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can’t even call terrorism what it really 
is. That is our problem. But today, Mr. 
Speaker, we are on the floor trying to 
debate a bill which we are going to be 
voting on in a few minutes. 

In 2014, Mr. Speaker, 224 laws were 
enacted by Congress during the cal-
endar year, yet 3,554 rules were passed 
by agencies. That means that there 
were 16 rules issued for every law. 

Mr. Speaker, the administration is 
attempting to smother, to overrun the 
free enterprise system in favor of ad-
ministrations that are not for job cre-
ation, that are not for raising GDP. 
They have a 7-year history of trying to 
kill the free enterprise system. 

We are here for the American people 
to talk about jobs and job creation and 
more investment in America. As long 
as you have got an administration that 
is all about issuing some 3,554 new 
rules in exactly 1 year, you have got a 
problem. That is why we are here. 

Mr. Speaker, I know what we are try-
ing to do, and so do they. This legisla-
tion restores all Americans’ basic 
rights and it also helps this body. For 
that reason, 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. 796 OFFERED BY 
MR. MCGOVERN 

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

SEC. 6. 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. 1076) to increase public 
safety by permitting the Attorney General 
to deny the transfer of a firearm or the 
issuance of firearms or explosives licenses to 
a known or suspected dangerous terrorist. 
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on the Judiciary. 
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute 
rule. All points of order against provisions in 
the bill are waived. At the conclusion of con-
sideration of the bill for amendment the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and 
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to 
recommit with or without instructions. If 
the Committee of the Whole rises and re-
ports that it has come to no resolution on 
the bill, then on the next legislative day the 
House shall, immediately after the third 
daily order of business under clause 1 of rule 
XIV, resolve into the Committee of the 
Whole for further consideration of the bill. 

SEC. 7. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of H.R. 1076. 

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-
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, I 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, 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. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 1270, RESTORING ACCESS 
TO MEDICATION ACT OF 2015 
Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, by di-

rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 793 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 793 
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-

lution it shall be in order to consider in the 
House the bill (H.R. 1270) to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the 
amendments made by the Patient Protection 
and Affordable Care Act which disqualify ex-
penses for over-the-counter drugs under 
health savings accounts and health flexible 
spending arrangements. All points of order 
against consideration of the bill are waived. 
In lieu of the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute recommended by the Committee 
on Ways and Means now printed in the bill, 
an amendment in the nature of a substitute 
consisting of the text of Rules Committee 
Print 114–60 shall be considered as adopted. 
The bill, as amended, shall be considered as 
read. All points of order against provisions 
in the bill, as amended, are waived. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill, as amended, and on any further 
amendment thereto, to final passage without 
intervening motion except: (1) one hour of 
debate equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means; and (2) one 
motion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The gentleman from Texas is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BURGESS. 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. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, House 

Resolution 793 provides for consider-
ation of H.R. 1270, the Restoring Access 
to Medication Act. 

The rule provides 1 hour of debate, 
equally divided between the majority 
and minority of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. Further, the rule 
makes in order an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute consisting of the 
text of the Rules Committee print con-
sidered previously during the Rules 
Committee hearing on this measure. As 
is standard with all legislation per-
taining to the Tax Code, the Com-
mittee on Rules made no further 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:41 Jul 06, 2016 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00021 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K05JY7.035 H05JYPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

4S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4216 July 5, 2016 
amendments in order; however, the 
rule affords the minority the cus-
tomary motion to recommit. 

Under the rule, we will be consid-
ering commonsense policies from three 
different bills that empower individ-
uals and families as healthcare con-
sumers, while protecting taxpayer dol-
lars. Each bill advanced through reg-
ular order and was favorably reported 
out of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H.R. 1270, the Restoring Access to 
Medication Act, would eliminate bar-
riers created in the Affordable Care Act 
for those who want to purchase over- 
the-counter medications with funds 
from their health savings accounts. 
Congresswoman LYNN JENKINS of Kan-
sas introduced this bipartisan, bi-
cameral bill to cut through the bureau-
cratic red tape created in the Presi-
dent’s healthcare law. 

H.R. 5445, the Health Care Security 
Act, introduced by Congressman PAUL-
SEN and myself, eliminates certain bur-
densome limitations on health savings 
accounts to help consumers take back 
control of their health spending deci-
sions. 

Finally, H.R. 4723, also introduced by 
Congresswoman JENKINS, protects tax-
payers by recovering improper pay-
ments of Affordable Care Act subsidies. 

At the end of last month, the Speak-
er’s Task Force on Health Care Reform 
released the Republican plan to replace 
the Affordable Care Act and modernize 
the American healthcare system. Good 
policy that will stand the test of time 
requires hard work, compromise, and 
the scrutiny of the American people. 

As, unfortunately, we learned during 
the run-up to the Affordable Care Act, 
policy hastily crafted by government 
bureaucrats behind closed doors results 
in devastating consequences. While we 
are committed to large-scale reform, 
real people are struggling as we speak, 
and we are not waiting to take action. 
These bills are an important example 
of the work that is going on right now 
to advance Member-driven solutions 
that will improve health care for all 
Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, the post-Affordable 
Care Act world is riddled with flaws, 
but one of its biggest problems is the 
failure to promote consumer-driven 
health care. Expanding the use of 
health savings accounts could go a long 
way to reverse this trend. 

Health savings account plans give 
consumers incentives to manage their 
own healthcare costs by coupling a tax- 
favored savings account used to pay 
medical expenses with a high-deduct-
ible health plan that meets certain re-
quirements for deductibles and out-of- 
pocket expense limits. The funds in the 
health savings account are owned by 
the individual, controlled by the indi-
vidual, and may be rolled over from 
year to year. 

Health savings accounts are not a 
novel idea. They have been available 
since 2004. In fact, their precursor, the 
medical savings account, is enjoying 

its 20th anniversary of being signed 
into law this month as part of the Ken-
nedy-Kassebaum Act back in 1996. 

Current HSA policy is extraor-
dinarily restrictive, making it harder 
for consumers to take advantage of 
them. While I have spent several years 
in developing extensive reforms to tap 
the potential for health savings ac-
counts for consumers, H.R. 5445 in-
cludes meaningful improvements that 
can actually get across the finish line 
today. 

Deductibles and out-of-pocket limits 
have been steadily growing. Congress 
should be taking steps to make it easi-
er for Americans to save, not restrict-
ing their options. Unfortunately, cur-
rent law limits health savings account 
contributions to levels that are lower 
than the combined annual limits on 
deductibles and out-of-pocket expenses. 
H.R. 5445 resolves this discrepancy by 
raising the individual and family con-
tribution limits for health savings ac-
counts to equal the annual limit on 
deductibles and out-of-pocket costs. 

Another problem in current law re-
duces the flexibility of HSAs for mar-
ried couples. Under current law, if both 
spouses are HSA-eligible and age 55 or 
older, they must open separate HSA ac-
counts to be able to make the max-
imum available contribution. Individ-
uals should not be forced to jump 
through hoops just to save for their 
health care. H.R. 5445 would allow both 
spouses to deposit catch-up contribu-
tions into a single health savings ac-
count. 

Finally, H.R. 5445 will take steps to 
ensure that HSA funds can reliably be 
used for medical expenses. Under cur-
rent law, taxpayers may use HSA funds 
only for qualified medical expenses in-
curred after the establishment of the 
HSA, which might be some time after 
the establishment of the associated 
high-deductible health plan. 

If, for example, the taxpayer pur-
chases an HSA-eligible health plan and 
then immediately incurs medical ex-
penses before opening the HSA, the 
taxpayer may not use-tax favored HSA 
funds to pay those expenses. H.R. 5445 
would treat HSAs opened within 60 
days after gaining coverage under an 
HSA-eligible plan as having been 
opened on the same day as the health 
plan. This would allow for a reasonable 
grace period between the time of cov-
erage through an HSA-eligible plan and 
establishment of the actual health sav-
ings account. 

H.R. 1270, the base bill, makes com-
monsense, patient-centered reforms to 
help defray costs for individuals. 

Over-the-counter medications, such 
as allergy or cold medications, proton 
pump inhibitors, antibiotic ointment, 
or pain relievers were historically eli-
gible expenditures for a health savings 
account and other similar tax-favored 
healthcare accounts. However, the Af-
fordable Care Act created a require-
ment in Federal law that forces the 
accountholders to go to their doctor to 
obtain a prescription for these over- 

the-counter medications before pur-
chasing them with their health savings 
account or flexible savings account. 

Individuals who fail to jump through 
these hoops and purchase over-the- 
counter medications without a pre-
scription face a tax penalty for making 
a nonqualified distribution. This policy 
drives unnecessary utilization of doc-
tors’ services, decreases access to rea-
sonable over-the-counter medications, 
and discourages people from taking 
control of saving for their healthcare 
needs. 

H.R. 1270 repeals this harmful provi-
sion of the President’s healthcare law, 
puts the consumer back in the driver’s 
seat, and allows sufficient access to ap-
propriate medication. 

b 1615 
Last but not least, H.R. 4723 fulfills 

our duty as stewards of the tax dollars 
of hardworking Americans. Improper 
subsidy payments are treated to arbi-
trary and inconsistent standards. This 
is surely not good governance. The pol-
icy of H.R. 4723 will ensure that every-
one who receives improper Affordable 
Care Act subsidy overpayments will be 
treated identically. This commonsense 
solution is a straightforward approach 
to saving billions of tax dollars for 
hardworking Americans. 

Instead of empowering individuals, 
the Affordable Care Act erected bar-
riers to consumer-driven health care. 
The combined policies in H.R. 1270 are 
an attempt to instill some of the ra-
tionality of a market-based system 
into the chaotic world of the Afford-
able Care Act. H.R. 1270 makes tar-
geted but important reforms to 
strengthen the integrity of the 
healthcare system and improve access 
to quality care. This legislation is an-
other example of the concrete actions 
that are being taken to return power to 
individual healthcare consumers. 

I encourage colleagues to improve 
the state of health care in America and 
vote for the rule and the underlying 
bill, H.R. 1270. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Texas for 
yielding me the customary 30 minutes. 
I appreciate having an opportunity to 
debate the rule because, as we learned 
a couple of weeks ago, we are not al-
ways guaranteed that right. 

I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

First of all, Mr. Speaker, with regard 
to the underlying bill that would be 
considered if this rule were passed, 
H.R. 1270, the so-called Restoring Ac-
cess to Medication Act of 2015, I will in-
sert into the RECORD the Statement of 
Administration Policy, which says that 
if the President were presented with 
H.R. 1270, he would veto the bill. 

Let me just read the first paragraph 
so my colleagues know why. 

He says: ‘‘The Administration 
strongly opposes House passage of H.R. 
1270, which would create new and un-
necessary tax breaks that dispropor-
tionately benefit high-income people, 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:41 Jul 06, 2016 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K05JY7.038 H05JYPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

4S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4217 July 5, 2016 
increase taxes for low- and middle-in-
come people, and do nothing to im-
prove the quality of or address the un-
derlying costs of health care.’’ 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
H.R. 1270—THE RESTORING ACCESS TO MEDICA-

TION ACT OF 2015—REP. JENKINS, R–KS, AND 39 
COSPONSORS 
The Administration strongly opposes 

House passage of H.R. 1270, which would cre-
ate new and unnecessary tax breaks that dis-
proportionately benefit high-income people, 
increase taxes for low- and middle-income 
people, and do nothing to improve the qual-
ity of or address the underlying cost of 
health care. 

The Affordable Care Act is working and is 
fully integrated into an improved American 
health care system. Discrimination based on 
pre-existing conditions is a thing of the past. 
Thanks to the Affordable Care Act, 20 mil-
lion more Americans have health insurance. 
And under the Affordable Care Act, we have 
seen the slowest growth in health care prices 
in 50 years, benefiting all Americans. 

H.R. 1270 would repeal the Affordable Care 
Act’s provisions that limit the use of flexible 
savings accounts for over-the-counter 
drugs—provisions that help fund the law’s 
coverage improvements and expansions. The 
bill also would provide additional tax breaks 
that disproportionately benefit those with 
higher income by expanding tax-preferred 
health savings accounts. These changes 
would do little to reduce health care costs or 
improve quality. To fund these new high-in-
come tax breaks, H.R. 1270 would increase 
taxes paid by low- and middle-income fami-
lies by removing the law’s limit on repay-
ment of premium tax credits available 
through the Health Insurance Marketplaces. 

Rather than refighting old political battles 
by once again voting to repeal parts of the 
Affordable Care Act, Members of Congress 
should be working together to grow the 
economy, strengthen middle-class families, 
and create new jobs. 

If the President were presented with H.R. 
1270, he would veto the bill. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, like 
the previous bill we considered, this is 
a bill that is going nowhere. And it is, 
I guess, the 64th time that we have 
voted and considered a bill to either re-
peal or undermine the Affordable Care 
Act, but we have yet to consider one 
piece of legislation, not even one, to 
deal with the issue of preventing any 
additional gun violence in this coun-
try. 

For some reason, the leadership of 
this House can’t find the time to have 
that debate and to bring such legisla-
tion to the floor, like the legislation 
we have been advocating for, which is 
the no fly, no buy legislation, which 
says that if you are on the FBI ter-
rorist watch list and you cannot fly on 
an airplane, that you ought not to be 
able to go in and buy a gun. 

And the other piece of legislation 
would be one that would close all these 
loopholes that are currently in our 
background check laws; loopholes that 
say that, while you need to get a back-
ground check when you go into a li-
censed gun dealer, you don’t need one 
if you buy a gun online or if you buy a 
gun at a gun show. 

I mean, how ridiculous is that? 
And for the life of me, why that kind 

of initiative is controversial or so dif-

ficult to get to the House floor is be-
yond me. I just don’t get it. 

The number of mass shootings in the 
United States of America continues to 
increase. There were 372 mass shoot-
ings in the United States in 2015, kill-
ing 475 people and wounding 1,870 peo-
ple. 

Why isn’t there more alarm about 
those statistics by my friends on the 
other side of the aisle? 

There were 64 school shootings in 
2015. I mean, nobody should have to 
worry about the safety of their child 
when they send them to school in the 
morning. Nobody should have to worry 
about their safety if they go into a 
movie theater or if they go into a 
church or if they go into a nightclub. 

Yet gun violence is at an epidemic 
level in this country, and we can’t 
seem to get the leadership in this 
House to want to do anything about it. 

Now, I guess in response to the sit-in 
that the Democrats did 2 weeks ago, 
and to the growing calls that I know 
my colleagues are getting from con-
cerned citizens, they are trying to 
bring a bill to the floor that essentially 
was written by the National Rifle Asso-
ciation, which I guess is a sound bite. 
But other than that, you can’t say 
much about it because it would still 
allow people on the terrorist watch list 
to be able to get guns. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I would just say to 
my colleagues that they can talk all 
they want about bills that are going 
nowhere, about meaningless pieces of 
legislation. That is their right. But we 
have the right—unless my colleagues 
want to take that away from us, too— 
to speak about the issue that, quite 
frankly, is in the forefront of the minds 
of the American people. 

Every public opinion poll shows that 
85, 90, 95 percent, Democrats and Re-
publicans, support the commonsense 
gun safety legislation that we have 
proposed, and yet we can’t even get a 
vote. The greatest deliberative body in 
the world, and we can’t deliberate on 
the great issues confronting our coun-
try. We have to deliberate on issues 
that are going nowhere, issues that 
amount to nothing more than a press 
release written in the basement of the 
Republican Congressional Committee. I 
think that is shameful. 

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

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMP-
SON). 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to vote 
against this rule so we can bring up an 
amendment that will keep our con-
stituents safe; a bill that would say if 
you are on the terrorist watch list, you 
can’t buy a gun; and an amendment 
that says that if you buy a gun, you 
should have a background check. 

Federal law says that if you buy a 
gun at a licensed dealer, you have to 

get a background check. So about 60 
percent of the guns that are purchased 
are purchased in a situation where a li-
censed dealer is involved, and they go 
through a background check. The rea-
son for this is to make sure that crimi-
nals, the dangerously mentally ill, do-
mestic abusers, and terrorists can’t get 
their hands on firearms. It makes it 
more difficult for them to get their 
hands on firearms, so it is our first line 
of defense. 

The problem is about 40 percent of 
the guns that are purchased are able to 
go around that requirement for a back-
ground check. Now, the irony is the 
places where they buy them. They buy 
them online. They buy them at gun 
shows. And if you go to a gun show or 
if you go online, there are licensed 
dealers that sell guns there. And if you 
go to the table that the licensed dealer 
has and try and buy a gun, you have to 
get a background check. 

Well, if you can’t pass a background 
check, you can go to the next table, 
you can find an individual selling guns 
at a gun show, and you can buy the 
same gun without going through a 
background check. 

Thirty-four States allow guns to be 
sold through commercial sales without 
the benefit of a background check. This 
is tragic. Even if you are from one of 
the 16 States that don’t allow it, all 
you have to do is, all a terrorist, a 
criminal, or a domestic abuser, all they 
have to do is just drive to the State 
next door that doesn’t require back-
ground checks, buy the gun, and bring 
it back to your neighborhood. 

Now we know this happens. We know 
this. I have a friend, Elvin Daniels, 
from Wisconsin, whose sister was 
threatened by her husband. She got a 
restraining order. The husband went to 
the gun store to try and buy a gun, and 
because there was a restraining order, 
he was prohibited from buying that 
gun. So he went online, he bought the 
same gun he was prohibited from buy-
ing in the gun store, killed Elvin’s sis-
ter and two other people. 

Background checks work. We know 
that in the licensed dealers arena, 
where you have to have a background 
check, 170 felons a day are prohibited 
from buying guns. Fifty domestic abus-
ers a day are stopped from buying 
guns. Yet we allow an avenue for do-
mestic abusers, the dangerously men-
tally ill, criminals, and terrorists to go 
straight down the road and buy a gun 
without the benefit of a background 
check. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 1 minute. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Now, I 
want to emphasize there is nothing 
about either one of our measures—as a 
matter of fact, they are Republican 
bills that we are trying to bring to the 
floor—there is nothing about either 
one of them that is against the Second 
Amendment. 
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I am a gun owner. I believe strongly 

in the Second Amendment. And the Su-
preme Court spelled out specifically in 
the Heller decision that individuals 
have a right to own firearms. But they 
also said that there can be certain re-
strictions, restrictions such as crimi-
nals, terrorists, domestic abusers, dan-
gerously mentally ill; they can’t have 
guns. Well, you can’t do that unless 
you have a background check. 

Now, 70 of my friends across the aisle 
voted to augment the funding for the 
background check system, $20 million 
they voted to add to the system. 

How can you vote to fund a system, 
spend 20 million taxpayer dollars to 
fund a system that you won’t require 
people to use? It is absurd. 

What are you afraid of? What are you 
afraid of that you won’t bring this bill 
to the floor for a vote? 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I am happy to yield 21⁄2 minutes to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
TAKANO). 

Mr. TAKANO. I thank the gentleman 
from Massachusetts for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
may be wondering why my colleagues 
and I are focusing on gun violence 
today and not on this financial services 
appropriations bill which, I should add, 
is loaded with poison pill riders. 

The reason is simple. We refuse to 
continue treating gun violence as busi-
ness as usual in America. Forty-nine 
were killed in Orlando. We took a mo-
ment of silence, then it was business as 
usual. 

Fourteen were killed in San 
Bernardino. We took a moment of si-
lence, then it was business as usual. 

Nine were killed in Roseburg. We 
took a moment of silence, then it was 
business as usual. 

Nine more were killed in Charleston. 
We took a moment of silence, then it 
was business as usual. 

Thirty-three thousand were killed by 
gun violence last year. We took a mo-
ment of silence, then it was business as 
usual. 

I cannot, in good conscience, debate a 
rule on an appropriations bill when so 
many of our communities continue to 
suffer from gun violence every day. 

I hear my Republican colleagues say 
this is our democracy at work, but a 
Congress that rejects two gun violence 
prevention bills that are supported by 
90 percent of Americans is not democ-
racy at work. 

I hear my Republican colleagues say 
we don’t have the votes. Then prove it. 
Bring these bills to the floor. I am bet-
ting they pass. 

Every day that goes by, these fire-
arms become more powerful and our 
failure to act becomes more reckless. I 
implore my Republican friends to dis-
obey the gun lobby, hold a vote, and 
let’s pass legislation that will save 
American lives. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUFFMAN). 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, it 
seems that when it comes time to at-
tempt another repeal of the Affordable 
Care Act, House Republicans are will-
ing to bring an unlimited number of 
bills to this floor, consume an almost 
unlimited amount of this House’s re-
sources. It seems that Congress is al-
ways ready to act and always ready to 
have debates and votes on their favor-
ite issues for their favorite special in-
terests. 

But when it comes to the worsening 
gun violence epidemic in America, we 
are back to the moments of silence. We 
are back to the banging of the gavel, 
the 30 seconds, at best, of silence, fol-
lowed by another bang of that gavel 
and the resumption of business as 
usual; no meaningful debates, no mean-
ingful votes. 

And we are now hearing that this 
week we are going to get a glorified 
moment of silence, a bill, written and 
blessed by the NRA, that would not 
keep guns out of the hands of terrorists 
or other dangerous people because it 
imposes a completely arbitrary 72-hour 
time window within which standards 
must be met that are simply 
unachievable. 

The prosecutor, the U.S. attorney, 
the Attorney General, must somehow, 
within this 72-hour window, marshal 
evidence that meets a probable cause 
standard that an individual is about to 
commit an act of terror, serve process 
on this individual, make sure that indi-
vidual has been able to hire an attor-
ney, and give that individual the op-
portunity to show up at a hearing and 
present their side of the case. 

b 1630 

If none of that happens within 72 
hours, guess what. They get to proceed 
right to their gun purchase. 

So this is not meaningful gun vio-
lence reform. This is window dressing. 
This is cosmetic. It is a glorified mo-
ment of silence. 

If we defeat the previous question on 
the 4,000th attempt to repeal or under-
mine ObamaCare, we can get serious 
about this issue. We can show the 
American people that we are listening 
to their voices and that we take seri-
ously the thousands of people who are 
killed by gun violence each and every 
year. We can bring forward bills that 
will make a difference—and that is 
what we should do, Mr. Speaker. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I am going to urge that 
we defeat the previous question. If we 
do, I will once again offer an amend-
ment to the rule to bring up no fly, no 
buy, bipartisan legislation that would 
give the Attorney General the author-
ity to bar the sale of firearms and ex-
plosives to those on the FBI’s terrorist 
watch list. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment in the RECORD, along with extra-
neous material, 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. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

3 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut (Ms. ESTY). 

Ms. ESTY. Mr. Speaker, the Amer-
ican people sent us here to solve prob-
lems. They sent us here to work to-
gether to help the American people. 

Frankly, the American people are 
getting pretty frustrated. We noticed a 
little bit of frustration break out on 
the floor of this body 2 weeks ago, and 
they did that because, although we are 
hearing today about the consumer 
reigns supreme, the American people 
are afraid. They are afraid right now 
because you have to worry when you 
are praying in a church, when you are 
teaching or have your child in a first 
grade classroom, when you are playing 
in a park, walking down a street, or en-
joying a Saturday night at a nightclub 
that a dangerous person with a gun 
may cut you down. 

That is the most fundamental right 
we all have as Americans, our right to 
our very lives, and we have not been al-
lowed the opportunity to even debate 
this matter in the 31⁄2 years that I have 
been in Congress. 

The time has passed. The time has 
passed for handwringing and for mo-
ments of silence. We have two bills. 
They are bipartisan bills. They will 
make a meaningful difference and save 
lives. We should call them up this 
week. The time is now. 

If you are too dangerous to get on an 
airplane because you are dangerous to 
the national security of this country, 
you should not be free to buy an arse-
nal. We should pass no fly, no buy. 

Fundamentally, we need to have ex-
panded background checks on all sales 
of guns. None of this other legislation 
works. If we don’t ask whether you are 
a dangerous, forbidden, prohibited per-
son from buying a weapon, then even 
closing the terrorist watch list will be 
of no meaning because you can just go 
online, as so many Americans now do, 
and avoid the law. 

It is our job to help fix problems and 
to make things right. We are not doing 
our job if we are not debating—much 
less even voting on—legislation that 
will save lives. The time has come to 
act. The time is now: no fly, no buy 
this week; expanded background 
checks this week. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Rhode Island (Mr. CICILLINE). 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Massachusetts for 
yielding 

I come to the floor again to ask my 
Republican colleagues to bring to the 
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floor two commonsense proposals that 
will significantly reduce gun violence 
in this country. We have, each day it 
feels like—certainly regularly—come 
to the floor of the House and observed 
moments of silence. That is what we 
have done. We have spent one moment, 
said, and done nothing as our commu-
nities continue to be ravaged by gun 
violence. There are many of us who be-
lieve we have a responsibility to do 
more than to just observe moments of 
silence. 

So these two bills are overwhelm-
ingly supported by the American peo-
ple. The first bill says that if you are 
determined to be too dangerous to get 
on an airplane, if you are a suspected 
terrorist barred from getting on an air-
plane because it is too dangerous, then 
you should also be prevented from 
going into a gun store and buying as 
many guns as you want. 

The American people should know 
this: between 2004 and 2014, over 2,000 
individuals on the terrorist watch list 
went into a gun store and bought guns. 
Ninety-five percent of the American 
people who have been killed by terror-
ists since September 11 in this country 
were killed with a firearm. We have al-
lowed more than 2,000 individuals on 
that watch list, that terrorist watch 
list, to go into a gun store. We must 
stop that. 

No fly, no buy: if you are too dan-
gerous to get on a plane, then you are 
too dangerous to buy a gun. We owe it 
to those we serve, the people who sent 
us here, to end this practice and close 
this loophole. 

The second bill is to ensure that 
there are universal background checks. 
Background checks work. Every day, 
171 attempted purchases by felons are 
stopped because of criminal back-
ground checks; 48 attempted purchases 
by domestic abusers and 19 attempted 
purchases by fugitives are stopped 
every single day in those sales where 
background checks occur. But some re-
ports are that up to 35 percent of gun 
sales don’t have a background check 
because they happen on the Internet or 
they happen at gun shows. 

Background checks make sense. 
Ninety percent of the American people 
support universal background checks. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
an additional 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CICILLINE. Universal back-
ground checks will require that all gun 
sales be subjected to that important 
safeguard. 

This is about our solemn responsi-
bility to keep our constituents safe. We 
can’t pass a bill that is going to elimi-
nate every single instance of gun vio-
lence, but I will tell you this: we can do 
a lot to significantly reduce gun vio-
lence in this country. These two bills 
are an important first step, broadly 
supported by the American people. I 
know that I speak for so many of my 
constituents when I say that we have a 

moral responsibility to do something 
to respond to the carnage of gun vio-
lence in this country. 

I had an event in Rhode Island at the 
National Day of Action, and a couple 
came up to me. They said: Congress-
man, we lost our son at Virginia Tech. 
When we saw you and your colleagues 
sitting down on the House floor, we 
thought finally someone is trying to do 
something about it. 

Let’s respond to those parents and to 
all the other parents who have lost a 
child to gun violence. Let’s pass these 
two bills and show the American people 
we can get something done that will 
help keep them safe. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my Republican 
colleagues to bring those bills to the 
floor, and I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD 
a letter from 141 of the Nation’s lead-
ing medical and public health organiza-
tions, a letter sent to all Members of 
Congress that urges us to end the dra-
matic and chilling effect of the current 
rider language restricting gun violence 
research, which, apparently, in the wis-
dom of the people who run this House, 
thought they would prevent the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention 
the ability to do research into this, 
which shows you just how powerful the 
National Rifle Association is in this 
House of Representatives. 

APRIL 6, 2016. 
Hon. THAD COCHRAN, 
Chairman, Appropriations Committee, U.S. Sen-

ate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. BARBARA MIKULSKI, 
Vice Chairwoman, Appropriations Committee, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. HAROLD ROGERS, 
Chairman, Appropriations Committee, House of 

Representatives, Washington, DC. 
Hon. NITA LOWEY, 
Ranking Member, Appropriations Committee, 

House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR/REPRESENTATIVE: The un-

dersigned health care, public health, sci-
entific organizations and research univer-
sities representing over 1 million members 
across the country urge you to end the dra-
matic chilling effect of the current rider lan-
guage restricting gun violence research and 
to fund this critical work at the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). 

In 1996, Congress passed the so-called 
Dickey amendment as a rider to the Labor- 
Health and Human Services-Education Ap-
propriations bill. The language stated that 
the CDC could not fund research that would 
‘‘advocate or promote gun control,’’ and the 
language has remained in each subsequent 
annual funding bill. At the same time, Con-
gress cut CDC funding for this research. Al-
though the Dickey amendment does not ex-
plicitly prevent research on gun violence, 
the combination of these two actions has 
caused a dramatic chilling effect on federal 
research that has stalled and stymied 
progress on gathering critical data to inform 
prevention of gun violence for the past 20 
years. Furthermore, it has discouraged the 
next generation of researchers from entering 
the field. 

Gun violence is a serious public health epi-
demic resulting in the senseless deaths of an 

average of 91 Americans, and another 108 gun 
injuries, each and every day. A central part 
of preventing future tragedies is through 
conducting rigorous scientific research as 
this has been a proven successful approach in 
reducing deaths due to other injuries. 

Health care providers and public health 
professionals are overwhelmed in emergency 
departments, clinics, offices, and commu-
nities with the victims of mass shootings, 
homicides, suicides, accidental shootings, 
and firearm injuries. Medical professionals 
and our communities work to address the 
devastating and long-lasting physical and 
emotional effects of gun violence on victims, 
their families and their friends, but are ham-
pered by the insufficient body of evidence- 
based research to use to point communities 
toward proven gun violence prevention pro-
grams and policies. 

Former Representative Jay Dickey (R– 
AR), author of the current language that has 
effectively restricted gun violence research, 
recently noted that, ‘‘it is my position that 
somehow or someway we should slowly but 
methodically fund [gun] research until a so-
lution is reached. Doing nothing is no longer 
an acceptable solution.’’ 

Here are some of the critical questions 
that enhanced research would help us an-
swer: 

(1) What is the best way to protect toddlers 
from accidentally firing a firearm? Safe fire-
arm storage works, but what kinds of cam-
paigns best encourage safe storage? What 
safe storage methods are the most effective 
and most likely to be adopted? What should 
be the trigger pull on a firearm so a toddler 
can’t use it? 

(2) What are the most effective ways to 
prevent gun-related suicides? Two-thirds of 
firearm related deaths are suicides. Are fire-
arm suicides more spontaneous than non- 
firearm suicides? Do other risk factors vary 
by method? How do we prevent it in different 
populations active military, veterans, those 
with mental illness, law enforcement or cor-
rectional officers, the elderly, or teenagers? 

(3) What is the impact of the variety of 
state policies being enacted? How are dif-
ferent policies around safe storage, mental 
health, public education, and background 
checks impacting firearm injuries and 
deaths? 

The CDC’s National Center for Injury Pre-
vention and Control is an important part of 
answering these types of questions. Public 
health uniquely brings together a com-
prehensive approach connecting the complex 
factors that result in violence and injuries 
including clinical, social, criminal, mental 
health, and environmental factors. 

The impact of federal public health re-
search in reducing deaths from car accidents, 
smoking and Sudden Infant Death Syndrome 
has been well proven. Decades ago, we did 
not know infant car seats should be rear-fac-
ing. Robust research on car accidents and 
subsequent legislation has helped save hun-
dreds of thousands of lives without pre-
venting people from being able to drive. It’s 
time to apply the same approach to reducing 
gun violence in our communities. 

As professionals dedicated to the health of 
the nation and to the application of sound 
science to improving the lives of our fellow 
Americans, we urge you to take action this 
year. Americans deserve to know that we are 
working with the best tools and information 
in the fight to reduce gun violence deaths 
and injuries. 

As Congress works to craft the FY 2017 
Labor-HHS-Education Appropriations bill, 
we urge you to provide the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention with funding for 
research into the causes and prevention of 
gun violence. 

Thank you for your consideration. We look 
forward to working with you to improve 
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health and protect the safety of all Ameri-
cans. 

Sincerely, 
Academic Consortium for Integrative Medi-

cine & Health 
Academic Pediatric Association 
Alameda Health System Department of 

Emergency Medicine 
American Academy of Family Physicians 
American Academy of Pediatrics 
American Association for the Advancement 

of Science 
American Association of Colleges of Phar-

macy 
American Association of Nurse Practitioners 
American College of Emergency Physicians 
American College of Emergency Physicians, 

California Chapter 
American College of Occupational and Envi-

ronmental Medicine 
American College of Physicians 
American Congress of Obstetricians and 

Gynecologists 
American Educational Research Association 
American Geriatrics Society 
American Medical Association 
American Medical Student Association 
American Medical Women’s Association 
American Pediatric Society 
American Psychiatric Association 
American Psychological Association 
American Public Health Association 
American Society for Clinical Pathology 
American Society of Hematology 
American Thoracic Society 
American Trauma Society 
Arkansas Public Health Association 
Asociación de Salud Pública de Puerto Rico 
Association for Psychological Science 
Association of American Universities 
Association of Medical School Pediatric De-

partment Chairs 
Association of Population Centers 
Association of Public and Land-grant Uni-

versities 
Big Cities Health Coalition 
Boulder County Public Health 
Brigham Psychiatric Specialties 
California Center for Public Health Advo-

cacy 
California Public Health Association-North 
Center for Science and Democracy at the 

Union of Concerned Scientists 
Central Oregon Medical Society 
Champaign-Urbana Public Health District 
Chicago Center for Psychoanalysis 
Chicago chapter Physicians for Social Re-

sponsibility 
Colorado Public Health Association 
Committee of Interns and Residents/SEIU 

Healthcare 
Congregation Gates of Heaven 
Consortium of Social Science Associations 
Council of State and Territorial Epidemiolo-

gists 
Cure Violence 
Delaware Academy of Medicine/Delaware 

Public Health Association 
Doctors Council SEIU 
Doctors for America 
Eastern Association for the Surgery of Trau-

ma 
Federation of Associations in Behavioral and 

Brain Sciences 
Florida Chapter of the American Academy of 

Pediatrics, Inc. 
Futures Without Violence 
Georgia Public Health Association 
Hawaii Public Health Association 
Health Officers Association of California 
Houston Health Department 
Illinois Public Health Association 
International Society for Developmental 

Psychobiology 
Iowa Chapter Physicians for Social Responsi-

bility 
Iowa Public Health Association 
JPS Health Network 

Kansas Public Health Association 
Koop Institute 
KU Department of Preventive Medicine and 

Public Health 
Law and Society Association 
Lee County Health Department 
Local Public Health Association of Min-

nesota 
Louisiana Center for Health Equity 
Maine Public Health Association 
Maryland Academy of Family Physicians 
Minnesota Public Health Association 
Montana Public Health Association 
National AHEC Organization 
National Association of County and City 

Health Officials 
National Association of Medical Examiners 
National Association of Nurse Practitioners 

in Women’s Health 
National Association of Social Workers 
National Association of State Emergency 

Medical Services Officials 
National Association of State Head Injury 

Administrators 
National Black Nurses Association 
National Hispanic Medical Association 
National Medical Association 
National Network of Public Health Insti-

tutes 
National Physicians Alliance 
National Violence Prevention Network 
Nevada Public Health Association 
New Hampshire Public Health Association 
New Mexico Public Health Association 
North Carolina Public Health Association 
Ohio Public Health Association 
Oregon Academy of Family Physicians 
Oregon Physicians for Social Responsibility 
Oregon Public Health Association 
Pediatric Policy Council 
Physicians for Social Responsibility, Arizona 

Chapter 
Physicians for a National Health Program 

NY Metro Chapter 
Physicians for Reproductive Health 
Physicians for Social Responsibility/North-

east Ohio 
Physicians for Social Responsibility Wis-

consin 
Physicians for Social Responsibility, Arizona 

Chapter 
Physicians for Social Responsibility/New 

York 
Physicians for the Prevention of Gun Vio-

lence 
Population Association of America 
Prevention Institute 
Psychonomic Society 
Public Health Association of Nebraska 
Public Health Association of New York City 
Public Health Institute 
Research!America 
RiverStone Health 
Safe States Alliance 
San Francisco Bay Area Chapter, Physicians 

for Social Responsibility 
Society for Adolescent Health and Medicine 
Society for Advancement of Violence and In-

jury Research 
Society for Mathematical Psychology 
Society for Pediatric Research 
Society for Psychophysiological Research 
Society for Public Health Education 
Society of Experimental Social Psychology 
Society of General Internal Medicine 
Southern California Public Health Associa-

tion 
Southwest Ohio Society of Family Medicine 
Student National Medical Association 
Suicide Awareness Voices of Education 
Texas Doctors for Social Responsibility 
Texas Public Health Association 
Trauma Foundation 
Tri-County Health Department 
Trust for America’s Health 
United Physicians of Newtown 
Vermont Public Health Association 
Virginia Public Health Association 

Washington Chapter of the American Acad-
emy of Pediatrics 

Washington State Public Health Association 
Wellness Institute of Greater Buffalo 
Whiteside County Health Department 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMPSON). 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

When I spoke earlier, I asked: What 
are you afraid of? Why won’t you bring 
these bills to the floor? 

I think back to when I met with the 
parents of some of the children who 
were killed in one of the most horrific 
incidents in our country, the terrible, 
terrible incident at Sandy Hook Ele-
mentary School, and listening to the 
parents and hearing their stories, and I 
can’t help but think to myself: Are you 
more afraid to bring this bill to the 
floor for a vote than those kids were 
hiding for their lives in those class-
rooms? Are you more afraid than those 
movie-goers in Aurora, Colorado, who 
were hiding, trying not to be killed? 
Are the people who were praying in 
Charleston when they were gunned 
down, are you more afraid; is this more 
frightening than what they experienced 
or San Bernardino or Orlando? What is 
stopping you from bringing common-
sense, pro-Second Amendment gun vio-
lence prevention legislation to the 
floor for a vote? 

Gun owners are for this. I am a gun 
owner. I have told you that before. As 
a matter of fact, I am proud to say I 
am one of the 26 Democrats who were 
labeled by the rightwing media for 
being hypocrites because we owned 
guns and we want to pass gun violence 
prevention legislation. 

As a matter of fact, I bought a gun. 
I bought it before the break but picked 
it up during the break because, in Cali-
fornia, not only are you required to get 
a background check, but there is a 
cooling-off period that they require. 
You have to wait 10 days. 

So before the break, I bought a gun 
from a very close friend of mine, some-
one whom I have known for over 25, 30 
years, yet the law says background 
check. It wasn’t a problem. I took it in, 
left the gun. My friend signed the 
paper. I signed the paper. Ten days 
later, over this last break, I came and 
picked it up. It is no big deal. 

Why would you want to sell a gun to 
someone who may be a criminal, dan-
gerously mentally ill, a domestic 
abuser, or a terrorist? 

These bills make sense. Bring them 
to the floor, and let’s vote. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON). 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my good friend for yielding to me be-
cause I must rise in strong opposition 
to H. Res. 794 and H.R. 5485. They as-
sault the District of Columbia’s right 
to govern itself. 
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This bill contains undemocratic, 

harmful, Big Government riders that 
prohibit the D.C. government from 
spending its local funds, consisting of 
local taxes and fees, as it deems nec-
essary. 

In addition, the Republican-led Rules 
Committee has allowed Representative 
GARY PALMER to offer an amendment 
and interfere with my jurisdiction to 
keep D.C. from spending its local funds 
to enforce its own employment non-dis-
crimination law. 

This bill repeals the D.C. budget au-
tonomy referendum, which allows D.C. 
to spend its local funds after a 30-day 
review period. 

The Rules Committee prevented me 
from offering my amendments to 
strike the provisions in this bill that 
prohibit D.C. from spending its local 
funds on taxing and regulating mari-
juana sales and on abortion services for 
low-income women. 

Let’s see the results. 
While recreational marijuana use is 

legal under D.C. law, Congress has 
uniquely prohibited the city from 
spending its local funds to set up a tax 
and regulatory system. This rider, 
therefore, has been referred to as the 
Drug Dealer Protection Act. 

As one marijuana dealer told the 
press, the rider is ‘‘a license for me to 
print money.’’ 

Regulating marijuana, like alcohol, 
would allow D.C., instead of violent 
drug gangs, to control marijuana pro-
duction, distribution, sales, and rev-
enue collection. 

Every State has the authority to 
spend its own funds on abortion serv-
ices for low-income women, and 17 
States fund these services. The rider in 
this bill effectively prevents low-in-
come women in D.C. from exercising 
their constitutional right to abortion, 
just affirmed by the Supreme Court, by 
depriving them of necessary funds. 

Republicans claim to support devolv-
ing Federal authority to State and 
local governments. Here is your 
chance. That support should not end at 
the D.C. border. The Constitution al-
lows, but does not require, Congress to 
legislate on local D.C. matters. 

The Rules Committee had a choice to 
allow me to offer my amendments on 
the floor to strike the D.C. marijuana 
and abortion riders as well as to block 
the amendment on the D.C. non-dis-
crimination law. In our democracy in 
the 21st century, these decisions should 
not be difficult because these are pure-
ly local matters. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. BURGESS. I yield myself 2 min-
utes, Mr. Speaker. 

I just want to again clarify what we 
have under consideration at this time, 
three different bills, a rule that would 
allow votes on three different bills that 
empower individuals and families as 
healthcare consumers while protecting 
taxpayer dollars. Each of these bills did 
advance through regular order and was 
favorably reported out of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1270, the Restoring Access to 
Medication Act, would eliminate bar-
riers created in the Affordable Care Act 
for those who want to purchase over- 
the-counter medications with funds 
from their health savings account. H.R. 
5445, the Health Care Security Act, in-
troduced by Congressman PAULSEN and 
myself, eliminates certain burdensome 
limitations on health savings accounts 
to help consumers take back control of 
their healthcare spending decisions. Fi-
nally, H.R. 4723, also introduced by 
Congresswoman JENKINS, protects tax-
payers by recovering improper over-
payments from subsidies awarded 
under the Affordable Care Act. 

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

b 1645 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

3 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
New York (Ms. CLARKE). 

Ms. CLARKE of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my colleague for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to express 
my opposition to the rule being de-
bated on the floor this evening, but 
also take this opportunity to remind 
the Speaker that the American people 
are waiting. They are waiting for us to 
bring commonsense gun violence pre-
vention measures to this floor. 

Mr. Speaker, every day in New York 
City and in the Borough of Brooklyn, 
people are hurt and killed by gun vio-
lence. Too many families hold fear and 
sorrow in their hearts from their expe-
riences with senseless gun violence. 

Mr. Speaker, people in my district 
and from all over our Nation have been 
demanding action. You and your Re-
publican colleagues cannot continue to 
ignore their pleas and their pain. 

Well, I cannot ignore their pleas and 
their pain, and my Democratic col-
leagues will not either. Enough is 
enough. Congress must act to protect 
the lives of Americans. Congress must 
do more than hold a moment of silence 
to absolve you, Mr. Speaker, of your 
role in the death and destruction due 
to gun violence. 

For me and many in this Nation, gun 
violence is personal and it has hit 
home. My colleague, former New York 
City Councilman James E. Davis, was 
gunned down in the chambers of the 
New York City Council before me and 
his colleagues, the New Yorkers who 
visited our gallery, and the children, 
who were part of our audience on that 
infamous day. Whether it is in the leg-
islative chamber of city hall, in a the-
ater, an elementary school, or a night 
club, gun violence must end. 

Mr. Speaker, I will work tirelessly, 
relentlessly here on Capitol Hill to pro-
tect our communities from the ever- 
present threat of gun violence. I will 
continue to stand with all people of 
goodwill to demand action on the legis-
lation that puts an end to this crisis. I 
will be their voice here in Washington, 
D.C. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the remainder of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, let me begin by saying 
that it is frustrating for not only many 
of us on this side of the aisle, but I am 
sure it must be frustrating to the 
American people who are watching this 
debate that here we are debating a bill 
that would essentially be the 64th bill 
that we have debated and voted on to 
either repeal or undermine the Afford-
able Care Act. 

We all know this bill is not going 
anywhere, and I doubt very much that 
we will see much action in the Senate, 
but we know that the President will 
definitely veto it. This is not like the 
other bills that we have been dealing 
with in this Congress, bills that really 
are more designed for press releases 
and sound bites than for really, actu-
ally, making people’s lives better. 

In the aftermath of Orlando where 
49—49—of our brothers and sisters were 
murdered, the best that the leadership 
of this House could do was have a mo-
ment of silence. I have to tell you, peo-
ple that I have talked to in the after-
math of that moment of silence viewed 
that as the ultimate inaction by Con-
gress because all we do is moments of 
silence when there are massacres. We 
don’t do moments of silence after each 
individual loses a life to gun violence 
in this country because we would never 
have time to do anything else if we did. 
But people are just so angry that the 
people who serve in this Chamber don’t 
seem to have the political will to do 
anything about it. I mean, massacre 
after massacre after massacre cannot 
be the new norm. 

Last Wednesday, a number of us par-
ticipated in a national day of action all 
across the country in an attempt to try 
to raise awareness of ways to prevent 
gun violence. I did one in Worcester, 
Massachusetts, where I am from. We 
had a grandmother, Beverly Spring, 
who talked about how she lost not only 
one grandson to gun violence, but she 
lost two grandchildren to gun violence. 

Does anybody have any idea the 
heartache that this woman and moth-
ers and fathers and grandmothers and 
grandfathers have gone through who 
have lost their loved ones to gun vio-
lence? Does anyone have any idea the 
pain of those family members whose 
loved ones were lost in Orlando or Au-
rora or Sandy Hook? Or I could go 
right down the list of massacres. 

I am asking my colleagues here to 
give us an opportunity to have a debate 
and to have a vote on two common-
sense gun safety legislative initiatives. 
One is no fly, no buy. And the other is 
let’s have our background check sys-
tem be universal so that people who 
have criminal backgrounds or who 
have a history of mental illness do not 
go to gun shows to buy guns or go on-
line to buy guns. 

That is why I am urging my col-
leagues to defeat the previous question. 
If we defeat the previous question, we 
could vote on the underlying bill, but 
we could vote on this sensible piece of 
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legislation. Enough is enough. Let’s do 
something. Let’s not just sit around 
here and continue to be indifferent. 
The American people expect more of us 
than what they have seen. 

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

myself the balance of my time. 
Mr. Speaker, today’s rule provides 

for consideration of an important bill 
to correct some of the most egregious 
changes in the Affordable Care Act 
that affected individuals’ ability to 
save for their own healthcare needs. I 
was happy to be able to work with Mr. 
PAULSEN, Ms. JENKINS, and Mr. KIND, 
who each contributed to the underlying 
legislation which will be considered by 
the House following the passage of to-
day’s rule. 

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

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 793 OFFERED BY 
MR. MCGOVERN 

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

SEC. 2. 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. 1076) to increase public 
safety by permitting the Attorney General 
to deny the transfer of a firearm or the 
issuance of firearms or explosives licenses to 
a known or suspected dangerous terrorist. 
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on the Judiciary. 
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute 
rule. All points of order against provisions in 
the bill are waived. At the conclusion of con-
sideration of the bill for amendment the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and 
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to 
recommit with or without instructions. If 
the Committee of the Whole rises and re-
ports that it has come to no resolution on 
the bill, then on the next legislative day the 
House shall, immediately after the third 
daily order of business under clause 1 of rule 
XIV, resolve into the Committee of the 
Whole for further consideration of the bill. 

SEC. 3. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of H.R. 1076. 

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-
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. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I 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 on the resolution. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. 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. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 5485, FINANCIAL SERV-
ICES AND GENERAL GOVERN-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2017 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 794 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 794 

Resolved, That at any time after adoption 
of this resolution the Speaker may, 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 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5485) making 
appropriations for financial services and gen-
eral government for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2017, and for other purposes. 
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. 

SEC. 2. (a) After general debate the bill 
shall be considered for amendment under the 
five-minute rule. The bill shall be considered 
as read through page 265, line 9. Points of 
order against provisions in the bill for fail-
ure to comply with clause 2 or clause 5(a) of 
rule XXI are waived except as follows: begin-
ning with ‘‘: Provided further’’ on page 122, 
line 19, through ‘‘2012’’ on page 122, line 22. 
Where points of order are waived against 
part of a paragraph, points of order against a 
provision in another part of such paragraph 
may be made only against such provision 
and not against the entire paragraph. 

(b) No amendment to the bill shall be in 
order except those printed in the report of 
the Committee on Rules accompanying this 
resolution, amendments en bloc described in 
section 3 of this resolution, and pro forma 
amendments described in section 4 of this 
resolution. 

(c) Each amendment printed in the report 
of the Committee on Rules shall be consid-
ered only in the order printed in the report, 
may be offered only by a Member designated 
in the report, shall be considered as read, 
shall be debatable for the time specified in 
the report equally divided and controlled by 
the proponent and an opponent, shall not be 
subject to amendment except as provided by 
section 4 of this resolution, and shall not be 
subject to a demand for division of the ques-
tion in the House or in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

(d) All points of order against amendments 
printed in the report of the Committee on 
Rules or against amendments en bloc de-
scribed in section 3 of this resolution are 
waived. 

SEC. 3. It shall be in order at any time for 
the chair of the Committee on Appropria-
tions or his designee to offer amendments en 
bloc consisting of amendments printed in the 
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution not earlier disposed 
of. Amendments en bloc offered pursuant to 
this section shall be considered as read, shall 
be debatable for 20 minutes equally divided 
and controlled by the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Appro-
priations or their respective designees, shall 
not be subject to amendment except as pro-
vided by section 4 of this resolution, and 
shall not be subject to a demand for division 
of the question in the House or in the Com-
mittee of the Whole. 
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