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House of Representatives

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

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 18, 2017.

I hereby appoint the Honorable CLAUDIA
TENNEY to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

PAUL D. RYAN,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 3, 2017, 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. All time shall be
equally allocated between the parties,
and in no event shall debate continue
beyond 11:50 a.m. Each Member, other
than the majority and minority leaders
and the minority whip, shall be limited
to 5 minutes.

———

AMIA BOMBING ANNIVERSARY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Speak-
er, today I rise to commemorate the
23rd anniversary of the bombing in
Buenos Aires, Argentina, of the Jewish
Community Center, also known as
AMIA.

This cowardly terrorist attack killed
85 people, with hundreds more injured.
Yet, nearly 25 years later, the Jewish
community and the people of Argen-

tina are still waiting for justice to be
served.

This was an attack perpetrated by
Iran and its terror proxy, Hezbollah. In
fact, these individuals you see here on
this poster, Madam Speaker, are re-
sponsible for the AMIA bombing. We
know who they are and the damage
they caused.

My friend, Alberto Nisman, was ap-
pointed as a special investigator in Ar-
gentina to look into this terrible bomb-
ing. He found clear evidence that
linked the Iranian regime and
Hezbollah to the AMIA attack and the
attack at the Israel Embassy in Buenos
Aires just 2 years earlier, in 1992. Trag-
ically, on January 19, 2015, just a few
hours before he was set to produce the
evidence to the Argentinian Par-
liament, Alberto was found dead in his
apartment under very mysterious cir-
cumstances.

So here we are, another sad anniver-
sary later. Congress can play a crucial
role in the pursuit of justice for the
victims of the embassy bombing, the
AMIA bombing, and for Alberto’s fam-
ily.

This past March, along with Chair-
man ROYCE, Ranking Member ENGEL,
TED DEUTCH, JEFF DUNCAN, and ALBIO
SIRES, I introduced H. Res. 201, which
supports Argentina in its efforts to in-
vestigate and hold Iran and Hezbollah
accountable for these cowardly acts of
terror.

Madam Speaker, today, on the 23rd
anniversary of the AMIA bombing, we
continue to mourn the lives lost on
this tragic day, as we strive for justice.
I urge my colleagues to support my
resolution, and I urge this body to send
a strong message to the Jewish com-
munity, the people of Argentina, and
the Iranian regime that we will not
continue to let another anniversary
pass without taking meaningful action.

ECUADOR HOMES

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Speak-

er, today I rise to commend a con-

stituent, Nina Vaca, for the humani-
tarian effort she has undertaken in her
home country of Ecuador.

On April 16, 2016, a 7.8 magnitude
earthquake devastated Ecuador. You
can see the devastation still today. It
wrecked entire communities, Kkilled
hundreds, and left over 25,000 people ei-
ther injured or homeless.

A year later, Ecuador continues to
struggle, with hundreds of families still
living in tents. Nina has made it her
mission to get these families back into
homes.

Determined to make a difference, she
founded TRI for Homes, with the goal
of building 40 homes for some of these
families. Soon, Nina will compete in an
IRONMAN triathlon in Ecuador to
raise awareness and support for her
cause.

I commend Nina for her determina-
tion to raise awareness and for building
homes for Ecuadorian families. I wish
her good luck, and we will all be root-
ing for her.

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Speak-
er, I rise to commemorate this week as
Captive Nations Week.

As a Cuban refugee who had to flee
my native homeland of Cuba due to a
murderous communist regime, I know
how important freedom, democracy,
and respect for human rights are. Cap-
tive Nations Week serves as a reminder
that there are millions of people who
continue to live under a brutal, repres-
sive regime.

Tomorrow night, on the east steps of
the Capitol, I will speak at the Victims
of Communism Memorial Foundation’s
Captive Nations Week event called No
Che Noche to set the record straight on
one of history’s most sadistic mur-
derers, Che Guevara.

Madam Speaker, our support for
those who yearn for freedom and de-
mocracy should not be limited to just 1
week. I urge my colleagues to join
those around the world who are suf-
fering under oppressive regimes.

[ This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., [] 1407 is 2:07 p.m.

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

Printed on recycled paper.

H5923



H5924

We as Americans benefit greatly, and
we can do more to make sure that oth-
ers get the same rights and freedoms
we enjoy in this great country.

———

RECESS

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

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

————
O 1200

AFTER RECESS

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

———

PRAYER

Reverend Terry Sanders, Victory
House Ministry, Uniontown, Pennsyl-
vania, offered the following prayer:

For this great assembly of leaders,
Lord, we come today to ask for your
guidance, wisdom, and support for our
Nation.

Help us to engage in meaningful dis-
cussions, and allow us to grow closer as
our Nation’s leaders and to nurture
this Nation.

Fill us with Your grace, God, as we
make decisions that may affect our Na-
tion and the world.

Continue to remind us that all we do
here today, all that we accomplish in
our Nation, is for the pursuit of free-
dom, for Your greater glory, and for
the service of humanity.

We ask all these things in Your
name.

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 Florida (Mr. MAST) come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

Mr. MAST 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.

————
WELCOMING REVEREND TERRY
SANDERS

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SHUSTER) is recognized for 1 minute.

There was no objection.
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Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today with the great honor of wel-
coming Reverend Terry Sanders and
his wife, Rhonda.

Reverend Sanders traveled here from
Uniontown, Pennsylvania, where he is
the founder, CEO, and director of Gen-
esis House Ministry, a ministry created
to help men leaving the prison system
move through a recovery process with-
in a supportive environment, enabling
them to transition back to society. His
ministry has been helpful in battling
the fight against the opioid crisis we
face in America today.

The Genesis House, at its core, is a
resident house where clients receive far
more than a warm bed. Rather than
sending former inmates aimlessly into
the streets, the ministry provides
counseling, mentoring, job skill devel-
opment, substance abuse programming,
job placement services, and family in-
tegration assistance.

Reverend Sanders has been working
as the chaplain of the Fayette County
Prison for more than 10 years and
knows firsthand prison release quali-
fications and what it takes to make a
difference in the lives of men.

The ministry opened its doors in 2014
and is a result of Reverend Sanders’ de-
sire to make a difference in the com-
munity.

I am grateful that Reverend Sanders
is able to join us here today, and I
would like to take this opportunity to
express my deep and sincere apprecia-
tion for the great work he and his team
are doing in western Pennsylvania.

—————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COMER). The Chair will entertain up to
15 further requests for 1-minute speech-
es on each side of the aisle.

———
YEARS OF TERROR IN EUROPE

(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, it is sad many Americans
have forgotten the ongoing global war
on terrorism declared against Western
families by war fatwas in 1996 and 1998,
as displayed at the entrance of the Na-
tional September 11 Memorial & Mu-
seum in New York City.

In the last year, there has been a
year of terror in Europe, as reported by
The Washington Times on Friday. Be-
ginning in defiance of the anniversary
of Bastille Day on July 14, 2016, at
Nice, France, with 86 people murdered,
it continued with attacks in Berlin,
Germany, on July 18; Ansbach, Ger-
many, on July 24; Reutlingen, Ger-
many, on July 24; Normandy, France,
on July 26; Berlin, Germany, on De-
cember 19; Istanbul, Turkey, on Janu-
ary 1; London, England, on March 22;
Stockholm, Sweden, on April 7; Paris,
France, on April 20; Manchester, Eng-
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land, on May 22; and London, England,
on June 3.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism. We
will never forget the 856 men and women
murdered in the AMIA Jewish Center
bombing in Buenos Aires, Argentina. I
am grateful President Donald Trump is
taking actions to protect American
families.

———

CONGRATULATIONS TO MASJID
AL-HAQQ ON THEIR 25TH ANNI-
VERSARY

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

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I congratu-
late Masjid Al-Haqq in Newark, New
Jersey, on its 25th anniversary.

Founded on June 18, 1992, and headed
by Imam Muhammad, Masjid Al-Haqq
has dedicated 25 years of service to the
community, and I want to thank them
for an outstanding job.

Masjid Al-Haqq provides the most
reputable Muslim journal newspapers
on a weekly basis in the city of New-
ark, without fake news, and sends a
large contingent of Newark Muslims to
the Muslim Convention held in Chicago
each year during Labor Day weekend.

Every December, the Masjid also
holds a “Time to Reflect” weekend,
where the community gathers for
workshops and family activities. The
services they provide impact the lives
of many around our community.

I once again offer my sincere con-
gratulations for a job well done. Happy
25th anniversary.

—————

HONORING FULBRIGHT SCHOLARS

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

Mr. MAST. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to congratulate the four Fulbright
scholarship recipients from Florida’s
18th Congressional District.

The Fulbright scholarship is a com-
petitive, merit-based grant program for
international educational exchange.
Each year, the program grants stu-
dents the opportunity to study, re-
search, or teach abroad.

Dr. Nancy Ackles of Juno Beach,
Amanda Fleming of West Palm Peach,
Dr. Jan Fritz of Palm City, and Laura
O’Connor of Jupiter are all recipients
of this prestigious honor.

Dr. Ackles will be traveling to Uz-
bekistan to teach English; Ms. Fleming
will be living in Asia, working to en-
hance communication with the Viet-
namese people; Dr. Fritz will be spend-
ing her time in Hungary as a sociology
scholar; and Ms. O’Connor will be
working in Spain as she teaches
English to the local community.

On behalf of the 18th Congressional
District of Florida, I want to again
congratulate these outstanding stu-
dents and scholars for receiving the
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2018 Fulbright scholarship. I am proud
to represent them in Congress.

——————

FIX IT, DON'T NIX IT

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

Mr. OHALLERAN. Mr. Speaker, Ari-
zonans I have spoken with are stressed
and anxious as they watch politicians
in Washington threaten to take away
their health coverage.

While the Senate’s misguided repeal
and replace proposal has been defeated,
we cannot rest. The newest repeal plan
is irresponsible and will endanger the
health and well-being of my constitu-
ents. It will send premiums and cov-
erage costs skyrocketing and slash
funding for rural and Tribal health
clinics, forcing them to close.

There are 1.9 million Arizonans who
rely on Medicaid and could be at risk of
losing their coverage. Of those, more
than 45,000 are Arizona veterans. More
than 1 million Arizonans with pre-
existing conditions would lose vital
protections that ensure they have ac-
cess to affordable coverage.

Mr. Speaker, these are our children,
our loved ones, our families, and our
friends. We cannot stand here and play
politics with their health. We must
work together to stabilize the insur-
ance markets and develop a long-term
solution that improves our healthcare
system. We need to include the public
in this discussion. We owe them a bet-
ter plan.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to fix it, not nix it.

——————

MEDICARE FRAUD

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

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to shed light on the issue of
fraud and abuse in the Medicare pro-
gram.

Medicare is absolutely critical for
seniors in my district and across the
country. Not only is Medicare fraud an
affront to hardworking taxpayers, it
hurts the millions of seniors who rely
on the program.

Last week, the HHS inspector gen-
eral announced the largest healthcare
fraud takedown in history: 412 defend-
ants were charged nationwide, includ-
ing more than 80 cases in Florida, for
Medicare fraud totaling about $1.3 bil-
lion in losses. That is why I introduced
much-needed legislation to strengthen
penalties against those who commit
fraud in the Medicare program.

The Medicare Civil and Criminal
Penalties Update Act, H.R. 3245, cracks
down on Medicare fraud and abuse by
increasing civil and criminal fines. We
must ensure the Medicare program is
strong and sustainable for today’s and
tomorrow’s beneficiaries.
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LET’S FIX HEALTHCARE
TOGETHER

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

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publican healthcare plan, TrumpCare,
has fallen apart in the Senate, natu-
rally.

After 7T months in office attempting
to govern exclusively on their own, Re-
publicans have shown once again that
they can’t govern. They control the
House, the Senate, and the White
House.

Repealing the Affordable Care Act is
their primary goal and signature
achievement. They can’t do it. Why?
Because the American people get in the
way. They said ‘‘no,” and enough Mem-
bers of the Senate have responded to
that.

But now the Republican plan looks
like it is to simply repeal the Afford-
able Care Act with no replacement. It
will take us back to a time where you
could have an annual or lifetime cap
and could not get insurance if you had
a preexisting condition. Thirty-two
million people would 1lose their
healthcare coverage overnight.

That is the Republican plan?

We need to work together. We need
to come together and fix the problems
that we see and not make this such a
partisan issue.

———

WELL-DESERVED HALL OF FAME
INDUCTEE

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

Mr. EMMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to congratulate my friend Chris
Coborn on his recent induction into the
Minnesota Business Hall of Fame.

Every year, Twin Cities Business
honors successful businessmen and
-women in Minnesota who have dis-
played strong leadership and a unique
vision.

During his time as president and CEO
of Coborn’s, Chris Coborn has helped
build this family business, which was
established in 1921, to 54 full-service su-
permarkets across Minnesota and
North Dakota, in addition to their 70
convenience and liquor stores.

Proving himself a true visionary,
Chris expanded Coborn’s even more
when he obtained an online grocery de-
livery business. While, at the time, it
was seen as a controversial move, Chris
had the foresight to go where the mar-
ket was going for his customers. Deci-
sions like this are exactly why Chris
has been selected to join the Minnesota
Business Hall of Fame.

Chris Coborn is a business leader in
Minnesota and beyond. He truly de-
serves this recognition and honor.

——

RETIREMENT OF CHIEF MASTER

SERGEANT JOSEPHINE YENKE

(Ms. GABBARD asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

H5925

Ms. GABBARD. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise to recognize Chief Master Sergeant
Josephine Yenke’s retirement, after 28
years of honorable service to our Na-
tion in the United States Air Force,
Air Force Reserves, and Air National
Guard, to her home in Hawaii.

Chief Yenke began her service in Ha-
waii with Headquarters Pacific Air
Forces in 1998 and has contributed sig-
nificantly, making a long-lasting im-
pact on our troops, servicemembers,
and country, including mobilizing sup-
port for deploying troops through our
country’s long period in conflict.

Chief Yenke recently retired as the
headquarters individual reservist read-
iness and integration organization de-
tachment two superintendent at Joint
Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam, Hawaii,
where she served as the key senior en-
listed adviser, assisting the commander
with managing and directing personnel
resource activities for over 400 reserv-
ists.

Chief Yenke has given many years of
her life in the service of our country
and embodies the skills and expertise
that our Reserve component service-
members bring to our total force.

Our grateful Nation thanks Jose-
phine for her and her family’s service
and sacrifice, and we wish her the very
best as she begins this new chapter in
her life.

——
0O 1215

HONORING THE MEMORY OF WEST
VIRGINIA CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE
JOHN YODER

(Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to honor the life
and memory of West Virginia’s Circuit
Court Judge John Yoder, who passed
away on June 7, 2017.

Judge Yoder served on the 23rd Judi-
cial Circuit, which included Berkeley,
Jefferson, and Morgan Counties in the
eastern panhandle of the Second Con-
gressional District, which I represent.
He practiced law in Harpers Ferry,
West Virginia, for 23 years.

Judge Yoder earned a bachelor of
arts degree at Chapman University,
and then studied law at the University
of Kansas. He also obtained an MBA at
the University of Chicago.

John Yoder was appointed by Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan in 1983 to serve as
the director of the asset forfeiture of-
fice for the U.S. Department of Justice.
He continued his distinguished career
as a public servant, including two
stints as a West Virginia State senator
before being elected as circuit court
judge.

Judge Yoder is one of the early pio-
neers of State drug courts and was well
known for his big heart and compas-
sion. I join all West Virginians in keep-
ing Judge Yoder’s family and friends in
our prayers. He will truly be missed.
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NELSON MANDELA
INTERNATIONAL DAY

(Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.)

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I rise today with great
pride to join millions of people around
the world to honor the life and legacy
of South African President Nelson
Mandela on Nelson Mandela Inter-
national Day. I submitted comments
for the RECORD this morning, but I
would like to highlight a few Kkey
points.

In his 95 years of life, President
Mandela was a transformative leader
who forever changed the world through
his steadfast dedication to freedom,
equality, and human rights.

After spending 27 years in prison,
Nelson Mandela became the first Black
South African to be elected President
and used his administration to dis-
mantle apartheid, combat institutional
racism, and begin the process of racial
reconciliation in his country.

To me, however, Nelson Mandela was
more than a world-renowned leader. I
had the distinct honor and privilege of
calling him a friend. His courageous
leadership in the antiapartheid move-
ment encouraged me to join in the
fight, which, to this day, is one of the
most defining moments of my life.

We will forever be indebted to Nelson
Mandela, who taught the world the
power of one man having the fortitude
to sacrifice his own ideals for a cause
greater than himself.

———

RECOGNIZING WORLD YOUTH
SKILLS DAY

(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, Saturday marked World
Youth Skills Day. The United Nations
General Assembly started this initia-
tive to raise awareness about the im-
portance of investing in youth skills
development.

Young people are almost three times
more likely to be unemployed than
adults. Young people around the world
are exposed to lower quality jobs,
greater labor market inequities, and a
longer school-to-work transition pe-
riod.

That is why I am pleased this House
voted in favor of the Strengthening Ca-
reer and Technical Education for the
21st Century Act last month. Too often
we have seen students pushed down the
college-for-all pathway that just
doesn’t work for some students.

CTE has established itself as a path
that many students choose in pursuit
of industry certifications and hands-on
skills they can use right out of high
school in skills-based education pro-
grams or in college.

By modernizing the Federal invest-
ment in CTE programs, we will be able
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to connect more educators with indus-
try stakeholders and close the skills
gap.

On World Youth Skills Day, I encour-
age everyone to consider a career in
technical education.

FEDERAL FUNDING FOR THE
MIECHV PROGRAM

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

Ms. PLASKETT. Mr. Speaker, Fed-
eral funding for the Maternal, Infant,
and Early Childhood Home Visiting
Program is set to expire September 30.
This program in the Virgin Islands De-
partment of Health gives at-risk preg-
nant women and families necessary in-
formation, resources, and skills to
raise children who are physically, so-
cially, and emotionally healthy and
ready to learn.

In June, Republicans in the House of
Representatives’ Ways and Means Com-
mittee introduced a bill reauthorizing
this program. The legislation, which
has yet to receive a hearing, included a
5-year reauthorization, but did not ex-
pand funding to meet the growing
needs for services. It also included seri-
ous modifications to the way the pro-
gram is run, which advocates fear
could have harmful unintended con-
sequences.

Home visiting programs are a critical
opportunity to reach at-risk pregnant
women and new mothers. The first few
yvears of life are the most rapid period
of brain development, and home vis-
iting programs provide support to vul-
nerable families in the earliest stages
of their child’s life. Home visiting pro-
grams establish a solid foundation by
partnering with families to support
maternal and newborn health and par-
ent engagement.

I would like to express my support
for the reauthorization and expansion
of this program, and I encourage my
colleagues to do the same.

——

SOLAR ECLIPSE IN HOPKINSVILLE,
KENTUCKY

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

Mr. COMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to speak about a spectacular
event that will take place in Hopkins-
ville, Kentucky this coming August. A
solar eclipse will occur on August 21,
2017, the first to traverse coast to coast
in the United States in nearly a cen-
tury. The last time a solar eclipse was
in the United States was in 1918. It will
not be until 2045 that we witness a
similar event.

Hopkinsville is one location in the
U.S. fortunate enough to have a posi-
tion in the direct path of the shadow
cast by the eclipse of the Sun. The his-
toric city of Hopkinsville is expecting
a huge turnout for this event, as many
consider Hopkinsville the ‘‘point of

July 18, 2017

greatest eclipse’” for this August lunar
display.

August 18 to 20 will be a weekend full
of celebrations surrounding this rare
and memorable experience, including
live music, food vendors, and activities
for all ages. I thank the many people
who have contributed to the promotion
of this event in Hopkinsville, and I
look forward to a festive weekend in
the First District of Kentucky to cele-

brate the much anticipated solar
eclipse.
———
STANDING UP FOR THE DACA
PROGRAM

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, Colorado is
home to 17,000 Deferred Action for
Childhood Arrivals, or DACA, recipi-
ents. This program is an essential help
in our dysfunctional immigration sys-
tem. It allows young people who only
know the U.S. as home to legally reside
and work here.

Through my congressional service, I
have been moved by the stories of
DACA recipients who have bravely spo-
ken up for their communities and only
want to positively contribute to our
country, young people like Brayan.

Brayan is a business marketing and
finance major at Colorado State Uni-
versity, in my district. He moved here
with his family at a young age. He was
only 3. He doesn’t even remember mak-
ing the trek from Chihuahua, Mexico,
to Colorado. He grew up here, attended
elementary and high school here. He
didn’t even know he was undocumented
until he was in eighth grade.

DACA has allowed Brayan to come
out of the shadows and live with a
sense of security rather than anxiety
and fear. In Brayan’s words, DACA has
put hope in the hearts of the forgotten.

What I want Brayan and others like
him to know is: You are not forgotten,
not by me, not by those of us in the
community who know you and love
you.

I stand by Brayan’s side, and I will
fight to ensure that the DACA program
is continued for the 17,000 recipients in
Colorado and 800,000 nationwide. The
bottom line is that Brayan and others
like him belong here.

———————

PRO-GROWTH TAX REFORM FOR
SMALL BUSINESSES

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

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to discuss the need for pro-
growth tax reform for small businesses
in America.

Last week, I was on Main Street in
Grapevine, Texas, surrounded by local
businesses that were started in pursuit
of the American Dream. These busi-
nesses are opened by hardworking peo-
ple trying to give their families a bet-
ter life and create jobs in north Texas
and the communities that I represent.
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Washington’s Tax Code is too big and
too complicated for American small
businesses to grow and to be the job
creation engine for future generations.
We need pro-growth tax reform that
lowers the rates for local businesses
and simplifies the code for families.
Main streets across America are count-
ing on us to do that.

———

NEGATIVE IMPACT OF MEDIA

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, a
new survey by the Pew Research Cen-
ter found that an astounding two-
thirds of Americans say the news
media has a negative impact on our
Nation. What a comment on the media.

The survey asked participants wheth-
er a variety of institutions are having
a positive or negative effect on the way
things are going in this country today.
The rating the media received was the
lowest of all institutions.

Another public opinion poll by Gal-
lup showed the media’s credibility has
reached a record low. This is not much
of a surprise, given the media’s con-
stant barrage of personal attacks and
negative news coverage. The American
people deserve better than a biased
media.

For the sake of our country, our de-
mocracy, and the credibility of the
media itself, let’s hope they report the
news more fairly and objectively in the
future.

————

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MOONEY of West Virginia) laid before
the House the following communica-
tion from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, July 18, 2017.
Hon. PAUL D. RYAN,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
July 18, 2017, at 9:19 a.m.:

Appointments:

Women’s Suffrage Centennial Commission.

With best wishes, I am,

Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS.

———————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 806, OZONE STANDARDS
IMPLEMENTATION ACT OF 2017

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 451 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 451

Resolved, That at any time after adoption

of this resolution the Speaker may, pursuant
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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. 806) to facili-
tate efficient State implementation of
ground-level ozone standards, and for other
purposes. The first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived. General
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Energy and
Commerce. After general debate the bill
shall be considered for amendment under the
five-minute rule. In lieu of the amendment
in the nature of a substitute recommended
by the Committee on Energy and Commerce
now printed in the bill, it shall be in order to
consider as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minute rule an
amendment in the nature of a substitute
consisting of the text of Rules Committee
Print 115-26. That amendment in the nature
of a substitute shall be considered as read.
All points of order against that amendment
in the nature of a substitute are waived. No
amendment to that amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute shall be in order except
those printed in the report of the Committee
on Rules accompanying this resolution. Each
such amendment may be offered only in the
order printed in the report, may be offered
only by a Member designated in the report,
shall be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for the time specified in the report
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject
to amendment, and shall not be subject to a
demand for division of the question in the
House or in the Committee of the Whole. All
points of order against such amendments are
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
Any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
made in order as original text. The previous
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.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman 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 Colorado (Mr. PoLIS), pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have b 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.

0 1230

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 451 provides for a struc-
tured rule to consider a bill out of the
Energy and Commerce Committee per-
taining to the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency’s ozone standards. The
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rule provides for 1 hour of debate
equally divided between the majority
and the minority on the Energy and
Commerce Committee. The rule fur-
ther makes in order six Democratic
amendments for consideration. Fi-
nally, the minority is afforded the cus-
tomary motion to recommit.

Under the Clean Air Act’s National
Ambient Air Quality Standards pro-
gram, the EPA is tasked with setting
standards and regulations for certain
defined pollutants, including ground-
level ozone, commonly referred to as
smog. The Environmental Protection
Agency has set these standards and ad-
justed when necessary in 1971, 1979,
1997, and 2008.

Since 1980, ozone levels have declined
by 33 percent, according to the EPA,
thanks in large part to diligent State
oversight of industries and planning,
along with weather patterns and out-
side temperatures, which all contribute
to ozone levels.

Ozone has been a particular issue in
the north Texas area that I represent,
where hot summer days and prevailing
southerly breezes cause air quality
issues that affect outdoor activities
and may create health concerns.

In 2015, the EPA proposed changing
the 2008 ozone standards that had not
yet been fully implemented, despite
nearly 700 national, State, and local or-
ganizations and stakeholders request-
ing that the EPA allow the 2008 stand-
ards to be adopted before moving the
goalposts on these regulated parties. In
fact, the EPA did not publish its imple-
mentation regulations for the 2008
standards until March of 2015, nearly 7
years after the standards had been
issued, and then promptly that same
year decided to change the rules en-
tirely.

The EPA ignored the request from
stakeholders and moved ahead with
lowering the ozone standard, manipu-
lating scientific findings in order to
justify the move. In fact, nearly two-
thirds of the so-called benefits that the
EPA claimed would result from this
new standard are not based on ozone
reductions at all, but instead on reduc-
tions from an entirely different pollut-
ant regulated under a different set of
rules.

H.R. 806, the Ozone Standards Imple-
mentation Act of 2017, is an important
step toward focusing the EPA’s efforts
at science-based regulating of the envi-
ronment and a rejection of the politi-
cally motivated actions of the previous
8 years.

The legislation phases in implemen-
tation of the 2008 and 2015 ozone stand-
ards, extending the date for final des-
ignation for the 2015 standard to 2025,
aligning the permitting requirements
of the Clean Air Act with the imple-
mentation schedule set by the EPA.
This allows for a thoughtful and me-
thodical implementation process to
proceed at the State level to address
the varied needs and nuances that exist
in the States based upon industry and
based upon weather patterns.



H5928

The measured approach contained in
H.R. 806 will allow States to pursue
cost-effective and practical implemen-
tation plans to enforce the EPA’s ozone
standards. Further, it utilizes a process
that will benefit from the States’ prac-
tical experiences at implementing pre-
vious ozone standards.

Nothing in the legislation before the
House today changes any existing air
quality standards or regulations. Let
me say that again. Nothing in the leg-
islation before the House today
changes any existing air quality stand-
ards or regulations.

This legislation is focused solely on
providing States and businesses the
proper tools, time, and flexibility to
implement the EPA’s regulations most
effectively. This is a goal we should all
support.

According to the EPA’s own analysis
in 2015, the vast majority of U.S. coun-
ties will meet the 2015 standards by
2025, the same timeframe that the bill
before us contemplates implementa-
tion.

H.R. 806 is important, however, be-
cause it gives States the flexibility to
focus on the most pressing environ-
mental issues in each individual State,
rather than having the EPA dictate
where resources must be used regard-
less of need.

The Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee has been reviewing the issue of
finding the correct balance for ozone
implementation for years and has
crafted legislation that reflects that
measured approach.

In 2015, I wrote to the EPA’s Clean
Air Scientific Advisory Committee ex-
pressing my concern over the EPA’s ex-
pedited implementation of the 2015
standards despite concerns on how the
ozone rules could affect other pollut-
ants, namely nitrogen oxide, which has
been found to actually increase in-
versely when ozone levels decrease.
This increase of nitrogen oxide is espe-
cially present in urban environments
where many at-risk populations live.

Given the many implementation
questions surrounding EPA’s political
decision to move forward with the 2015
standards, H.R. 806 is a prudent and
justified course that this government
should be taking.

For these reasons, I encourage my
colleagues to support today’s rule and
the underlying bill, and I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume, and I
thank the gentleman from Texas for
yielding me the customary 30 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
both this rule and the underlying bill.
Instead of coming up with new
thoughts or new ideas, here we have
another recycled and careless bill that
has been through this body before that
takes away protections for our sick, for
our children, for pregnant women, and
for the elderly. It is the wrong way to
go for our country.

This bill is called the Ozone Stand-
ards Implementation Act, but it is ac-
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tually a political stunt for a special in-
terest, in this case the oil and gas in-
dustry. It will hurt our air, our envi-
ronment, and, frankly, have a negative
impact on the health of Americans. It
will increase healthcare costs at a time
when healthcare costs are already too
high.

We see that, the way the House Re-
publicans are trying to jam through
the Affordable Care Act repeal, which I
remind my friends passed here in the
House. It is only in the Senate where
they are finally realizing the error of
their ways.

In Colorado, 500,000 people have bene-
fited from the Affordable Care Act, and
the number of people without insur-
ance has been cut in half from 6.7 per-
cent to 2.5 percent. Of course, it is not
perfect, and I hope that now is an op-
portunity for Democrats and Repub-
licans to work together, rather than
Republicans seeking to go at it alone
with a plan that provides less people
with healthcare rather than more.

The Affordable Care Act made sure
that no one can be denied coverage for
a preexisting condition. That benefited
over 750,000 people in Colorado, includ-
ing people with cancer and asthma, the
rates of which would both increase if
this bill that we are discussing under
this rule were to become law. Yes, that
is right. More people would suffer from
asthma and more people would suffer
from cancer if this bill were to pass.

This reckless Republican healthcare
bill even eliminated the Prevention
and Public Health Fund at the end of
fiscal year 2017, slashing funding for
the Centers for Disease Control by 12
percent, singling out certain providers,
like Planned Parenthood, from even
participating in the Medicaid program;
preventing patients from receiving pre-
ventative care services, like cancer
screenings and STD testing and contra-
ceptive care from their provider of
choice, often, in many cases, the only
provider in town.

So it is no surprise that we have yet
another bill that would increase
healthcare costs before us, lead to
more people having to pay more for
what they already have for healthcare.

And here we have a bill that is op-
posed by the American Lung Associa-
tion, the American Thoracic Society.
They are all very strongly opposed to
this bill. It is why over 700 healthcare
professionals signed a letter in opposi-
tion to H.R. 806 dated July 17, 2017,
which I include in the RECORD.

JuLy 17, 2017.

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: We, the under-
signed physicians, nurses, environmental
health professionals and other health profes-
sionals, urge you to protect our patients’ and
communities’ health from dangerous air pol-
lution. Please oppose any legislation or ad-
ministrative actions that would block, weak-
en or delay work to implement and enforce
strong safeguards for healthy air.

Our patients, families, and neighbors need
healthy air to breathe, particularly those
who are at greater risk of getting sick or
dying prematurely due to air pollution, in-
cluding children, older adults, and people
with asthma, COPD, and heart disease.

July 18, 2017

Thanks to the Clean Air Act, the United
States has made enormous progress in clean-
ing up ozone and particle pollution. The
American Lung Association’s 2017 ‘‘State of
the Air” report found that cities across the
U.S. have made continued improvement in
reducing these pollutants, with many reach-
ing their lowest ozone levels yet. However,
125 million people still live in areas where
they are exposed to unhealthy levels of air
pollution.

Clean Air Act protections must continue
to be implemented and enforced to ensure
that all Americans have healthy air to
breathe. In addition, evidence shows that cli-
mate change will make it harder to clean up
ozone and particle pollution. The nation
must reduce the carbon, methane, and other
pollutants that lead to warmer tempera-
tures, and work to protect our communities
against the many health impacts of climate
change.

As health and medical professionals, we
call upon you to protect the health of our pa-
tients and our communities by opposing
measures that would block, weaken, or delay
protections under the Clean Air Act, or other
protections that reduce harmful air pollu-
tion and protect public health from the im-
pacts of climate change. Our communities
are counting on you.

Sincerely,
ALABAMA

Surya Bhatt, MD; Cindy Blackburn, RN;
Ellen Buckner, PhD, RN, CNE, AE-C; Mark
Dransfield, MD; Linda Gibson-Young, PhD,
ARNP; Katherine Herndon, PharmD, BCPS;
deNay Kirkpatrick, DNP, Nurse Practi-
tioner; Kathleen Lovlie, MD; Michael
Lyerly, MD; Marissa Natelson Love, MD;
Jessica Nichols, RN, BSN; Gabriela Oates,
PhD; Ashley Thomas, MD; Paula Warren,
MD.

ALASKA

Owen Hanley, MD; Charles Holyfield, RRT,
Director, Cardiopulmonary Services; Sheila
Hurst, Tobacco Treatment Specialist; Elaine
Phillips, FNP; Melinda Rathkopf, MD; Jill
Valerius, MD, ABIHM, IFMCP, ATC.

ARIZONA
Michelle Dorsey, MD; Mark Mabry, RN;
Marsha Presley, PhD.
ARKANSAS
Marsha Scullark, MPS.
CALIFORNIA

Jennifer Abraham, MD; Felix Aguilar, MD,
MPH; Ellen Aiken, MD, MPH; Mark Andrade,
RCP, RRT, AE-C; Devin Arias, MPH; Ed
Avol, Professor, Dept of Preventive Medi-
cine; Ardel Ayala, RRT; Julia Barnes, MPH,

Community Engagement Manager; Laura
Barrera, RRT; John Basile, RRT; Bruce
Bekkar, MD; Eugene Belogorsky, MD;

Simone Bennett, MD; Amir Berjis, MD; Rob-
ert Bernstein, MD; Robert Blount, MD;
Coletta Boone, RCP; Amy Brendel, MD; Lisa
Caine, RCP.

Donna Carr, MD; Cherise Charleswell,
MPH; Jiu-Chivan Chen, MD, MPH, ScD;
Sharon Chinthrajah, MD; David T. Cooke,
MD; Pamela Dannenberg, RN, COHN-S, CAE;
John Davis, RN, FNP-BC; Sara DelL.aney, RN,
MSN, MPH; Athony DeRiggi, MD; Maria
Diaz, RN, BSN; Ralph DiLibero, MD;
Jacquolyn Duerr, MPH; Marsha Eptein, MD;
Enza Esposito Nguyen, RN, MSN, ANP-BC;
Shohreh Farzan, PhD; Bennett Feinberg,
MD; Amber Fitzsimmons, PT; Catherine For-
est, MD, MPH; Vanessa Garcia, RN, PHN;
Frank Gilliland, MD, PhD.

Robert M Gould, MD; Jim Grizzell, MBA,
MA, MCHES(R), ACSM-EP; Kevin Hamilton,
RRT; Stephen Hansen, MD, FACP; Catherine
Harrison, RN, MPH; Marie Hoemke, RN,
PHN, MPA, MA; Mark Horton, MD; Mary
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Hunsader, RN, MSN, CNS, AE-C; Harriet
Ingram, RN, BS; Karen Jakpor, MD, MPH;
Martin Joye, MD; Magie Karla, RD; Lynn
Kersey, MA, MPH, CLE; Ellen Levine, PhD,
MPH; Rita Lewis, RN, PHN; Erica
Lipanovich, PA-C; Shanna Livermore, MPH,
MCHES; Cynthia Mahoney, MD; Michael
Maiman, MD; Atashi Mandal, MD; Futernick
Marc, MD.

Margie Matsui, RN, CRRN, COHN-S,
FAAOHN; Rob McConnell, MD; DeAnn
McEwen, MSN, RN; Ellen McKnight, NP;
Robert Meagher, MD; Louis Menachof, MD;
Deb Messina-Kleinman, MPH; Jennifer Mil-
ler, PhD,; Anthony Molina, MD; Janice
Murota, MD; Gretchen Nelson, FNP; Wendy
Oshima, Health professional; Frances Owens,
RRT; Sonal Patel, MD; David Pepper, MD;
Tamanna Rahman, MPH; Wendy Ring, MD,
MPH; Brenda Rios, FNP; Linda Rudolph,
MD, MPH; Cindy Russell, MD.

Sunil Saini, MD; Hannah Shrieve-Lawler,
MSN, RN, PHN, RYT; Susan Smith, RRT,
RCP; Rhonda Spencer-Hwang, DrPH, MPH;
Sue Stone, MD; Mary Anne Tablizo, MD;
Neeta Thakur, MD; Duncan Thomas, PhD,
Professor; Laura Van Winkle, PhD; Jose
Vempilly, MD; Li-hsia Wang, MD, FAAP;
Kinari Webb, MD; Ruggeri Wendy, MD; Jan
Wicklas, RCP; Shirley Windsor, RRT; Dan
Woo, MPH, Public Health Professional; Kuo
Liang Yu, MD; Marcela Yu, MD.

COLORADO

Kimberly Boyd, NP; James Crooks, PhD,
MS; V. Sean Mitchell, RN, APRN-BC, CRNA,
CPHIMS; Colleen Reid, MPH, PhD; Catherine
Thomasson, MD.

CONNECTICUT

Helaine Bertsch, MD; Maritza Bond, MPH;
Ruth Canovi, MPH; Connie Dills, RRT; Shar-
on Escoffery, BS, Public Health; Jonathan
Fine, MD, Attending Pulmonologist; David
Hill, MD, FCCP; Anne Hulick, RN, MS, JD;
Elizabeth Mirabile-Levens, MD; Jonathan
Noel, PhD, MPH; Jacinta O’Reilly, RN; Jen-
nifer Pennoyer, MD; William Pennoyer, MD;
Jane Reardon, MSN, APRN; Jodi Sherman,
MD, Assistant Professor of Anesthesiology;
Jason Wright, MBA, ACHE.

DELAWARE

Timothy Gibbs, MPH, NPMc; Alan
Greenglass, MD; Angela Herman, RN, MS;
Albert Rizzo, MD; Maria Weeks, School
Nurse, MSN, RN.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Gail Drescher, MA, RRT, CTTS; Kenneth

Rothbaum, MD; Lorraine Spencer, RN.
FLORIDA

Ankush Bansal, MD, FACP, SFHM,
FABDA; Melanie De Souza, MD; Charlotte
Gliozzo, RRT; Brian Guerdat, MPH; Brenda
Olsen, RN; Walter Plaza, RRT; Paul Robin-
son, MD, PhD, FAAP, FACEP.

GEORGIA

Melissa Alperin, MPH; Callahan Angela,
RN, BSN; Kathy Barnes, RN; Mary Barrett,
RN, BSN; Kathleen Cavallaro, MS, MPH;
Betty Daniels, PhD, RN; Morris Deedee, RN,
BSN; Qazi Farhana, LPN; Tuttle Jennifer,
RN; Carol Martin, RN; Anne Mellinger-
Birdsong, MD, MPH; Debra Miller, LPN;
Christina Spurlock, LPN; Yolanda Whyte,
MD.

HAWAII

Rhonda Hertwig, RN; Holly Kessler, MBA;
Hali Robinett, MPH.
IDAHO
Charlene Cariou, MHS, CHES; Robbie
Leatham, BSN, RN.
ILLINOIS
Nahiris Bahamon, MD; Marie Cabiya, MD;
Cheryal Christion, RN; Mary Gelder, MPH;
Victoria Harris, BS, Community Health;
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Mary Eileen Kloster, RN, MSN; Mukesh
Narain, MPH; Kristin Stephenson, RRT;
Jeanne Zelten, APN, FNP-BC.

INDIANA

Janet Erny, RRT; Erica Pedroza, MPH

Candidate.
IOWA

Sally Ann Clausen, ARNP; Dawn Gentsch,
MPH, MCHES, PCMH CCE; Samra Hir, MPH;
Sara Miller, BS; Mary Mincer Hansen, PhD;
Jeneane Moody, MPH; Wendy Ringgenberg,
PhD, MPH, Industrial Hygienist.

KANSAS

Todd Brubaker, DO, FAAP; Robert Moser,
MD, Public Health Association President.

KENTUCKY

Marc Guest, MPH, MSW, CPH, CSW;
Katlyn McGraw, MPH; Rose Schneider, RN,
BSN, MPH.

LOUISIANA
Laura Jones, FNP; Jamie Rogues, RN,
APRN, MPA, MPH; Rebecca Rothbaum,
PsyD.

MAINE

Brian Ahearn, RRT; Rebecca Boulos, MPH,
PhD; Stephanie Buzzell, CRT; Ivan Cardona,
MD; Cynthia Carlton, CRT, RPFT; Leora
Cohen-McKeon, DO; Suzan Collins, BSRT,
RRT; Douglas Couper, MD, MACP; Scott
Dyer, DO; Donald Endrizzi, MD; TJ Farnum,
RRT; Jennifer Friedman, MD; Robert Gould,
RRT; Marvin Grant, CRT; Diane Haskell,
RRT; Norma Hay, RRT, AECC.

Joseph Isgro, RRT; Meagan Kingman, DO;
Jon Lewis, RRT; Kathryn Marnix, RRT;
Mark McAfee, RRT; Karen McDonald, RRT-
NPS, RPFT; Samantha Paradis, MPH, BSN,
RN, CCRN; Marguerite Pennoyer, MD; Paul
Shapero, MD; Sean Shortall, RRT, RPFT;
Randi Stefanizci, RRT; Laura Van Dyke,
LPN, AE-C; Rhonda Vosmus, RRT, NPS, AE-
C; Bryan Whalen, MPH Candidate; Richard
Yersan, RRT.

MARYLAND

Carissa Baker-Smith, MD, MPH; Cara
Cook, MS, RN, AHN-BC; Harvey Fernbach,
MD, MPH; Yeimi Gagliardi, MA; Dee Gold-
stein, RN; Irena Gorski, MPH; Meghan
Hazer, MSLA, MPH; Kathryn Helsabeck, MD;
Katie Huffling, MS, RN, CNM; Lisa Jordan,
PhD, RN; Jana Kantor, MSPH Candidate;
Megan Latshaw, PhD, MHS.

Ed Maibach, PhD, MPH; Gibran Mancus,
MSN, RN, Doctoral Student; Meredith
McCormack, MD, MHS; Kimi Novak, RN;
Claudia Smith, PhD, MPH, RN; Rosemary
Sokas, MD, MOH; Charlotte Wallace, RN;
Leana Wen, MD, MSc; Lois Wessel, CFNP;
James Yager, PhD, Professor of Environ-
mental Health.

MASSACHUSETTS

Stephanie Chalupka, RN; Amy Collins,
MD; Ronald Dorris, MD; Christine Gadbois,
DNP, RN-BC, APHN-BC; Donna Hawk, RRT,
AE-C, Pulmonary Rehab Clinician; Marie
Lemoine, MSN, RN, RCP; Joann
Lindenmayer, DVM, MPH; Ann Ottalagana,
Director of Health Education; Hildred
Pennoyer, MD; James Recht, MD; Kathleen
Rest, PhD, MPA; Brian Simonds, RRT; Craig
Slatin, ScD, MPH, Professor of Public
Health; Coleen Toronto, PhD, RN, Associate
Professor; Francis Veale, MPH; Erika Veidis,
health Member Engagement & Outreach Co-
ordinator; Sara Zarzecki, MPH; Laura Zatz,
MPH.

MICHIGAN

Ranelle Brew, EdD, CHES; Mary Cornwell,
MPH, CHES; Elizabeth (Lisa) Del Buono,
MD; Elizabeth Gray, MS, CCES, CHWC;
Kirsten Henry, Health Educator; Patricia
Koman, MPP, PhD; Shelby Miller, MPH;
Matthew Mueller, DO, MPH.
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MINNESOTA
Susan Nordin, MD; Teddie Potter, PhD,
RN, FAAN; Becky Sechrist, public health as-
sociation President; Cherylee Sherry,
MCHES; Bruce Snyder, MD, FAAN; Kristin
Verhoeven, RN.
MISSISSIPPI
Shana Boatner, RN, BSN; Martina Brown,
RRT; Becky Champion, RN; Bobbie Coleman,
BSRC, Registered Respiratory Therapist;
Matthew Edwards, RN, MSN; Allyn Harris,
MD; Kathy Haynes, RRT-MPH AE-C; Kay
Henry, MSN, RN; Erin Martinez, PharmD;
Brittney Mosley, MS; Tracy Nowlin, RRT.
Kendreka Pipes, CHES; Kimberly Roberts,
RN, MS, CHES, CIC, CHSP; Susan Russell,
MSN, RN; Donald Starks, Health Educator;
John Studdard, MD; Alexander Vesa, RT(R);
Lesa Waters, FNP; LaNeidra Williams, RDH;

Kimberly Wilson, RRT, Manager; Sharon
Wilson, RN; Catherine Woodyard, PhD,
CHES.

MISSOURI

Sandra Boeckman, Executive Director;
Dan Luebbert, REHS; Robert Niezgoda, pub-
lic health association President; Lynelle
Phillips, RN, MPH; Andrew Warlen, MPH.

MONTANA

Bradley Applegate, RN; Jeremy Archer,
MD, MS, FAAP; Kelli Avanzino, RN, MN;
Dawn Baker, RN; Kate Berry, RN; Amanda
Bohrer, Tobacco Prevention Specialist; Lori
Byron, MD; Emily Colomeda, MPH, RN;
Christine Deeble, ND; Lynette Duford, BS;
Abdallah Elias, MD; Kasey Harbine, MD;
Daniel A. Harper, MD; Pepper Henyon, MD.

Josy Jahnke, RN, BSN, PHN, AE-C; Marian
Kummer, MD; Gregar Lind, MD; Cheryl Mc-
Millan, RN, MS, Family Nurse Practitioner,
ret.; Heather Murray, RN; Melanie Reynolds,
MPH; Paul Smith, MD; Wanda White, RN;
Lora Wier, RN; Megan Wilkie, RN, CLC; Alli-
son Young, MD, AAP; Michael Zacharisen,
MD.

NEBRASKA

David Corbin, Emeritus professor, public

health; Rudy Lackner, MD.
NEVADA

Sue McHugh, RN; John Packham, Director

of Health Policy Research.
NEW HAMPSHIRE

Jessica Gorhan, MPH; Marc Hiller, Pro-
fessor of Public Health (MPH, DrPH); Mary
Olivier, RRT; Jenni Pelletier, RN, BSN.

NEW JERSEY

Janet Acosta-Hobschaidt, MPH, Health Ed-
ucator; Kathleen Black, PhD, MPH; Felesia
Bowen, PhD, DNP, PNP; Michelle Brill,
MPH; Maria Feo, BSN, RN-BC, CTTS; Ta-
mara Gallant, MPH, MCHES; Christina
Green, MPH Candidate; Michele Grodner,
EdD, CHES, Professor of Public Health;
Katheryn Grote, BSN, RN, OCN; Ruth
Gubernick, PhD, MPH, HO, REHS; James
Guevara, MD, MPH; Suseela J, MPH, MD;
Laura Kahn, MD.

Sean McCormick, PhD; Kevin McNally,
MBA, public health association; Amanda Me-
dina-Forrester, MA, MPH, Cancer Coalition
Coordinator; Cornelius Mootoo, MS, BS, Sec-
retary of NJPHA; Tiffany Rivera, MA, DHA,
MCHES; Elsie Sanchez, LPN; Andrew
Sansone, MPH Candidate; Christopher
Speakman, RN; Marianne Sullivan, DrPH,
Associate Professor, Public Health; Stanley
Weiss, MD; Allison Zambon, MHS, MCHES.

NEW MEXICO

Susan Baum, MD, MPH; Lee Brown, MD,
Professor of Internal Medicine; Mallery
Downs, RN (ret.); Janet Popp, PT, MS;
Kristina Sowar, MD; Sharz Weeks, MPH;
Leah Yngve, MSPH.

NEW YORK

Claire Barnett, MBA (health finance);

Alexis Blavos, PhD, MEd, MCHES; Alison
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Braid, MPH Candidate; Margaret Collins,
MS; Kavitha Das, BDS, MPH, MS; Richard
Dayton, REHS, Public Health Sanitarian;
Susan Difabio, RRT, CPFT; Liz D’Imperio,
RRT; Monica Dragoman, MD, MPH; Law-
rence Galinkin, MD; Carolyn Galinkin, So-
cial Worker; Noah Greenspan, DPT, CCS,
EMT-B; Patricia Happel, DO; Kristen Har-

vey, MD; Meherunnisa Jobaida, Outreach
Specialist.
Julie Kleber, RN; Stacie Lampkin,

PharmD; Nicole Lefkowitz, MPH; Kathryn
Leonard, MS, RD, CDN; Luis Marrero, MBA;
Emily Marte, BS, MPH Candidate; Mary
Mastrianni, FNP; Peggy McCarthy, MPH,
CHES; Crystina Milici, PA-C; Maureen Mil-
ler, MD, MPH; Wilma Mitey, MS, MPA;
Acklema Mohammad, Urban Health Plan;
Emilio Morante, MPH, MSUP; Christina
Olbrantz, MPH, CPH; Milagros Pizarro, RN.

Elvira Rella, MS; Luis Rodriguez, MD; E.
Schachter, MD; Emily Senay, MD, MPH;
Perry Sheffield, MD; Linda Shookster, MD;
Jody Steinhardt, MPH, CHES; Gladys R
Torres-Ortiz, PhD, Clinical Psychologist;
Ashley Umukoro, health plan Site Director;
Adrienne Wald, EdD, MBA, RN; Karen
Warman, MD; Lucy Weinstein, MD, MPH;
Lauren Zajac, MD, MPH; Robert Zielinski,
MD.

NORTH CAROLINA

Melanie Alvarado, RN, MSN; John Brice,
MPH, MEd; Kayne Darrell, RT (R) (M);
James Donohue, MD; Beverly Foster, PhD,
MN, MPH, RN; Jeff Goldstein, President &
CEO, health foundation; Laura Kellogg, RN,
AE-C; Rebecca King, DDS, MPH; David
Peden, MD; Laura Pridemore, MD; Cheryl
Stroud, DVM, PhD; David Tayloe, MD.

NORTH DAKOTA

Deborah Swanson, RN; Maylynn Warne,

MPH.
OHIO

Peggy Berry, PhD, RN, COHN-S; Rosemary
Chaudry, PhD, MPH, RN; Elizabeth Cutlip,
RRT; Laura Distelhorst, CPN, RN; Joe Ebel,
RS, MS, MBA; Susan Gaffney, RRT; Lois
Hall, MS; Carla Hicks, RN, MBA; Lawrence
Hill, DDS, MPH; John Kaufman, MPH;
Sumita Khatri, MD; Janet Leipheimer, BSN,
MHHS, RN, LSN; Nancy Moran, DVM, MPH;
Chris Morford, BSN, RN, Licensed School
Nurse; Andreanna Pavan, MPH Candidate;
Kimberly Schaffler, BSN, RN, LSN.

OKLAHOMA

Effie Craven, MPH; Marny Dunlap, MD;
Marisa New, OTR, MPH; Mark Pogemiller,
MD, FAAP.

OREGON

Benjamin Ashraf, MPH, CHES; Bruce Aus-
tin, DMD; James Becraft, MPH; Kathy
Blaustein, CPH; Candace Brink, Physical
Education Teacher; Alicia Dixon-Ibarra,
PhD, MPH; Lan Doan, MPH, CPH; Kelly Don-
nelly, Certified Personal Trainer; Carol El-
liott, BSN; Kurt Ferre, DDS; Layla
Garrigues, PhD, RN; Peter Geissert, MPH;
John Hanson, MSN; Cameron Haun, CSCS;
Charles Haynie, MD; Augusta Herman, MPH;
Robina Ingram-Rich, RN, MS, MPH.

Selene Jaramillo, MS; Candice Jimenez,
MPH; Gabriella Korosi, RN, MN; Leslie
Kowash, MPH Candidate; Anne Larson, MPH;
Patricia Neal, Council, FQHC; Jessica
Nischik-Long, MPH/Executive Director;
Gena Peters, Health Outcomes Project Coor-
dinator; Jack Phillips, MPH, CPH; Jock
Pribnow, MD, MPH; Carol Reitz, RN; Dianne
Robertson, nurse (ret.); Savanna Santarpio,
MPH; Julie Spackman, Certified Prevention
Specialist; Theodora Tsongas, PhD, MS; Ta-
mara Vogel, MBA, Administrator.

PENNSYLVANIA

Robert Abood, MD; Saif Al Qatarneh, MD;
Michael Babij, Certified Peer Specialist; Jill
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Barnasevitch, RNC; Murylo Batista, Re-
search Assistant; Pamela Benton, RRT;
Taseer Bhatti, MS; Christine Brader, Patient
Advocate; Deborah Brown, CHES; Tyra Bry-
ant-Stephens, MD; Monica Calvert, RDH,
BSDH, PHDHP; Lynn Carson, PhD, MCHES;
Esther Chung, MD, MPH; Nina Crayton,
MSW, CTTS; Marlene D’Ambrosio, RN; Ellen
M. Dennis, RN, MSN, MSEd; Paula Di Greg-
ory, CTTS/Tobacco Treatment Specialist;
Mark Dovey, MD; Lori Drozdis, MS, RN; Al-
exandra Ernst, Public Health Evaluation
Project Manager; Mary Fabio, MD.

Jayme Ferry, LSW; Cecilia Fichter-
DeSando, Prevention Manager; Alexander
Fiks, MD, MSCE; Thad Fornal, RDCS;

Clintonette Garrison, RRT; Teresa Giamboy,
MSN, CRNP; Dawn Gizzo, CRT; Stanley
Godshall, MD; Maria Grandinetti, PhD, RN,
Associate Professor of Nursing; Thomas
Gregory, DDS, PhD; Melissa Groden, MS,
HS-BCP; Susan Harshbarger, RN, MSN, TTS;
Kathryn Hartman, Supervisor; Brooke
Heyman, MD; Lynn Heyman, BS, RRT,
CTTS-M; Cory Houck, Chief Nuclear Medi-
cine Technologist; Marilyn Howarth, MD,
FACOEM; Kimberly Jones, BSN, AE-C;
Kayla Juba, public health organization De-
velopment Coordinator; Ned Ketyer, MD,
FAAP; Cynthia Kilbourn, MD.

Kira Kraiman, Certified Tobacco Training
Specialist; Madison Kramer, MPH (c); Geof-
frey Kurland, MD, Professor of Pediatrics;
Laura Leaman, MD; Dion Lerman, MPH, En-
vironmental Health Programs Specialist;
Robert Little, MD; Francine Locke, Environ-
mental Director; Laura Loggi, RRT; Shelley
Matt, RRT-NPS, CPFT; Andrea McGeary,
MD; Thomas McKeon, MPH(c); Rob Mitchell,
MPH; Jane Nathanson, MD; Michelle
Niedermeier, PA, Environmental Health Pro-
gram Coordinator; Donna Novak, RN, DNP,
CRNP; Lori Novitski, BS, RN; Mariam
O’Connell, RRT; Helen Papeika, RN; Amy
Paul, Director of Healthy Living; Alan
Peterson, MD, MD; Mary Lou V. Phillips,
MSN, CRNP.

Noelle Prescott, MD; Vatsala Ramprasad,
MD, Pediatric Pulmonologist; Megan Rob-
erts, MPH, Community Engagement Pro-
gram Manager; Tynesha Robinson, MSW;
Eric Rothermel, health Program Director;
Erica Saylor, MPH; Alden Small, PhD; Cheri
Smith, CRNP; Keith Somers, MD; Jonathan
Spahr, MD; James Spicher, MD; Patricia
Stewart, LPC; Darlene Stockhausen, CSN,
BSN, RN; Beth Thornton, RN; Walter Tsou,
MD, MPH; Caroline Williams, BA, CHES,
CTTS; Margaret Wojnar, MD, MEd; Cas-
sandra Wood, tobacco Specialist; Joanne
Wray, BS, Prevention Specialist; Sylvia
Young, RN, MSN, CSN.

PUERTO RICO
Jorge L. Nina Espinosa, CPH.
RHODE ISLAND

Wanda N. Bastista, CRT; Angela Butler,
COPD Health Advocate RRT-NPS, CPFT;
Michelle Caetano, PharmD, BCACP, CDOE,
CVDOE; Christine Eisenhower, PharmD;
James Ginda, MA, RRT, FAARC; Linda
Hogan, RRT; Linda Mendonca, MSN, RN,
APHN-BC; Donna Needham, RN, AE-C; Eliza-
beth O’Connor, RRT; Katherine Orr,
PharmD, Clinical Professor; Sandi Tomassi,
RN; Donna Trinque, RRT, AE-C, CPFT; Syl-
via Weber, Clinical Nurse Specialist.

SOUTH CAROLINA

Tierney Gallagher, MA, health system Ex-
ecutive Projects Director; Tiffany Mack,
MPH, CHES.

SOUTH DAKOTA

Marilyn Aasen, RRT; Sandy Brown, RRT;
Darcy Ellefson, RRT; Bruce Feistner, RRT,
Respiratory Care Program Director; Lori
Salonen, RRT.
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TENNESSEE

Richard Crume, Environmental Engineer,
QEP, CHCM.

TEXAS

Judy Alvarado, RN; Lynda Anderson, BSN,
RN; Lauren Badgett, MPH, RD, LD; Wendy
Benedict, MHA; Diane Berry, PhD; Jean
Brender, PhD, RN; Pat Brooks, MEd, MS;
Gloria Brown McNeil, RN, BSN, MEd; Carla
Campbell, MD, MS; Adelita Cantu, PhD, RN;
Catherine Cooksley, DrPH, Editor, public
health journal; Daniel Deane, MD; Betty
Douzar, RN, Assistant Professor; Robert
Greene, MD, PhD; Adele Houghton, MPH;
Elise Huebner, MS, CPH, CIC.

Kristyn Ingram, MD; Cassandra Johnson,
MPH Candidate; Cindy Kilborn, MPH; Wei-
Chen Lee, PhD; Debra McCullough, DNP;
Witold Migala, PhD, MPH, BA; Celeste
Monforton, DrPH, MPH; Rhea Olegario,
MPH, CHES; Sherdeana Owens, DDS; Mindy
Price, MPH; Hernan Reyes, MD; Darlene
Rhodes, MS, Gerontology; Ruth Stewart,
MS, RN; James Swan, PhD, Professor of Ap-
plied Gerontology; Garrett Whitney, MA.

UTAH
Kwynn Gonzalez-Pons, MPH, CPH.
VERMONT

Alex Crimmin, Health Education Coordi-
nator; Brian Flynn, ScD; Heidi GortakowskKi,
MPH; David Kaminsky, MD; Benjamin
Littenberg, MD; Theodore Marcy, MD, MPH,
Professor Emeritus of Medicine; Richard
Valentinetti, MPH.

VIRGINIA

Samantha Ahdoot, MD; Laura Anderko,
PhD RN; Matthew Burke, MD, FAAFP;
Agnes Burkhard, PhD, RN, APHN-BC; Gail
Bush, BS, RRT-NPS, CPFT; Renee Eaton,
MS, MS, LAT, ATC; Janet Eddy, MD; Gary
Ewart, MHS; Robert Leek, MHA; Gail Mates,
Public Health Spokesperson; Sarah Parnapy
Jawaid, PharmD; Jerome Paulson, MD, Pro-
fessor Emeritus; Leon Vinci, DHA, MPH,
DAAS; Homan Wai, MD, FACP.

WASHINGTON

Gay Goodman, PhD, DABT; Catherine
Karr, MD, PhD; Gretchen Kaufman, DVM;
Kathleen Lovgren, MPH; Tim Takaro, MD,
MPH, MS; Robert Truckner, MD, MPH.

WEST VIRGINIA

Robin Altobello, health Program Manager;
Taylor Daugherty, Cancer Information Spe-
cialist; Laura Ferguson, RN, MSN, FNP-BC;

Carlton ‘“‘Sonny”’ Hoskinson, RPh; Ashley
McDaniel, RN; Jessica Randolph, RN;
Rhonda Sheridan, RRT.

WISCONSIN

David Allain, RRT-NPS; William Backes,
BS, RRT; Christine Bierer, RRT; Robert
Brown, RRT, RPFT, FAARC; Sarah
Brundidge, RRT; Lisa Crandall, APNP; Lind-
say Deinhammer, BSN, RN; Alyssa Dittner,
RRT; Rhonda Duerst, RRT-NPS; Jill Francis
Donisi, RT Student; Elizabeth Gore, MD;
Kimberly Granger, RN, MSN, FNP-C; Kristen
Grimes, MAOM, MCHES; Nathan Houstin,
RRT; Jodi Jaeger, BS-RRT, Manager, Res-
piratory Care Service; Michael Jaeger, MD.

Peggy Joyner, RRT; Trina Kaiser, BSN,
RN, School Nurse; Raquel Larson, RN; Jes-
sica LeClair, RN, Public Health Nurse; Todd
Mahr, MD; Michelle Mercure, CHES; Michele
Meszaros, CPNP, APNP; Sara Motisi-Olah,
RN; Elizabeth Neary, MD; Adam Nelson,
RRT; Stephanie Nelson, RRT; Trisha Neuser,
RN; Jackie Noha, RN; Kristine Ostrander,
RRT, Director Respiratory Care Services;
Sima Ramratnam, MD, MPH; Chris Rasch,
Health Center Administration.

Grasieli Reis, RRT; Kathleen Roebber, RN;
Elizabeth Scheuing, RRT; Michelle
Schliesman, Respiratory Therapist; Rhonda
Skolaski, Respiratory Therapist; Brenda
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Steele, RRT, RPSGT; James Stout, RRT;
Richard Strauss, MD; Amanda Tazelaar,
RRT-ACCS; Angela Troxell, RRT; Larry Wal-
ter, RRT; David Warren, RRT; Laurel White,
BS, RRT-NPS; Pamela Wilson, MD; Rhonda
Yngsdal-Krenz, RRT; Lynn Zaspel, RN, BSN,
NCSN.

WYOMING
Susan Riesch, PhD, RN, FAAN, Professor
Emerita (Nursing); Ricardo Soto, PhD,
DABT, MBA.

Mr. POLIS. In part, it says: ‘“We, the
undersigned physicians, nurses . . .”’—
et cetera—‘‘. . . oppose any legislation

. J’—to—*“. . . weaken or delay work
to . .. enforce strong safeguards for
healthy air.”

They are from nearly every State,
Mr. Speaker. And looking at this, I see
red states, and I see blue states, Lou-
isiana, Missouri, Montana, Mississippi,
and that is because this is science we
are talking about here.

This bill will increase healthcare
costs. That is the economic side. The
human side is it will lead to suffering
and even death. That is why it is im-
portant to stop this bill now by stop-
ping this rule from passing.

Not only will this bill harm millions
of Americans, but, in addition, they
have offered it under a way to limit
amendments and ideas that Repub-
licans and Democrats had offered. This
rule does allow several amendments,
one of which is mine, and we will dis-
cuss that later, but it doesn’t allow for
amendments from Democrats and Re-
publicans. They only made in order 6 of
the 11 amendments, including germane
amendments that were submitted to be
debated.

For instance, why wasn’t Mr. CoO-
PER’s amendment, which clarified that
State implementation plans can incor-
porate local land use policies, allowed
any debate on the floor?

All Members with amendments
should be given the opportunity to
bring them to the full House and get a
fair up-or-down vote on the merits of
their amendment. That is how we craft
better legislation, and that is how we
fix bills, Mr. Speaker.

I assure you, this bill needs to be
fixed, because all it does is it repack-
ages a bunch of bills that make our air
dirtier and our health worse and
healthcare more costly, all bills that
we have seen here over the last several
years, bringing them all together in
sort of a Frankenstein bill where you
assemble all these horrible body parts
from different bills, each of which is
bad, creating a huge monster that will
kill people and increase healthcare
costs for every American.

Instead of trying to weaken the
Clean Air Act, putting Americans’
health at risk, which is what this bill
does, we should be talking about the
way to close loopholes that exist in our
Clean Air Act; to make our air cleaner,
not dirtier; reduce asthma and cancer,
not increase asthma and cancer.

That is why I am glad that my

amendment was made in order. My
amendment is based off of the
BREATHE Act, which I introduced
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with several of my colleagues earlier
this year. It would close the oil and gas
industry’s loophole to the Clean Air
Act’s aggregation requirement. We will
be discussing that in more detail later
today, but, very simply, when you have
small sites for oil and gas extraction,
they don’t have to aggregate their pol-
lution, even though in the aggregate,
when you have 20,000 wells in a county,
cumulatively it can release a large
amount of air pollutants, even more
than a larger power plant. This amend-
ment would simply hold all sources of
emission to the same standard for the
impact on the Nation’s air quality. I
hope that my amendment will be
adopted, it is common sense, so we can
improve the Clean Air Act rather than
eviscerate it.

This bill takes apart a law that is
one of the most successful in the his-
tory of our country in protecting our
most vulnerable and strengthening our
economy. A stronger economy means
less sick days from work, it means less
hospital visits, it means less premature
deaths. This bill will increase all of
those, sick days, hospital visits, and
premature deaths, because it takes
away protections for our clean air.

I am proud to say that between 1980
and 2014, emissions of six air pollutants
controlled by the Clean Air Act have
dropped 63 percent. We should be proud
of that. While those six toxic pollut-
ants dropped 63 percent, our gross do-
mestic product increased 147 percent,
vehicle miles traveled increased 97 per-
cent, energy consumption increased 26
percent, our population grew by 41 per-
cent. That shows over the last several
decades how we can have clean air, a
healthy population, and a strong econ-
omy—not one at the expense of an-
other.

These emission standards have al-
ready generated dramatic public health
benefits. A recent peer-reviewed study
estimates that the Clean Air Act will
save more than 230,000 lives, prevent
millions of cases of respiratory prob-
lems in 2020 alone. It also enhances our
national productivity by preventing 17
million lost workdays. These public
health benefits translate into $2 tril-
lion in monetized benefits to the econ-
omy.

If this bill were to be scored by that
metric, this bill would cost $2 trillion
by eviscerating the protections we
have in the Clean Air Act, but instead
of maintaining and strengthening these
important life-saving laws, instead,
they are delaying the implementation
of the ozone National Ambient Air
Quality Standards set by scientists, an
update that is long overdue and has
economic benefits of $4.5 billion annu-
ally in 2025 alone. This bill would sus-
pend that, which are particularly im-
portant for the pregnant, for the elder-
ly, for those who suffer from asthma.

25 million Americans suffer from
asthma, 7 million of whom are chil-
dren. For many, the condition lasts a
lifetime and sometimes can be life-
threatening. In 2014, about 4,000 people
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died due to an asthma attack. The con-
nection between air quality and asth-
ma is extremely well documented and
incontrovertible, and it shouldn’t be
understated.

Clean air is an integral part of qual-
ity of life, and we shouldn’t be tearing
down protections that simply allow
kids or the elderly to go outside, kids
to play outside on a playground in a
neighborhood, without worrying about
respiratory problems or asthma.

Another problematic provision of
this Frankenstein bill is that it
changes the criteria for establishing a
NAAQS from one that is based solely
on protecting public health to one that
includes consideration of technology.
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Now, that is the core of the Clean Air
Act and necessary to protect public
health. The NAAQS determine what
level of air pollution is ‘‘safe” to
breath. That is just a matter of fact.
What is safe is safe, what is not safe is
unsafe. Scientists need to determine
that. This change would allow pol-
luters to override scientists and is
analogous to a doctor making a diag-
nosis based on how much a test cost.

I don’t want my doctor telling me I
don’t have condition X or Y because I
might have a high cost to treat. I don’t
think anybody else does, either. We de-
mand, and we deserve, safe air. We
should be safe breathing the air in our
country, period.

The problems go on and on with this
bill. I will stop there for now because
the Republicans have wasted enough
time even bringing this Frankenstein
bill to the floor that cobbles together a
number of other terrible bills that they
have already passed.

Let’s move forward with making our
air cleaner, not dirtier; with reducing
cancer and asthma, not increasing
them; and with reducing healthcare
costs, not increasing them. This bill is
the wrong direction.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to reference a
letter that I sent on May 23, 2014, to Dr.
Christopher Frey, who was then the
chairman of the EPA Clean Air Sci-
entific Advisory Committee.

The letter reads:

“I understand that, due in part to
recommendations by the Clean Air Sci-
entific Advisory Committee, EPA’s
new draft Health Risk and Exposure
Assessment for Ozone concludes
that”’—I am quoting from the EPA
here—‘‘ ‘mortality from short- and
long-term ozone exposures and res-
piratory hospitalization risk is not
greatly affected by meeting lower
standards.””’

Again, that is from the EPA draft of
the Health Risk and Exposure Assess-
ment for Ozone, from May of 2014.

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD
the letter.
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
May 23, 2014.

Dr. H. CHRISTOPHER FREY,

Chair, EPA Clean Air Scientific Advisory Com-
mittee, Distinguished University Professor,
Department of Civil, Construction, and En-
vironmental Engineering, North Carolina
State University, Raleigh, NC.

DEAR DR. FREY: In January 2015, pursuant
to a court imposed deadline, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) is expected
to propose revisions to the current National
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for
ozone set in 2008. The agency’s proposed revi-
sions may well represent the most costly
standards the agency has ever sought to im-
pose on the U.S. economy. The Administra-
tor’s judgments about the adequacy of the
standard and any such proposed revisions ac-
cordingly will be subject to close Congres-
sional oversight and scrutiny. A critical
question will concern whether the Adminis-
trator has fully and clearly evaluated the
risk reduction estimates associated with the
standard and proposed alternatives.

The Clean Air Scientific Advisory Commit-
tee’s (CASAC) by statute serves to review
the information supporting EPA’s assess-
ment of the existing NAAQS for ozone and to
help assure that EPA conducts a full and ob-
jective evaluation of risks and risk tradeoffs
in its proposals. In the context of this re-
view, given the potential costs and impacts
of any revision to the current standard, I be-
lieve it is critically important that such
risks and risk tradeoffs are fully evaluated.

Presently, EPA appears to be moving for-
ward without fully addressing important
risk tradeoff questions regarding the impact
of emissions reductions of nitrogen oxides
(NOx), which CASAC has also been review-
ing, on ozone concentrations. I write today
to draw your attention to concerns that have
been raised that EPA has not fully evaluated
the risk reduction outcomes identified in the
agency’s risk assessments used for the up-
coming proposed rule.

I understand that, due in part to rec-
ommendations by CASAC, EPA’s new draft
Health Risk and Exposure Assessment for
Ozone (HREA) concludes that ‘‘mortality
from short- and long-term [ozone] exposures
and respiratory hospitalization risk is not
greatly affected by meeting lower stand-
ards.” According to the HREA, this is due in
part to the fact that further reductions in ni-
trogen oxides (NOx) emissions will actually
increase ozone levels on low concentration
days in urban areas where at-risk popu-
lations live.

For instance, in modeling a 50 percent re-
duction in NOx emissions from existing lev-
els, the HREA found that April-to-October
ozone exposures actually increased for large
percentages of exposed populations in sev-
eral major urban areas where at-risk popu-
lations are likely to live, including New
York, Detroit, Los Angeles, and Chicago. In
other words, even though reducing NOx emis-
sions may yield direct benefits by reducing
NOx related health effects, they may also
lead to increased ozone levels—the issue
under review by the CASAC Ozone Review
Panel.

If EPA is correct to assume that all ozone
exposures should be of concern, any in-
creases in ozone exposure throughout the
year are important to assess. However, testi-
mony submitted to CASAC this past March
notes that EPA’s analysis likely underesti-
mates the potential for increases in ozone
exposures because the agency does not evalu-
ate the effect of NOx emission reductions on
ozone levels throughout the full year. Spe-
cifically, EPA’s analysis of
epidemiologically-based short-term mor-
tality and morbidity risks fails to consider
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the likely increases in ozone levels during
the cooler months of the year when NOx
emissions are reduced. This March testimony
reported that such a full year-round analysis
of the impact of NOx emission reductions in
urban Philadelphia resulted in increases in
total ozone exposures.

The EPA’s analysis itself notes that win-
tertime increases in ozone ‘‘were significant
in 11 out of the 15 areas’ evaluated when na-
tionwide NOx emissions were cut “‘almost in
half,” but fails to address how increases in
wintertime ozone levels from further NOx re-
ductions will affect the proposed health ben-
efits of meeting a lower ozone standard. Po-
tential changes in wintertime ozone levels
also pose a problem for EPA’s assessment of
mortality risks from long-term exposure to
ozone.

In light of these shortcomings in analysis,
we ask that you recommend that EPA con-
duct a full year-round analysis of the effect
of further NOx emission reductions on the
epidemiologically-based, short-term mor-
tality and morbidity health benefits front
meeting a lower ozone standard. This should
be done in a manner that clearly distin-
guishes between exposure changes projected
for urban, suburban, and rural portions of
each of the Urban Study Areas. In addition,
EPA should provide a discussion of the limi-
tations of projecting future mortality risks
from long-term exposure given that the epi-
demiological study used did not account for
potential differences in wintertime ozone
levels.

Finally, I understand that transcripts of
your public proceedings may not always be
preserved for future public access and re-
view. If this is the case, I ask that you en-
sure that CASAC preserve a full transcript
or recording of the telephone conference and
related public deliberations for future public
access and review.

Thank you for your attention to this re-
quest.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL C. BURGESS, M.D.

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. CONNOLLY).

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank my dear friend from Colorado for
his leadership on this important issue.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this dirty air legislation. The
House majority is, once again, sub-
stituting political ideology for sound
science. Make no mistake: this is so-
cial Darwinism, at its worst, and a
blueprint to make America sick again.

The intent of the Clean Air Act and
its amendments couldn’t be clearer:
public health and science should drive
public policy. And safe, breathable air
must be our paramount goal.

Under the Clean Air Act, the EPA is
required to review the public health
impacts of carbon monoxide, lead,
ozone, particulate matter, and sulphur
dioxide every 5 years and update na-
tional air standards. The bill before us
would roll that back and delay new
standards for a decade. We cannot wait
another decade, nor should we.

We know the health impacts of in-
creased smog: greater incidence of
asthma, acute bronchitis in children,
and, in some cases, premature death. In
Fairfax County, where I live, 23,023
children could be at risk of another
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asthma attack due to poor air quality,
and 136,327 adults over the age of 65 are
at risk for a medical emergency.

I come from local government, where
we actually had to put into place re-
gional programs to reduce smog. This
wasn’t a theological or ideological as-
signment for us. It was practical. And
let me show you the progress we made
because of this legislation, the Clean
Air Act and its amendments.

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman an additional 1 minute.

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Speaker, in
1996, this region—the national capital
region—had more than 60 orange ozone
days, ozone layers that were hazardous
to health, warnings given to people.
Last year, we had 6, one-tenth of that
number. And that is because of the
Clean Air Act and its amendments.

Rather than dismantling these pro-
tections, we should provide States and
localities the resources to continue on
the progress we have made. Instead,
the Trump budget would slash EPA
funding by a third. That is not a plan
for healthy communities. It is not a
way to make America great.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
reject this assault on public health and
sound science.

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

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD
a letter that was sent by Representa-
tive JOE BARTON, who was then the
ranking member on the Energy and
Commerce Committee, and myself, as
the ranking member of the Oversight
and Investigations Subcommittee,
June 11, 2010, asking for the economic
data that the EPA was supposed to pro-
vide regarding their proposed rule
changes back in 2010.
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COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,

Washington, DC, June 11, 2010.
Hon. LISA JACKSON,
Administrator, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency,
Washington, DC.

DEAR ADMINISTRATOR JACKSON: While the
President has repeatedly stated that job cre-
ation and economic growth are his top prior-
ities, in the environmental arena it appears
the Administration is allowing ideology to
trump objective science and sound public
policy, and is issuing new rules that will sig-
nificantly impede economic development and
growth throughout the United States, In par-
ticular, we are concerned that the Adminis-
tration, through the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA), is promulgating a whole
host of unworkable, multi-billion dollar en-
vironmental regulations without fully con-
sidering all available scientific information,
and without regard to, the realistic compli-
ance costs, job impacts, or the ability of
states, municipalities and/or businesses to
implement the new regulations.

In the past we have expressed very serious
concerns about the Administration’s global
warming regulations and EPA’s process for
developing its endangerment finding, the
agency’s highly expedited issuance of that
finding, and the agency’s reliance on the sci-
entific assessments of outside groups, includ-
ing the United Nations Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), without a

The
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careful and critical examination of their
conclusions and findings. Further, we have
significant concerns about the potentially
hundreds of billions of dollars or more in
compliance costs that are triggered by the
finding, the over 6 million entities that may
ultimately be subject to complex new per-
mitting requirements, potential enforcement
actions, fines and penalties, and threats of
citizen suits and other third-party litigation.
EPA itself has acknowledged that the sta-
tionary source permitting requirements trig-
gered by the endangerment finding are to-
tally unworkable, and that it would be ad-
ministratively impossible for EPA and states
to administer those new requirements, or for
employers and businesses to comply.

We write today regarding another set of
multi-billion dollar regulations proposed by
the Obama Administration which also appear
to be extraordinarily expensive and unwork-
able. Specifically, in January 2010, EPA pro-
posed new National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) for ground-level ozone,
the main component of smog. NAAQS ozone
standards have been revised a number of
times over the past several decades, includ-
ing in 1997 when EPA set an 8-hour ‘‘pri-
mary’’ ozone standard, as well as an iden-
tical ‘‘secondary’’ standard, to a level of 0.08
parts per million (ppm), or effectively 0.084
ppm. While EPA significantly strengthened
that standard in 2008 to a level of 0.075 ppm,
in January 2010 this Administration took the
unprecedented step of setting aside the 2008
standards, and proposing its own alternative
standards based on the prior administrative
record and a ‘‘provisional assessment,” and
without conducting a full review of the cur-
rently available scientific and technical in-
formation. EPA is now proposing a new pri-
mary ozone standard within the range of
0.060-0.070 ppm, as well as a distinct cumu-
lative, seasonal secondary standard within
the range of 7-15 ppm-hours. EPA has also
proposed an accelerated implementation
schedule.

We are very concerned about the proposed
standards, not only because there appear to
be questions about the development of the
proposed standards, but also because EPA es-
timates that the costs would range from $19
billion to $90 billion annually, or nearly a
trillion dollars over ten years. Moreover, it
appears, based on EPA’s own ozone maps and
estimates, that most counties in the country
could violate the standards, particularly if
EPA chooses to set the standard at the lower
end of the proposed range. Further, it also
appears many areas of the country, including
rural and remote areas, could never be in at-
tainment because the standards are so low
that they may exceed natural background
ozone levels, or ozone levels due to foreign
emissions from Asian or other sources.

We understand EPA plans to finalize the
proposed ozone standards by August 31, 2010.
Before EPA finalizes such standards, we be-
lieve your agency should provide the Con-
gress with fuller information about the
EPA’s process for developing and proposing
the new standards, the counties or munici-
palities expected to be in violation, whether
the new standards can realistically be imple-
mented by areas that have higher ozone lev-
els due to natural background ozone levels or
foreign emissions, and the potential restric-
tions that the new standards will place on
future economic growth and development for
non-attainment areas.

We request your responses to the following
questions within two weeks of the date of
this letter:

1. Under Sections 108 and 109 of the Clean
Air Act (CAA), EPA is authorized to set
NAAQS for certain criteria pollutants, in-
cluding ozone, and the Act sets out specific
procedures for revising those standards.
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a. In proposing the new standards, why
isn’t EPA conducting a full analysis of all
available data, including more recent data?

b. In proposing the standards, why isn’t
EPA following the express procedures set
forth in Section 109 of the CAA?

2. Under the Clinton Administration’s 1997
ozone standards:

a. What types of measures have been re-
quired by state and local governments to
come into compliance with those standards?

b. What were the estimated costs for com-
pliance with the 1997 standards and how do
those compare with estimated costs for the
proposed new standards?

c. What analysis, if any, did EPA conduct
relating to the potential impacts on employ-
ment of the 1997 standards?

d. What were EPA’s projections with re-
gard to attainment of the 1997 standards, and
approximately how many counties in the
United States have still not been able to
come into compliance?

e. What are the primary reasons for the in-
ability of these counties to come into com-
pliance?

3. Under the Obama Administration’s pro-
posed ozone standards, we understand that
EPA projects, based on 2006-2008 data, that of
the 675 counties that currently monitor
ozone levels, 515 counties (76%) would violate
a 0.070 ppm standard, and 650 counties (96%)
would violate a 0.060 ppm standard.

a. Please identify the 515 counties that
would violate a 0.070 ppm standard, and the
expected time needed for attainment.

b. Please identify the additional 135 coun-
ties that would violate a 0.060 ppm standard,
and the expected time needed for attain-
ment.

4. According to the attached map from
EPA’s Clean Air Status Trends Network
(CASTNET) 2008 Annual Report, it appears
many areas of the country that do not cur-
rently have ozone monitors would also be
likely to violate the new smog standards, in-
cluding in very rural and remote areas.

a. How many counties don’t currently have
ozone monitors?

b. Based on CASTNET data and any other
data EPA may have regarding ozone levels in
non-monitored counties, how many addi-
tional counties could be in violation of
EPA’s proposed ozone standards if a monitor
were present? Please identify those counties
using the CASTNET data and any other data
available, and the expected time needed for
attainment.

c. Would there be areas with monitored air
quality that attain the proposed standards
but that might nevertheless be considered to
be in ‘‘nonattainment’ because they are in a
Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area
(CMSA) in which one monitor or more ex-
ceeds the proposed standards?

5. According to the EPA Fact Sheet for the
Obama Administration’s proposed ozone
standards, the implementation costs range
from $19 to $90 billion annually while EPA
projects the value of the health benefits
would range from $13 to $100 billion per year.

a. What are the primary studies EPA is re-
lying upon in the development of its health
benefits estimates? What are the major un-
certainties in those studies that could affect
the estimates?

b. How many of the health-based studies
included in the criteria document for the
proposed ozone standards were based on sta-
tistically significant evidence compared to
those studies that were not?

c. How many of the new health-based stud-
ies included in the provisional assessment
for the proposed ozone standards were based
on statistically significant evidence com-
pared to those studies that were not?

d. Can EPA provide any assurances that
the value of the health benefits will out-
weigh the implementation costs?
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6. Under the Obama Administration’s pro-
posed ozone standards, what control require-
ments, including offsets, transportation
planning measure or other measures, may
apply to nonattainment areas?

a. It appears the proposed standards would
create a significant number of new non-
attainment areas in the Western United
States. How would nonattainment in rural or
remote Western states and tribal lands be
addressed?

b. In the event that an area fails to attain
any new standards by the applicable date,
what would be the potential consequences,
including any sanctions or penalties?

c. What will happen to states or localities
that cannot come into compliance with the
proposed standards because of a lack of eco-
nomically or technically feasible technology
necessary to attain compliance?

d. What will happen to states or localities
that have natural background ozone levels,
and/or ozone levels due to transport from
outside the United States, that are currently
close to or exceed the new standards?

i. Will such areas be designated as being in
nonattainment?

ii. Will EPA require states or localities to
attain standards lower than concentrations
below the non-controllable background lev-
els?

7. Given, as EPA recognizes, that there
would be many new nonattainment areas,
does EPA believe it is realistic to require
states to provide recommendations to EPA
by January 7, 2011? Is it reasonable to re-
quire State Implementation Plans by De-
cember 2013?

a. If EPA believes these deadlines are real-
istic, please explain the basis for that con-
clusion.

8. Does EPA anticipate requiring separate
planning requirements for a seasonable sec-
ondary standard if one is adopted as pro-
posed? How does EPA plan to implement this
type of secondary standard?

9. Has EPA prepared any analyses of the
potential employment impacts of the pro-
posed standards on specific sectors of the
economy, including the manufacturing and
construction sectors? If yes, please provide
copies of such analyses.

10. Has EPA prepared any analyses of the
potential relocation of production facilities
outside the United States as a result of im-
plementation of the proposed standards? If
yes, please provide copies of such analyses.

11. Has EPA prepared any analyses of the
potential impacts of the proposed standards
on small businesses? If yes, please provide
copies of such analyses.

If the EPA withholds any documents or in-
formation in response to this letter, please
provide a Vaughn Index or log of the with-
held items. The index should list the applica-
ble question number, a description of the
withheld item (including date of the item),
the nature of the privilege or legal basis for
the withholding, and a legal citation for the
withholding claim.

Should you have any questions, please con-
tact Minority Committee staff.

Sincerely,
JOE BARTON,
Ranking Member.
MICHAEL BURGESS,
Ranking Member, Sub-
committee on Over-
sight and Investiga-
tions.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, President Trump cam-
paigned on the promise of job creation;
however, his budget paints a starkly
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different and darker picture. It cuts job
training programs by 39 percent. It
would lead to massive job losses with
its cuts. In this body, we talk a little
about jobs, but we are 7 months into
the 115th Congress and have failed to
pass any major jobs bill.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to say that
I have an amendment in my hand that
will generate thousands of American
jobs.

When we defeat the previous ques-
tion, I will offer an amendment to the
rule to bring up Representative DEFA-
710’s Dbipartisan bill, H.R. 2510, the
Water Quality Protection and Job Cre-
ation Act. The bill will create thou-
sands of new American jobs through in-
creased investment in our Nation’s
wastewater infrastructure.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of my amend-
ment in the RECORD, along with extra-
neous material, immediately prior to
the vote on the previous question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
IssA). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DEFAZIO), the distinguished rank-
ing member of the Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding and for his
initiative here to actually create some
jobs.

Mr. Speaker, the premise of the legis-
lation before us today is that if we
allow more pollution—particularly
ozone pollution, which is very detri-
mental to the health of asthmatics; I
mean, bad for the health of everyday
Americans, but particularly to the 25
million asthmatics, seniors, and oth-
ers—the premise is that by polluting
the air more with ozone, we will create
jobs.

Now, actually, I have got to agree
with the Republicans on this. They will
create more jobs by polluting the air.
Pulmonary specialists will be very
busy. And then, oh, the inhaler manu-
facturers. There has been some great
press about the inhaler manufacturers
in the last year, where they are quad-
rupling and sextupling the price to
price gouge people. Well, they are
going to have a heyday. In fact, I be-
lieve they have endorsed this legisla-
tion.

And then we are going to have a
whole new group of people working on
the streets in America. It is going to be
a whole new entrepreneurial class.
There are actually people in Beijing
doing this now. The air is so polluted
in Beijing that on many days they say:
Don’t go outside. But, I mean, you have
to go outside sometimes, you have to
go to the grocery store, or you have to
go to work. They now have a very large
industry of street vendors who sell oxy-
gen; S0, as you are about to collapse on
the street in Beijing, someone will sell
you a good whiff of oxygen for what-
ever they charge for it. We are going to
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bring that industry to America. So this
bill does have phenomenal potential to
create a whole new bunch of jobs with
oxygen street vendors and then, of
course, the pulmonary specialists, the
inhaler manufacturers, and others.

The President actually, as a can-
didate, said that he would triple the
amount of money that would be spent
on clean water State revolving funds;
he would triple it. Now, interestingly
enough, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice came out with an analysis yester-
day of the President’s proposed budgets
over the next 10 years, which theoreti-
cally is going to increase investment
and infrastructure. And they said: Ac-
tually, not so much. Actually, in fact,
his cuts basically would lead to a re-
duction in investment in clean water
and a reduction in investment in
ground transportation.

So, instead of tripling the investment
and putting many people to work, the
President, actually, is going to cut in-
vestment in clean water in his pro-
posed budget. Now, I know he didn’t
write the budget. You know, he has got
this rightwing guy running the CBO—
Mulvaney, founder of the Freedom Cau-
cus. But Trump is somewhat respon-
sible for a budget that has his name on
it, even if he didn’t write it, even if he
didn’t know what was in it, and even if
he doesn’t know that it contradicts
promises he made as a candidate,
which he is not going to deliver as
President.

But, that said, I want to help the
President out here. So, this bill simply
delivers on the President’s promise to
triple the amount of investment to $25
billion.

Now, do we need it? Heck, yeah, we
need it. According to the American So-
ciety of Civil Engineers’ 2017 infra-
structure report card, America’s waste-
water treatment systems got a grade of
D-plus—not too good. And there is a
backlog of more than $40 billion in
clean water infrastructure.

The Federal Government needs to be-
come an honest partner with our cities,
counties, and others, who have needs to
invest in their wastewater systems. We
did it before when we cleaned up our
rivers back in the sixties, seventies,
and eighties with the Clean Air Act,
and we need to do it again. We need the
Federal partnership. We need this in-
vestment.

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman an additional 1 minute.

Mr. DEFAZIO. And the other good
thing is, if we were to spend that
money, according to the National Util-
ity Contractors Association, every bil-
lion dollars—just $1 billion—invested
in our Nation’s water infrastructure
creates, or sustains, 27,000 jobs. So do
the math. The President can do math.
He is a businessman. That would be
540,000 jobs if we delivered on the Presi-
dent’s promise to make significant new
investments with Federal partnership
in clean water in America.
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So, we can put together health,
cleaning up the environment, and jobs,
as opposed to the Republican bill,
which deteriorates health, deteriorates
the environment and protections, and
won’t create any jobs.

Just one quick quote here: ‘‘The
Clean Water State Revolving Fund is a
perfect example of the type of program
that should be reauthorized because it
creates jobs while benefiting the envi-
ronment, and is an efficient return on
taxpayer investment.”

That is from the Oregon Water Re-
sources Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I will conclude as we
proceed to this absurdity of saying, by
deteriorating health, we will create
jobs.

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

Mr. Speaker, it is ironic that the gen-
tleman would reference the cost of
asthma inhalers. It was, after all, two
Congresses ago where the Environ-
mental Protection Agency actually
outlawed the manufacture and sale of
over-the-counter asthma inhalers and
took them away from those of us who
suffer from that disease. And, indeed,
losing that over-the-counter option for
an over-the-counter epinephrine in-
haler for the treatment of asthma as a
rescue inhaler, we have, indeed, seen
the cost of prescription inhalers quad-
ruple over that time frame.

So, in many ways, as an asthma pa-
tient, I hold the EPA directly respon-
sible for my inability to get an inex-
pensive over-the-counter rescue in-
haler. And for many asthma patients,
who may find themselves caught short,
that means a trip to the emergency
room and, probably, a $1,200 or $1,500
event that otherwise could have been
solved by a Primatene inhaler that sold
two for $16.

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

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

Well, I know my friend actually has a
bill on the topic of the asthma inhal-
ers, and I can tell you, if this bill be-
comes law, we will need all the asthma
inhalers we can get, so I think your bill
will have to go through.

I would like to inquire of the gen-
tleman why your asthma inhaler bill
isn’t included in this package, since we
will need to sell more asthma inhalers
if the rest of the bill goes through?

Mr. BURGESS. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. POLIS. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. BURGESS. The reason is because
the manufacture of over-the-counter
epinephrine inhalers has been prohib-
ited by the EPA and the Food and Drug
Administration.

Mr. POLIS. Did the gentleman con-
sider offering that as an amendment to
this bill, your other bill, to allow the
sale of those asthma inhalers?

Mr. BURGESS. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. POLIS. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.
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Mr. BURGESS. Number one, it is not
germane, and it is more complicated
now because the Food and Drug Admin-
istration has gotten involved in the
process. I wish it were straightforward.
It is something I continue to work on.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, our Rules Committee can
waive germaneness. But it would be an
appropriate bill to include, as Mr.
DEFAZIO pointed out, ironically, there
are some jobs that this bill will create:
people selling oxygen on the street,
pulmonologists, and, yes, asthma in-
halers because more people will suffer
from asthma, and kids with asthma
won’t be able to spend as much quality
time outside if this bill were to become
law.

Instead of continuing this kind of
work that raises healthcare costs, and
increases asthma and cancer, we should
be focusing on issues that create jobs
we want. We don’t want the air to be so
bad that there is somebody selling oxy-
gen canisters on the street.
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We want jobs in renewable energy
and making our air cleaner, in new
forms of energy efficiency and bringing
down people’s utility bills because we
use less energy. That is what excites
people and that is what is good for our
air.

Instead of focusing on those kinds of
needs or, God forbid, shrinking the def-
icit or halting the handout of subsidies
to special interests, they are talking
about ideas here like this, that further
diminish our standing as a world leader
and further diminish what makes
America special and our quality of life.

I hope all Members look in the mir-
ror and think about our health, the
health of our children, the health of
our elderly relatives, and those most at
risk. And we ask: How would this bill
affect them?

The answer is obvious. It only serves
to hurt them. It only serves to make
people sicker. It only serves to increase
costs, destroy economic value, and cre-
ate additional risk for our environ-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’ on this rule and
the underlying bill, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, today’s rule provides
for the consideration of an important
piece of environmental legislation to
protect the lives and health of all
Americans while providing smart tools
to the States to implement the EPA’s
standards.

I thank my fellow Texan, PETE
OLSON, for his work on this legislation,
which I know affects his district in the
Houston area as much as it does mine
in the Dallas-Fort Worth region.

I encourage my colleagues to vote
‘“‘yves’ on today’s rule and to support
the underlying bill.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. PoLi1s is as follows:
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AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 451 OFFERED BY
MR. POLIS

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. 2510) to amend the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act to au-
thorize appropriations for State water pollu-
tion control revolving funds, and for other
purposes. The first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived. General
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure. After general debate the
bill shall be considered for amendment under
the five-minute rule. All points of order
against provisions in the bill are waived. At
the conclusion of 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. 3. Clause 1(c¢) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 2510.

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-
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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.

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

Mr. POLIS. 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.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions to suspend the rules
on which a recorded vote or the yeas
and nays are ordered, or on which the
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of
rule XX.

The House will resume proceedings
on postponed questions at a later time.

——————

FEDERAL POWER ACT
AMENDMENT

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2786) to amend the Federal Power
Act with respect to the criteria and
process to qualify as a qualifying con-
duit hydropower facility, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:
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H.R. 2786
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. QUALIFYING CONDUIT HYDROPOWER
FACILITIES.

Section 30(a) of the Federal Power Act (16
U.S.C. 823a(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)(C), by striking ‘45 days”
and inserting ‘30 days’’; and

(2) in paragraph (3)(C)—

(A) in clause (i), by adding ‘“‘and’ after the
semicolon;

(B) by striking clause (ii); and

(C) by redesignating clause (iii) as clause (ii).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. UPTON) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. RUSH) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
sert extraneous material in the RECORD
on the bill.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, this bill, H.R. 2786, in-
troduced by my two colleagues, the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
HUDSON) and the gentlewoman from
Colorado (Ms. DEGETTE), has always
been a bipartisan bill. It amends the
Federal Power Act to promote renew-
able energy from small conduit hydro-
power facilities.

The bill would encourage the genera-
tion of electricity from existing man-
made conduits operated for the dis-
tribution of water for agriculture, mu-
nicipal, or industrial consumption.

I would note that Congress estab-
lished qualifying conduit exemptions
under the Hydropower Regulatory Effi-
ciency Act of 2013. This bill, H.R. 2786,
builds on that law to provide benefits
to a greater range of conduit hydro-
power projects. This bill, in fact, will
shorten the review period and allow
larger conduit projects to be eligible
for exemption from certain listing re-
quirements.

I know of no serious objections to the
bill. It is bipartisan, as it should be. I
urge my colleagues to support it.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
2786, the Promoting Small Conduit Hy-
dropower Facilities Act of 2017.

In 2013, our committee moved bipar-
tisan legislation by Representative
McMORRIS RODGERS and Representa-
tive DEGETTE that created an exemp-
tion from hydropower licensing for cer-
tain conduit hydropower facilities of 5
megawatts capacity or less.

Under the provision established in
the McMorris Rodgers-DeGette bill, the
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Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion, FERC, must determine within 15
days after receipt of a notice of intent
to construct a small conduit project by
the developer if the project meets the
qualifying criteria for exemption under
the law.

If FERC makes an initial determina-
tion that the project meets that cri-
teria, current law requires FERC to
publish a public notice of that deter-
mination and provide the public 45
days for an opportunity to comment on
or contest FERC’s determination.

That bill went on to be signed into
law by President Obama and, as of May
of this year, has resulted in qualifying
83 projects being exempted from Fed-
eral licensing requirements.
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The bill before us now, Mr. Speaker,
H.R. 2786, sponsored by Mr. HUDSON and
Ms. DEGETTE, will amend the Federal
Power Act to lift the 5-megawatt cap
on conduit projects that could qualify
for exemption. The bill would also re-
duce from 45 days to 30 days the
amount of time the public will have to
comment on or contest FERC’s deter-
mination of whether a project qualifies
for exception.

There is clearly strong support on
both sides of the aisle for the develop-
ment of conduit hydroelectric projects
and for efforts like the Hudson-DeGette
bill, which cuts red tape to ensure that
environmentally sound projects can
move forward quickly and efficiently.

However, Mr. Speaker, the original
version of this bill cut the 45-day time-
frame for public comment on a pro-
posed exemption too much, down to 15
days. That, in my view, Mr. Speaker,
and that of many of my colleagues, was
too short a period of time to allow for
meaningful public input into the proc-
ess.

Fortunately and wisely, Mr. Speaker,
Chairman UPTON and Chairman WAL-
DEN accepted an amendment by Rank-
ing Member PALLONE that reduced the
amount of time for public notification
by a third, from 45 days to 30 days,
rather than the 15 days that many of us
felt was excessive.

As a result, we now have a bill that
is good policy, that cuts down on un-
necessary regulation, while properly
balancing the interests of hydropower
development with that of the public.

The bill was rightfully reported by
the committee with the unanimous
support of Members on both sides of
the aisle, and I hope the full House will
do the same today.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support the bill, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.

HUDSON), the original author of the
bill.
Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise

today to urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 2786, my bipartisan legislation fo-
cused on tapping our Nation’s immense
conduit hydropower potential.
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Hydropower remains one of the most
efficient and affordable sources of elec-
tricity, as well as one of the largest
sources of renewable electricity in
America. In North Carolina alone, it
generates enough electricity to power
350,000 homes each year.

The opportunity is tremendous. Pic-
ture a tiny turbine placed in an exist-
ing man-made pipe that transports
water from a water treatment plant.
We can produce clean electric power in-
side these types of man-made conduits.
There are over 1.2 million miles of
water supply mains in the United
States creating literally thousands of
energy-recovery hydropower genera-
tion opportunities. This technology is
readily available and environmentally
friendly, but Federal regulations have
discouraged and stifled the develop-
ment.

That is exactly why I introduced this
commonsense bill with my colleague,
DIANA DEGETTE, whom I will say, even
though her Broncos defeated my Pan-
thers in the Super Bowl a couple years
ago, it has really been a pleasure to
work with on this.

What we are working on is to stream-
line the Federal review process for non-
controversial conduit hydropower
projects and make the projects eligible
for streamlined consideration.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation to expand the
development of conduit hydropower
projects, create clean energy jobs, in-
crease production of affordable renew-
able power, reduce consumer elec-
tricity costs, and improve energy di-
versity.

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as she may consume to the gen-
tlewoman from Colorado (Ms.
DEGETTE), the cosponsor of this bill.

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, in the
spirit of bipartisanship, I won’t talk
exclusively about the Broncos today.
Instead, I want to thank Representa-
tive HUDSON for working with me on
the bill. It has been a pleasure.

I also want to thank Chairman
UpTON and Ranking Member RUSH and
Energy and Commerce Chairman WAL-
DEN and Ranking Member PALLONE for
helping us work on this important bill.
It is really an example of what we can
accomplish when we put partisanship
aside and work to address our coun-
try’s needs.

Hydropower is a clean, domestic en-
ergy source. Over the last 2 years, it
has provided almost 6 percent of U.S.
electricity and almost half of all re-
newable electricity. It also supports
hundreds of thousands of good jobs
across the country.

As a westerner, I know how impor-
tant water is to our environment and
to our communities, and I am com-
mitted to advancing hydropower in a
way that both respects existing water
rights and minimizes environmental
disruption.

Hydropower is often associated with
large-scale projects like dams, but I
have been particularly interested in
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smaller-scale projects attached to ex-
isting infrastructure, including irriga-
tion canals and municipal water supply
systems.

As Mr. RUSH noted, in 2013, I worked
with Representative CATHY MCMORRIS
RODGERS, another westerner, to pass
the Hydropower Regulatory Efficiency
Act. That bill became law, and it estab-
lished a process for qualifying conduit
hydropower facilities to move forward
without requiring a license from FERC.

A lot of people in western Colorado
told me that this was one of the most
important bills that they had ever seen
come out of Congress, only dem-
onstrating that all politics is local.
Even though maybe it didn’t seem so
important to some people here at the
time, 83 hydropower projects have been
successfully promoted using the new
process, including 23 projects in Colo-
rado. This progress is encouraging, but
there is even more we can do.

The Colorado government estimates
that existing agricultural irrigation
conduits in our State could support an
additional 30 megawatts of hydro-
power, and municipal water supply sys-
tems could support another 20 to 25
megawatts. But to realize this poten-
tial, we need to listen to the advice
that the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee has heard on how to make the
process as simple and flexible as pos-
sible.

We have heard testimony from FERC
that the existing comment period is
rarely used for comments that have a
bearing on determining whether the
project qualifies under the statute. In
response, the bill we are considering
today would shorten the comment pe-
riod from 45 to 30 days to avoid unnec-
essary delays.

Second, FERC suggested lifting the
megawatt cap on qualifying conduit
projects. The amount of energy dem-
onstrated by a hydroelectric project is
not a good indication of its environ-
mental impact. In fact, any project
built on existing conduit infrastructure
will have little to no environmental
impact because it is using water that
has already been diverted from its nat-
ural course.

The bill would not change the re-
quirement in existing law that the
project be built on a conduit that is
primarily intended for non-power gen-
erating uses, further limiting the po-
tential for any environmental impact.

Together, these two changes will
open the door to more conduit hydro-
power projects without compromising
important environmental protections.

Mr. Speaker, again, I would like to
emphasize that bill shows what Con-
gress can accomplish when we work to-
gether in a bipartisan manner to ad-
dress our country’s needs now and in
the future. I urge everyone to support
it.

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

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I just want
to comment briefly on the remarks by
my two colleagues.
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This is an important bill, and for
those of us who have always supported
all of the above, whether it be renew-
able or safe nuclear, all those different
things, hydro is part of that mix.

I would just note that I had a ques-
tion yesterday morning. I did a big
Farm Bureau breakfast in my district,
and the question about hydropower
came up. Just like my friend from Col-
orado talks about the most important
bill in Colorado, this is an important
bill.

It is also important that we work to-
gether to get this bill done so that the
Senate can follow suit. I urge my col-
leagues to vote for this bipartisan leg-
islation.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
UpTON) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2786, as
amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand 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 motion will be post-
poned.

———

EXTENDING DEADLINE FOR COM-
MENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION
OF A HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2828) to extend the deadline for
commencement of construction of a
hydroelectric project.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 2828

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

SECTION 1. EXTENSION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the time
period specified in section 13 of the Federal
Power Act (16 U.S.C. 806) that would other-
wise apply to the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission project numbered 12569, the
Commission shall, at the request of the li-
censee for the project, and after reasonable
notice, in accordance with the good faith,
due diligence, and public interest require-
ments of that section and the Commission’s
procedures under that section, extend the
time period during which the licensee is re-
quired to commence the construction of the
project for up to three consecutive 2-year pe-
riods from the date of the expiration of the
extension originally issued by the Commis-
sion under that section.

(b) REINSTATEMENT OF EXPIRED LICENSE.—
If the period required for commencement of
construction of the project described in sub-
section (a) has expired prior to the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Commission
shall reinstate the license effective as of the
date of its expiration and the first extension
authorized under subsection (a) shall take ef-
fect on the date of such expiration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
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Michigan (Mr. UPTON) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. RUSH) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 2828, introduced by the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
NEWHOUSE). This bill will authorize the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion, FERC, to extend the time period
during which a licensee is required to
commence construction of a hydro-
electric project.

Back on July 9, 2013, FERC issued a
license for the Public Utility District
Number 1 of Okanogan County, Wash-
ington’s proposed 9-megawatt Enloe
hydroelectric project. This project will
be located at the existing Enloe Dam
on the Similkameen River near the
city of Oroville, Washington.

The license requires the licensee to
commence construction of the project
within 2 years of the issuance date of
the license, or by July 9, 2015. At the 1li-
censee’s request, FERC has already
granted the maximum allowable 2-year
extension, thus making the construc-
tion deadline July 9, 2017.

Development of the Enloe project has
experienced setbacks that have com-
plicated the licensee’s ability to meet
the deadline. This bill, H.R. 2828, would
authorize FERC to reinstate the Ili-
cense and issue up to three consecutive
2-year extensions to commence con-
struction.

This bill is consistent with prior con-
gressional actions and FERC’s long-
standing policy limiting the maximum
allowable extension to 10 years from
the issuance date of the license.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support the legislation, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before us
sponsored by the gentleman from
Washington State (Mr. NEWHOUSE)
would authorize the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission to extend, up
to 6 years, the date by which the li-
censee for the Enloe Dam hydropower
project, No. 12569, is required to com-
mence construction. This is necessary
because the project’s licensee is not
likely to commence construction by
the designated deadline.

Under the Federal Power Act, Mr.
Speaker, FERC is unable to further ex-
tend that deadline administratively, so
action by the Congress is required. In
the event the license expires before
this legislation is enacted, the bill con-
tains language reinstating the license
as of its date of expiration.
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FERC has no objection, Mr. Speaker,
to this piece of legislation, and neither
do I, and I hope that my colleagues will
support the passage of H.R. 951.

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

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues again to support this bill, on
a bipartisan basis, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, my legisla-
tion would provide a much-needed ‘“com-
mencement of construction” extension to the
FERC permit for the Enloe Dam Hydroelectric
Project located in my Central Washington dis-
trict.

The Enloe Project is located at the existing
Enloe Dam in the Similkameen River Valley,
which is situated approximately four miles
upriver of the City of Oroville. The original
dam was constructed by BLM in 1920 for
power generation but operations ceased in
1958 when the Bonneville Power Administra-
tion extended a high-voltage transmission line
into the Okanogan Valley.

However, since 1958 the dam and its re-
lated power-generating facilities have sat dor-
mant and the Okanogan Public Utility District
(“District”) is now working on the proposed
project to re-energize this infrastructure for hy-
dropower development, as well as to relocate
the site to the opposite bank, which offers nu-
merous environmental and construction ad-
vantages.

The proposed 9 megawatt hydropower facil-
ity has faced several setbacks and regulatory
hurdles, which have been addressed but have
also delayed progress. However, despite
these challenges the District has made consid-
erable progress in fulfilling all of the pre-con-
struction obligations contained in its FERC li-
cense.

H.R. 2828 would ensure this critical hydro-
power project can move forward and provide
important renewable energy generation to the
region. The Enloe Project makes economic
and environmental sense, as it will convert
currently untapped energy in existing flow re-
leases into clean, carbon-neutral energy. Addi-
tionally, the Project will have a footprint that is
roughly half the size of the existing facility but
will provide approximately three times the gen-
erating capacity of the decommissioned plant.

Completion of the Project will provide Wash-
ingtonians and the Pacific Northwest region
with a clean, renewable energy resource that
generates an estimated 45,000 megawatt
hours per year of carbon-free, renewable
power. Further, the proposed project will cre-
ate jobs and needed employment opportuni-
ties in a region with an unemployment rate
that far exceeds the national average, under-
scoring the many positive benefits this project
will have for the local community, state, and
region.

This important legislation will allow for de-
velopment of this critical hydropower facility to
move forward under a realistic regulatory
timeline and in a manner consistent with prior
congressional actions on similar projects.

By passing this measure and extending the
“‘commencement of construction” deadline for
the Enloe Project, Congress can help spur hy-
dropower development in Central Washington
and ensure the Project’s many benefits are re-
alized, which will have a lasting impact on the
region’s energy supply and economic viability.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
UPTON) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2828.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ENHANCING STATE ENERGY SECU-
RITY PLANNING AND EMER-
GENCY PREPAREDNESS ACT OF
2017

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3050) to amend the Energy Policy
and Conservation Act to provide Fed-
eral financial assistance to States to
implement, review, and revise State
energy security plans, and for other
purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 3050

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 ‘‘Enhancing
State Energy Security Planning and Emergency
Preparedness Act of 2017,

SEC. 2. STATE ENERGY SECURITY PLANS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part D of title 111 of the En-
ergy Policy and Conservation Act (42 U.S.C.
6321 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

“SEC. 367. STATE ENERGY SECURITY PLANS.

““(a) IN GENERAL.—Federal financial assist-
ance made available to a State under this part
may be used for the implementation, review, and
revision of a State energy security plan that as-
sesses the State’s existing circumstances and
proposes methods to strengthen the ability of the
State, in consultation with owners and opera-
tors of energy infrastructure in such State, to—

““(1) secure the energy infrastructure of the
State against all physical and cybersecurity
threats;

““(2) mitigate the risk of energy supply disrup-
tions to the State and enhance the response to,
and recovery from, energy disruptions; and

“(3) ensure the State has a reliable, secure,
and resilient energy infrastructure.

““(b) CONTENTS OF PLAN.—A State energy se-
curity plan described in subsection (a) shall—

“(1) address all fuels, including petroleum
products, other liquid fuels, coal, electricity,
and natural gas, as well as regulated and un-
regulated energy providers;

“(2) provide a State energy profile, including
an assessment of energy production, distribu-
tion, and end-use;

“(3) address potential hazards to each energy
sector or system, including physical threats and
cybersecurity threats and vulnerabilities;

““(4) provide a risk assessment of energy infra-
structure and cross-sector interdependencies;

““(5) provide a risk mitigation approach to en-
hance reliability and end-use resilience; and

“(6) address multi-State, Indian Tribe, and re-
gional coordination planning and response, and
to the extent practicable, encourage mutual as-
sistance in cyber and physical response plans.

““(c) COORDINATION.—In developing a State
energy security plan under this section, the en-
ergy office of the State shall, to the extent prac-
ticable, coordinate with—

‘(1) the public utility or service commission of
the State;
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““(2) energy providers from the private sector;
and

““(3) other entities responsible for maintaining
fuel or electric reliability.

““(d) FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.—A State is not
eligible to receive Federal financial assistance
under this part, for any purpose, for a fiscal
year unless the Governor of such State submits
to the Secretary, with respect to such fiscal
year—

‘“(1) a State energy security plan described in
subsection (a) that meets the requirements of
subsection (b); or

“(2) after an annual review of the State en-
ergy security plan by the Governor—

“(A) any necessary revisions to such plan; or

‘“(B) a certification that no revisions to such
plan are necessary.

““(e) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Upon request of
the Governor of a State, the Secretary may pro-
vide information and technical assistance, and
other assistance, in the development, implemen-
tation, or revision of a State energy security
plan.

“(f) SUNSET.—This section shall expire on Oc-
tober 31, 2022.”.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 365(f) of the Energy Policy and Conserva-
tion Act (42 U.S.C. 6325(f)) is amended—

(1) by striking $125,000,000° and inserting
$90,000,000”’; and

(2) by striking ‘2007 through 2012’ and insert-
ing 2018 through 2022°’.

(¢c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 363 of
the Emergy Policy and Conservation Act (42
U.S.C. 6323) is amended—

(A) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub-
section (e); and

(B) by striking subsection (e).

2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section
366(3)(B)(i) of the Energy Policy and Conserva-
tion Act (42 U.S.C. 6326(3)(B)(i)) is amended by
striking “‘approved under section 367°°.

(3) REFERENCE.—The item relating to ‘‘De-
partment of Energy—Energy Conservation’ in
title II of the Department of the Interior and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1985 (42
U.S.C. 6323a) is amended by striking ‘‘sections
361 through 366’ and inserting ‘‘sections 361
through 367",

(4) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sections
for part D of title III of the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“Sec. 367. State energy security plans.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. UPTON) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. RUSH) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members have 5
legislative days to revise and extend
their remarks and insert extraneous
material in the RECORD on the bill.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, this is an important
bill. It really is. This bill, H.R. 3050, is
a bipartisan bill introduced by myself
and by my good friend and colleague
across the aisle, Mr. RUSH. It is bipar-
tisan.

This bill reauthorizes the State En-
ergy Program and it strengthens our
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energy emergency planning and pre-
paredness efforts in a big-time way.
This bill builds upon the Energy and
Commerce Committee’s impressive
record of hearings and legislation fo-
cused on energy security, emergency
preparedness, job creation, and infra-
structure protection and resilience.

Across the country, States have to
respond to a variety of hazards, includ-
ing hurricanes, earthquakes, floods,
fuel supply disruptions, physical and,
yes, cyber threats, too. This legislation
provides States with tools in the tool-
box so that they have flexibility that
they need to address local energy chal-
lenges.

It ensures that State energy security
planning efforts address fuel supply
issues, assess State energy profiles, ad-
dress potential hazards to each energy
sector. It mitigates risk to enhance re-
liability and incorporate regional plan-
ning efforts.

Let’s face it, the consumer at home,
businesses trying to put out a product,
they want to make sure that the elec-
tricity is on. They don’t care what the
excuse is. They want it on.

This bill makes significant strides to
protect our Nation’s fuel and electric
infrastructure from physical and cyber-
security threats and vulnerabilities. It
makes sure that we are thinking ahead
not just about the actual threat, but,
in fact, how our energy and electric
systems might be vulnerable in a
broader sense.

The bill also encourages mutual as-
sistance, an essential part of respond-
ing and restoring in the event of an en-
ergy emergency. Teamwork:
prioritizing and elevating energy secu-
rity planning and emergency prepared-
ness is, yes, an important step in the
face of increased threats, vulnerabili-
ties, and interdependencies of energy
infrastructure and end-use systems.

This bill is important and is going to
get to the President’s desk in a bipar-
tisan way. Again, I thank my good
friend and colleague for his help in get-
ting this bill through our committee
and here to the House floor.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to also commend
my friend and my colleague from the
great State of Michigan, the chairman
of the Energy Subcommittee, my long-
standing friend, Mr. UPTON, for work-
ing with my office to bring H.R. 3050,
the Enhancing State Energy Security
Planning and Emergency Preparedness
Act of 2017, to the floor today.

Mr. Speaker, this Upton-Rush bill
represents bipartisan negotiation be-
tween Chairman UPTON and myself to
much-needed Federal guidance and re-
sources to the States that are on the
front lines when it comes to protecting
critical energy infrastructure and re-
sponding once disaster strikes.

Members on both side of the aisle,
Mr. Speaker, support the State Energy
Program, and this bill will help provide
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resources to further develop and en-
hance the State energy security plans.

Since their inception in the 1970s,
State Energy Programs, bolstered by
Federal aid, have assisted States in de-
veloping these energy security plans in
order to help prevent disasters from
happening and to mitigate the damage
once they do occur.

Mr. Speaker, funding provided in this
bill will help States to implement, re-
vise, and to review their energy secu-
rity plans while also laying out criteria
for the contents of these plans. These
emergency plans have been instru-
mental in improving States’ abilities
to identify potential energy disrup-
tions, quantify the effects of the dis-
ruptions, establish response plans, and
limit the risk of further disturbances,
whether they be natural or manmade.

Federal funding and leadership has
also been critical in helping States and
local stakeholders identify the roles
and responsibilities of the various
agencies in times of emergencies while
also supporting training and response
exercises.

Mr. Speaker, as the Trump adminis-
tration weakens America’s leadership
role globally by signaling its inten-
tions to withdraw from the Paris
Agreement, it is even more vital that
we provide the resources and funding
needed for States to take more of a
permanent role in advancing smart and
sustainable energy policy.

Mr. Speaker, Federal leadership and
investment must continue to play a
vital role in developing State Energy
Assurance Plans, and it is my hope and
my expectation that this legislation
will indeed bolster these State-led pro-
grams by enhancing Federal support.

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

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON),
former chairman and now vice chair-
man of the influential and powerful En-
ergy and Commerce Committee, com-
ing from the good State of Texas
versus the great State of Michigan.

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

Mr. BARTON. Mr. Speaker, it is the
great State of Texas. I want to set the
RECORD straight on that.

I commend Chairman UPTON and
Ranking Member RUSH for bringing
this bipartisan bill the floor. All we
hear is about how we don’t get along,
Mr. Speaker. Nobody is watching when
we do get along. And all of the bills
that are being debated and voted on on
the House floor today are examples of
bipartisanship at the Energy and Com-
merce Committee, and Mr. UPTON, Mr.
RUSH, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. WALDEN, and
the other ranking members and sub-
committee chairmen are to be com-
mended for that.

One of the bipartisan amendments,
which was adopted in full committee
on this bill, is a bipartisan amendment
from Mr. MCNERNEY, a Democrat from
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California, and myself, that deals with
the cybersecurity and would suggest
that, as these States provide these en-
ergy security plans to the Department
of Energy, they include an assessment
of cybersecurity.

So I can’t tell you that this is the
most important amendment that has
ever been added to a bill in our com-
mittee, but it is a very good amend-
ment, a very positive amendment. As
plans are developed, including an as-
sessment of cybersecurity threats and
solutions to those threats, it should
make the grid better, more reliable,
and help make our country safer.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support H.R.
3050. Again, I commend Mr. UPTON and
Mr. RUsH for working together, and I
hope the House very quickly passes
this and sends it to the other body.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to conclude by saying that I thank
the gentleman from Texas for his re-
marks. It was an important amend-
ment. God help us if something hap-
pens in our country because of a phys-
ical or cyber attack. And if it does, we
always wonder and ask the questions:
What do we do?

This is a step in advance to make
sure that, in fact, we do have, as I said
earlier, the tools in the toolbox to try
and prevent such a travesty from hap-
pening that would impact the Nation
in a major way. So it is important that
this legislation pass this afternoon;
that the Senate take it up as quickly
as they can; that the President sign it;
and that it then gets implemented to
protect all of our citizens from East to
West, to North, to South. It is an im-
portant issue.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Jopy B. HICE of Georgia). The question
is on the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. UPTON)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 3050, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings
will resume on questions previously
postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

Ordering the previous question on
House Resolution 451;

Adopting House Resolution 451, if or-
dered; and

Suspending the rules and passing
H.R. 2786.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining
electronic votes will be conducted as 5-
minute votes.
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 806 OZONE STANDARDS
IMPLEMENTATION ACT OF 2017

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on the reso-
lution (H. Res. 451) providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 806) to fa-
cilitate efficient State implementation
of ground-level ozone standards, and
for other purposes, on which the yeas
and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-

tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on ordering the previous

question.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 231, nays

188, not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 382]

YEAS—231
Abraham Frelinghuysen McKinley
Aderholt Gaetz McMorris
Allen Gallagher Rodgers
Amash Garrett McSally
Amodei Gianforte Meadows
Arrington Gibbs Meehan
Babin Gohmert Messer
Bacon Goodlatte Mitchell
Banks (IN) Gosar Moolenaar
Barletta Gowdy Mooney (WV)
Barr Granger Mullin
Barton Graves (GA) Murphy (PA)
Bergman Graves (MO) Newhouse
Biggs Griffith Noem
Bilirakis Grothman Norman
Bishop (MI) Guthrie Nunes
Bishop (UT) Handel Olson
Black Harper Palazzo
Blackburn Harris Paulsen
Blum Hartzler Pearce
Bost Hensarling Perry
Brady (TX) Herrera Beutler  Pittenger
Brat Hice, Jody B. Poe (TX)
Bridenstine Higgins (LA) Poliquin
Brooks (IN) Hill Posey
Buchanan Holding Ratcliffe
Buck Hollingsworth Reed
Bucshon Hudson Reichert
Budd Huizenga Renacci
Burgess Hultgren Rice (SC)
Byrne Hunter Roby
Calvert Hurd Roe (TN)
Carter (GA) Issa Rogers (AL)

Carter (TX)

Jenkins (KS)

Rogers (KY)

Chabot Jenkins (WV) Rohrabacher
Cheney Johnson (LA) Rokita

Coffman Johnson (OH) Rooney, Francis
Cole Jones Rooney, Thomas

Collins (GA) Jordan dJ.

Collins (NY) Joyce (OH) Ros-Lehtinen
Comer Katko Roskam
Comstock Kelly (MS) Ross
Conaway Kelly (PA) Rothfus
Cook King (IA) Rouzer
Costello (PA) King (NY) Royce (CA)
Cramer Kinzinger Russell
Crawford Knight Rutherford
Curbelo (FL) Kustoff (TN) Sanford
Davidson LaHood Schweikert
Davis, Rodney LaMalfa Scott, Austin
Denham Lamborn Sensenbrenner
Dent Lance Sessions
DesdJarlais Latta Shimkus
Diaz-Balart Lewis (MN) Shuster
Donovan LoBiondo Simpson
Duffy Long Smith (MO)
Duncan (SC) Loudermilk Smith (NE)
Duncan (TN) Love Smith (NJ)
Dunn Lucas Smith (TX)
Emmer Luetkemeyer Smucker
Estes (KS) MacArthur Stefanik
Farenthold Marchant Stewart

Faso Marino Stivers
Ferguson Marshall Taylor
Fitzpatrick Massie Tenney
Fleischmann Mast Thompson (PA)
Flores McCarthy Thornberry
Fortenberry McCaul Tiberi

Foxx McClintock Tipton
Franks (AZ) McHenry Trott

The

Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski

Adams
Aguilar
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capuano
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Crist
Crowley
Cuellar
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Espaillat
Esty (CT)
Evans
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard

Brooks (AL)

Culberson Jackson Lee
Cummings Johnson, Sam
Davis, Danny Labrador
DeSantis Larsen (WA)
0O 1406
Messrs. CROWLEY,
HECK, BUTTERFIELD,

Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman

NAYS—188

Gallego
Garamendi
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hanabusa
Hastings
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Himes
Hoyer
Huffman
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kihuen
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Langevin
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham,
M

Lujan, Ben Ray
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Neal
Nolan
Norcross
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Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Zeldin

O’Halleran
O’Rourke
Pallone
Panetta
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pingree
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rosen
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Soto
Speier
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tonko
Torres
Tsongas
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters, Maxine
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—14

Graves (LA)

Napolitano
Palmer
Scalise
Shea-Porter

McNERNEY,

and  Ms.

WASSERMAN SCHULTZ changed their

vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”’

Mr. WITTMAN changed his vote from
44nay77 to uyea“a»

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. GRAVES of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker, |

was

unavoidably detained. Had |

been
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present, | would have voted “yea” on rolicall
No. 382.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SEAN
PATRICK MALONEY of New York was al-
lowed to speak out of order.)

MOMENT OF SILENCE HONORING
SERVICEMEMBERS KILLED IN MISSISSIPPI

Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York. Mr. Speaker, last week, we
learned the terrible news that we had
lost 16 of the very best and brightest
members of the United States Marine
Corps and the United States Navy when
the plane they were traveling on
crashed in Mississippi.

I stand here with my colleagues who
lost citizens of their districts, in par-
ticular, the gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. PALAZZO) and the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. JONES). This is, of
course, a national tragedy, though.

The gentleman from North Carolina
represents Camp Lejeune, where six
marines and one Navy corpsman were
stationed. Those seven servicemembers
include Staff Sergeant Robert Cox,
Staff Sergeant William Kundrat, Ser-
geant Chad Jenson, Sergeant Talon
Leach, Sergeant Joseph Murray, Ser-
geant Dietrich Schmieman, and Petty
Officer 2nd Class Ryan Lohrey.

I, of course, represent Stewart Air
National Guard Base, where nine ma-
rines who lost their lives in that ter-
rible crash were stationed.

In my time in Congress, I have had
many opportunities to visit with the
brave men and women who serve our
country and were based at Stewart Air
National Guard Base. As you know,
they are all truly American heroes.

Those we lost are as follows: Major
Caine Goyette, Captain Sean Elliott,
Gunnery Sergeant Mark Hopkins, Gun-
nery Sergeant Brendan Johnson, Staff
Sergeant Joshua Snowden, Sergeant
Julian Kevianne, Sergeant Owen
Lennon, Corporal Daniel Baldassare,
and Corporal Collin Schaaff.

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of my col-
leagues standing behind me, all of our
communities, and our Nation, I ask for
a moment of silence for these 16 brave
servicemembers who made the ulti-
mate sacrifice for our freedom.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, 5-minute voting will con-
tinue.

There was no objection.

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. HASTINGS. 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 235, noes 188,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 383]

The

AYES—235
Abraham Allen Amodei
Aderholt Amash Arrington
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Babin
Bacon
Banks (IN)
Barletta
Barr

Barton
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost

Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Comstock
Conaway
Cook

Costa
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davidson
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Donovan
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Dunn
Emmer
Estes (KS)
Farenthold
Faso
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gaetz
Gallagher
Garrett
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy

Adams

Aguilar

Barragan

Bass

Beatty

Bera

Beyer

Bishop (GA)

Blumenauer

Blunt Rochester

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F.

Brady (PA)

Brown (MD)

Brownley (CA)

Bustos

Butterfield

Capuano

Carbajal

Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guthrie
Handel
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Higgins (LA)
Hill
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huizenga
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Jones
Jordan
Joyce (OH)
Katko
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Knight
Kustoff (TN)
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
Lewis (MN)
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Marshall
Massie
Mast
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Murphy (PA)
Newhouse
Noem
Norman
Nunes

NOES—188

Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Correa
Courtney
Crist
Crowley
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Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Pittenger
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney, Francis
Rooney, Thomas
dJ.
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce (CA)
Russell
Rutherford
Sanford
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smucker
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Taylor
Tenney
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Zeldin

Cuellar
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Espaillat
Esty (CT)
Evans

Foster Loebsack Ruiz
Frankel (FL) Lofgren Rush
Fudge Lowenthal Ryan (OH)
Gabbard Lowey Sanchez
Gallego Lujan Grisham, Sarbanes
Garamendi M‘. Schakowsky
Gomez Lujan, Ben Ray Schiff
Gonzalez (TX) Lynch :
Gottheimer Maloney, :cineéder
Green, Al Carolyn B. chracer
Green, Gene Maloney, Sean Scott (VA>,
Grijalva Matsui Scott, David
Gutiérrez McCollum Serrano
Hanabusa McEachin Sewell (AL)
Hastings McGovern Shea-Porter
Heck McNerney Sherman
Higgins (NY) Meeks Sinema
Himes Meng Sires
Hoyer Moore Slaughter
Huffman Moulton Smith (WA)
Jayapal Murphy (FL) Soto
Jeffries Nadler Speier
Johnson (GA) Neal Suozzi
Johnson, E. B. Nolan Swalwell (CA)
Kaptur Norcross Takano
Keating O’Halleran Thompson (CA)
Kelly (IL) O’Rourke Thompson (MS)
Kennedy Pallone Titus
Khanna Panetta Tonko
Kihuen Pascrell Tor

- orres
Kildee Payne Tsongas
Kilmer Pelosi Vargas
Kind Perlmutter
Krishnamoorthi  Peters Veasey
Kuster (NH) Peterson Vela‘v
Langevin Pingree V(:‘;lazquez
Larsen (WA) Pocan Visclosky
Larson (CT) Polis Walz
Lawrence Price (NC) Wasserman
Lawson (FL) Quigley Schultz
Lee Raskin Waters, Maxine
Levin Rice (NY) Watson Coleman
Lewis (GA) Richmond Welch
Lieu, Ted Rosen Wilson (FL)
Lipinski Roybal-Allard Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—10
Brooks (AL) Johnson, Sam Ruppersberger
Cummings Labrador Scalise
Dayvis, Danny Napolitano
Jackson Lee Rice (SC)
O 1417

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

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.

NOTICE OF INTENTION TO OFFER
RESOLUTION RAISING A QUES-
TION OF THE PRIVILEGES OF
THE HOUSE

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 2(a)(1) of rule IX, I rise to
give notice of my intent to raise a
question of the privileges of the House.

The form of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

Expressing the sense of the House of
Representatives that the President
shall immediately disclose his tax re-
turn information to the House of Rep-
resentatives and the American people.

Whereas, according to the Tax His-
tory Project, every President since
Gerald Ford has disclosed his tax re-
turn information to the public;

Whereas, the chairmen of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, and the Com-
mittee on Finance have the authority
to request the President’s tax returns
under section 6103 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986;

Whereas, pursuant to Article I, sec-
tion 7, clause 1 of the Constitution,
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often referred to as the Origination
Clause, the House of Representatives
has the sole authority to initiate legis-
lation that raises revenue for the na-
tional government, and the Committee
on Ways and Means is considering a
comprehensive reform of the Tax Code;

Whereas, President Donald J. Trump
holds interests as the sole or principal
owner in approximately 500 separate
business entities, and the President’s
tax plan proposes to cut the corporate
tax from 35 percent to 15 percent, appli-
cable to many of these entities;

Whereas, against the advice of ethics
attorneys and the nonpartisan Office of
Government Ethics, the President has
refused to divest his ownership stake in
his businesses, has instead placed his
assets in a trust which is run by his
adult children, and the President can
withdraw profits from his trust at any
time of his choosing from any of the
companies he owns;

Whereas, the Director of the Office of
Government Ethics, Walter Shaub, re-
signed on July 6, 2017, stating that
“There isn’t much more I could accom-
plish at the Office of Government Eth-
ics, given the current situation.
0.G.E.’s recent experiences have made
it clear that the ethics program needs
to be strengthened’’;

Whereas, according to media reports
analyzing President Trump’s leaked
2005 tax return, had his own tax plan
been in place, he would have paid an es-
timated 3.48 percent rate instead of a 24
percent rate, saving him $31.3 million
in that year alone;

Whereas, without access to the Presi-
dent’s tax returns, the American peo-
ple cannot determine how much he will
personally benefit from proposed
changes to the Tax Code or from policy
decisions he makes, nor can the Amer-
ican people fully understand the finan-
cial interests and motivations of the
President;

Whereas, in June 2017, President
Trump filed an updated financial dis-
closure with the Office of Government
Ethics which showed that the Presi-
dent reported $37.2 million income
from the Mar-a-Lago resort between
January 2016 and April 2017 where he
hosted the President of China and from
where he ordered missile strikes
against Syria;

Whereas, during the same time pe-
riod, President Trump reported $288
million in income from all his golf
courses, including $19.7 million from
his course in Bedminister, New Jersey;

Whereas, over the weekend of July
14, President Trump sent out eight
tweets promoting the U.S. Women’s
Open Golf Tournament which took
place at his Bedminister club;

Whereas, Mar-a-Lago doubled its new
member fees to $200,000 immediately
following the 2016 election, and Presi-
dent Trump personally benefits from
such new member fees;

Whereas, disclosure of the Presi-
dent’s tax returns would help those in-
vestigating Russian interference in the
2016 election and assist them in better
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understanding the President’s financial
ties to the Russian Federation, Russian
businesses, and Russian individuals;

Whereas, in 2013, President Trump
said, ‘“Well, I’ve done a lot of business
with the Russians. They’re smart and
they’re tough,” and President Trump’s
son, Donald Trump, Jr., told a news
outlet in 2008 that ‘“‘Russians make up
a pretty disproportionate cross-section
of a lot of our assets’’;

Whereas, President Trump fired Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation Director
James Comey, who was overseeing an
investigation into ties and any collu-
sion between the Russian Government
and President Trump’s campaign;

Whereas, former Director Comey tes-
tified before the Senate Intelligence
Committee that President Trump
asked him to ‘“‘let go” of an investiga-
tion into former National Security Ad-
visor Michael Flynn’s business ties to
Russia;

Whereas, President Trump stated on
May 11, 2017, that he had decided that
he was going to fire Comey because of
“‘this Russia thing’’;

Whereas, at the G-20 Hamburg sum-
mit on July 7, 2017, President Trump
took a more than 2 hour closed-door
meeting with President Vladimir
Putin, after which he claimed that he
“strongly pressed’” President Putin on
Russian interference in U.S. elections
and that it is ‘“‘time to move forward’’;

Whereas, on June 9, 2016, then-Can-
didate Trump’s son, Donald Trump, Jr.,
then-Trump campaign chairman Paul
Manafort, and Trump son-in-law and
current White House adviser Jared
Kushner met with a person described as
“‘a Russian government attorney,” and
a former Russian military intelligence
officer who promised to offer incrimi-
nating information about Hillary Clin-
ton which had been collected as part of
a Russian Government effort to assist
President Trump in his campaign for
President;

Whereas, the Committee on Ways and
Means has in the past used the author-
ity under section 6103 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 in 2014 to make
public the confidential tax information
of 51 taxpayers;

Whereas, the Committee on Ways and
Means has now voted three times along
party lines to continue to conceal
President Trump’s tax returns;

Whereas, the House of Representa-
tives has now refused ten times to act
on President Trump’s tax returns;

Whereas, the Committee on the Judi-
ciary has failed to conduct even basic
oversight on the connections between
the Russian Government and the
Trump campaign;

Whereas, the Committee on the Judi-
ciary has now voted twice along party
lines to decline to request documents
detailing the Trump administration’s
ties with Russian officials;

Whereas, the House of Representa-
tives undermines its dignity and the
integrity of its proceedings by con-
tinuing the cover-up of President
Trump’s tax returns:

Now, therefore, be it resolved, that
the House of Representatives shall,
one, immediately request the tax re-
turn and return information of Donald
J. Trump for tax years 2006 through
2015, as provided under section 6103 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as
well as the tax return, and return in-
formation with respect to the Presi-
dent’s businesses, of each business enti-
ty disclosed by Donald J. Trump on his
Office of Government Ethics Form 278e,
specifically each corporation and each
partnership, within the meaning of
subchapter K of chapter 1 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986, where he is
listed as an officer, director, or equiva-
lent, or exercises working control; and

Two, postpone consideration of tax
reform legislation until the elected
Representatives of the American peo-
ple in this House have obtained Presi-
dent Trump’s tax returns and return
information to ascertain how any
changes to the Tax Code might finan-
cially benefit the President.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
rule IX, a resolution offered on the
floor by a Member other than the ma-
jority leader or the minority leader as
a question of the privileges of the
House has immediate precedence only
at a time designated by the Chair with-
in 2 legislative days after the resolu-
tion is properly noticed.

Pending that designation, the form of
the resolution noticed by the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island will appear
in the RECORD at this point.

The Chair will not at this point de-
termine whether the resolution con-
stitutes a question of privilege. That
determination will be made at the time
designated for consideration of the res-
olution.

———

FEDERAL POWER ACT
AMENDMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, 5-minute voting will con-
tinue.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 2786) to amend the Federal
Power Act with respect to the criteria
and process to qualify as a qualifying
conduit hydropower facility, as amend-
ed, on which the yeas and nays were or-
dered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
UpTON) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, as amended.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 420, nays 2,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 384]

YEAS—420
Abraham Aguilar Amodei
Adams Allen Arrington
Aderholt Amash Babin
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Bacon
Banks (IN)
Barletta
Barr
Barragan
Barton
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Bergman
Beyer
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Bost
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (IN)
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burgess
Bustos
Butterfield
Byrne
Calvert
Capuano
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Chu, Judy
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Cole
Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Comstock
Conaway
Connolly
Conyers
Cook
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Costello (PA)
Courtney
Cramer
Crawford
Crist
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davidson
Davis (CA)
Davis, Rodney
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Demings
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DeSaulnier
DesdJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Doggett
Donovan
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Doyle, Michael
F.
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Dunn
Ellison
Emmer
Engel
Eshoo
Espaillat
Estes (KS)
Esty (CT)
Evans
Farenthold
Faso
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foster
Foxx
Frankel (FL)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gabbard
Gaetz
Gallagher
Gallego
Garamendi
Garrett
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gottheimer
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Grothman
Guthrie
Gutiérrez
Hanabusa
Handel
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings
Heck
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Higgins (LA)
Higgins (NY)
Hill
Himes
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hoyer
Hudson
Huffman
Huizenga
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd
Issa
Jayapal
Jeffries
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Joyce (OH)
Kaptur
Katko
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kihuen
Kildee

Kilmer
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Knight
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Kustoff (TN)
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latta
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (MN)
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan Grisham,
M

Lujan, Ben Ray
Lynch
MacArthur
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Marchant
Marino
Marshall
Massie
Mast
Matsui
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Meeks
Meng
Messer
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Moore
Moulton
Mullin
Murphy (FL)
Murphy (PA)
Nadler
Neal
Newhouse
Noem
Nolan
Norcross
Norman
Nunes
O’Halleran
O’Rourke
Olson
Palazzo
Pallone
Palmer
Panetta
Pascrell
Paulsen
Payne
Pearce
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Perry
Peters
Peterson
Pingree
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Pittenger Schakowsky Titus
Pocan Schiff Tonko
Poe (TX) Schneider Torres
Poliquin Schrader Trott
Posey Schweikert Tsongas
Price (NC) Scott (VA) Turner
Quigley Scott, Austin Upton
Raskin Sensenbrenner Valadao
Ratcliffe Serrano Vargas
Reed Sessions Veasey
Reichert Sewell (AL) Vela
Renacci Shea-Porter Velazquez
Rice (NY) Sherman Visclosky
Rice (SC) Shimkus Wagner
Richmond Shuster Walberg
Roby Simpson Walden
Roe (TN) Sinema Walker
Rogers (AL) Sires .

Walorski
Rogers (KY) Slaughter Walters, Mimi
Rohrabacher Smith (MO) Walz ’
Rokita Smith (NE)
Rooney, Francis Smith (NJ) Wasserman
Rooney, Thomas Smith (TX) Schultz .

I Smith (WA) Waters, Maxine
Ros-Lehtinen Smucker Watson Coleman
Rosen Soto Weber (TX)
Roskam Speier Webster (FL)
Ross Stefanik Welch
Rothfus Stewart Wenstrup
Rouzer Stivers Westerman
Roybal-Allard Suozzi Williams
Royce (CA) Swalwell (CA) Wilson (FL)
Ruiz Takano Wilson (SC)
Ruppersberger Taylor Wittman
Rush Tenney Womack
Russell Thompson (CA) Woodall
Rutherford Thompson (MS) Yoder
Ryan (OH) Thompson (PA) Yoho
Sanchez Thornberry Young (AK)
Sanford Tiberi Young (IA)
Sarbanes Tipton Zeldin
NAYS—2
Coffman Polis
NOT VOTING—11
Brady (TX) Davis, Danny Scalise
Brooks (AL) Jackson Lee Scott, David
Cicilline Labrador Yarmuth
Cummings Napolitano
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall Vote
No. 384 on H.R. 2786, | mistakenly recorded
my vote as “no” when | should have voted
“yes.”

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoid-
ably detained. Had | been present, | would
have voted “yea” on rollcall No. 384.

———

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF THE
COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND
GOVERNMENT REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WOODALL) laid before the House the fol-
lowing resignation as a member of the
Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, July 18, 2017.
Hon. PAUL D. RYAN,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER RYAN: I, John Sarbanes, am
submitting my resignation from the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Reform
effective immediately. It has been a privilege
and honor to have served on this Committee.

Sincerely,
JOHN P. SARBANES,
Member of Congress.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the resignation is accepted.
There was no objection.

———

ELECTING A MEMBER TO CERTAIN
STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Democratic Caucus, I
offer a privileged resolution and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 453

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
ber be and is hereby elected to the following
standing committees of the House of Rep-
resentatives:

(1) COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES.—
Mr. Gomez.

(2) COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOVERN-
MENT REFORM.—Mr. Gomez.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

OZONE STANDARDS
IMPLEMENTATION ACT OF 2017

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks and to in-
clude extraneous material on the bill,
H.R. 806.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 451 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 806.

The Chair appoints the gentleman
from New York (Mr. REED) to preside
over the Committee of the Whole.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 806) to
facilitate efficient State implementa-
tion of ground-level ozone standards,
and for other purposes, with Mr. REED
in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
SHIMKUS) and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. TONKO) each will control 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 806, the Ozone
Standards Implementation Act of 2017,
is about ensuring effective implemen-
tation of our air quality standards.

We have learned that timelines and
procedures established almost 30 years
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ago can be counterproductive today,
resulting in unnecessary costs, regu-
latory delay, and economic uncer-
tainty.

H.R. 806 ensures we will continue to
deliver effective environmental protec-
tions, with reforms that will also help
expand economic opportunity in com-
munities around the Nation.

H.R. 806 removes barriers to the plan-
ning and permitting of new or ex-
panded manufacturing facilities and to
related economic activity essential for
building out America’s infrastructure.

The bill’s reforms reflect practical
improvements to the law suggested by
State and local regulators, who have
confronted the growing challenges of
implementing multiple air quality
standards under multiple implementa-
tion plans and under tight statutory
deadlines. As a result, these challenges
have increased, and it has become more
difficult for many areas to enable the
economic expansion needed for their
communities. This bill takes several
sensible steps to fix this situation.

First, it extends the date for final
designations for the 2015 ozone stand-
ards to 2025. This allows States time to
implement the 2008 ozone standards
and other measures to improve air
quality. The provisions align require-
ments for new source construction per-
mitting with this phased ozone sched-
ule, which will reduce permitting
delays and still ensure the use of the
best available emissions control tech-
nologies. The provisions would require

timely issuance of implementation
guidelines by EPA so States can plan
effectively.

Second, the bill aligns the air quality
standard setting with how the process
works in practice, and it ensures fuller
information about regulatory impacts.
For example, it updates the mandatory
review of air quality standards to re-
flect past experience by extending the
requirement to 10 years, and preserves
the EPA administrator’s discretion to
issue revised standards earlier, if nec-
essary. The bill ensures the adminis-
trator, prior to revising an air quality
standard, obtains advice from the
EPA’s Independent Science Advisory
Committee about any adverse effects
on jobs, welfare, and other economic
impacts related to implementing the
standards.

Finally, the bill takes several steps
to address some of the problems com-
munities face when working to meet
the standards. For example, it ensures
that, for certain ozone and particulate
matter nonattainment areas, States
are not required to include economi-
cally infeasible measures in their
plans; it ensures that States may seek
relief with respect to certain excep-
tional events, including droughts; and
it directs EPA to examine the impacts
of foreign emissions on standards com-
pliance, ozone formation, and identify
effective control strategies, including
ways to facilitate EPA review to avoid
unnecessary penalties for foreign emis-
sions.
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The bill also helps communities with
most severe air quality challenges that
are doing the most to clean up their air
by providing a reasonable way to avoid
burdensome and unnecessary sanc-
tions, which harm their ability to grow
their economies and create jobs.

The provisions of H.R. 806 represent
important steps to update the Clean
Air Act to reflect what we have learned
over the past 25 years since its last
major revisions.

There is more work to be done to
modernize environmental laws, but en-
suring orderly implementation of air
quality standards is an important place
to start and essential in our environ-
ment and our economy.

Mr. Chair, I urge all Members to sup-
port this important bill today, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chair, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chair, I want to express my
strong opposition to H.R. 806, the
Ozone Standards Implementation Act,
which would undermine the Clean Air
Act and the decades of progress that we
have made to improve our Nation’s
public health and air quality.

This bill delays implementation of
the 2015 ozone standards until 2025, ex-
tends the review cycle for all National
Ambient Air Quality Standards from 5
to 10 years, and authorizes the EPA ad-
ministrator to consider technological
feasibility when establishing or revis-
ing a NAAQS.

Today, we will hear that removing
health and environmental protections
creates jobs, despite all the evidence
that protecting public health and grow-
ing the economy are not mutually ex-
clusive.

Since its enactment, the Clean Air
Act has reduced key air pollutants by
roughly 70 percent, while the United
States economy has more than tripled.

We will hear today that our country
has made enough progress, and we will
hear claims that further progress will
be extremely difficult, if not impos-
sible, but this bill’s supporters may not
tell us that the American Lung Asso-
ciation’s 2017 State of the Air report
found that nearly 4 in 10 people in the
United States live in counties that
have unhealthful levels of either ozone
or particle pollution. Delaying EPA’s
more protective health standards will
only serve to delay these Americans’
access to guaranteed clean air.
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I believe American ingenuity con-
tinues to be up to the task of devel-
oping and deploying technologies that
will protect our citizens. History has
shown again and again that meeting
such basic health protective standards
is achievable. More importantly, ad-
vancing these protections will make
America more productive, more com-
petitive, and will improve quality of
life and drive down public health costs
tied to asthma, heart disease, and even
cancer.

We may hear today that standards
change too frequently and EPA should
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have more time to review and imple-
ment each standard. We will likely not
hear that EPA has discretion on these
matters and is only tasked with chang-
ing those standards if it will protect
health.

Every year, more studies are com-
pleted. With each new study, we gain
an even better understanding of how
ozone and other pollutants are harming
Americans’ health. It is critical that
these standards reflect the latest avail-
able science.

What we are not likely to hear today
is questioning of the large and growing
body of scientific and medical evidence
that breathing air that contains ozone
and other criteria pollutants can cause
serious health effects.

Unfortunately, this bill would cast
aside that scientific evidence in favor
of adding cost and technological feasi-
bility considerations into the standard
setting process. The proposed changes
to the Clean Air Act will slow down, if
not outright roll back, the progress we
have made to clean our air. This would
be a giant mistake.

Healthier people means fewer sick
days, fewer hospital visits, and fewer
premature deaths, all of which lead us
to a more productive society.

According to a peer-reviewed 2011
EPA study, in 2010 alone, the Clean Air
Act prevented over 160,000 premature
deaths, 130,000 cases of heart disease,
1.7 million asthma attacks, and a mil-
lion more respiratory illnesses. Many
of those health benefits have helped
our most vulnerable populations, par-
ticularly our children.

Let’s do this for our children. Let’s
not make it worse. Let’s improve our
standards. That is why so many public
health and medical organizations and
professionals have vocally opposed this
bill every step of the way.

The Clean Air Act Kkeeps Kkids in
school, adults at work and on the job,
and tens of thousands of Americans out
of the emergency room each and every
year.

At a time when Republicans in Con-
gress have been almost singularly fo-
cused on ramming through legislation
to repeal the Affordable Care Act and
rip healthcare away from tens of mil-
lions of Americans, this bill adds insult
to injury. Plain and simple, the bill be-
fore us today would undermine the
Clean Air Act as a safeguard of our
public health law, and I encourage each
and every Member of the House to op-
pose it.

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. OLSON), the author of the legisla-
tion.

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my friend from the land of Lincoln for
the time to speak on this important
bill this afternoon.

Mr. Chairman, I remember Houston
in 1972, 45 years ago. Just like today,
we were the heart of America’s energy
and chemical industries. But back

July 18, 2017

then, there were far too many days I
could not see downtown from my home
25 miles away because of smog, ozone.

We have made amazing progress, Mr.
Chairman. All of America has made
progress. Now it is rare when I can’t
see downtown from 40 miles away. I am
raising my family in the suburbs of
Houston, Texas. I don’t want to see my
hometown’s air get any worse—or any-
one else’s, for that matter.

I want that progress to continue.
That is why this bipartisan bill, H.R.
806, keeps us moving forward with
more breathable, cleaner air.

Nothing in this bipartisan bill
changes any air quality standard.
Nothing in this bill puts costs before
science when EPA sets a new standard.

I will say that again because there is
a lot of misinformation out there. This
bill explicitly says that EPA can never
ignore health data and can never put
money ahead of safety.

This commonsense bill is about lis-
tening to our job creators back home.
It is about giving local officials the
tools they need to make air rules work.
It is about making sure that our com-
munities aren’t penalized for pollution
they can’t control. It is about making
sure that, when EPA sets a standard,
they have to put out the rules to com-
ply with that standard to our local
communities at the exact same time.

Mr. Chairman, this is commonsense,
bipartisan legislation. I urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 806 so we can
keep cleaning up America’s air while
growing our economy.

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chairman, I would
just suggest that, when we move the
timeframe for accomplishment of our
progress by 8 years out into the future,
we are stalling progress; and when we
tamper with a review every 5 years and
make it 10, we are denying progress.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the

gentleman from California (Mr.
CARDENAS).
Mr. CARDENAS. Mr. Chairman, I

rise today to speak in opposition to
H.R. 806. I call it the ‘“‘Smog Is Back”
bill.

I was born and raised in the San Fer-
nando Valley. As a boy, I was not al-
lowed to play outside due to smog
alerts, and you couldn’t see the moun-
tains just a few miles away. I have told
my kids. They don’t know what a smog
alert is. You get to see the mountains
365 days a year.

That is because we got smart about
cutting pollution. We passed common-
sense regulations, and the impact was
remarkable. Yet today, as I stand here,
this Congress is trying to strip those
protections and take us back to a dan-
gerous time. It is not a joke, and this
is shameful.

Just over a year ago, my first grand-
child was born. It infuriates me that he
could grow up with the same restric-
tions that I had after we have made so
much progress. We should be making
the world a better place for our chil-
dren and grandchildren.

Mr. Chairman, when it comes to
smog, it is not good to go back to the
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future. It is just wrong. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose this legislation for
the sake of all children.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SMITH), the chairman of the
Science, Space, and Technology Com-
mittee.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
SHIMKUS) for yielding me time, and I
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
OLsSON) for sponsoring H.R. 806, the
Ozone Standards Implementation Act
of 2017. 1 appreciate the efforts of
Chairman WALDEN, subcommittee
Chairman SHIMKUS, and members of
the Energy and Commerce Committee
to reduce the regulatory burden on the
American people and the economy.

As chairman of the Science, Space,
and Technology Committee, I have
worked to ensure that EPA regulations
are based on sound science. Specifi-
cally, the committee found that the
2015 ozone standards implemented by
the previous administration were based
on questionable science and would cost
billions of dollars to implement. H.R.
806 is commonsense legislation that ap-
propriately delays the implementation
of these new standards, allowing States
more time to work through compli-
ance.

This legislation also resets the time
period for the next review of Clean Air
Act regulations. This is necessary to
provide the Agency with ample time to
analyze the science and economic im-
pact of new rules.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this legislation and reduce
the regulatory burden on the American
people and return the Agency to sound
scientific rulemaking.

Again, I appreciate Chairman OLSON
taking the initiative on this subject.

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chairman, we have
just heard from two colleagues from
Texas, and I want to remind all of my
colleagues, our colleagues, that the
State of Texas has over 1.5 million resi-
dents with asthma, including some
430,000 children. Weakening vital pro-
tections in the Clean Air Act would put
their health at risk.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
CASTOR).

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my colleague for yield-
ing.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the Republican’s ‘‘Smoggy
Skies Act” that will gut America’s
landmark Clean Air Act.

Since Congress passed the Clean Air
Act almost 50 years ago, American
progress on clean air has gone hand in
hand with growth in jobs and busi-
nesses. But that is at risk under this
bill today because polluters want to
take shortcuts and shift the costs to
hardworking American families and
other businesses. Republicans are help-
ing them get this done through this
“Smoggy Skies Act.”

Coming from the State of Florida, I
understand very well how air pollution
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hurts jobs and economic growth. Amer-
icans everywhere, regardless of their
ZIP Code, deserve an EPA and a Con-
gress working to clean up air pollution,
not boost polluter profits at our ex-
pense. In Florida, we probably would
not be the tourist mecca that we are
without the Clean Air Act.

When you look across the globe at
other countries and people are decid-
ing, “Where am I going to take my va-
cation? Where am I going to take my
trip?”’ they are very discerning about
countries that do not have the same
kind of consumer protections.

I have seen, since the time I was a
little girl, vast improvement in air
quality back home in the Tampa Bay
area, to the point of it used to be, in
the early morning, you would walk
outside and you could smell and taste
it. Now we have very few days of smog
and pollution.

But still, Congress should protect the
pocketbooks of American citizens, not
the profits of polluters because we have
pockets of real pollution problems all
across America. Approximately 125
million Americans still live in areas
with dangerous levels of air pollution.

Air pollution costs our families
money as smoggy skies aggravate asth-
ma, COPD, bronchitis, lung disease,
and the ability to work outside. Im-
proving ozone standards can help avoid
premature deaths, childhood asthma
attacks, and missed school days.

I encourage you all to google the New
England Journal of Medicine study
that came out at the end of last month
that said dirty air is very costly and
has a deadly impact on many Ameri-
cans still, especially our older neigh-
bors and younger people with asthma
and other respiratory illnesses. It said
air pollution hastens death in America.

Harvard researchers determined that,
after reviewing years of health records
of more than 60 million Medicare bene-
ficiaries in specific air quality levels,
we are still in trouble. I took that as a
direct warning to this Congress not to
roll back the Clean Air Act and air pol-
lution protections.

The Clean Air Act requires the EPA
to take a look at air quality every 5
years, but under this bill, nope, it will
be every 10 years. So polluters win and
citizens pay more.

The Clean Air Act codifies a citizen’s
right to know when they are breathing
dirty air, but under this bill, nope, citi-
zens will not have a right to know.
Again, the polluters win and citizens
pay more.

Just like Mr. TONKO said, America is
the world leader in ingenuity, tech-
nology, and science, but not under this
GOP bill. Polluters will win, science
will lose, and citizens will pay more.

This is a costly shame, and I urge my
colleagues to oppose this bill.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to highlight a few specific
things.

One is the standards established by
the EPA remains unchanged. The real
premise of this bill is the fact that,
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when the 2008 standards came out, it
took the EPA 7 years to get to the
guidelines for how local communities
and businesses could comply. While
that was occurring, they ratcheted
down a new set of standards.

So when we talk, this is really more
about having our citizens and our com-
munities be able to comply with the
rules and regs before a new rule and reg
gets in place.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
BI1GGS).
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Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Illinois for yield-
ing time to me today. I applaud Con-
gressman OLSON for introducing this
very important legislation. I also
thank Science Committee Chairman
LAMAR SMITH for holding numerous
hearings to fully examine the Environ-
mental Protection Agency’s National
Ambient Air Quality Standards.

Arizonans desperately need the re-
forms that Representative OLSON has
offered in his legislation. Unfortu-
nately, my constituents in the East
Valley of Maricopa County understand
all too well the consequences of oner-
ous EPA regulations.

Arizona has high levels of back-
ground ozone in the atmosphere, mean-
ing that, from the EPA’s perspective,
we are regularly above the attainment
level. But instead of trying to fully un-
derstand my State’s intricate needs or
engaging in efforts to work with State
officials to develop achievable plans
and paths forward, the EPA has dou-
bled down time after time with new
standards that are impossible to meet.

H.R. 806 will help States like mine
create meaningful implementation
plans by giving us more time to work
with the Federal Government and
stakeholders. It will also allow us more
flexibility in how we meet new regula-
tions. Good, commonsense bills like
this one are needed to ensure that we
do not overregulate in a way that se-
verely disrupts our local economies for
little or no benefit.

As chairman of the Science Sub-
committee on Environment, I once
again applaud Representative OLSON
and thank my friend from Illinois, and
I look forward to seeing this bill pass
this Chamber.

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chairman, having
just heard from the gentleman from
Arizona, I want to remind my col-
leagues that the State of Arizona has
over 660,000 residents with asthma, in-
cluding some 175,000 children. Weak-
ening vital protections in the Clean Air
Act would put their health at risk.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Michigan (Mrs.
DINGELL).

Mrs. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong opposition to H.R. 806, the
Ozone Standards Implementation Act.

For nearly 5 decades, the Clean Air
Act has proven to reduce air pollution
by establishing critical National Ambi-
ent Air Quality Standards to protect
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our public health and public welfare.
This bill would drastically alter the
Clean Air Act, putting everyone at risk
by delaying the implementation of
stronger air quality protections and ex-
tending the review period for setting
future air pollution standards.

If we choose not to put air quality
and public health first today, we jeop-
ardize and undermine our ability to
live long and healthy lives tomorrow.

When the EPA issued its final rule
strengthening the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards in 2015, this de-
cision was based on the review of thou-
sands of studies showing ozone’s harm-
ful effects.

Ozone is a pollutant. If we do not
take our responsibility serious to en-
sure every American has clean and
healthy air to breathe, those with asth-
ma will experience more attacks. We
need to make sure that our children
aren’t developing chronic bronchitis
and asthma; and we risk increased
numbers of premature deaths across
the country.

Every American deserves clean air
now. We cannot afford an almost dec-
ade-long delay of improved air pollu-
tion standards.

According to the American Lung As-
sociation, nearly 4 in 10 people in the
United States live in counties that
have unhealthy levels of either ozone
or particle pollution. More than 125
million Americans live in 204 counties
where they are exposed to concerning
levels of air pollution in the form of ei-
ther ozone or short-term or year-round
levels of particles.

While we have continued to make
progress reducing ozone pollution, we
have to further strengthen these stand-
ards in the name of public health.
These standards are the cornerstone of
the Clean Air Act.

Additionally, the provisions in this
bill would also affect future NAAQS re-
views for criteria pollutants by extend-
ing the review time for 5 to 10 years,
compounding the negative public
health impacts for generations.

In Michigan, if we fail to lower our
ground ozone pollution, our seniors
with pulmonary disease, asthma, and
diabetes will suffer. For our kids who
want to explore the outdoors and expe-
rience all the Great Lakes have to
offer, ozone pollution may increasingly
trigger a variety of health problems,
including chest pain, coughing, and
throat irritation.

Please, my colleagues, do not do this
today. Think of the health of Ameri-
cans.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, let me
just remind my colleagues that—why
10 years? I mean, that is a good ques-
tion.

When the 2008 standards came out, it
took the administration 7 years, to
2015, to tell people how to even imple-
ment the 2008 standards. Then, 3
months later, they say: Oh, no, we are
going to have a new standard set at
2015.

So this debate doesn’t reduce or roll
back. It says, let’s let the EPA estab-
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lish standards and then give commu-
nities time to comply. That is all this
bill does.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MCKINLEY).

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, today
the House will vote on a bill addressing
the ozone standards issued by the
Obama administration.

Look, with the comments you have
heard today, we all want clean air. But
America has made great strides al-
ready. Ozone is down by one-third since
1980.

But the regulations imposed by
President Obama in 2015 would cost the
economy billions of dollars each year
and hamper job growth. In many parts
of the country, it is literally impos-
sible to meet the new standards due to
the background levels of ozone.

Much of the country, as you
heard the chairman talk about,
still trying to comply with the pre-
vious standard when, suddenly, a new
level was imposed. This has resulted in
confusion and duplication.

The bill that is before us this after-
noon provides a commonsense ap-
proach. It delays the implementation,
but, more importantly, it gives the
States flexibility to deal with this
issue. It revises the timeframe for
changing standards from 5 years to 10
yvears. That is all. It requires the EPA
to consider—very important—the eco-
nomic and technical feasibility of the
new standards.

So, Mr. Chairman, passing this bill
today will remove a barrier to eco-
nomic growth while, at the same time,
still protecting our environment.

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chair, having heard
from my friend and colleague from
West Virginia, I want to remind my
colleagues that the State of West Vir-
ginia has 100,000 residents with asthma,
including over 18,000 children. So it is
weakening vital protections in the
Clean Air Act that would put these
populations at risk.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
MATSUI).

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to H.R. 806, better
known as the ‘‘Smoggy Skies Act.”

Because of the Clean Air Act, fami-
lies have safer air to breathe, fewer
emergency room visits, and healthier
futures. The bill before us today is a di-
rect attack on that progress, delaying
lifesaving protections against ozone
pollution.

H.R. 806 will be particularly dev-
astating to children with asthma, the
elderly, and people with lung and heart
disease. Dirty air remains a public
health hazard.

If this bill becomes law, we will be
rolling back the Clean Air Act’s protec-
tions and successes and putting peo-
ple’s health at risk.

The Sacramento region in my dis-
trict sits in California’s Central Valley,
which traps pollution from other parts
of the State. And despite these chal-
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lenges, we have fostered a strong part-
nership between the Federal Govern-
ment and Sacramento’s local agencies
to improve our air quality. But in
order for this progress to continue, the
EPA must set its clean air require-
ments at a level that truly protects
public health.

The bill before us today would block
ozone protections and permanently
damage the Clean Air Act. Between
this ““Smoggy Skies Act” and
TrumpCare, Republicans are waging an
all-out assault on Americans’ health.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
bill and protect the well-being of fu-
ture generations.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. GOSAR).

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in strong support of H.R. 806, the
Ozone Standards Implementation Act
of 2017, introduced by my friend and
colleague, PETE OLSON. This bill is nec-
essary to shield States from job-killing
mandates and ozone levels proposed by
the Obama administration in October
of 2015.

Most States are just beginning to
adopt the 75 parts per billion ozone
standard proposed in 2008, as the EPA
didn’t announce implementation guid-
ance and a final rule until March 6 of
2015. Rather than allowing time for
that standard to be implemented, the
Obama administration moved the goal-
posts and unilaterally sought to dra-
matically lower the ozone standard
once again to 70 parts per billion in Oc-
tober 2015.

Industry analysis projects that more
than 950 different counties throughout
the country will immediately be in
nonattainment under the October 2015,
70 parts per billion standard. To make
matters worse, the 70 parts per billion
standard is not currently attainable in
9 of 10 counties in Arizona that meas-
ure ozone levels.

When pristine national parks like the
Grand Canyon, Yosemite, and Rocky
Mountain are in danger of being in
nonattainment under the proposed
Obama standard, there is a serious
problem with the numbers.

The Chamber of Commerce has re-
ported that counties classified as in
nonattainment can have important
permits denied by the EPA and impor-
tant Federal highway and transpor-
tation projects suspended.

The Arizona Chamber Foundation
and Prosper Foundation stated: ‘‘The
EPA’s new ozone standard of 70 parts
per billion will virtually be impossible
for Arizona to meet due to Arizona’s
high level of background, limited local
sources, and unique geography. . . .
Implementation of the current rule in
Arizona is not reasonable, based in
sound science, or achievable.”

Tri-State stated: ‘‘In order to pre-
serve our co-op-member owners access
to affordable and reliable electricity,
Tri-State Generation and Transmission
Association wholeheartedly supports
H.R. 806.”
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The National Taxpayer Union stated:
“The costs are high for States and lo-
calities, regardless of whether they
achieve attainment jobs and in-
vestments will go elsewhere without
more feasible, predictable reforms that
are present in H.R. 806.”

Even the Obama administration pro-
jected in 2010 the unrealistic standard
we are debating today would cost our
economy between $19 to $25 billion an-
nually.

The previous administration also ad-
mitted it did not have a clear plan for
dealing with background ozone gen-
erated by factors outside a State’s con-
trol. This means the Obama EPA was
literally attempting to punish States
for ozone pollution that is created in
other States like California, or in Mex-
ico, or even China.

The October 2015 Obama ozone rule
will force companies to close their
doors and kill countless jobs through-
out the country if this bill is not
passed.

I thank the gentleman from Texas
for sponsoring this much-needed legis-
lation, and I urge my colleagues to
vote in support of this commonsense
bill.

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

As I earlier stated, the State of Ari-
zona has over 660,000 residents with
asthma, including 175,000 children; and
I just question putting their health at
risk with this bill that moves us in the
wrong direction.

Mr. Chairman, I include in the
RECORD a number of supporting docu-
ments. The first is a letter opposing
the bill signed by the State Attorneys
General of New York, California, Con-
necticut, Delaware, Illinois, Iowa,
Maryland, Massachusetts, New Mexico,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
Vermont, Virginia, and the District of
Columbia, and the Acting Secretary of
the Pennsylvania Department of Envi-
ronmental Protection.

APRIL 26, 2017.
Re Opposition to H.R. 806, Ozone Standards
Implementation Act of 2017.
Hon. GREG WALDEN, Chairman,
Hon. FRANK PALLONE, Ranking Member,
Committee on Energy and Commerce, House of
Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE WALDEN AND REP-
RESENTATIVE PALLONE: We write in opposi-
tion to H.R. 806, Ozone Standards Implemen-
tation Act of 2017. This bill would not only
delay implementation of more protective
ozone air quality standards, but, more broad-
ly, would undermine the mandate in the
Clean Air Act (Act) that the national ambi-
ent air quality standards for ozone and other
criteria pollutants be based on up-to-date
scientific evidence and focus solely on pro-
tecting public health and welfare. As ex-
plained below, these measures would be a
significant step backward in combatting the
dangers of ozone and other criteria pollut-
ants.

Many of our states have struggled for dec-
ades with the pervasive problem of ozone pol-
lution. The scientific evidence of harm to
public health from ozone pollution is well es-
tablished, as are the economic consequences.
At certain concentration levels, ozone irri-
tates the respiratory system, causing
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coughing, wheezing, chest tightness and
headaches. People exposed to elevated levels
of ozone suffer from lung tissue damage, and
aggravation of asthma, bronchitis, heart dis-
ease, and emphysema. Children, older adults,
people with asthma or other lung diseases,
and people who are active outdoors are par-
ticularly susceptible to the harmful health
effects of ozone. Public health harms also
exact an economic toll. For example, in-
creased hospital admissions on bad ozone
days increase health care costs borne by
states and local governments. Ozone pollu-
tion also harms public welfare by damaging
trees and reducing crop yields by interfering
with the ability of plants to produce and
store food and making them more suscep-
tible to disease, insect pests, and other
stressors. Ozone can also inhibit the ability
of plants and trees to mitigate harms from
climate change.

To protect against these and other adverse
impacts and ‘‘to promote the public health
and welfare and the productive capacity of
its population,” the Act aims ‘‘to protect
and enhance the quality of the Nation’s air
resources.” 42 U.S.C. §7401(b)(1). To achieve
this goal, the Act requires EPA to adopt pri-
mary standards for certain criteria pollut-
ants, such as ozone, at a level that protects
public health with an ‘‘adequate margin of
safety.” 42 U.S.C. §7409(b)(1). The Act also re-
quires EPA to adopt secondary standards at
a level that protects the public welfare from
‘“‘any known or anticipated adverse effects.”
42 U.S.C. §7409(b)(2). The Act mandates that
EPA review the air quality standards for
each criteria pollutant every five years and
revise the standards as advances in science
warrant. As Justice Scalia explained for a
unanimous Supreme Court, EPA’s review
must set the primary and secondary stand-
ards based on the scientific evidence, and
may not consider implementation costs or
other economic consequences. Whitman v.
Am. Trucking Ass’ns, 531 U.S. 457, 465 (2001).
Rather, implementation decisions are a mat-
ter for states, which are empowered to evalu-
ate the costs and co-benefits of potential im-
plementation strategies and determine, in
light of those costs and co-benefits, which
strategies are most suitable for them. See
Union Elec. Corp. v. EPA, 427 U.S. 246, 266
(1976).

To ensure that our residents and natural
resources enjoy the benefits of the clean air
that the statute demands, our offices have
advocated in rulemakings and litigation that
EPA set standards that protect public health
and welfare with an adequate margin of safe-
ty, as the Act requires. E.g., Mississippi v.
EPA, 744 F.3d 1334 (D.C. Cir. 2013) (State peti-
tioners, including New York, California, Con-
necticut, Delaware, Illinois, Maryland, Mas-
sachusetts, New Mexico, Oregon, Rhode Is-
land, and the District of Columbia, success-
fully argued for remand of secondary ozone
standards); American Farm Bureau Fed. v.
EPA, 559 F.3d 512 (D.C. Cir. 2009) (State peti-
tioners and amici, including New York, Cali-
fornia, Connecticut, Delaware, Illinois,
Maryland, Massachusetts, New Mexico, Or-
egon, Pennsylvania Department of Environ-
mental Protection, Rhode Island, and the
District of Columbia, successfully argued for
remand of primary fine particulate matter
standards); Murray Energy v. EPA (D.C. Cir.
15-1385) (State amici., including California
Air Resources Board, Delaware Department
of Natural Resources, Massachusetts, New
York, Rhode Island, Vermont, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia, filed a brief supporting
the 2015 primary ozone standard against at-
tempts to weaken it).

The ozone rule promulgated by EPA in 2015
strengthened the primary standard of 75
parts per billion (ppb) to 70 ppb. 80 Fed. Reg.
65,292 (Oct. 26, 2015). This level was at the
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high end (i.e., less stringent) of the 65-70 ppb
range that EPA proposed in 2014. EPA’s inde-
pendent science advisors, the Clean Air Sci-
entific Advisory Committee, cautioned that
this level may offer little margin of safety,
particularly for sensitive subpopulations.
Therefore, in comments on the proposal, sev-
eral of our states urged EPA to adopt a pri-
mary standard lower than 70 ppb to protect
public health with an adequate margin of
safety. However, even tightening the stand-
ard from 75 ppb to 70 ppb will result in im-
portant public health benefits. For example,
EPA conservatively estimated that meeting
the 70 ppb standard nationally (not including
California) will result in net annual public
health benefits of up to $4.5 billion starting
in 2025. These national benefits include pre-
venting approximately: 316 to 660 premature
deaths; 230,000 asthma attacks in children;
160,000 missed school days; 28,000 missed
work days; 630 asthma-related emergency
room visits; and 340 cases of acute bronchitis
in children.

Under current law, states will develop and
submit their own plans to attain the 2015
standard by 2020 or 2021. But H.R. 806 would
delay this deadline until October 2026 and
delay other similarly related deadlines, post-
poning even further the life-saving benefits
of attaining clean air. The bill should be re-
jected on these grounds alone.

In addition, H.R. 806 would undermine the
protection of health and welfare from the
dangers of all criteria air pollutants by
weakening the national ambient air quality
standards process for updating standards
based on the most recent scientific evidence.
Instead of requiring that standards be re-
viewed—and as necessary, revised—every five
years based on the latest scientific evidence
on the harms to public health and welfare
from exposure to criteria pollutants, H.R. 806
would require updates only once a decade.

The bill would also eliminate the Act’s re-
quirement that air quality standards be set
solely based on adequate protection of public
health and welfare. Specifically, the bill
would authorize the EPA Administrator to
also consider ‘likely technological feasi-
bility”” in establishing primary and sec-
ondary standards. This provision appears de-
signed to allow EPA to weaken standards na-
tionwide if it thinks a single area might be
incapable of meeting them. But if that were
ever the case, the Act already provides relief
mechanisms for the affected area. In addi-
tion, the bill undermines the Act’s existing
protections by creating a loophole that al-
lows EPA to treat hot or dry weather as an
‘“‘exceptional event’ excusing an area’s non-
attainment.

Finally, the bill appears to be based on a
misunderstanding of the Act’s balance be-
tween federal and state authority. The bill
directs EPA to cherry-pick hypothetical
state implementation strategies and only
evaluate their adverse side-effects, and, po-
tentially, use that evaluation to weaken am-
bient air quality standards. But EPA cannot
know at the time it sets standards what
strategies states will choose, or how indi-
vidual states will value their beneficial side-
effects. Those considerations should remain
separate from the standard-setting process.

In summary, ozone pollution remains a se-
rious and persistent problem for our nation,
posing a particular risk to the health of chil-
dren, the elderly and the sick, as well as in-
dividuals who spend time outdoors. Because
H.R. 806 would represent a significant step
backward in combatting ozone and other
dangerous criteria pollutants, we urge you to
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oppose the bill. Thank you for your atten-
tion to this critical matter.
Sincerely,

Eric T. Schneiderman, Attorney General of
New York, Lemuel Srolovic, Chief, Environ-
mental Protection Bureau, Michael J. Myers,
Assistant Attorney General, Environmental
Protection Bureau.

Xavier Becerra, Attorney General of Cali-
fornia, David A. Zonana, Supervising Deputy
Attorney General, Jonathan Wiener, Deputy
Attorney General.

George Jepsen, Attorney General of Con-
necticut, Matthew I. Levine, Kirsten S.P.
Rigney, Scott N. Koschwitz, Assistant Attor-
neys General, Office of the Attorney General.

Matthew P. Denn, Attorney General of
Delaware, Ralph K. Durstein, III, Valerie S.
Edge, Deputy Attorneys General, Delaware
Department of Justice.

Lisa Madigan, Attorney General of Illinois,
Matthew J. Dunn, Gerald T. Karr, James P.
Gignac, Assistant Attorneys General, Envi-
ronmental Enforcement Division.

Thomas J. Miller, Attorney General of
Iowa, Jacob Larson, Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral.

Brian Frosh, Attorney General of Mary-
land, Roberta R. James, Assistant Attorney
General.

Maura Healey, Attorney General of Massa-
chusetts, Christophe Courchesne, Chief,
Carol Iancu, Assistant Attorneys General,
Environmental Protection Division, Office of
the Attorney General.

Hector Balderas, Attorney General of New
Mexico, Bill Grantham, Assistant Attorney
General.

Ellen F. Rosenblum, Attorney General of
Oregon, Paul Garrahan, Attorney-in-Charge,
Natural Resources Section, Oregon Depart-
ment of Justice.

Josh Shapiro, Attorney General of Penn-
sylvania, Office of the Attorney General.

Patrick McDonnell, Acting Secretary,
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Protection.

Peter Kilmartin, Attorney General of
Rhode Island, Gregory S. Schultz, Assistant
Attorney General.

Thomas J. Donovan, Jr., Attorney General
of Vermont, Nicholas F. Persampieri, Assist-
ant Attorney General.

Mark Herring, Attorney General of Vir-
ginia, John W. Daniel, II, Deputy Attorney
General, Matthew L. Gooch, Assistant Attor-
ney General, Environmental Section.

Bob Ferguson, Attorney General of Wash-
ington, Katharine G. Shirey, Assistant At-
torney General.

Karl A. Racine, Attorney General for the
District of Columbia.

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chairman, the sec-
ond document I include in the RECORD
is a letter from the Commissioner of
the New York State Department of En-
vironmental Conservation, again, op-
posing the bill.

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER, NEW
YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF EN-
VIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION,

Albany, NY.
Re H.R. 806, Ozone Standards Implementa-
tion Act of 2017.

Hon. JOHN SHIMKUS, Chairman,

Subcommittee on the Environment, Committee
on Energy and Commerce, House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, DC.

Hon. PAUL D. ToNKO, Ranking Member,

Subcommittee on the Environment, Committee
on Energy and Commerce, House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR HONORABLE CHAIR SHIMKUS AND REP-
RESENTATIVE TONKO: The State of New York
strongly opposes the ‘“Ozone Standards Im-
plementation Act of 2017, which will sub-
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stantially harm public health to the det-
riment of New Yorkers and residents of
many other states. The proposed bill would
restrict the efficacy of the Clean Air Act in
a way that would delay implementation of
critical health-based standards for pro-
tecting the public from harmful ground-level
ozone and other dangerous air pollutants.
The result of this proposed bill would be the
significant postponement of health and envi-
ronmental benefits for nearly a decade, in-
evitably resulting in increased illness and
deaths from air pollution.
INTRODUCTION

The Clean Air Act (‘“‘Act’) addresses the
critically important issue of protecting the
health and welfare of all Americans from ex-
cessive levels of air pollution. It establishes
a federal-state partnership under which EPA,
informed by established science, sets Na-
tional Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) at a level necessary to protect pub-
lic health, and states develop and implement
plans for achieving those standards. This col-
laborative process has significantly reduced
pollutant concentrations to the great benefit
of the public. Importantly, the process pro-
vided by the sections 109 and 110 of the Act
recognizes that air pollution knows no
boundaries and that air quality in many
states, including New York, is impacted by
emissions from sources located upwind.

Section 109 of the Act ensures that imple-
mentation of the Act is guided by estab-
lished science; it charges the Clean Air Sci-
entific Advisory Committee (CASAC) with
reviewing the latest ‘‘state of the science”
relating to public and environmental health,
and conveying its findings to the Adminis-
trator. Based on that information, the Ad-
ministrator establishes the NAAQS at a level
necessary to protect public health within a
reasonable margin of safety. Under Section
110 of the Act, States then develop plans to
achieve air quality that meets the standard
in those areas that do not meet the standard,
known as ‘“‘nonattainment’ areas.

In its latest review, CASAC determined
that the existing 2008 ozone NAAQS was in-
sufficiently protective of public health, par-
ticularly for at-risk groups including chil-
dren, older adults, people of all ages who
have lung diseases such as asthma, and peo-
ple who are active outdoors. Based on
CASAC’s scientific findings, EPA determined
that implementing the 2015 ozone NAAQS
would help prevent a range of harmful health
effects each year, including 320 to 660 pre-
mature deaths; 230,000 asthma attacks in
children; 160,000 days when kids miss school;
28,000 missed work days; 630 asthma-related
emergency room visits; and 340 cases of
acute bronchitis in children. EPA has identi-
fied additional serious health threats from
ozone including cardiovascular disease (e.g.,
heart attacks, strokes, heart disease, conges-
tive heart failure); potential harm to the
central nervous system; and potential repro-
ductive and developmental harm. The health
benefits from meeting the 2015 ozone NAAQS
exceed the costs of controls by 2 to 4 times.

Like many other states, New York strong-
ly supported EPA’s strengthening of the
ozone NAAQS in 2015. This support comes
even though New York faces a substantial
burden of achieving ozone attainment in the
New York City metropolitan area. This-bur-
den, however, is outweighed by the need to
address the serious public health impacts. In
New York City, approximately 1 in 10 emer-
gency room visits for asthma are attrib-
utable to ozone pollution. Rather than seek
to delay its ozone attainment efforts, New
York strives to bring the New York City
metropolitan area into attainment as expe-
ditiously as possible, in order to provide its
residents with cleaner and more healthful air
to breathe.
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DELAYING PUBLIC HEALTH BENEFITS OF THE 2015
OZONE NAAQS

The proposed legislation would harm pub-
lic health by delaying the implementation of
the 2015 ozone NAAQS (and its corresponding
health benefits) for eight years and further
postponing any future standard for several
years beyond when they are necessary. Cur-
rent law requires EPA to designate states
under the 2015 ozone NAAQS according to
their monitored air quality by October 2017,
and states not meeting the standards would
have a number of years to reach compliance
proportional to the severity of their ozone
problems. However, this legislation would
defer action so that designations would not
be made until October 2025, thus postponing
even the beginning of planning efforts until
after attainment would otherwise have been
achieved under the current structure of the
Act. For New Yorkers and other Americans,
this would result in a substantial delay in
their ability to breathe clean and healthful
air.

Even worse, this proposed bill compounds
this public health harm by allowing the con-
struction of new power plants and factories
without considering their impact on a re-
gion’s ability to achieve compliance with the
NAAQS. Under current law, such new and
modified facilities located in areas des-
ignated nonattainment are subject to a con-
trol technology review under the Clean Air
Act’s nonattainment new source review pro-
gram, which requires a demonstration of
control technology that would consider the
‘“lowest achievable emission rate,” resulting
in the most stringent emission limit for a
certain source class. This bill would elimi-
nate these new source reviews, which are
critical for advancing a nonattainment area
toward NAAQS compliance.

Together, these aspects of the legislation
will have even worse additional adverse im-
pacts on states like New York that are vic-
timized by upwind air pollution. First, this
legislation will impair New York’s relief
from ozone transport from upwind locations.
EPA modeling indicates that between 75%
and 94% of the ozone in the New York City
metropolitan area comes from sources out-
side of New York. Although New York will
continue actions to reduce emission of ozone
precursors, it cannot achieve healthful ozone
levels without a substantial reduction in
emissions from states located upwind, which
are responsible for most of New York’s ozone
levels. Many of these states encompass areas
that are currently monitoring as nonattain-
ment, and these areas would have to achieve
emission reductions under current law if des-
ignated nonattainment. Postponing a non-
attainment designation for the New York
City metropolitan area will have the unac-
ceptable effect of postponing the ‘‘good
neighbor’ obligation of upwind areas to re-
duce their significant contribution to New
York’s nonattainment until sometime after
the nonattainment designation.

Moreover, postponing compliance with
nonattainment New Source Review in areas
that would otherwise be designated as non-
attainment with the ozone NAAQS estab-
lishes an inequitable outcome for New York
and other states that have already been des-
ignated nonattainment. Under this proposed
bill, new industrial facilities in areas cur-
rently designated nonattainment with the
2008 ozone NAAQS or in the Ozone Transport
Region—including all of New York—will
have to comply with nonattainment NSR re-
quirements, yet facilities located in regions
with comparable or worse air quality and
much higher emissions will not have to do so
for a decade or more. As such, states that
would otherwise be designated nonattain-
ment would gain an unfair advantage in at-
tracting business development under this
bill.
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DELAYING PUBLIC HEALTH BENEFITS FROM
REDUCING OTHER CRITERIA POLLUTANTS

Aside from ozone, provisions of this pro-
posed bill would affect future NAAQS re-
views for all criteria pollutants, thus
compounding negative public health im-
pacts. For example, the bill would irrespon-
sibly extend the NAAQS review time from
five years to ten for all criteria pollutants.
Retaining the five-year review schedule en-
sures that the Administrator reviews the rel-
evant state of the science while it is timely
and germane. Health science moves quickly;
by the time one NAAQS revision is reaching
completion, other pertinent clinical studies
are being published.

This proposed bill weakens public health
protection by making cost and technological
feasibility larger factors in the establish-
ment and implementation of NAAQS. The
Supreme Court has already upheld the no-
tion that the consideration of costs has no
place in the setting of a NAAQS (Whitman v.
American Trucking Associations, Inc., 2001).
Instead, questions of technological and eco-
nomic feasibility are considered at the stage
of implementing the NAAQS. For example,
the Act’s nonattainment area classifications
recognize that areas with more difficult
ozone pollution problems require more time
to comply. Unfortunately, Section 3(b) of the
proposed bill would change the long-standing
practice of how an Administrator determines
the NAAQS by allowing him or her to ana-
lyze, as a secondary consideration, the likely
technological feasibility of a revised NAAQS.
Section 3(c) would expand CASAC’s role to
providing advice to the Administrator on ad-
verse economic effects (among others) prior
to the setting of the NAAQS. Taken to-
gether, these proposed revisions would have
the effect that NAAQS would no longer be
set at levels that are protective of public
health and welfare.

Finally, the proposed bill unnecessarily re-
defines ordinary expected conditions as ‘‘ex-
ceptional events’” that need not be consid-
ered by a state in demonstrating attainment.
The intent of the ‘‘extraordinary event” ex-
ception is to allow a state to discount
NAAQS exceedances that result from one-
time, unpredictable, and uncontrollable
events such as wildfires. The proposal, how-
ever, would allow commonplace conditions
such as stagnant air masses and ‘‘meteoro-
logical event[s] involving high temperatures
or lack of precipitation’ to be considered ex-
ceptional. In their ozone planning, states
should anticipate these conditions, which are
expected to occur each year and promote the
formation of ozone when public health is at
the greatest risk.

We also disagree with the proposal to allow
sources to avoid nonattainment new source
review until release of the implementation
guidance. EPA’s delay in issuing guidance
should not be an excuse to allow new sources
in nonattainment areas to contribute to fur-
ther air quality degradation. In addition, the
bill’s reduction of the time allotted for
states to formulate and submit attainment
plans from the current three years to one
year reflects a misunderstanding of the labo-
rious process for developing these plans.

CONCLUSION

The Clean Air Act is a bipartisan success
story. Citizens across the country have bene-
fited from the Act’s clean air requirements
over the last few decades. People can breathe
easier due to the clean air standards that
have resulted from rigorous reviews that are
guided by the latest scientific evidence. Pas-
sage of this proposed bill would deprive the
American people of those benefits, worsen
air quality and harm public health substan-
tially.

Sincerely,
BASIL SEGGOS.
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Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chairman, the third
document I include in the RECORD is a
letter signed by 15 medical and public
health organizations, again, opposing
the bill.

JuLy 17, 2017.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: Clean air is funda-
mental for good health, and the Clean Air
Act promises all Americans air that is safe
to breathe. The undersigned public health
and medical organizations urge you to op-
pose H.R. 806, the so-called ‘‘Ozone Standards
Implementation Act of 2017.”” A more fitting
name for this legislation would be the
‘““Smoggy Skies Act,” as it delays lifesaving
standards to reduce ozone pollution, or
smog, and permanently weakens the Clean
Air Act.

Clear, up-to-date, scientific evidence docu-
mented the need for greater protection from
ozone pollution, and drove the stronger limit
on ozone that the U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA) finalized in 2015. To
meet the updated standard, the states have
clear authority and plenty of time to plan
and then work to reduce pollution under the
Clean Air Act’s long-established, balanced
implementation timeline. Despite those
facts, the Smoggy Skies Act imposes addi-
tional delays and sweeping changes that will
threaten health, particularly the health of
children, seniors and people with chronic dis-
ease.

The Smoggy Skies Act also reaches far be-
yond implementation of the current ozone
standards. It permanently weakens the Clean
Air Act and future air pollution health
standards for all criteria pollutants. Specifi-
cally, the Smoggy Skies Act weakens imple-
mentation and enforcement of all lifesaving
air pollution health standards, including
those for carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen di-
oxide, ozone, particulate matter, and sulfur
dioxide. It would also permanently under-
mine the Clean Air Act as a public health
law.

The Clean Air Act requires that EPA re-
view the science on the health impacts of
carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide,
ozone, particulate matter, and sulfur dioxide
air pollutants every five years and update
these national ambient air quality standards
according to the current science. The Smog-
gy Skies Act would lengthen the review pe-
riod of the air pollution health standards
from once every five years to once every ten
years for all criteria pollutants. As the
science continues to evolve, the public de-
serves that their protections be based on the
most up-to-date science, certainly not a
schedule that is twice as long as they cur-
rently have under the law. The work that
EPA and states do to clean up air pollution
should be based on the best and most current
science.

Emerging research adds crucial informa-
tion to our understanding of the impacts
that air pollution has on human health, and
EPA should not have to wait a decade to in-
corporate it. For example, on March 29, 2016,
a newly published study, Particulate Matter
Exposure and Preterm Birth: Estimates of
U.S. Attributable Burden and Economic
Costs showed new information linking par-
ticulate air pollution to mnearly 16,000
preterm births per year. Under the Smoggy
Skies Act, EPA would have to wait as much
as a decade to consider such new evidence
when setting standards. Ten years is far too
long to wait to protect public health from
levels of pollution that the science shows are
dangerous or for EPA to consider new infor-
mation.

In the 2015 review of the ozone standard,
EPA examined an extensive body of sci-
entific evidence demonstrating that ozone
inflames the lungs, causing asthma attacks
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and resulting in emergency room visits, hos-
pitalizations, and premature deaths. A grow-
ing body of research indicates that ozone
may also lead to central nervous system
harm and may harm developing fetuses. In
response to the evidence, EPA updated the
ozone standards. While many of our organi-
zations called for a more protective level,
there is no doubt that the updated, 70 parts
per billion standard provides greater health
protections compared to the previous stand-
ard.

The Smoggy Skies Act would delay imple-
mentation of these more protective air pol-
lution standards for at least eight years.
This means eight years of illnesses and pre-
mature deaths that could have been avoided.
Parents will not be told the truth about pol-
lution in their community and states and
EPA will not work to curb pollution to meet
the new standards. The public has a funda-
mental right to know when pollution in the
air they breathe or the water they drink
threatens health, and Congress must not add
eight years of delay to health protections
and cleanup.

Furthermore, the American public over-
whelmingly supports upholding these more
protective limits on ozone. A 2017 poll found
that by a 2-to-1 margin, Americans believe
Congress should leave EPA’s updated stand-
ards in place, showing clear public opposi-
tion to the Smoggy Skies Act.

The Smoggy Skies Act would also perma-
nently weaken implementation of the 2015
and future ozone standards. The Act would
delay implementation to a date when the
evidence shows that most states would meet
the standard with cleanup measures already
in place. It would also reduce requirements
for areas with the most dangerous levels of
ozone. Areas classified as being in ‘“‘extreme
nonattainment’” of the standard would no
longer need to write plans that include addi-
tional contingency measures if their initial
plans fail to provide the expected pollution
reductions. The Clean Air Act prioritizes re-
ducing air pollution to protect the public’s
health, but the Smoggy Skies Act opens a
new opportunity for communities to avoid
cleaning up, irrespective of the health im-
pacts.

Further, the bill would greatly expand the
definition of an exceptional event. Under the
Clean Air Act, communities can demonstrate
to EPA that an exceptional event, such as a
wildfire, should not ‘‘count” in determining
whether their air quality meets the national
standards. This bill would recklessly expand
the definition of exceptional events to in-
clude high pollution days when the air is
simply stagnant—the precise air pollution
episodes the Clean Air Act was designed to
combat—and declare those bad air days as
‘“‘exceptional.” Changing the accounting
rules will undermine health protection and
avoid pollution cleanup.

Additionally, the bill would permanently
weaken the Clean Air Act. The Clean Air Act
is one of our nation’s premier public health
laws because it puts health first. The Act has
a two-step process: first, EPA considers sci-
entific evidence to decide how much air pol-
lution is safe to breathe and sets the stand-
ard that is requisite to protect public health
with an adequate margin of safety. Then,
states work with EPA to develop a plan to
clean up air pollution to meet the standard.
Cost and feasibility are fully considered in
the second phase during implementation of
the standard.

This bill states that if EPA finds that ‘“‘a
range of levels” of an air pollutant protect
public health with an adequate margin of
safety, then EPA may consider technological
feasibility in choosing a limit within that
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range. Further, the bill would interject im-
plementation considerations, including pro-
jections of adverse economic and energy ef-
fects, into the standard setting process.
These changes will permanently weaken the
core health-based premise of the Clean Air
Act—protecting the public from known
health effects of air pollution with a margin
of safety.

These changes would reverse the intention
of the Clean Air Act explicitly included by
its bipartisan authors in Congress: that bas-
ing the standard on the protection of public
health would push technology to develop new
tools and techniques to reduce emissions.
They understood that pushing the cleanup
technology to meet the urgent need to pro-
tect health would help to expand job develop-
ment and growth. They were correct, as the
emission control industry today has helped
the nation meet stronger standards in cre-
ative, cost-effective ways.

The text also explicitly states that the
Smoggy Skies Act does not authorize any
additional funds to be appropriated to EPA
for its work carrying out the bill’s provi-
sions. Forcing EPA to perform the additional
work of implementing this bill with no addi-
tional resources could put the agency’s cur-
rent, lifesaving work at further risk.

Finally, an amendment adopted in com-
mittee would eliminate key enforcement
provisions under the Clean Air Act. As
amended, the bill could perpetuate poor air
quality in communities with the highest pol-
lution levels indefinitely. The provision
waives the obligation for states with areas
heavily polluted by ozone or particulate
matter to write effective plans to attain the
health standards. Currently, if an area with
unhealthy air fails to write an adequate plan
to meet air pollution standards, EPA can im-
pose sanctions. Because that enforcement
provision exists, EPA has almost never need-
ed to use it—states wrote effective plans. As
amended, the Smoggy Skies Act would bar
EPA from using this key enforcement tool
for especially polluted areas, essentially
eliminating the obligation for states to write
a meaningful pollution cleanup plan that can
demonstrate meeting the health standards.

The Smoggy Skies Act is a sweeping at-
tack on lifesaving standards that protect
public health from air pollution. This bill is
an extreme attempt to undermine our na-
tion’s proven clean air health protections.
Not only does it delay the long-overdue up-
dated ozone standards and weaken their im-
plementation and enforcement, it also per-
manently weakens the health protections
against many dangerous air pollutants and
the scientific basis of Clean Air Act stand-
ards.

Please prioritize the health of your con-
stituents and vote NO on the Smoggy Skies
Act.

Sincerely,

Allergy & Asthma Network
Alliance of Nurses for Healthy Environments
American Academy of Pediatrics
American Lung Association
American Public Health Association
American Thoracic Society
Asthma and Allergy Foundation of America
Center for Climate Change and Health
Children’s Environmental Health Network
Health Care Without Harm
National Association of County & City

Health Officials
National Environmental Health Association
National Medical Association
Physicians for Social Responsibility
Trust for America’s Health.

Mr. TONKO. Finally, Mr. Chairman, I
include a letter signed by 121 environ-
mental and other groups opposing the
bill.
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MARCH 21, 2017.

DEAR SENATOR/REPRESENTATIVE, on behalf
of our millions of members, the undersigned
121 organizations urge you to oppose the
‘““Ozone Standards Implementation Act”
(H.R. 806, S. 263). The innocuous-sounding
name is misleading: this legislation would
actually systematically weaken the Clean
Air Act without a single improvement, un-
dermine Americans’ 46-year right to healthy
air based on medical science, and delay life-
saving health standards already years over-
due.

This bill’s vision of ‘‘Ozone Standards Im-
plementation’” eliminates health benefits
and the right to truly safe air that Ameri-
cans enjoy under today’s law. First, the leg-
islation would delay for ten years the right
to safer air quality, and even the simple
right to know if the air is safe to breathe.
Corporations applying for air pollution per-
mits would be free to ignore new ground-
level ozone (aka smog) health standards dur-
ing these additional ten years. For the first
time the largest sources of air pollution
would be allowed to exceed health standards.
The bill would also outright excuse the parts
of the country suffering the worst smog pol-
lution from having backup plans if they do
not reduce pollution. The most polluted
parts of the country should not stop doing
everything they can to protect their citizens’
health and environment by cleaning up smog
pollution.

This bill is not content to merely weaken
and delay reductions in smog pollution. It
also strikes at our core right to clean air
based on health and medical science. The
medically-based health standards that the
law has been founded on for 46 years instead
could become a political football weakened
by polluter compliance costs. This could well
result in communities being exposed to
unhealthy levels of smog and soot and sulfur
dioxide and even toxic lead pollution. The
bill would also double the law’s five-year re-
view periods for recognizing the latest
science and updating health standards,
which are already frequently years late; this
means in practice that unhealthy air would
persist for longer than ten years.

The legislation also weakens implementa-
tion of current clean air health standards.
The bill expands exemptions for ‘‘exceptional
events’” that are not counted towards com-
pliance with health standards for air quality,
even when air pollution levels are unsafe.
This will mean more unsafe air more often,
with no responsibility to clean it up. Re-
quirements meant to ensure progress toward
reducing smog and soot pollution would shift
from focusing on public health and
achievability to economic costs. Despite the
bland name ‘‘Ozone Standards Implementa-
tion Act,” this bill represents an extreme at-
tack on the most fundamental safeguards
and rights in the Clean Air Act.

Since 1970, the Federal Clean Air Act has
been organized around one governing prin-
ciple—that the EPA must set health stand-
ards based on medical science for dangerous
air pollution, including smog, soot and lead,
that protect all Americans, with ‘“‘an ade-
quate margin of safety’’ for vulnerable popu-
lations 1like children, the elderly and
asthmatics. This legislation eviscerates that
principle and protection. We urge you to op-
pose H.R. 806 and S. 263, to protect our fami-
lies and Americans’ rights to clean air.

Sincerely,

350KC; 350 Loudoun; Alaska Community
Action on Toxics; Alton Area Cluster UCM
(United Congregations of Metro-East); Brent-
wood House; California Latino Business In-
stitute; Center for Biological Diversity; Cen-
tral Valley Air Quality (CVAQ) Coalition;
Chesapeake Physicians for Social Responsi-
bility; Chicago Physicians for Social Respon-
sibility.
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Citizens for Clean Air; Clean Air Watch;
Clean Water Action; Cleveland Environ-
mental Action Network; Climate Action Al-
liance of the Valley; Connecticut League of
Conservation Voters; Conservation Voters
for Idaho; Conservation Voters of South
Carolina; Dakota Resource Council; Earth
Day Network; Earthjustice; Earthworks; En-
vironment Iowa; Environment America.

Environment Arizona; Environment Cali-
fornia; Environment Colorado; Environment
Connecticut; Environment Florida; Environ-
ment Georgia; Environment Illinois; Envi-
ronment Maine; Environment Maryland; En-
vironment Massachusetts; Environment
Michigan; Environment Minnesota; Environ-
ment Missouri; Environment Montana; Envi-
ronment Nevada; Environment New Hamp-
shire; Environment New Jersey; Environ-
ment New Mexico; Environment North Caro-
lina.

Environment Ohio; Environment Oregon;
Environment Rhode Island; Environment
Texas; Environment Virginia; Environment
Washington; Environmental Defense Action
Fund; Environmental Entrepreneurs (E2);
Environmental Law & Policy Center; Ethical
Society of St. Louis; Faith Alliance for Cli-
mate Solutions; Florida Conservation Vot-
ers; Fort Collins Sustainability Group; Gasp;
GreenLatinos.

Health Care Without Harm; Iowa Inter-
faith Power & Light; Jean-Michel Cousteau’s
Ocean Futures Society; KyotoUSA; Labadie
Environmental Organization (LEO); Latino
Donor Collaborative; League of Conservation
Voters; League of Women Voters; Maine Con-
servation Voters; Maryland League of Con-
servation Voters; Michigan League of Con-
servation Voters; Moms Clean Air Force;
Montana Conservation Voters Education
Fund.

Montana Environmental Information Cen-
ter; National Parks Conservation Associa-
tion; Natural Resources Defense Council; NC
League of Conservation Voters; Nevada Con-
servation League; New Mexico Environ-
mental Law Center; New York League of
Conservation Voters; Northern Plains Re-
source Council; OEC Action Fund; Ohio Or-
ganizing Collaborative, Communities United
for Responsible Energy; Oregon League of
Conservation Voters; Partnership for Policy
Integrity; PennEnvironment.

People Demanding Action, Tucson Chap-
ter; Physicians for Social Responsibility;
Physicians for Social Responsibility, Maine
Chapter; Physicians for Social Responsi-
bility, Los Angeles Chapter; Physicians for
Social Responsibility, Arizona Chapter; Phy-
sicians for Social Responsibility, SF Bay
Area Chapter; Physicians for Social Respon-
sibility, Tennessee Chapter; Physicians for
Social Responsibility, Wisconsin Chapter;
Powder River Basin Resource Council; Public
Citizen; Public Citizen’s Texas Office; RVA
Interfaith Climate Justice Team; Safe Cli-
mate Campaign; San Juan Citizens Alliance;
Sierra Club.

Southern Environmental Law Center;
Texas Campaign for the Environment; Texas
Environmental Justice Advocacy Services;
Texas League of Conservation Voters; The
Environmental Justice Center at Chestnut
Hills United Church; Trust for America’s
Health; Union of Concerned Scientists; Utah
Physicians for a Healthy Environment; Val-
ley Watch; Virginia Organizing; Virginia
Interfaith Power & Light; Voces Verdes;
Voices for Progress; Washington Conserva-
tion Voters; WE ACT for Environmental Jus-
tice; Western Colorado Congress; Western Or-
ganization of Resource Councils; Wisconsin
Environmental Health Network; Wisconsin
League of Conservation Voters; Wisconsin
Environment; Wyoming Outdoor Council.
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Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chair, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. ELLISON).

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chair, I want to
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chair, for the folks who might be
watching this today, I think it is im-
portant to understand that bad ozone
causes a whole lot of health problems—
things like making it difficult to
breathe deeply. It can aggravate your
emphysema. It can cause a sore and
scratchy throat. It can aggravate lung
diseases like asthma, emphysema, and
bronchitis. And it is actually associ-
ated with asthma attacks, as I men-
tioned, and it can cause very serious
obstructive pulmonary disease. It is a
bad thing, it is dangerous, and it hurts
people.

In the Obama administration, we
tried to pass some standards to say
that companies that emit the polluting
substances have to comply with certain
air standards to make sure that people
don’t suffer these nasty health effects.

What is going on today with H.R. 806
is that the Republicans are going to
say: No, they don’t have to implement
right away. They have got a lot more
time, years, before they actually have
to comply with these air standards.

So what they are saying is that in-
dustries that pollute don’t have to take
the measures that they would need to
take that will cost them money—yes,
they will—in order to protect the
public’s health. They are saying that
their money and the profits of their
shareholders are more important than
the lungs of our Kkids.

You are going to hear them say all
this stuff about jobs, jobs. Please. This
is not about jobs. This is about money.
This is about profitability from pol-
luting industries that don’t want to
spend the money to protect the public’s
health. That is what this is about. That
is what we are talking about.

They always say: You can have a job,
or you can breathe, but you can’t do
both. That is what our friends say. You
can breathe, but then you won’t have a
job; or you can have a job, but then you
can’t breathe.

The fact is, they want to send us to
work with gas masks on, and it is
wrong. We as a people deserve to
breathe. Our kids deserve to breathe.
Our seniors deserve to breathe. If it
costs a company a little bit more to
make sure the air that we have is
breathable, then they should spend
that money. I believe that they should,
because when you look at the health
costs on the other side, they are astro-
nomical. What does it cost to lose a
loved one dying from an asthma attack
or bronchitis or obstructive pulmonary
disease? What does it cost a family in
terms of not just treasure but heart-
ache when they have their loved ones
hooked up to a bunch of machines and
wires because they are undergoing a
respiratory attack? That is the cost.
That is the true cost that we have to
consider, Mr. Chair.
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The real cost here is not this myth-
ical jobs thing that they say. The real
cost they are talking about is profit-
ability, but the true cost to society is
our health. Do you really want to see
missed days of school, missed days of
work? Do you really want to see more
people incurring medical bills because
of the failure of industry to protect our
health when they are taking that stuff
that they are spitting out of their
smokestacks and putting it into the
sky that we all have to breathe?

Mr. Chair, it is time to say ‘‘no’ to
H.R. 806. No.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr.
BRIDENSTINE). The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, let me
just remind folks that what is going on
here is that we have a 2008 standard
that we were told 7 years afterwards:
Here is how you comply.

That same year, we get new stand-
ards saying: Oh, no, no, no. You have
got new standards lower than what it
took us 7 years to define.

That is really the debate. We are not
eliminating standards, we are not roll-
ing back standards, we are just saying:
Give us a break. Give us time to com-
ply with the 2008 standards before you
even force down the 2015 standards.
Nothing in this bill rolls back either of
those standards.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
my colleague from South Carolina (Mr.
SANFORD).

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chair, I thank
my colleague from Illinois for his hard
work, and I thank Mr. OLSON for his
hard work. They have worked, I think,
tirelessly and in an awfully well-in-
tended way to craft a balance between
the different competing points of view
on this whole issue of ozone.

I know that he is concerned about
people’s health. I know that he is con-
cerned about the environment. But on
this particular issue, I am going to re-
spectfully disagree and agree with my
Democratic colleagues to say that I
think that the time to act is now, be-
cause at some point there becomes the
question: If not now, then when? At
some point, delay moves to the point of
obstruction of moving forward on an
idea that has had its different wrin-
Kkles, in fairness to my colleague from
Illinois. But at some point, you have to
act.

Given the fact that people’s health
does hang in the balance, given the fact
that there are another 2,000 cases a day
of asthma that are protracted, we need
to have a bias for action. I think it is
a time for action.

I think it is reasonable. Moving from
75 to 70 parts per billion is not exactly
a gargantuan change, given what is at
play with regard to health. And finally,
simply, I believe it fits with the con-
servative philosophy that I believe in.
The conservative philosophy says that
my rights end when they begin to in-
fringe upon yours.

This notion of privatizing gain and
offsetting costs to the public is some-
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thing I think we always have to watch
out for when we talk about this notion
of free markets and having them truly
work.

I, as a boy, grew up down the creek
from a place called Campbell Creek,
and there was a chemical plant that
ended up dumping some stuff in the
creek. It turned out not to be so good.
It made a lasting impression on me as
a boy. They were externalizing their
costs, but they were internalizing their
profits.

Mr. Chair, I think we need to be true
to that theme whether we are talking
about air or water or anything else. I
think that this bill fits under that
larger description. For that reason, I
do say, with all due respect for the
hard work that has been done, that it
is time to act on this particular bill.

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chair, two points on
the review and the standards. Certainly
not every review would require a
change in standards, and I think that
needs to be made clear here. When we
talk about the difficulty of having to
respond or achieve the standards that
have been established and then they go
stronger, well, on your way to 70 parts
per billion, you are going to be moving
through 75 parts per billion as you re-
duce those particulates that get emit-
ted into our air. It is only logical that
you could move along and continue to
improve those standards.

This is about maintaining a quality
of life, enhancing a quality of life, cut-
ting into, for public health policy pur-
poses, the devastating impacts of air
pollutants and their relation to our
public health.

Mr. Chair, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
BARRAGAN). )

Ms. BARRAGAN. Mr. Chair, I rise
today in opposition to the ‘“‘Smoggy
Skies Act,” a bill that would effec-
tively gut the Clean Water Act.

I represent one of the most heavily
polluted districts in California. As a
matter of fact, sometimes kids in my
district walk around with inhalers
around their necks.

When I was a kid, my father had a
home next to the freeway, and I first
thought it was a great place to live be-
cause it was conveniently by the free-
way, and what I later learned about air
pollution and smog and the ozone
layer, I knew it was not a good thing.
When I see Kkids in my district walk
around with inhalers, it just breaks my
heart.

Every day, many of my constituents,
people of color and low income, are sur-
rounded by oil refineries, major high-
ways, and industrial activities. These
activities generate ozone pollution, the
key ingredient for smog. It is dan-
gerous. It is deadly.

Since 1970, the Clean Air Act has re-
duced the ozone in our air, protecting
Americans against health problems, in-
cluding asthma and heart attacks,
shortness of breath, low birth weight,
and premature death. Clean air is a
good investment. The benefits of a



H5952

healthy environment pay off in worker
productivity and longevity. Unhealthy
people can’t work or go to school,
which is also a problem in my district
where only 10 percent of students go on
to college.

Oftentimes, it is a cycle. They are
outside, they breathe in the dirty air,
they get sick, they have asthma, they
have to go to the doctor, and they miss
school. That is only contributing to
the low graduation rates that we are
seeing happen in my district.

Smog is not only harmful to health,
I think it is harmful especially in
young children, in our seniors, and in
some of our most vulnerable commu-
nities.

Over a third of the U.S. population
lives in areas with unhealthy ozone
levels—areas that would have to clean
up the air under the new and improved
2015 ozone standards.

The ““‘Smoggy Skies Act’ is the lat-
est in a series of congressional at-
tempts to gut the Clean Air Act and
block or delay lifesaving standards and
protection.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘no’” on H.R. 806, the ‘‘Smoggy
Skies Act.”

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MCCARTHY), the majority
leader of the House.

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Chair, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time
and for his work.

Mr. Chair, when you drive up north
through and past my district in Cali-
fornia, you go through some amazing
places—Sequoia National Park, Kings
Canyon, then right on over to Yosem-
ite. These are beautiful places. Amer-
ican treasures. You don’t have to go far
off the road to feel like you are remote
and completely surrounded by the
peacefulness of nature.

I have had my troubles with the
EPA—regulatory cap and trade, waters
of the U.S. rule. They are a couple that
come to mind. But I do think and be-
lieve there is a purpose to ozone stand-
ards that clean up our air and make
our communities healthier.

Yet the latest ozone and particulate
matter regulations are so severe and
divorced from reality that even the na-
tional parks like Sequoia, Kings Can-
yon, and Yosemite may not be clean
enough. If such pristine nature isn’t
clean, nothing can be.

The problem is that the EPA sets
new standards before we reach the old
ones, and even before we have the tech-
nology to reach the new standards, the
only result will be failure.

California’s Central Valley faces
many disadvantages with air quality.
We have prevailing winds from the
north to send us pollution from San
Francisco, and because of our topog-
raphy, it traps it all in. But we have
made some amagzing progress. Good
days, when ozone isn’t a problem, are
up 144 percent since 2002. Unhealthy
ones are down over 75 percent in the
same period. You see similar trends in
particulate matter as well.
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But no matter how much better we
make our air, we cannot catch up to
reach the latest unrealistic EPA hur-
dles. The head of the San Joaquin Val-
ley Air Pollution Control District said
that, to do so, we would have to stop
all fossil fuel combustion in the Cen-
tral Valley. If we don’t do that, don’t
stop all industry, stop building, stop
businesses, and even stop driving our
cars, you know what will happen? We
will be punished, and we will be fined
for where we live.

Now, something obviously has to
change because these regulations are
not rooted in reality. In this legisla-
tion, Mr. Chair, Congressman PETE
OLSON’s Ozone Standards Implementa-
tion Act, we don’t get rid of ozone or
particulate matter standards, we don’t
even oppose raising our standards when
we use our technology and abilities to
improve. What we do is make sure that
the standards are set with a specific
level for a set time so that the EPA
cannot come back and change the goal-
post every few years.

What we do is make sure that the
EPA actually determines whether
something is technologically possible
when setting new attainment dead-
lines. What we do is make sure we
aren’t penalized for all things affecting
our air that we can’t control.
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We made sure that this legislation
accomplished these goals without roll-
ing back the protections for our com-
munities or without backsliding on
meeting current EPA standards in the
Central Valley.

In the end, we must have clean air,
but we have to be smart with this and
set achievable and fixed goals our com-
munities can meet. Building on our
success, the people of our district and
across America can continue to have
cleaner air tomorrow than we do today.

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chair, I yield myself
the balance of my time.

Mr. Chair, I want to remind my col-
leagues, having just heard from a Cali-
fornian, that California has nearly 3
million residents with asthma, includ-
ing 650,000 children. Why on Earth
would we want to put them at further
risk by going backward? I suggest that
we keep that in mind as we vote on
this measure.

I heard the comment made about
unachievable or unrealistic standards.
Well, how is it that we have been mak-
ing progress through the years? We
have been growing jobs, and we have
been cleaning the air. How is it that
that was deemed unrealistic and
unachievable?

Mr. Chairman, I believe in the pio-
neer spirit of this great country. I be-
lieve in her intellect. I believe in the
passion to do the right thing. And I
think that will continue to motivate us
as we listen to scientists who tell us
about the standards that we ought to
achieve.

On our way to 75 parts per billion, we
know that it is continued progress if
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we achieve 70; and if we listen to the
Clean Air Scientific Advisory Com-
mittee, they will tell us that the air,
for safety, with the safety factor, we
should be closer to 60. So we have much
more room for progress, and we have
the technological wizardry to make
that happen. Our children and genera-
tions unborn are counting on us.

As has been stated many times over
today, this is a move in a backward di-
rection. We are concerned on this side
of the aisle about H.R. 806. We need to
know that the standards that are out
there are achievable, that those stand-
ards drive technological improvement.

We can grow the economy and clean
the air. They are not mutually exclu-
sive. In fact, we have proven that they
are inclusive.

Mr. Chair, I encourage all of my col-
leagues to support this effort of opposi-
tion to H.R. 806. It is, as many have
called it, an effort that will continue to
hold back progress.

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

I would first of all like to thank my
colleague from New York who serves as
the ranking member of the committee.
We have done some good work together
that we look forward to bringing to the
floor in a more amicable setting. Obvi-
ously, this one is not. I wish it could
have been, but so the public policy
world goes.

Let me, in my remaining time, high-
light some of the organizations that
are supporting our action. Through the
committee process, we had the Farm
Bureau, the American Petroleum Insti-
tute, the American Fuel & Petro-
chemical Manufacturers, the Portland
Cement Association, National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers, and the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce express the need
to reform and modernize the Clean air
Act in order to encourage economic
growth and job creation, because we
understand that what has, also, a
major impact on health and welfare is
our citizens having good-paying jobs.

There is a focus on what we are try-
ing to do as Republicans through the
legislative process, and we want to re-
duce the tax burdens, to ease the regu-
latory burdens, and to create jobs so
that all of our citizens are able to
achieve their economic goals and aspi-
rations.

We also received a letter today that I
include in the RECORD from over 145 or-
ganizations and over close to 20 State
chambers of commerce.

JuLy 18, 2017.
Hon. MITCH MCcCONNELL,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.
Hon. PAUL RYAN,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.
Hon. CHUCK SCHUMER,
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Minority Leader, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MAJORITY

SPEAKER RYAN,

LEADER MCCONNELL,
AND MINORITY LEADERS
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SCHUMER AND PELOSI: The undersigned,
which represent a diverse group of industries
from across the country, write to express our
strong support for H.R. 806 and S. 263, the
““Ozone Standards Implementation Act of
2017.”” This legislation provides a common-
sense approach for implementing national
ambient air quality standards, recognizes on-
going state efforts to improve air quality
through a reasonable implementation sched-
ule for the 2015 ozone standards, streamlines
the air permitting process for businesses to
expand operations and create jobs, and in-
cludes other reforms that bring more regu-
latory certainty to federal air quality stand-
ards. Additionally, the undersigned support
language including certain elements of H.R.
806 and S. 263 included in the Fiscal Year 2018
Interior, Environment and Related Agencies
Appropriations bill.

We have significant concerns that the 2015
ozone standards overlap with existing state
plans to implement the 2008 ozone standards,
leading to duplicative and wasteful imple-
mentation schedules, and unnecessary and
severe economic impacts. The new ozone
standards were promulgated in October 2015,
only months after states received their final
guidance from the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) on how to implement the 2008
ozone standards. This delay was the result of
the Obama administration’s decision to halt
work on the 2008 ozone standards during a
2010-2011 reconsideration period. The EPA,
however, did not account for this self-im-
posed delay when issuing the 2015 ozone
standards, thereby imposing duplicative
costs and burdens of implementing multiple
standards simultaneously. This is particu-
larly wasteful as the EPA itself projects that
nearly the entire country would attain the
2015 ozone standards simply by being pro-
vided an opportunity to fully implement al-
ready-planned measures like their state im-
plementation plans for the 2008 ozone stand-
ards. Local economies also face severe im-
pacts, as analysis of data indicates that the
2015 ozone standards could expand nonattain-
ment to more than 950 counties if planned re-
ductions are not allowed time to take effect,
subjecting large parts of the country to cost-
ly nonattainment control requirements.

Notwithstanding concerns expressed by
thousands of elected officials, state agencies,
businesses, community groups, and other
stakeholders, the EPA issued the 2015 ozone
standards without addressing the overlap
with the 2008 ozone standards and the enor-
mous impacts that dual implementation
would have on limited state resources, per-
mitting, and the economy. It is now up to
Congress to address these issues, and that is
why we support H.R. 806 and S. 263. By better
aligning the 2015 ozone standards with the
2008 ozone standards and their associated
emissions reductions, H.R. 806 and S. 263 will
help prevent unnecessary nonattainment
designations and cost burdens, without sacri-
ficing environmental protection. The legisla-
tion’s permitting relief and other reforms
are also an important step towards national
ambient air quality standards that balance
environmental protection and economic de-
velopment.

In sum, H.R. 806 and S. 263 and the related
appropriations language provide a common-
sense plan that maintains continued air
quality improvement without unnecessarily
straining state and local economic resources.

We strongly encourage Congress to act
quickly on this critical legislation.

Alabama  Petroleum Council; Alaska
Chamber; Alliance of Automobile Manufac-
turers; Alliance of Wyoming Manufacturers;
Aluminum Association; American Chemistry
Council; American Coatings Association;
American Coke and Coal Chemicals Insti-
tute; American Farm Bureau Federation;
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American Forest & Paper Association; Amer-
ican Fuel & Petrochemical Manufacturers;
American Iron and Steel Institute; American
Petroleum Institute; American Road &
Transportation Builders Association
(ARTBA); American Wood Council; Anderson
Area Chamber of Commerce; Apache Junc-
tion Chamber of Commerce; API New York;
API Ohio; API South Carolina.

Ardagh Group, Glass North America; Ari-
zona Chamber of Commerce and Industry;
Arizona Mining Association; Arkansas Pe-
troleum Council; Ascension Chamber of
Commerce; Associated Petroleum Industries
of Michigan; Associated Petroleum Indus-
tries of Pennsylvania; Association of Amer-
ican Railroads; Baton Rouge Area Chamber;
Buckeye Valley Chamber of Commerce;
Carefree Cave Creek Chamber of Commerce;
Cedar City Area Chamber of Commerce;
Chandler Chamber of Commerce; Chemical
Industry Council of California; Chemical In-
dustry Council of Illinois; Chemistry Council
of New Jersey; Colorado Association of Com-
merce & Industry; Colorado Oil & Gas Asso-
ciation; Colorado Petroleum Association;
Colorado Petroleum Council.

Colorado Wyoming Petroleum Marketers
Association; Connecticut Petroleum Council;
Consumer Energy Alliance; Consumer Spe-
cialty Products Association; Council of In-
dustrial Boiler Owners (CIBO); CVR Energy,
Inc.; Delaware Petroleum Council; East Val-
ley Chambers of Commerce Alliance; Fash-
ion Jewelry & Accessories Trade Associa-
tion; Flexible Packaging Association; Flor-
ida Petroleum Council; Fountain Hills
Chamber of Commerce; Georgia Chemistry
Council; Georgia Petroleum Council; Gilbert
Chamber of Commerce; Glass Packaging In-
stitute (GPI); Global Cold Chain Alliance;
GPA Midstream Association; Grand Rapids
Area Chamber of Commerce; Greater Bakers-
field Chamber of Commerce.

Greater Baton Rouge Industry Alliance,
Inc.; Greater Cheyenne Chamber of Com-
merce; Greater Coachella Valley Chamber of
Commerce; Greater Flagstaff Chamber of
Commerce; Greater North Dakota Chamber
of Commerce; Greater Phoenix Chamber of
Commerce; Greater Pittsburgh Chamber of
Commerce; Illinois Petroleum Council; Inde-
pendent Petroleum Association of America;
Indiana Petroleum Council; Industrial En-
ergy Consumers of America (IECA); Indus-
trial Environmental Association; Industrial
Minerals Association—North America; Insti-
tute of Makers of Explosives; Institute of
Shortening and Edible Oils; Iowa Association
of Business and Industry; Kansas Petroleum
Council; Kentucky Association of Manufac-
turers; Kentucky Chamber of Commerce;
Kentucky Chemical Industry Council.

Lodi District Chamber of Commerce; Lou-
isiana Association of Business and Industry;
Louisiana Chemical Association; Manufac-
ture Alabama; Maryland Petroleum Council;
Massachusetts Petroleum Council; Mesa
Chamber of Commerce; Michigan Chemistry
Council; Minnesota Petroleum Council; Mis-
souri Petroleum Council; National Asphalt
Pavement Association; National Association
of Chemical Distributors; National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers; National Cotton
Council; National Council of Farmer Co-
operatives; National Lime Association; Na-
tional Mining Association; National Oilseed
Processors Association; National Tooling
and Machining Association; Nebraska Cham-
ber of Commerce and Industry.

New Jersey Petroleum Council; New Mex-
ico Association of Commerce & Industry;
New York State Chemistry Council; North
American Die Casting Association; North
Carolina Petroleum Council; North Orange
County Chamber; Ohio Chamber of Com-
merce; Ohio Chemistry Technology Council;
Oklahoma State Chamber; Oregon Women In
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Timber; Owens Illinois, Inc.; Oxnard Cham-
ber of Commerce; Pennsylvania Chamber of
Business and Industry; Petroleum Marketers
Association of America; Portland Cement
Association; Precision Machined Products
Association; Precision Metalforming Asso-
ciation; Queen Creek Chamber of Commerce;
Rancho Cordova Chamber of Commerce; Roof
Coatings Manufacturers Association
(RCMA).

Salt Lake Chamber; San Gabriel Valley
Economic Partnership; Scottsdale Area
Chamber of Commerce; South Carolina
Chamber of Commerce; South Carolina Man-
ufacturers Alliance; Tempe Chamber of Com-
merce; Tennessee Chamber of Commerce &
Industry; Tennessee Petroleum Council;
Texas Association of Manufacturers; Texas
0Oil and Gas Association; The Fertilizer Insti-
tute; Treated Wood Council; Truck and En-
gine Manufacturers Association; Tucson
Metro Chamber; Tulsa Regional Chamber;
U.S. Chamber of Commerce; Utah Petroleum
Association; Virginia Chamber of Commerce;
Virginia Petroleum Council; West Baton
Rouge Chamber of Commerce.

West Virginia Chamber of Commerce; West
Virginia Manufacturers Association; West
Virginia Petroleum Council; Wisconsin Man-
ufacturers & Commerce; Wisconsin Petro-
leum Council; Wyoming Petroleum Market-
ers Association; Yuma County Chamber of
Commerce.

Mr. SHIMKUS. If I may, in the mid-
dle paragraph it says: ‘““We have signifi-
cant concerns that the 2015 ozone
standards overlap with existing State
plans to implement the 2008 ozone
standards, leading to duplicative and
wasteful implementation schedules,
and unnecessary and severe economic
impacts. The new ozone standards were
promulgated in October of 2015, only
months after States received their
final guidance from the Environmental
Protection Agency on how to imple-
ment the 2008 ozone standards.”

Mr. Chairman, I couldn’t say it any
better than that. This is not, as I have
said a couple of times, a rolling back of
our regulations. This is identifying the
fact that 2008 standards were imple-
mented. It took 7 years to do the im-
plementation guidelines, and when
those guidelines came out 3 months
after that, the Federal Government,
through the EPA said, oh, we are going
to now ratchet it down 5 more parts per
billion, which leads you to believe that
people are trying to comply.

Other benefits of this bill address the
fact that you could be in the remotest
parts of the country and fall against
the EPA and ozone standards based
upon nothing that you can do. We have
communities that are trying to com-
ply, are doing great work, but they are
receiving emissions outside of their
control. Plus, they will be penalized for
that.

So we look forward to continued de-
bates. I know that there have been
amendments offered that we will con-
sider.

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

The Acting CHAIR. All time for gen-
eral debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.
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In lieu of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by
the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, printed in the bill, it shall be in
order to consider as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment under the 5-
minute rule an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute consisting of the
text of Rules Committee Print 115-26.
That amendment in the nature of a
substitute shall be considered as read.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

H.R. 806

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 ‘“‘Ozone Stand-
ards Implementation Act of 2017°.

SEC. 2. FACILITATING STATE IMPLEMENTATION
OF EXISTING OZONE STANDARDS.

(a) DESIGNATIONS.—

(1) DESIGNATION SUBMISSION.—Not later than
October 26, 2024, notwithstanding the deadline
specified in paragraph (1)(4) of section 107(d) of
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7407(d)), the Gov-
ernor of each State shall designate in accord-
ance with such section 107(d) all areas (or por-
tions thereof) of the Governor’s State as attain-
ment, nonattainment, or unclassifiable with re-
spect to the 2015 ozone standards.

(2) DESIGNATION PROMULGATION.—Not later
than October 26, 2025, notwithstanding the
deadline specified in paragraph (1)(B) of section
107(d) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7407(d)),
the Administrator shall promulgate final des-
ignations under such section 107(d) for all areas
in all States with respect to the 2015 ozone
standards, including any modifications to the
designations submitted under paragraph (1).

(3) STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLANS.—Not later
than October 26, 2026, notwithstanding the
deadline specified in section 110(a)(1) of the
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7410(a)(1)), each State
shall submit the plan required by such section
110(a)(1) for the 2015 ozone standards.

(b) CERTAIN PRECONSTRUCTION PERMITS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The 2015 ozone standards
shall not apply to the review and disposition of
a preconstruction permit application if—

(A) the Administrator or the State, local, or
Tribal permitting authority, as applicable, de-
termines the application to be complete on or be-
fore the date of promulgation of the final des-
ignation of the area involved under subsection
(a)(2); or

(B) the Administrator or the State, local, or
Tribal permitting authority, as applicable, pub-
lishes a public notice of a preliminary deter-
mination or draft permit for the application be-
fore the date that is 60 days after the date of
promulgation of the final designation of the
area involved under subsection (a)(2).

(2) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this
section shall be construed to—

(4) eliminate the obligation of a
preconstruction permit applicant to install best
available control technology and lowest achiev-
able emission rate technology, as applicable; or

(B) limit the authority of a State, local, or
Tribal permitting authority to impose more
stringent emissions requirements pursuant to
State, local, or Tribal law than national ambi-
ent air quality standards.

SEC. 3. FACILITATING STATE IMPLEMENTATION
OF NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY
STANDARDS.

(a) TIMELINE FOR REVIEW OF NATIONAL AMBI-
ENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS.—

(1) TEN-YEAR CYCLE FOR ALL CRITERIA AIR
POLLUTANTS.—Paragraphs (1) and (2)(B) of sec-
tion 109(d) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C.
7409(d)) are amended by striking ‘‘five-year in-
tervals’” each place it appears and inserting
“10-year intervals’.
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(2) CYCLE FOR NEXT REVIEW OF OZONE CRI-
TERIA AND STANDARDS.—Notwithstanding sec-
tion 109(d) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C.
7409(d)), the Administrator shall not—

(A) complete, before October 26, 2025, any re-
view of the criteria for ozone published under
section 108 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 7408) or the
national ambient air quality standard for ozone
promulgated under section 109 of such Act (42
U.S.C. 7409); or

(B) propose, before such date, any revisions to
such criteria or standard.

(b) CONSIDERATION OF TECHNOLOGICAL FEASI-
BILITY.—Section 109(b)(1) of the Clean Air Act
(42 U.S.C. 7409(b)(1)) is amended by inserting
after the first sentence the following: “‘If the
Administrator, in consultation with the inde-
pendent scientific review committee appointed
under subsection (d), finds that a range of levels
of air quality for an air pollutant are requisite
to protect public health with an adequate mar-
gin of safety, as described in the preceding sen-
tence, the Administrator may consider, as a sec-
ondary consideration, likely technological feasi-
bility in establishing and revising the national
primary ambient air quality standard for such
pollutant.”.

(c) CONSIDERATION OF ADVERSE PUBLIC
HEALTH, WELFARE, SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, OR EN-
ERGY EFFECTS.—Section 109(d)(2) of the Clean
Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7409(a)(2)) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

“(D) Prior to establishing or revising a na-
tional ambient air quality standard, the Admin-
istrator shall request, and such committee shall
provide, advice under subparagraph (C)(iv) re-
garding any adverse public health, welfare, so-
cial, economic, or energy effects which may re-
sult from various strategies for attainment and
maintenance of such national ambient air qual-
ity standard.”’.

(d) TIMELY ISSUANCE OF IMPLEMENTING REGU-
LATIONS AND GUIDANCE.—Section 109 of the
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7409) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

“(e) TIMELY ISSUANCE OF IMPLEMENTING REG-
ULATIONS AND GUIDANCE.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In publishing any final
rule establishing or revising a national ambient
air quality standard, the Administrator shall, as
the Administrator determines necessary to assist
States, permitting authorities, and permit appli-
cants, concurrently publish regulations and
guidance for implementing the standard, includ-
ing information relating to submission and con-
sideration of a preconstruction permit applica-
tion under the new or revised standard.

“(2)  APPLICABILITY OF  STANDARD TO
PRECONSTRUCTION PERMITTING.—If the Adminis-
trator fails to publish final regulations and
guidance that include information relating to
submission and consideration of a
preconstruction permit application under a new
or revised national ambient air quality standard
concurrently with such standard, then such
standard shall not apply to the review and dis-
position of a preconstruction permit application
until the Administrator has published such final
regulations and guidance.

““(3) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—

““(A) Nothing in this subsection shall be con-
strued to preclude the Administrator from
issuing regulations and guidance to assist
States, permitting authorities, and permit appli-
cants in implementing a national ambient air
quality standard subsequent to publishing regu-
lations and guidance for such standard under
paragraph (1).

“(B) Nothing in this subsection shall be con-
strued to eliminate the obligation of a
preconstruction permit applicant to install best
available control technology and lowest achiev-
able emission rate technology, as applicable.

“(C) Nothing in this subsection shall be con-
strued to limit the authority of a State, local, or
Tribal permitting authority to impose more
stringent emissions requirements pursuant to
State, local, or Tribal law than national ambi-
ent air quality standards.
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‘“(4) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection:

“(A) The term ‘best awvailable control tech-
nology’ has the meaning given to that term in
section 169(3).

‘““(B) The term ‘lowest achievable emission
rate’ has the meaning given to that term in sec-
tion 171(3).

“(C) The term ‘preconstruction permit’—

““(i) means a permit that is required under this
title for the construction or modification of a
stationary source; and

“(it) includes any such permit issued by the
Environmental Protection Agency or a State,
local, or Tribal permitting authority.”’.

(e) CONTINGENCY MEASURES FOR EXTREME
OZONE NONATTAINMENT AREAS.—Section
172(c)(9) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C.
7502(c)(9)) is amended by adding at the end the
following: ‘‘Notwithstanding the preceding sen-
tences and any other provision of this Act, such
measures shall not be required for any non-
attainment area for ozone classified as an Ex-
treme Area.’’.

(f) PLAN SUBMISSIONS AND REQUIREMENTS FOR
OZONE NONATTAINMENT AREAS.—Section 182 of
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7511a) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(1)(A)(ii)(III), by inserting
“‘and economic feasibility’’ after ‘‘techmological
achievability’’;

(2) in subsection (c)(2)(B)(ii), by inserting
“‘and economic feasibility’’ after ‘‘techmological
achievability’’;

(3) in subsection (e), in the matter preceding
paragraph (1)—

(A) by striking ‘‘The provisions of clause (ii)
of subsection (c)(2)(B) (relating to reductions of
less than 3 percent), the provisions of
paragaphs’ and inserting ‘‘The provisions of
paragraphs’’; and

(B) by striking ¢, and the provisions of clause
(ii) of subsection (b)(1)(A) (relating to reduc-
tions of less than 15 percent)’’; and

(4) in paragraph (5) of subsection (e), by strik-
ing “, if the State demonstrates to the satisfac-
tion of the Administrator that—"" and all that
follows through the end of the paragraph and
inserting a period.

(9) PLAN REVISIONS FOR MILESTONES FOR PAR-
TICULATE MATTER NONATTAINMENT AREAS.—
Section 189(c)(1) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C.
7513a(c)(1)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, which
take into account technological achievability
and economic feasibility,”” before ‘“‘and which
demonstrate reasonable further progress’.

(h) EXCEPTIONAL EVENTS.—Section
319(b)(1)(B) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C.
7619(b)(1)(B)) is amended—

(1) in clause (i)—

(A) by striking ‘‘(i) stagnation of air masses
or’”’ and inserting ‘‘(i)(I) ordinarily occurring
stagnation of air masses or (II)”’; and

(B) by inserting “‘or’’ after the semicolon;

(2) by striking clause (ii); and

(3) by redesignating clause (iii) as clause (ii).

(i) REPORT ON EMISSIONS EMANATING FROM
OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES.—Not later than 24
months after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Administrator, in consultation with States,
shall submit to the Congress a report on—

(1) the extent to which foreign sources of air
pollution, including emissions from sources lo-
cated outside North America, impact—

(A) designations of areas (or portions thereof)
as nonattainment, attainment, or unclassifiable
under section 107(d) of the Clean Air Act (42
U.S.C. 7407(d)); and

(B) attainment and maintenance of national
ambient air quality standards;

(2) the Environmental Protection Agency’s
procedures and timelines for disposing of peti-
tions submitted pursuant to section 179B(b) of
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7509a(b));

(3) the total number of petitions received by
the Agency pursuant to such section 179B(b),
and for each such petition the date initially
submitted and the date of final disposition by
the Agency; and
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(4) whether the Administrator recommends
any statutory changes to facilitate the more effi-
cient review and disposition of petitions sub-
mitted pursuant to such section 179B(b).

(j) STUDY ON OZONE FORMATION.—

(1) Stupy.—The Administrator, in consulta-
tion with States and the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, shall conduct a
study on the atmospheric formation of ozone
and effective control strategies, including—

(A) the relative contribution of man-made and
naturally occurring nitrogen oxides, volatile or-
ganic compounds, and other pollutants in ozone
formation in urban and rural areas, including
during wildfires, and the most cost-effective
control strategies to reduce ozone; and

(B) the science of wintertime ozone formation,
including photochemical modeling of wintertime
ozone formation, and approaches to cost-effec-
tively reduce wintertime ozone levels.

(2) PEER REVIEW.—The Administrator shall
have the study peer reviewed by an independent
panel of experts in accordance with the require-
ments applicable to a highly influential sci-
entific assessment.

(3) REPORT.—The Administrator shall submit
to Congress a report describing the results of the
study, including the findings of the peer review
panel.

(4) REGULATIONS AND GUIDANCE.—The Admin-
istrator shall incorporate the results of the
study, including the findings of the peer review
panel, into any Federal rules and guidance im-
plementing the 2015 ozone standards.

SEC. 4. APPLICABILITY OF SANCTIONS AND FEES
IF EMISSIONS BEYOND CONTROL.

The Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) is
amended by inserting after section 179B the fol-
lowing new section:

“SEC. 179C. APPLICABILITY OF SANCTIONS AND
FEES IF EMISSIONS BEYOND CON-
TROL.

‘““(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Act, with respect to any non-
attainment area that is classified under section
181 as severe or extreme for ozone or under sec-
tion 188 as serious for particulate matter, no
sanction or fee under section 179 or 185 shall
apply with respect to a State (or a local govern-
ment or source therein) on the basis of a defi-
ciency described in section 179(a), or the State’s
failure to attain a national ambient air quality
standard for ozone or particulate matter by the
applicable attainment date, if the State dem-
onstrates that the State would have avoided
such deficiency or attained such standard but
for one or more of the following:

‘““(1) Emissions emanating from outside the
nonattainment area.

““(2) Emissions from an exceptional event (as
defined in section 319(b)(1)).

‘“(3) Emissions from mobile sources to the ex-
tent the State demonstrates that—

““(A) such emissions are beyond the control of
the State to reduce or eliminate; and

‘““(B) the State is fully implementing such
measures as are within the authority of the
State to control emissions from the mobile
sources.

‘“(b) NO EFFECT ON UNDERLYING STAND-
ARDS.—The inapplicability of sanctions or fees
with respect to a State pursuant to subsection
(a) does not affect the obligation of the State
(and local governments and sources therein)
under other provisions of this Act to establish
and implement measures to attain a national
ambient air quality standard for ozone or par-
ticulate matter.

“(c) PERIODIC RENEWAL OF DEMONSTRA-
TION.—For subsection (a) to continue to apply
with respect to a State or local government (or
source therein), the State involved shall renew
the demonstration required by subsection (a) at
least once every 5 years.”’.

SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-
trator’ means the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency.
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(2) BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY.—
The term ‘‘best available control technology’’
has the meaning given to that term in section
169(3) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7479(3)).

(3) HIGHLY INFLUENTIAL SCIENTIFIC ASSESS-
MENT.—The term ‘‘highly influential scientific
assessment’ means a highly influential sci-
entific assessment as defined in the publication
of the Office of Management and Budget enti-
tled ‘‘Final Information Quality Bulletin for
Peer Review” (70 Fed. Reg. 2664 (January 14,
2005)).

(4) LOWEST ACHIEVABLE EMISSION RATE.—The
term ‘‘lowest achievable emission rate’’ has the
meaning given to that term in section 171(3) of
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7501(3)).

(5) NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STAND-
ARD.—The term ‘“‘national ambient air quality
standard’ means a national ambient air quality
standard promulgated under section 109 of the
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7409).

(6) PRECONSTRUCTION PERMIT.—The
“preconstruction permit’—

(A) means a permit that is required under title
I of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) for
the construction or modification of a stationary
source; and

(B) includes any such permit issued by the
Environmental Protection Agency or a State,
local, or Tribal permitting authority.

(7) 2015 OZONE STANDARDS.—The term ‘2015
ozone standards’’ means the national ambient
air quality standards for ozone published in the
Federal Register on October 26, 2015 (80 Fed.
Reg. 65292).

SEC. 6. NO ADDITIONAL FUNDS AUTHORIZED.

No additional funds are authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out the requirements of this
Act and the amendments made by this Act. Such
requirements shall be carried out using amounts
otherwise authorized.

The Acting CHAIR. No amendment
to that amendment in the nature of a
substitute shall be in order except
those printed in House Report 115-229.
Each such amendment may be offered
only in the order printed in the report,
by a Member designated in the report,
shall be considered read, shall be de-
batable for the time specified in the re-
port, equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent, shall
not be subject to amendment, and shall
not be subject to a demand for division
of the question.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MS. CASTOR OF

FLORIDA

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 1 printed in
House Report 115-229.

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Chair, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of section 2, add the following
new subsection:

(¢c) LIMITATION.—This section shall not
apply if the Clean Air Scientific Advisory
Committee finds that application of sub-
section (a) could increase (especially for vul-
nerable populations such as children, sen-
iors, pregnant women, outdoor workers, and
minority and low-income communities) any
of the following:

(1) Asthma attacks.

(2) Hospitalization and emergency room
visits for those with respiratory disease or
cardiovascular disease.

(3) The risk of preterm birth, babies born
with low birth weight, or impaired fetal
growth.

(4) The risk of heart attacks, stroke, or
premature death.
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(5) Reproductive, developmental, or other
serious harms to human health.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 451, the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. CASTOR) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida.

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Chair,
my amendment seeks to ensure that
American families aren’t forced to pick
up the costs of air pollution that
should be rightfully borne by polluters.
My amendment seeks to protect kids
across America, our older neighbors,
and the most vulnerable to smog and
dirty air.

My amendment says that the Repub-
licans’ ‘‘Smoggy Skies Act’” will not
take effect if the EPA Clean Air Sci-
entific Advisory Committee finds nega-
tive impacts on individuals with asth-
ma, bronchitis, COPD, and other health
conditions, particularly in children and
our older neighbors, pregnant women,
folks who work outdoors, and those in
working-class communities.

Mr. Chairman, Americans value their
health and they value America’s land-
mark Clean Air Act. Earlier this year,
the American Lung Association re-
leased a new poll showing that 61 per-
cent of all Americans support stronger
smog standards and clearly oppose this
dirty-air policy.

Harold P. Wimmer, national presi-
dent and CEO of the American Lung
Association, said: ‘“‘More than half of
all Americans breathe polluted air,
putting them at risk of asthma at-
tacks, respiratory infections, and pre-
mature death.”

The public wants clean, healthy air.
It is no surprise that American voters
strongly support maintaining safe-
guards to protect their health from the
dangers of ozone pollution.

I have seen great improvement in the
air quality over my lifetime back home
in Tampa, Florida. We have heard in
front of our committee and heard from
folks through social media, from
Democrats and Republicans here today,
how much they value clean air and how
much progress we have seen. Yet, ac-
cording to the Florida KIDS COUNT
Data book, in 2016, asthma emergency
department visits reached over 48,000 in
my State, and hospitalizations are in
the thousands and thousands. That
takes a toll, and it is very costly. Flor-
ida is not alone. This affects all Ameri-
cans.

Mr. Chairman, you might have heard
during general debate that I referenced
a new, very important study that came
out at in the month of June in the New
England Journal of Medicine. Here is a
press report that summarizes the
study.

The title of the story is: “U.S. Air
Pollution Still Kills Thousands Every
Year, Study Concludes.

“The air Americans breathe has been
getting cleaner for decades.

“But air pollution is still killing
thousands in the U.S. every year. . . .
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‘“‘We are now providing bullet-proof
evidence that we are breathing harmful
air,” says Francesca Dominici, a pro-
fessor of biostatistics at the Harvard
T.H. Chan School of Public Health, who
led the study. ‘Our air is contami-
nated.’

“Dominici and her colleagues set out
to do the most comprehensive study to
date assessing the toll that air pollu-
tion takes on American lives.

“The researchers used data from Fed-
eral air monitoring stations as well as
satellites to compile a detailed picture
of air pollution down to individual ZIP
Codes. They then analyzed the impact
of very low levels of air pollution on
mortality, using data from 60 million
Medicare patients from 2000 to 2012.”

They said: ‘““About 12,000 lives could
be saved each year . . . by cutting the
level of fine particulate matter nation-
wide by just 1 microgram per cubic
meter of air below current standards.

Dominici said: ‘‘It’s very strong,
compelling evidence that, currently,
the safety standards are not safe
enough.’”

And yet, Republicans want to take us
backwards. They are going to side with
polluters over the health of American
families, and I think that is wrong.

The proposed rollbacks by the Trump
administration and this Republican
Congress are simply a costly, dirty air
policy. Repealing clean air rules will
bring about disastrous health and eco-
nomic damage to not only the folks I
represent back home in Florida, but all
across the country.

So let’s be clear. Ozone, or smog, is a
corrosive gas that forms when emis-
sions from smokestacks and tailpipes
cook in the heat and sunlight. It trig-
gers asthma and other respiratory ill-
nesses. It is very expensive. It is not
fair for Republicans to let polluters off
the hook and shift costs to hard-
working American families.

So if you believe in clean air in our
great country, support my amendment.
If you believe environmental protec-
tion based on science, support my
amendment. If you want to stand with
American families over polluters who
seek shortcuts, support the Castor

amendment.

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, I

claim the time in opposition to the
amendment.

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate my colleague, and I don’t
question her passion and her evalua-
tion of her perception about what we
are doing.

But again, as I have said in general
debate, nothing in this bill rolls back
the 2008 standards; nothing rolls back
the 2015 standards. The attempt is to
say: Why is it so difficult to believe
that we should meet the 2008 standards
and give our communities time to do
that before we throw on them a new
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2015 standard? So that is the basic
premise.

This amendment would allow the ad-
visory panel to nullify one of the cen-
tral provisions of the bill, section 2(a),
which allows States to fully implement
the 2008 ozone standards for which EPA
only issued the implementing regula-
tions in 2015 before turning to 2015.

So EPA says meet the 2008 standards.
Delay, delay, delay; don’t know how to
do it; no guidelines. 2015 comes, they
say meet the 2008 standards; 3 months
later, oh, but now we have got 2015
standards we want you to comply with.
That is the basic premise of this bill.
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Ozone air quality will continue to
improve under H.R. 806. Regarding the
2015 standards, the EPA projects the
vast majority of U.S. counties will
meet the 2015 ozone standards by 2025
just with the rules and programs now
in place or underway.

The bill ensures hundreds of counties
are on track to meeting the 2015 stand-
ards, and that can come into compli-
ance without being subjected to addi-
tional regulatory burdens, paper re-
quirements, or restrictions, which will
not do anything to improve public
health.

The bill also does not limit States
from imposing more stringent emission
requirements if a State finds that such
a condition exists in section 2. Nowhere
does the bill authorize States to in-
crease their emissions. This is not
about continuing to improve air qual-
ity in a manner that doesn’t require
the States to duplicate paperwork re-
quirements.

Since 1980, ozone levels have declined
32 percent, and as we talk about in the
environmental process, the low-hang-
ing fruit has been picked. It gets more
and more difficult as you start reduc-
ing the standards time, effort, energy,
and technology.

So with the reduction of 32 percent
by 1980, the EPA projects air quality
“will continue to improve over the
next decade as additional reductions in
ozone precursors from power plants,
motor vehicles, and other sources are
realized.”

Nothing in the pending bill prevents
these improvements to air quality from
being realized.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a ‘‘no” vote on
this amendment, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. CASTOR).

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

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. TONKO

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 2 printed in
House Report 115-229.
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Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike subsection (b) of section 3 (relating
to consideration of technological feasibility)
and make such conforming changes as may
be necessary.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 451, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. TONKO) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chair, my amend-
ment strikes subsection (b) of section
3, which would allow the EPA to con-
sider technological feasibility when de-
termining what level of pollution is
safe.

Health-based standards are the cor-
nerstone of the Clean Air Act—health-
based. The EPA sets NAAQS at levels
sufficient to protect the public health,
essentially, the level of ambient air
pollution that is safe to breathe.

While costs are not considered in es-
tablishing these standards, costs can
be—and are considered—in developing
plans to achieve the necessary pollu-
tion reductions to meet the standards.

Unfortunately, H.R. 806, as currently
drafted, would change the longstanding
criteria for establishing an air quality
standard from one that is based solely
on protecting public health to one that
includes a consideration of the techno-
logical feasibility. This issue has been
long debated and settled by Congress.

Since passage of the Clean Air Act in
1970, including the 1990 Clean Air Act
Amendments, Congress has excluded
technological feasibility considerations
from standard setting to ensure that
public health—and public health
alone—would determine the standards
for air quality.

In 1970, on the passage of the Clean
Air Act, Senator Ed Muskie from
Maine said: ‘““The first responsibility of
Congress is not the making of techno-
logical or economic judgments—or
even to be limited by what is or ap-
pears to be technologically or economi-
cally infeasible. Our responsibility is
to establish what the public interest
requires to protect the health of per-
sons. This may mean that people and
industries will be asked to do what
seems to be impossible at present time.
But if health is to be protected, these
challenges must be met.”

For approaching five decades, that
has been the guiding tenet of the Clean
Air Act: what is in the betterment of
public health.

Guided by this principle, our Nation
has experienced a 70 percent reduction
in key air pollutants while tripling the
size of the economy.

I believe that a great deal of this suc-
cess can be credited to American inno-
vation. Despite assertions that achiev-
ing clean air was not feasible, Amer-
ican ingenuity has consistently risen
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to the challenge and made our country
the leader in both clean air and clean
air technology.

Unquestionably, these standards
have driven innovation, creating a
thriving domestic pollution control in-
dustry.

So I ask my colleagues who are in
favor of this measure: What is it about
a can-do attitude that you don’t get?
Why is it that you have a lack of trust
in the power of American ingenuity?

Had these standards not been ambi-
tious and focused solely on public
health, we may still be relying upon
the technology from the 1970s and
breathing the poor air quality from
that era along with it.

Available technologies cannot and
should not determine what we can have
in terms of clean air. Let’s have the
scientific and medical experts guide us,
and I have confidence that our engi-
neers and innovators will find that
way. The history of those protections
that we enjoy has been to set ambi-
tious, but achievable, goals. We have
achieved those goals, and we have
much cleaner air to show for it. Let’s
not roll back this process.

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

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

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Chairman, Texans
like me believe that facts are little,
persistent things. With all due respect
to my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle, apparently, facts are annoy-
ing little things. Here are the facts
about section 3(b) of my bill:

Section 3(b) states that if the EPA
Administrator, in consultation with
the EPA’s independent scientific advi-
sory committee, finds a range of levels
of air quality that are needed to pro-
tect public health with an adequate
margin of safety, then ‘‘the Adminis-
trator may ... ”’—the Administrator
may, not shall, not must, may—‘‘as a
secondary consideration, likely techno-
logical feasibility in establishing and
revising the national primary ambient
air quality standard for this pollut-
ant.”

Again, it clearly says may, not shall,
not must, but may.

H.R. 806 does not change the Clean
Air Act’s requirement that standards
be based on the protection of public
health. Again, H.R. 806 does not change
the Clean Air Act’s requirement that
standards be based on the protection of
public health. This bill simply clarifies
that the EPA Administrator has the
discretion to consider technological
feasibility when choosing among a
range of levels identified and supported
by science as protective of public
health.

This is a clarification for all future
Administrators—Democrat or Repub-
lican—that Congress considers tech-
nical feasibility to be a reasonable part
of the decisionmaking process with
policy choices. These policy choices
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must be made among a range of sci-
entifically valid options.

Again, facts are little, persistent
things, and these are the facts about
section 3(b) of H.R. 806.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a ‘‘no” vote on
this amendment, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chairman, I think
the insertion of discretion of the Ad-
ministrator at the EPA as to the tech-
nological and economical availability,
achievable qualities being inserted into
this bill tells me—my interpretation is
that the Administrator may not—the
Administrator may not, may not—side
with the residents—with the people of
this country and their right to breathe
clean air.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. TONKO).

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

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Chair, I demand a
recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. BEYER

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 3 printed in
House Report 115-229.

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike subsection (h) of section 3 (relating
to exceptional events).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 451, the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BEYER) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment would strike the language
that weakens the definition of excep-
tional events for air quality moni-
toring data. We know that air quality
monitoring data is incredibly impor-
tant and that Americans value clean
air.

I am a businessman, and it is axio-
matic that we can’t manage what we
can’t measure.

Just last month, The New England
Journal of Medicine published a study
that showed long-term exposure to air
pollution increases mortality for all
Americans, but particularly those that
are self-identified as racial minorities
or people with low incomes.

That is why the EPA is responsible
for setting the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards, or NAAQS, for out-
door—ambient—air to protect our pub-
lic health and the environment.

When States and the EPA identify
areas that do not meet the standards,
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States prepare their own plans speci-
fying how they will reach attainment
in those areas.

States are currently allowed to ex-
clude monitoring data for periods af-
fected by exceptional events—excep-
tional events like forest fires or un-
usual weather conditions, volcanos or
seismic activities. They can exclude
this data from the measurements used
to make designation decisions. This is
appropriate and it makes sense.

I think volcanos are exceptional. But
this bill changes the exceptions provi-
sion in dangerous ways. It changes the
definition of what qualifies as excep-
tional. Instead of exceptional, call it
routine. Stagnant air, high tempera-
ture, or a lack of precipitation are not
exceptional events, but they would be
considered exceptional by this bill.

We live in Washington, D.C., with a
record number of days of high tempera-
tures this summer already. But this
fact shouldn’t exempt D.C. from keep-
ing accurate NAAQS data.

Pretending that a heat wave is excep-
tional or that bad air quality is not
harmful to people’s health doesn’t
make it so. Climate change, global
warming, and more frequent heat
waves are likely to be the reality of
our Earth today. So weakening this
definition means that, by default, over
time, States will never need to be in
compliance with the NAAQS. They can
say it is an exceptional event.

So, frustratingly, by weakening this
definition of exceptional events, we
nullify the standards altogether.

None of us wants to see the disas-
trous smog events—think of China and
India—erupt here in America. So by
supporting this amendment, we Kkeep
our commitment to the American peo-
ple to support clean air. We shouldn’t
weaken our definition of exceptional
events to incorporate everyday air oc-
currences like heat waves.

If this provision becomes law, it can
mean more asthma attacks, cardio-
vascular and respiratory harm, emer-
gency visits, and even early deaths
from ozone pollution. So please support
my amendment. It is important that if
we have standards that they actually
mean something. Exceptional is de-
fined as unusual. Exceptional does not
mean typical. Let’s keep it that way.

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

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

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, under
the Clean Air Act, section 319 provides
relief to areas that violate National
Ambient Air Quality Standards due to
unusual or naturally occurring events
as that they cannot control.

Section 3(h) would add—and I would
argue strengthens the definition—
droughts and extraordinary stagnation
to the act’s definition of an exceptional
event.

Let me give you an example. In 2012,
there was a major drought in the Mid-
west. Now, I am from corn country, and
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we don’t irrigate our corn because we
have got great soil, and we have got
weather conditions for most of the
years that provide plentiful rain for
that to happen. But that didn’t happen
in 2012. It was an extraordinary event.
It was a drought.

Now the question is posed: Should we
punish the communities for an extraor-
dinary event; i.e., a drought that is out
of the control of any human being?

It is an ‘‘extraordinary event.”” This
language would provide reasonable re-
lief for States in this condition, par-
ticularly those in the Western United
States for, as I said, events beyond
their control.

Nothing in H.R. 806 does away with
the detailed statutory requirements
under section 319(h) of the Clean Air
Act for demonstrating “‘an exceptional
event.”” Nor does anything in the bill
do away with the detailed regulatory
procedures and guidelines that the
EPA has laid out for demonstrating ex-
ceptional events or the requirements to
measure air quality or to make that
air quality data available to the public.
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This provision simply ensures citi-
zens in areas experiencing unusual or
natural occurring events beyond their
control do not become subject to pen-
alties or sanctions under the Clean Air
Act as a result of those events.

Mr. Chair, I urge a ‘‘no” vote on this
amendment, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for the perspective on
corn. As someone who very much re-
spects American agriculture, the worst
thing is to have a drought.

Around here, climate change is pret-
ty controversial. We seem to slowly be
moving in the recognition that it is
real, whether we believe that it is
caused by man or not. However, one of
the things that we see around the
world with climate change is the ever-
increasing frequency of droughts.

The existing language in the original
bill says that droughts and lack of pre-
cipitation are not considered excep-
tional events. Certainly, if they
weren’t exceptional before, they are
going to be even less exceptional as we
move into the future.

I appreciated the debate on the last
amendment from my friend, Mr.
TONKO, where he talked about the EPA
Administrator saying: May, may, may.
Well, this is a case where the last thing
we want to do is make something like
a drought a typical event. It is not
going to be exceptional in the years to
come.

So, let’s preserve these. The EPA Ad-
ministrator will always have an oppor-
tunity in the case of a drought once
every 100 years to say that is, in fact,
exceptional.

Mr. Chair, I urge adoption of this
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate my colleague. Again, he was
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on the floor when I talked about the
great work I do with subcommittee
members. Obviously, this is part of the
debate where we are agreeing to dis-
agree.

I will just say that air quality stand-
ards are put in place so that there are
things that we can effect and we can
deal with through mobile emissions, as
you would probably know about, as
stationary sources.

Exceptional events, such as droughts,
are out of our control. That is why we
think it should be placed into the lan-
guage. We do believe it strengthens the
provision of the law, doesn’t weaken it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. BEYER).

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

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Chair, I demand a
recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. POLIS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 4 printed in
House Report 1156-229.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Redesignate sections 5 and 6 as sections 6
and 7, respectively.

Insert after section 4 the following:

SEC. 5. BRINGING REDUCTIONS TO ENERGY’S
AIRBORNE TOXIC HEALTH EFFECTS.

(a) REPEAL OF EXEMPTION FOR AGGREGA-
TION OF EMISSIONS FROM OIL AND GAS
SOURCES.—Section 112(n) of the Clean Air
Act (42 U.S.C. 7412(n)) is amended by striking
paragraph (4).

(b) HYDROGEN SULFIDE AS A HAZARDOUS AIR
POLLUTANT.—The Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency shall—

(1) not later than 180 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, issue a final rule add-
ing hydrogen sulfide to the list of hazardous
air pollutants under section 112(b) of the
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7412(b)); and

(2) not later than 365 days after a final rule
under paragraph (1) is issued, revise the list
under section 112(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
7412(c)) to include categories and subcat-
egories of major sources and area sources of
hydrogen sulfide, including oil and gas wells.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 451, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. PoLIS) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chair, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chair, since the Republicans are
talking about a bill that makes the
Clean Air Act work better, even
though, in many ways, that is the op-
posite of what the bill does, I have of-
fered an amendment that will actually
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do that. It will make the Clean Air Act
work better to keep our air clean so we
can breathe more freely, reduce asthma
rates, and reduce cancer rates.

My amendment would very simply
close a very glaring loophole that our
current Clean Air Act has—a loophole
that every day harms the freshness of
the air and the health of my constitu-
ents in my State and so many others
across the country.

My amendment, which is based off of
legislation that I have introduced,
along with many other cosponsors, four
times, including in this Congress,
called the BREATHE Act, would close
the oil and gas industry’s loophole to
the Clean Air Act’s aggregation re-
quirement.

Currently, oil and gas operations,
like the one here, are completely ex-
empt from the aggregation require-
ment in the Clean Air Act. Under the
aggregation requirement, small air pol-
lution sources that cumulatively re-
duce as much air pollution as major
sources, like a power plant, are actu-
ally rounded out entirely of the protec-
tions of the Clean Air Act. Oil and gas
is exempt, and they shouldn’t be.

While one site like this has emissions
that are significant, you can imagine
having 20,000 of these in one county,
which we do in my home State of Colo-
rado, and that cannot conceivably be
rounded down to zero. That is the
equivalent of several large power
plants. We should look at them in the
aggregate, where they are close to one
another geographically.

The aggregation requirement is actu-
ally intended to protect the public
from small air pollution sources that
might individually seem innocuous,
but cumulatively account for large vol-
umes of toxic substances that are put
in the air.

We have areas of Wyoming and
northern Colorado that have worse air
quality than Los Angeles, not because
of one or two or ten extraction sites,
but because of tens of thousands within
an immediate vicinity.

The o0il and gas industry currently
does not have to aggregate or pull to-
gether its small air pollution sources.
They round them down to zero. Round-
ing one or two down to zero is not an
issue. Rounding 20,000 in one county
down to zero leads to dirtier air, higher
asthma, higher cancer rates.

If we round down every fracking pad
to zero in an area where there are 100
of them, zero times 100 is still zero. But
if we multiply a small amount of pol-
lutants times 100, that can equal a
great deal of pollutants, not to men-
tion times 1,000, times 10,000. This pro-
vides a more holistic fix to make sure
that our air is clean.

My amendment also adds hydrogen
sulfide to the Clean Air Act’s Federal
List of Hazardous Air Pollutants,
which was originally on the list but
was, in my opinion, wrongly removed
by Congress. The Clean Air Act com-
pletely exempts hydrogen sulfide from
the list, even though hydrogen sulfide
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already has been scientifically associ-
ated as the cause of a number of health
issues, including nausea; vomiting;
headaches; and irritation of the eyes,
nose, and throat.

Hydrogen sulfide often may be re-
leased from well heads, pumps, piping,
storage tanks, and flaring, which is
what we are seeing here. In fact, 15 to
20 percent of all natural gas wells emit
hydrogen sulfide, even though control
technologies are inexpensive and are
already deployed to curtail those hy-
drogen sulfide emissions.

This amendment ensures our oil and
gas industry takes the measures that
we need to avoid the release of hydro-
gen sulfide into communities by adding
hydrogen sulfide to the List of Haz-
ardous Air Pollutants and by listing oil
and gas wells as a source of hydrogen
sulfide.

My amendment simply makes the
Clean Air Act work better. You can’t
round something significant down to
zero, when you have a lot of them con-
centrated in a particular area. Of
course, there is an impact on air qual-
ity from 1,000 or 10,000 wells that oper-
ate in one county.

Mr. Chair, I encourage my colleagues
to vote ‘‘yes” on my amendment, and I
reserve the balance of my time.

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

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. TIPTON). The
gentleman from Illinois is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, the
subject of H.R. 806 is criteria pollut-
ants and the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards program, not the
hazardous air pollutants programs,
which my colleague is referring to.

These two programs are addressed
under different sections of the Clean
Air Act. The whole title is Clean Air
Act, but you have one section here
dealing with national ambient air qual-
ity, and then you have another section
on hazardous air aspects, which is what
my colleague is trying to address. Cri-
teria pollutants are addressed under
section 107 and 110 and part C and D of
title 1 of the Clean Air Act, while haz-
ardous air pollutants fall under section
12.

This amendment, moreover, is wholly
unrelated to the purpose of H.R. 806,
which is to provide State regulators
with additional time and flexibility, as
we have heard throughout this debate,
to implement ozone and other stand-
ards for criteria pollutants.

H.R. 806 makes process-related re-
forms to address practical implementa-
tion challenges identified by State reg-
ulators. This amendment would make
substantive changes relating specifi-
cally to regulation of the oil and gas
sector.

This amendment would make signifi-
cant changes to the Clean Air Act that
did not receive any Energy and Com-
merce Committee consideration during
the markup of this bill.

The amendment would also cir-
cumvent the established regulatory
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process for listing new hazardous air
pollutants set forth under the Clean
Air Act.

Mr. Chair, I urge a ‘“‘no’’ vote on this
amendment, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chair, I would like to
point out that the Rules Committee
granted the necessary waivers to allow
this amendment to be considered, as
they often do, and this amendment was
also considered in a similar bill last
session. That is because it is relevant
to the subject matter at hand. The
Rules Committee often waives those
requirements.

This bill, as he pointed out, does two
different things, both appearing in dif-
ferent sections of the Clean Air Act.

My amendment will, very simply,
make sure that oil and gas operators
play by the same rules as other indus-
tries. It doesn’t mean that flaring
won’t occur. It will, and it does. For
those of us who live in and around
fracking, that is a fact of life. What it
means is, whereas, you have the argu-
ment the industry has made that if you
have one or two of these sites and you
round the profile of emissions down to
zero, just simply doesn’t hold water
when you have 1,000 or 10,000 active
wells in a very limited area. We can’t
round that down to zero. It is simple
math. The profile of emissions from
that site is greater than several large
power plants, if you have 10,000 wells.

Mr. Chair, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’ on this amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, to my
colleague from Colorado, sitting in
with the Rules Committee yesterday,
the question was asked: Would you ac-
cept this amendment or would you not?
I said: I appreciate my colleagues on
the Rules Committee. They will do the
due diligence in agreeing which amend-
ment comes to the floor or not.

So it is good to see the Rules Com-
mittee has so much comradery and
comity that they would allow someone
from the committee to offer an amend-
ment on the bill, but I still have to ob-
ject because it splits this bill and tries
to bring in air issues that are in the
hazardous air program and jam it into
this one where, basically, what we are
trying to do is send a signal and allow
communities to meet the 2008 stand-
ards before a new 2015 standard gets
placed upon them 3 months after they
do the implementing guidelines.

It is really a process, a bill that
makes it easier for people to comply. It
really helps EPA more easily be able to
evaluate the data and move us forward
to a cleaner environment.

Mr. Chair, I reluctantly hold my po-
sition that we should vote against the
Polis amendment, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.
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Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chair, I demand a re-
corded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. MCNERNEY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 5 printed in
House Report 115-229.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike section 6.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 451, the gentleman
from California (Mr. MCNERNEY) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. MCNERNEY. Mr. Chair, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this is an easy amend-
ment to argue because it makes so
much sense.

I am going to ask to strike section 6
of the bill. Let me read that section:
“No additional funds are authorized to
be appropriated to carry out the re-
quirements of this Act and the amend-
ments made by this Act. Such require-
ments shall be carried out using
amounts otherwise authorized.”

In other words, they are going to be
carried out without any funds.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to move
forward here and make the statement
that the administration and House Re-
publicans continue to add to the EPA’s
workload while cutting funding and
hampering State and local agencies
from providing the resources needed to
protect public health.
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This is surely unreasonable. In the
case of H.R. 806, it will continue to ob-
struct the EPA’s ability to advance
and improve our Nation’s air and water
quality. My congressional district has
extremely poor air quality, which has
caused a variety of health issues for
my constituents.

This bill does weaken the Clean Air
Act. Specifically, it targets the imple-
mentation and enforcement of air pol-
lution health standards. It also nega-
tively impacts the budget for programs
necessary to ensure that Americans
can breathe clean air.

This bill is in stark opposition to the
public’s overwhelming support of the
Clean Air Act. According to the Center
for American Progress, the Trump ad-
ministration’s EPA budget, which cuts
more than $2 billion from the Agency’s
budget, shifts the cost of implementing
clean air standards to the States. All of
these cuts would be harmful to the
649,000 children and more than 2 mil-
lion adults with asthma living in Cali-
fornia.

Every State agency that testified be-
fore the Energy and Commerce Sub-
committee on the Environment stated
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that more, not less, money is needed
and that the Clean Air Act was work-
ing to protect the public’s health and
safety.

I represent one of the worst air qual-
ity regions in the Nation, the San Joa-
quin Valley, and yet the San Joaquin
Valley air district has been a leader in
utilizing EPA grants and expertise to
achieve emissions reductions from mo-
bile sources, showing that this funding
is beneficial. The valley continues to
set emission levels to record lows and
has reduced air pollution by over 80
percent. This data proves that the
Clean Air Act works and creates a bet-
ter standard of living for all Ameri-
cans.

The American Lung Association
issued a State of the Air report for 2017
in the State of California. Most of its
28 counties received an F for air qual-
ity. We should be striving for better air
quality.

Grants like the EPA’s Targeted Air
Shed Grants and Diesel Emission Re-
ductions Act help thousands of agri-
culture, trucking, and other businesses
acquire low-emitting tractors, trucks,
and other equipment. This funding gen-
erates jobs and manufacturing here in
the United States. These Federal funds
have a great track record of benefiting
our region, and it is a good investment.

EPA estimates that for every dollar
spent on DERA, more than $20 in
health benefits are generated. That is
$20 of health benefits for every dollar
invested. All 50 States have these pro-
grams.

I also want to highlight how this bill,
combined with other efforts by the
Trump administration, will continue to
negatively impact air quality and pub-
lic health.

Our States have made tremendous
progress and a significant investment
toward addressing climate change and
public health. However, the Ozone
Standards Implementation Act would
take a step backward, destroying much
of the progress, leading to a greater
harm to public health and our econ-
omy.

I urge a ‘‘yes’” vote on this amend-
ment, and I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Chair, I claim the
time in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Chair, first of all, I
appreciate my colleagues’s challenge
back in the San Joaquin Valley. It is a
very tough place with ozone.

Fresno County is extreme for ozone,
the San Joaquin Valley; Kern County
is extreme for ozone, the San Joaquin
Valley; Kings County is extreme for
ozone, the San Joaquin Valley; Madera
County is extreme for ozone, the San
Joaquin Valley; Merced County is ex-
treme for ozone, the San Joaquin Val-
ley; San Joaquin County is extreme for
ozone, the San Joaquin Valley;
Stanislaus County is extreme for
ozone, the San Joaquin Valley; Tulare
County is extreme for ozone, the San
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Joaquin Valley. That is a tough prob-
lem for your own district in the San
Joaquin Valley, but your amendment
does not fix this problem in any way.

Under this bill, the amount of re-
sources that EPA needs to review pro-
posed nonattainment designations and
approving complex State implementa-
tion plans under 2015 ozone standards
will be greatly reduced. EPA will do
more with less. Therefore, EPA will be
able to carry out the new requirements
of this bill within existing authoriza-
tions, helping out the San Joaquin Val-
ley.

This amendment is unnecessary be-
cause the bill will reduce the imple-
mentation costs by eliminating redun-
dant and overlapping Federal regu-
latory requirements. Less red tape
means lower implementation costs.

States testified that the bill will re-
duce the cost of EPA in their existing
ozone programs while continuing to
improve air quality and reduce ozone
emissions. Our States have an excel-
lent track record for -cost-effective
emission reductions over the last sev-
eral decades.

The State of Maine sums up the point
of this bill exactly, and they have very
little ozone problems. The director of
Maine’s Bureau of Air Quality testified
before our committee:

The changes, as proposed, in H.R. 806 to
delay final designations under the 2015 stand-
ard until 2025 and to extend the timeframe
for standard review from 5 to every 10 years,
including concurrently published clearly de-
fined implementing regulations, would allow
the due process to be followed and fulfilled.
This would more effectively and efficiently
utilize Federal, State, and individual facility
resources to establish a standard and work
for the improvement of air quality and the
protection of the people of our Nation.

This amendment is unnecessary. 1
urge my colleagues to oppose it, and I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. McCNERNEY. Mr. Chair,
much time is remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California has 1 minute remain-
ing, and the gentleman from Texas has
1 minute remaining.

Mr. MCNERNEY. Mr. Chair, I appre-
ciate my colleague and friend from
Texas pointing out that we have coun-
ties in San Joaquin Valley that have
extreme ozone problems, but to ask to
do more with less is not reasonable. It
is the DERA grants given to the coun-
ties from the EPA’s budget that have
allowed the agencies to have the 80 per-
cent reduction in air pollution.

So taking that money away is not
going to help. It is going to make mat-
ters worse. Our agencies aren’t going
to be able to do the things that they
have been able to do, and they are not
going to be able to continue those
things. So I think saying that we can’t
put more money into air pollution re-
duction is not the answer. We need to
be able to spend money to do this.

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

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Chairman, this bill
ensures that EPA has the money to

how

July 18, 2017

help the San Joaquin Valley and every
part of America that is nonattainment
for ozone with the funds they need as
quickly as possible. EPA will be more
and more and more efficient. I urge op-
position to this amendment.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MCNER-
NEY).

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

Mr. MCNERNEY. Mr. Chair, I demand
a recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. MCNERNEY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 6 printed in
House Report 115-229.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“Air and
Health Quality Empowerment Zone Designa-
tion Act of 2017,

SEC. 2. AIR AND HEALTH QUALITY EMPOWER-
MENT ZONES.

(a) DESIGNATION OF AIR AND HEALTH QUAL-
ITY EMPOWERMENT ZONES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may
designate an area as an air and health qual-
ity empowerment zone if—

(A) the air pollution control district or
other local governmental entity authorized
to regulate air quality for the area submits
an application under paragraph (2) nomi-
nating the area for such designation; and

(B) the Administrator determines that—

(i) the information in the application is
reasonably accurate; and

(ii) the nominated area satisfies the eligi-
bility criteria described in paragraph (3).

(2) NOMINATION.—To nominate an area for
designation under paragraph (1), the air pol-
lution control district or other local govern-
mental entity authorized to regulate air
quality for the area shall submit to the Ad-
ministrator an application that—

(A) demonstrates that the nominated area
satisfies the eligibility criteria described in
paragraph (3); and

(B) includes a strategic plan that—

(i) is designed for—

(I) addressing air quality challenges and
achieving attainment of air quality stand-
ards in the area; and

(IT) improving the health of the population
in the area;

(ii) describes—

(I) the process by which the district or
local governmental entity is a full partner in
the process of developing and implementing
the strategic plan; and

(IT) the extent to which local institutions
and organizations have contributed to the
planning process;

(iii) identifies—

(I) the amount of State, local, and private
resources that will be available for carrying
out the strategic plan; and
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(IT) the private and public partnerships to
be used (which may include participation by,
and cooperation with, institutions of higher
education, medical centers, and other pri-
vate and public entities) in carrying out the
strategic plan;

(iv) identifies the funding requested under
any Federal program in support of the stra-
tegic plan;

(v) identifies baselines, methods, and
benchmarks for measuring the success of the
strategic plan; and

(vi) includes such other information as
may be required by the Administrator; and

(C) provides written assurances satisfac-
tory to the Administrator that the strategic
plan will be implemented.

(3) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA.—To be eligible for
designation under paragraph (1), an area
must meet all of the following criteria:

(A) NONATTAINMENT.—The area has been
designated as being—

(i) in extreme nonattainment of the na-
tional ambient air quality standard for
ozone; and

(ii) in nonattainment of the national ambi-
ent air quality standard for PM,s.

(B) UNIQUE SOURCES.—The area had—

(i) emissions of oxides of nitrogen from
farm equipment of at least 30 tons per day in
calendar year 2011;

(ii) emissions of volatile organic com-
pounds from farming operations of at least 3
tons per day in calendar year 2010; or

(iii) emissions of oxides of nitrogen from
sources governed primarily through inter-
national law of at least 50 tons per day in
calendar year 2010.

(C) AIR QUALITY-RELATED HEALTH EF-
FECTS.—As of the date of designation, the
area meets or exceeds the national average
per capita incidence of asthma.

(D) EcoNOMIC IMPACT.—As of the date of
designation, the area experiences unemploy-
ment rates higher than the national average.

(E) MATCHING FUNDS.—The air pollution
control district or other local governmental
entity submitting the strategic plan under
paragraph (2) for the area agrees that it will
make available (directly or through con-
tributions from the State or other public or
private entities) non-Federal contributions
toward the activities to be carried out under
the strategic plan in an amount equal to $1
for each $1 of Federal funds provided for such
activities. Such non-Federal matching funds
may be in cash or in-kind, fairly evaluated,
including plant, equipment, or services.

(4) PERIOD OF DESIGNATION.—A designation
under paragraph (1) shall remain in effect
during the period beginning on the date of
the designation and ending on the earlier
of—

(A) the last day of the tenth calendar year
ending after the date of the designation; or

(B) the date on which the Administrator
revokes the designation.

(6) REVOCATION OF DESIGNATION.—The Ad-
ministrator may revoke the designation
under paragraph (1) of an area if the Admin-
istrator determines that—

(A) the area is in attainment with the na-
tional ambient air quality standards for
PM., s and ozone; or

(B) the air pollution control district or
other local governmental entity submitting
the strategic plan under paragraph (2) for the
area is not complying substantially with, or
fails to make progress in achieving the goals
of, such strategic plan.

(b) GRANTS FOR AIR AND HEALTH QUALITY
EMPOWERMENT ZONES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose described
in paragraph (2), the Administrator may
award one or more grants to the air pollu-
tion control district or local governmental
entity submitting the application under sub-
section (a)(2) on behalf of each air and health
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quality empowerment zone designated under
subsection (a)(1).

(2) USE OF GRANTS.—A recipient of a grant
under paragraph (1) shall use the grant sole-
ly for the purpose of carrying out the stra-
tegic plan submitted by the recipient under
subsection (a)(2).

(3) AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—The amount
awarded under this subsection with respect
to a designated air and health quality em-
powerment zone shall be determined by the
Administrator based upon a review of—

(A) the information contained in the appli-
cation for the zone under subsection (a)(2);
and

(B) the needs set forth in the application
for those anticipated to benefit from the
strategic plan submitted for the zone.

(4) TIMING OF GRANTS.—To the extent and
in the amount of appropriations made avail-
able in advance, the Administrator shall—

(A) award a grant under this subsection
with respect to each air and health quality
empowerment zone on the date of designa-
tion of the zone under subsection (a)(1); and

(B) make the grant funds available to the
grantee on the first day of the first fiscal
yvear that begins after the date of such des-
ignation.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-
trator” means the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency.

(2) PM,s.—The term ‘““PM,s”’ means partic-
ulate matter with a diameter that does not
exceed 2.5 micrometers.

SEC. 3. REPORT TO CONGRESS.

Not later than 5 years after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency—

(1) shall submit a report to the Congress on
the impact of this Act; and

(2) may include in such report a descrip-
tion of the impact of this Act in regard to—

(A) the reduction of particulate matter and
nitrogen oxides emissions;

(B) the reduction of asthma rates and
other health indicators; and

(C) economic indicators.

Amend the title so as to read: ‘A bill to
provide for the designation of, and the award
of grant with respect to, air and health qual-
ity empowerment zones.”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 451, the gentleman
from California (Mr. MCNERNEY) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. McCNERNEY. Mr. Chair, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 806 does have a
couple of provisions that would be
helpful to the air district in my region
to avoid economic sanctions for failing
to meet certain standards when very
specific criteria are met. However, the
underlying bill, as a whole, is com-
pletely unacceptable and has been
called the most irresponsible attack on
the Clean Air Act health standards
ever introduced.

The Clean Air Act works. It saves
lives. It has improved the environment.
I am privileged to represent a portion
of the San Joaquin Valley which, as
was pointed out in the prior amend-
ment, has extreme ozone problems.

We produce more than half of the Na-
tion’s fruits, nuts, and vegetables. Un-
fortunately, the valley has recently
been rebounding from an economic
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downturn and is continually hurt by
poor air quality. Action is needed.

This amendment seeks to address the
serious health issues that are a direct
result of the poor air quality in the
San Joaquin Valley and other regions
that are most at risk. The amendment
provides a grant program for areas that
are in nonattainment of PM 2.5, ex-
treme nonattainment of ambient air
quality standards, and those with high
rates of asthma and unemployment. It
requires a dollar-for-dollar matching
from the districts receiving the grant.

California has 7 of the top 10 most
polluted metropolitan areas and 11 of
the worst 25 nationwide. There are mil-
lions of people at risk in the valley and
south coast due to high levels of PM 2.5
and ozone, including children, seniors,
and those with chronic illnesses. San
Joaquin Valley counties received F
grades for their air quality by the
American Lung Association.

Our kids deserve to be healthy, at-
tend school, and live in a clean air en-
vironment. Studies have shown that
high-quality air standards would pre-
vent thousands of premature deaths in
the valley and that it would work to
prevent heart attacks, emergency room
visits, and missed school- and work-
days.

One study estimated that in the Los
Angeles-Long Beach-Glendale area,
about 2.9 million people missed work or
schooldays and were otherwise nega-
tively affected from conducting normal
activities due to poor air quality.

Valley children miss hundreds of
thousands of days of school each year,
and about one in five living in the val-
ley has asthma. Illnesses related to
poor air quality cost the valley bil-
lions, annually.

H.R. 806 will be a step backward.
That is why I have offered this sub-
stitute amendment that would allow
the EPA to target and work with our
Nation’s most affected regions, like
those in the valley and the south coast.
This is about addressing our environ-
ment, the air we breathe, and helping
those most at risk.

At the same time, California has
been cleaning the air. Its economy has
continued to grow. In 2016, California’s
nonfarm employment increased by 2.6
percent, compared to 1.7 percent na-
tionwide. In 2009, California’s clean en-
ergy industry created $2.7 billion and
employed 123,000 people. By 2020, we ex-
pect it to grow to over $140 billion with
345,000 employed. California’s success is
proof that H.R. 806 is unnecessary.

I urge adoption of my amendment,
and I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chair, I claim the
time in opposition to the amendment.

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to thank my colleague for
his impassioned discussion, especially
of his area. We all have a lot of friends
here. It is hard for the public to believe
I am on both sides of the aisle, so it
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saddens me to have to speak in opposi-
tion to this amendment.

This is doing, similarly, what I had
to address with Congressman POLIS in
that it is taking a bill in which we are
trying to streamline the processes and
then somehow creating a grant pro-
gram out of the money. I don’t know
where this money is coming from,
whether it is coming from the supposed
savings from nonimplementation.

But as my colleague from Texas men-
tioned, the process, as you followed
through the committee, is to say: How
do you force people who are just told
how to comply with 2008 standards,
how do you then turn around and give
them 2015 standards when they were
just told how to comply 3 months
prior?

And so what we have tried to do in
this piece of legislation is to say let’s
allow people to move forward on 2008
while making sure that the 2015 stand-
ards occur with a deadline of 2025. That
is the basic premise.

And it also addresses the issue of,
and I know, there are parts of the
country where they can do all that
they can do and they are not going to
meet the standards because of what is
being imported from other regions,
maybe, in your case, from Asia or from
San Francisco or those areas. So how
do you end up punishing an area when
they are doing everything that they
humanly can do?

There is some great, obviously, sta-
tistics that you have shared of the suc-
cess in that region, although they are
still stressed under the current stand-
ards.

0 1630

So your amendment would eliminate
the widely supported reforms in this
bill. And I read, and we will have sub-
mitted for the RECORD, the 145-plus or-
ganizations that support it, plus the
five or ten that we addressed earlier
from the markup, and then really kind
of apply only to a few parts of the
country versus the entire country as a
whole.

Across the Nation, States and com-
munities struggle to implement these
standards, and we are trying to stream-
line that process. This amendment
would deprive communities across the
Nation of the benefits of H.R. 806. It
would reduce red tape, relief from the
sanctions and penalties for emissions
that are outside their control, as I said
earlier, and streamline the implemen-
tation of the standards.

Mr. Chair, I appreciate my friend and
colleague. I know it is a tough environ-
ment we are trying to address, espe-
cially some of those concerns.

Mr. Chair, I still urge my colleagues
to vote ‘‘no,” and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. McNERNEY. Mr.
much time is remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California has 1% minutes re-
maining.

Mr. McNERNEY. Mr. Chair, clearly
everybody wants clean air, and I don’t

Chair, how
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doubt that for a second, and I appre-
ciate the effort that is being made to
streamline the implementation of
clean air. But my questions are: Is this
going to be a message bill? Or is this
something we are actually going to get
signed into law?

And my answer rhetorically is that if
you want to get something signed into
law, you really have to work on both
sides of the aisle.

Now, there are a couple provisions in
the bill that I think are completely ob-
jectionable. There may be room for
compromise. The 10-year extension
seems out of bounds to me. Technology
moves much faster than 10 years. The
idea that technical achievability can
be taken into account really does lose
sight of the important aspect of the
Clean Air Act, which is that we want to
protect people’s health.

So among other things, if you want
to actually get something done, if you
want to actually work across the aisle
and get something that we may get
signed into law, work with us. Other-
wise, I am going to have to put forward
this amendment that replaces the
ozone 805 and replaces it with some-
thing that actually works.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, I agree
with my colleague that this doesn’t
rise to the standard of the other bills
that we will be bringing in a bipartisan
manner, and we kind of raised that ini-
tially at the beginning. And it is, I
think, to both of our losses.

But having said that, my colleague,
Congressman OLSON, the author of the
bill, did get a couple Democrats to
sponsor the primary piece of legisla-
tion, and there is a Senate companion
bill, S. 263, which we hope will be
passed by the Senate. So we are a little
more optimistic that this can get over
the finish line than Mr. MCNERNEY
might be, but, again, we will continue
to work together where we can work
together, and respectfully disagree
when we have disagreements.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MCNER-
NEY).

The amendment was rejected.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will
now resume on those amendments
printed in House Report 115229 on
which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order:

Amendment No. 1 by Ms. CASTOR of
Florida.

Amendment No.
New York.

Amendment No.
Virginia.

Amendment No.
Colorado.

Amendment No.
of California.

2 by Mr. TONKO of
3 by Mr. BEYER of
4 by Mr. PoLis of

5 by Mr. MCNERNEY
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The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes
the minimum time for any electronic
vote after the first vote in this series.
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MS. CASTOR OF

FLORIDA

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. CAS-
TOR) on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 15-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 194, noes 232,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 385]

AYES—194

Adams Foster McNerney
Aguilar Frankel (FL) Meeks
Barragan Fudge Meng
Bass Gabbard Moore
Beatty Gallego Moulton
Bera Garamendi Murphy (FL)
Beyer Gomez Nadler
Bishop (GA) Gonzalez (TX) Neal
Blumenauer Gottheimer Nolan
Blunt Rochester  Green, Al Norcross
Bonamici Green, Gene O’Halleran
Boyle, Brendan Grijalva O’Rourke

F. Gutiérrez Pallone
Brady (PA) Hanabusa Panetta
Brown (MD) Hastings Pascrell
Brownley (CA) Heck Payne
Bustos Higgins (NY) Perlmutter
Butterfield Himes Peters
Capuano Hoyer Pingree
Carbajal Huffman Pocan
Cardenas Jackson Lee Poliquin
Carson (IN) Jayapal Polis
Cartwright Jeffries Price (NC)
Castor (FL) Johnson (GA) Quigley
Castro (TX) Johnson, E. B. Raskin
Chu, Judy Jones Reichert
Cicilline Kaptur Rice (NY)
Clark (MA) Keating Richmond
Clarke (NY) Kelly (IL) Rosen
Clay Kennedy Roybal-Allard
Cleaver Khanna Ruiz
Clyburn Kihuen Ruppersberger
Cohen Kildee Rush
Connolly Kilmer Ryan (OH)
Conyers Kind Sanchez
Cooper Krishnamoorthi Sarbanes
Correa Kuster (NH) Schakowsky
Costa Langevin Schiff
Courtney Larsen (WA) Schneider
Crist Larson (CT) Schrader
Crowley Lawrence Scott (VA)
Cuellar Lawson (FL) Scott, David
Davis (CA) Lee Serrano
Davis, Danny Levin Sewell (AL)
DeFazio Lewis (GA) Shea-Porter
DeGette Lieu, Ted Sherman
Delaney Lipinski Sires
DeLauro Loebsack Slaughter
DelBene Lofgren Smith (WA)
Demings Lowenthal Soto
DeSaulnier Lowey Speier
Deutch Lujan Grisham, Suozzi
Dingell M. Swalwell (CA)
Doggett Lujan, Ben Ray Takano
Doyle, Michael Lynch Thompson (CA)

F. Maloney, Thompson (MS)
Ellison Carolyn B. Titus
Engel Maloney, Sean Tonko
Eshoo Mast Torres
Espaillat Matsui Tsongas
Esty (CT) McCollum Vargas
Evans McEachin Veasey
Fitzpatrick McGovern Vela
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Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Banks (IN)
Barletta
Barr
Barton
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost

Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davidson
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesdJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Donovan
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Dunn
Emmer
Estes (KS)
Farenthold
Faso
Ferguson
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gaetz
Gallagher
Garrett
Gianforte
Gibbs

Cummings
Granger
Labrador

Messrs.

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters, Maxine

Watson Coleman

NOES—232

Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guthrie
Handel
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Higgins (LA)
Hill
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huizenga
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Joyce (OH)
Katko
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Knight
Kustoff (TN)
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
Lewis (MN)
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Marshall
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Murphy (PA)
Newhouse
Noem
Norman

NOT VOTING—T7

Napolitano
Pelosi
Ratcliffe
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Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Nunes

Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Pittenger
Poe (TX)
Posey

Reed
Renacci
Rice (SC)
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney, Francis
Rfi}oney, Thomas

Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce (CA)
Russell
Rutherford
Sanford
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smucker
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Taylor
Tenney
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton

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

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Zeldin

Scalise

PERRY,

PALMER, MOONEY of West Virginia,
Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS, and Mr.
DUFFY changed their vote from ‘‘aye”’

to “no.”

Messrs. BUTTERFIELD, SCHRA-
DER, POLIS, and HOYER changed
their vote from ‘‘no” to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. TONKO

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. HULTGREN).
The unfinished business is the demand
for a recorded vote on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. TONKO) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 182, noes 241,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 386]

is a 2-

AYES—182

Adams Gabbard Norcross
Aguilar Gallego O’Halleran
Barragan Garamendi O’Rourke
Bass Gomez Pallone
Bera Green, Al Panetta
Beyer Grijalva Pascrell
Blumenauer Gutierrez Payne
Blunt Rophestex‘ Hana_busa Perlmutter
gon?mlgl q gastl’;lngs Peters

oyle, Brendan ec. X

F. Higgins (NY) ggéi;ee
Brady (PA) Himes ;
Brown (MD) Hoyer ths
Brownley (CA)  Huffman Price (NC)
Bustos Jackson Lee Qulgl'ey
Butterfield Jayapal Raskin
Capuano Jeffries Rice (NY)
Carbajal Johnson (GA) Richmond
Cardenas Johnson, E. B. Ros-Lehtinen
Carson (IN) Keating Rosen
Cartwright Kelly (IL) Roybal-Allard
Castor (FL) Kennedy Ruiz
Castro (TX) Khanna Ruppersberger
Chu, Judy Kihuen Rush
Cicilline Kildee Ryan (OH)
Clark (MA) Kilmer Sanchez
Clarke (NY) Kind Sarbanes
Clay Krishnamoorthi  Schakowsky
Clyburn Kuster (NH) Schiff
Cohen Langevin Schneider
Connolly Larsen (WA) Scott (VA)
Conyers Larson (CT) Scott, David
Cooper Lawrence Serrano
Correa Lawson (FL) Shea-Porter
Costa Lee Sherman
Courtney Levin Sires
Crist Lewis (GA) Slaughter
Crowley Lieu, Ted Smith (WA)
Cuellar Lipinski Soto
Curbelo (FL) Loebsack Speier
Davis (CA) Lofgren Suozzi
Davis, Danny Lowenthal Swalwell (CA)
DeFazio Lowey Takano
g:g?g; Llﬁa"n Grisham.  pompson (CA)
DeLauro Lujan, Ben Ray Thompson (MS)
DelBene Lynch Titus
Demings Maloney, Tonko
DeSaulnier Carolyn B. Torres
Deutch Maloney, Sean Tsongas
Dingell Mast Vargas
Doggett Matsui Veasey
Doyle, Michael McCollum Vela

F. McEachin Velazquez
Engel McGovern Visclosky
Eshoo McNerney Walz
Espaillat Meeks Wasserman
Esty (CT) Meng Schultz
Evans Moore Waters, Maxine
Faso Moulton Watson Coleman
Foster Nadler Welch
Frankel (FL) Neal Wilson (FL)
Fudge Nolan Yarmuth

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Banks (IN)
Barletta
Barr
Barton
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost

Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Cleaver
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Culberson
Davidson
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
Diaz-Balart
Donovan
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Dunn
Ellison
Emmer
Estes (KS)
Farenthold
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gaetz
Gallagher
Garrett
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Gonzalez (TX)

Beatty
Cummings
DesdJarlais
Granger

NOES—241

Goodlatte
Gosar
Gottheimer
Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grothman
Guthrie
Handel
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Higgins (LA)
Hill
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huizenga
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Joyce (OH)
Katko
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Knight
Kustoff (TN)
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
Lewis (MN)
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Marshall
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Murphy (FL)
Murphy (PA)
Newhouse
Noem
Norman

H5963

Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Pittenger
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Posey
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Rice (SC)
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney, Francis
Rooney, Thomas
J

Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce (CA)
Russell
Rutherford
Sanford
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Sewell (AL)
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smucker
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Taylor
Tenney
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Zeldin

NOT VOTING—10

Kaptur
Labrador
Napolitano
Pelosi

Ratcliffe
Scalise

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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So the amendment was rejected.
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. BEYER

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BEYER)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 191, noes 235,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 387]

is a 2-

AYES—191

Adams Gabbard Nolan
Aguilar Gallego Norcross
Barragan Garamendi O’Rourke
Bass Gomez Pallone
Bera Gonzalez (TX) Panetta
Beyer Gottheimer Pascrell
Bishop (GA) Green, Al Payne
Blumenauer GrlJia’lva Pelosi
glunt Bophester I(_}Iutle];’rez Perlmutter

onamici anabusa
Boyle, Brendan Hastings gienters

F. Heck sree
Brady (PA) Higgins (NY) ggf;n
Brown (MD) Himes Price (NC)
Brownley (CA) Hoyer )
Bustos Huffman Qulgl‘ey
Butterfield Jackson Lee Raskin
Capuano Jayapal Rice (NY)
Carbajal Jeffries Richmond
Cardenas Johnson (GA) Ros-Lehtinen
Carson (IN) Johnson, E. B. Rosen
Cartwright Kaptur Roybal-Allard
Castor (FL) Keating Ruiz
Castro (TX) Kelly (IL) Ruppersberger
Chu, Judy Kennedy Rush
Cicilline Khanna Ryan (OH)
Clark (MA) Kihuen Sanchez
Clarke (NY) Kildee Sarbanes
Clay Kilmer Schakowsky
Cleaver Kind Schiff
Clyburn Krishnamoorthi  Schneider
Cohen Kuster (NH) Schrader
Connolly Langevin Scott (VA)
Conyers Larsen (WA) Scott, David
Cooper Larson (CT) Serrano
Correa Lawrence Sewell (AL)
Courtney Lawson (FL) Shea-Porter
Crist Lee Sherman
Crowley Levip Sires
Cuellar L_ew1s (GA) Slaughter
Curbelo (FL) Lieu, Ted Soto
Dav}s (CA) Lipinski Speier
Davis, Danny Loebsack Stefanik
DeFazio Lofgren Suozzi
DeGette Lowenthal Swalwell (CA)
Delaney Lowey Takano
DeLauro Lujan Grisham,

Thompson (CA)

DelBene M Thompson (MS)
Demings Lujan, Ben Ray X
Dent Lynch Titus
DeSaulnier Maloney, Tonko
Deutch Carolyn B. Torres
Dingell Maloney, Sean Tsongas
Doggett Mast Vargas
Doyle, Michael ~ Matsui Veasey

F. McCollum Vela
Ellison McEachin Velazquez
Engel McGovern Visclosky
Eshoo McNerney Walz
Espaillat Meeks Wasserman
Esty (CT) Meng Schultz
Evans Moore Waters, Maxine
Fitzpatrick Moulton Watson Coleman
Foster Murphy (FL) Welch
Frankel (FL) Nadler Wilson (FL)
Fudge Neal Yarmuth

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Banks (IN)
Barletta
Barr

Barton
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost

Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Comstock
Conaway
Cook

Costa
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Culberson
Davidson
Dayvis, Rodney
Denham
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Donovan
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Dunn
Emmer
Estes (KS)
Farenthold
Faso
Ferguson
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gaetz
Gallagher
Garrett
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Goodlatte

Beatty
Cummings
Granger

NOES—235

Gosar
Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grothman
Guthrie
Handel
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Higgins (LA)
Hill
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huizenga
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Joyce (OH)
Katko
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Knight
Kustoff (TN)
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
Lewis (MN)
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Marshall
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Murphy (PA)
Newhouse
Noem
Norman
Nunes

NOT VOTING—7

Labrador
Napolitano
Scalise
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O’Halleran
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Pittenger
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Rice (SC)
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney, Francis
Rooney, Thomas
J.
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce (CA)
Russell
Rutherford
Sanford
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smucker
Stewart
Stivers
Taylor
Tenney
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Zeldin

Smith (WA)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).

There is 1 minute remaining.
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. POLIS

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
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vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-

redesignate the

ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

is a 2-

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 186, noes 242,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 388]

AYES—186
Adams Gallego Norcross
Aguilar Garamendi O’Halleran
Barragan Gomez O’Rourke
Bass Gottheimer Pallone
Beatty Green, Al Panetta
Bera Grijalva Pascrell
Beyer Gutiérrez Payne
Bishop (GA) Hanabusa Pelosi
Blumenauer Hastings Perlmutter
Blunt Rochester  Heck Peters
Bonamici H@ggins (NY) Pingree
Boyle, Brendan Himes Pocan

F. Hoyer Polis

Brady (PA) Huffman Price (NC)
Brown (MD) Jackson Lee Quigley
Brownley (CA) J aya_pal Raskin
Bustos ) Jeffries Rice (NY)
Butterfield Johnson (GA) Richmond
Capuano Johnson, E. B. Rosen
Carbajal Kaptur Royhal-Allard
Cardenas Keating Ruiz
Carsonl(IN) Kelly (IL) Ruppersherger
Cartwright Kennedy Rush
Castor (FL) Khanna Ryan (OH)
Castro (TX) Kihuen Sa

X anchez
Chu, Judy Kildee Sarbanes
Cicilline Kilmer Schakowsky
Clark (MA) Kind Sohiff
Clarke (NY) Krishnamoorthi Sohneider
Clay Kuster (NH) Sohrader
Cleaver Langevin
Clyburn Larsen (WA) Scott (VA)_
Cohen Larson (CT) Scott, David
Connolly Lawrence Serrano
Conyers Lawson (FL) Sewell (AL)
Cooper Lee Shea-Porter
Correa Levin Sperman
Courtney Lewis (GA) Sinema
Crist Lieu, Ted Sires
Crowley Lipinski Slagghter
Davis (CA) Loebsack Smith (WA)
Davis, Danny Lofgren SOt?
DeFazio Lowenthal Speier
DeGette Lowey Suozzi
Delaney Lujan Grisham, Swalwell (CA)
DeLauro M. Takano
DelBene Lujan, Ben Ray ~ Thompson (CA)
Demings Lynch Thompson (MS)
DeSaulnier Maloney, Titus
Deutch Carolyn B. Tonko
Dingell Maloney, Sean Torres
Doggett Matsui Tsongas
Doyle, Michael McCollum Vargas

F. McEachin Vela

Ellison McGovern Velazquez
Engel McNerney Visclosky
Eshoo Meeks Walz
Espaillat Meng Wasserman
Esty (CT) Moore Schultz
Evans Moulton Waters, Maxine
Foster Murphy (FL) Watson Coleman
Frankel (FL) Nadler Welch
Fudge Neal Wilson (FL)
Gabbard Nolan Yarmuth

NOES—242
Abraham Babin Bergman
Aderholt Bacon Biggs
Allen Banks (IN) Bilirakis
Amash Barletta Bishop (MI)
Amodei Barr Bishop (UT)
Arrington Barton Black
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Blackburn Harper Peterson
Blum Harris Pittenger
Bost Hartzler Poe (TX)
Brady (TX) Hensarling Poliquin
Brat Herrera Beutler Posey
Bridenstine Hice, Jody B. Ratcliffe
Brooks (AL) Higgins (LA) Reed
Brooks (IN) Hill Reichert
Buchanan Holding Renacci
Buck Hollingsworth Rice (SC)
Bucshon Hudson Roby

Budd Huizenga Roe (TN)
Burgess Hultgren Rogers (AL)
Byrne Hunter Rogers (KY)
Calvert Hurd Rohrabacher
Carter (GA) Issa Rokita

Carter (TX) Jenkins (KS)

Rooney, Francis

Chabot Jenkins (WV) Rooney, Thomas
Cheney Johnson (LA) 3 ’
Coffman Johnson (OH) Ros'—Lehtinen
Cole Johnson, Sam Roskam
Collins (GA) Jones
Collins (NY) Jordan Ross
Comer Joyce (OH) Rothfus
Comstock Katko Rouzer
Conaway Kelly (MS) Royce (CA)
Cook Kelly (PA) Russell
Costa King (IA) Rutherford
Costello (PA) King (NY) Sanford
Cramer Kinzinger Schweikert
Crawford Knight Scott, Austin
Cuellar Kustoff (TN) Sensenbrenner
Culberson LaHood Sessions
Curbelo (FL) LaMalfa Shimkus
Davidson Lamborn Shuster
Davis, Rodney Lance Simpson
Denham Latta Smith (MO)
Dent Lewis (MN) Smith (NE)
DeSantis LoBiondo Smith (NJ)
DesJarlais Long Smith (TX)
Diaz-Balart Loudermilk Smucker
Donovan Love Stefanik
Duffy Lucas Stewart
Duncan (SC) Luetkemeyer Stivers
Duncan (TN) MacArthur Taylor
Dunn Marchant Tenney
Emmer Marino Thompson (PA)
Estes (KS) Marshall Thornberry
Farenthold Massie Tiberi
Faso Mast Tipton
Ferguson McCarthy Trott
Fitzpatrick McCaul Turner
Fleischmann MecClintock Upton
Flores McHenry Valadao
Fortenberry McKinley

; Veasey
Foxx McMorris Wagner
Franks (AZ) Rodgers Walberg
Frelinghuysen McSally
Gaetz Meadows Walden
Gallagher Meehan Walker .
Garrett Messer Walorski
Gianforte Mitchell Walters, Mimi
Gibbs Moolenaar Weber (TX)
Gohmert Mooney (WV) Webster (FL)
Gonzalez (TX) Mullin Wenstrup
Goodlatte Murphy (PA) Westerman
Gosar Newhouse Williams
Gowdy Noem Wilson (SC)
Graves (GA) Norman Wittman
Graves (LA) Nunes Womack
Graves (MO) Olson Woodall
Green, Gene Palazzo Yoder
Griffith Palmer Yoho
Grothman Paulsen Young (AK)
Guthrie Pearce Young (IA)
Handel Perry Zeldin

NOT VOTING—5

Cummings Labrador Scalise
Granger Napolitano

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. MCNERNEY

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. WOMACK).
The unfinished business is the demand
for a recorded vote on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MCNERNEY) on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed and

vote.
The

ment.

Clerk will
amendment.
The Clerk redesignated the amend-

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote

has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 190, noes 236,

not voting 7, as follows:

Adams
Aguilar
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capuano
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Crist
Crowley
Curbelo (FL)
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Espaillat
Esty (CT)
Evans
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Banks (IN)

[Roll No. 389]

AYES—190

Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hanabusa
Hastings
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Himes
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kihuen
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham,
M.
Lujan, Ben Ray
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Nadler

NOES—236

Barletta
Barr
Barton
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black

redesignate
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on which the noes prevailed by voice

Neal
Nolan
Norcross
O’Halleran
O’Rourke
Pallone
Panetta
Pascrell
Payne
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Ros-Lehtinen
Rosen
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Soto
Speier
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tonko
Torres
Tsongas
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters, Maxine
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Blackburn
Blum

Bost

Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan

the

is a 2-

H5965

Buck Holding Posey
Bucshon Hollingsworth Ratcliffe
Budd Hudson Reed
Burgess Huizenga Reichert
Byrne Hultgren Renacci
Calvert Hunter Rice (SC)
Carter (GA) Hurd Roby
Carter (TX) Issa Roe (TN)
Chabot Jenkins (KS) Rogers (AL)
Cheney Jenkins (WV) Rogers (KY)
Coffman Johnson (LA) Rohrabacher
Cole Johnson (OH) Rokita

Collins (GA) Johnson, Sam

Rooney, Francis

Collins (NY) Jones
Comer Jordan R(:Toney, Thomas
Comstock Katko Roékam
Conaway Kelly (MS) Ross
Cook Kelly (PA) Rothfus
Costello (PA) King (IA)
Cramer King (NY) Rouzer
Crawford Kinzinger Royce (CA)
Cuellar Knight Russell
Culberson Kustoff (TN) Rutherford
Davidson LaHood Sanforfl
Davis, Rodney LaMalfa Schweikert
Denham Lamborn Scott, Austin
Dent Lance Sensenbrenner
DeSantis Latta Sessions
DesJarlais Lewis (MN) Shimkus
Diaz-Balart LoBiondo Shuster
Donovan Long Simpson
Duffy Loudermilk Sinema
Duncan (SC) Love Smith (MO)
Duncan (TN) Lucas Smith (NE)
Dunn Luetkemeyer Smith (NJ)
Emmer MacArthur Smith (TX)
Estes (KS) Marchant Smucker
Farenthold Marino Stefanik
Faso Marshall Stewart
Ferguson Massie Stivers
Fitzpatrick Mast Taylor
Fleischmann McCarthy Tenney
Flores McCaul Thompson (PA)
Fortenberry MecClintock Thornberry
Foxx McHenry Tiberi
Franks (AZ) McKinley Tipton
Frelinghuysen McMorris Trott
Gaetz Rodgers
Gallagher McSally I’I‘J;lggir
Garrett Meadows Valadao
Gianforte Meehan Wagner
Gibbs Messer Walberg
Gohmert Mitchell Walden
Goodlatte Moolenaar Walker
Gosar Mooney (WV) Walorski
Gowdy Mullin Walt Mimi
Graves (GA) Murphy (PA) a.ters, ¥iml
Graves (LA) Newhouse Weber (TX)
Graves (MO) Noem Webster (FL)
Griffith Norman Wenstrup
Grothman Nunes Westerman
Guthrie Olson Williams
Handel Palazzo Wilson (SC)
Harper Palmer Wittman
Harris Paulsen Womack
Hartzler Pearce Woodall
Hensarling Perry Yoder
Herrera Beutler  Peterson Yoho
Hice, Jody B. Pittenger Young (AK)
Higgins (LA) Poe (TX) Young (IA)
Hill Poliquin Zeldin

NOT VOTING—17
Cummings Labrador Scalise
Granger Napolitano
Joyce (OH) Pelosi

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

O 1720

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

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

The amendment was agreed to.

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

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
HULTGREN) having assumed the chair,
Mr. WOMACK, Acting Chair of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state
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of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 806) to facilitate efficient
State implementation of ground-level
ozone standards, and for other pur-
poses, and, pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 451, he reported the bill back to
the House with an amendment adopted
in the Committee of the Whole.

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

The question is on the amendment in
the nature of a substitute.

The amendment was agreed to.

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

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I

have a motion to recommit at the

desk.

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

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. I am opposed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Cartwright moves to recommit the bill
H.R. 806 to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce with instructions to report the
same back to the House forthwith, with the
following amendment:

At the end of the bill, add the following
new section:

SEC. 7. LIMITATION.

This Act and the amendments made by
this Act shall not apply if the Clean Air Sci-
entific Advisory Committee, in consultation
with the Director of the Congressional Budg-
et Office, finds that application of this Act
and the amendments made by this Act could
increase, with respect to Americans without
access to affordable, comprehensive health
insurance, any of the following health im-
pacts:

(1) Asthma attacks.

(2) Hospitalizations or emergency room
visits for those with respiratory or cardio-
vascular disease.

(3) The risk of preterm birth, babies born
with low birth weight, or impaired fetal
growth.

(4) The risk of heart attacks, stroke, or
premature death.

(56) Reproductive, developmental, or other
serious harms to human health.

Mr. CARTWRIGHT (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to dispense with the reading.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania is recog-
nized for 5 minutes

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, the
Ozone Act, or perhaps more accurately,
the ‘““Smoggy Skies Act,” will put our
communities at risk and dangerously
harm public health. The delays and ex-
emptions in this act are unprecedented.
They will cut critical portions of the
Clean Air Act to the detriment of our
Nation and our people’s health.

This motion to recommit is simple. If
the Clean Air Scientific Advisory Com-
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mittee, which is an independent group
of nationally recognized experts, if
they believe that this act will increase
asthma attacks, increase emergency
room visits, increase pre-term births,
increase impaired fetal growth, lead to
an increased risk of heart attack,
stroke, premature death, then the act
will not go into effect.

Now I ask, what is more important or
fundamental as the representatives of
the people than to ensure that our ac-
tions do not bring harm to the Amer-
ican people? How can we go home to
our constituents and look a mother in
the eye and say we voted for something
that could make her child sick? How
can we visit a school if we voted for
something that could spike rates of
asthma?

We originally passed the bipartisan
Clean Air Act to protect the health of
our people. As we vote to partially dis-
mantle it today, at least we should en-
sure scientists certify that we are
doing no harm to the American people.

Some of my colleagues may vote
against this motion to recommit be-
cause they already know this act will
have a devastating impact on the
American people’s health. Plain and
simple, ozone is a pollutant. It is the
leading component of smog. It causes
chest pain, shortness of breath, res-
piratory infections, asthma attacks,
acute bronchitis, and even premature
death.

Smog is linked to 16,000 preterm
births per year. Exposure to ozone in
the womb and in childhood causes per-
manent lung damage. The new ozone
standards could prevent 230,000 child-
hood asthma attacks per year. Delay-
ing implementation of the new ozone
standards will only sentence more and

more children to lifelong lung disease.

When setting the new ozone stand-
ards, the EPA used the best available
science and reviewed hundreds of stud-
ies on the negative health effects of
ozone. One conclusion was clear: the
current standards do not protect the
American people.

My Republican colleagues here re-
cently passed legislation that would
have taken healthcare away from 22
million people. Now we are considering
a bill that would make our Nation
sicker, a bill that would hurt our most
vulnerable: babies, infants, school-
children, the elderly.

For good reasons, this bill is opposed
by the American Academy of Pediat-
rics, the American Heart Association,
the American Lung Association, the
American Public Health Association,
the National Association of County and
City Health Officials, and many, many
more. These experts know that this bill
is nothing more than a recipe for in-
creased sickness and more suffering.

We know that people are being
harmed by ozone. We have a duty to
our citizens to raise the bar and pro-
tect their health. This is the people’s
House. We are here to protect the peo-
ple. We are here to fight for the most
vulnerable among us and not to rep-
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resent special interests. We need to be
the body to promote health, not take
away healthcare. We need to fight for
kids, not make them sick. We need to
clean our air, not protect polluters.

Mr. Speaker, support this amend-
ment and make sure this bill is not the
health catastrophe all the experts
know that it is.

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, to my
colleagues and friends, I appreciate the
debate. Those who followed it here,
just a couple of points.

The question is: Why are we here
today?

In 2008, the EPA established ozone
standards, and then it took the EPA 7
years to tell communities how to com-
ply with those 2008 standards. It is the
truth. I am just telling you the truth.

Three months later, after they told
the communities how to comply, they
said: Now we are going to give you 2015
standards.

That is why we are here. We are just
here trying to say that if the EPA is
going to establish standards, then they
ought to say: We are going to give you
the guidelines on how to comply now,
not 7 years later.

So what this bill does is allow com-
munities to meet the 2008 standards. It
doesn’t roll back any standards. It says
meet the 2008 standards. In fact, we
don’t even say roll back the 2015 stand-
ards. We just say, give the commu-
nities time to comply with the 2015
standards.

This motion is a distraction. Let’s re-
ject it, and move to pass the bill.

Mr. Speaker, 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.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was 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 passage.

This is a b-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 191, noes 235,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 390]

AYES—191
Adams Beatty Blum
Aguilar Bera Blumenauer
Barragan Beyer Blunt Rochester
Bass Bishop (GA) Bonamici
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Boyle, Brendan
F

Brady (PA)
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capuano
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Crist
Crowley
Cuellar
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Espaillat
Esty (CT)
Evans
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al
Green, Gene

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Banks (IN)
Barletta
Barr
Barton
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bost

Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot

Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hanabusa
Hastings
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Himes
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kihuen
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham,
M.
Lujan, Ben Ray
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Neal
Nolan
Norcross
O’Halleran

NOES—235

Cheney
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davidson
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Donovan
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Dunn
Emmer
Estes (KS)
Farenthold
Faso
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
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O’Rourke
Pallone
Panetta
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rosen
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Soto
Speier
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tonko
Torres
Tsongas
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters, Maxine
Watson Coleman
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gaetz
Gallagher
Garrett
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guthrie
Handel
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Higgins (LA)
Hill

Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huizenga
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurd

Issa

Jenkins (KS) Mitchell Scott, Austin
Jenkins (WV) Moolenaar Sensenbrenner
Johnson (LA) Mooney (WV) Sessions
Johnson (OH) Mullin Shimkus
Johnson, Sam Murphy (PA) Shuster
Jordan Newhouse Simpson
Joyce (OH) Noem Smith (MO)
Katko Norman Smith (NE)
Kelly (MS) Nunes Smith (NJ)
Kelly (PA) Olson Smith (TX)
King (IA) Palazzo Smucker
King (NY) Palmer Stefanik
Kinzinger Paulsen Stewart
Knight Pearce Stivers
Kustoff (TN) Perry Taylor
LaHood Peterson Tenney
LaMalfa Pittenger Thompson (PA)
Lamborn Poe (TX) Thornberry
Lance Poliquin Tiberi
Latta Posey Tipton
Lewis (MN) Ratcliffe Trott
LoBiondo Reed Turner
Long Reichert Upton
Loudermilk Renacci Valadao
Love Rice (SC) Wagner
Lucas Roby Walberg
Luetkemeyer Roe (TN) Walden
MacArthur Rogers (AL) Walker
Marchant Rogers (KY) Walorski
Marino Rohrabacher Walters, Mimi
Marshall Rokita Weber (TX)
Massie Rooney, Francis = Webster (FL)
Mast Rooney, Thomas Wenstrup
McCarthy J. Westerman
McCaul Ros-Lehtinen Williams
McClintock Roskam Wilson (SC)
McHenry Ross Wittman
McKinley Rothfus Womack
McMorris Rouzer Woodall

Rodgers Royce (CA) Yoder
McSally Russell Yoho
Meadows Rutherford Young (AK)
Meehan Sanford Young (IA)
Messer Schweikert Zeldin

NOT VOTING—T7

Cummings Napolitano Welch
Granger Ruppersberger
Labrador Scalise

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.

O 1736

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

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

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, I demand 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 229, noes 199,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 391]
AYES—229

Abraham Bishop (GA) Budd
Aderholt Bishop (MI) Burgess
Allen Bishop (UT) Byrne
Amash Black Calvert
Amodei Blackburn Carter (GA)
Arrington Blum Carter (TX)
Babin Bost Chabot
Bacon Brady (TX) Cheney
Banks (IN) Brat Coffman
Barletta Bridenstine Cole

Barr Brooks (AL) Collins (GA)
Barton Brooks (IN) Collins (NY)
Bergman Buchanan Comer
Biggs Buck Comstock
Bilirakis Bucshon Conaway

Cook

Costa
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Cuellar
Culberson
Davidson
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Donovan
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Dunn
Emmer
Estes (KS)
Farenthold
Ferguson
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gaetz
Gallagher
Garrett
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guthrie
Handel
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Higgins (LA)
Hill

Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huizenga
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurd

Issa

Jenkins (KS)

Adams
Aguilar
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capuano
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper

Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Joyce (OH)
Katko
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Knight
Kustoff (TN)
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
Lewis (MN)
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Marshall
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Murphy (PA)
Newhouse
Noem
Norman
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Pittenger
Poe (TX)
Posey
Ratcliffe

NOES—199

Correa
Courtney
Crist
Crowley
Curbelo (FL)
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Espaillat
Esty (CT)
Evans
Faso
Fitzpatrick
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
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Reed
Renacci
Rice (SC)
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney, Francis
Rooney, Thomas
dJ.
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce (CA)
Russell
Rutherford
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (TX)
Smucker
Stewart
Stivers
Taylor
Tenney
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Zeldin

Gottheimer
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hanabusa
Hastings
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Himes
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kihuen
Kildee
Kilmer

Kind
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee

Levin
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Lewis (GA) Panetta Sewell (AL)
Lieu, Ted Pascrell Shea-Porter
Lipinski Payne Sherman
LoBiondo Pelosi Sinema
Loebsack Perlmutter Sires
Lofgren Peters Slaughter
Lowenthal Pingree Smith (NJ)
Lowey Pocan Smith (WA)
Lujan Grisham, Poliquin Soto

M. Polis Speier
Lujan, Ben Ray Price (NC) Stefanik
Lynch Quigley Suozzi
Maloney, Raskin Swalwell (CA)

Carolyn B. Reichert Takano
Maloney, Sean Rice (NY) Thompson (CA)
Mast Richmond Thompson (MS)
Matsui Ros-Lehtinen Titus
McCollum Rosen Tonko
McEachin Roybal-Allard Torres
McGovern Ruiz Tsongas
McNerney Ruppersberger Vargas
Meeks Rush Veasey
Meng Ryan (OH) Vela
Moore Sanchez Velazquez
Moulton Sanford Visclosky
Murphy (FL) Sarbanes Walz
Nadler Schakowsky Wasserman
Neal Schiff Schultz
Nolan Schneider Waters, Maxine
Norcross Schrader Watson Coleman
O’Halleran Scott (VA) Welch
O’Rourke Scott, David Wilson (FL)
Pallone Serrano Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—5
Cummings Labrador Scalise
Granger Napolitano
0O 1743

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

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, | was ab-
sent during rollcall votes No. 385, No. 386,
No. 387, No. 388, No. 389, No. 390, and No.
391 due to my spouses’s health situation in
California. Had | been present, | would have
voted “yea” on the Castor Amendment. |
would have also voted “yea” on the Tonko
Amendment. | would have also voted “yea” on
the Beyer Amendment. | would have also
voted “yea” on the Polis Amendment. | would
have also voted “yea” on the McNerney
Amendment 5. | would have also voted “yea”
on the Democratic Motion to Recommit H.R.
806. | would have also voted “nay” on the
Final Passage of H.R. 806—Ozone Standards
Implementation Act of 2017.

————

REPORT ON H.R. 3280, FINANCIAL
SERVICES AND GENERAL GOV-
ERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2018

Mr. GRAVES of Louisiana, from the
Committee on Appropriations, sub-
mitted a privileged report (Rept. No.
115-234) on the bill (H.R. 3280) making
appropriations for financial services
and general government for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2018, and for
other purposes, which was referred to
the Union Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BANKS of Indiana). Pursuant to clause
1, rule XXI, all points of order are re-
served on the bill.
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2910, PROMOTING INTER-
AGENCY COORDINATION FOR RE-
VIEW OF NATURAL GAS PIPE-
LINES ACT; PROVIDING FOR CON-
SIDERATION OF H.R. 2883, PRO-
MOTING CROSS-BORDER ENERGY
INFRASTRUCTURE  ACT; PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 218, KING COVE ROAD LAND
EXCHANGE ACT; AND FOR
OTHER PURPOSES

Ms. CHENEY, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 115-235) on the resolution (H.
Res. 454) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 2910) to provide for Fed-
eral and State agency coordination in
the approval of certain authorizations
under the Natural Gas Act, and for
other purposes; providing for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 2883) to establish
a more uniform, transparent, and mod-
ern process to authorize the construc-
tion, connection, operation, and main-
tenance of international border-cross-
ing facilities for the import and export
of oil and natural gas and the trans-
mission of electricity; providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 218) to
provide for the exchange of Federal
land and non-Federal land in the State
of Alaska for the construction of a road
between King Cove and Cold Bay; and
for other purposes, which was referred
to the House Calendar and ordered to
be printed.

———

MOMENT OF SILENCE HONORING
OFFICER MIOSOTIS FAMILIA AND
STATE TROOPER JOEL DAVIS

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

Mr. ESPAILLAT. Mr. Speaker, it is
with both sadness and pride that I rise
today to honor the memory of a leader,
a hard worker, and an outstanding
member of our community, Police Offi-
cer Miosotis Familia.

Officer Familia served in the New
York City Police Department for 12
years. She grew up in Washington
Heights, a neighborhood that I rep-
resent in Manhattan. On the Fourth of
July, her life was tragically taken in
an act of violence.

Her mother, Adriana, was one of her
best friends, and the two constantly
spent time together. Officer Familia
had three children of her own, Genesis,
Delilah, and Peter. She gave them all
the love her mother had given her in
the past.

Today, Officer Familia’s legacy lives
on through her family, the police offi-
cers of the 42nd precinct, and all her
loved ones, including all New Yorkers.

My New York colleagues and I stand
here on the House floor to salute the
memory and the legacy of Officer
Miosotis Familia, as well as other offi-
cers who have been killed in the line of
duty—including State Trooper Joel
Davis, who, about a week ago, was also
tragically killed in upstate New York.
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I now invite my colleagues to join me
in a moment of silence in their honor.

———

RECOGNIZING SCOTT WALDRUP

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

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to recognize Mr. Scott
Waldrup who was a victim of violent
crime during the Fourth of July fes-
tivities in Savannah, Georgia.

A Cary, North Carolina, native, Mr.
Waldrup came to Savannah in 2011 to
join the city’s booming food service in-
dustry. He tirelessly worked in the in-
dustry until he became the general
manager at one of Savannah’s most
popular restaurants, The Grey.

Mr. Waldrup certainly never knew a
stranger. His family and friends de-
scribed him as being adventurous and
bold, yet caring and selfless.

During the violence in Savannah that
night, Mr. Waldrup selflessly helped
others to safety until he was hit by the
gunman’s car during a police chase to
apprehend the criminal. By all ac-
counts, Mr. Waldrup was a hero.

I wish his family, his friends, and his
coworkers the best during this very,
very difficult time. I will certainly be
thinking about all of them.

I encourage others to learn from Mr.
Waldrup’s example and hope his life
serves as a reminder of the tragedies
involved in violent crime and deter
others from acting violently and reck-
lessly.

————

RECOGNIZING BINGHAMTON
RUMBLE PONIES

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

Ms. TENNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize the Binghamton
Rumble Ponies, the Double-A affiliate
of the New York Mets, who recently in-
vited me to throw out the first pitch at
their Fourth of July celebration.

Previously known as the Binghamton
Mets, this is the first season that the
Rumble Ponies have galloped onto the
field at NYSEG Stadium with their
new name.

Binghamton, New York, has the
unique distinction of being the car-
ousel capital of the world. While there
are fewer than 170 antique carousels in
the United States and Canada, 6 of
them are in Binghamton and the sur-
rounding region. It is this proud local
distinction to which the Rumble
Ponies owe their name.

I also had the pleasure of watching
the game with Jeff Wilpon, the owner
of the New York Mets. I know I speak
for everyone in the Southern Tier when
I say that it is time to ‘‘Saddle up for
Funn.”
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THANKING SHARON LOLLIO

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

Mr. BISHOP of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to pay tribute to an in-
spirational constituent and friend in
my district, Sharon Lollio. Sharon is
working tirelessly to plan a Michigan
Law Enforcement Officers Memorial
Monument in our capital city of Lan-
sing.

This is important because Michigan
remains one of the last States to have
a law enforcement memorial, and Shar-
on is making it her mission to see that
this important project does not fall by
the wayside by raising awareness to
the issue of violence against law en-
forcement and the importance of hon-
oring the fallen through a permanent
memorial in Michigan’s Eighth Dis-
trict.

Once constructed, the memorial will
be a place of quiet refuge for Michigan
residents to reflect on the ultimate
sacrifice made by the men and women
who keep us safe.

We have lost many Michigan officers
in the line of duty over the last few
years, and we owe it to them, their
families and friends, and the entire law
enforcement community to honor them
with this special tribute.

Mr. Speaker, I commend Sharon
Lollio for her hard work raising the
funds and awareness for the Michigan
Law Enforcement Officers Memorial
Monument. I thank Sharon for her en-
during commitment to our men and
women in blue and their loved ones.

I am grateful to all those who put
their lives on the line to protect our
community.

———
HONORING CARRIE MEEK

(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 today to honor the inspiring work
of former Congresswoman Carrie Meek.

Hailing from my home State of Flor-
ida, Carrie grew up in a family where
giving back to the community was a
top priority. Throughout her many
years of dedicated work, Carrie served
as special assistant to the vice presi-
dent of my alma mater, Miami Dade
College, where she was instrumental in
the desegregation of the school.

In 1982, Carrie became the first Afri-
can American elected to the floor of
the senate, and my husband, Dexter,
and I were proud to work alongside her
on behalf of our community. Carrie and
I later carried our bipartisan efforts to
the marbled Halls of Congress.

As a Congresswoman, Carrie’s cov-
eted seat on the Appropriations Com-
mittee allowed her to fight for much-
needed aid to south Florida after the
devastating impact of Hurricane An-
drew.

Following her retirement from Con-
gress, Carrie established the Carrie
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Meek Foundation, promoting programs
in housing, education, health, and eco-
nomic development to improve the
quality of life for the most vulnerable
members of our society.

At the age of 91, Carrie continues to
demonstrate her affection for selfless
public service. She is an example to be
followed.

Congratulations to Carrie Meek.

———

FAMILY VALUES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARAMENDI) is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
minority leader.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, it
has been a most interesting day here in
Washington, D.C., this last week in
which we have seen the battle royal
over the repeal of the Affordable Care
Act. I want to really speak about the
Affordable Care Act, what it has man-
aged to do for Americans.

Much of the conversation over these
last several days has been on the other
side of it: how it could be repealed and
how, somehow, that would be good for
Americans.

But the Congressional Budget Office
has made it clear that the bill that
passed the House of Representatives
some time ago, about a month and a
half ago, was bad news for Americans.
Some 18 million people would lose their
health insurance in very short order
within a year or so, and some 24 mil-
lion would lose their health insurance
over the next 5 to 7 years. That is a ter-
rible situation.

When you take a look at what has
happened in the recent period since
2014 when the Affordable Care Act was
actually in full force, we have found
many millions of Americans with in-
surance.

In my own State of California, we
now have over 5 million Californians
with insurance that they previously
did not have. About 1.5 million of those
Californians are in the exchange—the
California exchange, which we call
Covered California—and another 3.5
million are covered in the expanded
Medicaid program. That is good news.

It is also good news that people who
previously were unable to take care of
their medical issues found coverage.

I remember a woman, actually, my
wife’s beautician, who came to her as
the Affordable Care Act was imple-
mented in California and told her: At
last I can get insurance. My husband
and I are going to have a baby—or we
want to have a baby. We couldn’t af-
ford it before. But now I have insur-
ance. I am on the exchange. I have the
subsidy, and I can afford it—family val-
ues.

In the last 6 months, as the new ad-
ministration has taken hold and as the
repeal of the Affordable Care Act has
become the talk of the Nation, in a
more recent visit, she said: We have de-
layed getting pregnant because we are
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not sure if I can have insurance. If they
repeal, if they kill ObamaCare, I won’t
have insurance, and we won’t have a
baby.
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Family values. I want to talk about
values: family values and others.

I used this last week, and I am going
to use it over and over again, because
this is a statement of values. This is
from Franklin Delano Roosevelt in the
midst of the Great Depression.

President Roosevelt said this: “The
test of our progress is not whether we
add more to the abundance of those
who have much; it is whether we pro-
vide enough for those who have too lit-
tle.”

That is a statement of values. That is
a statement of purpose. That is the
reason why he and the Democrats, dur-
ing the Great Depression, took the ac-
tions like, for example, Social Secu-
rity. For those who have little, Social
Security.

Then, again, in the sixties, for those
who have little, this same statement of
value came into place. During Lyndon
Johnson’s Presidency, the Democrats
created Medicare for seniors—men and
women over 65. All you needed to do to
get health insurance was to live until
you were 65 years of age. They also
added Medicaid for the poor—prin-
cipally, children and mothers.

It is a statement of values. It is a
statement of purpose. It is a statement
of where their heart lies and what they
thought was important.

Today, we are working on the Afford-
able Care Act, sometimes, often deri-
sively, called ObamaCare. But many of
us proudly call it ObamaCare, where 5
million Californians have health insur-
ance. Across this Nation, there are 20
million in all States, although some
States chose not to extend the method
of buying insurance on the exchanges.
And so the Federal exchange exists.

This House went the opposite direc-
tion. So what did it mean? The unin-
sured rate in America declined down to
the lowest number ever in our history,
as men, women, and families were able
to get health insurance.

I think of a farmer, a single woman
in my district, who never had insur-
ance, never could get health insurance,
couldn’t afford it until the Affordable
Care Act, ObamaCare, came along. She
was able to get insurance. She was able
to get cancer treatment. If she didn’t
have insurance, she surely would have
died. We have countless examples.

When I was the insurance commis-
sioner in California, we would always
fight the insurance companies over
their denial of insurance. They used to
call it preexisting conditions. Since the
Affordable Care Act went into place in
2011 and 2012, preexisting conditions
were no longer legal as a mechanism
for denying insurance in the United
States of America. Insurance compa-
nies could not rate people on pre-
existing conditions.

I remember those lists. It was two
pages. As insurance commissioner, peo-
ple would come to me and say: Why do
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I have to fill out this form of every-
thing I have ever done in my life? A
broken leg playing football in high
school had to be listed—asthma,
coughs, contagious diseases. Even mun-
dane things like: Are you a pilot; are
you into dirt bikes and dirt bike rac-
ing?

These were all reasons why insurance
would be denied. But with the Afford-
able Care Act, no more. That history
was gone.

So, today, the President of the
United States, perhaps proudly, stood
before the American people and said: I
will let it die. I will let it die. I will let
the Affordable Care Act fail.

What is the message to the American
public? What is the message that the
President of the United States, Mr.
Speaker, has said to the American pub-
lic?

Mr. Speaker, he has said: I will work
to deny the American people health in-
surance.

Mr. Speaker, the President of the
United States has, in so many words,
said that he will take action to deny
the American people health insur-
ance—not all of them, just 20 million.
You proactively take specific actions.

And what are those actions? To tell
the IRS to not enforce the mandate so
that people will be able to go without
insurance until they have an accident
or sickness and wind up in the emer-
gency room so that everybody else can
pay for their care.

He will not allow the payment of the
cross-subsidies for those insurance
companies that have enrolled an exces-
sive amount of very sick people and
other insurance companies that have
enrolled a healthy population. That
cross-subsidy is critical.

He will create more uncertainty so
that the insurance companies do not
know how to price their insurance. He
has already removed the ability for the
Federal and State exchanges to adver-
tise. There is no insurance company, 1
can tell you from my own experience,
that can survive without advertising.
They have got to talk about what it is
they are offering. They have to sign up
people, and they have to have a cross
subsidization of healthy, sick, and not
s0 sick people in their pool of risk. But
he set up a system so that those ex-
changes that are in existence in the
States and the Federal exchanges will
not have the money to advertise.

California is a big State. We can get
along without President Trump. So we
have set up our own mechanism of pro-
viding money for advertising Covered
California. A couple of other States
have been able to do the same, but not
every State.

There has been discussion that the
market is collapsing. I want to read to
you an analysis done by the Kaiser
Family Foundation that just came out
a week ago that would counter the ar-
guments that this is a collapsing mar-
ket. I am going to read this. It is a lit-
tle long, but I think it is worth under-
standing.
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“Early results from 2017 suggest the
individual market is stabilizing and in-
surers in this market are regaining
profitability. Insurer financial results
show no sign of a market collapse.”

Perhaps I should read that again and
perhaps the President might also want
to read, although I understand he
doesn’t. Perhaps if he did, he would
read the Kaiser Family Foundation re-
port coming out July 2017.

“Insurer financial results show no
sign of a market collapse. First quarter
premium and claims data from 2017
support the notion that 2017 premium
increases were necessary as a one-time
market correction to adjust for a sick-
er-than-expected risk pool.”

I am going to come back to that after
finishing reading this.

““Although individual market enroll-
ees appear on average to be sicker than
the market pre-ACA, data on hos-
pitalizations in this market suggest
that the risk pool is stable on average
and not getting progressively sicker as
of early 2017. Some insurers have exited
the market in recent years, but others
have been successful and expanded
their footprints, as would be expected
in a competitive marketplace.

“While the market on average is sta-
bilizing, there remain some areas of
the country that are more fragile. In
addition, policy uncertainty has the
potential to destabilize the individual
market generally. Mixed signals from
the administration and Congress as to
whether cost sharing subsidy payments
will continue or whether the individual
mandate will be enforced have led to
some insurers to leave the market or
request larger premium increases than
they would otherwise. A few parts of
the country may now be at risk of hav-
ing no insurer on exchange, though
new entrants or expanding insurers
have moved in to cover most areas pre-
viously thought to be at risk of being
bare.”

Not my words, but rather the words
of the Kaiser Family Foundation.

So, Mr. Speaker, the President appar-
ently intends to destroy the Affordable
Care Act by saying that it doesn’t
work. In fact, his actions may make it
a situation in which it would not work.

I suppose if he has his way, we are
going to see, in 2018, the number of un-
insured rise back to where it was be-
fore the Affordable Care Act. That is
about 22 million Americans without in-
surance.

Well done, Mr. President. Well done.
If that is what you want, I want to
know what your values are. What are
your values?

Mr. Speaker, I would ask the Presi-
dent: What are your values, Mr. Presi-
dent? You have been supporting the
Republican legislation to repeal and re-
place. It happens to do much for those
who have much.

The largest single tax break for the
wealthy ever in this Nation’s history
was in the legislation that passed the
House of Representatives with the re-
peal and replace legislation, so much
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so that Mr. Trump’s Cabinet, made up
of the wealthiest Cabinet perhaps ever
in America’s history, would receive
huge tax breaks of well over $4 million
a year, and quite possibly a much high-
er number.

Those are not the values of the
Democratic Party, those are not the
values of Franklin Delano Roosevelt,
and those are clearly not the values of
Americans who care about each other,
who are concerned about those who
have little.

Ask the American public if they want
to do away with Social Security. Ask
the American public if they want to do
away with Medicaid. Do away with
Medicaid? Yes, 60 percent of the Med-
icaid money supports seniors in nurs-
ing homes. You want to do away with
that? I don’t think so. But that is what
it would do.

The Affordable Care Act does need to
be improved, and the Democrats have
been trying to do that for some time.
How can we do it? Many ideas have
been proposed.

When the legislation was heard in
committees here, the Democrats pro-
posed several amendments to improve
the Affordable Care Act. The first
amendment was to do away with the
repeal, but, of course, that didn’t pass
in committee and certainly wasn’t on
the floor.
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So how do you deal with improving
the Affordable Care Act?

Let’s start with drugs. We know that
for the Medicare system, that the Fed-
eral Government cannot negotiate the
price of drugs. And for the exchanges—
the Federal exchanges, we cannot nego-
tiate the price of drugs. It was a law
that was written with Medicare part D
back in 2002 and 2003.

So why can’t we negotiate the price
of drugs?

We ought to be able to do that. You
want to reduce one of the cost factors,
let’s negotiate the price of drugs.

How about another one? How about
consumer services? Increasing the risk
pool, increasing the number of men and
women that are in the pool by adver-
tising?

I talked earlier about the President
removing the money for advertising on
the Federal exchanges and State ex-
changes.

You want to improve it, improve the
risk pool. A broad risk pool is a funda-
mental fact of any insurance program
that is successful. But to take overt ac-
tion, to diminish the risk pool, and to
put into the risk pool less healthy peo-
ple, and to keep people who are healthy
out of the risk pool—please keep in
mind that any of us at any particular
day may find ourselves in need of very
serious medical attention, perhaps a
car accident, perhaps a contagious dis-
ease, Zika, who knows what it might
be, or a pregnancy. So expand the risk
pool by advertising, by enforcing the
mandate, which is the third element
that could be done.
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The President has already taken ac-
tion to tell the IRS not to enforce the
mandate. So the young healthy
invincibles shirk the law knowing that
they don’t ever have to pay a penalty
because the IRS is not looking.

Okay, if that is what you want to do.
However, if you want to improve the
healthcare of America, if you want to
hold premiums stable and perhaps even
declining, expand that risk pool.

How about a few other things?

When the Affordable Care Act passed
the House of Representatives in 2009,
there was a public option in it. Unfor-
tunately, the Senate wouldn’t stand for
a public option. But bring the public
option back so that there would be a
national public option insurance com-
pany available to everybody. Bring
that back. That is another idea that
ought to be the improvement of it.

Another thing: States can and have
successfully modified the Medicaid pro-
grams in their State. Expand the abil-
ity of States to experiment with dif-
ferent ways of providing services under
the Medicaid program. Not by elimi-
nating it, as the Republicans would
do—that is, eliminating the expansion,
as the Republicans would do in their
repeal and in TrumpCare—but, rather,
allow the States to experiment with
different ways of providing the medical
services in the Medicaid program. And
there are some great ideas out there.

We know that many of the people in
Medicaid have 1long illnesses, high
blood pressure; perhaps they have
other illnesses that require constant
care. We know that there are examples
of programs that provide ongoing serv-
ices so that these illnesses are con-
stantly being able to be monitored and
dealt with.

You want to deal with blood pres-
sure, take a couple of cheap pills and
you keep the blood pressure down and
you avoid stroke and diabetes and the
like. Those programs should be exist-
ing in most States, in most Medicaid
programs. So we ought to provide the
opportunity for the States to experi-
ment with different ways of keeping
down the cost of medical services.

There are many other things that we
can do with regard to the delivery sys-
tems. California has been a leader in
creating various delivery systems that
do keep down the cost of care—com-
prehensive delivery system, preexisting
conditions being taken care of. So we
can do this with a variety of ways.

All of these should be on the floor of
the House of Representatives and the
Senate and presented to the President
as we have the Affordable Care Act in
place and we have ideas on how it can
be improved.

Programs such as mandatory care,
all of those can be taken into consider-
ation. But, no, we are not going to do
that. We are just going to let the Af-
fordable Care Act die, so says our
President.

It is unbelievable that you sign on,
presumably to provide more oppor-
tunity for Americans, to provide better
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medical care for Americans. But, no,
that is not what is going to happen
here. The President of the TUnited
States said he is going to let it die, let
it collapse. How cruel, how harsh, and
how unlike previous Presidents. I pray
future Presidents who say: My job as
President of the United States is to
carry out, yeah, the preamble to the
Constitution, to form a better union.

But apparently that is not the case
with this President.

So the Affordable Care Act is the law
of the land, and it is the responsibility
of the President to carry out the laws
of the land, and that includes things
that he thinks may be discretionary,
such as the IRS mandate, such as the
advertising, the cross-subsidization for
those insurance companies that have
higher risk pools than other insurance
companies.

We live in a very important moment
where at risk are 22, 23, 24 million
American lives. Thankfully, four sen-
ators stood strong and courageous and
said, no, they were not going to sup-
port the repeal of the Affordable Care
Act.

It is not over. This fight is going to
go on for some time, and as it goes on,
I would hope the American people un-
derstand what is at risk. It is the well-
being of their neighbors, it is the
health of their communities, and, in-
deed, in some cases, it may be their
own life. We will see.

But today, a good thing happened—
actually it was yesterday a good thing
happened. The Senate was unable to
pass a repeal of the Affordable Care Act
and a replacement that was in every
way a terrible blow to Americans. So
we are thankful, and we look to the fu-
ture and we look to the fight ahead.

I can tell you this: My colleagues on
the Democratic side are absolutely de-
termined that the Affordable Care Act
be improved and that it continue to be
the law of the land. And the millions
upon millions of Americans that have
had the opportunity to purchase health
insurance, to be covered in health ex-
changes, to be covered under the ex-
pansion of the Medicaid program, we
are there for them and we are going to
fight this. And we will succeed because
Americans know what is at risk in the
legislation that passed the House of
Representatives with the repeal of the
Affordable Care Act and the legislation
that almost passed the Senate. This
isn’t over. Our determination to stay
the line remains.

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

———————

POLICIES THAT ARE HARMFUL TO
AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BERGMAN). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2017, the
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. CASTRO) for 30 minutes.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
every day, millions of Americans from
every corner of our Nation get up early
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in the morning, leave their families, go
off to work. They work hard to support
themselves and their families. Many of
them work two or more jobs at a time.
Some come home very late, miss seeing
their kids go to bed. These are folks,
again, in every part of the Nation who
don’t ask much from their government.
The only thing that they ask is that we
live in a country where there is oppor-
tunity to pursue their American
Dreams.

That means different things for dif-
ferent people. Some Kkids dream of
growing up and being a teacher, an en-
gineer, a lawyer, a firefighter, many
things. As parents, we want to see our
kids succeed, to live in a nation that
remains the preeminent Nation of op-
portunity around the world.

Unfortunately, over the last 6
months, the policies pursued by this
administration are endangering the
United States’ infrastructure of oppor-
tunity, endangering our position in the
world. Today we are going to have an
opportunity to talk about some of
those policies that are harmful to
America now and America in the fu-
ture.

President Trump’s proposals on the
budget, for example, would hurt the
creation of jobs, the ability of people to
get healthcare, would be bad for the en-
vironment, would do so much harm in
s0 many ways. So I am honored tonight
to be with three of my colleagues, all
of us from different parts of the coun-
try: Myself from Texas, the congress-
woman from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE),
the congresswoman from Washington
State (Ms. JAYAPAL), and the congress-
woman from Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ).

First I yield to the gentlewoman
from Wisconsin, Congresswoman GWEN
MOORE, because I know that she has
some very strong opinions and perspec-
tives on healthcare.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I just want
to tell you how grateful I am that my
colleagues want to have this dialogue,
this colloquy with me.

I have been so disturbed by the false
information that is being given to
Americans about the Affordable Care
Act, the whole notion that it is some-
how in this death spiral, that somehow
the Affordable Care Act is dead. And I
think that the President and our illus-
trious Speaker, and the majority are
promoting this point of view because
they want the public to believe that
the things that they are doing to de-
stroy the Affordable Care Act and, ulti-
mately, Medicaid are the causes for
them not having health insurance, the
causes for their premiums rising, the
causes for insurers fleeing the market
in rural areas. And I just want to spend
some time this evening sharing the
truth with you all this evening.

The majority, they now have both
houses of Congress: the Senate and the
House of Representatives. They have
the White House. And their message
that ObamaCare or the Affordable Care
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Act is dead sort of covers up the fact
that they owe the insurance industry
$8 billion that we, in the Affordable
Care Act, promised to give to the in-
surance companies while they sort of
figured out how much premiums would
cost in this new market.

They have sued the Federal Govern-
ment because they say that the sub-
sidies that we are paying for poor peo-
ple are unconstitutional. And, of
course, insurers, not knowing whether
or not we are actually going to appro-
priate the money for the Affordable
Care Act because they don’t know
whether we are going to do it or not,
that causes destabilization in the mar-
ket.

They are threatening in their bill to
eliminate the individual mandate,
which, of course, the individual man-
date is a great source of revenue.
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They are gutting the taxes on the
wealthiest people in the Affordable
Care Act to pay for some of the cost-
sharing expenses. And, of course, insur-
ance companies have no idea. In order
to set appropriate rates and in order to
stay in the market, insurance compa-
nies need some certainty. So if, in fact,
ObamaCare is dead, it is because they
have killed it.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. This week, I
thought it was astounding, in the
course of less than 24 hours, the Senate
was unable to pass a healthcare bill.
The President had promised for months
that there would be a new healthcare
bill to replace so-called ObamaCare.
That failed in the Senate. And then the
strategy after that became: Well, we
are just going to repeal this, and we
are going to give ourselves 2 years to
come up with a replacement.

That failed today, and I think it
failed for good reasons, because that
would be disastrous for the American
people; 32 million people would be
dropped from the healthcare rolls if all
you did was repeal.

So what were you hearing in this
whole debate in Wisconsin from your
constituents and your voters up there?

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin.

Ms. MOORE. Well, T am glad you
asked that question, because there are
a couple of things that have happened.
They ran into so much trouble in the
Senate from those Senators who were
concerned about them block-granting
the Medicaid program, Killing basically
Medicaid. This was aside from the Af-
fordable Care Act. To reduce Medicaid
funding by one-third was one of the
most egregious portions of the bills
that have come out of the House and
the proposals in the Senate.

What people need to understand is
that, especially in States like Alaska,
West Virginia, we have got 70 percent
of people in nursing homes depending
on Medicaid. We are not talking about
able-bodied working people who have
been able to benefit from the expansion
of Medicaid.
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Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Sixty-four
percent of long-term nursing home
stays are paid for by Medicaid.

Ms. MOORE. Exactly.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. I yield to the
gentlewoman from Florida.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I rep-
resent the State of Florida. I want to
thank my colleagues for bringing up
this extremely important conversation
about the, at least, 23 million people
who would have lost healthcare cov-
erage if the ‘“Not Very Affordable Care
Act” that the Republicans envisioned
would have passed.

If T were the President of the United
States, I might want to revise my defi-
nition of winning, because I think that
we have a leader in the White House
who repeatedly said that America
would get so tired of winning, once he
became President, that we wouldn’t
know what to do with ourselves.

Well, if Kkilling their horrific
healthcare bill and making sure that
we can maintain healthcare as a right
and not return it to the privilege that
it once was for only people who could
afford it, then I will take that kind of
winning, because we did win on behalf
of the American people, but we know
that this is not the last trick up their
sleeve.

The gentlewoman from Wisconsin
mentioned the huge cuts to Medicaid in
this terrible piece of legislation, and
the gentleman from Texas mentioned
the 64 percent of seniors in nursing
homes who are there because they are
on Medicaid.

I represent the State of Florida, Mr.
Speaker, and in the State of Florida,
we have the highest percentage of sen-
ior citizens as a proportion of our popu-
lation in the country. This is just one
example of a very vulnerable popu-
lation, and this is an example of a pop-
ulation that our friends on the other
side of the aisle were willing to just
write off and leave twisting in the
wind.

What would happen if this bill be-
came law is we would go back to the
days before Medicare and before Med-
icaid, in which you had families go
bankrupt trying to take care of the
ever-increasing healthcare mneeds of
their most elderly family members,
and it is just absolutely unacceptable.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. And, Con-
gresswoman WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, in
the 1990s, my grandmother was in her
eighties. In 1993, she went into a nurs-
ing home and stayed there for about 3
years until she passed away. My grand-
mother suffered most of her life from
type 2 diabetes, and before the end of
her life, she had to have one of her legs
amputated, and finally succumbed to
congenital heart failure, but there is
no way that my family, my mom,
would have been able to afford to pay
for 3 years of a nursing home stay but
for the effect of this program.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 1, too,
had a very similar experience. My
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mother-in-law suddenly had a stroke
when she was 58 years old, and she was
cut down in her prime, also suffered
from diabetes, and spent 3 years really
in a very debilitated condition. She had
to spend down essentially all of her as-
sets to be able to qualify for Medicaid,
because the only way that she could
get care in a nursing home and be able
to afford to get quality care in a nurs-
ing home was through Medicaid. She
did also eventually die after 3 years in
a nursing home, but I can’t even imag-
ine having to try to find a way to pay
for her care if it were not for Medicaid.

Ms. JAYAPAL. Would the gentleman
yield?

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. I yield to the
gentlewoman from Washington.

Ms. JAYAPAL. I just wanted to go
back to this question of Medicaid, be-
cause I think you have raised such an
important program that is really a
mainstay for the American people. A
lot of people don’t understand exactly
how much it covers. You have men-
tioned 62 percent of seniors in nursing
homes.

One in four births in this country is
covered through Medicaid. I was just
talking to our good colleague, Mr. YAR-
MUTH of Kentucky. Over half of the
births in Kentucky are covered
through Medicaid.

Then if you look at kids with disabil-
ities, Medicaid covers 60 percent of
kids with disabilities.

So when you talk about cutting $1.5
trillion from Medicaid, as was the case
between TrumpCare and what was pro-
posed in the budget, which I know our
good friend from Florida is going to
talk about, you actually had $1.5 tril-
lion in cuts to a program that serves 72
million Americans. So it really is a
travesty when you think about how
much this program supports.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield to the gentlewoman from Wis-
consin.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, that is
right, because the narrative is that
Medicaid only covers these ne’er-do-
well, able-bodied people who the Med-
icaid expansion dealt with. But the rea-
son why the Senate, to answer your
question, couldn’t live with the bill
that was there is because not only did
it repeal the Affordable Care Act, so-
called ObamaCare, but it also under-
mined Medicaid, which is so vital.

And just think about this: cutting
Medicaid by one-third would lead to
people in nursing homes competing
with disabled children, disabled chil-
dren competing with other disabled
adults, and with hospitals and nursing
homes fighting for the crumbs that fall
from the master’s table.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. And, by the
way, Congresswoman MOORE, that is
why a lot of people were referring to
these cuts as cruel. I mean, it really is
cruel.

Ms. MOORE. It is mean.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
“Mean’ was the exact word that the
President used.
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Mr. CASTRO of Texas. That is right.
You bring up a great point, and then I
want to talk real quick about the budg-
et.

There is this underlying tone from
the President and from other politi-
cians that some of the folks who are on
Medicaid are somehow undeserving,
that they are somehow freeloading, and
that is just not the case. It is a com-
plete misunderstanding of who these
Americans are.

We talk about how healthcare failed.
It seems like the President promised
healthcare, but it didn’t happen.

One of the things that they wanted to
do before healthcare, which hasn’t hap-
pened either, was tax reform. That is
going to be very difficult, especially
when one of the foundations of your
new tax plan is giving a tax cut to the
wealthiest folks, literally who need it
the least, but it raises a question of the
budget and what the budget does for
the American people.

Ms. MOORE. Will the gentlewoman
from Florida explain kind of the budg-
et reconciliation, where they are going
to get these tax cuts?

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. I yield to the
gentlewoman from Florida.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I
would be happy to. I am a member of
the Budget Committee, and we are ac-
tually going to mark up the Repub-
licans’ budget tomorrow in that com-
mittee. Really, with all due respect,
Mr. Speaker, to the ‘‘Commander in
Tweet,” President Trump’s budget that
he proposed in May certainly did not
put either families or taxpayers first—
far from it.

In fact, the budget that both he pro-
posed and that we will mark up tomor-
row put Americans and taxpayers dead
last, right behind polluters, industry
lobbyists, and climate change deniers.
And like too many of our Republican
colleagues’ spending priorities, this
budget, this Republican budget, is ac-
tually a brutal attack on America’s
families.

We all know that it fails to deliver on
investments in jobs, in infrastructure,
and in education, but, my friends, no-
where is the damage to American fami-
lies as stark as when it comes to our
environment.

The Trump budget, the Republican
budget that we will mark up tomorrow,
will irreparably damage our air, our
water, and our climate. The President
has already managed to undermine
America’s position as a global leader in
clean energy frontiers by withdrawing
America from the Paris climate ac-
cord, for example. And like many of his
tweets, President Trump’s climate
science policies are a rejection of re-
ality, and a cynical embrace of false-
hood and fantasy.

Ms. JAYAPAL represents a State that
is on a coast, I represent a State that
is on a coast, Ms. MOORE represents a
State that is on the Great Lakes. Sea
levels are rising. Our water levels are
rising, Mr. Speaker. Property apprais-
ers and insurance companies in south
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Florida are already factoring this re-
ality into their home value assess-
ments. King tides are bringing fish into
the streets of south Florida.

President Trump’s climate change
solution is not the Paris climate ac-
cord, it is not making sure that we
make investments in alternative en-
ergy. Let me show you what President
Trump’s solution to sea level rise and
climate change is. His solution is to
throw people a life vest, and they can
sink or swim. Folks like the people in
my district, who have invested most of
their savings, like so many people, into
their home, a life vest and being told
that they can just deal with it is unac-
ceptable.

We have to come together and come
up with solutions to make sure that we
can fight sea level rise and climate
change, to make sure we can keep our
drinking water clean, to make sure we
make the kinds of investments so that
we can protect the air we breathe. We
have cities like Flint, Michigan, that
have dealt with lead in their water and
children being poisoned for years.

To my colleagues, this is something
that is an existential threat, that if we
don’t make the kinds of investments
that we must, then we are going to be
in a world of hurt, and it is not at some
distant point in the future. There was
an article in the Miami Herald yester-
day, Mr. Speaker, that referenced that
my children’s generation may not be
able to live in my own district. That is
absolutely unbelievable.

I am actually thinking of sponsoring
an appropriation. Rather than making
sure that we can invest in moving
away from fossil fuels, maybe we will
just invest in more life vests, President
Trump’s solution to global warming
and climate change and sea level rise,
and just issue everybody one of these,
and we are good to go.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Congress-
woman, you bring up a great point, and
you focused on the environment there
and how the President’s budget pro-
posal and the majority’s budget pro-
posal is damaging to the environment.

I think about a series that I saw yes-
terday in Texas. The Texas Tribune is
an online publication, but it is kind of
like the State newspaper, and they did
a series called ‘A Pass to Poison.”” And
in the series, they noted that in 2016, I
believe, there were about 3,700 inci-
dents of air pollution in Texas, and the
regulating agency in Texas, which is
TCEQ, only gave out fines for 20 of
those incidents.

So you talk about breathing harmful
air. I can’t help but think what will
happen if these cuts that are being pro-
posed under this budgetary situation
go through, are we going to have 5,000
incidents now, and you are still only
going to fine 20 people?

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. I yield to the
gentlewoman from Florida.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I just
came from the Appropriations Com-
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mittee markup on the Interior legisla-
tion, and a large part of that commit-
tee’s work relates to the environment.

In my district, which is ground zero
for sea level rise, Broward County re-
cently ordered the drawing of new flood
maps because of anticipated higher
water levels. The city of Fort Lauder-
dale has already increased the height
requirement for seawalls and raised the
elevation of home sites. Miami Beach’s
climate plan involves building elevated
roads and installing pumps to keep out
saltwater.

O 1845

So the President’s and the Repub-
lican’s—our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle—solution for sea level
rise is basically sink or swim. Here is
the President’s coastal flood mitiga-
tion plan. We have got the sea level
rise plan and the coastal flood mitiga-
tion plan. Take your pick. At some
point, we are probably going to have to
give people both because we literally
have to slosh around in galoshes when
you are walking down the street in
south Florida because of how bad the
king tides are and how bad the streets
flood in a normal rain.

But, God forbid, we should invest in
infrastructure. And I know the gentle-
woman from Washington (Ms.
JAYAPAL), when she was in the State
senate, was a significant leader on in-
vesting in infrastructure, which is ab-
solutely critical to making sure that
we can keep people safe and that we
can make sure that we can create jobs.
That is something that this President
and the Republicans have talked a
whole lot about.

We are 178 days into this President’s
term, and we haven’t passed a single
piece of legislation related to infra-
structure investment. And I think he
actually promised to think big, because
supposedly Democrats weren’t think-
ing big enough; and that he was going
to propose a $1 trillion infrastructure
plan. I am hearing crickets. I am still
waiting for that plan.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
when Americans think about their
main concerns—I have a bread and but-
ter district where people are thinking
foremost about their work. They want
to make sure that they can support
themselves and their family members,
but there hasn’t been much in the way
of anything from the White House to
create jobs.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Washington (Ms.
JAYAPAL).

Ms. JAYAPAL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

There really hasn’t. And I want to
say that, if you look at the budget, you
really get a sense of where the prior-
ities are. They are not investing in cli-
mate. They are cutting healthcare dra-
matically. They are not investing in
jobs and infrastructure.

Now, as the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ) said,
when I was in the State senate—it was
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actually a Republican-controlled sen-
ate—together, we worked on a package
and we invested $16 billion into infra-
structure because we knew that that
was good for Republicans and for
Democrats.

If you look at what this President
has to say, this was a tweet that he
just put out:

‘“Really great numbers on jobs and
the economy. Things are starting to
kick in now. . . .”

But the thing is that, this week, the
White House is calling this ‘“Made in
America Week.”” Well, maybe some-
body should let the President know
that everything should be made in
America, because I happen to take a
look at some of the products of the
Trump Organization—and I am talking
about Ivanka Trump’s products and all
of the President’s organizations’ prod-
ucts—and here is what I found:

Here is one of the products of Donald
J. Trump’s signature collection, made
in Mexico.

Here is another one from Ivanka
Trump, made in China.

So if the President is so incredibly
committed to making things in Amer-
ica, I have a proposal—and perhaps we
should have an amendment to this ef-
fect—that he should start with the
Trump Organization. In fact, much of
the steel that was put into buildings
that were built by the Trump Organiza-
tion was not steel that was made here
in America.

I actually have one of the largest
steel manufacturing plants in my dis-
trict in Washington State. Nobody ever
thinks about it that way, but we do
have steel being manufactured in Se-
attle. And we are in a situation now
where this President and this Repub-
lican-controlled Congress has yet to in-
troduce a single bill that would actu-
ally invest in jobs or infrastructure.

In fact, the budget takes money away
from job training. It takes more money
out of infrastructure investment than
it puts into infrastructure investment.
And when you think about the Federal
Government’s role in infrastructure—
of course, we all want public-private
partnerships, where possible—the Fed-
eral Government has a very strong role
in making sure that we are investing in
all of our infrastructure, not only our
roads and our bridges, but also all of
our water sources, and making sure
that we are investing in transit. These
are all ways to put Americans back to
work.

Yet, for a President who ran a cam-
paign based on jobs and infrastructure
and a Republican-controlled House, we
have yet to see a single job emerge.
And even the jobs that he says he has
created, recently reports that he had
created 45,000 coal mining jobs, but, un-
fortunately, Mr. Speaker, what we
have seen is the numbers show only 800
jobs created in the coal mines.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. I yield to the
gentlewoman from Florida.
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Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Would
the gentlewoman be surprised that last
night in the Appropriations Com-
mittee, we marked up the T-HUD bill—
the Transportation, Housing and Urban
Development bill? And for all the talk
about making it in America and invest-
ing in infrastructure and transpor-
tation and making sure that we can
create jobs through those vehicles, will
the gentlewoman be surprised that the
Republican majority actually zeroed
out TIGER grants?

Those are the transportation grants
that go directly to projects in commu-
nities across this country, to help
move people around through people
movers and investments in roads and
bridges.

In my district, a TIGER grant was
granted last year for complete streets
because we have the highest number of
pedestrians and bicyclists killed in the
country, unfortunately, in Broward
County.

So would the gentlewoman be sur-
prised to learn the so-called big com-
mitment to creating jobs and investing
in infrastructure actually resulted in
massive cuts in the very legislation
where we would be investing those re-
sources and infrastructure?

Ms. JAYAPAL. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. I yield to the
gentlewoman from Washington.

Ms. JAYAPAL. I thank the gentle-
woman for raising that because this
elimination of TIGER grants affects
cities across the country—red States,
blue States, Republican, and urban. We
have a lot of those TIGER grants that
have paid for our roads, rails, transit,
ports, and new transportation projects.

Perhaps I will turn it back to the
gentlewoman from Wisconsin. Would
you be surprised to know that the
budget actually slashes job training
programs for distressed workers by 65
percent?

Ms. MOORE. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. I yield to the
gentlewoman from Wisconsin.

Ms. MOORE. I would be stunned to
think that any party or any President
would do that.

Infrastructure has been the bread and
butter, and it has been one of the most
bipartisan things that we have.

When you talk about the need to ex-
pand our economy, expand the gross
domestic product, one of the sure-fire
ways to do that is through infrastruc-
ture projects. Not just building roads,
but we need water treatment plants,
our new energy economy, we have bio
technology, and a number of other
ways.

But I hail from Milwaukee, Wis-
consin, which is still very reliant on
the manufacturing industry. But I am
wondering if my colleagues would be
surprised to know that healthcare is
one-sixth of our economy, and that if
we were to repeal the Affordable Care
Act and then slash the growth of Med-
icaid by one-third over the next decade,
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that there will literally be millions of
jobs that are lost?

I mean, everybody depends on the
healthcare system, whether you are
the brain surgeon or you are the guy
that is mopping up the ICU; whether
you are the person who is dispensing
pharmaceuticals at CVS or whether
you are the receptionist at the commu-
nity health center.

And by destroying the Affordable
Care Act, we are going to cost shift a
lot to our States. Just over the next
decade, it is $68 billion of unfunded
mandates shifted to the States so that
they won’t be able to fund things.

And I just want to point something
out before I finish. There are a lot of
people who think that this just doesn’t
matter to me. Those 24 million, 22 mil-
lion, whatever number people agree
upon that the CBO says that will lose
health insurance if the Affordable Care
Act ends—those people who are in
nursing homes—that doesn’t matter to
me. Forty-nine percent of the folks in
this country receive their healthcare
through their employer and your pre-
miums will go sky high, unlike what
President Trump says, because you will
have to pay for all of the uncompen-
sated care that this country will see
after we destroy Medicaid in the Af-
fordable Care Act.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. I hear you. I
wanted to give Congresswoman
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ the last word.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ).

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I just
wanted to, again, place these items on
the table and demonstrate the grave
impact that will take its toll on the
American people if the cuts that have
been proposed by the Trump adminis-
tration and the Republican majority go
through. And we will stand together
fighting every step of the way to make
sure that—instead of galoshes, a life
vest, and a surgical mask that we see
S0 many citizens of other countries
have to walk around their streets using
because their air quality is so poor, we
will stand together to continue to fight
to make the kind of investments that
will help improve, not detract, from
people’s quality of life.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield back the balance of my time.

————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Mr. CUMMINGS (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for July 11 through July 20.

————
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 55 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, July 19, 2017, at 10 a.m. for
morning-hour debate.
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EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL

Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for Official Foreign Travel during the first and sec-
ond quarters of 2017, pursuant to Public Law 95-384, are as follows:

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, JEFFREY DRESSLER, EXPENDED BETWEEN MAY 26 AND JUNE 5, 2017
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Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Jeffrey Dressler 5/28 5/29  South Korea 367.00 (3) 367.00
5/29 5/30  Japan 496.90 @) 496.90
5/30 6/2 Vietnam 692.00 (3 692.00
6/2 6/4 Singap 811.99 @) 811.99
Committee total ..o e 2,367.89 2,367.89

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3Military air transportation.
JEFFREY DRESSLER, July 5, 2017.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO MALTA, EXPENDED BETWEEN MAY 30 AND JUNE 4, 2017

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Depart Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
parture currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2

Hon. Mario Diaz-Balart ..........cccocooeeeevveemrvresrriis 6/1 6/4 Malta 1,062.00 12,433.00 13,495.00
Hon. Jim Costa 5/30 6/3 Malta 708.00 12,908.00 13,616.00
Hon. Sheila Jackson Lee 6/1 6/4 Malta 1,062.00 9,433.00 10,495.00
Hon. Gregory Meeks .. 6/1 6/4  Malta 1,062.00 9,471.00 10,533.00
Hon. Mike Turner 6/1 6/4 Malta 1,062.00 7,688.00 8,750.00
Hon. Ted Poe 6/1 6/4  Malta 1,062.00 13,196.00 14,258.00
Hon. Erik Paulsen ..... 6/1 6/3 Malta 708.00 8,448.00 9,156.00
Hon. Kurt Schrader 6/1 6/5 Malta 1,062.00 7,601.00 8,663.00
Hon. Andy Harris . 6/1 6/3 Malta 708.00 11,431.00 12,139.00
Hon. Dan Donovan 6/1 6/3 Malta 708.00 11,567.00 12,275.00
Hon. French Hill 6/1 6/4 Malta 1,062.00 8,291.00 9,353.00
Janice Robi 5/30 6/4  Malta 1,770.00 6,152.00 7,922.00
Angela Ellard 6/1 6/3 Malta 708.00 11,418.00 12,126.00
Sarah Blocher 6/1 6/4 Malta 1,062.00 11,416.00 12,478.00
Kyle Parker 6/1 6/4 Malta 1,062.00 11,416.00 12,478.00
Phil Bednarczyk 6/1 6/4  Malta 1,062.00 11,416.00 12,478.00
COMMItEEE tO1Al ..ovovvvvereccrcccciiirierrrrceees everneeeees 15,930.00 oo 164,285.00 180,215.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
HON. MARIO DIAZ-BALART, June 29, 2017.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO MEXICO, EXPENDED BETWEEN JUNE 4 AND JUNE 6, 2017

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Depart Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
miva eparture currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2

Hon. Michael McCaul ... 6/4 6/6 Mexico 784.00 552.00 1,336.00
Hon. Linda Sanchez .. 6/4 6/6 Mexico 784.00 805.00 1,589.00
Hon. Gene Green .. 6/4 6/6 Mexico 784.00 597.00 1,381.00
Hon. Zoe Lofgren . 6/4 6/6 Mexico 784.00 595.00 1,379.00
Hon. Steve Pearce ... 6/4 6/6 Mexico 784.00 1,006.00 1,790.00
Hon. Jared Polis 6/4 6/6 Mexico 784.00 1,506.00 2,290.00
Hon. David Valadao .. 6/4 6/6 Mexico 784.00 743.00 1,527.00
Hon. William Hurd 6/3 6/6 Mexico 784.00 656.00 1,440.00
Hon. Keith Rothfus 6/4 6/6 Mexico 784.00 809.00 1,593.00
Hon. Martha McSally 6/4 6/6 Mexico 784.00 828.00 1,612.00
Hon. Norma Torres ... 6/4 6/6 Mexico 784.00 536.00 1,320.00
Leah Campos 6/4 6/6 Mexico 784.00 601.00 1,385.00
Eric Jacobstei 6/4 6/6 Mexico 784.00 601.00 1,385.00
Elizabeth Cunningham ..o 6/3 6/6 Mexico 1,176.00 634.00 1,810.00
Renn Oshorne 6/4 6/6 Mexico 784.00 633.00 1,417.00
Committee total .....coooocvvveeercrciiriiciis v 12,153.00 oo 11,102.00 23,254.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
HON. MICHAEL T. McCAUL, June 29, 2017.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN APR. 1 AND JUNE

30, 2017
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2

HOUSE COMMITTEES

Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

HON. VIRGINIA FOXX, Chairman, July 10, 2017.
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN APR. 1 AND JUNE 30, 2017

Date

Name of Member or employee

Arrival Departure

Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
Count U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Y Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2

HOUSE COMMITTEES

Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.

1per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

HON. ROB BISHOP, Chairman, July 5, 2017.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON RULES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2017

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Lale Morrison 2/18 2/19  Italy 139.00 () 139.00
2/19 2/20  Jordan 141.00 @) 141.00
2/120 2/22  lsrael 276.00 @) 276.00
2/22 2/25  Austria 345.00 @) 345.00
James MCGOVEIN ..........cocvcvevcvevevevvemimannnrnncsscsssss 2/19 2/23  Cuba 444.00 1,127.00 1,571.00
Cindy Buhl 2/19 2/23  Cuba 444.00 1,127.00 1,571.00
Committee total ... v 1,789.00 oo 2,254.00 4,043.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

3Military air transportation.

HON. PETE SESSIONS, Chairman, June 29, 2017.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, JOINT COMMITTEE ON TAXATION, EXPENDED BETWEEN APR. 1 AND JUNE 30, 2017

Date

Name of Member or employee

Arrival Departure

Transportation

Other purposes Total

Per diem !
U.S. dollar
Country Foreign equivalent Foreign
currency or US. currency
currency 2

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency? currency? currency 2

HOUSE COMMITTEES

Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2007. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting a letter on the
approved retirement of Vice Admiral Frank
C. Pandolfe, United States Navy, and his ad-
vancement to the grade of vice admiral on
the retired list, pursuant to 10 U.S.C.
1370(c)(1); Public Law 96-513, Sec. 112 (as
amended by Public Law 104-106, Sec. 502(b));
(110 Stat. 293); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

2008. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s direct final rule — Oklahoma: Final Au-
thorization of State Hazardous Waste Man-
agement Program Revision [EPA-R06-RCRA-
2016-0344; FR1L-9962-39-Region 6] received July
12, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

2009. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s direct final rule — National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for
Wool Fiberglass Manufacturing; Flame At-
tenuation Lines [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-1042;
FRL-9964-89-OAR] received July 12, 2017, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

2010. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s direct final rule — Louisiana: Final Au-
thorization of State Hazardous Waste Man-

e ———

HON. KEVIN BRADY, Chairman, July 6, 2017.

agement Program Revision [EPA-R06-RCRA-
2016-0558; FRI1.-9962-37-Region 6] received July
12, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

2011. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s direct final rule — Air Plan Approval;
NC; Open Burning and Miscellaneous Revi-
sions [EPA-R04-OAR-2007-0085; FRIL-9965-02-
Region 4] received July 12, 2017, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

2012. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval of Air Quality Im-
plementation Plans; Puerto Rico; Attain-
ment Demonstration for the Arecibo Area
for the 2008 Lead National Ambient Air Qual-
ity Standards [EPA-R02-OAR-2016-0559; FRL-
9964-87-Region 2] received July 12, 2017, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

2013. 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; Mary-
land; Removal of Clean Air Interstate Rule
Program Regulations (CAIR) and Reference
to CAIR, and Amendments to Continuous
Emission Monitor (CEM) Reference [EPA-
R03-OAR-2016-0514; FRL-9964-79-Region 3] re-
ceived July 12, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

2014. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Air Plan Approval; Maine;
Motor Vehicle Fuel Requirements [EPA-R01-
0AR-2015-0648; A-1-FRL-9964-80-Region 1] re-
ceived July 12, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

2015. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Air Plan Approval; Maine;
Decommissioning of Stage II Vapor Recov-
ery Systems [EPA-R01-OAR-2016-0296; A-1-
FRL-9964-81-Region 1] received July 12, 2017,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

2016. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Address and Agency Name
Changes for Region 4 State and Local Agen-
cies; Technical Correction [Region 4; FRL-
9964-36-Region 4] received July 12, 2017, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

2017. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s direct final rule — Air Plan Approval; I1-
linois; NAAQS Updates [EPA-R05-OAR-2016-
0512; EPA-R05-OAR-2016-0522; EPA-R05-OAR-
2017-0322; FR1.-9964-97-Region 5] received July
14, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

2018. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting
D.C. Act 22-99, ‘‘Fiscal Year 2018 Local Budg-
et Act of 2017, pursuant to Public Law 93-
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198, Sec. 602(c)(1); (87 Stat. 814); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

2019. A letter from the Board of Trustees,
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance and
Federal Disability Insurance Trust Funds,
transmitting the 2017 Annual Report of the
Board of Trustees of the Federal Old-Age and
Survivors Insurance and the Federal Dis-
ability Insurance Trust Funds, pursuant to
42 U.S.C. 401(c)(2); Aug. 14, 1935, ch. 531, title
II, Sec. 201 (as amended by Public Law 100-
647, Sec. 8005(a)); (102 Stat. 3781) (H. Doc. No.
115—54); to the Committee on Ways and
Means and ordered to be printed.

2020. A letter from the Boards of Trustees,
Federal Hospital Insurance and Supple-
mentary Medical Insurance Trust Funds,
transmitting the 2017 Annual Report Of The
Boards Of Trustees Of The Federal Hospital
Insurance And Federal Supplementary Med-
ical Insurance Trust Funds, pursuant to 42
U.S.C. 1395t(b)(2); Aug. 14, 1935, ch. 531, title
XVIII, Sec. 1841(b)(2) (as amended by Public
Law 108-173, Sec. 801(d)(2)); (117 Stat. 2166)
and 42 U.S.C. 1395i(b)(2); Aug. 14, 1935, ch. 531,
title XVIII, Sec. 1817(b)(2) (as amended by
Public Law 108-173, Sec. 801(d)(1)); (117 (H.
Doc. No. 115—53); jointly to the Committees
on Ways and Means and Energy and Com-
merce, and ordered to be printed.

———

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. HENSARLING: Committee on Finan-
cial Services. H.R. 2875. A bill to make ad-
ministrative reforms to the National Flood
Insurance Program to increase fairness and
accuracy and protect the taxpayer from pro-
gram fraud and abuse, and for other purposes
(Rept. 115-233). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. GRAVES of Georgia: Committee on
Appropriations. H.R. 3280. A bill to making
appropriations for financial services and gen-
eral government for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2018, and for other purposes
(Rept. 115-234). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Ms. CHENEY: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 454. A resolution providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2910) to pro-
vide for Federal and State agency coordina-
tion in the approval of certain authoriza-
tions under the Natural Gas Act, and for
other purposes; providing for consideration
of the bill (H.R. 2883) to establish a more uni-
form, transparent, and modern process to au-
thorize the construction, connection, oper-
ation, and maintenance of international bor-
der-crossing facilities for the import and ex-
port of oil and natural gas and the trans-
mission of electricity; providing for consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 218) to provide for
the exchange of Federal land and non-Fed-
eral land in the State of Alaska for the con-
struction of a road between King Cove and
Cold Bay; and for other purposes (Rept. 115—
235). Referred to the House Calendar.

———

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. BIGGS (for himself, Mr. GOSAR,
Mr. GARRETT, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona,
Mr. GAETZ, Mr. JoDY B. HICE of Geor-
gia, Mr. MASSIE, and Mr. GOHMERT):
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H.R. 3276. A bill to repeal the Patient Pro-
tection and Affordable Care Act and the
Health Care and Education Reconciliation
Act of 2010; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, and in addition to the Commit-
tees on Ways and Means, Education and the
Workforce, Natural Resources, the Judici-
ary, House Administration, Rules, and Ap-
propriations, 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. BIGGS (for himself and Mr.
GOHMERT):

H.R. 3277. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow an above-the-line
deduction for health insurance premiums; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BIGGS:

H.R. 3278. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for coopera-
tive governing of individual health insurance
coverage; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. COOK:

H.R. 3279. A bill to amend the Mineral
Leasing Act to provide that extraction of he-
lium from gas produced under a Federal min-
eral lease shall maintain the lease as if the
helium were oil and gas; to the Committee
on Natural Resources.

By Mr. LAMBORN:

H.R. 3281. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to facilitate the transfer to
non-Federal ownership of appropriate rec-
lamation projects or facilities, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. BABIN:

H.R. 3282. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, with respect to electronic log-
ging devices, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. DONOVAN:

H.R. 3283. A bill to restrict the mailability
of tableting machines, encapsulating ma-
chines, and controlled substance counter-
feiting materials, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, and in addition to the Com-
mittee 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 Mr. FITZPATRICK (for himself,
Mrs. MURPHY of Florida, and Mr.
DONOVAN):

H.R. 3284. A Dbill to amend the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to establish a Joint
Counterterrorism Awareness Workshop Se-
ries, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security.

By Mr. HIGGINS of Louisiana (for him-
self, Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. SIRES,
Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Mr. HARPER,
Mr. PALAZZO, and Mr. PAYNE):

H.R. 3285. A bill to reauthorize the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, 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 Mr. HUFFMAN:

H.R. 3286. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Energy to issue regulations regarding disclo-
sure of oil data, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. HUFFMAN:

H.R. 3287. A bill to require the Director of
the Congressional Budget Office to calculate
a carbon score for each bill or resolution; to
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the Committee on Rules, and in addition to
the Committee on the Budget, 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. KUSTER of New Hampshire (for
herself, Mr. WELCH, Ms. PINGREE, Ms.
SHEA-PORTER, Ms. STEFANIK, Mr.
KATKO, and Ms. TENNEY):

H.R. 3288. A bill to amend title 40, United
States Code, to promote regional economic
and infrastructure development, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, and in addition
to the Committee on Financial Services, for
a period 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. LATTA:

H.R. 3289. A Dbill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to require identification and
description on the website of the Federal
Communications Commission of items to be
decided on authority delegated by the Com-
mission; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. MCNERNEY (for himself and
Mr. LATTA):

H.R. 3290. A bill to require the Secretary of
Energy to initiate the development of vol-
untary model pathways for modernizing the
electric grid, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. RYAN of Ohio (for himself and
Mr. BEN RAY LUJAN of New Mexico):

H.R. 3291. A bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to provide for a State
option to provide for maternal, infant, and
early childhood home visiting programs, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

By Mr. SMITH of Missouri (for himself,
Mr. WILLIAMS, Ms. JENKINS of Kansas,
and Mr. BLUMENAUER):

H.R. 3292. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to impose a mileage-based
user fee for mobile mounted concrete boom
pumps in lieu of the tax on taxable fuels, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Ms. TENNEY (for herself and Mr.
LIPINSKI):

H.R. 3293. A bill to amend section 2533a of
title 10, United States Code, to add stainless
steel flatware to the list of covered items in
such section; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. CROWLEY:

H. Res. 453. A resolution electing a Member
to certain standing committees of the House
of Representatives; considered and agreed to.
considered and agreed to.

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia (for himself,
Mrs. BEATTY, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia,
Mr. CoONNOLLY, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
DONOVAN, Mr. ESPAILLAT, Mr. EVANS,
Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. GRI-
JALVA, Mr. HASTINGS, Ms. JACKSON
LEE, Ms. JAYAPAL, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. JOHNSON of
Georgia, Mr. KHANNA, Ms. LEE, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Ms. NORTON, Ms.
PLASKETT, Mr. SMITH of Washington,

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California,
Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, and Mr.
COHEN):

H. Res. 4565. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives on Nel-
son Mandela International Day; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.
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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. BIGGS:

H.R. 3276.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu-
tion

By Mr. BIGGS:

H.R. 3277.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu-
tion

By Mr. BIGGS:

H.R. 3278.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu-
tion

By Mr. COOK:

H.R. 3279.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article IV, Section 3, clause 2 and Article
I, Section 8, clause 18

By Mr. GRAVES of Georgia:

H.R. 3280.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The principal constitutional authority for
this legislation is clause 7 of section 9 of ar-
ticle I of the Constitution of the United
States (the appropriation power), which
states: ‘“No Money shall be drawn from the
Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropria-
tions made by Law. . . .”” In addition, clause
1 of section 8 of article I of the Constitution
(the spending power) provides: ‘‘The Con-
gress shall have the Power . .. to pay the
Debts and provide for the common Defence
and general Welfare of the United
States. . . .”” Together, these specific con-
stitutional provisions establish the congres-
sional power of the purse, granting Congress
the authority to appropriate funds, to deter-
mine their purpose, amount, and period of
availability, and to set forth terms and con-
ditions governing their use.

By Mr. LAMBORN:

H.R. 3281.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 8, clause 18 and Article
IV, section 3, clause 2

By Mr. BABIN:

H.R. 3282.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3

By Mr. DONOVAN:

H.R. 3283.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

United States Constitution Article I, Sec-
tion 8

By Mr. FITZPATRICK:

H.R. 3284.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18— ‘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 Offi-
cer thereof.”

By Mr. HIGGINS of Louisiana:

H.R. 3285.
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

U.S. Const. Art. I, Sec. 8. cl. 18

By Mr. HUFFMAN:

H.R. 3286.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18: 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 or Officer
thereof.
By Mr. HUFFMAN:
H.R. 3287.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 9, Clause 7: No Money
shall be drawn from the Treasury, but in
Consequence of Appropriations made by Law,
and a regular Statement and Account of the
Receipts and Expenditures of all public
Money shall be published from time to time.

By Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire:

H.R. 3288.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18—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 or Officer
thereof.
By Mr. LATTA:
H.R. 3289.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3: Congress
shall have the Power . . . ‘“‘to regulate Com-
merce with foreign Nations, and among the
several States, and with the Indian tribes.”

By Mr. MCNERNEY:

H.R. 3290.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 8 of the United States
Constitution.

By Mr. RYAN of Ohio:

H.R. 3291.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8: To make all Laws
which shall be necessary and proper for car-
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers,
and all other Powers vested by this Constitu-
tion in the Government of the United States,
or in any Department or Officer thereof.

By Mr. SMITH of Missouri:

H.R. 3292.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, clause 1 provides Con-
gress the power to ‘‘lay and collect Taxes,
Duties, Imposts and Excises.”’

By Ms. TENNEY:

H.R. 3293.

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 pro-
vide for the common defense,” as enumer-
ated in Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Con-
stitution.

————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows:

H.R. 15: Mr. GOTTHEIMER.

H.R. 60: Mr. DUFFY, Ms.
CLAY, and Mr. EVANS.

H.R. 140: Mr. CARTER of Georgia.

H.R. 216: Mrs. COMSTOCK.

STEFANIK, Mr.
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. BIsHOP of Michigan.

. ROKITA.

. WITTMAN and Mr. ROSKAM.

. WILSON of South Carolina.

. Ross.

Mr. KUSTOFF of Tennessee.

Mr. BARR, Mr. WOMACK, and Mr.

. 233:
. 346:
. 422:
. 425:
. 435:
. 480:

H.R. 490:
BOST.

H.R. 517: Mr. CAPUANO.

H.R. 548: Mr. BABIN.

H.R. 632: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 671: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr.
JEFFRIES, and Mr. CLAY.

H.R. 712: Mr. SCHNEIDER.

H.R. 713: Mr. LIPINSKI and Mr. SCHNEIDER.

H.R. 719: Mr. DESJARLAIS.

H.R. 747: Mr. TAYLOR.

H.R. 754: Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. THOMAS J. ROO-
NEY of Florida, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. DIAZ-
BALART, Mr. CARTER of Texas, Mr. TURNER,
Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr. ROYCE of California, and
Mr. DEUTCH.

H.R. 820: Mr. CoOK, Mrs. TORRES, Mr. NAD-
LER, Mr. NEWHOUSE, Mr. AGUILAR, and Mr.
ESPAILLAT.

H.R. 825: Mr. VALADAO.

H.R. 828: Mr. MULLIN.

H.R. 849: Mr. POLIQUIN, Mr. RUTHERFORD,
and Mrs. HANDEL.

H.R. 850: Mr. DESJARLAIS and Mr. MEAD-
OWS.

H.R.
RENACCI.

H.R. 911: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.

908: Mr. BLUMENAUER and Mr.

H.R. 930: Mrs. TORRES, Mr. PoLIs, Mr.
SCHWEIKERT, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr.
FARENTHOLD, Mr. COLE, Mr. HURD, Mr.

GROTHMAN, and Mr. KING of New York.

H.R. 949: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 976: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 1014: Mr. DEUTCH.

H.R. 1037: Mr. KIND.

H.R. 1038: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 1050: Ms. ROSEN.

H.R. 1057: Ms. FUDGE.

H.R. 1058: Mr. CURBELO of Florida.

H.R. 1116: Mr. COLLINS of New York and Mr.
WOMACK.

H.R. 1141:

H.R. 1148:

H.R. 1156:
of Texas.

H.R. 1196: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina.

H.R. 1266: Mr. MOULTON.

H.R. 1267: Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York.

H.R. 1284: Mr. GAETZ.

H.R. 1298: Mr. CARTER of Georgia, Mr. ROG-
ERS of Alabama, Ms. McCoLLUM, and Mr.
SCHNEIDER.

H.R. 1300: Mr. SOTO.

H.R. 1317: Mrs. HARTZLER.

H.R. 1406: Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania,
Mr. CONYERS, and Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY
of New York.

H.R. 1421: Mr. AMODEI, Mr. SMUCKER, and
Ms. STEFANIK.

H.R. 1451: Mr. ELLISON.

H.R. 1528: Mr. GOSAR.

H.R. 1606: Mr. COLE and Mr. RUSH.

H.R. 1651: Mr. PETERS.

H.R. 1697: Ms. HANABUSA, Mr. PAULSEN, Mr.
MOOLENAAR, Mr. GALLAGHER, Ms. TITUS, Mr.
DENHAM, and Mr. MULLIN.

H.R. 1722: Mr. ROKITA.

H.R. 1748: Ms. TSONGAS.

H.R. 1828: Mr. GAETZ and Mr. YOUNG of
Iowa.

H.R. 1838: Mr. PALAZZO.

H.R. 1928: Ms. STEFANIK, Mr. JOHNSON of
Georgia, and Mr. NOLAN.

. 2040: Mr. NOLAN.

. 2077: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

. 2121: Mr. ROSS.

. 2125: Mr. SANFORD.

. 2149: Mr. FRANCIS ROONEY of Florida.
. 2181: Mr. PASCRELL.

. 2224: Mr. JoDY B. HICE of Georgia.

Mr. DEFAZIO.
Mr. FERGUSON.
Mr. LOUDERMILK and Mr. SMITH
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H.R. 2285: Mr. LANCE.

H.R. 2287: Mr. BIisHOP of Utah and Mr.
GOSAR.

H.R. 2295: Mr. KHANNA.

H.R. 2309: Mr. WELCH.

H.R. 2315: Ms. STEFANIK, Mr. ROSKAM, and
Mr. DEFAZIO.

H.R. 2359: Mr. LUCAS.

H.R. 2432: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 2482: Mr. BROWN of Maryland.

H.R. 2505: Mr. FORTENBERRY, Mr. KING of
New York, and Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsyl-
vania.

H.R. 2519: Mr. TURNER, Mrs. LOVE, Mr. TAY-
LOR, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. DESAULNIER, Mr. SMITH
of Washington, Mr. ISsA, Mr. WOMACK, Mr.
LOBIONDO, Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr. FRELING-
HUYSEN, and Mr. WITTMAN.

H.R. 2526: Mr. SOTO.

H.R. 2591: Mr. RUTHERFORD.

. 2603: Mr. LAMALFA and Mr. LAMBORN.
. 2617: Mr. SENSENBRENNER.

. 2651: Mr. FASO and Mr. BUCHANAN.

. 2663: Mr. SIRES and Mr. THOMPSON of
Pennsylvania.

H.R. 2670: Mr. SUOZZI.

H.R. 2690: Mr. SWALWELL of California, Mr.
YARMUTH, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mr. COHEN, Mr.
SCHRADER, Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. DEUTCH, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. TAKANO, and Mr. CORREA.

H.R. 2712: Mr. GOHMERT.

H.R. 2713: Mr. ROKITA.

H.R. 2723: Mr. WALKER, Mr. RATCLIFFE, Mr.
HUNTER, and Mrs. WALORSKI.

H.R. 2740: Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI, Mr.
KUsTOFF of Tennessee, Mr. WILSON of South
Carolina, Mr. MESSER, Mr. SCHIFF, Ms.
ADAMS, Mr. GALLEGO, and Mr. RICHMOND.

H.R. 2779: Mr. CooK and Mr. ROYCE of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 2790: Mr. SCHRADER, Mr. PoOLIS, Ms.
BROWNLEY of California, Mr. O’ROURKE, Ms.
DELBENE, Ms. ADAMS, Ms. JUDY CHU of Cali-
fornia, Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of New
York, and Ms. ROSEN.

H.R. 2796: Mr. GOHMERT and Mr. GROTHMAN.

H.R. 2797: Mr. YOUNG of Iowa.

H.R. 2820: Mr. POE of Texas.

H.R. 2832: Mr. DESJARLAIS
RATCLIFFE.

H.R. 2840: Mr. SoTO and Mr. WALZ.

H.R. 2851: Mr. TURNER.

H.R. 2856: Mr. MOOLENAAR, Mr. GALLAGHER,
Mr. McKINLEY, and Mr. BRAT.

and Mr.
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2859: Mr. NOLAN.
. 2871: Mr. GOSAR.
. 2885: Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana.

2901: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
. 2902: Mr. WELCH, Mr. COHEN, and Ms.
STER of New Hampshire.
.R. 2908: Mr. DEFAZIO and Ms. JAYAPAL.

H.R. 2909: Mr. BisHOP of Michigan.

H.R. 2938: Mr. CLAY.

H.R. 2943: Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. COSTELLO of
Pennsylvania, and Mr. MEEHAN.

H.R. 2960: Mr. SWALWELL of California and
Mr. NOLAN.

H.R. 2961:
2976:
. 3030:
. 3048:
3071:
3088:
. 3110:

.R.
.R
.R
.R. 2898: Mr. GRIJALVA.
R
R.
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Mr. NOLAN.

Mr. PoLIS.

Mr. HULTGREN.

Mr. SCHNEIDER.

Mr. MEADOWS.

Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana.
Mr. ELLISON.

. 3131: Mr. LUETKEMEYER.

H.R. 3174: Miss RICE of New York, Mr. SEAN
PATRICK MALONEY of New York, Mr. SOTO,
Mr. BEYER, Mr. CICILLINE, and Mr. DELANEY.

H.R. 3191: Ms. HANABUSA, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY,
and Mrs. TORRES.

H.R. 3218: Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. POLIS, Mr.
CARSON of Indiana, Mr. O’HALLERAN, Mr.
VARGAS, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. SHERMAN, Ms.
JAYAPAL, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mrs.
BusTOS, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. Su0zzIl, and Ms.
TSONGAS.

H.R. 3223: Mr. MEADOWS.

H.R. 3230: Mr. NOLAN.

H.R. 3255: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. CARSON of
Indiana, and Mr. ELLISON.

H.R. 3258: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. SEWELL of
Alabama, Ms. HANABUSA, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Mr. MCEACHIN, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr.
PERLMUTTER, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr.
KIHUEN, Mr. CARBAJAL, Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr.
DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. RICHMOND,
Mr. CLYBURN, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mrs.
TORRES, Mr. GALLEGO, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mr.
GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr.
BUTTERFIELD.

H.R. 3273: Mr. PoLIS and Mr. WALZ.

H.R. 3274: Ms. STEFANIK.

H.J. Res. 51: Mr. POLIQUIN and Mr. RUTHER-
FORD.

H.J. Res. 93: Mr. CHABOT.

H.J. Res. 107: Mr. GOTTHEIMER.

H. Con. Res. 13: Mr. CORREA, Mrs. BUSTOS,
Mr. EVANS, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. WILLIAMS,
Mr. MOULTON, and Mr. KNIGHT.
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H. Con. Res. 20: Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H. Con. Res. 60: Mr. KHANNA.

H. Res. 30: Mr. DESAULNIER.

H. Res. 188: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina
and Mr. DONOVAN.

H. Res. 279: Mr. FLEISCHMANN.

H. Res. 349: Mss. ESHOO.

H. Res. 359: Mr. GOHMERT.

H. Res. 393: Mr. SHERMAN.

H. Res. 401: Mr. PALLONE, Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ, Ms. DELBENE, Ms. WILSON of Flor-
ida, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. GONZALEZ of Texas, Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mrs. CARO-
LYN B. MALONEY of New York, Mr. FASO, Mr.
S0TO, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. DESAULNIER, and
Mr. PoLIS.

H. Res. 407: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona.

H. Res. 433: Mr. POE of Texas.

H. Res. 441: Mr. MOULTON.

H. Res. 445: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr.
ELLISON, and Mr. COOK.

CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM-
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM-
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS

Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or
statements on congressional earmarks,
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff
benefits were submitted as follows:

The amendment to be offered by Rep-
resentative TSONGAS (MA), or a designee, to
H.R. 218, the King Cove Road Land Exchange
Act, does not contain any congressional ear-
marks, limited tax benefits, or limited tariff
benefits as defined in clause 9 of rule XXI.

The amendment to be offered by me, Con-
gressman DON YOUNG (AK), or a designee, to
H.R. 218 does not contain any congressional
earmarks, limited tax benefits, or limited
tariff benefits as defined in clause 9 of rule
XXI.

The amendment to be offered by Rep-
resentative ENGEL (NY), or a designee, to
H.R. 2883, the Promoting Cross-Border En-
ergy Infrastructure Act, does not contain
any congressional earmarks, limited tax
benefits, or limited tariff benefits as defined
in clause 9 of rule XXI.
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