birth live with the challenges that au-
tism can bring.

With more children than ever now
being diagnosed, experts agree that
early diagnosis and intervention for
autism is critically important. Cur-
rently, receiving access to diagnostic
testing can involve waiting lists up to
18 months. That is why facilities, such
as Devereux, can provide an important
service to Chester County and the
greater Delaware Valley region.

I am excited to soon be taking a tour
of the facilities and want to thank
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President Robert Kreider, Vice Presi-
dent Carol Oliver, the board of direc-
tors, administration, staff, and volun-
teers at Devereux, all of whom provide
compassion and excellence in care and
advocacy for so many who may be dis-
abled but, indeed, are very able—able
to live meaningful, productive lives
filled with laughter, learning, and pro-
ductivity thanks in part to the good
work done, day in, day out, at
Devereux.

———

HOUSE WILL PROTECT
TAXPAYERS AND REIN IN THE IRS

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, with April 15 quickly ap-
proaching, this week the House of Rep-
resentatives will be taking action and
voting on a number of bills to ease the
pain for American taxpayers.

Across Pennsylvania’s Fifth Congres-
sional District, I have heard from con-
stituents expressing their ongoing
anxieties when it comes to the com-
plexity of our Federal Tax Code.

Mr. Speaker, there are more than 4
million words in the Tax Code and only
462 words in the Bill of Rights. This
country is long overdue for a more sim-
plified Tax Code.

This week, the House is considering
legislation to ensure IRS transparency,
repeal the immoral and oppressive
death tax, and pass a taxpayer bill of
rights. Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
support these commonsense measures
to protect the American taxpayer.

———
CERTIFICATION OF RESCISSION OF
CUBA’S DESIGNATION AS A
STATE SPONSOR OF TER-

RORISM—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 114-26)

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TROTT) laid before the House the fol-
lowing message from the President of
the United States; which was read and,
together with the accompanying pa-
pers, referred to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith a report to the
Congress with respect to the proposed
rescission of Cuba’s designation as a
state sponsor of terrorism.

BARACK OBAMA.
THE WHITE HOUSE, April 14, 2015.

———

THE TAX CODE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. JoLLY) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. JOLLY. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the opportunity tonight to ad-
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dress my colleagues, to address the
American people on the eve of one of
the most concerning days for many
Americans, that of tax day, April 15.

My previous colleague alluded to
measures that we will bring up this
week on behalf of the American people,
and I look forward to having an honest
and constructive debate about the bills
this week, our national tax policy.

But listen; this is a very human and
uniquely American moment this
evening, as many people are over-
whelmed with the deadline that they
face tomorrow to submit their taxes. I
think it is safe to say that an appro-
priate word of many Americans this
evening and into tomorrow is one of re-
sentment.

There is resentment for many rea-
sons. For many, it is simply the com-
plexity of our Tax Code, that today, in
2015, our Tax Code is so complex that
many people struggle with compliance
or, for those with resources, have to
turn around and spend their hard-
earned resources to hire a professional
simply to understand the laws and the
Code that we have implemented here in
Washington, D.C. For others, the re-
sentment is about the amount of taxes
they pay, and this is across all income
spectrums. The resentment is related
to the fact that they question how
their taxpayer dollars ultimately are
resourced, are spent, are obligated by
this body.

Some studies have shown that as re-
cently as 2012 over $100 billion was
spent in the areas of waste, fraud, and
abuse—taxpayer dollars, not Washing-
ton’s dollars, but taxpayer dollars that
we each remit responsibly to our gov-
ernment, that we entrust our govern-
ment to spend wisely, responsibly, to
invest in the right priorities for the
Nation, but also to ensure that the
business of government runs exactly as
that, as a business, an efficient busi-
ness. So there is frustration by many
people. And yet, even worse, the sys-
tem is designed today to obfuscate re-
sponsibility.

Think about it. We live in a genera-
tion today where, for the majority of
Americans, your taxes are withheld
from your paycheck. The generation
that enters the workforce today simply
knows that if they are to be paid $100,
it is not really $100, that there is
money taken out of it. That wasn’t al-
ways the case. Until World War II, we
didn’t withhold. In fact, it was in 1943
when Congress passed and the adminis-
tration enacted the Current Tax Pay-
ment Act that began to withhold.

Now, there are a lot of arguments to
be made for why we withhold—ensure
the responsible flow of taxes to govern-
ment—but understand what that very
simple measure did. It began to slowly
remove the American taxpayer, the
American citizen, from the actual act
of remitting, of paying for the govern-
ment that they have. It made it slight-
ly harder to recognize the responsi-
bility that the money that is being
sent to Washington every time there is
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money withheld from your paycheck,
that in fact that is the taxpayers’
money.

Instead, we have generations that
have come up just assuming that you
are paid $100, but you only get $80 or
$90. Well, that is just the way the sys-
tem works and there is money coming
out of it, as opposed to making that
$100 and having to remit a check to
your government and then hold that
government responsible.

O 1830

I know this sounds like a crazy no-
tion in 2015, but it is an important con-
text for the conversation we have in
terms of the amount of taxes that are
placed upon the American people and
the expectation for the level of respon-
sibility of our government to actually
spend those resources.

This is a very real conversation. This
was brought to me just last evening by
a woman who owns her own firm, her
own practice, and is married to a hus-
band who likewise owns his own firm,
his own practice.

Now, in that situation, this couple is
responsible actually for writing that
check, for paying what we call esti-
mated taxes each quarter, and then, at
the end of the year, reconciling wheth-
er they paid enough or not. For that
couple, it is a very real experience.

It is very different from a majority of
Americans who are employed by an em-
ployer, and, in fact, the money is with-
held because, for that couple, every
quarter—every quarter—they have a
conversation around the kitchen table
about the amount of taxes that they
are sending to their government, the
amount that they are resigning over to
government and what they expect in
services in return. That creates a cer-
tain efficiency, a certain account-
ability. It is a very interesting ques-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, it also leads to how
much should that check be that this
couple writes in estimated taxes? This
is an area of broad debate, and it can
be a constructive debate. What is the
right marginal tax rate is something
that people of differing political posi-
tions obviously have deeply held con-
victions.

I can tell you this, though: we live in
a world where the average American is
subjected to multiple taxing authori-
ties. Consider this: we often think in
this body only of your Federal mar-
ginal income tax rate and the contribu-
tion that individuals make to Social
Security and Medicare and other man-
datory programs.

In Washington, you might have a de-
bate that focuses solely on what is the
appropriate marginal tax rate. Well, in
State capitols around the country, you
have State governments having that
same debate, but there is a gap.

Rarely would Washington ever con-
sider what is the State tax obligation
in a specific State, and rarely would a
specific State worry about what the
marginal tax rate is of the Federal
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Government and then extrapolate that
out to taxing authorities at the local
and municipal level, your school board,
your water authority, energy taxes,
utility taxes, and car taxes.

Mr. Speaker, think about all of the
taxes that a single individual is respon-
sible for paying; yet we have no tax
ombudsman that represents the tax-
payer before all of these taxing au-
thorities.

We have no collective assessment of
what is the total tax burden of a single
individual, not just from Washington,
but from your marginal income taxes
to your mandatory contribution to en-
titlement programs to your State taxes
to your sales taxes to your water taxes,
utility taxes, school taxes, and car
taxes. What is that total tax burden?

On the eve of April 15, I think it is
appropriate to have a conversation
about what is the total tax burden that
any one individual should be subjected
to, not the marginal income tax at the
Federal level, not whether it should be
progressive or flat, not whether it
should be simpler, fairer, or flatter—
which, certainly, I think every Member
of this body would agree to—but what
is the total tax obligation that any one
individual should be subjected to?

Ultimately, Mr. Speaker, taxes, fis-
cal issues, tax issues, are freedom
issues. How much do we as government
collectively, of all forms, ask for an in-
dividual to resign over to government
to make decisions for them? That pay-
ment of taxes, that resignation of re-
sources by the individual to a gov-
erning authority, those taxing issues
are actually freedom issues. How much
does it leave for the individual to have
discretion as to the decisions they get
to make for themselves?

I have actually introduced legisla-
tion, H.R. 144, called the Alternative
Maximum Tax. It is a very simple prop-
osition. It says that no one individual
should have to give to government col-
lectively more than they get to keep
for themselves.

Think about it. What is the moral
justification for why in the United
States, this great land of liberty, this
country that was founded on the notion
that freedom is granted not to govern-
ment to be disbursed to individuals,
but freedom is granted by our Creator
to our individuals, and as individuals,
we get to decide how much liberty we
resign over to government?

If that is the case, if our Nation was
founded on this remarkable notion that
freedom is first granted to the people,
how can anybody, how could we ever
argue that an individual should then
have to resign over more than half of
their income, more than half of their
resources, to government collectively?

Now, understand, this isn’t simply a
conversation about the marginal tax
rate at the Federal level. This is saying
from State to local to Federal to water
district to utility district, what is the
total taxation of any one individual?
That ultimately is a freedom issue.

The legislation I introduced actually
does exactly that. It says an individual
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is able to add up every single one of
these taxes, and, if they hit a threshold
of 50 percent, they hit a maximum tax.
We have an alternative minimum tax
in the country.

It says if you fully comply with our
Tax Code and you qualify for tax de-
ductions and tax credits, but Wash-
ington decides you didn’t quite con-
tribute enough, then we are going to
hit you with an alternative minimum
tax and say: Too bad, we don’t like
your math; we need more money from
you.

Well, why don’t we have an alter-
native maximum tax to protect the
taxpayer? I will be honest with you.
Marginal tax rates, as I mentioned, are
something for political debate. I think
50 percent is way too high. I would like
to see that number come down because
I do believe it is a matter of freedom.

This legislation, H.R. 144, I will tell
you the political strategy behind it and
the absolute transparency, it is to beg
the question, to ask the question, the
very simple question: Should any one
individual have to give to government
more than they keep for themselves? It
is a moral question, I believe, in 2015.

We also this week, in looking for so-
lutions on behalf of the American peo-
ple, will consider other commonsense
proposals. One of them would make
permanent the sales tax deduction. One
in five Americans live in States that do
not have an income tax but do have a
sales tax. The State of Florida is one of
them.

For that one in five Americans, a
sales tax deduction is very important.
Think about it. Income taxes at the
State level are deductible on your Fed-
eral tax return; but, if you live in a
State that, instead of having income
taxes has sales taxes, shouldn’t that be
deducted just the same?

The principle behind a State income
tax deduction on your Federal return is
it is recognizing, as I discussed in the
max tax, that if an individual is al-
ready paying and contributing a cer-
tain amount to their State for govern-
ment operations, then it would not be
appropriate to tax those dollars. We
allow the deduction of State income
taxes from your Federal tax return. We
should likewise allow the sales tax.

Now, Mr. Speaker, this is something
that, unfortunately, does not have a
permanent place in the Tax Code.
Later this week, we will consider—and
I believe the House will approve—H.R.
622, to make permanent the State and
local sales tax deduction.

We also will vote on H.R. 1105, which
would ensure the elimination of the
death tax—the death tax. Think about
this. A nation that says you may have
already paid money on your income,
but the day you die and leave it for
your family, your family has to pay an-
other tax on that, it is as outrageous as
it is insulting, and it is a very simple
measure that we will consider this
week to repeal that.

We do have, across the country to-
night, a lot of concerned and, frankly,
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angry constituents probably in every
single congressional district. Tax pol-
icy and budget policies, we have seen,
can be very divisive.

As a Congress and as a nation, it is
appropriate that we begin to have a na-
tional dialogue about how we can do
better, how we can do better on behalf
of the individual taxpayer because the
current system doesn’t work. We know
that.

There is a reason that everybody has
different ideas about tax reform. Well,
just as we should be doing on so many
other matters in this Congress, let’s
bring a package to the House floor.

Let the House work its will on behalf
of the American people that we are
elected to represent. Let’s give voice to
the American people that we represent
and have an honest and constructive
dialogue about the future of tax policy.
We owe it to the American people to do
our job.

Mr. Speaker, on the night of April 14,
when so many people are working tire-
lessly simply to comply with complex
regulations and laws that have been
enacted by this body through multiple
administrations and multiple parties—
no one party bears all responsibility—
but we know we have burdened the
American people tonight, so let us, as
we consider these bills later this week,
do our job on behalf of the American
people and recognize this burden that
has created such resentment.

Moving forward, let’s bring a tax
package to the floor. Let’s have an
honest debate between the two sides of
the aisle and do what is right on behalf
of the American people.

Mr. Speaker, I am thankful for the
opportunity this evening.

I yield back the balance of my time.

———

OPENING OUR EYES TO THE EPI-
DEMIC OF POLICE VIOLENCE IN
AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. JEFFRIES) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
be given 5 legislative days to revise and
extend their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Speaker, once
again, we are moved and compelled to
come to the House floor to deal with
the seemingly unending problem of po-
lice violence in America. Over the last
year, we have seen a parade of
horribles, examples of police violence
caught on video for all of America to
see.

We are compelled to ask the ques-
tion: What more does Congress need to
see in order to understand that we have
got a problem that requires Democrats
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and Republicans, people in the House
and the Senate, working in partnership
with the President to address?

I certainly am of the view that the
overwhelming majority of law enforce-
ment officers are hard-working individ-
uals who are there to protect and serve
their community; but how can we con-
tinue to turn a blind eye to the fact
that police violence all across America
essentially has presented an epidemic
of injustice that we have got to deal
with in a free and democratic society?

What more does the Congress need to
see? We have seen 12-year-old Tamir
Rice gunned down by a police officer in
what many view as a driveby shooting.
Tamir Rice didn’t present any danger
to the officer who simply pulled up and
really, without warning, shot him dead
to the ground, based on a call that had
been made that someone seemed to
have a toy gun.

Of course, in New York City, Eric
Garner was strangled to death with the
use of a choke hold employed by a po-
lice officer, despite the fact that, for
the previous 20 years, choke holds had
been unauthorized as part of the policy
of the NYPD.

Eleven different times, Eric Garner, a
father of six, said that he couldn’t
breathe, and on 11 different occasions,
the officers who were there failed to re-
spond to Mr. Garner’s pleas for help. As
a result, he was Killed on a New York
City street for all the world to see;
then a grand jury fails to indict even
on simple assault.

Now, of course, we have got the trag-
edy of Walter Scott, someone who was
killed running away from a police offi-
cer after having been tased. It is not
clear to me that, if a courageous by-
stander hadn’t captured that incident
on video, the officer responsible for
killing Walter Scott may be patrolling
the streets of South Carolina today.
What more does Congress need to see
to realize that we have got a problem
that needs to be addressed?

Mr. Speaker, I am thankful that sev-
eral of my colleagues in government
are here, including the assistant Demo-
cratic leader, who has got a tremen-
dous history of combating injustice be-
fore he got to Congress and his two
decades-plus in serving the people of
South Carolina in Congress.

Let me yield to the distinguished
gentleman from the great State of
South Carolina, the assistant Demo-
cratic leader, JAMES CLYBURN.

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

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank my friend Mr. JEFFRIES.

I visited with the family of Walter
Scott. I attended his funeral; and, not
long after the services were over, I was
approached by two women who identi-
fied themselves as mothers of two
young men who had suffered unusual
and unnecessary brutality at the hands
of the officer who perpetrated the un-
necessary shooting of Walter Scott.
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Both these women said to me that,
throughout the North Charleston com-
munity, there is significant apprehen-
sion as to whether or not they could
accept or expect any kind of relief for
the pain that they are suffering.

I remained in Charleston over the
weekend. On Sunday evening, I saw
that the mayor of North Charleston,
Mayor Summey; the chief of police of
North Charleston, Chief Driggers;
along with the sheriff of Charleston
County, attended the healing services
that took place at Calvary Baptist
Church there in Charleston.

I applaud them—the mayor, the
chief, and the sheriff—for responding to
these three families, and there may be
others, but in a way that makes us all
proud.

I am hopeful that, after this weekend
and some subsequent occurrences, that
Congress would take a long, hard look
at whether or not there is a role for us
to play in responding to what seems to
be an epidemic. I applaud those in the
South Carolina Legislature, most espe-
cially Senator Marlon Kimpson, for his
authorship of body camera legislation.

I thank the various newspapers, most
recently this morning, The State news-
paper, for endorsing this concept, say-
ing that it is something that the legis-
lature in South Carolina should au-
thorize and fund.

Now, there are a lot of police depart-
ments that are too small to raise the
necessary funds, and a lot of them are
so big that the cost might be prohibi-
tive. To that, I want to say, Mr.
JEFFRIES, as I thank you, Congressman
ScoTrT, and Congressman RICHMOND, as
well as Congressmen GOwDY and LAB-
RADOR, for all the work you are doing
trying to pull together a piece of com-
prehensive legislation that will reform
our judicial criminal system in a way
that would make things much better
going forward.

Please, I ask, take a look at whether
or not it is time for us here in the Con-
gress to make the funds available so
that all local police departments can
afford to do something that I think
will address a national problem.

I also believe that the time has come
for us to maybe mandate from this
level the body cameras I think Con-
gresswoman CORINNE BROWN and Con-
gressman EMANUEL CLEAVER have both
proposed legislation in this area. Let’s
take a look at their legislation. Hope-
fully, your task force will take a look
at their legislation and see whether or
not we can incorporate that legislation
authorization, as well as the funding
going forward.

Now, I want to thank the Attorney
General and the FBI Director for pro-
posing that we deal with this issue of
data collection. That is going to be
very important as we take a look at
these issues and these incidents and to
see whether or not it is time for us to
do something at the national level to
deal with data collection.

That, too, is an expense. In fact, that
is something these departments would
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have a problem with in terms of size,
where they are so big they can’t afford
it or too small to raise the funds, and
maybe we can find a way to help fund
the storage of this data so that we can
create a better climate.

Now, before I close, I want to say
something that I get beaten up a lot
for raising this issue, but I feel strong-
ly about it. I am not easily intimi-
dated, and I refuse to be bullied.

Therefore, I want to say once again,
whoever is funding the activities of the
American Legislative Exchange Coun-
cil, they are funding the kind of legis-
lation, stand your ground, that creates
vigilante activity in this country. It is
clear that is what is formed from that
legislation.

They are also funding legislation
that is suppressing voters; and when
you suppress voters, you are, in fact,
ruining activity at the community
level that I think is very, very impor-
tant.

They are also funding the bleaching
and stacking of legislative and con-
gressional districts, all of which I be-
lieve add to the creation of a venomous
climate throughout our country.

I started my professional career as a
public school teacher teaching history.
I have studied the history of our great
country, and I have taught it. I can say
that it is clear to me that a lot of the
legislation that is being proposed
today, a lot of the activities that we
are experiencing today, we went
through this before.

I would ask anybody who may be in-
terested in the subject to just take a
look at what occurred in this great
country between 1872 and those new
constitutions that went in place
throughout the South in 1895. You will
see that, through that 23-year period,
the same kind of vigilante activity, all
done under the heading of Jim Crow
laws, the same activity with a different
label is what we are beginning to see
today.

I would hope that all the people here
in this Congress and around the coun-
try will really take stock of who we
are, where we are, and let us do what is
necessary to move our country to com-
mon ground for all of its great citi-
zZenry.

Thank you so much.

Mr. JEFFRIES. I thank the assistant
leader, Mr. CLYBURN, for his eloquent
articulation, both of the history of po-
lice violence and oppressive laws and
statutes done on the color of State law
designed to undermine the constitu-
tional principle of equal protection
under the law, as well as for suggesting
some of the things that we can con-
sider doing to improve this situation,
one of which will be to make sure that
we capture police encounters on video
in a manner that benefits all involved
so we can have a real understanding of
what took place during the encounter.

New York City has begun an experi-
mental program placing body cameras
in a few of the precincts throughout
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New York City, including the 75th pre-
cinct in the east New York community
that I represent.

In talking to the commander of the
precinct, the officers, while many were
initially skeptical, eventually em-
braced the presence of body cameras
for a variety of reasons, one of which is
that it often defuses an aggressive en-
counter because the officers, upon ap-
proaching a situation when they are
wearing a body camera, are now re-
quired to say to the individual citizens
they are confronting: This confronta-
tion or this exchange is going to be re-
corded.

What the officers have found is that,
in many instances, that will defuse a
situation that otherwise might go in
the other direction.

Body cameras are something that
should be considered. In fact, many law
enforcement officers in departments
across the country who have gone down
this road have embraced it as tech-
nology that benefits the law enforce-
ment community, in addition, of
course, to making sure justice takes
place when a police officer crosses the
line.

It is now my distinct privilege to
yield to a new member of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus, as well as the
House of Representatives, who has al-
ready distinguished herself in terms of
being a passionate advocate for justice
and for progressive change in this
country.

That is the gentlewoman from the
Garden State right next door to New
York, Congresswoman BONNIE WATSON
COLEMAN.

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Thank
you very much to my esteemed col-
league from New York.

I am new to Congress, and I have had
quite a few occasions to come to the
floor and talk about issues that are
very pressing to my community and to
me. I stand here as an African Amer-
ican woman who represents the State
of New Jersey, but I stand here as a
wife, a mother, a sister, an aunt, and a
cousin to African American men.

In that capacity, each and every day
that one of them leaves our presence
and leaves their home, I wonder if they
will come back safely. I know they
mean no one any harm, but I don’t
know that the police that they might
encounter would see that in them as I
do.

My community has cried out for a
long period of time that there has been
injustice and there has been harm and
danger and needless deaths facing our
young men and even some of our young
women.

As a matter of fact, Mr. CLYBURN
mentioned the issue of data collection
as being such an important element
here in helping us to find our way. I
noted that The Washington Post said
that, out of thousands of fatal inter-
actions between the police and citizens,
only 54 officers have been charged, and
of those, most were cleared and acquit-
ted.
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We need better data collection; we
need greater accountability, and we,
obviously, need greater justice be-
cause, in those instances, the majority
of these officers are going back into
the streets, patrolling these commu-
nities, and those people who are in
charge of them are still in charge of
them and are still performing what
should be a public service.
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I understand that not every case that
we are encountering is as clear-cut as
the one we just encountered with Offi-
cer Slager. I understand that there are
other cases that have resulted in other
findings. I do not understand how some
of these findings could have occurred
given the things that we have actually
seen.

I stand here recognizing that this
Congress can, indeed, help these local
police departments with things such as
body cameras. In the cost-benefit anal-
ysis, is a life worth enough to invest in
them for the police departments? I say
‘“‘yes,” but there are other things that,
I think, Congress should be considering
and on which, I think, we should be
leading the way in the discussion.

One of those is that there are con-
sequences that should not only be felt
by the officer who was actively en-
gaged in the misfortune, such as in the
Slager case or even in the Brown case
in Ferguson; but what about those in-
dividuals who knowingly participated
in the policies that ended up creating
this disparity in our society, this injus-
tice in our society? They are given the
opportunity to walk away. They are
given the opportunity to retire. They
are given the opportunity to resign.
They are given the opportunity to
move on with their lives and to benefit
from the pensions and other benefits
that have been accrued by the number
of years they have been working as
public servants, even though it is clear-
ly demonstrated that their service was
not to the public. There need to be con-
sequences that need to be addressed
with regard to that also.

There is a lot that needs to be done.
We can see it, but we can no longer be
silent on it. Congress does have a role
here. Congress has a responsibility to
ensure that the laws of this country
are protecting all of our citizens. We
need to do things like invest in body
cameras, not just to catch those who
are doing these things which are harm-
ful to our community but to protect
the good policemen who are sometimes
the subject of complaints that aren’t
verified. I honestly believe that those
who don the blue uniform do so with
the expectation and the desire to pro-
tect, preserve, and to serve, but those
who do not and those who allow those
who do not to continue to do what they
are doing need to be accountable.

I look forward to working with my
esteemed colleague who is in charge of
this Special Order hour and with all of
those who are working to ensure that
there is justice, safety, and security
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and that, as a mother, I don’t have to
worry, that, as a wife, I don’t have to
worry, that, as a sister, as an aunt, as
a cousin, and as a friend, I don’t have
to worry every time a Black man who
is associated with me leaves my home.

Mr. JEFFRIES. I thank the distin-
guished gentlewoman from New Jersey
for her very eloquent and passionate
remarks.

Mr. Speaker, one of the things that
we clearly have to grapple with in this
country is the fact that the criminal
justice system is broken, and there are
many components to that. We have got
a situation in which far too often a po-
lice officer crosses the line, engages in
unlawful conduct, and is not held ac-
countable for that conduct. What kind
of incentive does that create for good
conduct to take place moving forward
if, in the overwhelming majority of in-
stances when police officers cross the
line, such as in the Eric Garner case, a
grand jury or a local prosecutor will
often fail to hold them accountable?

The other problem that we have got
to address is of overcriminalization in
America, of mass incarceration. If you
look at some of these encounters that
have taken place and that have gone
wrong and that have resulted in trag-
edy, they often have begun with what
was, really, overly aggressive, unneces-
sary policing strategy being deployed
to tackle, at best, nuisance-like activ-
ity.

Eric Garner is dead today because he
was selling loose cigarettes, and some-
one at One Police Plaza gave the order
to aggressively police this activity.
Crime is down in New York, but there
are still a couple hundred homicides
committed every year. There is still
some gang activity. There are still
some assaults taking place. But we
want to use police resources to aggres-
sively go after someone who is selling
loose, untaxed cigarettes?

That is an overcriminalization prob-
lem connected to broken windows po-
licing. Walter Scott is dead today be-
cause he had a broken taillight. Four
children are without a father because
Walter Scott had a broken taillight.
We have got to evaluate this overly ag-
gressive policing strategy connected to
the phenomenon of mass incarceration.

I am pleased to have had the oppor-
tunity in this Congress to have worked
closely with someone who is one of the
leaders in the House of Representatives
and in the Capitol in dealing with our
broken criminal justice system and
who works closely with colleagues on
the other side of the aisle, like TREY
GowDY and JASON CHAFFETZ and oth-
ers, who are interested in trying to fig-
ure out, collectively, how we can make
America a fairer, more efficient place
in terms of our criminal justice sys-
tem.

Let me now yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from the great
State of Louisiana, who represents the
wonderful city of New Orleans. We
refer to him, of course, as the ‘‘fran-
chise” because of his prolific baseball
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abilities, but he is also one of the most
talented legislators here in the Capitol.
I yield to my good friend, the Honor-
able CEDRIC RICHMOND.

Mr. RICHMOND. Thank you, Rep-
resentative JEFFRIES, for allowing us
to address this most important issue.

Mr. Speaker, as we talk about it
today and as members of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus address this coun-
try and address this Chamber, let me
just start with: this is not a Black
problem; it is not an African American
problem; it is not a Hispanic problem;
and it is not a minority problem. This
is an American problem that is eroding
the fabric and the core of who we are
and what makes us exceptional. As we
talk about police violence and as we as-
sess it, we try to figure out if we have
a few bad apples or whether this is a
systematic problem that needs to be
addressed. I prefer to believe that it is
the former—a few bad apples who need
attention. With that, I will use an ex-
ample.

Representative JEFFRIES, I am sure
you know that we had a police shoot-
ing in the New Orleans airport a couple
of weeks ago when a man who was oth-
erwise peaceful lacked medical atten-
tion and was paranoid and went to the
airport and intended to do harm. In
fact, he did do harm, but in the proc-
ess, Lieutenant Heather Sylve had no
choice in this situation but to fire, to
discharge her firearm, and she killed
Richard White. She had no choice, and
she saved many lives. I would like to
believe that there are more Heather
Sylves out there than what we are see-
ing on the news every day. Yet the pre-
ponderance of what we are seeing every
day is of shootings that are not justi-
fied.

When we talk about what we can do,
body cameras won’t stop the event
from happening; but like red light cam-
eras and these automated traffic tick-
ets, what they do is change behavior
because, hopefully, officers will realize
that there is nothing done under the
cloud of darkness anymore, that
whether it is body cameras or civilians
standing up and recording the inter-
action, whatever you do will be re-
corded to show an independent version
of what 1is going on. Maybe—just
maybe—that will change behavior and
make officers just take notice that
today is not yesterday and that you
can’t do the things that you used to do.

As we address it, one of the things we
can also look at is the diversity of
these police departments and at the di-
versity of the FBI, the DEA, and the
ATF. Those departments and those po-
lice forces and those law enforcement
organizations should reflect in their
makeup the great diversity in this
country. U.S. attorneys in this country
should stand and fight for civil rights
violations just as they do the headline-
grabbing public corruption and all of
the other things that they focus on.

We have the new cases, but I have old
cases in New Orleans. After Katrina, I
had Henry Glover. An officer on a sec-
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ond-floor balcony shot him dead with a
sniper rifle, saying that he posed an
imminent threat to that officer on the
second floor. Not only was he shot and
killed but the police took the body, in
an abandoned car, to a levee and
burned it. If we get past Henry Glover,
we can go to the Danziger Bridge,
where officers engaged in a firefight
with six civilians. Today, we learned
all of them were unarmed, and none of
them fired on the police. Two of those
civilians were killed.

This is a very hard conversation to
have. It is a conversation that we have
to have because the longer we ignore it
the longer it will fester. The urban
communities have been singing this
song and have been reporting this for
years and years and years, and it is not
until new technology that we see that
this was not a fabrication but a con-
cerned community that was watching
their sons and their fathers be killed at
the hands of law enforcement.

We are part of the greatest body on
Earth, which is the United States Con-
gress, and we can solve problems when
we have the will because, as my grand-
mother always said, Where there is a
will, there is a way. It is time for Con-
gress to dig up that will to make this
country a more perfect Union. We all
know that it is not perfect—it was not
perfect when it was created, and it is
not perfect today—but with the cour-
age of legislators like Representative
JEFFRIES from New York, Representa-
tive JOHNSON from Georgia, who will
speak next, and with the will of strong
legislators who are not afraid to have
an ugly conversation, we can wrap our
hands around this, and we can make
our streets safe for everyone because
all lives do matter.

I think that it is time that both Re-
publicans and Democrats and Whites
and Blacks sit down and say that this
is unacceptable, because the hate and
the disgust and the hurt that is grow-
ing in African American and urban
communities around this country is
playing out to be justified.

The only thing that I can hope and
pray for, Representative JEFFRIES, is
that we are bigger and that we are bet-
ter than that as a country. I look for-
ward to working with you, and I look
forward to working with this Congress
to find solutions to these problems so
that we do not have to bury another fa-
ther or another son whose life was
snatched from him by the hands of ei-
ther an inexperienced officer or, worse
than that, by an officer who just had ill
intentions.

Every day, good people put on that
uniform and go out and risk their lives
to make sure that our communities are
safe, that our children get to and from
school, that our husbands and wives
get to work and get home. They do
that every day, risking their lives, and
they sacrifice much so that we can be
safe. We need to make sure that we
root out those bad apples to make sure
that it doesn’t happen to any more
families.
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Mr. JEFFRIES. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman from New Orleans
for his thoughtful and eloquent expo-
sition of the situation and for pointing
out that, while this is not an easy con-
versation for us to have around the po-
lice’s use of excessive force, often re-
sulting in the deaths of unarmed indi-
viduals such as Walter Scott and Eric
Garner, it is a necessary one if we are
going to continue our march toward a
more perfect Union.

I now yield to another distinguished
member of the Judiciary Committee,
who has taken an active role within
the Congressional Black Caucus and
beyond to introduce progressive pieces
of legislation that are designed to ad-
dress this problem. He is the distin-
guished gentleman from Georgia, Rep-
resentative HANK JOHNSON.
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Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. I thank
my colleague, Congressman JEFFRIES
from New York, for organizing this
very important Special Order.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for hosting
this.

We are here to talk about a very im-
portant subject, the extrajudicial kill-
ing of Black males in America. It
seems to be an epidemic, but it is real-
ly not. It is just simply the fact that
we are hearing more about it. We are
hearing more about the deaths that are
occurring. We are seeing with our very
eyes, looking at video, we are seeing
that some of these killings appear to be
unjustified. When we understand that
we are seeing what has been going on
for a long time but which has not been
addressed, we understand that if we
don’t do something to address the prob-
lem, then these killings will continue.

Now, why is it that we have what ap-
pear to be unjustified homicides of Af-
rican American males at the hands of
law enforcement repeated daily? In the
108 days or so since the Michael Brown
killing in Ferguson, we have heard of
so many African American males los-
ing their lives. It is very disturbing.

Why is it that it continues to hap-
pen? Well, I would submit, Congress-
man JEFFRIES, that one of the reasons
is because there seems to be two sys-
tems of justice involved: one for police
officers and the other for civilians. It
seems that there has been a reluctance
to prosecute police officers when their
actions go across the line.

Now, you, as well as I, know that
most of the law enforcement people,
law enforcement officers out there,
male and female, top to bottom, from
the East to the West, are good people
honestly trying to do a good job, and
their job is to protect and serve us. A
lot of times we make it very dangerous
and we make it very hard for them to
do their job; but that is their job, to
protect us and to serve us.

When one of us goes astray, when one
of us runs away, that doesn’t give a li-
cense to a police officer to pull out a
gun and stop the individual, shooting
them in the back. It has happened
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more than once. It has happened more
than twice. It has happened frequently.
Sometimes we don’t hear about it be-
cause the person is injured and there is
no video. Other times there is video,
and the person is killed, and we find
out about that and we see it. But I
would submit to you that it happens
far too regularly, and it happens with-
out any penalty for misconduct.

Now, I have said that most of our law
enforcement officers are seeking to do
the best job that they can be, but no-
body is perfect and they err sometimes;
and when you err and you do it and you
violate the criminal law, then you
should be prosecuted yourself.

So I want to take this opportunity to
commend the officials in North
Charleston who immediately, when
they saw the video, they saw the evi-
dence, they didn’t waste any time, they
didn’t try to cover up or hide, they
went and did the right thing. They
charged the officer just as they would
have charged a civilian had a civilian
shot someone and it appeared to be un-
justified.

I will give you an example in my
State of Georgia where, on New Year’s
morning, 3 a.m. in the morning, one of
our local police chiefs was asleep in the
bed next to his companion, who hap-
pened to be his ex-wife, and due to
some problems that he heard, he went
and grabbed his service revolver. He
went downstairs to check on some
noise but didn’t find any disturbance.
He came back upstairs, put the gun, ac-
cording to his testimony or his state-
ment, on the bed, and then went to
sleep with his wife beside him, his ex-
wife. He was awakened to a gun firing,
and his wife, his ex-wife ended up being
shot in the back. He called the police
to report that ‘I have shot my wife.”
He was not arrested. He has not been
arrested to this day, although about a
month ago the solicitor who handles
misdemeanor cases—excuse me. The
prosecutor, the district attorney who
handles felony cases said that he in-
tended to take the case to a grand jury
to ask for a misdemeanor indictment
against the officer.

But there are two different systems
of treatment, two systems of justice:
one for the police, because if he had not
been a police officer under those cir-
cumstances he would have been ar-
rested right there that same night,
charged with a felony, and he would
have been forced—after being arrested,
he would have had to get a lawyer to
have to break the case down into some-
thing like a misdemeanor, if he was
fortunate to have a good lawyer, if he
could afford one.

So, when these kind of things happen
and people don’t get charged, then it is
a license for other officers to be reck-
less themselves; and so what we have
had is a cascade of reckless behavior
which has resulted in people being
killed and there being no penalty, and
so it just continues. That is why it is
important for Congress to take action.

There are things that we can do here
on the Federal level, and Congressman
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JEFFRIES, I know that you have been
working on some of these measures. 1
have been working on some, too. I will
tell you, body cameras is a step in the
right direction.

Mr. JEFFRIES. The gentleman
raised a very important point that I
want to make sure is not lost, and then
I certainly look forward to you articu-
lating some of the things you have
been working on in terms of legislative
proposals.

But most of us, most folks in Amer-
ica do believe that police officers gen-
erally are entitled to the benefit of the
doubt in the context of a police en-
counter because of the inherent dan-
gerousness of what law enforcement of-
ficers do. Certainly the former mayor
of the city of New York famously
said—this is Rudolph Giuliani:

In every case, I am going to give police of-
ficers the benefit of the doubt.

But there is peril in the
misapplication of that standard be-
cause if it goes too far, as the gen-
tleman points out, there are some who
believe that even if I cross the line,
there will be no accountability. And in
this particular case what was so
chilling about the video, after Walter
Scott is gunned down, is that this offi-
cer, not knowing that this entire en-
counter was covered on video, felt that
he could drop something next to the
body of Walter Scott and presumably,
in his mind, that would be part of the
narrative that he would use to get him-
self exonerated because he understood
that he would be entitled to the benefit
of the doubt. In the absence of video, in
this particular case he could poten-
tially have gotten away with murder.

So I thank the gentleman for raising
that point. We have got to have a real
conversation. In America, yes, the
overwhelming majority of law enforce-
ment officers are hard-working individ-
uals dedicated to protecting and serv-
ing; but there is a problem with the
misapplication of the benefit of the
doubt standard in every instance be-
cause, in the absence of video, you may
allow some officers who have crossed
the line to get away with being held
unaccountable. That is a terrible thing
for justice and for encouraging proper
behavior moving forward. I thank the
distinguished gentleman.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Thank you
for yielding again.

I will also note, Congressman
JEFFRIES, that in watching that video
of the shooting in the back of the gen-
tleman a week ago, what I saw was an-
other police officer who arrived at the
scene as the subject officer walked
back, or actually ran or trotted back
to the body. And as the video was
slowed down in slow motion, you could
see something coming out of his hand
landing next to the victim, and it is
thought that the item that he picked
up, that the video shows that he picked
up, was a taser; and it appears that it
was the taser that was then dropped be-
side the body of the victim with the
other officer looking at the scene as it
unfolded.
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So I would think it is reasonable to
assume that that officer, the first one
to arrive at the scene, who happened to
be an African American it looked to
me, apparently, I would think that it is
reasonable to assume that he saw the
officer deposit that item, which I be-
lieve to be the taser, beside the victim.

So what does that tell us? It tells us
that there is a thin blue line over
which law enforcement officers do not
step. They protect each other. When
they see wrongdoing, they do not call
it out; they do not expose it. So when
that happens, Congressman, it impugns
the character of all law enforcement. If
law enforcement is operating under
that mentality, that we see no evil,
hear no evil, and certainly will not
speak of it if we do hear or see it, that
reinforces the systemic problems that
we obviously have in law enforcement
insofar as it relates to African Amer-
ican males.

Our lives do matter. It is important
that if law enforcement officers as a
group are to uphold the standards of
their profession, they must step across
that blue line when they see something
that another law enforcement officer
does which is illegal or that is not
within the bounds of propriety. They
must police themselves.

Mr. JEFFRIES. I thank Representa-
tive JOHNSON for raising a very impor-
tant point. This is a difficult conversa-
tion. I understand it. It is not easy to
have a conversation about law enforce-
ment conduct that crosses the line into
illegality, but we have got to ask the
question: Is there a blue wall of silence
that exists such that good officers who
observe inappropriate conduct engaged
in by bad officers are afraid to speak
the truth about encounters that take
place that cross the line?

If, in fact, there is this blue wall of
silence, I ask the question: How can
that be good for our democracy when it
means that a victim of police violence
in most instances will never get equal
protection under the law consistent
with the 14th Amendment because of
this almost impenetrable blue wall of
silence?
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As we have this conversation about
what we are going to do about police
violence, it should be a Democratic
conversation and a Republican con-
versation, a Black, a White, a Latino,
and an Asian conversation, a blue
State conversation—it happened in
New York—a red State conversation—
it happened in South Carolina. This is
an American problem.

I thank the distinguished gentleman
for raising this issue. It is a difficult
one, but we weren’t sent here to the
United States Congress to run away
from difficult issues when it is impact-
ing the people we represent. We have
got to run toward difficult issues and
try to confront them.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. That thin
blue line or that blue wall of silence is
not a good thing for a democracy; it is
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not a good thing for freedom. The truth
is that, when one’s freedom is taken
away, it affects potentially all of us in
having our freedoms taken away.

The truth is that all Americans are
at risk when bad actors in law enforce-
ment are allowed to act badly and with
impunity. All Americans are at risk.

I know that, Congressman JEFFRIES,
you represent New York, and I know
that when the two officers lost their
lives at the hand of a bad guy who am-
bushed and killed two innocent police
officers in New York, thousands of po-
lice officers came to the funeral to see
off their fallen brothers, as they should
do. Many other Americans watched on
TV.

I was, quite frankly, greatly dis-
turbed when the police officers—some
of the New York officers—turned their
backs on the civilian head of the city
of New York. They turned their backs
to the mayor as he was speaking at the
funeral, a sign of disrespect for civilian
authority.

That attitude contributes to the
thinking of some law enforcement offi-
cers that it is okay and that whatever
they do is acceptable. The police orga-
nizations must come to grips with the
fact that they have a responsibility to
do the right thing when one of their
own does the wrong thing. They have a
responsibility to do so.

I know that many, many police de-
partments don’t pay their officers very
well. Civil servants, in general, are not
paid commensurate with the value of
their services to the people that they
are serving, and police are no different
than that.

Police officers have the same con-
cerns that we have, that civilians have.
Sometimes, they have problems at
home with their wives. They have prob-
lems with their children. They have
bills to pay. They might be a little bit
behind. They have a lot of pressure.

I think we should do a little more in
the area of mental health evaluation
and counseling and help for our offi-
cers. We should encourage them to
come forward if they are hurting. It
should be a part of the culture of law
enforcement that you are not too big
and not too powerful to be able to ask
for the help that you need. Our society
should be willing to give them that
help, and we should be willing to pay
for it as well.

This issue of Black males being
killed by police officers, there are no
simple solutions. There are a number
of solutions that can help make this
situation better. That is why we in
Congress and others in State legisla-
tures and city councils and county
commissions should be discussing this
issue.

We should be trying to do what is
necessary to break down the systemic
problems that have led to this result
and to do something about those prob-
lems, to get those problems alleviated
and eventually eliminated.

I am so happy that you have seen,
Congressman JEFFRIES, the need for

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

this to be a topic of discussion, and I
deeply appreciate the opportunity to
come here and to participate in this
discussion with you. I will let you
know that I am looking forward to con-
tinuing to work with you as we do
what we know that we need to do in

order for Congress to address this
issue.
Mr. JEFFRIES. I thank the gen-

tleman from Georgia for his continued
leadership and involvement in this
issue in trying to bring about resolu-
tion.

As we prepare to close, let me, again,
make clear that, in my view and the
view of, I believe, many throughout
this body and across this country, we
know that the police officers—the over-
whelming majority of law enforcement
officials—go to work every day trying
to do the right thing.

It is a difficult job; but, because you
have the capacity to take a life, we
have got to make sure that, when you
exercise deadly force, that it is de-
ployed only in circumstances where it
is absolutely necessary, not a choke
hold resulting in the strangulation of
someone who is selling untaxed ciga-
rettes, who pleads for his life 11 times
and is killed on video for all of his six
children to see.

We don’t want to see deadly force
used when someone who has been tased
is running away. The Supreme Court
said in 1985 that you can’t use deadly
force to stop a fleeing felon. Walter
Scott wasn’t even a felon. He stopped
him because he had a broken taillight.

We just want to make sure that, in
America, there is a balance between ef-
fective law enforcement on the one
hand and a healthy respect for the Con-
stitution and for civil rights and for
equal protection under the law for ev-
eryone on the other. That is our objec-
tive.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.
Mr. Speaker, on April 4, 2015 in North
Charleston, South Carolina, following a traffic
stop in broad daylight, Walter Scott was fatally
shot by police officer Michael Slager. This
tragedy once again brings to the forefront an
issue that continues to plague communities
nationwide—the alarming rate of African
American deaths at the hands of law enforce-
ment officers. Particularly troubling about this
tragedy, is the video footage showing the offi-
cer firing eight times as Walter Scott is run-
ning away.

Walter Scott was a human whose life had
value. He was a father, a brother, a son and
a friend. His status as an American citizen
gave him the right to due process. He should
not have been killed by a police officer who
acted, without authority, as judge, jury and
executioner.

Time and again, African American families
have grieved over their fathers, brothers, hus-
bands and sons, who have been taken too
soon by officers deputized with the power to
protect them. The frequency of these trage-
dies continues to play into the deeply painful
narrative that black life is not valued in this
country. When | think of Walter Scott, | think
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of Edward Garner, Anthony Baez, Amadou
Diallo, Anthony Lee, and Oscar Grant. | think
of their grieving families and their lost futures.
| am deeply saddened that the list of unarmed
black men killed by police continues to grow.

Where do we go from here?

| would echo the words of Albert Einstein:
“the world will not be destroyed by those who
do evil, but by those who watch them without
doing anything.” We must all act to protect the
lives of our friends and neighbors. As a coun-
try, we must commit to recognizing the hu-
manity in others. Before we identify with any
race, religion, gender, or sexual preference,
we are all human.

It is not likely that, in the absence of Mr.
Feidin Santana’s cell phone video, Michael
Slager would ever face criminal charges. It is
not likely that the investigators who investigate
the police would have concluded that the offi-
cer's account of the shooting was fabricated.
It is likely that, in the absence of one bystand-
er's courage, Walter Scott would have been
villainized and the police officer who gunned
him down would have gotten away with mur-
der. From this point forward, we must all have
the courage to speak up and confront injus-
tice.

——————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina (at the
request of Mr. MCCARTHY) for today
and the balance of the week on account
of a family emergency.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 39 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, April 15, 2015, at 10 a.m. for
morning-hour debate.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1073. A letter from the Under Secretary,
Personnel and Readiness, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a letter on the approved
retirement of General Janet C.
Wolfenbarger, United States Air Force, and
her advancement to the grade of general on
the retired list; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

1074. A letter from the Under Secretary,
Personnel and Readiness, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a letter on the approved
retirement of Lieutenant General Thomas W.
Travis, United States Air Force, and his ad-
vancement to the grade of lieutenant general
on the retired list; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

1075. A letter from the Under Secretary,
Personnel and Readiness, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a letter on the approved
retirement of Lieutenant General Salvatore
A. Angelella, United States Air Force, and
his advancement to the grade of lieutenant
General on the retired list; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

1076. A letter from the Under Secretary,
Personnel and Readiness, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a letter on the approved
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retirement of Lieutenant General Brooks L.
Bash, United States Air Force, and his ad-
vancement to the grade of lieutenant general
on the retired list; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

1077. A letter from the Under Secretary,
Personnel and Readiness, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a letter on the approved
retirement of Lieutenant General Judith A.
Fedder, United States Air Force, and her ad-
vancement to the grade of lieutenant general
on the retired list; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

1078. A letter from the Under Secretary,
Personnel and Readiness, Department of De-
fense, transmitting authorization for ten of-
ficers to wear the insignia of the grade of
major general or brigadier general, as indi-
cated, in accordance with 10 U.S.C. 777; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

1079. A letter from the Under Secretary,
Department of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s Evaluation of the TRICARE Pro-
gram for FY 2015, pursuant to Sec. 717 of the
National Defense Authorization Act for FY
1996, Pub. L. 104-106, as amended by Sec. 714
of the National Defense Authorization Act
for FY 2013, Pub. L. 112-239; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

1080. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting
the 2014 report to Congress on the Office of
Minority and Women Inclusion, pursuant to
Sec. 342(e) of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Re-
form and Consumer Protection Act; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

1081. A letter from the Director, Office of
Public and Congressional Affairs, National
Credit Union Administration, transmitting
the annual report to Congress of the Office of
Minority and Women Inclusion for calendar
year 2014, in accordance with Sec. 342 of the
Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Con-
sumer Protection Act; to the Committee on
Financial Services.

1082. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions and Policy Management Staff, FDA,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Advisory Committee; Anti-Infective Drugs
Advisory Committee [Docket No.: FDA-2009-
N-0443] received April 8, 2015, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

1083. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislation, Department of Health and
Human Services, transmitting the FY 2014
report on user fee collections and related ex-
penses, as required by the Generic Drug User
Fee Amendments of 2012; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

1084. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; State
of Montana Second 10-Year Carbon Monoxide
Maintenance Plan for Billings [EPA-R08-
0AR-2012-0352; FRL-9925-51-Region 8] re-
ceived March 27, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1085. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; State
of Montana Second 10-Year Carbon Monoxide
Maintenance Plan for Great Falls [EPA-R08-
OAR-2012-0353; FRL-9925-50-Region 8] re-
ceived March 27, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1086. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
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(NCP); Amending the NCP for Public Notices
for Specific Superfund Activities [EPA-HQ-
SFUND-2014-0620; FR1L-9924-66-OSWER] (RIN:
2050-AG76) received March 27, 2015, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

1087. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Federal Implementation Plan for Oil and
Natural Gas Well Production Facilities; Fort
Berthold Indian Reservation (Mandan,
Hidatsa and Arikara Nation), North Dakota;
Correction [EPA-R08-OAR-2012-0479; FRL-
9923-70-Region 8] received March 27, 2015, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

1088. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s withdrawal of a direct final rule — Ap-
proval and Promulgation of Implementation
Plans; New Mexico; Transportation Con-
formity and Conformity of General Federal
Actions [EPA-R06-OAR-2011-0938 FRIL.-9925-86-
Region 6] received April 10, 2015, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

1089. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting a report
certifying that the export of the listed items
to four different end users in the People’s
Republic of China is not detrimental to the
U.S. space launch industry, pursuant to Sec.
1512 of the Strom Thurmond National De-
fense Authorization Act for FY 1999 (Pub. L.
105-261), as amended by Sec. 146 of the Omni-
bus Consolidated and Emergency Supple-
mental Appropriations Act for FY 1999 (Pub.
L. 105-277), and the President’s September 29,
2009 delegation of authority (74 Fed. Reg.
50,913 (Oct. 2, 2009)); to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

1090. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting as re-
quired by Sec. 401(c) of the National Emer-
gencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and Sec. 204(c)
of the International Emergency Economic
Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), and pursuant
to Executive Order 13313 of July 31, 2003, a
six-month periodic report on the national
emergency with respect to persons who com-
mit, threaten to commit, or support ter-
rorism that was declared in Executive Order
13224 of September 23, 2001; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

1091. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting as re-
quired by Sec. 401(c) of the National Emer-
gencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and Sec. 204(c)
of the International Economic Powers Act,
50 U.S.C. 1703(c), transmitting a six-month
periodic report on the national emergency
with respect to Syria that was declared in
Executive Order 13338 of May 11, 2004; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1092. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting as re-
quired by Sec. 401(c) of the National Emer-
gencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and Sec. 204(c)
of the International Emergency Economic
Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), a six-month
periodic report on the national emergency
with respect to the Central African Republic
that was declared in Executive Order 13667 of
May 12, 2014; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

1093. A letter from the Superintendent, Ex-
ecutive Secretary, Roosevelt Campobello
International Park Commission, transmit-
ting the Fifty-first Annual Report of the
Roosevelt Campobello International Park
Commission’s year-end audit of the Commis-
sion’s financial records as of December 31,
2014; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1094. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting a listing of
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two vacant positions within the Department
of Commerce that require Presidential ap-
pointment and Senate confirmation; to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

1095. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting
the Corporation’s FY 2014 annual report, pur-
suant to Sec. 203 of the Notification and Fed-
eral Employee Antidiscrimination and Re-
taliation Act of 2002 (No FEAR Act), Pub. L.
107-174; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

1096. A letter from the Secretary, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s FY 2014 annual report, as required
by Sec. 203 of the Notification and Federal
Employee Antidiscrimination and Retalia-
tion Act of 2002, Pub. L. 107-174; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

1097. A letter from the Chairman, Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s FY 2014 annual report, pursu-
ant to Sec. 203 of the Notification and Fed-
eral Employee Antidiscrimination and Re-
taliation Act of 2002 (No FEAR Act), Pub. L.
107-174; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

1098. A letter from the Senior Procurement
Executive, Office of Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s interim rule — Federal
Acquisition Regulation; Federal Acquisition
Circular 2005-81; Introduction [Docket No.:
FAR 2015-0051, Sequence 1] received April 10,
2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

1099. A letter from the General Counsel and
Senior Policy Advisor, Office of Management
and Budget, Executive Office of the Presi-
dent, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998 regard-
ing a vacancy in a Senate-confirmed position
in the Office of Management and Budget; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

1100. A letter from the Chief Judge, Supe-
rior Court of the District of Columbia, trans-
mitting the Family Court 2014 Annual Re-
port, pursuant to the District of Columbia
Family Court Act of 2001 (Pub. L. 107-114); to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

1101. A letter from the Chairman, U.S.
Merit Systems Protection Board, transmit-
ting the Board’s FY 2014 annual report, pur-
suant to Sec. 203 of the Notification and Fed-
eral Employee Antidiscrimination and Re-
taliation Act of 2002 (No FEAR Act), Pub. L.
107-174; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

1102. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Regulatory Programs,
NMF'S, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act Provi-
sions; Fisheries of the Northeastern United
States; Northeast Groundfish Fishery; Fish-
ing Year 2014; Interim Gulf of Maine Cod
Management Measures; Correction [Docket
No.: 141002822-5169-03] (RIN: 0648-BE56) re-
ceived April 8, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

1103. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Regulatory Programs,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the Carib-
bean, Gulf of Mexico, and South Atlantic;
Shrimp Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico;
Amendment 16 [Docket No.: 140903744-5258-02]
(RIN: 0648-BE46) received April 8, 2015, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Natural Resources.
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1104. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s temporary rule
— Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by Vessels Using Pot
Gear in the Central Regulatory Area of the
Gulf of Alaska [Docket No.: 130925836-4174-02]
(RIN: 0648-XD714) received April 8, 2015, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

1105. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule —
Magnuson-Stevens Act Provisions; Fisheries
Off West Coast States; Pacific Coast Ground-
fish Fishery; 2015-2016 Biennial Specifica-
tions and Management Measures; Amend-
ment 24 [Docket No.: 140904754-5188-02] (RIN:
0648-BE27) received April 8, 2015, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

1106. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod in the
Western Aleutian Islands District of the Ber-
ing Sea and Aleutian Islands Management
Area [Docket No.: 131021878-4158-02] (RIN:
0648-XD780) received April 8, 2015, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

1107. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Regulatory Programs,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the Exclu-
sive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Groundfish
of the Gulf of Alaska; Groundfish of the Ber-
ing Sea and Aleutian Islands Off Alaska
[Docket No.: 140218151-5171-02] (RIN: 0648-
BD98) received April 8, 2015, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

1108. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean,
Gulf of Mexico, and South Atlantic; Coastal
Migratory Pelagic Resources of the Gulf of
Mexico and South Atlantic; 2015 Commercial
Run-Around Gillnet Closure [Docket No.:
101206604-17568-02] (RIN: 0648-XD731) received
April 8, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Natural Resources.

1109. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by Trawl
Catcher Vessels in the Western Regulatory
Area of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No.:
140918791-4999-02] (RIN: 0648-XD823) received
April 8, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Natural Resources.

1110. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean,
Gulf of Mexico, and South Atlantic; Snapper-
Grouper Resources of the South Atlantic;
Trip Limit Reduction [Docket No.: 130312235-
36568-02] (RIN: 0648-XDT733) received April 8,
2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

1111. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s temporary rule
— Fisheries of the Northeastern United
States; Summer Flounder Fishery; Quota
Transfer [Docket No.: 140117052-4402-02] (RIN:
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0648-XD799) received April 8, 2015, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

1112. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Maritime Commission, transmitting the 53rd
Annual Report covering the activities of the
Commission for FY 2014, pursuant to Sec.
103(e) of the Reorganization Plan No. 7 of
1961, and Sec. 208 of the Merchant Marine
Act, 1936, 46 U.S.C. 306(a); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

1113. A letter from the Vice President, Gov-
ernment Relations, Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, transmitting the Authority’s Statis-
tical Summary for FY 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1114. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final and
temporary regulations — Allocation of Con-
trolled Group Research Credit [TD 9717]
(RIN: 1545-BL7T) received April 10, 2015, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

1115. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s IRB only
rule — EPCRS Update Relating to Plans
with Automatic Contribution Features (Rev.
Proc. 2015-28) received April 10, 2015, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

1116. A letter from the Staff performing the
duties of the Assistant Secretary, Legisla-
tive Affairs, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting additional legislative proposals from
the Department of Defense as a follow up to
an earlier transmittal of a request for enact-
ment of proposed legislation titled the ‘‘Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2016”’; jointly to the Committees on
Armed Services, Financial Services, Ways
and Means, Foreign Affairs, Education and
the Workforce, Veterans’ Affairs, and the Ju-
diciary.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. CHAFFETZ: Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform. H.R. 1562. A bill to
prohibit the awarding of a contract or grant
in excess of the simplified acquisition
threshold unless the prospective contractor
or grantee certifies in writing to the agency
awarding the contract or grant that the con-
tractor or grantee has no seriously delin-
quent tax debts, and for other purposes
(Rept. 114-72). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. CHAFFETZ: Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform. H.R. 1563. A bill to
amend title 5, United States Code, to provide
that individuals having seriously delinquent
tax debts shall be ineligible for Federal em-
ployment, and for other purposes (Rept. 114-
73, Pt. 1). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. STIVERS: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 200. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 622) to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to make per-
manent the deduction of State and local gen-
eral sales taxes; providing for consideration
of the bill (H.R. 1105) to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the estate and
generation-skipping transfer taxes, and for
other purposes; and providing for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 1195) to amend the
Consumer Financial Protection Act of 2010
to establish advisory boards, and for other

April 14, 2015

purposes (Rept. 114-74). Referred to the

House Calendar.
DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the
Committee on House Administration
discharged from further consideration.
H.R. 1563 referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the
Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. LOUDERMILK (for himself, Mr.
SMITH of Texas, Mr. SENSENBRENNER,
Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr.
BRIDENSTINE, and Mrs. COMSTOCK):

H.R. 1764. A bill to provide for the designa-
tion of the United States Chief Technology
Officer; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform, and in addition to the
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. HARTZLER:

H.R. 1765. A bill to require the Adminis-
trator of the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency to submit a report regarding
certain plans regarding assistance to appli-
cants and grantees during the response to an
emergency or disaster; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. PITTENGER:

H.R. 1766. A bill to amend the Equal Credit
Opportunity Act to repeal a small business
loan data collection requirement; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

By Mr. ROE of Tennessee (for himself,
Mr. KLINE, and Mr. ToM PRICE of
Georgia):

H.R. 1767. A bill to amend the National
Labor Relations Act to require that lists of
employees eligible to vote in organizing elec-
tions be provided to the National Labor Re-
lations Board; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

By Mr. KLINE (for himself, Mr. ROE of
Tennessee, and Mr. ToM PRICE of
Georgia):

H.R. 1768. A bill to amend the National
Labor Relations Act with respect to the tim-
ing of elections and pre-election hearings
and the identification of pre-election issues;
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

By Mr. BENISHEK (for himself, Mr.
HONDA, and Ms. ESTY):

H.R. 1769. A bill to establish in the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs a national center
for research on the diagnosis and treatment
of health conditions of the descendants of
veterans exposed to toxic substances during
service in the Armed Forces that are related
to that exposure, to establish an advisory
board on such health conditions, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mrs. BLACKBURN (for herself, Mr.
WELCH, Mr. BURGESS, and Mr.
UPTON):
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H.R. 1770. A bill to require certain entities
who collect and maintain personal informa-
tion of individuals to secure such informa-
tion and to provide notice to such individ-
uals in the case of a breach of security in-
volving such information, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. MULLIN:

H.R. 1771. A bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to count portions of in-
come from annuities of a community spouse
as income available to institutionalized
spouses for purposes of eligibility for med-
ical assistance, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. CARNEY (for himself, Mr. GIB-
SON, Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Mr.
DENT, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. LOBIONDO,
Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr.
NORCROSS, Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsyl-

vania, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. BRENDAN F.
BOYLE of Pennsylvania, Mr.

FITZPATRICK, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, and Mr. MACARTHUR):

H.R. 1772. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to establish a nonregulatory
program to build on and help coordinate
funding for restoration and protection ef-
forts of the 4-State Delaware River Basin re-
gion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources, and in addition
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. MARCHANT (for himself and
Mr. KIND):

H.R. 1773. A Dbill to amend the Harmonized
Tariff Schedule of the United States to ex-
empt from duty residue of bulk cargo con-
tained in instruments of international traffic
previously exported from the United States;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GRIFFITH (for himself and Mr.
BLUMENAUER):

H.R. 1774. A bill to provide for the resched-
uling of marihuana, the medical use of mari-
huana in accordance with State law, and the
exclusion of cannabidiol from the definition
of marihuana, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in
addition to the Committee on the Judiciary,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Ms. EDWARDS (for herself, Mr.
CONNOLLY, Ms. NORTON, Ms. MOORE,
Mr. DELANEY, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr.
CARDENAS, Mr. HECK of Washington,
Ms. Jupy CHU of California, Mr.
ISRAEL, Mrs. LAWRENCE, Mr. VAN
HOLLEN, Ms. ESTY, Ms. JACKSON LEE,
Mr. COHEN, Mr. PRICE of North Caro-
lina, Mr. KILMER, Mr. RUSH, and Mr.
QUIGLEY):

H.R. 1775. A bill to establish centers of ex-
cellence for innovative stormwater control
infrastructure, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and in addition to the Committee
on Science, Space, and Technology, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. GRAYSON (for himself and Mr.
CARTWRIGHT):

H.R. 1776. A bill to amend title 31, United
States Code, to provide for automatic con-
tinuing resolutions; to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

By Mr. CHAFFETZ (for himself and
Mr. CUMMINGS):
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H.R. 1777. A bill to amend the Act of Au-
gust 25, 1958, commonly known as the
“Former Presidents Act of 1958, with re-
spect to the monetary allowance payable to
a former President, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

By Ms. BONAMICI:

H.R. 1778. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 and the Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Act of 2010 to regulate tax re-
turn preparers and refund anticipation pay-
ment arrangements, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on Financial
Services, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. YARMUTH (for himself and Mr.
REICHERT):

H.R. 1779. A bill to reauthorize the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act; and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce, and in addition to the
Committee on the Judiciary, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. SEWELL of Alabama (for her-
self and Mr. KIND):

H.R. 1780. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to enhance the dependent
care tax credit, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. SEWELL of Alabama (for her-
self, Mr. BYRNE, Mr. RYAN of Ohio,
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. RU1Z, Mr. CROW-
LEY, and Mr. CARNEY):

H.R. 1781. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow employers a credit
against income tax for wages paid to employ-
ees who participate in qualified apprentice-
ship programs; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him-
self, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. DIAZ-
BALART, Mr. SIRES, Mr. CURBELO of
Florida, Mr. LANCE, Mr. MACARTHUR,
Mr. MEADOWS, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN,
and Mr. LOBIONDO):

H.R. 1782. A Dbill to promote human rights
in Cuba, urge the Cuban Government to meet
certain human rights milestones, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas:

H.R. 1783. A bill to establish the Buffalo
Bayou National Heritage Area in the State
of Texas, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

By Ms. JENKINS of Kansas (for herself,
Mr. TONKO, Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois,
and Mr. RANGEL):

H.R. 1784. A bill to enable hospital-based
nursing programs that are affiliated with a
hospital to maintain payments under the
Medicare program to hospitals for the costs
of such programs; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. LATTA (for himself, Mr. CoO-
PER, and Mrs. BLACKBURN):

H.R. 1785. A bill to amend the Energy Pol-
icy and Conservation Act to provide for the
recognition of voluntary verification pro-
grams for air conditioning, furnace, boiler,
heat pump, and water heater products; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of
New York (for herself, Mr. NADLER,
Mr. KING of New York, Mr. GIBSON,
Mr. TONKO, Mr. HANNA, Mr. KATKO,
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr.
FITZPATRICK, Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr.
PoCAN, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. LANCE, Ms.
CLARKE of New York, Mr. RANGEL,
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Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. SERRANO, Mr.
ENGEL, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. SEAN PAT-
RICK MALONEY of New York, Mr. GRI-
JALVA, Mr. VARGAS, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, Ms. STEFANIK, Mr. COLLINS of
New York, Mr. LARSON of Con-

necticut, Mr. COURTNEY, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. HIMES, Ms. ESTY, Ms.
NORTON, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. MACARTHUR, Mr.

PALLONE, Mr. SIRES, Mr. PASCRELL,
Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Mr. ZELDIN,
Mr. ISRAEL, Miss RICE of New York,
Mr. MEEKS, Ms. MENG, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. JEFFRIES, Mr.
CARDENAS, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. LYNCH,
Mr. REED, Mr. MURPHY of Florida,
Mr. PAYNE, and Mrs. CAPPS):

H.R. 1786. A bill to reauthorize the World
Trade Center Health Program and the Sep-
tember 11th Victim Compensation Fund of
2001, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
dition to the Committees on the Budget, and
the Judiciary, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Ms. NORTON:

H.R. 1787. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to prohibit discrimina-
tion in the payment of wages on account of
sex, race, or national origin, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

By Mr. PAULSEN (for himself and Mr.
KIND):

H.R. 1788. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the alternative
tax liability limitation for small property
and casualty insurance companies; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PAYNE (for himself, Ms. NOR-
TON, Mr. RUSH, Mr. CONNOLLY, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, and Mrs. WATSON COLE-
MAN):

H.R. 1789. A bill to ensure the safety of
DOT-111 tank cars by improving standards
for new tank cars and upgrading existing
tank cars, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and in addition to the Committee
on Homeland Security, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY:

H.R. 1790. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to modify the treatment of
foreign corporations, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER (for himself
and Mr. CONYERS):

H.R. 1791. A bill to amend the patent law to
promote basic research, to stimulate publi-
cation of scientific documents, to encourage
collaboration in scientific endeavors, to im-
prove the transfer of technology to the pri-
vate sector, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. STEWART:

H.R. 1792. A Dbill to amend the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976 to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to enter
into cooperative agreements with States to
provide for State management of grazing
permits and leases; to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

By Mr. STEWART:

H.R. 1793. A bill to provide a categorical
exclusion under the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 to allow the Director of
the Bureau of Land Management and the
Chief of the Forest Service to remove
Pinyon-Juniper trees to conserve and restore
the habitat of the greater sage-grouse and
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the mule deer; to the Committee on Natural
Resources, and in addition to the Committee
on Agriculture, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mrs. HARTZLER (for herself, Mr.
FLORES, and Mr. MEADOWS):

H.J. Res. 44. A joint resolution dis-
approving the action of the Council of the
District of Columbia in approving section
3(a) of the Human Rights Amendment Act of
2014; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

By Ms. FRANKEL of Florida (for her-
self, Ms. DELAURO, Ms. MATSUI, Ms.
EDWARDS, Ms. NORTON, Ms. SPEIER,
Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. VARGAS, Ms.
BRrROWN of Florida, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr.
CONYERS, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ,
Ms. McCoLLUM, Mr. TONKO, Ms.
CLARKE of New York, Ms. DELBENE,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
PETERS, Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mr.
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. LAN-
GEVIN, Mr. LOWENTHAL, Ms. MOORE,
Mr. CARDENAS, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms.
HAHN, Ms. KELLY of Illinois, Ms.
CLARK of Massachusetts, Mr. POCAN,
Mr. PAYNE, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK, Mrs.
DAVIS of California, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr.
KEATING, Ms. PINGREE, Mrs. DINGELL,
Mr. SARBANES, Mrs. BUSTOS, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. TSONGAS,
Ms. JACKSON LEE, Ms. SEWELL of Ala-
bama, Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of
Pennsylvania, Mr. TAKAI, Ms.
SINEMA, Ms. LEE, Ms. JuDYy CHU of
California, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. KIND, Mr.
MEEKS, Ms. KUSTER, Mrs. LAWRENCE,
Mrs. TORRES, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr.
LEWIS, Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of
New York, Mr. HUFFMAN, Ms.
MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of New
Mexico, Mr. RUSH, Mr. SHERMAN, Ms.
ESTY, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mr. ScorT of Virginia, Mr.
CICILLINE, Mr. YARMUTH, Ms. FUDGE,
Mr. O'ROURKE, Mr. FOSTER, Ms. BASS,
Mr. GARAMENDI, Ms. ESHOO, Mr.
BERA, Mr. MURPHY of Florida, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr.
BEYER, Ms. ADAMS, Mr. SMITH of
Washington, Mr. NOLAN, Mr. TED
LIEU of California, Mrs. BEATTY, Mr.
COOPER, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. KENNEDY,
Mr. GALLEGO, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia, Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mrs. WAT-
SON COLEMAN, Mr. WELCH, Mr. BLU-
MENAUER, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
DELANEY, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. COHEN,
Ms. BONAMICI, Ms. CASTOR of Florida,
Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. RYAN of Ohio,
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas,
Mr. CONNOLLY, Ms. MENG, Mr. HIG-
GINS, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Ms.
GABBARD, Mr. CosTA, Mrs. LOWEY,
Mr. PoLis, Mr. LYNCH, Ms. DEGETTE,
Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. CASTRO of Texas,
Ms. TIiTUs, Ms. BROWNLEY of Cali-
fornia, Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York, Mr. HONDA, Mr. FARR, Mr.
KILMER, and Ms. LOFGREN):

H. Con. Res. 35. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the significance of Equal Pay Day
to illustrate the disparity between wages
paid to men and women; to the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform.

By Ms. SPEIER (for herself, Ms. BASS,
Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. BROWNLEY of
California, Mrs. DAVIS of California,
Ms. DELBENE, Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. ELLI-
SON, Ms. EsTY, Mr. FARR, Mr. GRI-
JALVA, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HIGGINS,
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Mr. HONDA, Mr. KILDEE, Ms. LEE, Mr.
TED LIEU of California, Mr.
LOWENTHAL, Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALO-
NEY of New York, Mr. MCDERMOTT,
Ms. McCoLLUM, Mr. MURPHY of Flor-
ida, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. PETERS,
Mr. POCAN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. SIRES, Mr.
SMITH of Washington, Mr. TAKANO,
Ms. TSONGAS, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr.
WELCH, and Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALO-
NEY of New York):

H. Con. Res. 36. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that conver-
sion therapy, including efforts by mental
health practitioners to change an individ-
ual’s sexual orientation, gender identity, or
gender expression, is dangerous and harmful
and should be prohibited from being prac-
ticed on minors; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

By Ms. FOXX:

H. Res. 199. A resolution electing Members
to certain standing committees of the House
of Representatives; considered and agreed to.
considered and agreed to.

———

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of Rule XII,

13. The SPEAKER presented a memorial of
the House of Representatives of the Com-
monwealth of Kentucky, relative to House
Resolution No. 226, urging the Department of
Defense and the Army to take action to sup-
port the military and civilian personnel
serving at Fort Knox and Fort Campbell by
reconsidering proposed cuts to these impor-
tant military installations; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

———

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII,

Mr. BARLETTA introduced a bill (H.R.
1794) to authorize the transfer of certain
items under the control of the Omar Bradley
Foundation to the descendants of General
Omar Bradley; which was referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

———

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY
STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or
joint resolution.

By Mr. LOUDERMILK:

H.R. 1764.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18:

The Congress shall have power to make all
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con-
stitution in the Government of the United
States, or in any Department of Officer
thereof.

By Mrs. HARTZLER:

H.R. 1765.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I: Section 8: Clause 3 The United
States Congress shall have power

“To regulate Commerce with foreign Na-
tions, and among the several States, and
with the Indian Tribes.”

By Mr. PITTENGER:

H.R. 1766.
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The explicit power of Congress to regulate
commerce in and among the states, as enu-
merated in Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3, the
Commerce Clause, of the United States Con-
stitution.

Additionally, Article 1, Section 7, Clause 2
of the Constitution allows for every bill
passed by the House of Representatives and
the Senate and signed by the President to be
codified in to law; and therefore implicitly
allows Congress to repeal any bill that has
been passed by both chambers and signed in
to law by the President.

By Mr. ROE of Tennessee:

H.R. 1767.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 8, clause 3 of the Con-
stitution of the United States

By Mr. KLINE:

H.R. 1768.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 8, clause 3 of the Con-
stitution of the United States

By Mr. BENISHEK:

H.R. 1769.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The United States Constitution, Article 1,
Section 8

By Mrs. BLACKBURN:

H.R. 1770.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 provides that Congress
has the authority ‘‘to make all Laws, which
shall be necessary and proper for carrying
into Execution the foregoing Powers, and all
other Powers vested by this Constitution in
the Government of the United States or in
any Department or Officer thereof.”

By Mr. MULLIN:

H.R. 1771.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18

By Mr. CARNEY:

H.R. 1772.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18

The Congress shall have Power *** To
make all Laws which shall be necessary and
proper for carrying into Execution the fore-
going Powers, and all other Powers vested by
the Constitution in the Government of the
United States, or in any Department or Offi-
cer thereof.

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3

The Congress shall have Power *** To regu-
late Commerce with foreign Nations, and
among the several States, and with the In-
dian Tribes.

By Mr. MARCHANT:

H.R. 1773.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This trade related bill is addressed under
the Constitution’s Commerce Clause; Article
1, Section N. 8, Clause 3 of the U.S. Constitu-
tion, which gives Congress the power ‘‘to
regulate commerce with foreign nations, and
among the several states, and with the In-
dian tribes.”

By Mr. GRIFFITH:

H.R. 1774.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8 of the United States Constitution.

By Ms. EDWARDS:

H.R. 1775.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:
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Article I, Section 1.

All legislative Powers herein granted shall
be vested in a Congress of the United States,
which shall consist of a Senate and House of
Representatives.

By Mr. GRAYSON:

H.R. 1776.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of
the United States.

By Mr. CHAFFETZ:

H.R. 1777.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the United
States Constitution

By Ms. BONAMICI:

H.R. 1778.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

1) Art. I, Sec. 8, Cl1. 1

2) Amdt. XVI

By Mr. YARMUTH:

H.R. 1779.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of
the United States

By Ms. SEWELL of Alabama:

H.R. 1780.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 and the six-
teenth amendment

By Ms. SEWELL of Alabama:

H.R. 1781.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 and the six-
teenth amendment

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey:

H.R. 1782.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 8 of the Constitution

By Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas:

H.R. 1783.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 2 of Section 3 of Article IV of the
Constitution:

The Congress shall have Power to dispose
of and make all needful Rules and Regula-
tions respecting the Territory or other Prop-
erty belonging to the United States; and
nothing in this Constitution shall be so con-
strued as to Prejudice any Claims of the
United States, or of any particular State.

By Ms. JENKINS of Kansas:

H.R. 1784.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8:

The Congress shall have Power To lay and
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises,
to pay the Debts and provide for the common
Defense and general Welfare of the United
States.

By Mr. LATTA:

H.R. 1785.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3

To regulate Commerce with foreign Na-
tions, and among the several States, and
with the Indian Tribes;

By Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of
New York:

H.R. 1786.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3: The Congress
shall have Power * * * To regulate Commerce
with foreign Nations, and among the several
States, and with the Indian Tribes.

By Ms. NORTON:

H.R. 1787.
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

clauses 3 and 18 of section 8 of article I of
the Constitution.

By Mr. PAULSEN:

H.R. 1788.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the
United States Constitution.

By Mr. PAYNE:

H.R. 1789.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority on which this
bill rests is the power of Congress to make
rules for the government and regulation of
the land and naval forces, as enumerated in
Article I, Section 8, Clause 14 of the United
States Constitution

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY:

H.R. 1790.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section VIII.

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER:

H.R. 1791.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 8 of Section 8, Article I

By Mr. STEWART:

H.R. 1792.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

““The Congress shall have power to dispose
of and make all needful Rules and Regula-
tions respecting the Territory or other Prop-
erty belonging to the United States; and
nothing in this Constitution shall be so con-
strued as to Prejudice any Claims of the
United States, or of any particular State.”
Article IV, Section 3, paragraph 2

By Mr. STEWART:

H.R. 1793.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

“To make all Laws which shall be nec-
essary and proper for carrying into Execu-
tion the foregoing Powers, and all other
Powers vested by this Constitution in the
Government of the United States or or in
any Department or Officer thereof.” Article
I, Section 8

By Mr. BARLETTA:

H.R. 1794.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of
the United States.

By Mrs. HARTZLER:

H.J. Res. 44.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I: Section 8: Clause 17 The United
States Congress shall have power

‘“To exercise exclusive Legislation in all
Cases whatsoever, over such District (not ex-
ceeding ten Miles square) as may, by Cession
of particular States, and the Acceptance of
Congress, become the Seat of Government of
the United States, and to exercise like Au-
thority over all Places purchased by the Con-
sent of the Legislature of the State in which
the same shall be, for the Erection of Forts,
Magazines, Arsenals, dock-Yards, and other
needful Buildings.”’

————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows:

H.R. 29: Mr. SANFORD.

H.R. 91: Mr. PALAZZO, Mr. DUNCAN of Ten-
nessee, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
JONES, Mr. COOPER, and Mr. RIBBLE.
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H.R. 93: Mr. SIRES.

H.R. 131: Mr. BROOKS of Alabama, Mr.
SALMON, Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia, Mr.
LAMALFA, Mr. CARTER of Texas, Mr. DUNCAN
of South Carolina, Mr. BLUM, Mr. BARR, Mr.
LATTA, Mr. GROTHMAN, Mr. COLE, and Mrs.
MILLER of Michigan.

H.R. 169: Ms. STEFANIK.

H.R. 170: Ms. STEFANIK.

H.R. 204: Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia.

H.R. 213: Mr. REICHERT, Mr. SMITH of Wash-
ington, Mr. HONDA, and Mr. LARSEN of Wash-
ington.

H.R. 223: Mr. BISHOP of Michigan.

H.R. 228: Mr. GUINTA.

H.R. 231: Mr. NUGENT and Mr. YOHO.

H.R. 235: Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia, Mr.
BROOKS of Alabama, Mr. MOONEY of West
Virginia, Mr. BoST, and Mr. SCHWEIKERT.

H.R. 242: Mr. BERA, Mrs. CAPPS, and Mr.
LIPINSKI.

H.R. 266:

H.R. 282:

H.R. 317:

H.R. 320:

H.R. 344:

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.

DUNCAN of South Carolina.
HUFFMAN.

PETERS.

CHABOT.

WILsSON of Florida.

H.R. 348: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 359: Mr. JOYCE, Mr. COSTELLO of Penn-
sylvania, and Mr. LOBIONDO.

H.R. 427: Mr. BUCK.

H.R. 445: Mr. RENACCI.

H.R. 456: Mr. GIBSON.

H.R. 465: Mr. COLE.

H.R. 472: Mr. MACARTHUR.

H.R. 484: Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 495: Mr. HUFFMAN.

H.R. 504: Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Mr.
MCKINLEY, and Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois.

H.R. 523: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. RANGEL, and
Mr. DAVID ScoTT of Georgia.

H.R. 532: Mr. SMITH of Washington, Ms.
MOORE, Ms. LOFGREN, Ms. CLARK of Massa-
chusetts, Ms. WILSON of Florida, and Mr.
SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of New York.

H.R. 540: Mr. SANFORD.

H.R. 542: Mr. NOLAN, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr.
DENT, and Ms. PINGREE.

H.R. 565: Mr. PASCRELL.

H.R. 571: Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 581: Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 587: Ms. WILSON of Florida.

H.R. 592: Mr. HECK of Nevada, Mrs. NAPOLI-
TANO, Ms. STEFANIK, and Mrs. TORRES.

H.R. 600: Mr. UPTON and Ms. HERRERA
BEUTLER.

H.R. 606: Mr. YOUNG of Indiana and Mr.
RENACCI.

H.R. 619: Mr. PocAN and Mr. ELLISON.

H.R. 625: Mr. MCKINLEY.

H.R. 628: Mr. HIMES, Ms. PINGREE, and Mr.
SENSENBRENNER.

H.R. 632: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. NEAL, Mr.
HoNDA, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. R0SS, Ms. CLARKE
of New York, Mr. MOULTON, Mr. LOEBSACK,
and Mr. LUETKEMEYER.

H.R. 649: Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 653: Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
LIPINSKI, and Ms. GABBARD.

H.R. 662: Mr. JORDAN.

H.R. 681: Mr. PERLMUTTER.

H.R. 699: Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia, Mr.
WESTMORELAND, Mr. NEAL, and Mrs. TORRES.

H.R. 729: Mr. PETERS and Mr. BEYER.

H.R. 746: Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
BEYER, Mr. PALLONE, and Mrs. NAPOLITANO.

H.R. 748: Mr. RANGEL and Mrs. LAWRENCE.

H.R. 758: Mr. BUCK.

H.R. 767: Mr. POLIQUIN, Mr. VEASEY, and
Mr. PETERS.

H.R. 771: Mrs. ELLMERS of North Carolina
and Mr. PAULSEN.

H.R. 781: Mr. HUFFMAN.

H.R. 784: Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. KENNEDY, and
Mr. MACARTHUR.

H.R. 785: Mr. BEYER and Mr. SERRANO.

H.R. 799: Mr. BENISHEK.

H.R. 815: Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania and
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER.
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H.R. 817: Mr. HUFFMAN.

H.R. 822: Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois,
LUETKEMEYER, and Mr. HUFFMAN.

H.R. 825: Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana and Mrs.
MILLER of Michigan.

H.R. 829: Mrs. BEATTY and Ms. WILSON of
Florida.

H.R. 831: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.

H.R. 836: Mr. POMPEO, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr.
FARENTHOLD, Mrs. BLACK, Mr. DUNCAN of
South Carolina, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr.
HULTGREN, Mr. CURBELO of Florida, Mr.
LATTA, and Mr. ToM PRICE of Georgia.

H.R. 845: Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of
New Mexico.

H.R. 846: Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. CONNOLLY, and
Mr. NEAL.

H.R. 868: Mr. YOHO, Mr. COOPER, Mr. GIB-
SON, and Mr. VEASEY.

H.R. 885: Mr. KIND, Mr. GRAYSON, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. BEN RAY LUJAN
of New Mexico, and Mr. DAVID SCcOTT of Geor-
gia.

H.R. 915: Mr. WELCH, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mrs.
WATSON COLEMAN, Mr. TED LIEU of Cali-
fornia, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. YARMUTH, Ms. WILSON
of Florida, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. JUDY CHU of
California, Mrs. LAWRENCE, and MR. BEYER.

H.R. 921: Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia.

H.R. 928: Mr. JoDY B. HICE of Georgia, Mr.
KNIGHT, Mr. KATKO, Ms. MCSALLY, Mr. ABRA-
HAM, and Mr. TROTT.

H.R. 931: Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 940: Mr. WALDEN, Mr. WESTERMAN, Mr.
NEWHOUSE, Mr. THORNBERRY, and Mr. COL-
LINS of New York.

H.R. 956: Ms. JUDY CHU of California and
Mr. MACARTHUR.

H.R. 973: Mr. MULLIN, Mr. WALDEN, and Ms.
LOFGREN.

H.R. 976: Mr. Tom PRICE of Georgia, Mr.
ABRAHAM, Mr. HENSARLING, and Mr. BROOKS
of Alabama.

H.R. 980: Ms. GRAHAM.

H.R. 985: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Mr.
WEBSTER of Florida, and Mr. RYAN of Ohio.

H.R. 986: Mr. WESTERMAN, Mr. JORDAN, Mr.
GROTHMAN, and Mr. COLE.

H.R. 1013: Mr. PERLMUTTER.

H.R. 1033: Ms. WILsSON of Florida.

H.R. 1041: Mr. ROHRABACHER.

H.R. 1062: Mrs. RoBY, Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr.
WALBERG, Mr. CoOLLINS of New York, Mr.
ROGERS of Alabama, and Mr. MICA.

H.R. 1067: Mrs. LAWRENCE.

H.R. 1075: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona.

H.R. 1087: Mr. COHEN and Mr. DIAZ-BALART.

H.R. 1089: Mr. PoLis, Mr. PERLMUTTER, and
Mr. HINOJOSA.

H.R. 1117: Mr. HASTINGS and Mr. HARDY.

H.R. 1121: Mr. RANGEL and Mr. PAYNE.

H.R. 1125: Mr. DELANEY.

H.R. 1147: Mr. SALMON.

H.R. 1150: Mr. KING of New York, Mr.
GowDY, Mr. HILL, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr. KIL-
MER, and Mr. CULBERSON.

H.R. 1154: Mr. JORDAN.

H.R. 1160: Mr. HANNA.

H.R. 1162: Mr.
WESTERMAN.

H.R. 1170: Mr. POCAN.

H.R. 1190: Mr. CARTER of Texas, Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER, Mr. EMMER of Minnesota, and
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.

H.R. 1197: Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. POLIS,
and Mr. HUFFMAN.

H.R. 1202: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. YOUNG of Alas-
ka, Mr. BLUMENAUER, and Ms. BROWNLEY of
California.

H.R. 1206: Mr. FLORES.

H.R. 1209: Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. HANNA, Mr.
STIVERS, Ms. DELBENE, Mr. AMODEI, Mr. LAR-
SON of Connecticut, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. DEFA-
710, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. HASTINGS, Ms.
LEE, Mr. PoL1s, and Mr. HECK of Nevada.

H.R. 1210: Mr. CURBELO of Florida, Mr. WIL-
SON of South Carolina, Mr. PEARCE, and Mr.
COLLINS of New York.

Mr.

GRAYSON and Mr.
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H.R. 1211: Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mr. HAS-

TINGS.

H.R. 1220: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. BLU-
MENAUER, Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, Mr.
PETERS, Ms. PINGREE, Mr. MEEHAN, Ms.

SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. ROONEY of Florida, Mr.
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia,
Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois, and Mr. SCHRA-
DER.

H.R. 1247: Mr. ELLISON and Mr. THOMPSON
of Mississippi.

H.R. 1270: Mr. MILLER of Florida and Mr.
POMPEO.

H.R. 1271: Mr. SWALWELL of California and
Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 1274: Ms. LOFGREN, Ms. ESH0OO, Mr.
LOEBSACK, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, and
Mr. CONNOLLY.

H.R. 1287: Mr. PALAZZO.

H.R. 1283: Mr. MEADOWS, Mr. COURTNEY,
Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Ms.
LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California, Mr. HANNA,
Mr. DEFAZzIO, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina, Ms. BORDALLO, Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr. LOBI-
ONDO.

H.R. 1293: Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. RUSH, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mrs. BEATTY, Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. JOHN-
SON of Ohio, Ms. NORTON, and Mr. PAYNE.

H.R. 1299: Mrs. BLACKBURN.

H.R. 1300: Mr. NUNES and Mr. TURNER.

H.R. 1301: Mr. AMODEI, Mr. HANNA, Mr.
CRAMER, Mr. GIBSON, Mr. ROONEY of Florida,
Mr. GOODLATTE, and Mr. WESTERMAN.

H.R. 1308: Mr. TAKANO, Mr. RUSH, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. POCAN, and Ms. JUDY CHU of
California.

H.R. 1310: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. SLAUGHTER,
and Mr. MEEKS.

H.R. 1312: Mr. LOEBSACK and Mr. BISHOP of

Georgia.

H.R. 1318: Ms. DELBENE and Mr. HECK of
Washington.

H.R. 1331: Mrs. LAWRENCE and Mr. RIBBLE.

H.R. 1332: Ms. FoxX and Mr. GROTHMAN.

H.R. 1346: Mr. POLIS.

H.R. 1347: Mr. PoLIS.

H.R. 1375: Ms. BROWN of Florida, Ms. HAHN,
and Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 1382: Mr. THOMPSON of California.

H.R. 1384: Mr. SARBANES, Mr. ELLISON, Mrs.
LAWRENCE, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. COLE, Ms.
LOFGREN, Mr. ROONEY of Florida, Mr. CoOL-
LINS of New York, Mr. KLINE, and Mr. LAR-
SON of Connecticut.

H.R. 1387: Mr. MESSER and Mr. CARTER of
Georgia.

H.R. 1383: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. HUELSKAMP,
and Mr. BUCK.

H.R. 1389: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
and Mr. HULTGREN.

H.R. 1391: Ms. WILsSON of Florida and Mr.
CICILLINE.

H.R. 1404:

H.R. 1413:

H.R. 1421:

H.R. 1434:

H.R. 1439:

Mr. TAKAIL

Mr. ROUZER.

Mr. TED LIEU of California
Mrs. TORRES.

Mr. BEYER and Mr. CARDENAS.

H.R. 1441: Mr. KATKO.

H.R. 1453: Mr. WESTERMAN.

H.R. 1462: Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. LANCE, and
Mrs. COMSTOCK.

H.R. 1465: Mr. KING of New York.

H.R. 1466: Mr. DESAULNIER, Ms. LEE, Mr.
JONES, Mr. DEFAZIO, and Mr. NEAL.

H.R. 1477: Ms. ESHOO.

H.R. 1479: Mr. BURGESS.

H.R. 1492: Ms. MATSUI, Mr. TONKO, Mrs.
WATSON COLEMAN, Mr. FARR, Ms. JACKSON
LEE, and Mr. BEYER.

H.R. 1496: Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 1503: Mr. QUIGLEY and Mr. LOEBSACK.

H.R. 1508: Mr. BROOKS of Alabama.

H.R. 1516: Mrs. BLACK, Mr. KILDEE, Mr.
BARR, Mr. PALAZzZO, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
KELLY of Pennsylvania, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
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ELLISON, Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Mr.
LANGEVIN, Ms. PINGREE, Mr. PASCRELL, and
Mr. DOGGETT.

H.R. 1519:
DELBENE.

H.R. 1531: Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. WELCH, Ms.
KELLY of Illinois, Ms. NORTON, Mr. POCAN,
Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr. JOYCE, Mr. GRIJALVA,
Mr. TIPTON, Mr. JONES, and Mr. COLE.

H.R. 1534: Mr. QUIGLEY and Mr. POCAN.

H.R. 1545: Mr. NOLAN.

H.R. 1546: Mr. BARR.

H.R. 1559: Mr. BURGESS, Mr. CURBELO of
Florida, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. POCAN, Mr. YOUNG
of Alaska, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KILMER, Mr.
HUFFMAN, and Mr. CONAWAY.

H.R. 1562: Mr. CARTER of Texas.

H.R. 1563: Mr. CARTER of Texas.

H.R. 1571: Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of
New York, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. LANCE, Mr. RAN-
GEL, Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, and Mr. HECK of Nevada.

H.R. 1589: Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 1598: Mr. BEYER, Ms. EsTY, Mr.
ISRAEL, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Mr. MURPHY of Florida, Mr. PETERS, Mr.
PoLis, Miss RICE of New York, Mr. QUIGLEY,
Mr. BLUMENAUER, and Mr. VEASEY.

H.R. 1600: Mr. WITTMAN, Ms. LOFGREN, Ms.
JACKSON LEE, Mr. TAKANO, Mrs. COMSTOCK,
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. POCAN, Mr. KILDEE,
and Mr. HUFFMAN.

H.R. 1602: Mr. DEFAZIO.

H.R. 1605: Mr. JORDAN, Mr. BUCK, and Mr.
MCCLINTOCK.

H.R. 1607: Mr. HONDA and Mr. DESAULNIER.

H.R. 1608: Ms. BROWN of Florida, Ms. CLARK
of Massachusetts, Mr. DEFAzIO, Ms.
DELAURO, Ms. DELBENE, Ms. ESHOO, Mr.
GRAYSON, Mr. HANNA, Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER,
Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr.
KELLY of Pennsylvania, Mr. KILMER, Mr.
LARSEN of Washington, Mr. LEWIS, Ms. NOR-
TON, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. PRICE of North Caro-
lina, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. SMITH of
Washington, Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr.
WHITFIELD, Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania,
Mr. EMMER of Minnesota, Mr. BARLETTA, Mr.
HECK of Washington, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, and
Mr. WEBSTER of Florida.

H.R. 1612: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona and Mr.
HECK of Nevada.

H.R. 1619: Mr. O’ROURKE, Ms. BORDALLO,
Mr. SABLAN, and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H.R. 1624: Mr. LATTA, Mr. WHITFIELD, Mrs.
WAGNER, and Mr. CARTER of Georgia.

H.R. 1627: Mr. CRENSHAW.

H.R. 1632: Mr. MurPHY of Florida, Ms.
MOORE, and Mr. POLIS.

H.R. 1642: Mr. MEADOWS, Mr. WALKER, Mr.
HUDSON, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. ROUZER, Mrs.
ELLMERS of North Carolina, Mr. PITTENGER,
Ms. FoxX, Mr. HOLDING, and Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina.

H.R. 16564: Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana and Mr.
WALBERG.

H.R. 1664: Mr. MESSER and Mr. MCCLIN-
TOCK.

H.R. 1666: Mr. PAULSEN.

H.R. 1674: Ms. CLARKE of New York, Ms.
BrOWN of Florida and Ms. MOORE.

H.R. 1676: Mr. MCGOVERN and Ms. JUDY CHU
of California.

H.R. 1681: Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mr. LAMBORN,
Mr. TIPTON, Mr. PoLIS, Mr. ROONEY of Flor-
ida, and Ms. DEGETTE.

H.R. 1684: Mr. DoLD, Mr. LANCE, and Mr.
JOYCE.

H.R. 1692: Mr. CAPUANO.

. 1707: Mr. DEFAZIO.
. 1709: Mr. HUFFMAN.
. 1710: Mr. HUFFMAN.

H.R. 1714: Mr. LOBIONDO.

H.R. 1732: Mr. WEBSTER of Florida, Mr.
DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. ASHFORD, Mr.
GOODLATTE, Mr. TIPTON, Mrs. BROOKS of Indi-
ana, Mr. COLLINS of New York, Mr. VALADAO,
and Mr. BLUM.

Mr. MCGOVERN, and Ms.
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H.R. 1734: Mr. LATTA, Mr. BUCSHON, and Mr.
PETERSODN.

H.R. 1739: Mr. LAMBORN.

H.R. 1752: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H.J. Res. 9: Mr. SMITH of Missouri.

H.J. Res. 22: Mr. MURPHY of Florida.

H.J. Res. 23: Mr. KEATING.

H.J. Res. 25: Ms. WILSON of Florida.

H.J. Res. 42: Mr. PALMER and Mr. JODY B.
HICE of Georgia.

H. Con. Res. 17: Mr. DUNCAN of South Caro-
lina, Mr. WESTMORELAND, and Mr. PALAZZO.

H. Con. Res. 19: Mr. LUETKEMEYER.

H. Con. Res. 23: Mr. DESAULNIER.

H. Con. Res. 28: Ms. JENKINS of Kansas, Mr.
NUGENT, and Mrs. COMSTOCK.

H. Con. Res. 30: Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. WALZ,
and Ms. DELBENE.
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H. Res. 54: Mr. AGUILAR, Mr. HURT of Vir-
ginia, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. GENE
GREEN of Texas, Mr. SHERMAN, Ms. MAXINE
WATERS of California, Mr. SEAN PATRICK
MALONEY of New York, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr.
LIPINSKI, Ms. GRAHAM, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr.
CosTA, Ms. FUDGE, Miss RICE of New York,
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. PINGREE, Mrs. CAROLYN
B. MALONEY of New York, Mr. VELA, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, and Mr. KENNEDY.

H. Res. 110: Mr. DIAZ-BALART.

H. Res. 130: Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. TED LIEU of
California, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
COHEN, Mr. MURPHY of Florida, Ms. WILSON
of Florida, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
HoONDA, Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr.
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JEFFRIES, Mr. GRAYSON, Mr. RYAN of Ohio,
Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. SWALWELL of California,
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr. SIRES, Mr.
QUIGLEY, Ms. MENG, Ms. ESTY, Mr. PALLONE,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of
Pennsylvania, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. LANCE, Mr.
COLE, Mr. POMPEO, Mr. ROKITA, Mr. DENHAM,
Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. PERRY, Mr. MURPHY of
Pennsylvania, Mrs. COMSTOCK, Mr. DENT, Ms.
JENKINS of Kansas, and Mr. GIBSON.

H. Res. 1564: Mr. HARDY, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H. Res. 174: Mr. HANNA.
H. Res. 177: Mr. MCGOVERN.
H. Res. 188: Mr. VEASEY.
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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. HATCH).

————
PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Eternal Spirit, thank You for sus-
taining us with Your steadfast love and
unchanging mercy. Without Your com-
passion, all of our efforts would be in
vain. Your wondrous deeds keep us se-
cure.

May our lawmakers remember that
true greatness comes through service.
May they embrace their accountability
to You to be responsible stewards of
the opportunities You provide them
each day. Lord, strengthen them in
their challenging work, reminding
them often of the fragility of life. Em-
power them to trust You without wa-
vering.

We pray in Your great Name. Amen.

——————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The President pro tempore 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.

———————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CoOT-
TON). The majority leader is recog-
nized.

———

SENATE AGENDA

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, this
week looks to be a busy one in the Sen-
ate. We have a lot of important legisla-
tion to consider. We are hoping our
friends across the aisle will work with
us to do so in an expeditious manner.
For instance, we will begin the process

Senate

of finishing our work on the balanced
budget before the Senate, which the
Senate passed just before Easter. Pass-
ing that balanced budget was a big mo-
ment for the new Senate. For years,
the budget process was ignored almost
entirely in this Chamber, and the idea
of a balanced budget passing was basi-
cally unthinkable. But now the Senate
is under new management. Things are
changing. Soon we will conference with
the House to work out a final budget
that will be passed by the full Con-
gress. That is just the latest example
of Congress getting back to work. I
know a lot of Americans are happy to
see that.

But the budget is far from the only
item on the Senate’s near-term agenda.
The Senate will soon consider bipar-
tisan legislation that is designed to en-
sure that seniors on Medicare don’t
lose access to their doctors. It is a so-
lution to a broken Medicare payment
system that has vexed congressional
leaders of both parties for years. It
would mean an end to the annual exer-
cise of Congress passing a temporary
fix to the problem one year and then
coming right back to the very same
cliff the next year without actually
solving the underlying problem.

So the fact that we have a bipartisan
reform bill here is significant in itself.
The fact that it passed the House over-
whelmingly is even more significant. It
doesn’t mean the legislation is perfect.
It doesn’t mean we won’t have some
disagreements about it. But I do think
the bill deserves a vote, and it is my
hope that the Senate will soon take
one.

We will also continue to work to pass
the bipartisan Justice for Victims of
Trafficking Act. It is legislation de-
signed to prevent women and children
from being sold into modern-day slav-
ery. It was reported out of the Judici-
ary Committee with the support of
every single Democrat, and the Senate
took up this bill with the consent of
every single Democrat. There is no rea-

son they should now turn around and
filibuster this antislavery bill at this
point. As a victims advocate put it,
Senate Democrats should stop choosing
a phantom problem over real victims.

A large, bipartisan majority of the
Senate has voted repeatedly to end a
very regrettable Democratic filibuster
of this antislavery bill. It will only
take a few more votes from our friends
across the aisle to bring hope to chil-
dren in chains and women suffering in
the shadows. So we have been reaching
out to our friends to work with them to
end this Democratic filibuster of
human rights legislation. The Senate
should pass this bipartisan bill right
away, and as soon as that happens, we
will turn to the Loretta Lynch nomina-
tion.

Committees in the new Senate are
also working hard to advance more bi-
partisan legislation. We already saw
the Intelligence Committee vote 14 to 1
to approve bipartisan legislation aimed
at protecting the personal and finan-
cial information of middle-class Ameri-
cans from cyber criminals. Over in the
Finance Committee, we see the top Re-
publican and the top Democrat con-
tinue to discuss the best way forward
to increase American exports with new
trade legislation. Today, we will see
another product of negotiations be-
tween a top committee Republican and
a top committee Democrat—legislation
aimed at reforming our education sys-
tem—considered in the Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions Com-
mittee. We hope to bring all of these
issues to the Senate floor for debate in
the very near future.

Another important bipartisan bill
that will be considered by committee
today is the Iran Nuclear Agreement
Review Act. The Foreign Relations
Committee is set to mark that up
today. The legislation is supported by a
large number of Democrats, and it is
no wonder why. The bill is aimed at
giving Congress and the American peo-
ple a say—a say—in reviewing and ap-
proving an international agreement
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with such wide-ranging consequences.
And the American people should have a
say.

The interim agreement we saw from
the administration would not only
allow Iran to continue to enrich ura-
nium and retain thousands of cen-
trifuges but also allow it to continue
researching and developing even more
advanced centrifuges. In other words,
it seems more like an agreement built
around Iran’s terms rather than a plan
to advance what should be our national
goal, which is ending Iran’s nuclear
program.

It is a matter of great concern not
just to our country but to the entire
world. The concerns of our allies and
partners with regard to Iran’s aggres-
sive behavior throughout the Middle
East were made clear when I recently
led a Senate delegation to Israel, Jor-
dan, Iraq, and Afghanistan.

This is a gravely important matter,
and the American people aren’t just
spectators here; they and the rep-
resentatives they elect deserve a seat
at the table too. Today’s bipartisan ac-
tion in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee will help ensure they do.

As I mentioned earlier, there will be
a lot of activity in the Senate this
week on a range of issues. It is good for
the functioning of the Senate, but it
also helps underline one clear point:
The new Congress is back to work
again on behalf of the American peo-
ple.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader is recognized.

NATIONAL EQUAL PAY DAY

Mr. REID. Mr. President, people at
home cannot see it, but every desk
here on the Senate floor has a name on
it. Mine says ‘“Mr. REID.”” Right behind
me is one that says ‘“Mrs. MURRAY.”” To
my right is one that says ‘“Mr. McCON-
NELL.” Why do I mention this? Today
is National Equal Pay Day, a day that
symbolizes how far into 2015 American
women must work to earn what their
male counterparts earned in 2014. That
day is today. Women basically worked
for nothing until today. This pay dis-
parity between men and women doing
the same work is known as the wage
gap. Unlike the desks here in the
Chamber, the wage gap does not bear a
visible stamp of ownership, but make
no mistake—Republicans in Congress
absolutely own the wage gap. Their
names are all over it. The Republicans’
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refusal to address income disparities
makes them responsible for the addi-
tional 3 months and 14 days that Amer-
ican women work to earn what their
male counterparts earn doing the exact
same work at the exact same time.

Who are these working American
women who are being forced to work
for months just to catch up on wages?
They are our daughters, our wives, our
granddaughters, and our neighbors. Re-
publicans’ repeated filibusters of equal
pay legislation makes them responsible
for working women in our families hav-
ing to make due on 78 cents for every
dollar their male counterparts make.

Democrats have tried repeatedly to
pass Senator MIKULSKI's Paycheck
Fairness Act, which would take away
the disparity. It is pretty simple: If a
man and a woman do the same work—
no different—they should be paid the
same amount of money. Very simple.
We repeatedly tried to pass this simple
legislation. This legislation provides
working American women with the
tools they need to close the wage gap.
Yet, time and time again, Republicans
have stonewalled this most basic issue
of fairness. Five years ago, the Repub-
licans filibustered the Paycheck Fair-
ness Act. Two years later, the Repub-
licans did the same thing. Last year,
they blocked the bill two times. Just
last month in the budget debate, Sen-
ator MIKULSKI gave the Republicans
another chance. Once again, the Repub-
licans blocked it. Five times in 5 years
Republicans have blocked equal pay for
women. Five times in 5 years Repub-
licans have told their very own sisters,
daughters, and wives, and, of course,
their grandchildren that they are not
interested in fixing this unfair income
disparity. That is why I say the Repub-
licans own the wage gap. They own it.

Today, as we recognize Equal Pay
Day, I hope my Republican colleagues
come to their senses and address this
injustice which is hurting millions of
American families.

American women deserve equal pay
for equal work. My daughter deserves
equal pay for equal work.

Would the Presiding Officer an-
nounce the business of the day.

————————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for up
to 10 minutes each.

The assistant Democratic leader.

————

ILLINOIS TORNADOES

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, last
week on Thursday, the evil forces of
nature struck in Fairdale, IL. Since
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that moment of terrible loss—two lives
and many injuries, terrible property
destruction—we have seen the better
angels of our nature come forward.

This is an all-too-common picture in
my part of the world in central Illinois
and downstate Illinois. This is the dev-
astation from a tornado of dramatic
power and strength. Two twisters—one
of them a category EF-4, with wind
speeds of up to 200 miles an hour—tore
through DeKalb and Ogle Counties and
badly damaged the towns of Fairdale
and Rochelle last Thursday evening.
That picture tells part of the story of
the tornadoes’ path, where giant trees
were uprooted, homes ripped from their
foundations. The damage is stunning.

Sadly, two women, neighbors who
lived in Fairdale, lost their lives in the
event. Geraldine Schultz and a close
friend and neighbor, Jacklyn Klosa,
both fell victim to the tornado that
struck their homes. Neighbors say the
two friends were inseparable in life and
both departed life at the same moment.

The tight-knit communities of
Fairdale and Rochelle are pulling to-
gether today to help victims sort
through the rubble. One tornado
tracked a 25-mile continuous path from
near Rochelle through Fairdale, to
near Belvidere.

This is a photo of what was, until
Thursday, a popular restaurant in the
town of Rochelle, IL, about 80 miles
from Chicago. Twelve people, including
diners and staff, were inside
Grubsteakers Restaurant when the tor-
nado struck. It was a miracle. Every-
body made it into the basement just in
time before the twister hit. They all
survived, though they were trapped in
the basement for an hour and a half
waiting for rescue crews to clear them.

A few people had to be treated for
cuts and bruises. Everyone was covered
in thick dust that had blown from
overhead, but they lived through it, a
terrible, terrifying ordeal. On Friday I
spoke and again on Saturday with the
director, the head of the Illinois Emer-
gency Management Agency, James Jo-
seph. Governor Rauner was out at the
scene the next day after the tornado.
We sent our staff there to monitor any
possible Federal assistance that might
be coordinated with the State and local
effort.

We are continuing to gather the in-
formation together to see if there is a
possibility of Federal help, but I have
been very wary because of two recent
experiences in Illinois—in Washington,
IL., and Harrisburg—where tornado
damage there looked so devastating
and still did not meet the threshold
qualification for Federal assistance.

When I spoke with Rochelle Mayor
Chet Olson, and DeKalb County board
chairman Mark Pietrowski, I told them
to do their homework and keep track
of their expenses but that it was a long
shot for Federal help. I made it clear
the delegation and I stand ready to
help in any way we can, particularly
working with the Governor.
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As is so often the case when a dis-
aster such as this strikes, the first re-
sponders, friends, and family members
wasted no time rushing to the aid of
people whose homes and businesses
were damaged. I have no doubt the peo-
ple in Fairdale, Rochelle, and all of the
other areas that were struck will clean
up and rebuild. They will mourn the
loss of life, they will heal the wounds
of those who were injured, and they
will start tomorrow to make another
day.

For the families of the women who
lost their lives and for everybody who
lost homes and property, our thoughts
are with you.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——
RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 11:30 a.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 10:36 a.m.,
recessed until 11:31 a.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. FLAKE).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized.

———
OBAMACARE

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, to-
morrow is April 15. April 15 is a date
that causes a great deal of stress and
anxiety for hard-working American
taxpayers. For millions of American
families, this year is going to be worse
than ever before. The Obama health
care law, ObamaCare, is making tax
day harder for Americans.

American taxpayers who were forced
into the ObamaCare system—well, they
are having to fill out even more forms
this year than in the past, so many
forms that the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice can then enforce all of the Presi-
dent’s health care mandates. It is a
complicated and burdensome process.

President Obama promised that buy-
ing health insurance through
ObamaCare was going to be as easy as
buying a television on Amazon. Well,
why didn’t the President ever say it
was going to be so difficult to satisfy
the IRS? Why didn’t the President say
that hard-working American taxpayers
would have to fill out pages and pages
of forms just to find out if they had ac-
tually paid the right amount for their
health insurance? Why didn’t the
President say that people who changed
jobs during the year might have to pay
hundreds or thousands of dollars to the
IRS?

That doesn’t happen when you buy a
television on Amazon. Amazon tells
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you the price, and that is what you
pay. Amazon doesn’t make you fill out
the forms on April 15; Amazon doesn’t
demand more money from you after
the amount you paid. But that is what
is happening to millions of Americans
across the country. Taxes were already
too complicated. Now, because of
ObamacCare, it is much worse.

For this year’s tax filing season, the
IRS released seven new forms that peo-
ple might have to fill out to comply
with the new health care law. The in-
structions alone for these forms are 46
pages long.

A married couple with 2 children
might have to enter numbers and other
information into 133 individual boxes
on just 1 of the new ObamaCare tax
forms. A family could spend more time
filling out one of these forms than they
used to spend filling out their entire
tax returns in the past.

So for people who go through all of
this effort, the results actually still
can be terrifying.

CNN ran a report earlier this year
about the problem. The headline was:
“I have to pay back my ObamaCare
subsidy.” They told the story of Janice
Riddle from Los Angeles. She got an
ObamaCare subsidy last year. Then
when she got a new job, she forgot to
tell the IRS about the new job. They
sort of knew because she was getting
paid from the new job and she was pay-
ing taxes, but she didn’t actually alert
the IRS about it from the standpoint of
ObamaCare. So when she was doing
taxes this year, she learned she has to
pay back the entire amount of the sub-
sidy, more than $5,000.

She told CNN:

I'm in shock . . . but I have no choice. Do
I want to argue with the IRS or the Obama
administration?

Well, Janice is not alone. The Obama
administration says as many as 7.5 mil-
lion families in America will have to
reconcile their ObamaCare subsidies on
their taxes for 2014 when they have the
filing deadline tomorrow.

According to a study by the Kaiser
Family Foundation, last month only 4
percent of all the families who quali-
fied for a subsidy got the right amount.
So the Kaiser Family Foundation did a
study last month, and what they have
come out with is only 4 percent of all
the families across the country who
qualified for a subsidy got the right
amount. The study found that half of
all U.S. households that were eligible
for a subsidy would have to pay back
some of it with their taxes this year.
The average amount they are going to
have to pay back is $794.

One of those people who just found
out he owes the government so much
money is Rob Tuck from Dublin, CA.
According to an article last week by
the Associated Press, he said he had ex-
pected to actually get a refund for his
taxes—a refund of $400 for his taxes
from his work last year. It turns out
his refund has been almost wiped out—
wiped out—to repay some of the sub-
sidy he got to buy an expensive
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ObamaCare policy. He changed jobs
during the year. He got a little extra
income. In America, that should be a
good thing, you get extra income. Well,
not for him. It came with a large
pricetag from the government. He said
he enrolled in the plan to avoid the tax
penalties of being uninsured, and he
says that now he feels penalized by the
Obama administration anyway.

Another person who is feeling penal-
ized by the President’s health care law
is Bill Preus of St. Petersburg, FL. He
was quoted in the same Associated
Press article last week. This man was
only on ObamaCare for 3 months. After
that time, he went onto Medicare.
Well, there was poor coordination be-
tween the ObamaCare Web site,
healthcare.gov, and his insurance com-
pany. Because of that, he may have to
pay the IRS close to $4,000.

Now, the man used to own an insur-
ance agency, and, according to the ar-
ticle, he said he is used to complexity,
but he said he never has seen anything
like this. He told the Associated Press:
“It’s a total mess.”

His tax preparer and the IRS both
told him—his tax preparer and the
IRS—that the best thing to do was to
file an incomplete return so it would
trigger an audit and then they could
sort things out.

Is that the President’s idea of his
health care plan being as easy to use as
buying a TV on Amazon? This man has
to go through an IRS audit. That is
what they are hoping for, to get au-
dited by the IRS. Apparently, that is
the easiest way for Washington to fig-
ure out its own rules. It is outrageous.

When the President, in the past, has
been asked about the health care law,
he said it is actually working better
than he expected. What did he expect
when people are telling stories such as
these?

The President’s health care law is
more than 2,000 pages long. It paid for
thousands of IRS agents—people to in-
vestigate American taxpayers to make
sure they comply with all the law’s de-
structive and expensive mandates. But
all of that complexity has become a
disaster. This law has been bad for pa-
tients, it has been bad for providers,
and as we reach the IRS filing deadline
tomorrow, it is clear this law is ter-
rible for taxpayers.

This isn’t what Democrats promised,
and it is not what the American people
wanted. People didn’t want more red-
tape, more stress. They just wanted the
care they need from a doctor they
choose at lower costs. That is what Re-
publicans in the Senate are working to
give them. We can do it without more
IRS audits. We can do it without a
2,000-page law. We can do it without
making tax day harder for Americans.
We can do it without all the negative
side effects of ObamaCare.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
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Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——————

NUCLEAR AGREEMENT WITH IRAN,
SGR AND HUMAN TRAFFICKING
LEGISLATION

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, on April
2, President Obama unveiled a nuclear
agreement with Iran. The purpose of
the administration’s negotiations with
Iran was simple: Prevent Iran from ac-
quiring a nuclear weapon. But the
agreement the Obama administration
seems to have arrived at cast doubts on
whether the administration will be
able to achieve that goal. The frame-
work does not shut down a single nu-
clear facility in Iran. It does not de-
stroy a single centrifuge in Iran. It
doesn’t stop research and development
on Iran’s centrifuges. And it allows
Iran to keep a substantial part of its
existing stockpile of enriched uranium.

It is not surprising that Members of
both parties are concerned about this
agreement. Democrats and Republicans
are worried because it appears the ad-
ministration is not trying to stop Iran
from acquiring a nuclear weapon but
simply trying to manage when Iran
will develop one. Again and again dur-
ing the process Secretary Kerry and
the President seemed to forget that the
goal of the negotiation was not a deal
for its own sake but a deal that would
actually stop Iran from developing nu-
clear weapons.

American priorities were sacrificed
for the sake of getting an agreement.
In the process, the administration may
have ensured that the deal they finally
arrived at is too weak to achieve its
goal.

The stakes on this one are very high.
The deal we are talking about here is
not a trade agreement. It is not a land
dispute. It is not a negotiation over
water rights. It is a question of wheth-
er a tyrannical oppressive regime that
has backed terrorists and announced
its intention of taking the country of
Israel off the map should get access to
the most apocalyptic weapons known
to man.

The deal we arrive at in the coming
months will shape the Middle East for
decades to come, and the cost of failure
will be nothing less than a nuclear
arms race in the Middle East. Imagine
for a second what it would be like to
have a nuclear-armed Middle East.

Right now we are already witnessing
a quasi-proxy war in Yemen with Iran
supporting the Houthis and a Saudi
Arabia-led coalition bombing the
Houthis and supporting the ousted gov-
ernment. Imagine that same scenario if
both major powers had nuclear weap-
ons at their disposal. Make no mistake,
that is the type of situation we could
be facing if we fail to stop Iran from
obtaining a nuclear weapon, not to
mention the threat that our ally Israel
would be facing.
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Today the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee is set to mark up a bipar-
tisan Iran bill for consideration by the
full Senate. The Iran Nuclear Agree-
ment Review Act of 2015 would give
Congress 60 days to approve or dis-
approve any final agreement. This leg-
islation would ensure the American
people, through their representatives
in Congress, have a voice in any final
agreement with Iran.

Given the fact the ramifications of
this agreement will last well beyond
the Obama administration, it is essen-
tial the American people have a voice
in this process, which makes congres-
sional review indispensable. This bill
would also ensure Iran is held account-
able for upholding its end of the agree-
ment by requiring the President to
evaluate Iran’s compliance every 90
days.

This legislation has broad bipartisan
support, and I believe it will quickly
pass the Senate. I am hopeful the
President will listen to the concerns
the American people have expressed
and ensure they are addressed before
any final agreement is reached.

Every Member of Congress would like
to see the President successfully con-
clude a deal with Iran that would pre-
vent Iran from developing a nuclear
weapon, but the President needs to re-
member that a deal is only acceptable
if it achieves that goal. If we can’t se-
cure a deal that will prevent a nuclear-
armed Iran, then we should step back
from the negotiating table and reim-
pose the sanctions that were so suc-
cessful in driving Iran to the table in
the first place. Anything less than a
verifiable, accountable, and enforce-
able deal with Iran is a failure.

One bright spot in this Iran debate
has been the bipartisan cooperation I
just mentioned that has characterized
the Iran Nuclear Agreement Review
Act. This is a trend we are seeing a lot
more of in the Republican-led Senate.
There was the bipartisan Keystone bill,
the bipartisan legislation to prevent
suicide among veterans, the bipartisan
legislation to reauthorize the Ter-
rorism Risk Insurance Program, the bi-
partisan legislation to increase pen-
alties for perpetrators and provide res-
titution for victims of child pornog-
raphy, and now there is the bipartisan
Iran bill.

This week we have another bipar-
tisan agreement. Today, Congress will
vote to repeal the flawed sustainable
growth rate formula that has been used
to calculate doctors’ Medicare reim-
bursements since its enactment in 1997.
This formula was supposed to control
spending, but it never worked effec-
tively. Since 2003, Congress has had to
patch the formula regularly to ensure
that physicians are paid a reasonable
amount for their services.

In all, there have been 17 patches or
short-term fixes—Band-Aids, if you
will—enacted over the last 12 years.
The bipartisan solution that is being
considered on the Senate Floor today
repeals this flawed formula perma-
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nently and replaces it with a payment
system that focuses on quality, not
quantity. It also puts in place the first
significant reforms in Medicare in a
long time.

Without reforms, the Medicare trust
fund will be insolvent as soon as 2030,
leaving seniors without access to the
care they have been promised. The bi-
partisan agreement we are passing
today starts the process of strength-
ening Medicare and putting it on a
more sustainable path going forward so
that the current generation of seniors
as well as future generations can enjoy
the benefits they have been promised.

With the return of bipartisanship and
regular order we have had here over
the first few months of the Republican-
led Senate, I am disappointed the
Democrats are continuing to obstruct a
bill that should be the most obviously
bipartisan bill we have taken up all
year. The Justice for Victims of Traf-
ficking Act would provide law enforce-
ment with additional resources to com-
bat the scourge of human trafficking
and increase the resources available to
trafficking victims.

This bill was cosponsored by 12
Democrats, in addition to 21 Repub-
licans, and it appeared to have strong
bipartisan support for passage. In fact,
it was reported out of the Judiciary
Committee unanimously.

Unfortunately, Members of the
Democratic Party’s most extreme wing
decided to fixate on a funding restric-
tion in the bill that has been a routine
part of appropriations bills and spend-
ing bills around here for decades. The
Hyde amendment reflects the senti-
ments of a majority of Americans.
That is the funding restriction that I
referred to. The sentiment of a major-
ity of Americans is that the Federal
Government shouldn’t be using tax-
payer dollars to pay for abortions. It
has been the consensus view around
here literally since 1976.

It is unfortunate the leftwing of the
Democratic Party has taken the ex-
treme step of holding up relief for vic-
tims of human trafficking over lan-
guage that simply maintains a status
quo—the status quo that has been in
place around here since 1976.

Every year thousands of innocent
victims—most frequently women and
children—are trafficked within the bor-
ders of the United States. Many of
these victims are children who are
bought and sold to feed the twisted de-
sires of sexual predators. Others are
forced into lives of slave labor, com-
pelled to work in the shadows without
the protection of the law. Rescuing
these innocent victims and ensuring
their captors are punished must be a
priority.

The Justice for Victims of Traf-
ficking Act has been endorsed by 200
advocacy groups, including the
NAACP, the National Center for Miss-
ing and Exploited Children,
Rights4Girls, the National Association
to Protect Children, the Fraternal
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Order of Police, and the National Con-
ference of State Legislatures. It pro-
vides new tools for law enforcement
and new help for trafficking victims.

It is time for the Democrats to stop
obstructing this legislation and to
allow the Senate to pass this bill—a bi-
partisan achievement and something
that is much needed and long overdue.
There is a crisis in this country that
needs to be addressed. We can do some-
thing about it. We ought to do it, and
we ought to do it now.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
JOHNSON). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

———
SGR LEGISLATION

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, we are here
today because our Medicare status quo
is not working and it hasn’t been work-
ing for a long time.

For decades, Medicare has been on a
path to insolvency. In 1997, Congress
attempted to impose some fiscal dis-
cipline on the program by creating the
sustainable growth rate or SGR. This is
a budget-enforcing mechanism that
calls for annual adjustments to the
amounts physicians are reimbursed for
treating Medicare patients.

The SGR was originally billed as a
permanent solution to Medicare’s
unsustainable fiscal trajectory. The
idea was to restrain Medicare spending
by linking physician reimbursements
to a target amount based on the gen-
eral performance of the economy as a
whole.

While this may have seemed like a
good idea at the time—when the econ-
omy was relatively strong and stable
and growing—it quickly lost its appeal
when we went into the 2001 recession
just a few years later.

The plan also suffered from the cen-
tral planners’ fatal conceit that trusts
bureaucracies, rather than consumer
preferences and real price pressures, to
determine the cost of a particular good
or service. As it turns out, the actual
cost of medical goods and services and
the practice patterns of physicians do
not necessarily align with the health of
the economy or the predictions of gov-
ernment bureaucrats.

So each year since 2003, the SGR for-
mula has called for cuts to physician
payments, and each year—often several
times each year—Congress has passed
legislation to temporarily prevent the
reimbursement reductions from Kkick-
ing in.

While these so-called doc fix bills
have yielded some modest savings as
new spending has traditionally been
offset with cuts elsewhere in the budg-
et, they have not restrained the quick-
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ening pace of Medicare spending. While
they have successfully avoided cuts to
doctors’ pay, they have put the Medi-
care system in a near constant state of
uncertainty and instability, leaving
Medicare doctors and their patients
hanging in the balance.

America’s physicians and America’s
seniors deserve better than this, but
they also deserve better than the bill
before us today—H.R. 2, the Medicare
Access and CHIP Reauthorization Act
of 2015.

Congress has long wanted to repeal
the SGR—and with good reason—but
this is not the way to do it. Not only
does the House bill double down on
Medicare’s broken price control model,
but it does so, according to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, while adding
$141 billion to the Federal debt over the
next decade.

Let’s look first at the policy implica-
tions of the underlying bill.

The new payment scheme proposed in
this bill is simply more of the same in-
efficient form of central planning that
further embeds Washington bureauc-
racy into every aspect of our health
care system. It continues the role of
the Federal Government as price set-
ter, rather than the price taker, in the
free market. It also inflates the admin-
istration’s power as the regulator and
compliance officer.

The principal change proposed by
H.R. 2 is to move from a Medicare pay-
ment system based on volume to one
based on bureaucratic measures of
quality and value, but we already know
this doesn’t work because it is the
same policy introduced under
ObamaCare that requires physicians to
comply with established government
guidelines and stick to rigid, one-size-
fits-all best practices or pay a penalty.

Instead, we should be freeing the
health care community from heavy-
handed regulation and constant intru-
sive bureaucratic scrutiny. Doing so is
the only way to allow doctors to de-
velop individualized quality treatment
plans for each of their patients and to
unleash innovation in the delivery of
health care.

But with the current doc fix expiring
tomorrow and Medicare physicians fac-
ing a 21-percent pay cut, there is not
enough time to reopen the bill and re-
write it with better policies. But there
is—there is—enough time to address
the fiscal irresponsibility of this bill.

That is why I am offering an amend-
ment to this bill that would simply re-
quire Congress to pay for that $141 bil-
lion under its normal pay-as-you-go
budget rules—rules that this bill ex-
plicitly exempts itself from in section
525 of the bill. The pay-as-you-go budg-
eting rules, which share bipartisan sup-
port in Congress and the White House,
wouldn’t force us to offset the new
spending immediately. Rather, we
would have until the end of the year to
find these savings and 10 years in
which to achieve them.

My amendment would not delay or
change anything else in the bill. Doc-
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tors and seniors wouldn’t notice any
difference. It would just require Con-
gress to budget for the costs, just as we
promised we would.

Indeed, just 2 weeks ago, the Senate
passed a 10-year balanced budget, stat-
ing specifically that any SGR patch or
repeal would not add to the deficit. So
passing this bill in its current form
would not only be irresponsible, it
would be dishonest. It would be incon-
sistent with what we have just said
with the budget.

We have known for a long time that
Medicare cannot survive without struc-
tural changes to its price control sys-
tem, and we know this bill, H.R. 2, does
not contain such reforms. They aren’t
there. According to a report issued last
week by Medicare’s actuaries, ‘‘Under
the new payment system, most doctors
will see cuts in 2025.”

The only way to put Medicare on a
sound fiscal footing is to make it work
for America’s doctors and for Amer-
ica’s seniors. To do that, we need to
work toward replacing the centralized
price-fixing system of the status quo
with a functional consumer market
that empowers seniors’ access to the
high-quality, individualized health
care they deserve, and that enables
doctors to do what they do best, which
is provide the very best medical treat-
ment in the entire world.

This is my goal. I believe this is a
goal widely shared within this Cham-
ber. But we can’t deceive ourselves: To
get there, we must be responsible with
the public trust and we must be honest
with ourselves. To that end, I implore
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment.

To put it very simply, paying for this
new spending is the right thing to do,
and we just passed a budget promising
that we would do it. My amendment
does nothing more than hold us to that
very promise.

Thank you, Mr. President.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———
RECESS

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate stand in
recess as under the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 12:28 p.m., recessed until 2:15 p.m.
and reassembled when called to order
by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
PORTMAN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized.

SGR LEGISLATION

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, hope-
fully this afternoon we will take up a
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very important piece of legislation
coming over from the House of Rep-
resentatives that received an over-
whelming vote of Republicans and
Democrats alike—a package negotiated
at the highest levels of the House lead-
ership between Speaker BOEHNER and
his staff and NANCY PELOSI and her
staff.

What could it be that brings the po-
litical parties and the leaders of the
parties in the House together to try to
build a consensus and come up with a
solution? Well, it is really to right a
wrong or remedy a mistake Congress
made back in 1997. Basically, at that
time, Congress decided, in order to save
money on health care costs, it would
begin periodically to cut the amount of
money that was reimbursed to health
care providers—primarily doctors and
hospitals. That is how Congress
thought way back then we were going
to save money.

What has happened in 17 of the 18
times these cuts will have been imple-
mented? Well, Congress has realized it
was a mistake. Here is the problem.
When you tell doctors in rural parts of
Texas ‘“You are going to earn 20 per-
cent less to treat a Medicare patient
tomorrow than you did today,” well,
what they are going to decide is ‘“Can
I afford to keep my doors open? Can I
afford to pay the bills? And maybe I
can’t afford to see any more Medicare
patients.” When doctors simply refuse
or are unable to afford to see Medicare
patients, then our seniors lack access
to health care they need and they de-
serve.

So in very difficult, contentious
times politically, I think this so-called
sustainable growth rate—or doc fix—
bill I am alluding to which is over here
from the House and which I hope we
will vote on this afternoon actually
represents a commonsense solution to
one of our big challenges and certainly
will get Congress out of this embar-
rassing position of every 6 months to a
year or so having to come back and
backfill and fix a problem we ourselves
created back in 1997.

Hopefully, we will be able to pass this
legislation and get it done and give
physicians and health care providers
the certainty they need about the re-
imbursement rates under Medicare and
thus will allow more of them to see
more seniors and provide them health
care benefits under Medicare.

Now, some people may say: Well, this
bill is not perfect. They would be right.
It is not perfect. But actually there is
no such thing as a perfect piece of leg-
islation, particularly when it is the
product of bipartisan negotiations
where both sides had to give in a little
in order to get to an agreement. But I
do commend Speaker BOEHNER and
Leader PELOSI for working in a bipar-
tisan way and producing something
that has received resounding support
from the House of Representatives.

As 1 said, this legislation provides
our health care professionals with a
predictable expectation for reimburse-
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ment rates—an idea that has, sadly,
only been a dream for many physicians
in Texas and across the country and
one that Congress can now and should
make a reality.

But this legislation also does some-
thing else very significant. It not only
addresses the reimbursement rate of
doctors, it also introduces other
changes to Medicare that will help re-
duce the deficit over the long term—
not just for the next 10 years but 20
years out and beyond.

Now some people might say: Well, if
Congress passes this legislation now,
can’t they come back and undo it next
year? The pattern has actually been
when there have been negotiated bipar-
tisan agreements on things as impor-
tant as Medicare and Social Security
that they tend to stick and they tend
to stay in place. So I believe that while
this negotiation certainly was no easy
task and while it is a modest first step,
the good news is it does represent real
meaningful entitlement reform—some-
thing the President of the United
States said he supports and something
now that both parties here in Wash-
ington and Congress have been able to
support.

This bill does make important strides
on a difficult issue. When I said a mo-
ment ago it is not perfect, let me ex-
plain exactly what I mean by that. Not
all of this bill is paid for. Today I plan
on offering an amendment that would
keep our country from growing into
greater debt by offering a pay-for for
this piece of legislation.

How would we do that? Well, my
amendment—which I hope, again, we
will vote on this afternoon in a series
of as many as eight votes and final pas-
sage of the bill—would repeal the indi-
vidual mandate from ObamaCare. That
would, according to the Congressional
Budget Office, free up literally close to
$400 billion that could then be used to
satisfy the deficit for this so-called doc
fix.

Many have rightly demanded an off-
set for the bill. I am very sympathetic
to that, and my amendment is designed
to address it, because—as the Presiding
Officer knows, given his long service
not only in the Bush administration, at
OMB, and in the Congress as well as
the Senate—we have to do something
about the long-term debt and unfunded
liabilities of the Federal Government. I
am amazed almost daily about the lack
of urgency. Perhaps that is because in-
terest rates are relatively low and we
are not feeling the drain of debt service
payments to our country’s creditors
because they buy our debt and they de-
mand to be paid interest or debt serv-
ice on that debt. When interest rates
begin to creep back up again, as they
invariably will, that is going to put a
real dent in everything from national
security to the safety net programs
that we all believe are important. So
my amendment will repeal the indi-
vidual mandate in ObamaCare and help
pay for this appropriate fix in doctor
reimbursement rates in Medicare.
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You may ask, well, isn’t that a pret-
ty dramatic or controversial thing to
do, to repeal the individual mandate in
ObamaCare? 1 asked my staff to go
back and get some quotes from a can-
didate running for President in 2008,
who happens to be the current occu-
pant of the White House. Here is what
then-Senator Obama said on February
28, 2008, on one TV show:

Here’s the concern. If you haven’t made it
affordable, how are you going to enforce a
mandate. I mean, if a mandate was the solu-
tion, we can try that to solve homelessness
by mandating everybody to buy a house.

Well, as the Presiding Officer knows,
the President actually said when we
passed ObamaCare—frankly, without
my support and the support of this side
of the aisle—the President claimed it
would lower health care premiums by
$2,500 a year for a family of four. That
has proven not to be the case. But
quite clearly, the President himself,
when he was running for office in 2008,
opposed the individual mandate.

Here is another quote from CNN in
2008. This is Senator Obama running
for President. He said:

In some cases there are people who are
paying fines and they still can’t afford it, so
now they are worse off than they were. They
don’t have health insurance and they are
paying a fine.

That is what the individual mandate
is all about, as you know. I will go on
with the quote. ““And in order for you
to force people to get health insurance,
you’ve got to have a very harsh, stiff
penalty.”

So President Obama, back when he
was candidate Obama, back when he
was Senator Obama, opposed the indi-
vidual mandate. All my amendment
would do would be to repeal the indi-
vidual mandate and allow us to obtain
a savings to pay for this legislation.

I will read one more quote, because 1
find the irony pretty rich. Senator
Obama said—and this was when he was
running against then-Senator Clinton,
who apparently is now again running
for President. Senator Obama said in
2008:

She believes that we have to force people
who don’t have health insurance to buy it,
otherwise there will be a lot of people who
don’t get it. I don’t see those folks, and I
think that it is important for us to recognize
that if you’re going to mandate the purchase
of insurance and it’s not affordable, then
there’s going to have to be some enforcement
mechanism that government uses. And they
may charge people who already don’t have
healthcare fines or have to take it out of
their paychecks. And that I don’t think is
helping those without health insurance.

So my amendment that would offer
to pay for this bill would repeal the
mandate that then-Senator Obama,
candidate for President, was so critical
of. It would repeal a tax on the Amer-
ican people that coerces our citizens
into purchasing health care they ap-
parently don’t want or they wouldn’t
otherwise buy but for the threat of
government coercion.

The better way to do it, in my view,
is to make health care more affordable,
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not to make it more expensive and say
if you don’t buy the government-ap-
proved care—even if you don’t want
what it provides—then we are going to
coerce you to do it. We are going to pe-
nalize you for it. This is bad for Amer-
ica and hurts people instead of giving
them the helping hand they need when
it comes to health care.

We are going to have a lot more to
say about how we need to repeal and
replace ObamaCare with more afford-
able health insurance that gives people
access to the doctors and services they
want and need. But on the present bill,
no one denies the need for a long-term
permanent solution to the way we pay
health care providers under Medicare.
So for the benefit of physicians, our
seniors, and the American people, we
need to do this, but we also need to
find a way to pay for it.

I am hoping we pass this legislation
today. I believe the current provision
expires at midnight tonight. It is im-
portant that we stop kicking the can
down the road and we allow our family
doctors to do what we want them to do
most, which is to focus on what they do
best and what our families need the
most. At the same time, it will ensure
seniors access to the care they need.
Such a meaningful solution is long
overdue.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LANKFORD). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The Senator from Michigan.

———
LYNCH NOMINATION

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
think the American people deserve to
see the contrast between how nominees
were treated in the last decade, during
the Bush administration, versus how
they are treated in this decade, during
the Obama administration.

When former President Bush nomi-
nated John Ashcroft to be U.S. Attor-
ney General, it was controversial. I was
one of 42 Democrats who opposed the
nomination. Yet it only took 42 days
for John Ashcroft to get a vote on con-
firming his appointment because nei-
ther I nor other Democrats stood in the
way and blocked actually having a
vote.

Now, I agree that was a different
time, where filibusters were not used
every single day on every single issue,
unfortunately. But I remember that at
that time our Republican colleagues
came to the floor and said: Elections
have consequences. When a President is
elected, he or she has the opportunity
to put forward their nominees and have
a vote. Day after day people came to
the floor and said: Just let us vote.
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Just let us vote. And we did let the
vote happen.

As of today, President Obama’s nomi-
nee for Attorney General, Loretta
Lynch, has waited 157 days and count-
ing, and we intend to count the days.
In fact, since the Judiciary Committee
reported Loretta Lynch’s nomination
out of committee, she has now waited
longer for a vote on the Senate floor
than the last seven attorneys general
combined—seven attorneys general
combined. She has waited longer than
seven attorneys general combined.

The U.S. Senate has the constitu-
tional responsibility to provide advice
and consent to the President as it re-
lates to his appointments. That is a se-
rious responsibility and we are not ask-
ing that someone vote yes if they want
to vote no. They have a right to vote
no. We have had enough Members now
come forward that it is clear she actu-
ally has the votes. We have had enough
Members indicate they would support
her that we know we could get a vote
on the floor and that she would, in fact,
be confirmed as the Attorney General.
But everyone has the right to state
their piece, to vote as their conscience
would have them vote. Unfortunately,
our Republican colleagues have so far
withheld the respect given to other
Presidents—to President Bush. They
have withheld that from this Presi-
dent.

If this is frustrating to me, I can only
imagine how frustrating it is to Loret-
ta Lynch, who I know is eager to get on
with the work of our Nation’s top law
enforcement official. I had the oppor-
tunity to meet with Ms. Lynch in early
December. She impressed me with her
passion for upholding the rule of law
and her belief that law enforcement
could be a partner in building stronger
and more cohesive communities. I
talked to her about how the Justice
Department could play a role in sup-
porting ethnic diversity in commu-
nities such as Detroit and Flint and
other communities across Michigan.

Loretta Lynch understands the dev-
astating effect racial profiling has had
on the relationship between the police
and the public, which is why I am
pleased to learn of her support for po-
lice body cameras and so many other
policies that would help in that regard.
In addition, she understands the threat
posed by those who would intimidate
Americans from participating in elec-
tions.

I regret Loretta Lynch has not yet
been granted the opportunity to play
her role in promoting access to the
polls and preventing groups from being
disenfranchised. I regret our FBI, with
all it must do for the safety and secu-
rity of Americans, does not have a per-
manent Attorney General to direct it. I
regret there is not a permanent Attor-
ney General to advise prosecutors
about actions to take against banks
that commit fraud against home-
owners. I regret our Republican col-
leagues are continuing to perform the
same stunts in the majority as they did
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in the minority: to govern by holding
government functions hostage.

Those who oppose the nomination
have every right to vote no, every right
to fight to defeat this nomination, but
if they continue to refuse to give the
advice and counsel and perform the
duty they are sworn to uphold under
the Constitution and continue to block
a simple vote on a nomination from the
President of the United States for At-
torney General of this country, they
are doing a disservice, I believe, to our
country.

We have heard so often from people
they are so tired of Congress obstruct-
ing and not acting. I would urge col-
leagues to get on about the business of
a nomination that has been held on
this floor for too long—too long—and
157 days is too long. It does a disservice
to all of us to see this continue. We
need Loretta Lynch as our Attorney
General.

We have a lot of business to conduct
in the Senate and a lot of very impor-
tant topics coming up. We need to get
about the business of allowing this
vote. However it goes is how it goes.
We have indicated, we have the votes if
we are allowed to vote, but everyone
has a right to express themselves. Let
us put in place a competent, strong At-
torney General for the country and
then move on to other serious issues
that we have to address in the Senate.
It is time to vote.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

SGR LEGISLATION

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I have
been a strong advocate and a believer
that it is time for us to fix the physi-
cians’ payment method for Medicare
and Medicaid—for the providing of
health care by doctors—and put it on a
permanent basis right now.

We have 17 times passed last-minute
legislation to avoid what now would be
a 21-percent cut in doctors’ reimburse-
ment rates for doing Medicare work.
That is not acceptable. We need to end
that. They do not need to be worried
every year whether or not Congress is
going to cut their pay. In fact, they
cannot do the work with a 20-percent
cut. They will not do it, they can’t do
it financially, and it would be dev-
astating to Medicare. I believe that,
and I think all of us believe in that.

The 17 different times when this issue
has come up since 2003 we have paid for
it. Republicans in particular have in-
sisted that we will find the money
through some sort of other reduction
in government spending and move that
over to pay for this critical need, with-
out which Medicare would collapse.

I thought now that we want to do it
permanently, it should be done in a
way that is financially sound and does
not add to the debt and has good policy
in it.

Some of my colleagues have already
talked about the policy that would be
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in this legislation. I am not prepared to
be a big critic of that. I am sure it
could be done in different ways. My
focus right now is just based on my ex-
perience from the Committee on the
Budget and the spending we are doing
in Congress to try to get the thing done
right. It must be paid for.

The bill to be advanced today con-
tains over 250 pages. It was rushed
through the House of Representatives
with the promises that ‘‘it pays for all
new future spending” and ‘‘it offsets all
new spending.”” Well, both of those
statements are not true. That is just
not true. The bill is not paid for and it
does not offset the new spending.

Because of a desire to get this fixed,
an attempt was made by the House so
the Senate, on the night we completed
work on the budget at 3 a.m. before re-
cess, would pass this bill without even
having a good official score—at least
not one we were able to examine over a
period of time—and without any
knowledge of what was in the bill. Sen-
ator MCCONNELL and Members of the
Congress said: No, we are not going to
rush this through—$200-something bil-
lion in expenditures over 10 years—at 3
a.m. in the morning with nobody hav-
ing had a chance to look at it.

We had some 700 amendments filed to
the Budget Act so we didn’t pass it
that night. It has been moved forward
now, and we have a deadline tonight.
Presumably, if we don’t fix something
tonight, physicians will begin to see
cuts in their pay. Of course, too often
that is what happens around here. Too
often a bill that is not sound finan-
cially is moved at the very last minute
and Members are told: If you don’t pass
it now, then something bad is going to
happen. In this case, doctors, whom we
respect and admire and need, are not
going to be able to get the pay they de-
serve and have been receiving, and they
are going to be hurt by these cuts.

Well, there are opportunities to ex-
tend this. We could pass legislation
this afternoon, tonight, that would ex-
tend this for a period of time, if need
be, but the reason we are at the end,
the last minute, is because it was de-
signed that way.

Only days after passing the Senate
budget, that we were proud to see bal-
anced with a $3 billion surplus, we are
talking about passing new legislation
that would add $174 billion to the debt
over the next 10 years. Another esti-
mate shows that over 20 years it is a
$500 billion addition to the debt of the
United States—one-half of a trillion
dollars.

The bill violates the Budget Act. The
Budget Control Act, which we passed in
2011, set a limit on how much spending
could occur. There may be as many as
eight—let me repeat, eight—violations
of budget rules that are involved in
this legislation. The Committee on the
Budget is looking at this, and these are
the numbers it may violate.

One, it likely violates section 302(f)
of the Congressional Budget Act by
spending in excess of the budget alloca-
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tion of the Committee on Finance for
the next fiscal year, over the next 5
years, and over the next 10 years.

Two, it may violate section
311(a)(2)(A) of the Congressional Budget
Act by spending $7.4 billion in excess of
the aggregate spending top line agreed
to for fiscal year 2015—this year we are
in.

Three, it likely violates the Senate
pay-go rules. The bill increases the on-
budget deficit by $74 billion over both
the 5- and 10-year budget periods, thus
exceeding the balance on the Senate
pay-go scorecard.

Four, H.R. 2 increases short-term
deficits. Over the 10-year budget win-
dow it would increase deficits by $141
billion.

Now, $141 billion and $174 billion,
what is the difference? Well, when you
spend $141 billion more than you are
supposed to over 10 years, financed by
deficit spending, all of that money,
every penny of it, is borrowed in order
to be spent, which means you have to
pay interest on the money you borrow.
So it is not $141 billion, it is $174 bil-
lion. That includes the interest on the
$141 billion over 10 years that has been
accumulated and will continue to accu-
mulate in the next decade and the dec-
ade after that.

Five, the bill
deficits.

Six, it may violate section 306 of the
Congressional Budget Act by including
language that falls within the jurisdic-
tion of the Committee on the Budget
that has not been reported or dis-
charged from the Committee on the
Budget.

Seven, it 1likely violates section
303(a) of the Budget Act by creating
new spending in a fiscal year without a
budget resolution.

Eight, it may violate section 401 of
the Budget Act by creating new enti-
tlement spending during the fiscal
year.

We tried to contain ourselves, and
one of the things we rightly did was to
create a budget violation aimed to pre-
vent the creation of new entitlement
programs during the current fiscal
year.

So these are not technical violations,
as it might appear to some. They are
mechanisms by which the crafters of
the Budget Act deliberately tried to
contain the Senate from figuring out
ways to gimmick and get around
spending limits. They created all these
steps, each one based on history, for
the most part in order to stop abuses.
So it violates these provisions because
it spends more money than we are sup-
posed to be able to spend and more
than what we agreed to spend.

So H.R. 2 increases long-term defi-
cits. According to the nonpartisan Con-
gressional Budget Office’s letter to
Speaker BOEHNER, enacting this bill in
its current form would increase the Na-
tion’s long-term deficits. Long-term
deficits are those deficits created after
the first 10 years of the current budget
window.

increases long-term
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A lot of times they will write a bill
so it looks as if it is OK for 10 years,
knowing that in the future it will add
to the debt. But nobody cares about
that. So we made a budget point of
order to try to identify Ilong-term
abuses—a good provision, I submit.

About a month or so ago we had be-
fore the Budget Committee, a professor
from Boston University, I believe, who
talked about the real threat to Amer-
ica’s financial condition. He said that
we are on an unsustainable path, that
we cannot continue on this path, and
that it will result in financial disloca-
tion and damage to America. And the
most important thing to consider is
this: What will a piece of legislation do
to the long-term liabilities of the
United States? Does it add to our un-
funded liabilities or not? We need to be
reducing our unfunded liabilities be-
cause they are so great—hundreds of
trillions of dollars—and those unfunded
liabilities financially threaten the very
future of America.

This adds to that. We need to be fig-
uring out ways to reduce the unfunded
liabilities. I thought that is what our
goal was. That is why we passed a
budget that balances.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office’s analysis, ‘‘taken as a whole,
H.R. 2 would raise federal costs relative
to current law in the second decade
after enactment.”

In other words, it increases the def-
icit in the second decade. Some have
tried to argue that in the second dec-
ade there is extra money coming in, in
some way, and it will all be paid for—
not so.

So let me explain. In its report to
Speaker BOEHNER, the report that was
used by the House as it proceeded to
vote on this bill, the Congressional
Budget Office indicated that not only
would H.R. 2 increase short-term defi-
cits by $141 billion over the next 10
years but it would also increase long-
term deficits over both, the first and
second 10-year windows. The Com-
mittee for a Responsible Federal Budg-
et estimates that this legislation would
add a half trillion dollars to the debt in
the next 20 years.

Half a trillion is real money—$500 bil-
lion. We are struggling right now to
figure out how we can permanently fix
our highway bill so we have a long-
term highway bill that is paid for. We
need about $10 billion, $15 billion a year
to achieve that. We are seeing a reduc-
tion in gasoline revenues. Congress
wants to spend more than that, and we
are looking for that money. This is
over $500 billion over 20 years, and $174
billion over 10. These are huge sums of
money.

The Federal highway bill is now
under $50 billion a year. Federal aid to
education is about $100 billion a year.
This is just indicative of how much we
are overspending.

The Office of the Actuary at CMS—
the chief financial officer at the Cen-
ters for Medicare and Medicaid Serv-
ices—is responsible for conducting and
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directing the actuarial program for
CMS and directing the development
and analysis of health care financing
issues.

On April 9, Mr. Spitalnic released a
review of the estimated financial ef-
fects of this legislation. Analysis con-
ducted by the Heritage Foundation ac-
tuaries indicates that the drafters of
the bill actually double-counted funds.
While the bill anticipates higher pre-
miums for Medicare Parts B and D and
cuts to Medicare Part A, those savings
would be $565 billion and $32 billion, re-
spectively.

Medicare Part A is the trust fund
American working people’s money goes
into off their paychecks every week. So
most Americans believe they pay for
Medicare. And they do, for the most
part, although we are now taking in
less money than is going out to a sig-
nificant degree.

So what did this bill do? This bill
cuts the expenditures for Medicare
Part A, the trust fund part, and it
claims that money—$32 billion and $55
billion, respectively—is now available
to spend on the physicians to pay for
their fix. But the physicians’ Medicare
part—when you go to a doctor and
Medicare pays for that—that is not
trust fund money. That is general rev-
enue Treasury money.

So what has happened? They are cut-
ting the reimbursements of hospitals
and doctors. They claim it won’t affect
the benefits accrued to people who need
health care, but it probably will. To
cut the cost of providers of health care
services, in effect, reduces the benefits
that actually go to the patient.

So how does that money get from the
trustees of Medicare—who are supposed
to manage this program and take the
money in that comes off our paychecks
and goes to Medicare—to paying for
something outside of Medicare Part A?

They take an oath to be responsible
and faithful to the trust as trustees of
Medicare. They don’t give it to the
U.S. Treasury. They loan it. There is a
debt instrument. The money is loaned
to them and the Federal Government
pays interest. That is where we get the
30-some odd billion dollars in interest
over 10 years—part of it.

The money that is being used to fund
the portion that they claim is actually
paid for I say is not paid for. The Con-
gressional Budget Office has told us
this technique is double counting. The
money cannot be used to benefit Medi-
care and, at the same time, fund a new
expenditure. We really have to watch
this. It is something I have come to re-
alize is one of the biggest gimmicks
the Senate uses.

When ObamaCare was passed—on De-
cember 23, the night before it passed,
we got a letter from the Congressional
Budget Office at my request. I read it
on the floor on December 24, the day
the bill passed. It said, I think, there
was $400 billion, $500 billion in double-
counted money they said was available
to fund the Affordable Care Act.
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Colleagues, we have got to be careful.
A country goes broke by managing
money this way—huge sums of money.

Beyond this gimmick, CMS Actuary
Spitalnic goes on to say that H.R. 2
raises ‘‘important long-range concerns
that would almost certainly need to be
addressed by future legislation.”

When the bill’s 5 percent annual bo-
nuses in physician payments expire as
scheduled in 2024—9 years from today—
a major payment cut from most physi-
cians would follow the next year, ac-
cording to his report. The payment
structure would also be troublesome in
yvears with high inflation. So, in es-
sence, by 2024, another round of doc
fixes would be needed. In other words,
not only does this bill add massively to
the debt and engage in—I hate to say
this—improper accounting, but it also
fails to even provide the long-term so-
lution it promises. It promises we are
going to have a permanent fix of the
payments of physicians. But this bill is
not a permanent fix, and within 9 years
we are going to be back in a situation
that is unacceptable and has to be
dealt with again by spending more
money. By making these cuts in the
outyears, the real costs are hidden.

We have a proposal that provides in-
creases for doctors for the next 9 years
and then begins to show reductions,
and it claims, somehow, that this is
going to pay for it. But Congress is not
going to allow those reductions to take
place either, because we are not going
to be cutting doctors 5 percent a year
for any 1 year, most likely.

It is not too late to make things
right. The bill needs to go through reg-
ular order. It hasn’t gone through our
committee in the Senate. The House
said the bill was going through the reg-
ular order. It hasn’t gone through the
regular order. It hasn’t been through a
committee where members have the
chance to offer amendments. It is com-
ing up on the floor. We are hardly hav-
ing any amendments. I understand
maybe we will have three amendments
on each side. That is a pretty minus-
cule discussion when it supposedly has
to be passed in a day. So the discus-
sions will take place at midnight to-
night.

Colleagues, we have to understand
the importance of what we are doing.
This legislation adds almost $200 bil-
lion to the debt in the next 10 years. It
breaks our past commitment and the
precedent we have established to pay
for these doc fixes. In fact, I have been
most insistent that before we put the
extra money for the physicians, we find
a pay-for—some responsible reduction
in spending elsewhere—so we can set
priorities and pay for the doctors. This
is substantially abandoned in this leg-
islation. I think it disregards
Congress’s commitment to honest ac-
counting, the principles that we have
established about how to accurately
calculate the cost of legislation. It
breaks the budget we had agreed to in
2011—the spending reductions in the
Budget Control Act—and it violates
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the budget the Senate just passed a
couple of weeks ago.

We need to think this through. I hate
to object because I truly believe we
need to take care of physicians’ pay-
ments. It is absolutely wrong, and Con-
gress has been negligent in failing to
address this for years. It has been over
a decade that we haven’t dealt respon-
sibly with this.

So I salute the House colleagues for
saying we are going to develop a bill
that fixes this over time. Unfortu-
nately, it is not a permanent fix, as I
originally thought it would be, but, it
is also not a responsible fix, a grownup
fix. The kind of action for which the
American people depend on Congress,
and hope to see, is not occurring be-
cause this bill adds to the debt.

We want to do something. We want
to fix the doctors’ problem, but we
don’t want to cut spending anywhere
else.

Faced with that difficult choice, this
legislation—at least to a two-thirds de-
gree—does what we too often do: We
just spend the money, commit to
spending the money, and then add it to
our credit card. We add it to the debt
that is $18 trillion now and growing
dramatically, producing for us an an-
nual interest payment of $220 billion
and putting us on a path—according to
the Congressional Budget Office—of an
almost $900 billion interest payment in
10 years. I believe that is not good
management of the people’s business.

I appreciate the opportunity to share
these grim remarks and to lament the
difficult situation in which we find our-
selves. I do believe the Lee amendment
will fix this. Maybe other amendments
will, too. But we certainly need to step
forward and make sure we don’t con-
tinue down this path.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
AYOTTE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak in morn-
ing business for up to 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MEDICARE ACCESS AND CHIP
REAUTHORIZATION ACT

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, it is
my hope that soon the Senate will be
about to start voting on legislation
that in one fell swoop will improve
health care for millions of Americans.
This discussion should start with a
Medicare milestone. That milestone is
abolishing once and for all the out-
dated, inefficiency-rewarding, com-
monsense-defying system of paying
physicians under the Medicare Pro-
gram.



S2150

As my colleague from New Hamp-
shire knows, what I am talking about
in the technical lingo of health care is
the SGR, the sustainable growth rate.
It is a horrendously flawed formula for
paying doctors and providers who treat
our Medicare patients. Yet despite this
very sour pedigree, it has dominated
much of the discussion about Medicare
since 1997.

I wish we had put this flawed reim-
bursement system in the dustbin of
history last year. As some of my col-
leagues know, I had sought to do that,
along with the support of others. But I
think now we have reached the point,
on a bipartisan basis, where we have a
chance for seniors and their providers
to cross the victory line and be better
off and have a better system for all
Americans.

I thought I would take a minute or
two before discussing some of the other
health care efforts that I hope will go
forward today to describe how this hap-
pens. A little over a year ago, there
was not much reason to think we would
not just keep passing this leaky boat.
That is essentially what the Senate
had been doing for years and years
with this flawed program.

In fact, I remember one of our young-
er Members of this body was where the
Presiding Officer of the Senate is sit-
ting. I said: At this rate, we are prob-
ably going to be on patch No. 70 or 80
by the time we get around to really fix-
ing this. So people were not very opti-
mistic a little over a year ago. Since
then, however, since that 17th patch,
we saw Members on both sides of the
aisle saying: It is time to start getting
serious and getting traction for a per-
manent repeal-and-replace of this
flawed reimbursement system.

In January of this year, momentum
finally began to grow. In other words,
we used that period in 2014 as a spring-
board. Discussions began with Speaker
BOEHNER and Leader PELOSI. Their dis-
cussions were really based on the bi-
partisan, bicameral framework that
was developed in 2014 when leaders in
the other body and the Senate got to-
gether: Finance Members, Ways and
Means Members, the Energy and Com-
merce Members. The combination of
that work and Speaker BOEHNER and
Leader PELOSI coming together leads
us to where I hope we will be here be-
fore long, and that is, once and for all
abolishing this flawed reimbursement
system.

If we did not take this action—and in
effect it really has to be done now—
without taking people through the root
canal work of how the reimbursement
system works at the Medicare center,
what is called CMS, we do know that if
Congress does not intervene, we would
see physicians cut 21 percent. That
would, in my view, cast a very strong
shadow over our ability to serve Amer-
ica’s older people. I mean, particularly
in the rural areas of this country, we
have a lot of those practices that serve
older people walking on an economic
tightrope right now. They are trying to
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figure out how to pay the staff and pay
for equipment and lighting and every-
thing else. A 2l-percent cut would be
enough, in my view, to really put some
of those small rural practices out of
business. So it was the judgment of
this bicameral group that worked
through 2014, that Leader PELOSI and
Speaker BOEHNER picked up on this
year, to come up with a very different
kind of model to replace the Medicare
reimbursement system that was so
flawed, the SGR, with a merit-based in-
centive payment that rewards those
who provide high-quality, high-value
care. That, in my view, is how we get
the best value for America’s seniors
who, of course, want to get the right
amount of care at the right time. They
want it to be of high quality.

A major part of this legislation will,
in my view, help to promote better co-
ordination of care. American health
care is so fragmented and so strewn,
kind of hither and yon, very often a
senior can be treated by a variety of
providers. No one really rides point on
it. The senior ends up in the hospital
emergency room.

At that point, when providers say:
Who should we be in contact with? The
senior is not even sure of all of the peo-
ple, particularly if that senior has mul-
tiple chronic conditions—perhaps dia-
betes and a heart problem—the senior
will not even know the array of pro-
viders they have seen, let alone have
someone coordinate their care.

The good thing about this reform is
it promotes that kind of care coordina-
tion. Also, physicians, as part of this,
will have clear incentives to enter al-
ternative payment models that are
going to promote team services, serv-
ices where there is a team of health
care providers. It will require more
Medicare transparency, more informa-
tion about various services that are
provided to older people so that there
is some sunlight on this incredibly
complicated system, particularly the
Medicare Program that takes over $500
billion a year and spends it in a way
that has not been particularly trans-
parent.

I want to thank Senator GRASSLEY
for working with me closely on this for
a number of years.

Finally, this legislation also makes
permanent what is called the QI Pro-
gram, again fancy health care lingo for
an important program that pays the
premiums, the outpatient premiums,
for low-income older people. I think
that is especially important, because it
says for older people, particularly
those of modest income, that there is
going to be some assistance for the
outpatient services, what is called Part
B, which are so critical in terms of
keeping older people out of long-term
care facilities.

My guess would be in New Hampshire
and Oregon—like in my home State of
Oregon—having that kind of assistance
for low-income people in the commu-
nity is really key to avoiding institu-
tional care.
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I do want to note that I think all of
us are going to say this bill does not
meet the test of perfection. I happen to
believe the bill would have been
stronger had this body been involved in
all of the negotiations. But clearly to
have a milestone for Medicare—and
that is what I think you get when you
eliminate what really pretty much is a
fraud. The Medicare reimbursement
system has been honored more in the
breach than in the observance. Every
year it is waived, it is patched. I think
to replace it with what I have described
really is something that when the his-
tory of Medicare is written, people are
going to look back and say: This was
an important day. These were sensible
changes. Improving care coordination,
putting a new focus on quality, data
transparency, coordination of health
care teams, the kinds of things that
this proposal does, are very much in
the interests of seniors, providers, and
taxpayers. I think this day will be re-
membered for making a very impor-
tant contribution in the history of
Medicare.

I do want to mention several other
amendments that I hope will be of-
fered. I also feel very strongly about
the need for this legislation to reaffirm
and strengthen health care in America
for our most vulnerable children. There
are more than 100,000 of these young-
sters in my home State alone. I am
talking about the Children’s Health
Care Insurance Program, what is
known as CHIP. My hope is we will
have a chance here to vote to expand
on what the other body has done and
have a children’s health program that
will be extended for 4 years and not
just 2.

The CHIP program has the support of
almost 40 Governors. They span the
philosophical spectrum. They have
achieved such strong support because
these Governors who are right on the
front lines with a program that in-
volves very close coordination by the
Federal Government and the State gov-
ernments want some certainty and pre-
dictability. They don’t want vulnerable
kids and their families to be in limbo.

So I am very hopeful that amend-
ment will be offered and that it will get
the support of our colleagues.

Third, I hope there will be an amend-
ment to improve health care for
women. I believe we have all followed
this debate that I think is needlessly
divisive. There are so many Senators
who want to find common ground to
improve health care.

We have gotten bogged down and
somehow virtually all the bills now
seem to be a magnet for a debate about
abortion. My colleague, Senator MUR-
RAY, wishes to offer a very important
amendment to expand health care serv-
ices and the availability of reproduc-
tive health services for women, com-
munity-based care. I am very hopeful
that will be offered as well.

Finally, on a bipartisan basis, Sen-
ators CARDIN and COLLINS wish to offer
legislation to really set aside what are
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very outdated approaches with respect
to how Medicare provides services,
therapy services, for our citizens. We
are talking about physical therapy, oc-
cupational therapy, services with re-
spect to speech.

Senators CARDIN and COLLINS want to
get rid of these arbitrary therapy caps.
I am very hopeful their amendment
will be able to be offered as well.

One last point, on a matter that is
not health care related, this legislation
carries an additional program that is
particularly important to the people
whom I represent, and that is the Se-
cure Rural Schools Program would be
extended for 2 years.

I wrote this law in 2000 with our
former colleague, the Senator from
Idaho, Mr. Craig, because in most of
our States—States where the Federal
Government owns much of the lands,
heavily forested—as a result of changes
in environmental policy and other
changes, a lot of these rural commu-
nities didn’t have the money they
needed for schools, roads, law enforce-
ment, and basic services.

We have extended it since 2000. We
have had testimony indicating we are
going to need that safety net for some
time, even as you try to get the har-
vest up in a sustainable way.

I am very pleased this program, an
economic lifeline to rural communities
across Oregon and other States, is
going to be extended for 2 years. I
think that provides us an opportunity
to come up with fresh strategies, both
with respect to the safety net.

I would like to—in the future, in the
Senate Budget Committee—support it.
I believe my colleague, the Presiding
Officer, was interested to link Secure
Rural Schools with the Land and Water
Conservation Program and the PILT
Program. We have bipartisan support
for that.

I would like to see us use these 2
years to strengthen the safety net and
get the harvest up in a sustainable
way.

I wanted to make mention of that be-
fore I wrap up.

In closing, I think the health legisla-
tion—that I hope will be voted on
shortly—represents one of those rare
moments on a major issue.

I mean, I would go so far as to say—
having worked with older people since
my days with the Gray Panthers—I
think what we are doing with the abo-
lition of this outdated Medicare reim-
bursement system is laying the founda-
tion for what will be the future of
Medicare. The future of Medicare is not
going to be what it was about in the
1960s when it began—a senior in New
Hampshire might need the hospital for
a serious injury, maybe they would see
a physician, get Medicare Part B if
they broke their ankle. The future of
Medicare is going to be about dealing
with chronic disease. It is going to be
about diabetes, cancer, heart disease,
and stroke.

The reality is that Medicare has not
kept up with the times. I think it is
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worth noting that in the big debate
about the Affordable Care Act, chronic
disease was hardly mentioned at all,
not by anybody. That is going to be the
foundation of Medicare for the future.
More than 90 percent of the Medicare
dollars in the future, based on the chal-
lenge of dealing with older people with
these chronic conditions, is going to be
about chronic disease.

The reality is, when you abolish this
flawed Medicare reimbursement sys-
tem and start promoting coordinated
care, what would happen in the State
of New Hampshire is you would start
seeing teams—perhaps a nurse, a physi-
cian, a pharmacist—a team in New
Hampshire or in Oregon come together,
particularly where there aren’t the
Medicare Advantage plans, and say we
can give, as our colleague from Georgia
noted not long ago, Senator ISAKSON,
better care at lower cost and do it for
what is likely to be the type of health
care services that dominates Medicare
in the future, which is chronic disease.
We will be better able to tackle that
with the abolition of SGR.

So my hope is shortly we will vote to
take that action that I believe con-
stitutes a Medicare milestone, reaf-
firms our commitment to America’s
youngsters, improves health care serv-
ices for women—from one end of Amer-
ica to another—and gets rid of this out-
dated system of therapy caps that are
restricting what those who need phys-
ical therapy, occupational therapy, and
others could get.

This could finally be a punctuation
mark in this, the 50th year of Medi-
care, and an opportunity for all Sen-
ators to see that they were part of
adopting a fresh set of policies to pro-
vide a brighter and healthier future for
all our people.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I
want to mention what Speaker BOEH-
NER said about this bill we are about to
look into—the CHIP bill and the SGR,
the physicians’ payment bill. Speaker
BOEHNER said:

Unless the Senate passes the House-passed
“‘doc fix” bill, significant cuts to physicians’
payments will begin tomorrow. The House
legislation passed with overwhelming bipar-
tisan support, and we do not plan to act
again, so we urge the Senate to approve the
House-passed bill without delay.

He summed it up pretty well. The
fact is this has been a long ordeal that
a lot of us have worked on for a long
time, a lot of people on Capitol Hill. If
we can pass this bill tonight, it will be
a major accomplishment and we can go
back to the child health insurance bill.

I remember standing here on the
floor with Ted Kennedy on the other
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side passing a bill that brought a lot of
angst to a lot of people but which has
helped millions of children who were
deprived of good health care. So this is
a very important bill and I hope we
don’t foul it up. I don’t think we will.

Madam President, I stand today in
support of H.R. 2, the Medicare Access
and CHIP Reauthorization Act of 2015.
If enacted, this legislation would re-
peal and replace the Medicare sustain-
able growth rate, or SGR. That is the
formula called the sustainable growth
rate. It will extend the CHIP program
for an additional 2 years—a program
that has worked very well—and will
put in place much needed reforms to
the Medicare Program—something that
hasn’t happened in a long time.

This bill represents more than 2
years of hard work on both sides of the
Capitol. It passed overwhelmingly in
the House of Representatives with 392
votes. I expect it will also get broad bi-
partisan support here in the Senate. It
certainly has to.

We have all grown tired of the seem-
ingly endless cycle of passing tem-
porary SGR patches year after year
after year. It is not a new problem. It
is one we have been dealing with for a
long time.

A little over 2 years ago, a group of
leaders from both the House and the
Senate set out to fix this problem once
and for all. As I mentioned yesterday,
I was part of this group, as was former
chairman of the Committee on Fi-
nance, Max Baucus. Together Senator
Baucus and I worked with the leaders
on the relevant House committees to
craft legislation that would repeal and
replace the SGR with an improved pay-
ment system that rewards quality, effi-
ciency, and innovation. That legisla-
tion, which we reported out of the
Committee on Finance by voice vote in
late 2013, formed the basis of the legis-
lation before us today.

I want to compliment the House for
the great work they have done on this
bill. T have to give a lot of credit to
them. It is my hope we will act quickly
to pass this bipartisan, bicameral legis-
lation and send it to the President’s
desk as soon as possible.

This legislation demonstrates what
Congress is truly capable of when Mem-
bers work together. We all talk about
the need for more bipartisanship in
Washington. This bill can be a tem-
plate for how things should work
around here.

It also represents a step forward in
the effort to reform our Nation’s enti-
tlement programs. As I mentioned, to
go along with the permanent SGR fix,
the bill includes a meaningful down-
payment on Medicare reform. These re-
forms include a limitation on so-called
Medigap first-dollar coverage, more ro-
bust means testing for Medicare Parts
B and D, and program integrity provi-
sions that will strengthen Medicare’s
ability to fight fraud.

Clearly, these reforms by themselves
won’t fix all of Medicare’s fiscal prob-
lems. Indeed, much more work needs to
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be done. But like many of my col-
leagues, I have been pushing for enti-
tlement reform for years. During all
that time I have seen politics and fear
get in the way of progress. With this
bill we have a chance to, at the very
least, take a meaningful step forward—
a bipartisan step, no less—in the effort
to secure the safety net for future gen-
erations. Any Senator who, like me,
supports entitlement reforms will wel-
come the changes we have made in this
bill.

I am not here to say the bill is per-
fect. It is certainly not. But as the say-
ing goes, we should not make the per-
fect the enemy of the good. This is a
good bill. Once again, it passed in the
House with a huge bipartisan majority
and it is supported by groups across the
health care spectrum. I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
a list of groups supporting this legisla-
tion at the conclusion of my remarks.

As it stands right now, in less than 12
hours doctors all over the country will
face a 21-percent cut in Medicare reim-
bursements. In other words, we are out
of time. We need to pass this legisla-
tion and we need to do it now. In fact,
it is encouraging to see that even Mem-
bers on the other side of the aisle sup-
port this good policy now, and I am
proud of them for doing so.

Let’s get this done. I hope all of my
colleagues will join me in supporting
H.R. 2.

I repeat what Speaker BOEHNER said
today:

Unless the Senate passes the House-passed
“‘doc fix” bill, significant cuts to physicians’
payments will begin tomorrow. The House
legislation passed with overwhelming bipar-
tisan support, and we do not plan to act
again, so we urge the Senate to approve the
House-passed bill without delay.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

H.R. 2, THE MEDICARE AND CHIP
REAUTHORIZATION AcT (MACRA)
LETTERS OF SUPPORT

Alliance for Academic Internal Medicine
(AAIM), Alliance of Specialty Medicine,
AMDA The Society for Post-Acute and Long-
Term Care Medicine American Academy of
Allergy, Asthma, and Immunology (AAAAI),
America’s Essential Hospitals, American Ac-
tion Forum, American Congress of Obstetri-
cians and Gynecologists (ACOG), American
Health Care Association, American Hospital
Association, American Medical Association,
American Academy of Dermatology Associa-
tion, American Academy of Family Physi-
cians, American Academy of Neurology
(AAN), American Academy of Pediatrics,
American Academy of Physician Assistants,
American Association of Clinical
Endocrinologists (AACE), American Associa-
tion of Neurological Surgeons/Congress of
Neurological Surgeons, American Associa-
tion of Nurse Anesthetists, American Asso-
ciation of Nurse Practitioners (AANP) Amer-
ican Academy of Ophthalmology.

American Association of Orthopedic Sur-
geons, American Association for the Study
of Liver Diseases (AASLD), American Col-
lege of Allergy, Asthma and Immunology
(ACAAI), American College of Cardiology
(ACC), American College of Chest Physicians
(CHEST), American College of Gastro-
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enterology, American College of Physicians
(ACP), American College of Radiology,
American College of Rheumatology (ACR),
American College of Surgeons, American
Gastroenterological Association (AGA),
American Geriatrics Society (AGS), Amer-
ican Health Care Association (AHCA), Amer-
ican Medical Society for Sports Medicine
(AMSSM), American Medical Student Asso-
ciation, American Osteopathic Association
(AOA).

American Psychological Association Prac-
tice Organization (APAPO), American Soci-
ety for Blood and Marrow Transplantation
(ASBMT), American Society of Clinical On-
cology, American Society for Gastro-
intestinal Endoscopy (ASGE), American So-
ciety of Hematology (ASH), American Soci-
ety of Nephrology (ASN), American Society
for Radiation Oncology (ASTRO), American
Thoracic Society (ATS), Americans for Tax
Reform, Association of American Medical

Colleges, Association of Departments of
Family Medicine, Association of Family
Medicine Residency Directors, Aurora

Health Care, Billings Clinic, Bipartisan Pol-
icy Center, California Hospital Association,
California Medical Association, Catholic
Health Association of the United States,
Center for American Progress (CAP).

Center for Law and Social Policy (CLASP),
Children’s Hospital Association, College of
American Pathologists, Council of Osteo-
pathic Student Government Presidents
(COSGP), Digestive Health Physicians Asso-
ciation, Endocrine Society (ES), Essentia
Health, Families USA, Federation of Amer-
ican Hospitals, Fight Crime: Invest in Kids,
Grace-Marie Turner for the Galen Institute,
Greater New York Hospital Association
(GNYHA), Gundersen Health System,
HealthCare Association of New York State,
Healthcare Leadership Council, Healthcare
Quality Coalition, HealthPartners,
HealthSouth, Hospital Sisters Health Sys-
tem, Iowa Medical Society.

Infectious Diseases Society of America
(IDSA), Latino Medical Student Association
Midwest, Let Freedom Ring, Liouisiana Rural
Health Association, LUGPA, March of
Dimes, Marshfield Clinic Health System,
Mayo Clinic, McFarland Clinic PC, Medical
Group Management Association, Mercy
Health, Military Officers Association of
America (MOAA), Minnesota Hospital Asso-
ciation, Minnesota Medical Association, Na-
tional Association of Community Health
Centers, National Association of Psychiatric
Health Systems, National Association of
Spine Specialists, National Association of
Urban Hospitals, National Coalition on
Health Care, National Retail Federation,
North American Primary Care Research
Group, Novo Nordisk.

Oregon Association of Hospitals and
Health Systems, Premier healthcare alli-
ance, ReadyNation, Renal Physicians Asso-
ciation, Rural Wisconsin Health Cooperative,
Society for Adolescent Health and Medicine
(SAHM), Society of Critical Care Medicine
(SCCM), Society of General Internal Medi-
cine (SGIM), Society of Teachers of Family
Medicine, Student National Medical Associa-
tion, Student Osteopathic Medical Associa-
tion, Tennessee Medical Association, Texas
Medical Association, The 60 Plus Associa-
tion, ThedaCare, The Hospital &
Healthsystem Association of Pennsylvania,
The National Committee for Quality Assur-
ance (NCQA), The Society of Interventional
Radiology, VHA Inc., Wisconsin Collabo-
rative for Healthcare Quality, Wisconsin
Health and Educational Facilities Authority,
Wisconsin Hospital Association, Wisconsin
Medical Society.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

April 14, 2015

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GARDNER). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I ask unanimous
consent to speak in morning business
for up to 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——
CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President,
the distinguished majority leader, the
senior Senator from Kentucky, is reso-
lutely opposed to any serious conversa-
tion about climate change. Under his
leadership, the Republican Party in the
Senate has exactly zero legislation for
addressing carbon pollution in any se-
rious way. The majority leader has
even written to Governors around the
country urging defiance of the climate
change regulations of the U.S. Govern-
ment, namely, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency’s forthcoming clean
power plan to cut presently unregu-
lated carbon pollution from our power-
plants.

I thought I should take a look at
what Kentucky is doing about climate
change. It turns out that Kentucky is
already crafting a plan for complying
with President Obama’s clean power
plan. Why are they doing that? In a
statement, the Kentucky Energy and
Environment Cabinet said it was be-
cause ‘‘the overwhelming majority of
our stakeholders are telling us to make
preparations to submit a plan.”

The overwhelming majority of Ken-
tucky stakeholders are telling the
State of Kentucky to submit a plan.
Kentucky has an energy and environ-
ment secretary. His name is Dr. Len
Peters. Dr. Peters does not mock or
disparage the EPA. Indeed, he praised
the EPA at a recent national climate
change conference for the flexibility
and openness of its rulemaking process.
Dr. Peters began his talk by saying,
“I'm from Kentucky and I'm not a cli-
mate science denier.”

Setting aside compliance with the
administration’s clean power plan,
Kentucky actually had its own climate
action plan, written all the way back
in 2011. The Kentucky climate action
plan sets forth more than 40 actions to
address climate change. It would re-
duce Kentucky’s greenhouse gas emis-
sions by 1.3 billion metric tons between
2011 and 2030.

The Kentucky Department of Fish
and Wildlife within that climate action
plan has its wildlife action plan. The
wildlife action plan opens its chapter
on climate change by quoting the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change. Around here a lot of fun is
sometimes made of the Intergovern-
mental Panel on Climate Change, at
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least on the other side of the aisle. But
Kentucky’s Department of Fish and

Wildlife quotes them as follows:
“[W]arming of the climate system is
unequivocal.”

That is the Commonwealth of Ken-
tucky, quoting the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change.

The Kentucky wildlife action plan
goes on to report that—and I will quote
it again—‘‘Climate change has the po-
tential to exacerbate existing con-
servation threats . .. in Kentucky by
altering both terrestrial and aquatic
systems.”

As you know, I am from the Ocean
State. I am very concerned about what
climate change is doing to our oceans
and what it is doing to our coasts. Ken-
tucky is landlocked. So imagine my
surprise to read the Kentucky wildlife
action plan’s discussion of sea level
rise. Sure enough, it is in there. Here is
what the Kentucky wildlife action plan
says about sea level rise: ‘“With the
predicted increases in severity of hurri-
canes and tropical storms, coupled
with potential shoreline losses in Flor-
ida and throughout the eastern sea-
board, people may begin migrations in-
land,” it says. It continues, “If and
when these events occur, Kentucky
may experience human population
growth unprecedented to the Common-
wealth.”

That is Kentucky’s statement on
this. I hope the majority leader will ap-
preciate why I am so insistent that we
tackle this climate change problem
when his own home State projects that
people in our coastal States will be so
grievously affected by climate change
that we may have to flee to landlocked
Kentucky.

The State government of Kentucky is
not alone. Kentucky’s cities—Lex-
ington, Louisville, Frankfurt, Bowling
Green, and Villa Hills—have signed the
U.S. Mayors Climate Protection Agree-
ment, quoting the city of Lexington,
“to act locally to reduce the impacts of
climate change by lowering (manmade)
greenhouse gas emissions.”

Lexington, KXY, actually proudly
notes that the Sierra Club has des-
ignated Lexington a cool city for sign-
ing the U.S. mayors agreement. Maybe
in time the Sierra Club will designate
Kentucky’s senior Senator a cool Sen-
ator. Here is hoping.

Even fossil fuel companies in Ken-
tucky get it. Columbia Gas of Ken-
tucky has a climate change link on its
Web site that says ‘‘Meeting the Cli-
mate Challenge.” Columbia Gas of
Kentucky pledges to ‘‘address climate
change issues through business activi-
ties which promote sustained economic
growth in a manner consistent with
[our] environmental obligations.” Co-
lumbia Gas of Kentucky also pledges to
“promote adoption of reasonable poli-
cies addressing climate change,” in-
cluding ‘‘appropriately crafted legisla-
tion on climate change.” Regrettably,
their Kentucky Senators have re-
sponded with exactly no legislation on
climate change, appropriate or other-
wise.
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Local Kentucky news station WFPL
brought on a climate scientist from
NASA not too long ago who said that
scientists have exhaustively studied
the numerous signs of climate change—
the warming oceans, the melting gla-
ciers, the changing temperatures—and
narrowed it down, and the only culprit
to explain what is happening is in-
creases in mankind’s carbon emissions.
The NASA scientist on the Kentucky
radio station compared it to the TV
show ‘““‘CSI.”” He said, ‘“We’ve looked at
all the different suspects and
there’s only one suspect that’s still in
the picture,” and that is human carbon
emissions.

Kentucky Woodlands Magazine re-
ports that ‘“‘the world is changing right
before our eyes. . . . our natural sys-
tems are changing as a result of a
warming climate.” Indeed, the author
says that ‘“‘we are experiencing some of
the ‘predicted’ effects today.”” They in-
clude an observed shift in Kentucky
wildflower seasons. The article warns
that ‘‘climate change is happening as
you read this article,” and it describes
the result as ‘‘global climate weird-
ness.”

One thing we know about Kentucky
is that it is renowned for its horses. So
I turned to Horse & Rider magazine
and found an article on climate change
and horses’ health. The article noted
climate change’s effects, including
“more intense extreme weather events
and the altered timing, intensity and
distribution of precipitation.”

Horse & Rider magazine asked the
question of ‘“how climate change might
affect our horses’ health.” For the an-
swer to that question, Horse & Rider
magazine turned to Dr. Craig Carter
of—guess what—the University of Ken-
tucky, who said, “‘It’s a scary thing to
watch.” Because ‘‘climate change af-
fects all forms of life,” he said, ‘‘mos-
quitoes, ticks, flies and other insects
are moving northward” in describing
how that move affects crops and trees
and disease vectors such as West Nile
virus. This University of Kentucky ex-
pert cited specific concerns for equine
health, but he also offered this re-
minder: “It’s not just horses (and peo-
ple) at risk; crops are being affected, as
are trees, due to beetle infestations.
Climate change affects all forms of
life.”

Since so many of my Senate col-
leagues say they are not scientists, I
concluded my Kentucky review where
scientists gather: at Kentucky’s uni-
versities. Paul Vincelli is a professor at
the University of Kentucky Coopera-
tive Extension Service. He says:

In the scientific community, it is widely
accepted that the global climate is changing
and the human activities which produce
greenhouse gases are a principal cause.
Greenhouse gases have a strong capacity to
trap heat in the lower atmosphere, even
though they are present at trace concentra-
tions.

Dr. Vincelli concludes:

This trapped heat is driving many of the
recent changes in the Earth’s climate, in-
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cluding rising temperatures in the oceans, on
Earth’s surface, and in the lower atmos-
phere.

Dr. Vincelli, University of Kentucky.

Another University of Kentucky
summary produced by Vincelli and his
colleagues says this:

Scientific evidence that our global climate
is warming is abundant . . . Practicing sci-
entists consider the evidence of human-in-
duced global warming to be extremely
strong.

The University of Kentucky climate
summary said:

In fact, 97 to 98 percent of the most knowl-
edgeable experts—scientists who actively
publish research papers in climate science—
are convinced that global warming is occur-
ring and is caused primarily by human ac-
tivities.

They go on to note that ‘‘a consensus
of 97 to 98 percent . . . is remarkable.”

That summary adds the following
warning:

Regardless of what you may read on blogs
or in the media, there is almost no meaning-
ful scientific controversy on these points.

There is just the controversy here in
Congress.

Let’s now move on to Kentucky
State University. Kentucky State Uni-
versity is pleased to appoint a climate
change fellowship to ‘‘engage college
students in climate change education
and action” and to provide ‘‘in-depth
training on climate change, how to
best teach the basics of climate
change.” Maybe a little of that around
here might be in order.

Over at Western Kentucky Univer-
sity, they host the Kentucky Climate
Center, which is the State climate of-
fice for Kentucky, on their campus in
Bowling Green.

Eastern Kentucky University offers
concentrations in environmental sus-
tainability and stewardship, including
courses on global climate change, and
its Environmental Research Institute’s
Web site on climate change links you
right to the IPCC work on climate
change that is so often derided here in
Congress. Obviously, Eastern Kentucky
University doesn’t think the U.N.
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change is unreliable.

Northern Kentucky University does
even better. Former Northern Ken-
tucky University president James
Votruba signed the American College
and TUniversity Presidents’ Climate
Commitment, pledging Northern Ken-
tucky University to ‘‘an initiative in
pursuit of climate neutrality,” i.e.,
having ‘‘no net greenhouse gas emis-
sions,” if necessary by ‘‘using carbon
offsets or other measures to mitigate
the remaining emissions.” In 2010,
Northern Kentucky University adopted
an action plan calling on every depart-
ment and all members of the Northern
Kentucky University community to do
their part to help the university
achieve carbon neutrality by 2050.

My tour of Kentucky’s great centers
of higher learning leads me to one last
Kentucky university—one that is
unique in that its Web page display of
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notable alumni includes none other
than our distinguished majority leader,
Senator MCCONNELL. This is the Uni-
versity of Liouisville.

The University of Louisville goes out
of its way to expose its students to the
reality of climate change. Professor
Keith Mountain is chair of the Univer-
sity of Louisville Department of Geog-
raphy and Geosciences. He has lectured
on ‘‘Stewardship in a Time of Global
Climate Change,” a talk about ‘how
climate change is a measurable reality
and how people have contributed to the
trends.”” That is the chair of the Uni-
versity of Louisville Department of Ge-
ography and Geosciences.

The University of Louisville has also
brought in Lonnie Dupre, ‘“‘mountain
climber, polar explorer, and a climate
change activist,” to describe for Uni-
versity of Louisville students ‘‘his per-
sonal witness of the detrimental effects
of global climate change over 25 years
of polar exploring.” They brought in
prize-winning ecologist Diana Wall for
a University of Louisville Biology De-
partment lecture series to talk about
“fragile soil systems and their role in
climate change.”’

University of Louisville students
have been involved, too, in Climate
Change Teach-Ins, where students, fac-
ulty, and staff join together ‘‘to in-
form, inspire and educate others about
the climate change crisis.”” One student
concluded, ‘“The university needs more
events similar to the teach-in to raise
awareness about climate change.” 1
hope they will consider raising aware-
ness among their alumni as well.

Let me close this discussion with two
slides that were prepared for Ken-
tucky’s Governor’s Conference on En-
ergy and the Environment for a presen-
tation on ‘“‘Kentucky and the Presi-
dent’s Climate Action Plan.” This is a
depiction of our country’s energy mix
broken out by renewables, natural gas,
coal, petroleum, hydroelectric, and nu-
clear. We can see there are a lot of lay-
ers in the cake. This layer represents
coal in the U.S. energy mix as of 2012.
This is Kentucky’s energy mix. As we
can see, it is a black wall of coal. Even
Wyoming, which produces more than
four times as much coal as Kentucky,
has a more diverse energy mix than
this. Could they do better? I think so.

There is a song called “Warm Ken-
tucky Sunshine.” Kentucky has a town
named Sunshine. There is even a cock-
tail called a Kentucky Sunshine. But
we would never know it from their en-
ergy mix. That is one of the reasons
that Kentucky’s efforts to prepare for
the Clean Power Plan are so promising.

So before our distinguished majority
leader, the senior Senator from Ken-
tucky, asks all of the other States to
throw in the towel on conforming to
the U.S. Government’s plan for dealing
with carbon pollution, I would ask that
he acknowledge that his own State rec-
ognizes climate change as a problem
and as an opportunity and that Ken-
tucky is trying to do something about
it.
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As to the possibilities, ask Senator
GRASSLEY, whose State has 28 percent
wind energy. Look at Kentucky’s mix.
Iowa has 28 percent wind energy.

As to the possibilities, the distin-
guished majority leader could ask his
deputy majority leader, Senator COR-
NYN of Texas, whose home State has
more than 10 percent wind energy and
a solar industry providing more than
330 megawatts, more than 7,000 jobs,
and rapid growth.

I hope Kentucky doesn’t decide to
change its present course and to throw
in the towel without even trying. We
can do this.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

———

SGR LEGISLATION

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I am
hopeful—and most of us are—that soon
we will be able to consider Medicare
legislation that has passed the House
of Representatives. It is probably best
known as the SGR permanent fix.

The SGR, which is a payment system
that affects physicians under the Medi-
care system, is badly broken. On 17 pre-
vious occasions we have extended the
current policy in order to make sure
that physicians don’t get an automatic
cut that would deny many Medicare
beneficiaries access to their physi-
cians. These are pretty extreme meas-
ures.

We all understand that it is time to
permanently fix this—not just to elimi-
nate the problem but to substitute a
payment system that encourages phy-
sicians to provide high quality care and
to deal with incentives that reduce the
volume of care. And that is what the
legislation that passed the House of
Representatives does.

It fixes the problem on a permanent
basis. I am certainly hopeful we can
get that enacted shortly because it al-
ready passed the deadline in regard to
when the current patch expired. The
bill also provides for an extension for
the Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram. I do hope we can provide a longer
extension than the 2 years that is pro-
vided in the House bill. I know there
will be amendments offered to deal
with that.

I want to talk about an amendment I
will be offering. I am not sure how
much time will be available when a
consent arrangement is entered into—
which I hope will be soon—to consider
this. It is an amendment I am offering
with Senator VITTER. It is a bipartisan
amendment. In previous Congresses, we
have had many of my Republican col-
leagues who have joined me, we have
had many of my Democratic col-
leagues. This should be, I hope, a non-
controversial amendment we can
adopt.

What it does is provide a permanent
fix, as we do for physicians, for the
physical therapy cap. I was in the
House of Representatives in 1997 when
we passed the Balanced Budget Act of
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1997. I was on the Ways and Means
Committee. I remember a chairman’s
mark coming to us. For the first time
there was a cap placed on physical
therapy services.

I asked the chairman of the com-
mittee why was this being done. There
was absolutely no policy reason what-
soever for imposing an arbitrary cap on
the amount of physical therapy serv-
ices. When you think about it, what it
does is discriminate against those who
have the greatest needs, those who
have severe needs, those who have a
stroke or traumatic brain injury or a
spinal cord injury or managing Parkin-
son’s disease, multiple sclerosis, arthri-
tis.

These are the individuals who run up
against the cap and therefore could be
denied the ability to deal with their
needs, causing them, in many cases, to
incur much greater costs. It makes no
sense whatsoever, the therapy cap.

For that reason, on a pretty regular
basis, we have extended the revised pol-
icy. Twelve times we have done it to
prevent the implementation of the
therapy cap. We have acknowledged
the negative consequences that would
result from the imposition of such lim-
its. In 2009, a report issued by the Medi-
care Payment Advisory Committee,
MEDPAC, it was estimated that the
therapy cap, if enforced without an ex-
ception process, could harm 931,000
Medicare beneficiaries.

So we have an identical situation on
the therapy cap as we do with the SGR
physician reimbursement issue. That is
why historically these two measures
have always been moved together in
tandem. What my amendment will do,
cosponsored by Senator VITTER, is per-
manently fix the therapy cap issue by
replacing the arbitrary limits on out-
patient rehab therapy services with a
more rational system which will re-
quire prior authorizations in certain
circumstances.

So we fix it permanently, as we do
the physicians’ reimbursement issue. I
do not need to tell the Presiding Offi-
cer that we do not always have an op-
portunity to get legislation done here.
I do think we have a chance—an excel-
lent chance—that this bill we will be
taking up is going to be signed by the
President in the next few days.

This is our opportunity to get several
matters taken care of. The therapy cap
cries out for that type of attention. So
I would urge my colleagues, when this
amendment comes up—it is cospon-
sored by a large number of my col-
leagues. As I already mentioned, Sen-
ator VITTER, who is my cosponsor. On
the Democratic side, we have both Sen-
ator REID and Senator REED, Senator
WHITEHOUSE, Senator HIRONO, Senator
CASEY, Senator SHAHEEN, Senator
MENENDEZ, Senator MIKULSKI, Senator
BROWN, Senator STABENOW, Senator
LEAHY, Senator CANTWELL, Senator
BENNET, Senator BOOKER.

I could mention many of my Repub-
lican colleagues who have joined me in
the past in the repeal of the therapy
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cap that are expressing an interest to
help in this regard. I hope I will have
their support on this amendment. Let’s
get it done. I think it is important for
Medicare beneficiaries to know they
are not at risk of losing the oppor-
tunity for their physician to treat
them under the Medicare system.

If we do not take care of the SGR
problem, that is a real, real concern of
Medicare beneficiaries, as to whether
their physicians will be available for
them. The same thing is true with the
therapy cap. Let’s remove this uncer-
tainty. Let’s get it fixed. We have the
opportunity to do that. So I would urge
my colleagues to support my efforts
that are supported by AARP and many
of the outside groups.

Let’s vote for the SGR bill but also
vote for the amendment I will offer
with Senator VITTER that will perma-
nently fix the therapy cap. We will
have a chance to do that I hope either
later tonight or tomorrow.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

TRIBUTE TO FEDERAL EMPLOYEE
MATTHEW O’NEILL

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I do not
know if I am going to be able to have
time to get into this. For the last sev-
eral months this year, I have been tak-
ing time 1 day a month to talk a bit
about an employee in the Department
of Homeland Security. Of all the De-
partments in the Federal Govern-
ment—the largest Department—it has
the lowest morale. We have been work-
ing hard with them to do something
about that.

We are doing small things that none-
theless is to remind everybody that
folks in the Department of Homeland
Security, in some cases, risk their
lives, invest their lives in trying to
make sure we have a life and a good
life and a safe life. They are worthy of
our praise. What I am going to do to-
night—unless I get run off the floor be-
cause of other business—I want to talk
about one of them.

As the Presiding Officer knows, the
Department was recently the center of
a budget battle on Capitol Hill. For
weeks, it was unclear if the Depart-
ment was going to face a shutdown, an-
other short-term continuing resolution
or receive the full-year funding they
needed. Fortunately, Congress did its
job and sent a clean funding bill for the
rest of the fiscal year to the Presi-
dent’s desk.

The employees are grateful for that
and certainly I am as well. While the
Department’s employees and leader-
ship can now return to their focus on
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keeping America safe from threats our
country faces, we should not ignore the
harm the latest debate inflicted on the
already low morale of employees at the
Department.

More than 200,000 men and women
work for the Department of Homeland
Security, really just to do one mission;
that is, to create a safe, secure, and re-
silient place where the American way
of life can thrive. Many of those em-
ployees, again as I said earlier, put
their lives on the line every single day.

Whether these employees are secur-
ing our borders, securing our skies, re-
sponding to natural disasters or bol-
stering our defenses in the cyber world,
few other Federal agencies and employ-
ees touch the lives of so many Ameri-
cans on a daily basis more than do the
employees of the Department of Home-
land Security. There is no question
that they deserve to be treated better
than the way Congress has been treat-
ing them lately.

That is one of the reasons why over
the past few months I have been com-
ing to the floor to recognize the work
of at least a few of the many exemplary
Department of Homeland Security em-
ployees.

In February, I spoke about Ramiro
Garza, Jr., a Border Patrol agent at
U.S. Customs and Border Protection. I
had the opportunity to meet Mr. Garza
early in February in McAllen, TX,
while on a visit to the Mexican border
in South Texas with Senators RON
JOHNSON and BEN SASSE. In the past
summer, Mr. Garza played an instru-
mental role in quickly setting up an
emergency operations center and proc-
essing facility, which he now runs, to
help Customs and Border Protection
better manage unaccompanied minors
and families apprehended along the
southern border.

Today, I rise to speak about another
dedicated and outstanding employee of
the Department of Homeland Security.
His name is Matthew O’Neill. Matthew
is employed as a special agent within
the U.S. Secret Service.

Over the past several months, there
have been incidents, including some as
recently as this month, that have
again raised serious questions about
the Agency and its ability to fulfill its
responsibilities. The Agency’s leader-
ship is still addressing these incidents
and taking steps to implement reforms
to improve the Agency from the inside
out.

So while it is important for us to
usher in a new chapter for the U.S. Se-
cret Service, it is important also that
we shine some light on some brave men
and women at the Agency who con-
tinue to serve our country and carry
out their missions with distinction.
Special Agent Matthew O’Neill is one
of the many hard-working public serv-
ants whose day-to-day work deserves
special recognition.

We live in a world that has become
increasingly digitized. Nearly all
Americans, including Members of this
Chamber and me, are spending more
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and more of our time online, whether it
is to do our banking, our shopping,
communicating with loved ones or sim-
ply getting our work done on a day-to-
day basis.

Americans’ ability to go online in a
safe and secure environment is at the
core of Special Agent O’Neill’s work.
You see, agents in the U.S. Secret
Service are not only responsible for
protecting the President, the First
Family, and other dignitaries as well,
some agents, such as Special Agent
O’Neill, do their work in cyber space—
not outer space but cyber space. And
there in that cyber space are criminals
who are elusive, and the threats they
pose to us are sophisticated and many.

Put simply, Agent O’Neill’s job is to
target cyber criminals taking aim at
the American consumer, businesses,
and our national community online.

Financial crime has evolved dramati-
cally in the nearly 20 years since Spe-
cial Agent O’Neill began his career
with the Secret Service. Not that long
ago, criminals would go to a bank, per-
haps maybe a jewelry store or a con-
venience store, to steal money and
maybe some other valuables.

Today, they don’t even need to go
outside to steal items of great value
from businesses, from the Federal Gov-
ernment or from the rest of us con-
sumers and regular citizens. Criminals
just need access to the Internet. These
data breaches are disruptive to our
economy. They cause worry and confu-
sion for millions of American con-
sumers and for businesses. But thanks
to his dedication and expertise, Special
Agent O’Neill has helped the Federal
Government to try to stay ahead of the
curve and keep our most sensitive in-
formation and our property secure.

Special Agent O’Neill is originally
from Dumfries, VA. He graduated from
James Madison University in Harrison-
burg, VA—that makes him a Duke—be-
fore joining his career with the Secret
Service in 1998 in the New Haven, CT,
office. From 2003 to 2007, he served in
the Vice Presidential and Special Serv-
ices Division in Washington, DC.

However, it is while serving in his
current role, one primarily performed
in cyber space, that Special Agent
O’Neill has become one of the top cyber
warriors defending our security online.
In this position, he has helped to lead
a number of complex transnational
cyber crime investigations. These in-
vestigations have focused on crimes
ranging from hacks into check-out
lanes at brick-and-mortar stores to the
online sale of stolen, personally identi-
fiable information, such as Social Se-
curity numbers.

In one investigation, Special Agent
O’Neill identified Web site portals that
sold the personal information of ap-
proximately 30 million Americans to
other cyber criminals, potentially put-
ting victims at risk for identity theft
or credit card fraud or worse.

To uncover the criminals running
and participating in this scheme, Spe-
cial Agent O’Neill sought and executed
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over a dozen Federal search warrants,
made numerous undercover purchases,
and painstakingly examined nearly
40,000 emails.

As a result of an extensive investiga-
tion, Special Agent O’Neill was able to
trace the source of the stolen data to
an individual in South Vietnam. In
2013, the culprit was arrested for his
crimes. Since the investigation, Spe-
cial Agent O’Neill has been able to
identify and arrest over 20 other crimi-
nals who worked in conjunction with
the culprit by illicitly purchasing the
stolen data.

In addition to breaking up that com-
plex network, Special Agent O’Neill’s
work has also thwarted attacks involv-
ing everyday transactions, saving busi-
nesses and saving consumers from fi-
nancial harm. For example, he played a
critical role in identifying, tracking,
and identifying three Romanian na-
tionals who were planning to hack into
the computer system of a major fast
food franchise with more than 25,000
restaurants in the United States.

Time and again, Special Agent
O’Neill’s supervisors and colleagues
have noted his commitment and dedi-
cation to duty, including his willing-
ness to work at all hours of the day and
night to track criminals who use the
Internet with malicious intent.

In 2012, he was recognized as the In-
vestigator of the Year by the Inter-
national Association of Financial
Crimes Investigators. In 2013, he was
honored by the Secret Service as its
Special Agent of the Year for his ef-
forts, and in 2014, he received the De-
partment of Homeland Security Sec-
retary’s Meritorious Service Award.

But Special Agent O’Neill’s service
doesn’t end with his work at the De-
partment of Homeland Security. When
he is not combatting cyber crime, he is
serving his neighbors and community
by volunteering for a local charity that
provides financial assistance to fami-
lies dealing with cancer. The charity
also provides scholarship money for the
continuing education of oncology
nurses.

I thank Special Agent O’Neill’s fam-
ily for sharing him with his commu-
nity and his Nation. We are a safer
country because of him.

In closing, the actions taken by Spe-
cial Agent Matthew O’Neill attest to
this critically important work done by
thousands of individuals across the De-
partment of Homeland Security every
single day. These men and women are
courageous, dedicated, and exemplary
Federal employees who selflessly serve
our country year in and year out.

Like Special Agent Matthew O’Neill,
these unsung heroes and heroines walk
among us every day, protecting us
from the unknown or from the unex-
pected. And more often than not, the
good work they do goes unnoticed—but
not today.

Special Agent O’Neill, thank you.
Thank you for your dedication to this
country. Thank you for your tireless
service to all of us.
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I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DAINES). The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that at 7:10 p.m., the Senate
proceed to the consideration of H.R. 2,
which was received from the House,
and that the only amendments in order
be the following: Cornyn amendment
No. 1114, repeal individual mandate;
Democratic amendment No. 1115, ex-
tend SCHIP; Lee amendment No. 1116,
motion to strike; Democratic amend-
ment No. 1117, women’s health; Cotton
amendment No. 1118, fee schedule;
Democratic amendment No. 1119, ther-
apy; that following the use or yielding
back of time, the Senate vote in rela-
tion to the amendments in the order
listed, that all amendments except the
Cotton and Lee amendments be subject
to a 60-vote affirmative threshold for
adoption, the bill then be read a third
time and the Senate vote on passage of
the bill, as amended, if amended; fur-
ther, that there be 2 minutes equally
divided between the votes and that the
votes after the first be 10 minutes in
length.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, the reason we are
not moving forward more quickly is we
first had to get some of the holds lift-
ed, and we were able to do that on both
sides, and we wanted to make sure
there would be no cuts in the physi-
cians payments.

We thought if we finished this by
early sometime tomorrow, noon or
thereabouts, that the payments would
not be cut but we don’t have that as-
surance yet. So we are going to have to
go ahead. If something comes from the
Office of Management and Budget or
the White House that that would not
happen, we can allow people to go to
the events they have around town.

In the meantime, I agree with the
Republican leader, we should go for-
ward. If something happens during
some of these votes so we can finish
them tomorrow, fine. But in the mean-
time, to protect not only the physi-
cians but their patients, we should
move forward on this legislation now.

I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, just
briefly, the point to remember here is
that at midnight, roughly 5 hours from
now, CMS will begin to cut payments
to doctors who treat Medicare patients.
If we do not act tonight, these cuts of
21 percent will be real.

I yield the floor.
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MEDICARE ACCESS AND CHIP
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 2015

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the consideration of H.R. 2,
which the clerk will report by title.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2) to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to repeal the Medicare
sustainable growth rate and strengthen
Medicare access by improving physician pay-
ments and making other improvements, to
reauthorize the Children’s Health Insurance
Program, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip.

AMENDMENT NO. 1114

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CORNYN] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1114.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To repeal the individual mandate)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . RESTORING INDIVIDUAL LIBERTY.

Sections 1501 and 1502 and subsections (a),
(b), (c), and (d) of section 10106 of the Patient
Protection and Affordable Care Act (and the
amendments made by such sections and sub-
sections) are repealed and the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 shall be applied and admin-
istered as if such provisions and amendments
had never been enacted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 2
minutes of debate equally divided prior
to a vote in relation to amendment No.
1114, offered by the Senator from
Texas, Mr. CORNYN.

The Senator from Texas.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, Speaker
BOEHNER and Leader PELOSI have nego-
tiated a package which enjoyed broad
bipartisan support in the House. The
one missing element is a pay-for for
the so-called doc fix, for the sustain-
able growth rate fix. What my amend-
ment does is offer that pay-for so that
this is a deficit-neutral bill if it is
adopted.

In order to find that pay-for, we
would repeal the individual mandate.
The latest CBO score shows it would
save as much as $400 billion. It hasn’t
been scored this year, so the number
may be off a little bit, but there is
more than an adequate amount of
money to offset the deficit caused by
this permanent doc fix.

I ask my colleagues to join me, along
with then-Senator Barack Obama in
2008 in his campaign against Hillary
Clinton, who when he was running for
the Democratic nomination cam-
paigned against the individual man-
date.

Let’s make that reality.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I urge
colleagues to oppose this amendment.
What Senator CORNYN seeks to do is to
strike an idea that originally came



April 14, 2015

from the Heritage Foundation. If it is
adopted, sick people will definitely
sign up, healthy people will stay on the
sidelines, premiums will skyrocket, ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget
Office, by as much as 20 percent, and
start then what amounts to a death
spiral for the affordability of American
health care.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr.
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No time
remains.

The question is on agreeing to the
Cornyn amendment No. 1114.

Mr. CORNYN. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. COONS) is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 54,
nays 45, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 137 Leg.]

President, how

YEAS—54
Alexander Ernst Murkowski
Ayotte Fischer Paul
Barrasso Flake Perdue
Blunt Gardner Portman
Boozman Graham Risch
Burr Grassley Roberts
Capito Hatch Rounds
Cassidy Heller Rubio
Coats Hoeven Sasse
Cochran Inhofe Scott
Collins Isakson Sessions
Corker Johnson Shelby
Cornyn Kirk Sullivan
Cotton Lankford Thune
Crapo Lee Tillis
Cruz McCain Toomey
Daines McConnell Vitter
Enzi Moran Wicker
NAYS—45
Baldwin Heinrich Nelson
Bennet Heitkamp Peters
Blumenthal Hirono Reed
Booker Kaine Reid
Boxer King Sanders
Brown Klobuchar Schatz
Cantwell Leahy Schumer
Cardin Manchin Shaheen
Carper Markey Stabenow
Casey McCaskill Tester
Donnelly Menendez Udall
Durbin Merkley Warner
Feinstein Mikulski Warren
Franken Murphy Whitehouse
Gillibrand Murray Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Coons

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order requiring 60 votes
for the adoption of this amendment,
the amendment is rejected.

The Senator from Colorado.

AMENDMENT NO. 1115
(Purpose: To protect and retain our Chil-

dren’s Health Insurance Program for 4

years (PRO-CHIP).)

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 1115.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BENNET],
for himself, Mr. BROWN, Ms. STABENOW, Mr.
WYDEN, Mr. CASEY, Mr. REID, Ms. WARREN,
Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. REED, Mrs. SHAHEEN, and
Mr. WHITEHOUSE, proposes an amendment
numbered 1115.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.”’)

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, this
amendment provides an additional 2
years of funding for the Children’s
Health Insurance Program, or CHIP. I
wish to especially thank Senators
BROWN, WYDEN, STABENOW, CASEY, and
REID for their leadership on this
amendment.

We have made great strides in recent
years to ensure that Americans of all
ages have access to quality health care,
but a huge part of this success in in-
creasing access for quality health care
comes from CHIP, which provides in-
surance to low- and moderate-income
children and pregnant women. We
know CHIP works. The CHIP program
serves more than 8 million children, in-
cluding more than 115,000 in Colorado.
This is health care they might not oth-
erwise have.

Unfortunately, the House failed to
take full advantage of this moment and
this momentum for compromise and
only extended funding for 2 years.
CHIP is authorized through 2019. This
amendment would extend it for 2 addi-
tional years.

The very physicians who would be
helped by fixing the SGR would also
see increased reimbursement when
they treat these children instead of
seeing millions of them lose access to
affordable, comprehensive coverage.

I ask my colleagues to support this
amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, re-
member that 212 Republicans and 180
Democrats supported H.R. 2. The deci-
sion to extend CHIP for 2 years with
the current payment rate was part of
the House bipartisan agreement. This
amendment seeks to rewrite that
amendment.

This amendment is not a vote to
show who really cares more about chil-
dren’s health because H.R. 2 extends
the CHIP program for 2 years. Every-
one who supports the underlying bill is
supporting children’s health. If my col-
leagues oppose this amendment, they
are no less a supporter of children’s
health than the 392 Members of the
House who supported H.R. 2, including
180 Democrats and Leader PELOSI. Are
my colleagues really saying that Lead-
er PELOSI didn’t care enough about
kids in forging this agreement?

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to
this amendment.

I am a supporter of the Children’s
Health Insurance Program having par-
ticipated in the initial creation of
CHIP in 1997 and the reauthorization
started in 2007. And while I am a sup-
porter of children’s health, this is not a
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CHIP vote in a vacuum. This vote is in
the context of the underlying bill and
cannot be ignored.

An overwhelming majority of the
House supported H.R. 2. 392 Members of
the House vote for H.R. 2; 212 Repub-
licans and 180 Democrats supported the
bill. That is a sign of bipartisanship
that is, on a major issue, extremely
rare in the House.

The decision to extend CHIP for 2
years with the current payment rate
was a part of the House bipartisan
agreement. It is an agreement between
House Republicans and House Demo-
crats. This amendment seeks to re-
write that agreement.

So let’s talk for a moment about
what this amendment is not. This
amendment is not a vote to show who
cares more about children’s health.
H.R. 2 extends the CHIP program for 2
years. Everyone who supports the un-
derlying bill is supporting children’s
health. Mr. President, 392 members of
the House voted for this bill which ex-
tends CHIP for 2 years.

If you oppose this amendment, you
are no less a supporter of children’s
health than the 392 Members of the
House who supported H.R. 2 including
180 Democrats and Leader PELOSI. Are
you really saying Leader PELOSI didn’t
care enough about kids in forging this
agreement? Again, no one should ac-
cuse anyone who votes against this
amendment as being insufficiently sup-
portive of children’s health.

I have also heard it said that Con-
gress only authorizes 2 years now,
there is little chance Congress will au-
thorize two more years in 2017. That is
a prediction, and as we all know, Con-
gress can be hard to predict some
times.

In two years, we will be back to con-
sider CHIP. We will also be back to
consider therapy caps, rural hospital
programs, home visiting, the special
diabetes program, and community
health center funding, to name a few
programs extended in this bill. The
House agreement intentionally aligned
these programs to be considered in tan-
dem in 2017.

This amendment pulls one very spe-
cific provision out of that compromise.
I have no concerns that CHIP can stand
without the SGR. What we need to do
is spend the next two years thinking
about the future of health care cov-
erage for children.

MAC-PAC has done some very good
work examining what CHIP provides
for children that is different than the
private market. The pediatricians are
in town this week for a conference, and
as they will tell you, kids are not just
little adults. Benefits and services need
to be tailored to make sure that kids
grow into healthy productive adults.
This is something we need to settle in
the next two years. It is something we
can and should do. Voting against this
amendment does nothing to jeopardize
that process.

We have a choice here. We can pass
the House bill without changes or we
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can amend its bill and send it back to
the House. I urge Senators to support
the agreement and vote against this
amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the pend-
ing amendment, No. 1115, offered by
Senator BENNET, would violate the
Senate pay-go rule and increase the on-
budget deficit over the 10-year period
of fiscal years 2015 to 2024. Therefore, I
raise a point of order against this
measure pursuant to section 201(a) of
S. Con. Res. 21, the concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget for fiscal year 2008.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to section 904 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 and the waiver pro-
visions of applicable budget resolu-
tions, I move to waive all applicable
sections of that act and applicable
budget resolutions for purposes of the
pending amendment, and I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 50,
nays 50, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 138 Leg.]

YEAS—50
Ayotte Gillibrand Nelson
Baldwin Heinrich Peters
Bennet Heitkamp Portman
Blumenthal Heller Reed
Booker Hirono Reid
Boxer Kaine Sanders
Brown King Schatz
Cantwell Klobuchar .
Cardin Leahy Zﬁh‘ﬁmel
Carper Manchin aneen
Casey Markey Stabenow
Collins McCaskill Tester
Coons Menendez Udall
Donnelly Merkley Warner
Durbin Mikulski Warren
Feinstein Murphy Whitehouse
Franken Murray Wyden
NAYS—50

Alexander Fischer Paul
Barrasso Flake Perdue
Blunt Gardner Risch
Boozman Graham Roberts
Burr Grassley Rounds
Capipo Hatch Rubio
Conts Thote. Sasse
Cochran Isakson SCOt.“

Sessions
Corker Johnson Shelby
Cornyn Kirk .
Cotton Lankford Sullivan
Crapo Lee T?‘{ne
Cruz McCain Tillis
Daines McConnell Toomey
Enzi Moran Vitter
Ernst Murkowski Wicker

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 50, the nays are 50.

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.

The point of order is sustained, and
the amendment falls.

The Senator from Utah.
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AMENDMENT NO. 1116

Mr. LEE. I call up my amendment
No. 1116, which is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from Utah [Mr. LEE], for him-
self, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. CRUZ, Mr. CRAPO, and
Mr. SASSE, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1116.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To strike the provision excluding

the budgetary effects of the Act from

PAYGO requirements)

On page 261, strike line 21 and all that fol-
lows through page 262, line 4.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, just 2 weeks
after the Senate passed a 10-year bal-
anced budget, we find ourselves on the
very brink of passing a bill that would
promptly unbalance it. We find our-
selves on the brink of passing a bill
that would promptly unbalance the
balanced budget we just passed to the
tune of $141 billion over the next dec-
ade. This is exactly the kind of bait-
and-switch behavior that has eroded
the public’s trust in Congress in recent
years.

To honor the promises we made to
each other and that we made to the
American people, my amendment
would simply subject H.R. 2 to the
same pay-as-you-go budget rules that
cover other spending bills in Congress.
Paying for the new spending in this bill
is the right thing to do, and we just
passed a budget promising we would do
exactly that. My amendment does
nothing more than hold us to this very
promise.

I implore my colleagues to join me in
supporting this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the Lee amendment.

Colleagues, the Lee amendment is
the bluntest possible instrument that
would cut spending across government
on every possible program. The SGR,
the doctors reimbursement formula,
has always been a fake. The $140 billion
in this bill eliminates the budget fak-
ery that Democrats and Republicans
believe has gotten out of hand. The un-
derlying bill gets rid of the budget fak-
ery.

I urge colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to reject the amendment, and I
yield back.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 42,
nays 58, as follows:

The
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[Rollcall Vote No. 139 Leg.]

YEAS—42
Ayotte Flake Portman
Barrasso Gardner Risch
Blunt Grassley Roberts
Boozman Hoeven Rounds
Burr Inhofe Rubio
Coats Isakson Sasse
Corker Johnson Scott
Cotton Kirk Sessions
Crapo Lankford Shelby
Cruz Lee Sullivan
Daines McCain Thune
Enzi Moran Toomey
Ernst Murkowski Vitter
Fischer Paul Wicker
NAYS—58
Alexander Franken Murray
Baldwin Gillibrand Nelson
Bennet Graham Perdue
Blumenthal Hatch Peters
Booker Heinrich Reed
Boxer Heitkamp Reid
Brown Hgller Sanders
ganpwell lelono Schatz
ap‘?‘) Kgune Schumer
Cardin King
Shaheen

Carper Klobuchar
Casey Leahy Stabenow
Cassidy Manchin Tester
Cochran Markey Tillis
Collins McCaskill Udall
Coons McConnell Warner
Cornyn Menendez Warren
Donnelly Merkley Whitehouse
Durbin Mikulski Wyden
Feinstein Murphy

The amendment (No. 1116) was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RoUNDS). The Senator from Wash-
ington.

AMENDMENT NO. 1117

(Purpose: To improve women’s access to
quality health care)

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 1117 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR-
RAY], for herself, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. BROWN, Ms.
BALDWIN, Mr. BENNET, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mrs.
BOXER, Ms. HIRONO, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
MENENDEZ, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. SANDERS, Ms.
STABENOW, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr.
REID, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Ms. CANTWELL, Ms.
WARREN, and Mr. BOOKER, proposes an
amendment numbered 1117.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘“‘Text of Amendments.’’)

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, many
of us have been working for years to
protect Medicare access for seniors, in-
vest in our community health centers,
and expand access to health care for
our children. So I am glad Democrats
and Republicans in the House were able
to come together on these issues. But
it is disappointing that in a bill which
takes so many good bipartisan steps
forward, Republicans have insisted on
trying to score political points with
their base on women’s health.

The House SGR bill includes lan-
guage that is just one more example of
using women’s health as a political
football. It is redundant, and it is un-
necessary.

I am offering an amendment tonight
that shows we are making sure women
have comprehensive access to health
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care. It focuses on moving women’s
health care forward by providing a
clean extension of community health
care funding for 4 years, not 2, to pro-
vide certainty. It will invest $2 billion
in safety net providers for women and
their families through title X clinics.
Finally, it will invest in strengthening
the women’s health care workforce to
make sure women have access through
their providers.

I hope my colleagues will support
this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mrs. MURRAY. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, as has
been mentioned repeatedly regarding
the 10-day CMS hold, this 10-day CMS
hold period will expire tonight. Doctors
who serve our seniors will be facing a
21-percent cut.

Senator MURRAY’s bill costs $21.1 bil-
lion over 10 years, and it is not offset.
Therefore, the pending amendment, No.
1117, offered by Senator MURRAY, would
violate the Senate pay-go rule and in-
crease the on-budget deficit over the
10-year period of fiscal years 2015 to
2024. Therefore, I raise a point of order
against this measure pursuant to sec-
tion 201(a) of S. Con. Res. 21, the con-
current resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2008.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to section 904 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 and the waiver pro-
visions of applicable budget resolu-
tions, I move to waive all applicable
sections of that Act and applicable
budget resolutions for purposes of the
pending amendment, and I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 43,
nays 57, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 140 Leg.]

YEAS—43
Baldwin Gillibrand Murphy
Bennet Heinrich Murray
Blumenthal Heitkamp Nelson
Booker Hirono Peters
Boxer Kaine Reed
Brown King Reid
Cantwell Klobuchar Sanders
Cardin Leahy
Carper Markey Sgﬁifrzler
Coons McCaskill
Durbin Menendez Shaheen
Feinstein Merkley Stabenow
Franken Mikulski
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Tester Warner Whitehouse
Udall Warren Wyden
NAYS—57
Alexander Enzi Moran
Ayotte Ernst Murkowski
Barrasso Fischer Paul
Blunt Flake Perdue
Boozman Gardner Portman
Burr Graham Risch
Capito Grassley Roberts
Casey Hatch Rounds
Cassidy Heller Rubio
Coats Hoeven Sasse
Cochran Inhofe Scott
Collins Isakson Sessions
Corker Johnson Shelby
Cornyn Kirk Sullivan
Cotton Lankford Thune
Crapo Lee Tillis
Cruz Manchin Toomey
Daines McCain Vitter
Donnelly McConnell Wicker

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 43, the nays are 57.

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The point of order is sustained, and the
amendment falls.

The Senator from Arkansas.

AMENDMENT NO. 1118

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1118.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. COTTON]
proposes an amendment numbered 1118.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide steady updates of pay-

ment rates under the Medicare physician

fee schedule)

Beginning on page 5, strike line 22 and all
that follows through page 127, line 6, and in-
sert the following:

(2) UPDATE OF RATES FOR 2015 AND SUBSE-
QUENT YEARS.—Subsection (d) of section 1848
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395w—
4) is amended by striking paragraph (16) and
inserting the following new paragraphs:

‘“(16) UPDATE FOR JANUARY THROUGH JUNE
OF 2015.—Subject to paragraphs (7)(B), (8)(B),
9 (B), (10)(B), (11)(B), (12)(B), (13)(B), (14)(B),
and (15)(B), in lieu of the update to the single
conversion factor established in paragraph
(1)(C) that would otherwise apply for 2015 for
the period beginning on January 1, 2015, and
ending on June 30, 2015, the update to the
single conversion factor shall be 0.0 percent.

““(17) UPDATE FOR JULY THROUGH DECEMBER
OF 2015.—The update to the single conversion
factor established in paragraph (1)(C) for the
period beginning on July 1, 2015, and ending
on December 31, 2015, shall be 0.5 percent.

‘“(18) UPDATE FOR 2016 AND SUBSEQUENT
YEARS.—The update to the single conversion
factor established in paragraph (1)(C) for 2016
and each subsequent year shall be 0.5 per-
cent.”.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I want
to replace the SGR permanently, but I
also want to do it correctly. This bill
has two payment models in the future.
The first 4 years would give physicians
a half-percent increase. In future years,
though, CMS would be empowered to
issue qualitative, subjective rules pur-
porting to evaluate physician perform-
ance and patient outcomes.

My amendment would simply extend
the half-percent increase indefinitely. I
think there are many reasons to vote
for this amendment. CMS has not effec-
tively used a blunt bureaucratic tool,

The
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such as SGR, so we shouldn’t give them
a nuance tool; second, CMS itself pre-
dicts we are going to have future doc
fixes, which is going to undermine the
stability doctors and patients need;
third, the complexity of the outyear
model is going to further drive consoli-
dation, especially for rural and inde-
pendent doctors; and, finally, CBO esti-
mates this bill saves $10 billion.

I urge a ‘‘yes” vote. Let us have a
permanent doc fix that works for all
doctors and patients.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to this amendment. Today,
the Medicare Program is a fee-for-vol-
ume system. The underlying bill junks
this and turns out the lights on mil-
lions of users.

The underlying bill before the Senate
says the future will be about rewarding
value and good quality care for our
Medicare patients. The Cotton amend-
ment embraces the outdated status quo
and says there is no need to coordinate
care, no need to pay for value, no need
to pay for quality for our Medicare pa-
tients. I urge my colleagues to oppose
this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-

ment.

Mr. COTTON. I ask for the yeas and

nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond.

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
The result was announced—yeas 11,
nays 89, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 141 Leg.]

YEAS—11
Boozman Lee Sessions
Cotton Paul Shelby
Cruz Rubio Vitter
Inhofe Sasse

NAYS—89
Alexander Fischer Murkowski
Ayotte Flake Murphy
Baldwin Franken Murray
Barrasso Gardner Nelson
Bennet Gillibrand Perdue
Blumenthal Graham Peters
Blunt Grassley Portman
Booker Ha}:ck{ Reed
goxer ge}rclll;lch Reid
rown eitkamp X
Burr Heller ngCh

N oberts
Cantwell Hirono

. Rounds

Capito Hoeven Sanders
Cardin Isakson
Carper Johnson Schatz
Casey Kaine Schumer
Cassidy King Scott
Coats Kirk Shaheen
Cochran Klobuchar Stabenow
Collins Lankford Sullivan
Coons Leahy Tester
Corker Manchin Thune
Cornyn Markey Tillis
Crapo McCain Toomey
Daines McCaskill Udall
Donnelly McConnell Warner
Durbin Menendez Warren
Enzi Merkley Whitehouse
Ernst Mikulski Wicker
Feinstein Moran Wyden
The amendment (No. 1118) was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.
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AMENDMENT NO. 1119

(Purpose: To repeal the therapy cap and
provide for medical review of outpatient
therapy services)

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 1119.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. CARDIN],
for himself, Mr. VITTER, Mr. REID, Mr.
WHITEHOUSE, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. CASEY, Mrs.
SHAHEEN, Mr. MENENDEZ, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
BROWN, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. REED, Mr. LEAHY,
Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. BENNET, Mr. BOOKER, Ms.
WARREN, and Ms. KLOBUCHAR, proposes an
amendment numbered 1119.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘“‘Text of Amendments.’’)

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I have
explained this amendment a little ear-
lier.

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator KLOBUCHAR be added as a cospon-
sor of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CARDIN. This deals with the
therapy cap on which we now have had
12 patches. It is almost the identical
problem we have with the SGR, which
is the underlying bill. It deals with sen-
iors, Medicare beneficiaries, having ac-
cess to therapy services, those who
have had strokes, those who have seri-
ous issues and need rehab therapy.

The cap never made sense in 1997
when it was put into effect. It was not
the right policy. We have had bipar-
tisan support to correct this as we have
the SGR, and my underlying amend-
ment does that.

I ask my colleagues to support the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, this bill
is far from perfect, but we cannot let
perfect be the enemy of the good on
this bipartisan compromise that passed
the House with almost 400 votes.

The House leadership has made it
clear to us, they will not pass another
package, and I don’t blame them. Time
is of the essence.

The therapy caps provision may not
be the best policy, but it is in place to
ensure there is a governor on unneces-
sary utilization and spending in the
Medicare Program.

Congress should use the next 2 years
to find a solution to this problem and
work to pay for that solution, and I in-
tend to do that. But to have that on
this bill would be a catastrophe at the
end of what has been a really, really
very, very tough-fought bill all the way
through.

The pending amendment, No. 1119, of-
fered by Senator CARDIN would violate
the Senate pay-go rule and increase the
on-budget deficit over the 10-year pe-
riod of fiscal years 2015 to 2024. There-
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fore, I raise a point of order against
this measure pursuant to section 201(a)
of S. Con. Res. 21, the concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for fiscal year
2008.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, pursuant
to section 904 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 and the waiver pro-
visions of applicable budget resolu-
tions, I move to waive all applicable
sections of that act and applicable
budget resolutions for purposes of the
pending amendment, and I ask for the
yveas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 58,
nays 42, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 142 Leg.]

YEAS—58

Ayotte Graham Paul
Baldwin Heinrich Peters
Bennet Heitkamp Portman
Blumenthal Hirono Reed
Booker Hoeven Reid
Boxer Kaine Rounds
Brown King Sanders
Burr Kirk
Cantwell Klobuchar Schatz

: Schumer
Cardin Leahy

Shaheen
Carper Markey
Casey McCaskill Stabenow
Cassidy Menendez Tester
Collins Merkley Udall
Coons Mikulski Vitter
Donnelly Moran Warner
Durbin Murkowski Warren
Feinstein Murphy Whitehouse
Franken Murray Wyden
Gillibrand Nelson
NAYS—42

Alexander Ernst McConnell
Barrasso Fischer Perdue
Blunt Flake Risch
Boozman Gardner Roberts
Capito Grassley Rubio
Coats Hatch Sasse
Cochran Heller Scott
Corker Inhofe Sessions
Cornyn Isakson Shelby
Cotton Johnson Sullivan
Crapo Lankford Thune
Cruz Lee Tillis
Daines Manchin Toomey
Enzi McCain Wicker

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 58, the nays are 42.

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The point of order is sustained, and the
amendment falls.

The bill was ordered to a third read-
ing and was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
now 2 minutes of debate prior to a vote
on final passage.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I am
pleased to see that after 12 years of
temporary patches to delay cuts under
the Sustainable Growth Rate, Congress
is finally acting to reform the Medi-
care physician payment system for the
long term. In so doing, we not only en-
sure access to care for seniors but also
help improve the quality of care they
receive through Medicare.
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However, I am disappointed that the
same certainty is not provided to chil-
dren and families impacted by the Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance program,
CHIP. This legislation extends funding
for CHIP for 2 years and continues poli-
cies that encourage enrollment in the
program. But it does not extend this
critical funding for a much longer pe-
riod of time, like the 4 years my col-
leagues and I have been urging for
months. We are missing a crucial op-
portunity to ensure that children and
pregnant women have access to com-
prehensive, affordable health insurance
coverage for years to come. Currently,
more than 10 million children benefit
from this program. In 2 years, funding
for this program will expire, putting
children at risk of becoming uninsured
once again. Moreover, the bill takes
the same temporary approach with re-
spect to the Maternal, Infant, and
Early Childhood Home Visiting,
MIECHYV, program, Community Health
Centers, and other initiatives.

I am also concerned that Medicare
beneficiaries will see increases in out-
of-pocket costs to help pay for the leg-
islation. Faced with the threat of
looming cuts to health care providers
and the resulting risk of disruption of
services should doctors withdraw from
Medicare, we are being forced to in-
stead choose to increase costs on sen-
iors, rather than any number of offsets
that could have asked the wealthiest
Americans or corporations to pay a lit-
tle more to ensure that Medicare is
protected for everyone. Indeed, the ma-
jority in the other body insisted on
paying for this bill, at least in part, by
increasing these out-of-pocket costs.
For a bill designed to protect access to
health care for seniors, it should not
turn around and then demand they pay
more. We should be reaffirming our
commitment to protecting Medicare
beneficiaries and these cuts do just the
opposite. With these provisions not
taking effect until 5 years from now, I
hope that gives us ample time to re-
visit this.

After years of disagreements on
health care issues, it is good to see
that we can move on this bill on a bi-
partisan basis. So while I have the res-
ervations I have outlined, and will sup-
port amendments to address these
issues, I will vote for this legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, this
legislation has not gone through the
regular order in the Senate. It will add
$174 billion to the debt. It is subject to
seven different budget points of order.
We have had a series of budget point of
order votes where we have affirmed the
budget and the responsibility we have
to adhere to it. Let’s do the right
thing. Let’s tell the House, which tried
to send this bill over at 3:30 in the
morning for us to pass right before we
recessed after the budget votes, that,
yes, we are absolutely committed to
fixing the doctors’ payments and in a
responsible, long-term way, but it
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needs to be paid for in a responsible,
long-term way. Upholding the budget
point of order does not Kkill the bill; it
sends it back to committee to make
sure it is fully paid for.

So let’s not be afraid tonight. Let’s
say to our House colleagues: Col-
leagues, we agree with you on your
vote, but we must pay for this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I need
to make a budget point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
still time remaining in favor of the
bill.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, the
pending measure, H.R. 2, the Medicare
Access and CHIP Reauthorization Act
of 2015, violates section 311(b) of the fis-
cal year 2009 budget resolution by caus-
ing a net increase in the long-term def-
icit in excess of $5 billion in the 10-year
period of fiscal years 2025 through 2034.
Therefore, I raise a point of order
against this measure pursuant to sec-
tion 311(b) of S. Con. Res. 70, the con-
current resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2009, and ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. I yield back the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. I move to waive all ap-
plicable sections of the Budget Act,
and I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk called
the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 71,
nays 29, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 143 Leg.]

YEAS—T1
Alexander Flake Murkowski
Baldwin Franken Murphy
Bennet Gillibrand Murray
Blumenthal Graham Nelson
Blunt Hatch Paul
Booker Heinrich Peters
Boozman Heitkamp Reed
Boxer Hgller Reid
Brown Hirono Roberts
Burr Isakson R

X ounds
Cantwell Kaine

X . Sanders

Capito King Schatz
Cardin Kirk
Carper Klobuchar Schumer
Casey Leahy Shaheen
Cassidy Manchin Stabenow
Cochran Markey Tester
Collins McCain Tillis
Coons McCaskill Udall
Corker McConnell Warner
Cornyn Menendez Warren
Donnelly Merkley Whitehouse
Durbin Mikulski Wicker
Feinstein Moran Wyden

NAYS—29
Ayotte Enzi Johnson
Barrasso Ernst Lankford
Coats Fischer Lee
Cotton Gardner Perdue
Crapo Grassley Portman
Cruz Hoeven Risch
Daines Inhofe Rubio
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Sasse Shelby Toomey
Scott Sullivan Vitter
Sessions Thune

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 71, the nays are 29.

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to. The
point of order is not sustained, and the
motion is agreed to.

The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, we will
soon be voting on final passage of H.R.
2, the Medicare Access and CHIP Reau-
thorization Act of 2015.

As I mentioned earlier, this bill rep-
resents more than 2 years of hard work
on both sides of the Capitol. And, it
represents a real step forward for bi-
partisan health care policy. I am proud
to have been one of the authors of this
legislation and I look forward to what
I believe we will see—the bill pass with
bipartisan support.

I want to commend everyone who
worked on this legislation. I particu-
larly want to thank Senator Max Bau-
cus who worked with me from the be-
ginning on this effort here in the Sen-
ate. In addition, I would like to thank
the current ranking member of the Fi-
nance Committee, Senator WYDEN for
all his work. I also want to thank our
colleagues on the House Energy and
Commerce and Ways and Means Com-
mittees who also worked very hard in
crafting this SGR fix.

As with any major legislative effort,
there are a number of staffers—both
current and former—who also deserve
our thanks. From my own Finance
Committee staff, I want to thank Dan
Todd, Kristin Welsh, Erin Dempsey,
Katie Simeon, Kim Brandt, and Becky
Shipp for all of their hard work. I also
want to thank my senior team—Jay
Khosla, Chris Campbell, and Mark
Prater. On the Democratic side of the
committee, I want to thank Karen
Fisher, David Schwartz, Matt Kazan,
Juan Machado, Scott Levy, and Colin
Goldfinch.

I also want to commend the efforts of
Scott Raab and Monica Popp from the
Senate Republican leadership offices.

In addition, from the House side, I
specifically want to thank Charlotte
Ivancic and Wendell Primus.

We have also gotten quite a bit of
help from CBO in this effort. For that,
I want to thank Lori Housman, Tom
Bradley, and Holly Harvey.

CMS also provided vital technical as-
sistance as we put this legislation to-
gether. For that, I'd like to thank Jen-
nifer Druckman, Ira Burney, and Anne
Scott.

And, of course, we couldn’t have done
without the help of the Legislative
Counsels’ offices, particularly John
Goetcheus, Kelly Malone, Ruth Ernst,
and Phil Lynch on the Senate side and
Jessica Shapiro and Jessica Cross over
in the House.

I wish to once again urge my col-
leagues to support this bill. It is a
monumental achievement. It is legisla-
tion that has been long in the offing. I
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wish to thank everybody on both sides
for the cooperation we have had. I just
want to personally express my grati-
tude for being able to pass this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I will be
very brief. I think tonight is a mile-
stone for the Medicare Program—a life-
line for millions of older people. That
is because tonight the Senate is voting
to retire the outdated, inefficiency-re-
warding, commonsense-defying Medi-
care reimbursement system.

As Senator HATCH noted, it has been
bipartisan; it has long been bipartisan.
I think this is an important night for
the Senate and it is going to be long re-
membered.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The bill having been read the third
time, the question is, Shall the bill
pass?

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 92,
nays 8, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 144 Leg.]

YEAS—92
Alexander Feinstein Moran
Ayotte Fischer Murkowski
Baldwin Flake Murphy
Barrasso Franken Murray
Bennet Gardner Nelson
Blumenthal Gillibrand Paul
Blunt Graham Peters
Booker Grassley Portman
Boozman Hatch Reed
Boxer Heinrich ;
Brown Heitkamp gfslgh
Burr Heller Roberts
Cantwell Hirono Rounds
Capito Hoeven Sanders
Cardin Inhofe
Carper Isakson Schatz
Casey Johnson Schumer
Cassidy Kaine Shaheen
Coats King Stabenow
Cochran Kirk Sullivan
Collins Klobuchar Tester
Coons Lankford Thune
Corker Leahy Tillis
Cornyn Manchin Toomey
Cotton Markey Udall
Crapo McCain Vitter
Daines McCaskill Warner
Donnelly McConnell Warren
Durbin Menendez Whitehouse
Enzi Merkley Wicker
Ernst Mikulski Wyden

NAYS—8
Cruz Rubio Sessions
Lee Sasse Shelby
Perdue Scott

The bill (H.R. 2) was passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. MCCONNELL. What is the pend-
ing business?

———

JUSTICE FOR VICTIMS OF TRAF-
FICKING ACT OF 2015—Resumed

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the pending business.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A bill (S. 178) to provide justice for the vic-
tims of trafficking.
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Pending:

Portman amendment No. 270, to amend the
Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act
to enable State child protective services sys-
tems to improve the identification and as-
sessment of child victims of sex trafficking.

Portman amendment No. 271, to amend the
definition of ‘‘homeless person’ under the
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act to
include certain homeless children and youth.

Vitter amendment No. 284 (to amendment
No. 271), to amend section 301 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act to clarify those
classes of individuals born in the United
States who are nationals and citizens of the
United States at birth.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

AMENDMENT NO. 271 WITHDRAWN

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, in the
interests of moving the human traf-
ficking bill forward and with the un-
derstanding that these amendments
could be offered later in the process, I
withdraw my amendment No. 271.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

The Senator from Ohio.

AMENDMENT NO. 270 WITHDRAWN

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, in ad-
dition, I withdraw my amendment No.
2170.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

The majority leader.

AMENDMENT NO. 1120

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
call up amendment No. 1120, which is
at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCON-
NELL], for Mr. CORNYN, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 1120.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To strengthen the Justice for Vic-

tims of Trafficking Act by incorporating

additional bipartisan amendments)

Strike section 101 and insert the following:
SEC. 101. DOMESTIC TRAFFICKING VICTIMS

FUND.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 201 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“§3014. Additional special assessment

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Beginning on the date of
enactment of the Justice for Victims of Traf-
ficking Act of 2015 and ending on September,
30 2019, in addition to the assessment im-
posed under section 3013, the court shall as-
sess an amount of $5,000 on any non-indigent
person or entity convicted of an offense
under—

‘(1) chapter 77 (relating to peonage, slav-
ery, and trafficking in persons);

‘(2) chapter 109A (relating to
abuse);

‘(3) chapter 110 (relating to sexual exploi-
tation and other abuse of children);

‘‘(4) chapter 117 (relating to transportation
for illegal sexual activity and related
crimes); or

‘‘(5) section 274 of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1324) (relating to

sexual
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human smuggling), unless the person in-
duced, assisted, abetted, or aided only an in-
dividual who at the time of such action was
the alien’s spouse, parent, son, or daughter
(and no other individual) to enter the United
States in violation of law.

“(b) SATISFACTION OF OTHER COURT-OR-
DERED OBLIGATIONS.—An assessment under
subsection (a) shall not be payable until the
person subject to the assessment has satis-
fied all outstanding court-ordered fines and
orders of restitution arising from the crimi-
nal convictions on which the special assess-
ment is based.

‘(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF DOMESTIC TRAF-
FICKING VICTIMS’ FUND.—There is established
in the Treasury of the United States a fund,
to be known as the ‘Domestic Trafficking
Victims’ Fund’ (referred to in this section as
the ‘Fund’), to be administered by the Attor-
ney General, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security and the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services.

‘‘(d) TRANSFERS.—In a manner consistent
with section 3302(b) of title 31, there shall be
transferred to the Fund from the General
Fund of the Treasury an amount equal to the
amount of the assessments collected under
this section, which shall remain available
until expended.

““(e) USE OF FUNDS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—From amounts in the
Fund, in addition to any other amounts
available, and without further appropriation,
the Attorney General, in coordination with
the Secretary of Health and Human Services
shall, for each of fiscal years 2016 through
2019, use amounts available in the Fund to
award grants or enhance victims’ program-
ming under—

“(A) sections 202, 203, and 204 of the Traf-
ficking Victims Protection Reauthorization
Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 14044a, 14044b, and
14044c);

‘(B) subsections (b)(2) and (f) of section 107
of the Trafficking Victims Protection Act of
2000 (22 U.S.C. 7105); and

‘“(C) section 214(b) of the Victims of Child
Abuse Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 13002(b)).

‘“(2) GRANTS.—Of the amounts in the Fund
used under paragraph (1), not less than
$2,000,000, if such amounts are available in
the Fund during the relevant fiscal year,
shall be used for grants to provide services
for child pornography victims under section
214(b) of the Victims of Child Abuse Act of
1990 (42 U.S.C. 13002(b)).

‘“(3) APPLICATION.—Amounts transferred
from the Fund pursuant to this section for
each of fiscal years 2016 through 2019 are sub-
ject to the requirements contained in Public
Law 113-235 for funds for programs author-
ized under sections 330 through 340 of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 254b-
256).

¢“(f) TRANSFERS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Effective on the day
after the date of enactment of the Justice for
Victims of Trafficking Act of 2015, on Sep-
tember 30 of each fiscal year, all unobligated
balances in the Fund shall be transferred to
the Crime Victims Fund established under
section 1402 of the Victims of Crime Act of
1984 (42 U.S.C. 10601).

‘“(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts transferred
under paragraph (1)—

‘“(A) shall be available for any authorized
purpose of the Crime Victims Fund; and

‘“(B) shall remain available until expended.

‘‘(g) COLLECTION METHOD.—The amount as-
sessed under subsection (a) shall, subject to
subsection (b), be collected in the manner
that fines are collected in criminal cases.

“(h) DURATION OF OBLIGATION.—Subject to
section 3613(b), the obligation to pay an as-
sessment imposed on or after the date of en-
actment of the Justice for Victims of Traf-
ficking Act of 2015 shall not cease until the
assessment is paid in full.
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‘(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

‘(1) WRITTEN CERTIFICATION.—Not later
than September 30, 2016, and each September
30 thereafter, the Attorney General shall
submit to Congress a written certification as
to the total amount in the Fund.

‘‘(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—In
any fiscal year for which a written certifi-
cation submitted under paragraph (1) indi-
cates the total amount in the Fund is less
than $30,000,000, there is authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Fund an amount equal to
$30,000,000 minus the total amount indicated
in the certification.”.

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 201
of title 18, United States Code, is amended by
inserting after the item relating to section
3013 the following:
¢“3014. Additional special assessment.”’.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
send a cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the Cor-
nyn amendment No. 1120 to S. 178, a bill to
provide justice for the victims of trafficking.

Mitch McConnell, John Cornyn, Roy
Blunt, Johnny Isakson, John Barrasso,
Pat Roberts, Mike Crapo, Roger F.
Wicker, Tom Cotton, James M. Inhofe,
Tim Scott, Richard Shelby, John
Thune, John Boozman, Chuck Grassley,
James Lankford, Steve Daines.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, like
every Member of this body, I am frus-
trated we haven’t been able to reach an
agreement to pass the bipartisan Jus-
tice for Victims of Trafficking Act.

So today—just now—we have offered
a compromise amendment that pro-
vides a path forward on this important
legislation. I want to express my grati-
tude to the majority leader for teeing
up this amendment and this vote and
helping us move forward to resolve this
problem.

Briefly, this proposal would com-
pletely strike a provision in the under-
lying bill that Members on the other
side have objected to regarding the ap-
plication of the Hyde amendment. The
proposal would replace this language
with a provision negotiated by Leader
PELOSI from H.R. 2, the so-called doc
fix bill that we just passed overwhelm-
ingly and that passed the House a few
weeks ago 392 to 37—180 House Demo-
crats supported this language in the
House bill. The Pelosi language from
this bill is similar to my proposal, in
that it simply says that any funds used
to provide services to human traf-
ficking victims would be subject to the
same requirements as funds under the
Public Health Services Act. This would
clarify that all money in the Domestic
Trafficking Victims’ Fund must be de-
rived from the General Treasury, the
routine and ordinary source of all Fed-
eral funding.
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In other words, requirements placed
upon funds under my bill would not be
placed on money derived from criminal
fees or penalties, something our Demo-
cratic friends seem to have some objec-
tion to, but they would only be placed
upon money drawn from the General
Treasury. This is exactly what Mem-
bers on the other side have asked for.

Finally, as an additional measure of
good faith, my proposal would also in-
clude an amendment drafted by Sen-
ator LEAHY, the ranking member of the
Senate Judiciary Committee, that has
been supported by every Democratic
Member of that committee. This
amendment would authorize the appro-
priation of additional funds into the
Domestic Trafficking Victims’ Fund.

Some Members on the other side of
the aisle have filibustered this impor-
tant legislation because they say they
objected to language I included that
references the Hyde amendment. I have
now agreed to strike that language.
They are also filibustering because
they objected to attaching routine
Hyde restrictions that have been the
law of the land for nearly 40 years—the
money that is outside of the General
Treasury process. Now, I have agreed
to change the language of my bill so
the Domestic Trafficking Victims’
Fund only includes money drawn from
the General Treasury. I have also
agreed to accept the amendment from
Senator LEAHY that I previously op-
posed in the interest of trying to get to
“yes.”

I plan to speak more on this tomor-
row, but I am hopeful that by finally
making these changes, we can be met
at least halfway by our friends across
the aisle. I feel like we have continued
to try to make changes in this legisla-
tion in an interest of giving them an
opportunity to vote for a bill they said
they all support but which they ulti-
mately filibustered because of the ob-
jections I just addressed, and both of
the major objections are addressed by
this amendment and this legislation.

So I hope we can get to a resolution
on this bill. The victims of human traf-
ficking are typically young girls be-
tween the ages of 12 and 14 years old.
This is justly called modern-day slav-
ery, because these victims of human
trafficking are literally enslaved and
sold for sex or held for involuntary ser-
vitude against their will. Many of them
come from other countries, but the
vast majority of them come from right
here in the United States of America.

We need to do something about this.
This legislation does that ‘‘some-
thing,” and I think we have more than
demonstrated good faith in trying to
meet our colleagues’ objections across
the aisle by proposing language that
works, that accomplishes the result
but removes the objectionable lan-
guage our colleagues across the aisle
have seen fit to filibuster on.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

MEDICARE ACCESS AND CHIP REAUTHORIZATION
ACT

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, while my
colleague is on the floor, I want to
commend Senator CANTWELL for her
superb work on this legislation. Sen-
ator CANTWELL has really been the
leader in the effort to get the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services
to look at alternative payment models
in the Medicare Advantage Program.
This is a hugely important program for
us in the Northwest. It is also, by the
way, very extensively used in Min-
nesota. I think my colleague from
Washington State has done particu-
larly important work in also looking,
as part of this discussion, at what is
called a value-based modifier.

Mr. President, I have some thank-
yous to make—and I will be very
brief—but before I do that, I ask unani-
mous consent to enter into a colloquy
with Senator CANTWELL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. CANTWELL. I rise to talk about
a provision in this legislation intended
to move the health care payment sys-
tem toward better outcomes and effi-
ciency.

Physicians in my State and others
are innovating by partnering with
high-performing Medicare Advantage
plans. This model can grant the health
care provider significant account-
ability and ownership of a patient’s
health, with the result of achieving im-
pressive health outcomes, reducing
overlap and duplication, and saving
money for everyone involved.

I was successful in including a provi-
sion in the bill requiring the Secretary
of Health and Human Services to study
integrating alternative payment mod-
els in the Medicare Advantage payment
system. This study will also assess fea-
sibility of including a value-based
modifier.

I look forward to working with my
Finance Committee colleagues in the
future to promote the innovation and
efficiency taking place in Medicare Ad-
vantage.

I ask that the distinguished ranking
member of the Finance Committee
work with me in the future toward
these goals.

Mr. WYDEN. H.R. 2 moves the physi-
cian payment system from one that re-
wards volume to one that rewards
value. I look forward to extending
value-based policies across the entire
spectrum of Medicare. I agree, it is im-
portant to reward all providers and all
Medicare Advantage plans that provide
high value and high quality care. I look
forward to working with the Senator
and the entire Finance Committee to
achieve these goals.

Ms. CANTWELL. Thank you, Mr.
President.

Mr. WYDEN. Just a couple of quick
thank-yous, and then I want to let my
colleague wrap up for our side.

It is pretty clear, Mr. President, that
a bill of this magnitude does not hap-
pen by osmosis. It comes about because
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of scores of hearings, roundtables,
briefings, and countless hours of staff
time. I am just going to take a couple
of minutes to thank some people who
did so much to make this possible.

First, I thank Leader REID and his
very capable health care staffer Kate
Leone. When there is a big health care
issue before the Senate, Kate Leone is
the person you want to have in the
trenches with you. I want to thank
Senator REID, because during the short
tenure in which I was the chair of the
Senate Finance Committee, we started
working closely together on reforming
the Medicare reimbursement system,
and his leadership is very much a part
of the success of this evening.

Second, there was staff at the various
congressional support agencies who
provided technical assistance. We are
talking about CMS, the Congressional
Budget Office, the Congressional Re-
search Service, legislative counsel, and
the Medicare Payment Advisory Com-
mission. I would also like to note the
efforts made by Ira Burney, Anne
Scott, and Jennifer Druckman in the
CMS Office of Legislation and Tom
Bradley and Lori Housman of the Con-
gressional Budget Office.

I would also like to recognize Chair-
man HATCH and his very capable and
dedicated staff. They worked many,
many months on this issue, constantly
reaching across the aisle—and former
Hatch staffer, Dan Todd, current Hatch
staffers Kristin Welsh and Erin
Dempsey particularly deserve recogni-
tion.

I want to close by thanking my staff,
our finance staff and personal staff, af-
fectionately known as the health team.
Some, such as Karen Fisher, Matt
Kazan, Juan Machado, and former
staffer David Schwartz have survived
two Democratic chairmen and more
doc fixes than they could possibly wish
to remember. So this is an especially
significant moment for them. Others,
like Anne Dwyer, Hannah Hawkins,
and Jennifer Phillips, provided invalu-
able insight and counsel along the way.

One last point, if I might. Having
tried for years to specialize in health
care, going back to the days when I
was codirector of the Oregon Gray Pan-
thers, I thought that over the years
that I picked up a little bit with re-
spect to health care policy and came to
really understand the issues—not so
much, particularly when I think about
the extraordinary work of two very tal-
ented individuals in our office who
have really been the leaders, in my
view, on this SGR reform cause. One
was our health chief Liz Jurinka. She
deserves special notice for her per-
sistent leadership, creativity, and focus
and, secondly, her colleague, Jocelyn
Moore, whom we had the good for-
tune—who came to us from Senator
Rockefeller. She brings great expertise
and years of experience to the field.
Certainly, what I have learned from
them, after a career of trying to spe-
cialize in these issues, has done so
much to assist the committee, assist
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me, and I want to express my gratitude
to them.

The work of the bipartisan Finance
Committee staff—through all its fits
and starts—is what got us here today.
I want to thank all of them, and I
think it is very appropriate that my
colleague from Washington State, Sen-
ator CANTWELL, who has done so much
good work on these issues, is going to
close today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Oregon for his
leadership on this legislation and on
health care in general. I will always
think of him as a Senator who has been
an advocate for reforming our health
care system and oftentimes wanting to
move faster than everybody here.

I am with him and the Northwest is
with him, and that is why tonight is
really a very proud moment for him as
the ranking member of this committee
to see the monumental shift in the way
we have been dealing with the payment
system and the Medicare access system
and the children’s health care program.
So tonight, hopefully, we will put be-
hind us a long-debated issue of how
physicians are paid, but it will also
start us on a new path to make sure
people in America are guaranteed bet-
ter outcomes and a process by which
we will help reduce the costs of health
care by focusing on both the cost of
health care and the outcomes. So my
colleague entered into the RECORD to-
night—and I want to thank him for
that—a colloquy that addresses the
issue of how those who are part of ac-
countable care organizations who will
be given the resources to focus on high-
performing health care systems will be
able to under this study equate exactly
how well they can do and how well
they should be rewarded in reducing
costs and giving better outcomes.

My colleague from Oregon speaks of
this because he and I come from a part
of the country that literally delivers
better outcomes in health care at lower
costs than many other States in the
United States of America. Our resi-
dents want to know why the rest of the
country can’t practice medicine the
same way. We want those savings that
you get from the health care system to
be plugged in or used for other pur-
poses. They could be part of tax reform
even. But we also want the citizens of
our State to get better health care. We
want them to have better outcomes,
and we think that moving off a fee-for-
service system and onto a system that
focuses on the outcome of patients is
the best way for our country to move
forward.

So this legislation before us today
builds on that process we started in the
Affordable Care Act, something that is
called the value-based modifier that
basically takes the fee-for-service sys-
tem—when you think about it, fee for
service is about volume, about ordering
more tests—and we are saying we want
physicians to be rewarded for the out-
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come and the good performance and
the focus on whether the patient actu-
ally gets well or is given the best
health care delivery.

In essence, the value modifier seeks
to emulate the success Washington and
Oregon have had and give us better,
healthy outcomes for patients and
lower costs. This year the value-based
modifier is the beginning which physi-
cians for the first time will see an ad-
justment. And Dbuilding on that
progress, Sylvia Burwell, the Secretary
of Health and Human Services recently
announced that Medicare would aim to
tie 90 percent of their Medicare fee-for-
service payments to quality or value
initiatives by 2018. So this is tying half
of all Medicare fee-for-service pay-
ments to an alternative payment
model and helping us move forward on,
again, focusing on outcomes.

I thank my colleague for entering
into the colloquy the ongoing analysis
that we need to do to continue to make
changes on the health care system and
congratulate him on the significant
success of getting this bill done. It
means we can spend more time focus-
ing on efficiency, on quality, on the
best way to compensate physicians but
also keeping the focus on the patients
and making sure they get better out-
comes.

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I
yield the floor.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate be
in a period of morning business, with
Senators permitted to speak therein
for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

POSITIVE TRAIN CONTROL AND
RAILROAD SAFETY

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I
wish to state my opposition to S. 650 in
its current form. This legislation would
extend the deadline for installation of
Positive Train Control, PTC, by 5
years. I cannot agree with allowing
such an extension without addressing
so many other critical rail safety mat-
ters.

As Joe Boardman, the head of Am-
trak and former FRA Administrator
has said, “PTC is the most important
rail safety advancement of our time.”
The need for this technology was first
brought to our attention over 45 years
ago, sparked by a head-on train colli-
sion in Darien, CT in 1969. There have
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been many other horrible crashes
since, and within the past decade
alone, the National Transportation
Safety Board has completed more than
two dozen train accident investigations
that took 65 lives and injured over 1,100
people—all of this, according to the
NTSB, could have been prevented by
PTC.

One of those horrific crashes oc-
curred in 2008 in Southern California,
and 25 lives were lost. PTC could have
saved those lives. Accordingly, soon
after that tragedy, Congress took real,
thoughtful, substantive action and
gave railroads more than 7 years to im-
plement the life-saving technology of
PTC. Since then, there have been other
major accidents, such as the horrific
crash of a Metro-North train in the
Bronx in 2013 in which four lives were
lost. Metro-North did not have PTC,
and the NTSB has said the technology
could have prevented those four deaths.
Now, as we near the end of the 7 years,
S. 650 gives railroads an extension of 5
more years—and then an option for 2
more after that. So, again, we must
wait and risk continued loss of life as
we further put off proven, life-saving
technology.

There may be issues with the dead-
line, and we should have a discussion
about those issues. We should also have
a discussion about the many other
issues with PTC. These include the
need for resources for commuter rail-
roads, the need for greater trans-
parency for all railroads and the need
for dedicated spectrum to ensure com-
muter railroads have bandwidth to op-
erate PTC. S. 650 doesn’t address these
other issues. Rather, the bill just fo-
cuses on the deadline. I want to make
sure the bill solves all the other prob-
lems.

In the Commerce, Science, and
Transportation Committee, I filed
amendments that actually address
these other outstanding issues. I want
to make sure funding is available for
cash-strapped passenger railroads and
commuter lines. I want to bolster
transparency and make sure we know
where railroads truly are in the imple-
mentation process. I want to make
sure commuter railroads have the fre-
quency they need to build out PTC, and
I do not want any bill to move to the
floor that ignores these needs and
shortchanges our commuter railroads.

Another issue I hold with S. 650 is the
bill’s lack of attention to other serious
safety concerns that should be ad-
dressed hand-in-hand with the short-
comings PTC works to resolve. Over
the past few years, we have witnessed
an onslaught of other rail safety issues
spurred by far too many preventable
accidents. Many of these accidents
have happened on Metro-North, the
commuter railroad serving Con-
necticut, the State I proudly represent.
From mid-2013 into early 2014, we wit-
nessed five major incidents on our com-
muter railroad. Then, again in Feb-
ruary 2015, we witnessed another hor-
rific incident in which six lives were
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lost. These accidents have raised a host
of other needs: cameras on trains, suffi-
cient crew size, improved rail inspec-
tions, close-call reporting systems, re-
dundant signal protection, alerters on
rail cabs, speed restrictions, better
Federal oversight, and safer highway-
rail grade crossings.

In the committee, I filed amend-
ments that also advance these reforms.
Those reforms must be a part of any
real rail safety discussion. If we are
even to consider a PTC deadline exten-
sion, it is imperative we take up other
well-known measures that can improve
safety while we work toward full PTC
implementation. I appreciate the com-
mitment from the chairman and rank-
ing member of the Commerce, Science,
and Transportation Committee to work
with me to advance these reforms. I
also appreciate the committee includ-
ing a modified version of one of my
amendments in the bill that passed out
of the committee. Although I withdrew
my other amendments in the com-
mittee, I look forward to working with
all of my colleagues to improve this
bill further. I am confident that to-
gether we can achieve important re-
forms and truly advance safety for all
who depend on rail.

—————

EVERY CHILD ACHIEVES ACT OF
2015

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the RECORD a copy of my opening re-
marks at the markup of the Every
Child Achieves Act.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

EVERY CHILD ACHIEVES ACT OF 2015

We are meeting today to write legislation
that will fix the problems with ‘“No Child
Left Behind,” the federal law causing confu-
sion and anxiety in our country’s 100,000 pub-
lic schools.

Working together the last few months,
Senator Murray and I have found a con-
sensus about the urgent need to fix these
problems as well as a remarkable consensus
about how to fix them.

That consensus is this: Continue the law’s
important measurements of academic
progress of students but restore to states,
school districts, classroom teachers and par-
ents the responsibility for deciding what to
do about improving student achievement.
This change should produce fewer tests and
more appropriate ways to measure student
achievement. It is the most effective path to
advance higher state standards, better teach-
ing, and real accountability.

We have drafted a bill based upon this con-
sensus which we will offer as a starting point
for our deliberations.

The problems with No Child Left Behind
have been created by a combination of presi-
dential action and congressional inaction. In
2001, President Bush and Congress enacted
“‘No Child Left Behind,” requiring a total of
17 tests between reading, math and science
during a child’s elementary and secondary
education. The results of these tests must be
disaggregated and reported according to
race, ethnicity, gender, disability and other
measures so parents, teachers and the com-
munity could see which children are being
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left behind. The law also created federal
standards for whether a school is succeeding
or failing, what a state or school district
must do about that failure, and whether a
teacher was highly qualified to teach in a
classroom.

If fixing No Child Left Behind were a
standardized test, Congress would have
earned a failing grade for each of the last
seven years. ‘‘No Child Left Behind” expired
in 2007 but Congress has been unable to agree
on how to reauthorize it. As a result, the
law’s original requirements have stayed in
place and gradually became unworkable.
This has caused almost all of America’s pub-
lic schools to be classified as failing under
the terms of the law. To avoid this bizarre
result, President Obama’s Education Sec-
retary offered waivers from the terms of the
law. But the Secretary required each of the
42 states currently operating under waivers
to adopt certain academic standards, take
prescribed steps to help failing schools, and
to evaluate teachers in a defined way.

So much new federal control of local
schools has produced a backlash against
‘“Common Core’”’ academic standards, teach-
er evaluation, and against tests in general.
Governors and chief state school officers
complain about federal overreach. Infuriated
teachers say that the U.S. Department of
Education has become a ‘‘National Human
Resources Department or, in effect, a na-
tional school board.”

In each of the last two Congresses, this
Committee produced bills to fix No Child
Left Behind. Basically, these bills divided
our committee along party lines. Even so,
two Congresses ago, Sens. Enzi, Kirk and I
voted with the Democratic majority to re-
port a bill out of committee so that the full
senate could act. In the last Congress, the
committee majority passed a partisan bill
without any Republican votes, but I com-
mitted to support Chairman Harkin in tak-
ing the bill to the floor if there would be an
open amendment process. Unfortunately,
these bills never reached the senate floor.

In January, Sen. Murray suggested that
the two of us work together to try to bridge
the partisan divide and to recommend to the
full committee a solution. I accepted her
suggestion and I want to thank her for it. We
have listened carefully to our senate col-
leagues, to teachers, principals, governors,
chief state school officers, students and par-
ents and the business and civil rights com-
munities—and to each other.

I especially want to thank our staffs—Evan
Schatz (pronounced SHOTS), Sarah Bolton,
and Amanda Beaumont on Sen. Murray’s
staff, and David Cleary, Peter Oppenheim,
and Lindsay Fryer on my staff—for their
hard work and the way that they worked,
trying to strip aside the rhetoric and look
for real solutions. I believe they, and we,
have succeeded in that.

We found that no issue stirred as much
controversy as testing. Our proposal main-
tains the reading, math and science tests and
disaggregated reporting requirements estab-
lished in 2001. The more we studied the prob-
lem; the issue seems not to be the 17 federal
tests. A third grader, for example, is required
to take only one test in math and one in
reading during one year. Denver Public
Schools superintendent Tom Boasberg testi-
fied before the committee that he’d like to
keep math and reading tests to a total of 4
hours a year—that’s about what they are
right now in Denver, according to our cal-
culations.

Instead, the problem is the federal govern-
ment’s accountability system for what to do
about the results of these tests. This federal
accountability system has greatly contrib-
uted to the exploding number of state and
local tests.
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Because of this, our proposal would end
federal test-based accountability and restore
state and local responsibility for creating
systems holding schools and teachers ac-
countable. State accountability systems
must meet limited federal guidelines, includ-
ing challenging academic standards for all
students, but the federal government is pro-
hibited from determining or approving state
standards or even incentivizing states into
adopting specific standards. In other words,
whether a state adopts Common Core is en-
tirely that state’s decision. This transfer of
responsibility is why we believe our proposal
will result in fewer and more appropriate
tests.

Our proposal allows, but does not require,
states to develop and implement teacher
evaluation systems that link student
achievement to teacher performance. States
will be allowed to use federal funds to imple-
ment evaluations the way they see fit.

States will determine their lowest-per-
forming schools and receive federal funds to
assist those schools but the federal govern-
ment will not mandate specific steps to fix
those schools.

Sens. Murray and Isakson will propose and
I will support an amendment for competitive
planning grants to help states expand qual-
ity early childhood education by addressing
the fragmentation of current early childhood
federal, state, local, public and private pro-
grams.

In conclusion, I have this request for mem-
bers of the committee: please exercise re-
straint and help us get to a result.

If we senators were students in a class-
room, none of us would expect to receive a
passing grade for unfinished work. Seven
years is long enough to consider how to fix
No Child Left Behind. The members of this
committee are thoroughly familiar with the
issues. Twenty of our 22 members were on
the committee during the last Congress
when we considered and reported a bill. Six-
teen of our members were here in the pre-
vious Congress. Over the last 6 years and 3
months we have had 27 hearings on elemen-
tary and secondary education.

Knowing this, Sen. Murray and I have ex-
ercised restraint. Neither of us insisted on
putting into our base bill every proposal
about which we feel strongly, although we
will offer some of these as amendments when
we reach the senate floor. We know that to
get a result we have to achieve consensus,
which means more than sixty votes. We also
know that in conference we will need to
agree with the House of Representatives,
which is of one political party, and then with
the President, who is of another.

During our committee discussions, any
germane amendment will be in order to the
bipartisan agreement Sen. Murray and I will
offer. Any amendment related to K-12 edu-
cation will be in order on the senate floor.
Nevertheless, I would ask each member of
this committee to exercise restraint in
search of a result. If we can agree on most
things, let’s put aside the other things until
another debate and another day.

And I would ask one other thing: in offer-
ing your amendments, please keep in mind
the advice we received earlier this year from
Carol Burris, New York’s 2013 High School
principal of the Year:

““I ask that your committee remember that
the American public school system was built
on the belief that local communities cherish
their children and have the right and respon-
sibility, within sensible limits, to determine
how they are schooled.

While the federal government has a very
special role in ensuring that our students do
not experience discrimination based on who
they are or what their disability may be,
Congress is not a National School Board.
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Although our locally elected school boards
may not be perfect, they represent one of the
purest forms of democracy we have. Bad
ideas in the small do damage in the small
and are easily corrected. Bad ideas at the
federal level result in massive failure and are
far harder to fix.”

In other words, our well-intended guidance
from Washington is usually not as effective
as a decision made in the home, classroom,
and community by those closest to the chil-
dren.

What we heard over and over again from
Democrats as well as Republicans was that
while continuing measurements of academic
progress are important in holding schools
and teachers accountable, we should respect
the judgments of those closest to the chil-
dren and leave to them most decisions about
how to help 3.4 million teachers help 50 mil-
lion children in 100,000 public schools im-
prove student achievement.

Fifty years ago on Palm Sunday, President
Lyndon B. Johnson signed the first Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act. A good
way to celebrate that anniversary is to fix
the problems with the most recent version of
the act so that all our children can have the
best possible opportunity to learn what they
need to know and be able to do in an increas-
ingly complex world.

——

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

TRIBUTE TO BISHOP WALTER
SCOTT THOMAS

e Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, this
Sunday, I will be honored and pleased
to participate in a celebration of
Bishop Walter Scott Thomas’ 40th an-
niversary as pastor of the New Psalm-
ist Baptist Church in Baltimore, MD.
Bishop Thomas is one of the great lead-
ers of the faith community in Balti-
more. When he became pastor of New
Psalmist Baptist Church in 1975, the
congregation numbered 200 or so peo-
ple. Today, the church has over 7,000
active members. There are Bible study
classes held every day of the week, a 3-
year discipleship program, leadership
classes, and a school for future min-
isters. New Psalmist has a nationally
televised broadcast, ‘“‘Empowering Dis-
ciples,” that can be viewed locally on
WJZ TV and on the Word Network.
There are three worship services on
Sundays and one on Wednesday. New
Psalmist is committed to caring for
community and for God’s creation.
Classes are held to teach members how
to Go Green and conserve God’s cre-
ation. Every year, the church helps
over 500 families at Christmas, and
feeds 100 disadvantaged families each
month.

Bishop Thomas is known as a pas-
tor’s pastor. He makes himself avail-
able as a mentor and source of strength
for other pastors. Ten years ago, 28
sons and daughters of the New Psalm-
ist Baptist Church who pastor churches
across the Nation gathered and voted
unanimously to elect Bishop Thomas
as president of Kingdom Association of
Covenant Pastors and to the office of
bishop. Later that year, Bishop Thom-
as was elevated to the office of bishop
and presiding prelate of The Kingdom
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Association of Covenant Pastors. That
historic occasion was held at the First
Mariner Arena in front of over 10,000
people. The Kingdom Association of
Covenant Pastors is a newly estab-
lished association consisting of men
and women who have been influenced
by the ministry of New Psalmist Bap-
tist Church and Bishop Thomas.

Bishop Thomas isn’t content just to
lead New Psalmist Baptist Church. He
served as the president of the Hampton
University Minister’s Conference from
1999 to 2002. Under his leadership, con-
ference attendance doubled. Bishop
Thomas is also an inspirational author
of books such as ‘‘Spiritual Navigation
for the 21st Century’ and ‘“‘Good Meat
Makes Its Own Gravy’’. He is the editor
of ‘“‘Outstanding Black Sermons, Vol-
ume 4. Bishop Thomas received his
bachelor of science degree from the
University of Maryland in economics.
He earned his master of divinity degree
from the Howard University School of
Religion in Washington, DC and a doc-
tor of ministry degree from Saint
Mary’s Seminary & University in Bal-
timore. In addition to his earned de-
grees, Bishop Thomas was bestowed
with an honorary doctor of divinity de-
gree from Virginia Seminary and Be-
thune Cookman College. Bishop Thom-
as and his wife and committed partner
in ministry, Patricia, have three chil-
dren, Joi, Walter Jr., and Joshua.

New Psalmist Baptist Church has a
rich history that spans over 100 years.
The church was founded by Rev. Junius
Gray in 1899 as the Right Independent
Freewill Baptist Church. The first
members—fewer than 20 people—met in
the basement of a house on Russell
Terrace. In 1901, the church purchased
and moved to a two-story building at
1102 Parrish Alley. In 1911, the church,
renamed Psalmist Baptist Church, pur-
chased and remodeled property at
Riggs Avenue and Woodyear Street.
Reverend Gray pastored Psalmist Bap-
tist Church for 47 years.

Rev. Frederick C. Atkins was called
to pastor Psalmist Baptist Church in
June 1948. Under his leadership, mem-
bership grew and, because of that
growth, the church purchased and
moved to a new building at Druid Hill
and North Avenues in 1954. The $56,000
mortgage was paid in full and burned
in 1960 and the church was renamed the
New Psalmist Baptist Church. Rev-
erend Atkins served as pastor until his
sudden death on March 16, 1974. Bishop
Thomas, who was called to proclaim
the Word of God in 1973 under the
anointed leadership of Dr. Harold Car-
ter, pastor of the New Shiloh Baptist
Church in Baltimore, took over in 1975.
In 1978, New Psalmist moved from
Druid Hill and North Avenues to Ca-
thedral and Franklin Streets. While in
downtown Baltimore, New Psalmist
grew tremendously. In 1994, New
Psalmist broke ground and 2 years
later, moved from Franklin and Cathe-
dral Street to Old Frederick Road, a
multi-million dollar worship center
and ministry complex on 19 acres of
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land. The church continued to grow
and in the fall of 2010, it moved into a
brand new 4,000-seat worship facility.

New Psalmist Baptist Church is a vi-
brant and welcoming place. Past
attendees have included the Reverend
Martin Luther King, Jr., the Reverend
Jesse Jackson, the Reverend T.D.
Jakes, former President Bill Clinton in
1998, and then-Senator Barack Obama
in 2007. New Psalmist Baptist Church
members walk in faith and work to-
gether for the common good. The
church provides job training and a fit-
ness and health ministry; donates
school supplies to children; ministers
to the deaf, homeless, and prisoners
and their families; hosts blood drives;
partners with 12 schools across Mary-
land to help students, parents, and
school staff members succeed in their
educational mission; and is an accred-
ited organization under the United Na-
tions Environment Program, which
seeks to create global policies that will
protect our planet.

I encourage my Senate colleagues to
join me in congratulating Bishop
Thomas and his family and friends on
his 40th pastoral anniversary at New
Psalmist Baptist Church and sending
along best wishes to all the members of
New Psalmist who know, as President
John F. Kennedy said at his inaugura-
tion 54 years ago, ‘‘that here on earth
God’s work must truly be our own.”’e

————

TRIBUTE TO DR. GLENN STEELE

e Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise
today to honor the career of Dr. Glenn
Steele upon his retirement from
Geisinger Health System. Teddy Roo-
sevelt once said, ‘“Far and away the
best prize that life has to offer is the
chance to work hard at work worth
doing.” In his 14 years as CEO of
Geisinger, Glenn Steele has been the
embodiment of that idea.

Geisinger is located in Dansville, PA,
and is the largest rural health services
organization in the country, serving
more than 3 million residents through-
out 48 counties. Annually, Geisinger
provides over $400 million in commu-
nity support, helping to meet the needs
of all Pennsylvanians in the area, re-
gardless of their ability to pay. Under
Dr. Steele, Geisinger has been a leader
in delivery system reform, improving
quality of care and population health
while reducing cost.

Dr. Steele is a trailblazer in the
health care field. With a medical de-
gree from New York University School
of Medicine and a doctorate in microbi-
ology from Lund University in Sweden,
Dr. Steele brings a unique perspective
to managing a health care system. He
has authored and coauthored over 460
scientific and professional articles and
has been widely recognized for his in-
vestigations into the treatment of liver
cancer and colorectal cancer surgery.
He is also a visionary in the area of
health care delivery and financing, one
of the achievements for which
Geisinger is most well-known. Since



April 14, 2015

2012, Dr. Steele has served on the U.S.
Congressional Budget Office’s panel of
health advisors, cementing his reputa-
tion as a national leader.

Dr. Steele has earned numerous
awards over the years. He was named
to Modern Health Care’s list of the 50
Most Influential Physician Executives
five times and the list of the 100 Most
Influential People in Health care five
times. He received the CEO IT Achieve-
ment Award in 2006, American Hospital
Association’s Grassroots Champion
Award in 2007, the American Hospitals
Association’s Health Research & Edu-
cation Trust Award and the HFMA
Board of Directors’ Award in 2011. Most
recently, he was named to the Becker’s
Hospital Review’s list of 40 of the
Smartest People in Health care’ for
his work in health care reform. He also
received the 2014 Gail L. Warden Lead-
ership Excellence Award, which recog-
nizes people for innovative approaches
to bringing high-value and accessible
health care to their communities, per-
manently transforming and improving
the field. That final award is a testa-
ment to Geisinger’s legacy and sums up
Dr. Steele’s vision of health care.

On behalf of the people of Pennsyl-
vania, I wish Glenn Steele well in this
new chapter. I have no doubt he will
continue transforming health care and
changing and improving the lives of
people and the communities where
they live.®

———

RECOGNIZING JILL LISTI DANCE
STUDIO

e Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, among
the best ways to introduce the arts
into our local communities is through
small businesses. Small businesses
have the opportunity to harness the
talent of their communities, fostering
a culture of creativity and innovation.
Such is the case with this week’s Small
Business of the Week: Jill Listi Dance
Studio of Lafayette, LA.

When Jill Listi began teaching dance
classes at the age of 15, she could not
imagine where her love of dance would
lead her. Opening her own studio at the
age of 21, Listi has gained a reputation
for training world-class, award-winning
dancers of all ages and styles. A 25-year
certified member of the Dance Masters
of America organization, Listi contin-
ually innovates with the art of dance
at her Lafayette studio. Many of
Listi’s dance groups, dance lines, and
dance productions have won platinum
medals and overall high point awards
at their respective contests. With over
30 years of teaching experience, Jill
Listi Dance Studio boasts a diverse and
well-trained staff. Well known in the
world of dance and continually expand-
ing their knowledge of technique and
style, Listi’s team continues to
produce and inspire top-quality danc-
ers. Many of Listi’s dancers have gone
on to dance professionally in the
United States as well as in Europe.

Listi’s dance studio is committed to
providing opportunities in the arts to
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children and adults throughout
Acadiana. The studio values the oppor-
tunity to introduce students to dance
while instilling a firm foundation that
promotes a respect and understanding
for the art of dance. From professional
dancer to first time student, Listi pro-
vides equal attention and instruction
to all studio students. The Listi team
believes that hard work produces
achievement—a lesson that instills dis-
ciple in each studio student that trans-
lates into all aspects of life.
Congratulations again to Jill Listi
Dance for being selected as Small Busi-
ness of the Week. Thank you for being
a champion for the arts in Louisiana.e

—————

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Pate, one of his sec-
retaries.

———

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The messages received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

———

PRESIDENTIAL MESSAGE

REPORT TO THE UNITED STATES
CONGRESS WITH RESPECT TO
THE PROPOSED RESCISSION OF
CUBA’S DESIGNATION AS A
STATE SPONSOR OF TER-
RORISM—PM 13

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the TUnited
States, together with an accompanying
report and papers, which was referred
to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith a report to the
Congress with respect to the proposed
rescission of Cuba’s designation as a
state sponsor of terrorism.

BARACK OBAMA.
THE WHITE HOUSE, April 14, 2015.

———

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 10:03 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has agreed to
the following concurrent resolution, in
which it requests the concurrence of
the Senate:

H. Con. Res. 9. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of Emancipation Hall in
the Capitol Visitor Center for a ceremony as
part of the commemoration of the days of re-
membrance of the victims of the Holocaust.

At 11:45 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
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Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bills, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 299. An act to amend the Federal
Home Loan Bank Act to authorize privately
insured credit unions to become members of
a Federal home loan bank, and for other pur-
poses.

H.R. 601. An act to amend the Gramm-
Leach-Bliley Act to provide an exception to
the annual privacy notice requirement.

H.R. 1259. An act to provide for an applica-
tion process for interested parties to apply
for an area to be designated as a rural area,
and for other purposes.

H.R. 1265. An act to apply the requirements
of the Federal Advisory Committee Act to
the Bureau of Consumer Financial Protec-
tion.

H.R. 1367. An act to amend the Expedited
Funds Availability Act to clarify the appli-
cation of that Act to American Samoa and
the Northern Mariana Islands.

H.R. 1480. An act to ensure access to cer-
tain information for financial services indus-
try regulators, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolution, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H. Con. Res. 34. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of Emancipation Hall in
the Capitol Visitors Center for a ceremony
to present the Congressional Gold Medal to
the American Fighter Aces.

———————

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and the second times by unanimous
consent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 299. An act to amend the Federal
Home Loan Bank Act to authorize privately
insured credit unions to become members of
a Federal home loan bank, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 601. An act to amend the Gramm-
Leach-Bliley Act to provide an exception to
the annual privacy notice requirement; to
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

H.R. 1259. An act to provide for an applica-
tion process for interested parties to apply
for an area to be designated as a rural area,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 1265. An act to apply the requirements
of the Federal Advisory Committee Act to
the Bureau of Consumer Financial Protec-
tion; to the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 1367. An act to amend the Expedited
Funds Availability Act to clarify the appli-
cation of that Act to American Samoa and
the Northern Mariana Islands; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs .

H.R. 1480. An act to ensure access to cer-
tain information for financial services indus-
try regulators, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs.

———

MEASURES DISCHARGED

The following bill was discharged
from the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs and
referred as indicated:

S. 95. A bill to terminate the $1 presi-
dential coin program; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.
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EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated:

EC-1065. A message from the President of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report relative to the issuance of an
Executive Order declaring a national emer-
gency with respect to the unusual and ex-
traordinary threat to the national security,
foreign policy, and economy of the United
States posed by the increasing prevalence
and severity of malicious cyber-enabled ac-
tivities originating from, or directed by per-
sons located, in whole or in substantial part,
outside the United States, received during
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of
the President of the Senate on April 1, 2015;
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

EC-1066. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a six-month periodic report on
the national emergency with respect to the
Central African Republic that was declared
in Executive Order 13667 of May 12, 2014; to
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

EC-1067. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a six-month periodic report on
the national emergency with respect to
Syria that was declared in Executive Order
13338 of May 11, 2004; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-1068. A communication from the Senior
Counsel for Regulatory Affairs, Department
of the Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Depart-
ment of the Treasury Acquisition Regula-
tions; Technical Amendments” (48 CFR
Parts 1001, 1002, 1016, 1019, 1028, 1032, 1034,
1042, and 1052) received during adjournment
of the Senate in the Office of the President
of the Senate on April 8, 2015; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.

EC-1069. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel and Senior Policy Advisor, Of-
fice of Management and Budget, Executive
Office of the President, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report relative to a vacancy in
the position of Deputy Director, Office of
Management and Budget, received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the
President of the Senate on April 8, 2015; to
the Committee on the Budget.

EC-1070. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Secondary (C13-C17) Alkane
Sulfonates; Exemption from the Require-
ment of a Tolerance” (FRL No. 9923-64) re-
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
April 7, 2015; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-1071. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Pyraclostrobin; Pesticide Toler-
ances’ (FRL No. 9925-02) received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the
President of the Senate on April 7, 2015; to
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

EC-1072. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report relative to rec-
ommendations proposed by the Military
Compensation and Retirement Moderniza-
tion Commission; to the Committee on
Armed Services.
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EC-1073. A communication from the Under
Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readi-
ness), transmitting a report on the approved
retirement of Lieutenant General Brooks L.
Bash, United States Air Force, and his ad-
vancement to the grade of lieutenant general
on the retired list; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC-1074. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
(Personnel and Readiness), transmitting the
report of ten (10) officers authorized to wear
the insignia of the grade of major general or
brigadier general, as indicated, in accord-
ance with title 10, United States Code, sec-
tion 777; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

EC-1075. A communication from the Execu-
tive Director, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Annual Update
of Filing Fees” (RIN1902-AE97) received dur-
ing adjournment of the Senate in the Office
of the President of the Senate on April 8,
2015; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

EC-1076. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a recommendation that the
Congress pass legislation making additions
to the National Wilderness Preservation Sys-
tem and the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System that the Service proposed as part of
the revised Comprehensive Conservation
Plan and final environmental impact state-
ment for the Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

EC-1077. A communication from the Execu-
tive Secretary, U.S. Agency for Inter-
national Development (USAID), seven (7) re-
ports relative to vacancies in the Agency for
International Development (USAID), re-
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
April 2, 2015; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

EC-1078. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Regulations Policy and Management
Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Listing of Color Additives
Exempt From Certification; Synthetic Iron
Oxide” (Docket No. FDA-2013-C-1008) re-
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
March 31, 2015; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

EC-1079. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Legislation, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Fiscal
Year 2012 Report to Congress on Community
Services Block Grant Discretionary Activi-
ties—Community Economic Development
and Rural Community Development Pro-
grams’’; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

EC-1080. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Legislation, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Fiscal
Year 2014 Performance Report to the Presi-
dent and Congress for the Biosimilar User
Fee Act’’; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

EC-1081. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Legislation, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report entitled ‘2012 Re-
gional Partnerships Grants to Increase the
Well-Being of and to Improve the Perma-
nency Outcomes for Children Affected by
Substance Abuse: First Annual Report to
Congress’’; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

EC-1082. A communication from the Chair-
man of the National Health Care Workforce
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Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a report relative to the status of the Com-
mission; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

EC-1083. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Commis-
sion’s fiscal year 2014 annual report relative
to the Notification and Federal Employee
Antidiscrimination and Retaliation Act of
2002 (No FEAR Act); to the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs.

EC-1084. A communication from the Dis-
trict of Columbia Auditor, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report entitled ‘‘District of
Columbia Agencies’ Compliance with Fiscal
Year 2015 Small Business Enterprise Expend-
iture Goals through the 1st Quarter of Fiscal
Year 2015°; to the Committee on Homeland
Security and Governmental Affairs.

EC-1085. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Court Services and Offender Supervision
Agency for the District of Columbia, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the Agency’s fiscal
year 2014 annual report relative to the Noti-
fication and Federal Employee Antidiscrimi-
nation and Retaliation Act of 2002 (No FEAR
Act); to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs.

EC-1086. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“‘Revisions to the California State Im-
plementation Plan; San Joaquin Valley Uni-
fied Air Pollution Control District; Quan-
tification of Emission Reductions From In-
centive Program’ (FRL No. 9924-69-Region 9)
received during adjournment of the Senate
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on April 7, 2015; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.

EC-1087. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“‘Revisions to the California State Im-
plementation Plan, Northern Sierra Air
Quality Management District” (FRL No.
9925-33-Region 9) received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on April 7, 2015; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC-1088. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“Response to Vacaturs of the Com-
parable Fuels Rule and the Gasification
Rule” (FRL No. 9923-12-OSWER) received
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on April
7, 2015; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

EC-1089. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air
Quality Implementation Plans; Virginia-
Prevention of Significant Deterioration;
Amendment to the Definition of ’Regulated
NSR Pollutant’ Concerning Particulate Mat-
ter” (FRL No. 9925-96-Region 3) received dur-
ing adjournment of the Senate in the Office
of the President of the Senate on April 7,
2015; to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works .

EC-1090. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air
Quality Implementation Plans; Pennsyl-
vania; Redesignation of the Allentown Non-
attainment Area to Attainment for the 2006
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24-Hour Fine Particulate Matter Standard”
(FRL No. 9925-94-Region 3) received during
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of
the President of the Senate on April 7, 2015;
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

EC-1091. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air
Quality Implementation Plans; District of
Columbia; Infrastructure Requirements for
the 2008 Ozone, 2010 Nitrogen Dioxide, and
2010 Sulfur Dioxide National Ambient Air
Quality Standards; Approval of Air Pollution
Emergency Episode Plan” (FRL No. 9925-93-
Region 3) received during adjournment of the
Senate in the Office of the President of the
Senate on April 7, 2015; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

EC-1092. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“‘Approval and Promulgation of Air
Quality Implementation Plans; District of
Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia; Attain-
ment Demonstration for the 1997 8-Hour
Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Stand-
ard for the Washington, DC-MD-VA Mod-
erate Nonattainment Area’” (FRL No. 9925—
27-Region 3) received during adjournment of
the Senate in the Office of the President of
the Senate on April 7, 2015; to the Committee
on Environment and Public Works.

EC-1093. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Additional Air Quality Designations
and Technical Amendment to Correct Inad-
vertent Error in Air Quality Designations for
the 2012 Primary Annual Fine Particulate
(PM2.5) National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS)” (FRL No. 9925-76-OAR)
received during adjournment of the Senate
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on April 7, 2015; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.

EC-1094. A communication from the Chief
of the Listing Branch, Fish and Wildlife
Service, Department of the Interior, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“‘Endangered and Threatened Wild-
life and Plants; Taxonomy of the Hawaiian
Monk Seal” (RIN1018-BAT73) received during
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of
the President of the Senate on April 1, 2015;
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works.

EC-1095. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulations and Reports Clear-
ance, Social Security Administration, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Revised Listings for Growth Dis-
orders and Weight Loss in Children”
(RIN0960-AG28) received during adjournment
of the Senate in the Office of the President
of the Senate on April 7, 2015; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

EC-1096. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Legislation, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Medicare
National Coverage Determinations for Fiscal
Year 2014 ; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-1097. A communication from the Chief
of the Publications and Regulations Branch,
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Announcement and
Report Concerning Advance Pricing Agree-
ments’’ (Announcement 2015-11) received
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on April
1, 2015; to the Committee on Finance.
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EC-1098. A communication from the Chief
of the Publications and Regulations Branch,
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Reporting Airline
Payment Amount Rollovers Under Public
Law 113-243” (Announcement 2015-13) re-
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
April 1, 2015; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-1099. A communication from the Chief
of the Publications and Regulations Branch,
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Instructions for
Communications Pursuant to Section 1.1502—
77 (Rev. Proc. 2015-26) received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the
President of the Senate on April 1, 2015; to
the Committee on Finance.

EC-1100. A communication from the Chief
of the Publications and Regulations Branch,
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘“No Rule for Refined
Coal” (Rev. Proc. 2015-29) received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the
President of the Senate on April 1, 2015; to
the Committee on Finance.

EC-1101. A communication from the Chief
of the Publications and Regulations Branch,
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Modifications to
Employee Plans Compliance Resolution Sys-
tem” (Rev. Proc . 2015-27) received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the
President of the Senate on April 1, 2015; to
the Committee on Finance .

EC-1102. A communication from the Chief
of the Publications and Regulations Branch,
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Period of Limita-
tions on Assessment for Listed Transactions
Not Disclosed Under Section 6011 ((RIN1545—
BH37) (TD 9718)) received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on April 1, 2015; to the
Committee on Finance.

EC-1103. A communication from the Chief
of the Publications and Regulations Branch,
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Regulations Revis-
ing Rules Regarding Agency for a Consoli-
dated Group” ((RIN1545-BH31) (TD 9715)) re-
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
April 1, 2015; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-1104. A communication from the Chief
of the Publications and Regulations Branch,
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Certain Employee
Remuneration in Excess of $1,000,000 under
Internal Revenue Code Section 162(m)”’
((RIN1545-BI165) (TD 9716)) received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the
President of the Senate on April 1, 2015; to
the Committee on Finance.

EC-1105. A communication from the Chief
of the Publications and Regulations Branch,
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘“‘Fringe Benefits
Aircraft Valuation Formula’” (Rev. Rul. 2015—
6) received during adjournment of the Senate
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on April 1, 2015; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

EC-1106. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; Airbus Airplanes” ((RIN2120-
AA64) (Docket No . FAA-2014-0139)) received
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during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on March
31, 2015; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-1107. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; Airbus Airplanes’ (RIN2120-
AA64) (Docket No . FAA-2014-0484)) received
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on March
31, 2015; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-1108. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; Airbus Airplanes’” (RIN2120-
AA64) (Docket No . FAA-2014-0189)) received
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on March
31, 2015; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-1109. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; Airbus Airplanes’” (RIN2120-
AA64) (Docket No . FAA-2014-0620)) received
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on March
31, 2015; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-1110. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes’
((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA-2014-0491))
received during adjournment of the Senate
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on March 31, 2015; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1111. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes’
((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA-2014-0653))
received during adjournment of the Senate
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on March 31, 2015; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1112. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; The Boeing Company Air-
planes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA-
2014-0522)) received during adjournment of
the Senate in the Office of the President of
the Senate on March 31, 2015; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-11138. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; The Boeing Company Air-
planes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA-
2008-0561)) received during adjournment of
the Senate in the Office of the President of
the Senate on March 31, 2015; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-1114. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; The Boeing Company Air-
planes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA-
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2014-0347)) received during adjournment of
the Senate in the Office of the President of
the Senate on March 31, 2015; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-1115. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; Sikorsky Aircraft Corpora-
tion (Sikorsky) Helicopters” ((RIN2120-AA64)
(Docket No. FAA-2015-0397)) received during
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of
the President of the Senate on March 31,
2015; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-1116. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; CFM International S.A. Tur-
bofan Engines” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No.
FAA-2014-0521)) received during adjournment
of the Senate in the Office of the President
of the Senate on March 31, 2015; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-1117. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; Bell Helicopter Textron Can-
ada Helicopters” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket
No. FAA-2014-0070)) received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on March 31, 2015; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-1118. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; Flugzeugwerke Altenrheim
AG (FFA) Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Dock-
et No. FAA-2015-0536)) received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the
President of the Senate on March 31, 2015; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-1119. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; Short Brothers and Harlan
Limited Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket
No. FAA-2014-1001)) received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on March 31, 2015; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-1120. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; Rolls-Royce plc Turbofan
Engines” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA-
2014-0238)) received during adjournment of
the Senate in the Office of the President of
the Senate on March 31, 2015; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-1121. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; Rolls-Royce plc Turbofan
Engines” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA-
2014-0561)) received during adjournment of
the Senate in the Office of the President of
the Senate on March 31, 2015; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.
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EC-1122. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Establish-
ment of Class E Airspace; Rogue Valley, OR”’
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA-2013-1055))
received during adjournment of the Senate
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on March 31, 2015; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1123. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Establish-
ment of Class E Airspace; Plainville, CT”
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA-2014-0293))
received during adjournment of the Senate
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on March 31, 2015; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1124. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend-
ment of Class E Airspace; Manchester, NH”
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA-2014-0601))
received during adjournment of the Senate
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on March 31, 2015; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1125. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Establish-
ment of Class E Airspace; Seattle, WA”
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA-2014-0466))
received during adjournment of the Senate
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on March 31, 2015; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1126. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Establish-
ment of Class E Airspace; Bend, OR”
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA-2014-0468))
received during adjournment of the Senate
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on March 31, 2015; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1127. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Establish-
ment of Class E Airspace; Spokane, WA”
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA-2014-0467))
received during adjournment of the Senate
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on March 31, 2015; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1128. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Establish-
ment of Class E Airspace; Maxwell, CA”
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA-2014-0870))
received during adjournment of the Senate
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on March 31, 2015; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1129. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Establish-
ment of Class E Airspace; Hazen, NV’
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA-2014-0869))
received during adjournment of the Senate
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on March 31, 2015; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.
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EC-1130. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Establish-
ment of Class E Airspace; North Adams,
MA” ((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA-2014-
0805)) received during adjournment of the
Senate in the Office of the President of the
Senate on March 31, 2015; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1131. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Establish-
ment of Class E Airspace, and Amendment of
Class D and E Airspace; Prescott, AZ”
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA-2013-1020))
received during adjournment of the Senate
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on March 31, 2015; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1132. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Standard
Instrument Approach Procedures, and Take-
off Minimums and Obstacle Departure Proce-
dures; Miscellaneous Amendments (109);
Amdt. No. 3628 (RIN2120-AA65) received dur-
ing adjournment of the Senate in the Office
of the President of the Senate on March 31,
2015; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-1133. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Standard
Instrument Approach Procedures, and Take-
off Minimums and Obstacle Departure Proce-
dures; Miscellaneous Amendments (18);
Amdt. No. 3627 (RIN2120-A A65) received dur-
ing adjournment of the Senate in the Office
of the President of the Senate on March 31,
2015; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-1134. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Standard
Instrument Approach Procedures, and Take-
off Minimums and Obstacle Departure Proce-
dures; Miscellaneous Amendments (57);
Amdt. No. 3630"’ (RIN2120-A A65) received dur-
ing adjournment of the Senate in the Office
of the President of the Senate on March 31,
2015; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-1135. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Standard
Instrument Approach Procedures, and Take-
off Minimums and Obstacle Departure Proce-
dures; Miscellaneous Amendments (100);
Amdt. No. 3629 (RIN2120-A A65) received dur-
ing adjournment of the Senate in the Office
of the President of the Senate on March 31,
2015; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-1136. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘“Amend-
ment of VOR Federal Airway V-330 in the Vi-
cinity of Mountain Home, Idaho” ((RIN2120-
AA66) (Docket No. FAA-2014-1112)) received
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on March
31, 2015; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-1137. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
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Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Modifica-
tion of Air Traffic Service (ATS) Routes in
the Vicinity of Baton Rouge, LA’ ((RIN2120-
AA66) (Docket No. FAA-2014-1124)) received
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on March
31, 2015; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-1138. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘“‘Amend-
ment of Restricted Areas R-3801A, R-3801B,
and R-3801C; Camp Claiborne, LA”
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA-2015-0265))
received during adjournment of the Senate
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on March 31, 2015; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1139. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Revoca-
tion of Restricted Area R-2936, West Palm
Beach, FL” ((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No.
FAA-2015-0264)) received during adjournment
of the Senate in the Office of the President
of the Senate on March 31, 2015; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-1140. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘“‘Amend-
ment of Restricted Area Boundary Descrip-
tions; Cape Canaveral, FL» ((RIN2120-AA66)
(Docket No. FAA-2014-0875)) received during
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of
the President of the Senate on March 31,
2015; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-1141. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Federal
Aviation Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Air Carrier
Contract Maintenance Requirements”
((RIN2120-AJ33) (Docket No. FAA-2011-1136))
received during adjournment of the Senate
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on March 31, 2015; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1142. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘“‘Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico,
and South Atlantic; Snapper-Grouper Re-
sources of the South Atlantic; Trip Limit
Reduction” (RIN0648-XD733) received during
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of
the President of the Senate on April 8, 2015;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-1143. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico,
and South Atlantic; Coastal Migratory Pe-
lagic Resources of the Gulf of Mexico and
South Atlantic; 2015 Commercial Run-
Around Gillnet Closure’ (RIN0648-XD731) re-
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
April 8, 2015; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1144. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Pacific Cod in the Western Aleu-
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tian Islands District of the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands Management Area’”
(RIN0648-XD780) received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on April 8, 2015; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-1145. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fish-
eries of the Exclusive Economic Zone Off
Alaska; Pacific Cod by Vessels Using Pot
Gear in the Central Regulatory Area of the
Gulf of Alaska’” (RIN0648-XD714) received
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on April
8, 2015; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-1146. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory
Programs, Office of Sustainable Fisheries,
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Groundfish of the Gulf of Alaska;
Groundfish of the Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands Off Alaska” (RIN0648-BD98) received
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on April
8, 2015; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-1147. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory
Programs, Office of Sustainable Fisheries,
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico,
and South Atlantic; Shrimp Fishery of the
Gulf of Mexico; Amendment 16 (RIN0648-
BE46) received during adjournment of the
Senate in the Office of the President of the
Senate on April 8, 2015; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1148. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory
Programs, Office of Sustainable Fisheries,
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘““Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act Provisions; Fisheries
of the Northeastern United States; North-
east Groundfish Fishery; Fishing Year 2014;
Interim Gulf of Maine Cod Management
Measures; Correction’” (RIN0648-XD715) re-
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
April 8, 2015; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1149. A communication from the Assist-
ant Administrator for Fisheries, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, Department of Com-
merce, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Magnuson-Stevens
Act Provisions; Fisheries Off West Coast
States; Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery;
2015-2016 Biennial Specifications and Man-
agement Measures; Amendment 24>
(RIN0648-BE27) received during adjournment
of the Senate in the Office of the President
of the Senate on April 8, 2015; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-1150. A communication from the Dep-
uty Bureau Chief, Wireline Competition Bu-
reau, Federal Communications Commission,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Protecting and Promoting
the Open Internet” ((GN Docket No. 14-28)
(FCC 15-24)) received during adjournment of
the Senate in the Office of the President of
the Senate on April 7, 2015; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1151. A communication from the Staff
Director, U.S. Sentencing Commission,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel-
ative to the compliance of federal district
courts with documentation submission re-
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quirements; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

———————

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on Fi-
nance, without amendment:

S. 903. An original bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to improve access
and administration of the United States Tax
Court (Rept. No. 114-14).

S. 904. An original bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to remove bond re-
quirements and extend filing periods for cer-
tain taxpayers with limited excise tax liabil-
ity (Rept. No. 114-15).

S. 905. An original bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to 