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citizens. It has to go only to the can-
didate, to the campaign controlled by
the candidate. That is a very strong re-
quirement. It is probably the strongest
requirement out there right now, but I
think it is important.

By the way, the first requirement ap-
plies to elections for individual can-
didates at all levels of government,
from the President on down to the Con-
gress, the Senate, State governments,
city governments, and so on.

The second measure is similar to the
first. This requirement, money to sup-
port or oppose a State ballot initiative
to change a State constitution or for
other purposes can only come from in-
dividuals who are able to vote for the
measure or from a system of public
election financing. I think that is im-
portant because you have ballot initia-
tives in my home State of California,
for example, and you see millions of
dollars coming in from out of State.
Why would somebody from out of State
have an opportunity to influence a
State ballot initiative in California? I
think it is wrong, and I think that this
would take care of that problem.

The third requirement is that Con-
gress, the States, and the local juris-
dictions must establish limits that an
individual can contribute to any one
election campaign, including limits on
the amount a candidate may con-
tribute to his or her own campaign.
Now, for that particular requirement,
we already have that in the U.S. House
and U.S. Senate. The limit at this
point in time is $2,700 per election. So
every time your voters can go to the
booth for you, people can contribute,
individuals can contribute $2,700, so the
primary election and the general elec-
tion. In the House of Representatives
elections are every 2 years, so you can
collect an amount of $5,400 over the
election cycle for your campaign.

Now, if you collect $5,400 before the
primary and you lose the primary, then
you are going to have to give back the
money that was donated for the gen-
eral election. So that would be you
would have to give $2,700 back to the
donors that gave that to you.

Also, it is important that it requires
governments to limit the amount a
candidate can spend on their own cam-
paign. Some of our candidates are ex-
tremely wealthy. They have millions
or hundreds of millions or more. They
can buy their seat in Congress easily,
and this would limit that. I think,
again, this is very, very important.

The last is probably one of the more
controversial of the four, but it says
that the total of contributions to a
candidate’s campaign from individuals
who are not able to vote for the can-
didate cannot be greater than the total
of contributions from individuals who
can vote for the candidate. Now, geo-
graphically what that would mean is
that money coming from outside of
your congressional district, or from
your State if you are a Senator, can’t
exceed money that comes from inside
your district if you are a congressional
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candidate or State if you are a Sen-
ator. It wouldn’t affect the Presi-
dential race as much because every-
body in the United States is in the
President’s district, but it would also
affect local districts as well. With that,
that wraps up the discussion of my pro-
posed constitutional amendment.

I want to talk a little bit about JOHN
SARBANES’ bill, and I think it is a fine
bill. It is not a constitutional amend-
ment. What it does is it gives you a tax
credit for money that you can con-
tribute to a campaign. So if you can
contribute $50 to a campaign, then you
get a tax credit of $50, which means
money back on your income tax re-
turn; the same amount that you con-
tribute, you get back. But also it
matches that contribution by 6 to 1. So
you will end up giving the candidate
quite a bit more than you are actually
contributing. It is a good measure. It is
a good proposal. It would sort of even
out the effect of PACs. I find myself
supporting that.

Again, my colleague, TED DEUTCH,
has a couple of constitutional amend-
ments in the 114th Congress. One of
them is called Democracies for All,
H.J. Res. 119, and also H.J. Res. 22 that
creates funding limits and creates a
distinction between individuals and
corporations, but what it really does is
allows Congress to limit, to enact laws
that will be enforceable and not over-
turned by the Supreme Court.

We have VAN HOLLEN in the 114th
Congress, H.R. 430, and what this does
is it requires disclosure so that when
campaign contributions are made, we
can determine who made those con-
tributions—very important. I think it
would make a big difference.

Then we have a number of proposals
to create public financing. My col-
league from Kentucky, JOHN YARMUTH,
had one in the 113th Congress, Fair
Elections Now Act. In the 114th Con-
gress, which is this Congress, DAVID
PRICE has H.R. 424, which establishes a
system of public financing.

These are all good. I think I would be
supportive of any of these kinds of ap-
proaches. I think the American public
needs to be protected. I think our cher-
ished Democratic and Republican insti-
tutions are a threat here, whether it is
because candidates are bombarded by
negative ads, whether it is because can-
didates are influenced by big donors,
whether it is because more and more
money is coming in to these elections
every single cycle. There is a lot of rea-
sons why we need to look at campaign
financing and select one of these ap-
proaches and go with it and change the
system that we have to a system that
really does respond to the American
public.

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

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. CHAFFETZ (at the request of Mr.
McCARTHY) for today and the balance
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of the week on account of an unsched-
uled medical procedure.

Mr. DONOVAN (at the request of Mr.
MCcCARTHY) for today and the balance
of the week on account of the birth of
his first child.

———

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House,
reported and found truly enrolled a bill
of the House of the following title,
which was thereupon signed by the
Speaker:

H.R. 2252. An act to clarify the effective
date of certain provisions of the Border Pa-
trol Agent Pay Reform Act of 2014, and for
other purposes.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MCNERNEY. Mr. Speaker, 1
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 9 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Wednesday,
May 20, 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:

1517. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a
statement, pursuant to Sec. 2(b)(3) of the Ex-
port-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended,
on a transaction involving Gunes Ekspres
Havacilik A.S. of Antalya, Turkey; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

1518. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Communications and Information, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting the
second quarterly report from the National
Telecommunications and Information Ad-
ministration regarding the Internet Assigned
Numbers Authority transition, pursuant to
the Comnsolidated and Further Continuing
Appropriations Act, 2015, Pub. L. 113-235; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

1519. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator, Office of Diversion Control,
Drug Enforcement Administration, Depart-
ment of Justice, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final order — Schedules of Controlled
Substances: Extension of Temporary Place-
ment of UR-144, XLR11, and AKB48 in Sched-
ule I of the Controlled Substances Act
[Docket No.: DEA-414] received May 18, 2015,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

1520. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Cooperation Agency, Department of
Defense, transmitting notice of Proposed
Issuance of Letter of Offer and Acceptance to
Israel, pursuant to Sec. 36(b)(1) of the Arms
Export Control Act, Pub. L. 94-329, as amend-
ed, Transmittal No.: 15-36; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

1521. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser, Office of Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting a list of international
agreements other than treaties entered into
by the United States, to be transmitted to
Congress within sixty days in accordance
with the Case-Zablocki Act, 1 U.S.C. 112b; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1522. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting pursuant
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