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House of Representatives 
The House met at 9 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker. 
f 

PRAYER 

Pastor Tony Perkins, Greenwell 
Springs Baptist Church, Greenwell 
Springs, Louisiana, offered the fol-
lowing prayer: 

Father, we thank You for today. 
I thank You for the men and women 

in this distinguished body, whom You 
have given the privilege of serving the 
people of this country. May they un-
derstand the unique, but fleeting, mo-
ment they occupy in the history of 
man. 

The challenges of our day are cer-
tainly many, and, as a result, the bur-
den that those in this Chamber carry is 
very heavy. May they look to You as 
the Apostle James encouraged when we 
need the wisdom to face challenges and 
solve problems. 

As citizens of this country, we pray 
for them, that You will give them wis-
dom, wisdom which is from above. 

I ask that the Holy Spirit guide them 
like the pillar of fire and the cloud that 
led the children of Israel. 

I pray they will recognize and declare 
dependence upon You, governing with 
an understanding of the Psalmist’s 
words: ‘‘Blessed is the nation, whose 
God is the Lord.’’ 

In Jesus’ name, we pray. 
Amen. 

f 

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. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. CAPUANO) 

come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. CAPUANO 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. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain up to five requests for 1-minute 
speeches on each side of the aisle. 

f 

INTERNATIONAL WOMEN’S DAY 

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

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, in rec-
ognition of International Women’s 
Day, I would like to acknowledge the 
efforts of two women from Cincinnati. 

Long ago, Harriet Beecher Stowe 
wrote ‘‘Uncle Tom’s Cabin’’ in Cin-
cinnati. When she later met Abraham 
Lincoln in the White House, he report-
edly said: ‘‘So you are the little woman 
who wrote the book that started this 
great war.’’ 

More recently, Elina Govil, a high 
school student from Indian Hill, is 
fighting to provide at-risk girls in con-
flict zones with access to a proper edu-
cation. 

To assist Elina in her efforts, as a 
senior member of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, I introduced the Pro-
tecting Girls’ Access to Education Act, 
bipartisan legislation that could help 
millions of young girls across the 
globe. 

Children who are denied an edu-
cation, because they live in an area 
that is torn by chaos and war, have lit-
tle chance of ever attaining a stable 
existence. Girls, in particular, are sub-
ject to exploitation and the pitfalls of 
human trafficking, violence, and pov-
erty. 

Thank you, Elina, for helping girls 
everywhere to have the opportunity to 
reach their fullest potential. 

f 

INTERNATIONAL WOMEN’S DAY 

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

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 
am here to recognize International 
Women’s Day. 

We all know that women have made 
some progress over the years: the Fam-
ily and Medical Leave Act, the Lilly 
Ledbetter Equal Pay Act. We have 
made progress, but we know there is 
more to do. 

This Congress and this President 
have to improve the Family and Med-
ical Leave Act. We have to make sure 
the laws that we have are enforced, 
equal pay is made, and equal actions 
happen in the workplace. We are not 
doing it, and we all know that. 

And the truth is—when I am home— 
I tell people, when you look to Con-
gress to lead, it is always a mistake. 
Most of the progress in this country 
comes from the bottom up. We are al-
most always last. I will give you an ex-
ample. 

Years ago, George Bush vetoed the 
Family and Medical Leave Act four 
times. I was the mayor of my city, we 
did it on our own. The Federal Govern-
ment didn’t make us do it, and the 
State didn’t make us do it. 

So I am here today to simply ask all 
Americans, at every level, to do what 
you can to equalize opportunity and 
treatment in this world. We don’t have 
to wait for our government. There are 
people like me, ROSA DELAURO, and 
others who are going to continue to 
push, and we will make progress. But 
we all have our own individual respon-
sibilities, and I call on all Americans 
to do that. 
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REMEMBERING TOM BERNS 

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

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise, today, to remember 
Tom Berns, a friend and respected com-
munity leader, who passed away last 
month. 

After graduating college, Tom estab-
lished the firm Berns, Clancy and Asso-
ciates, which has grown into one of to-
day’s premier engineering firms in the 
area. Over the course of his career, 
Tom was considered by many to be an 
expert in civil engineering. He found 
great joy in his profession and shared 
it with others through teaching. 

However, Tom is, perhaps, most 
known for his impact on the commu-
nity. He was a member of over a dozen 
clubs, boards, and civic organizations, 
many of which he served as president 
or chairman. He served as village engi-
neer for five different central Illinois 
towns throughout his lifetime and was 
also actively involved in his congrega-
tion, St. Patrick’s Roman Catholic 
Church, for over 50 years. 

In 2000, Tom became a Member of the 
Illinois House of Representatives, 
where he represented Illinois’ 104th 
House District. 

Tom knew what it meant to serve. He 
lived his life in a way that put others 
before himself, always looking for ways 
to help, to get involved, and to improve 
his community. 

I am inspired by the legacy of Tom 
Berns and the numerous lives he 
touched throughout central Illinois. I 
pray for his wife, Jeannie, and their 
family during this difficult time. 

f 

HONORING DORIS A. DAVIS 

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

Ms. BARRAGÁN. Mr. Speaker, on 
this International Women’s Day, I rise 
to honor the life of the Honorable Doris 
A. Davis, who passed away last month, 
after providing decades of public serv-
ice to the city of Compton. 

After serving as Compton’s first Afri-
can-American city clerk, Ms. Davis 
then went on to become the first Afri-
can-American mayor of a major metro-
politan city in the country. 

During her time in office, Mayor 
Davis worked tirelessly to increase tax 
revenues and job opportunities in 
Compton. 

Upon leaving office, she founded the 
Daisy Child Development Centers, a 
nonprofit organization that provided 
assistance to single parents and fami-
lies in and around Compton. 

Mayor Davis was always an active 
participant in our community—belong-
ing to over two dozen organizations, in-
cluding the NAACP, the Urban League, 
and the League of Women Voters—and 
her legacy of public service will live 
on. 

ESTABLISH A UNIFORM RULE OF 
NATURALIZATION 

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

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, this 
morning, I wish to commend Attorney 
General Jeff Sessions and the Trump 
administration for finally taking ac-
tion against California’s lawlessness on 
sanctuary cities and immigration prac-
tices. 

California is clearly violating Fed-
eral immigration laws. States don’t get 
to dictate to the Federal Government 
when and where these laws are en-
forced. 

California needs to be held account-
able for their willful defiance of Fed-
eral immigration law and its sanctuary 
State insurrection. 

Several laws have been passed by the 
Federal Government over the years on 
immigration. Actually enforcing a law 
on the books, arresting and deporting 
illegal immigrants shouldn’t be shock-
ing. The Supreme Court has held that 
immigration regulation was a Federal 
responsibility exclusively in 1876. 

Under the Obama administration, Ar-
izona, in order to try to fix the immi-
gration problem in this country, passed 
a bill called S.B. 1070, but the Supreme 
Court ruled that they couldn’t enforce 
the border themselves. 

Now we have California going the 
other direction, trying to cause no en-
forcement to be done on immigration 
in our State. The Federal Government 
is ruling and working to overcome that 
as well. 

So I commend Attorney General Ses-
sions for taking action on California’s 
lawlessness. 

f 

HONORING DR. GEORGE NIELD 

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

Mr. BRIDENSTINE. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to honor my friend, Dr. 
George Nield, on the occasion of his re-
tirement as the FAA Associate Admin-
istrator for Commercial Space Trans-
portation. 

Dr. Nield has been a tireless advocate 
for a commercial space industry that is 
more robust than ever and has been a 
great partner for those of us on the Hill 
who have worked to create an environ-
ment where the commercial space in-
dustry can thrive. 

Dr. Nield is a graduate of the United 
States Air Force Academy, and his 
time in the Air Force included assign-
ments as an engineer at the Space and 
Missile Systems Center and Air Force 
Test Center, and as an assistant pro-
fessor at the Air Force Academy. 

He later held many roles at NASA, 
managing the Flight Integration Office 
for the Space Shuttle program, and 
later working on the International 
Space Station program. Prior to com-

ing to the FAA, Dr. Nield was a senior 
scientist in the advance programs 
group of Orbital Sciences Corporation, 
now Orbital ATK. 

George Nield has long understood the 
important role space plays in our coun-
try and dedicated his career to ensur-
ing that the United States is the 
world’s preeminent spacefaring nation. 
For the past 10 years, he has devoted 
himself to an industry that helps the 
United States Government complete 
its missions, grow our economy, and 
improve the quality of life for all 
Americans and those around the world. 
Our country is losing an important ad-
vocate for space. I wish him well in his 
retirement. 

f 

SENSE ACT WILL HELP RESTORE 
PENNSYLVANIA LANDS 

(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, I rise today in support of 
the Satisfying Energy Needs and Sav-
ing the Environment Act, also called 
the SENSE Act. 

The SENSE Act will have a tremen-
dous impact on the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. Decades of historic min-
ing has left behind piles of coal refuse 
or waste coal, which is essentially a 
worthless material, but its presence 
has led to environmental degradation 
in many cases. 

Today, the coal refuse-to-energy in-
dustry uses waste coal to generate af-
fordable energy. This means hundreds 
of good-paying jobs and remediated 
waste coal piles across the Common-
wealth. 

Pennsylvania is home to 14 of the 19 
coal refuse-to-energy plants in the 
United States. And we have already 
seen enormous environmental and eco-
nomic benefits thanks to this industry. 
We are keeping Pennsylvanians em-
ployed and working to restore our 
beautiful streams and countryside. 

Mr. Speaker, one-size-fits-all govern-
ment regulations do not work. 

The SENSE Act crafts responsibly 
tailored regulations to address the ap-
plication of an EPA rule for electric 
generating units that utilize coal 
refuse to generate electricity and serve 
critical environmental cleanup and re-
mediation purposes. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this commonsense legislation. 

f 

SATISFYING ENERGY NEEDS AND 
SAVING THE ENVIRONMENT ACT 
Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, pursu-

ant to House Resolution 762, I call up 
the bill (H.R. 1119) to establish the 
bases by which the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
shall issue, implement, and enforce 
certain emission limitations and allo-
cations for existing electric utility 
steam generating units that convert 
coal refuse into energy, and ask for its 
immediate consideration in the House. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:43 Mar 09, 2018 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00002 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K08MR7.002 H08MRPT1lo
tte

r 
on

 D
S

K
B

C
F

D
H

B
2P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1481 March 8, 2018 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois). Pursuant to 
House Resolution 762, the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, printed in the bill, 
shall be considered as adopted, and the 
bill, as amended, shall be considered 
read. 

The text of the bill, as amended, is as 
follows: 

H.R. 1119 
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 ‘‘Satisfying En-
ergy Needs and Saving the Environment Act’’ or 
the ‘‘SENSE Act’’. 
SEC. 2. STANDARDS FOR COAL REFUSE POWER 

PLANTS. 
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this Act: 
(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-

trator’’ means the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. 

(2) BOILER OPERATING DAY.—The term ‘‘boiler 
operating day’’ has the meaning given such 
term in section 63.10042 of title 40, Code of Fed-
eral Regulations, or any successor regulation. 

(3) COAL REFUSE.—The term ‘‘coal refuse’’ 
means any byproduct of coal mining, physical 
coal cleaning, or coal preparation operation 
that contains coal, matrix material, clay, and 
other organic and inorganic material. 

(4) COAL REFUSE ELECTRIC UTILITY STEAM GEN-
ERATING UNIT.—The term ‘‘coal refuse electric 
utility steam generating unit’’ means an electric 
utility steam generating unit that— 

(A) is in operation as of the date of enactment 
of this Act; 

(B) uses fluidized bed combustion technology 
to convert coal refuse into energy; and 

(C) uses coal refuse as at least 75 percent of 
the annual fuel consumed, by heat input, of the 
unit. 

(5) COAL REFUSE-FIRED FACILITY.—The term 
‘‘coal refuse-fired facility’’ means all coal refuse 
electric utility steam generating units that are— 

(A) located on one or more contiguous or adja-
cent properties; 

(B) specified within the same Major Group (2- 
digit code), as described in the Standard Indus-
trial Classification Manual (1987); and 

(C) under common control of the same person 
(or persons under common control). 

(6) ELECTRIC UTILITY STEAM GENERATING 
UNIT.—The term ‘‘electric utility steam gener-
ating unit’’ means an electric utility steam gen-
erating unit, as such term is defined in section 
63.10042 of title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, 
or any successor regulation. 

(b) EMISSION LIMITATIONS TO ADDRESS HY-
DROGEN CHLORIDE AND SULFUR DIOXIDE AS HAZ-
ARDOUS AIR POLLUTANTS.— 

(1) APPLICABILITY.—For purposes of regu-
lating emissions of hydrogen chloride or sulfur 
dioxide from a coal refuse electric utility steam 
generating unit under section 112 of the Clean 
Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7412), the Administrator— 

(A) shall authorize the operator of such unit 
to elect that such unit comply with either— 

(i) an emissions standard for emissions of hy-
drogen chloride that meets the requirements of 
paragraph (2); or 

(ii) an emission standard for emissions of sul-
fur dioxide that meets the requirements of para-
graph (2); and 

(B) may not require that such unit comply 
with both an emission standard for emissions of 
hydrogen chloride and an emission standard for 
emissions of sulfur dioxide. 

(2) RULES FOR EMISSION LIMITATIONS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall re-

quire an operator of a coal refuse electric utility 

steam generating unit to comply, at the election 
of the operator, with no more than one of the 
following emission standards: 

(i) An emission standard for emissions of hy-
drogen chloride from such unit that is no more 
stringent than an emission rate of 0.002 pounds 
per million British thermal units of heat input. 

(ii) An emission standard for emissions of hy-
drogen chloride from such unit that is no more 
stringent than an emission rate of 0.02 pounds 
per megawatt-hour. 

(iii) An emission standard for emissions of sul-
fur dioxide from such unit that is no more strin-
gent than an emission rate of 0.20 pounds per 
million British thermal units of heat input. 

(iv) An emission standard for emissions of sul-
fur dioxide from such unit that is no more strin-
gent than an emission rate of 1.5 pounds per 
megawatt-hour. 

(v) An emission standard for emissions of sul-
fur dioxide from such unit that is no more strin-
gent than capture and control of 93 percent of 
sulfur dioxide across the generating unit or 
group of generating units, as determined by 
comparing— 

(I) the expected sulfur dioxide generated from 
combustion of fuels emissions calculated based 
upon as-fired fuel samples, to 

(II) the actual sulfur dioxide emissions as 
measured by a sulfur dioxide continuous emis-
sion monitoring system. 

(B) MEASUREMENT.—An emission standard de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) shall be measured 
as a 30 boiler operating day rolling average per 
coal refuse electric utility steam generating unit 
or group of coal refuse electric utility steam gen-
erating units located at a single coal refuse-fired 
facility. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill, 
as amended, shall be debatable for 1 
hour equally divided and controlled by 
the chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

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. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
sert extraneous material on H.R. 1119. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, coal-fired electric gen-

eration has been the subject of many 
costly regulations, and we are already 
seeing an economic impact on conven-
tional coal facilities. But, today, we 
are focusing on a relatively small num-
ber of very unconventional facilities 
that take environmentally damaging 
waste coal, burn it to produce elec-
tricity, and then use the resulting ash 
to remediate the land. 

The more you learn about H.R. 1119, 
the Satisfying Energy Needs and Sav-
ing the Environment, the SENSE, Act, 
the more you will agree that these fa-
cilities are worth saving, which is what 
this bill does. I thank my colleague, 
KEITH ROTHFUS from Pennsylvania, for 
sponsoring this innovative measure, 
and I urge all of my colleagues to sup-
port it. 

Decades of coal mining in Pennsyl-
vania, and other States, have led to a 
legacy of massive piles of waste coal 
that contributes to water and air pollu-
tion in communities where they are lo-
cated. 

b 0915 

The cost of eliminating this waste 
coal has been estimated at $2 billion 
for Pennsylvania alone, so absent a 
massive new program, it almost cer-
tainly won’t get done. 

Fortunately, coal refuse-to-energy 
plants have been developed and built in 
several communities with waste coal. 
These plants burn waste coal to 
produce electricity, and the resulting 
ash is then used to remediate the land. 
Thus far, these plants have eliminated 
214 million tons of waste coal and re-
stored thousands of acres and 1,200 
miles of rivers and streams. 

The electricity and the jobs created 
by these plants are really just a bonus 
compared to the tremendous environ-
mental benefits; nonetheless, coal 
refuse-to-energy plants are now under 
threat. Although these plants utilize a 
specialized process, EPA has decided to 
treat them no differently than conven-
tional coal-fired power plants. As a re-
sult, the Agency has jeopardized the 
continued operation of these facilities 
by setting standards that are not ap-
propriate for them. 

The SENSE Act addresses the prob-
lem by providing an alternative com-
pliance mechanism for the compounds 
regulated under the Mercury and Air 
Toxic Standards, which is commonly 
known as the MATS. The bill still re-
quires stringent emission reductions at 
these waste coal-to-energy plants, but 
ones that are achievable at these facili-
ties. 

I should note that earlier versions of 
the SENSE Act also included changes 
to the Cross-State Air Pollution Rule, 
or CSAPR, but those provisions have 
been taken out of the version we are 
voting on today. 

The result of this bill would be that 
these coal refuse-to-energy plants can 
continue operating, which would be a 
big win for the environment as well as 
for jobs in the communities in Pennsyl-
vania and other States where they are 
located. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi-
tion to H.R. 1119, the Satisfying Energy 
Needs and Saving the Environment, or 
SENSE, Act. 

The SENSE Act continues the theme 
of the floor this week, giving unneces-
sary preferences to a handful of special 
interests at the expense of clean air 
and people’s health. 

The SENSE Act would weaken re-
quirements of EPA’s Mercury and Air 
Toxic Standards, or MATS, for power 
plants that burn waste coal by ena-
bling a weaker compliance option for 
hydrochloric acid and sulfur dioxide 
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emissions. To make matters worse, the 
bill prevents EPA from strengthening 
these standards for waste coal pants in 
the future even if pollution control 
technologies become significantly bet-
ter or less expensive. 

I think we are all proud of the record 
of the Clean Air Act. As a nation, we 
have made significant progress since 
the 1970s, reducing air pollution while 
growing our economy. 

This bill is against the spirit of the 
Clean Air Act and the bipartisan 
amendments that have followed. We 
should not lock in an insufficient 
standard when progress is still pos-
sible. 

Polluters should be pushed to do bet-
ter, especially when comparable facili-
ties are meeting those given standards; 
but instead, these power plant owners 
would prefer to get special treatment 
and a pathway for meeting the weaker 
standards for many, many years to 
come. All the while, these plants will 
produce harmful air pollution. 

This is not only dangerous but unnec-
essary. The health risks of these pol-
lutants are well documented, and it is, 
in fact, possible for waste coal plants 
to meet EPA’s MATS. A number of 
waste coal units have achieved the 
standards, and pollution control tech-
nologies exist that would enable non-
compliant facilities to meet them, too. 

EPA’s MATS have already been ex-
amined by the courts, which would not 
grant an exclusion for waste coal utili-
ties. The courts did not agree with 
waste coal plant owners that these 
standards were impossible to meet. 

EPA established that 8 out of 19 
waste coal units nationwide could meet 
the rules’ acid gas standard or alter-
native sulfur dioxide standard already. 
So now those companies are coming to 
Congress to circumvent the court proc-
ess. 

Last year, every Democrat on the 
Energy and Commerce Committee op-
posed this bill. Those members under-
stood that this bill is simply not fair. 
It picks winners and losers in States 
with waste coal plants, it disadvan-
tages traditional coal-fired power gen-
erators, and it will allow for more haz-
ardous air pollution. That isn’t a good 
deal for the power generators that are 
already compliant with the standards, 
and it is a terrible deal for the people 
who have to live with more dangerous 
air pollution. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all Members to 
vote ‘‘no’’ on the SENSE Act, and I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
as much time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ROTHFUS), the author of this legisla-
tion. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Chairman SHIMKUS for leading and his 
help with this important legislation. 

This is going to be an interesting de-
bate. This is a debate about one size 
fits all coming out of Washington, D.C., 
and the failure of folks in this town at 
regulatory agencies to not appreciate 

the nuance of what is going on in the 
rest of the country. 

I have been on these waste coal piles 
of western Pennsylvania. I have seen 
streams that are dead. I have seen hill-
sides scarred. I have seen restoration. I 
have seen streams come back to life. I 
have seen hillsides come back to life. 

This Satisfying Energy Needs and 
Saving the Environment, SENSE, Act, 
makes sense for those who live outside 
the Capital Beltway. 

The SENSE Act is a vitally impor-
tant effort that I have championed in 
various forms throughout my time in 
Congress. The bill recognizes the huge 
success that the coal refuse-to-energy 
industry is making in Pennsylvania, 
and especially my district, to make it 
a healthier and cleaner place to live. 

Without the SENSE Act, five coal 
refuse-to-energy facilities in western 
Pennsylvania and West Virginia will 
close, and their environmental remedi-
ation efforts will end. 

Despite what the bill’s opponents 
say, the SENSE Act is, first and fore-
most, a pro-environment bill, but it is 
also a pro-jobs bill, a pro-union jobs 
bill, because it is union workers who 
are going to be thrown out of work 
when these plants close. And it is a 
pro-taxpayer bill because the environ-
ment is being cleaned up without a 
contribution from the taxpayers. 

The coal industry has a long and sto-
ried history in Pennsylvania. Not only 
has it been an important part of the 
economy for generations, but Pennsyl-
vania coal helped the U.S. and our al-
lies win two world wars. 

Historic mining activity, unfortu-
nately, left behind large piles of coal 
refuse. These piles consist of lower 
quality coal mixed with rock and dirt. 

For a long time, we did not have the 
technology to use this material, so it 
accumulated in large piles outside of 
cities and towns, close to schools, 
neighborhoods, and in fields across coal 
country. This has led to many environ-
mental problems that diminished the 
quality of life for people in these areas 
surrounded by these piles. Vegetation 
and wildlife have been harmed, the air 
has been polluted, and acid mine drain-
age has impaired nearby rivers and 
streams. 

I have seen these sites firsthand, as I 
said, and the environmental danger 
they pose. 

Coal refuse piles can catch fire. 
Think about that. They can catch fire 
with no limitations at all. It is an un-
mitigated disaster when these things 
catch fire—uncontrolled air pollution. 
Many are already smoldering, giving 
off toxic emissions, again, without any 
controls whatsoever. 

Runoff from these sites literally turn 
rivers orange, leaving them devoid of 
life. 

The cost to clean up all of this is as-
tronomical. Pennsylvania’s environ-
mental regulator estimates that fixing 
abandoned mine lands could cost over 
$16 billion, over $2 billion of which 
would be needed for coal refuse piles 
alone. 

We needed an innovative solution to 
this tough challenge, a commonsense 
compromise. This was necessary to get 
the job done and to protect the envi-
ronment. That is where the coal refuse- 
to-energy industry comes in. 

Using advanced technology, this in-
dustry has been able to use previously 
worthless material to generate elec-
tricity. This activity is what powers 
remediation efforts and has success-
fully removed over 200 million tons of 
coal refuse, reclaiming polluted sites 
across Pennsylvania and other historic 
coal regions. 

Thanks to the hard work of the dedi-
cated people in this industry—again, 
many union workers in this industry— 
landscapes have been restored, rivers 
and streams have been brought back to 
life, and many towns have been re-
lieved of hazardous waste coal piles. 

Here is an example of what this in-
dustry has been able to do. Here you 
have an abandoned waste coal pile, but 
through the restoration efforts, the 
countryside has been reclaimed. This is 
a picture of success done without tax-
payer money, improving the environ-
ment. 

I want to highlight again private sec-
tor leadership on this issue that has 
saved taxpayers millions of dollars in 
cleanup costs; and if the SENSE Act 
becomes law, taxpayers will continue 
to save millions. 

I should also note that the waste-to- 
energy industry pays millions in tax 
dollars, too, something that my col-
leagues should be mindful of, because 
many of the plants in these areas are 
areas where there is still a struggle 
economically. Multiple groups have 
previously endorsed the SENSE Act, 
including Pennsylvania’s abandoned 
mine reclamation groups and clean 
water advocates. 

Unfortunately, intensifying and, im-
portantly, inflexible EPA regulations 
threaten five plants in western Penn-
sylvania and West Virginia. This would 
leave hundreds of millions of dollars of 
vital cleanup unfinished, lead to job 
losses, and leave many localities ex-
posed to the harmful conditions waste 
coal piles pose. 

Mr. Speaker, we are talking a hand-
ful—a handful—of plants. 

The sky is falling. The catastrophic 
scenario the opponents of this legisla-
tion are arguing about, they don’t ap-
preciate the nuance of what we are try-
ing to do here. The SENSE Act, as it 
has been amended, addresses a signifi-
cant challenge arising from the imple-
mentation of the existing rules, includ-
ing those under the Mercury and Air 
Toxic Standards. 

Importantly, these plants comply 
with mercury emission standards. 
There is an issue with how they deal 
with HCL, hydrogen chloride, and sul-
fur dioxide, SO2. 

This is a targeted piece of legisla-
tion, a customization, as it were, to 
recognize the important and vital work 
that this industry has been doing. Con-
trary to what critics allege, the SENSE 
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Act simply provides operators with ad-
ditional alternative MATS compliance 
standards, but it is still strict and it is 
still achievable. 

Despite opponents’ claims, this bill is 
not a sweetheart deal for the coal 
refuse-to-energy industry. This bill 
only prevents a few plants from being 
regulated out of existence. This indus-
try represents a tiny fraction of the en-
ergy industry, but it provides enor-
mous environmental benefits. 

Again, this legislation brings a stark 
contrast to the difference between 
elites in this town and what is out 
there in flyover country, that you can-
not even go in and see the specific issue 
and that you have to apply this one 
size fits all because you are operating 
from some ideological framework. It is 
really unfortunate, because it is the 
environment that is going to hurt; it is 
jobs that are going to be lost. 

The industry works with the Penn-
sylvania Department of Environmental 
Protection to identify especially dan-
gerous piles and prioritize remediation. 

Mr. Speaker, the amended version of 
this bill accurately reflects the spirit 
of previous SENSE Act versions, and I 
thank my colleagues on the Energy 
and Commerce Committee for their 
work on it. 

It is my hope that we can continue to 
build support for this bill, especially in 
the Senate, where Senators TOOMEY 
and CASEY, Republican and Democrat, 
have previously offered a bipartisan 
amendment relating to it in the past. 
Despite that prior bipartisan Senate 
support, previous efforts have failed to 
achieve the supermajority necessary to 
pass, but I am hopeful that the SENSE 
Act can win enough support to pass 
both Chambers. 

What we are looking to achieve today 
is this: a narrow and limited addition 
to existing rules for a very small but 
pro-environment industry. 

This should not be a controversial or 
partisan issue. We want to hold this in-
dustry to high standards, but to stand-
ards they can actually reach. But for 
the EPA emission extension that ex-
pires in 2019, current regulations dis-
count the environmental remediation 
benefits this industry provides. 
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My bill will help keep the coal refuse 
industry in business so that local com-
munities, economies, and the environ-
ment will continue to reap the bene-
fits. 

The people who live near coal refuse 
piles and all of the communities down-
stream of these hazards expect us to 
find a solution. Many workers at the 
endangered power plants, folks 
throughout the supply chain, and their 
families, are counting on us to protect 
their livelihoods. We owe it to them to 
pass the SENSE Act, including people 
like Bill Turner. 

Bill is a shift supervisor at the Colver 
refuse facility in Cambria County. He 
has worked at Colver for over two dec-
ades. He has also lived close to coal 

refuse piles. Bill and his colleagues at 
Colver are proud of the reclamation 
work they do. He has put three kids 
through college thanks to his job. I 
know I have said this before, but his 
children even played soccer on a field 
reclaimed from a coal refuse pile be-
cause of this industry. Bill said it 
would be a travesty if the coal waste- 
to-energy industry disappeared. 

Another industry worker is Dennis 
Simmers. He is an engineer at Colver. 
For him, this issue is personal. He said 
three generations of his family lived in 
the shadow of a large coal refuse pile. 
Unfortunately, his relatives died with-
out ever seeing this environmental ca-
tastrophe corrected. He said: ‘‘There is 
a real shot now that I will see it in my 
lifetime.’’ 

Finally, I would like to recognize 
Vince Brisini, who testified at the En-
ergy and Commerce Subcommittee 
hearing last fall. Vince not only 
worked for the Pennsylvania Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection, but 
he also lives next to a waste coal pile. 
Like Bill and Dennis, he has devoted so 
much of his time and energy, both pro-
fessionally and personally, to solving 
this problem. 

Madam Speaker, we owe it to the en-
vironment to keep these five endan-
gered plants open. We owe it to people 
like Dennis and Bill and Vince to see if 
we can solve the waste coal problem 
during this generation. The SENSE Act 
will help ensure that that remains a 
probability. I urge my colleagues to 
support this commonsense, pro-envi-
ronment bill. 

Mr. TONKO. Madam Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MI-
CHAEL F. DOYLE), a longtime member 
of the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee and a thoughtful and passionate 
voice for the greater Pittsburgh area, 
and for that matter, all of Pennsyl-
vania and our Nation. 

Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Pennsyl-
vania. Madam Speaker, I rise in opposi-
tion to the SENSE Act. This bill is an 
unnecessary and permanent carve-out 
for waste coal plants that forfeits sci-
entific and industrial progress. 

Waste coal plants may be unfamiliar 
to many of my colleagues here in Con-
gress because the vast majority of 
them are located in my State, Pennsyl-
vania. These plants take waste coal 
left over from mining anytime before 
the late 1970s and use it as fuel. You 
see, these areas were mined before laws 
required reclamation or remediation of 
mine damage. 

I would just like to remind my col-
leagues who rail against government 
regulation all of the time, that the rea-
son we have this environmental catas-
trophe is because there were no regula-
tions before the late 1970s. This is what 
happens when we have industry, no 
government regulations, we get envi-
ronmental catastrophes and now we 
are left to clean up the mess. 

These piles of waste coal have sat 
covering hundreds of thousands of 

acres in my home State of Pennsyl-
vania for decades because there was no 
regulation. Many don’t realize, Penn-
sylvania has produced more coal than 
any other State. Our mines powered 
the country while our steel mills built 
it into the world’s greater industrial 
nation, the arsenal of democracy 
through two world wars. 

But now my home State remains sad-
dled with the leftovers, the legacy of 
nearly 200 years of unregulated mining. 
These piles can directly affect people’s 
health, their communities, and their 
environment. These abandoned sites 
can contaminate local water sources 
with harmful runoff, or combust and 
release toxins into the air at eye level. 

Now, I have seen mining sites re-
claimed because of these plants, and 
the turnaround is remarkable. Over 
decades of operating, they have cleaned 
up about 4 to 6 percent of the total af-
fected lands across our State, and they 
have dramatically improved the land 
at those sites. 

They are an important but minor ac-
cessory to the use of abandoned mine 
land reclamation funds. Let me provide 
some context to that. The Pennsyl-
vania Department of Environmental 
Protection estimates that, using aban-
doned mine land reclamation funds, the 
State and outside organizations have 
reclaimed 70,000 acres in my home 
State. The most recent industry esti-
mate I have seen on waste coal plants 
reclaims approximately 200 acres a 
year. 

Now, let’s hear the arguments in 
favor of this bill. Waste coal plants 
help facilitate remediation of aban-
doned mine sites. Some plants say they 
are having a hard time meeting clean 
air standards, so let’s loosen those 
standards forever. 

But my problem is, we know plants 
can meet these Clean Air Act protec-
tions. Many already are. The scientists 
at EPA have determined this, and the 
Federal courts have upheld the EPA’s 
ruling. In fact, the largest plant in 
Pennsylvania can meet the standards 
that this bill undermines. 

I understand it can be difficult to up-
grade emission controls technologies in 
current market conditions. I under-
stand that, with the many issues that 
are at the nexus of the energy versus 
environment debate when one side wins 
and the other side loses. But coal 
refuse plants present us with an excit-
ing opportunity to have a true win-win. 
This bill does not. 

This bill says, let’s sacrifice our air 
quality and the air quality of States 
downwind, and let’s give these plants a 
pass. Let’s sacrifice progress for a few 
companies’ convenience, and let’s stick 
it to those companies that have al-
ready invested in upgrading their 
plants, and let’s do this forever. 

I believe the environmental issues 
and the energy challenges our country 
and the planet face will be solved 
through technological progress and in-
novation, through scientific advance-
ment and thoughtful policy. For that 
reason, I oppose this bill. 
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Let me be clear. Pennsylvania has in-

herited and shoulders a debt, the col-
lective legacy from our Nation’s un-
regulated industrial past. This debt is 
levied on our land, our children, and 
our communities. We need help, and we 
deserve help, to continue righting this 
wrong. That requires strong environ-
mental stewardship, increased aban-
doned mine land reclamation funds. 
The RECLAIM Act would provide 
greater R&D into making fossil fuels 
cleaner, and the list goes on. 

I want to applaud my colleague on 
the other side of the aisle for high-
lighting the importance of this issue. 
This legislation, however, is not the 
answer. It is still not the answer, and I 
urge my colleagues to vote against it 
so that we can try a different, smarter 
approach. 

I think we can make great progress 
on this issue in the coming months. I 
would welcome cooperation and input 
from colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle in doing so. Let’s do this the 
smart way, the right way. Let’s not pe-
nalize companies that are spending the 
money to comply, by helping a few 
companies that claim they don’t want 
to. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume before I yield to Mr. ROTHFUS 
just to get things straight here. 

Let’s see. We can remediate environ-
mental hazards by private sector dol-
lars. I think that is good, saving the 
AML for other sites that can’t use pri-
vate sector dollars. We have a revenue 
stream to pay for that remediation. We 
have good-paying jobs and, as my col-
league said, union jobs. 

I am from a coal-producing State ev-
eryone knows, deep southern Illinois. 
We have a local tax base to protect. 
Again, it protects the abandoned mine 
funds. 

When I was a young boy, I had a mo-
torbike, and one of the places to ride 
which kind of scared me—I did it a cou-
ple of times—was on what we would 
call a slag hill. 

What is a slag hill? 
A slag hill is an abandoned mine 

refuse pile. 
So many of us have lived in and 

around these sites. 
This opportunity to take this and 

turn it into this, without taxpayer dol-
lars, is a win. And the gentleman stole 
my line. The SENSE Act does make 
sense for jobs, for a tax base, for reme-
diation, both in land and water, and 
protecting the abandoned mine funds 
to go to those sites that don’t have a 
reclamation facility that can produce 
power and put it on the grid. So I am 
pleased to be down here and fighting 
with my colleague, Congressman 
ROTHFUS. 

Madam Speaker, I yield such time as 
he may consume to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. ROTHFUS). 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Madam Speaker, I 
would like to make a couple of points 
here. Without this relief, the plants are 
going to close. This is not a broad- 

based industry carve-out. This is for a 
subset of plants. 

When you look at the economics of 
running a plant, you are looking at in-
come, you are looking at cost. The fact 
is, we are seeking a nuanced approach 
to recognize the environmental benefit 
that these plants have provided, the 
hundreds of jobs, family-sustaining 
jobs that are at stake. It is just frus-
trating to hear my colleagues just in-
sist on this one-size-fits-all, seemingly 
we are incapable of appreciating a nu-
ance. 

We don’t rail against regulation. We 
rail against overregulation. Regulation 
is important. It is necessary. It should 
be responsible. It should be prudent. It 
should meet a cost-benefit analysis. 

I talked about right regulation, not 
deregulation; right regulation. You 
pick the regulation to fit the cir-
cumstance that you are in. 

A picture paints a thousand words. 
That paints a thousand words right 
there, and the EPA has even recognized 
the benefit of this industry here. A 
quote from the EPA: ‘‘Coal refuse piles 
are an environmental concern because 
of acid seepage and leachate produc-
tion, spontaneous combustion, and low 
soil fertility. Units that burn coal 
refuse provide multimedia environ-
mental benefits. . . . ’’ 

Let me say that again. The EPA said: 
‘‘Units that burn coal refuse provide 
multimedia environmental benefits by 
combining the production of energy 
with the removal of coal refuse piles 
and by reclaiming land for productive 
use. Consequently, because of the 
unique environmental benefits that 
coal refuse-fired EGUs provide, these 
units warrant special consider-
ation. . . . ’’ 

Let me say that again. The EPA said: 
‘‘These units warrant special consider-
ation,’’ because of the unique environ-
mental benefits they provide. 

That is what the SENSE Act is 
about. 

Up in Cambria County, where they 
have a number of these piles, there are 
streams that flow into the Conemaugh 
River, that flows into the Kiskiminetas 
River, that flows into the Allegheny 
River, that flows into the Ohio River. 
This industry is cleaning up those trib-
utaries, preventing acid seepage into 
the Conemaugh, into the Kiskiminetas, 
into the Allegheny, and the Ohio. 

This bill makes sense, and I would 
urge my colleagues to seriously con-
sider it because this is an area where 
people can come up out of their trench-
es and find common ground, something 
that makes common sense, reaches 
common sense. It is pro-environment. 
The sky is not falling, as some of the 
opponents might say. And it saves jobs 
and union jobs. 

Mr. TONKO. Madam Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MI-
CHAEL F. DOYLE). 

Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Pennsyl-
vania. Madam Speaker, let me just say 
to my friend—and he is my friend— 

that none of us have a problem with 
these plants. They are providing an im-
portant service. The largest one in our 
State is complying. 

What I don’t understand is, when the 
majority of these plants can comply 
and are in the process of complying, 
why do you want to pass a law that 
would exempt them from having to do 
that? 
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It seems that when we have this de-
bate, we only define ‘‘burden’’ as one 
way. When I hear my colleagues talk 
about the burden, it sort of has a sin-
gular dimension: money, dollars and 
cents on a business, on an individual, 
on a taxpayer. 

What about the burden of lower air 
quality? Is it not burdensome to the 
health of our students, the elderly, 
folks with asthma to breathe in higher 
levels of particulate matter? What 
about those folks? 

When we have an opportunity and we 
have the technology to have these 
plants continue to remediate sites, but 
to do so in a more environmentally 
friendly way, why would we not want 
to do that, especially when there are 
only 14 of these sites in Pennsylvania, 
and the majority of them are in the 
process of complying or are complying? 

You know, this bill is the same bill 
you brought here last year that didn’t 
pass the Senate. This bill is not going 
to become law either. I would just en-
courage my friend to sit down with 
members of the Democratic Party, sit 
down with these stakeholders, and let’s 
work on a solution that is futuristic, 
not one that takes us back to the past. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

The EPA quote that Congressman 
ROTHFUS mentioned about they should 
deserve special consideration was not 
this EPA. In fact, it was authored by, 
in 2011, an EPA under the Obama ad-
ministration, and the Administrator at 
that time was Lisa Jackson. 

So we are not, in today’s world, say-
ing these plants should have special 
considerations. We are in the last ad-
ministration’s world. And we just be-
lieve that that is correct. We believe 
that we have got to consider the bene-
fits, and the benefits are remediation 
of these slag mounds, restoration of 
land, sometimes for recreational ac-
tivities, protecting our water supply. 

Madam Speaker, I yield such time as 
he may consume to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. ROTHFUS), au-
thor of the bill. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Madam Speaker, I 
want to talk about some burdens, bur-
dens like uncontrolled release of toxins 
into the air when these piles catch fire, 
uncontrolled seepage into rivers. 

This subset of plants, my colleague 
from Pennsylvania makes the point 
about some of these plants are in com-
pliance. There is such a thing as econo-
mies of scale. And when any business is 
in operation, you are looking at costs 
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and expenses. You are looking at rev-
enue. And when the costs and expenses 
exceed the revenue, you go out of busi-
ness. 

Unless we are able to do a 
customization for these handful of 
plants, they will close. Hundreds of 
people will lose their jobs. The cleanup 
they are doing will stop. While some 
other plants may continue to operate 
and continue the good work, that is 
great, but it is going to go at a slower 
pace. It is going to cost taxpayers more 
because less will be cleaned up. 

This industry, so far, has cleaned up 
200 million tons of waste coal in Penn-
sylvania, and that is just the start of 
the work that needs to be done. My 
hope is that it is all going to be cleaned 
up in our lifetimes. 

So, no, this isn’t forever. This isn’t 
forever. 

This, again, is taking a look at a sit-
uation we have in Pennsylvania, that 
we want to recognize the good work 
that is going on there and, again, when 
you look at the EPA under the Obama 
administration, talking of the unique 
environmental benefits that these 
plants provide and that they warrant 
special consideration. 

Again, I just urge my colleagues to 
come up. Let’s get out of our trenches. 
Let’s take a look, meeting, you know, 
in the middle here. Support this legis-
lation. Save these jobs. Save these 
union jobs. Let these plants stay open, 
and let’s continue to clean up western 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. TONKO. Madam Speaker, I yield 
as much time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MICHAEL F. DOYLE). 

Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Pennsyl-
vania. Madam Speaker, let me just say 
to my friend that at the rate of 200 
acres a year, it will be well into the 
year 3000 before we reclaim all these 
sites. So when I say, ‘‘forever,’’ there is 
not going to be any of us sitting here 
today around to see it, nor will our 
children, nor will our grandchildren, at 
that rate. 

And, by the way, the quote you give 
from the EPA regarding that was under 
a different rule, not the rule that we 
are talking about. This boils down to 
companies that are already spending 
the money and complying. Where is the 
fairness to those companies, their bot-
tom line, their workers, when they are 
complying with this rule? 

And then you want, literally, a hand-
ful of companies not to comply? And 
when you talk about customizing a so-
lution, what you are talking about is 
no rules. I mean, you are basically say-
ing they don’t have to comply with 
anything. So the answer to these 19 
plants that operate in the entire 
United States, of which better than 
half are in the process or already com-
plying, is to tell the ones that aren’t 
complying there are no rules. 

Every year, our technology gets bet-
ter. Every year, technology gets cheap-
er. Why would we want to give a life-
time exemption to a handful of compa-

nies that are reclaiming 200 acres a 
year? And at that rate, we are going to 
be into the year 3000. Why would we 
say you never have to comply with any 
rules, when most of those companies 
are? It just doesn’t make a lot of sense 
to me. 

No one is saying anything bad about 
these plants. They are providing a val-
uable service. They can do it in a much 
more environmentally friendly way be-
cause technology is allowing that to 
happen. And all the EPA and their sci-
entists who study this and the Federal 
courts, which upheld their decision, are 
saying is let’s make the environment 
even cleaner. 

We have seen what happens to our 
State when there is no regulation. It is 
called ‘‘environmental catastrophe.’’ 
Let’s not go back to saying no environ-
mental regulation to this handful of 
companies that aren’t complying. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. CHE-
NEY). Members are reminded to direct 
their remarks to the Chair. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield as much time as he may consume 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. ROTHFUS), the author of the lan-
guage. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I wonder if my friend from Pennsyl-
vania has really taken a look at the 
legislation, because there are rules 
that apply. The entire bevy of environ-
mental rules apply to these plants, and 
the SENSE Act is going to leave those 
in place, all the rules. 

What the SENSE Act does is take a 
look at two factors—two factors—hy-
drogen chloride and sulfur dioxide. 
That is it. And it says, if you are in 
compliance with hydrogen chloride, 
you will be deemed to be in compliance 
with sulfur dioxide, or, conversely, if 
you are in compliance with sulfur diox-
ide, you will be deemed in compliance 
with hydrogen chloride. Everything 
else is applicable. Everything else is 
applicable. 

This is why I talk about a 
customization for a small handful of 
the plants. The group that represents 
these plants supports this legislation. 
The workers in these plants support 
this legislation. The people who live 
next to these coal piles support this 
legislation. 

But to suggest that this legislation 
means no rules for these plants is just 
not accurate. All the rules apply to 
these plants. We are seeing a small 
tweak because, again, when you look 
at the economics of running a business, 
running a plant, you are looking at 
cost; and if you are going to impose the 
cost to put the additional mechanics 
within the plant, it is not going to hap-
pen. Those plants are going to close. 
That is what we are looking at. 

So, again, I would appreciate if folks 
who take a look at this legislation un-
derstand that these plants are still sub-
ject to strict regulation both at the 
Federal and State level and that this is 
a minor tweaking of one rule. While 

the EPA may have been discussing the 
benefit of these plants in the context of 
another rule, the fact remains the 
same: these units warrant special con-
sideration. If it is true under one rule, 
it is going to be true under all rules be-
cause of, again, the unique environ-
mental benefits that these plants pro-
vide. 

Mr. TONKO. Madam Speaker, I yield 
as much time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MICHAEL F. DOYLE). 

Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Pennsyl-
vania. At the risk of beating this horse 
to death—and this will be my final re-
marks—I would just say to the Speaker 
that there are many of these plants 
that are complying with this rule, and 
I commend those plants that are doing 
that. 

It is not fair to those plants that are 
complying that we exempt those plants 
that aren’t complying or don’t want to 
comply because they don’t want to 
spend the money to do so. The idea 
that all of these plants are going out of 
business if they are forced to do that is 
simply not based in any reality. 

I would encourage the gentleman and 
the Speaker to reconsider this bill, 
which is going nowhere. It may pass 
the House, but it is not going any fur-
ther than that. Let’s sit down and work 
together on a bipartisan basis to come 
up with a rule that utilizes the best 
and latest technologies, that continues 
to improve and get cheaper, help work 
with these companies that may need a 
little assistance in complying and help 
them comply, and then we truly do 
have a win-win situation. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Madam Speaker, I be-
lieve I have the right to close, and I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. TONKO. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

I have no other speakers. I just would 
make mention that some 18 groups 
that are public interest groups have 
joined together in a letter opposing 
this legislation, suggesting and indi-
cating strongly that it pits waste coal- 
burning plants against coal-burning 
plants, that it creates a public health 
situation that is an outcome that is 
negative for our constituents, and it 
basically cites that the courts have re-
viewed some of the requests made ear-
lier and denied those requests because 
they felt that technology was avail-
able. 

I include the letter in the RECORD. 
MARCH 6, 2018. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of our 
millions of members, the undersigned orga-
nizations urge you to oppose the amended 
Satisfying Energy Needs and Saving the En-
vironment Act, or SENSE Act (H.R. 1119). 
This bill would weaken health safeguards for 
Americans on behalf of special interest 
groups and result in more toxic air pollution 
and health hazards. 

The SENSE Act would provide a giveaway 
to power plants that burn waste coal under 
EPA’s Mercury and Air Toxics Standards 
(MATS). The bill favors waste coal-burning 
power plants at the expense of other in-state 
coal power plants and the public through 
blunt political favoritism. 
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Specifically, the SENSE Act would perma-

nently exempt power plants that burn waste 
coal from having to meet certain pollution 
limits. Power plants, including waste coal 
plants, are already meeting these stand-
ards—passing this bill would be a free give-
away to polluters, and nothing more. 

And the courts agree. 
When waste coal plant owners filed law-

suits challenging the MATS standards in the 
first place, they claimed it was ‘‘virtually 
impossible’’ to meet the acid gas and sulfur 
dioxide limits set in MATS. The court re-
jected the plants’ arguments. 

The judges pointed to clear evidence that 
waste coal plants already were meeting these 
limits. EPA had evidence demonstrating 
that 8 out of 19 waste coal units nationwide 
already could meet the rule’s acid gas stand-
ard or alternative sulfur dioxide standard. In 
fact, the court noted that not only were the 
plants meeting these supposedly ‘‘impos-
sible’’ standards, but some of these plants 
were ‘‘among the best performers’’ in achiev-
ing hydrogen chloride reductions among all 
coal-burning units under the rule.’’ 

Doomsday claims to justify this bill are 
just that. Waste coal plants have already had 
more time than other power plants to come 
into compliance with MATS. Rewarding lag-
gards who continue to drag their feet, even 
after already getting special treatment, 
would undermine all pollution reduction pro-
grams and disincentivize compliance. 

Were this bill to become law, the result 
will be dirtier air for communities. Indeed, 
the SENSE Act drags health standards down 
to the level of the laggards—resulting in 
greater harms for Americans living in states 
with waste coal plants as well as in their 
downwind neighboring states. This bill is not 
only bad policy—it is unjustified. It favors 
the very dirtiest of polluting facilities at the 
expense of Americans, air quality, and re-
sponsible power plants who have already 
taken steps to clean up their air pollution. 
Worst of all, it will lead to greater toxic pol-
lution and health harms to Americans. We 
urge you to oppose the SENSE Act. 

Sincerely, 
Center for Biological Diversity; Clean 

Water Action; Climate Hawks Vote; 
Earthjustice; Environment America; 
Environmental Defense Fund; Friends 
of the Earth; GreenLatinos; Hip Hop 
Caucus; Interfaith Power & Light; 
League of Conservation Voters; Moms 
Clean Air Force; National Parks Con-
servation Association; Natural Re-
sources Defense Council; Power Shift 
Network; Public Citizen; Sierra Club; 
Southern Environmental Law Center. 

Mr. TONKO. Madam Speaker, much 
like the bill considered by the House 
yesterday, the SENSE Act would pro-
vide so-called relief to a handful of 
companies by shifting the burdens of 
pollution onto the public. Congress 
should not be in the business of putting 
the profits of polluters before the 
health of our constituents. 

The reality is, by allowing these 
plants to pollute more, we would be 
doing just that. It will result in greater 
harm to Americans living in States 
with waste coal plants as well as in 
their downwind neighboring States, 
such as my home State of New York. 

EPA’s MATS are achievable and pro-
vide considerable health benefits. Why 
shouldn’t waste coal plants have to 
comply? The courts think they should. 
We shouldn’t have to choose between a 
giveaway to a couple of special inter-
ests over clean air. 

Again, I urge my colleagues to op-
pose this bill, Mr. Speaker, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time to close. 

This has been a great debate. We 
don’t have debates on the floor too 
much. I want to thank my colleague 
from Pennsylvania. He is a good friend. 
I think it was well conducted. 

Just to close, these are specialized 
plants for twofold purposes. The first 
purpose is to clean up coal refuge sites, 
which are all over, again, and it keeps 
them from having the piles on the 
ground. And if they catch on fire, there 
is no controlling technology for that. 

It keeps them from leaching into our 
streams, as Congressman ROTHFUS said 
numerous times, which is why EPA, 
again, has said these units warrant spe-
cial consideration. That is what this 
legislation does. 

Again, not a Trump EPA, but an 
Obama EPA made that statement. 

b 1000 

If that 200 acres is in your backyard, 
that is an important 200 acres to clean 
up. 

Mr. ROTHFUS brought this down. 
If those 200 acres are here, you want 

this? This is a pretty good deal—paid 
for not by the taxpayers, but paid for 
by this industry that is using this tech-
nology to take the coal refuse and cre-
ate electricity. 

As I said once before in this debate, if 
you have remediation of environmental 
hazards, if you have a revenue stream 
to pay for it, if you have good-paying 
jobs, you create a local tax base, and 
you protect the Abandoned Mine Land 
fund, this SENSE Act makes sense. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to 
support the bill, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Speaker, ask anyone 
who lives in or near communities with waste 
coal piles from abandoned mines and they will 
tell you that they can be a significant environ-
mental hazard. They can leak acidic water into 
rivers and streams. They can sometimes catch 
fire, burn uncontrollably for months and result 
in both damage and heavy emissions. And 
they can be an economic drag on any commu-
nity that has to deal with them. 

The good news is that a process exists that 
can take this byproduct and use it to produce 
electricity. The result of that process is an en-
vironmentally-safe ash that can be used to re-
mediate the land from which the waste coal 
was taken. It has worked well, and there are 
numerous examples of contaminated lands 
and streams being restored because of these 
coal refuse-to-energy plants. 

Given the substantial environmental benefits 
of coal refuse-to-energy plants, I believe we 
have an obligation to work to keep them open. 
That is why I urge support for H.R. 1119, the 
SENSE Act. 

Unfortunately, these plants are at risk of 
being tripped up by EPA regulations aimed at 
conventional coal-fired power plants. Specifi-
cally, EPA’s Mercury and Air Toxics standards 
did not distinguish between conventional coal- 
fired plants and these coal refuse-to-energy 
plants that operate very differently. The EPA’s 

standard as written for one of the targeted 
compounds, hydrogen chloride, or HCL, would 
be difficult for these facilities to consistently 
meet. 

The bill before us today, H.R. 1119, the 
SENSE Act, addresses these concerns and 
provides an alternative compliance mechanism 
for HCL that still requires substantial emis-
sions reductions, but one that is achievable for 
these facilities. 

By finding a use for potentially dangerous 
and damaging coal refuse piles, coal refuse- 
to-energy plants provide affordable energy and 
a tremendous environmental benefit. The 
SENSE Act is commonsense, and I urge my 
colleagues to support this bill that benefits 
both consumers and the environment. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in oppo-
sition to H.R. 1119, the ‘‘Satisfying Energy 
Needs and Saving the Environment Act’’. 

The SENSE Act continues yesterday’s latest 
effort by Republicans to undermine the com-
monsense protections found in the Clean Air 
Act in order to give special breaks to polluters 
at the expense of public health. The winner of 
today’s Republican special breaks are power 
plants that burn waste coal. 

The SENSE Act would give power plants 
that burn waste coal for energy a free pass on 
critical public health protections that keep dan-
gerous toxins out of the air. 

It does this by giving waste coal power 
plants a carve-out from the pollution control 
requirements of EPA’s Mercury and Air Toxic 
Standards—or MATS Rule. This rule rep-
resents the first national standards to address 
power plant emissions of toxic air pollutants 
like mercury, arsenic, dioxin, sulfur dioxide 
and hydrochloric acid. 

The SENSE Act provides a weaker compli-
ance option for MATS that would give waste 
coal facilities license to pollute more than they 
should. And, the bill would lock in this weaker 
standard for the foreseeable future. 

That means a small number of waste coal 
units would be allowed to avoid controlling 
harmful pollution in perpetuity, regardless of 
any subsequent developments in control tech-
nologies, or new information on the health ef-
fects of their pollution. Passing this bill means 
waste coal power plants would never have to 
clean up their act, putting the health and safe-
ty of those nearby and downwind in jeopardy. 

So, why are we even discussing such a ri-
diculous sweetheart deal? Because the waste 
coal industry says they need, and deserve, a 
legislative earmark, just for using the coal that 
wasn’t good enough to burn in other power 
plants. 

But that claim doesn’t pass the smell test. 
EPA determined, and the D.C. Circuit Court 

agreed, that since emissions from waste coal 
units are no different than emissions from 
other coal-fired power plants, there is no jus-
tification for special treatment. Many of the 
waste coal plants already meet the require-
ments of the MATS rule, because in reality, 
waste coal plants are among the best per-
forming coal-fired power plants in the country. 

I see no justification for giving waste coal 
plants the ability to pollute more than other fa-
cilities, as the SENSE act would allow. 

These special breaks are especially offen-
sive to me since I represent a down-wind 
state. Pollution generated west of New Jersey 
moves into our air shed threatening the public 
health and welfare of my constituents. It also 
increases the burden on New Jersey busi-
nesses that would ultimately be required to do 
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more and spend more to compensate for the 
extra pollution generated by these plants. 

The Republicans claim that EPA is over-reg-
ulating business. But, time and again, the 
courts have found that EPA is actually failing 
to regulate pollutants known to cause harm. 
This Mercury and Air Toxics rule has been in 
development and litigation for nearly 20 
years—the time it takes for a child to reach 
adulthood. That’s more than enough delay, 
enough mercury, and enough toxic air pollu-
tion. It’s time to clean it up. 

Republican-led attacks on clean air protec-
tions will not create jobs, nor will they magi-
cally build infrastructure. All a Yes vote on this 
dirty air bill will do is boost profits for Repub-
lican allies, and make it easier for corporate 
polluters to contaminate the air in our neigh-
borhoods. Meanwhile our children’s health is 
threatened and their future is sold out, all in 
the name of more corporate profits. 

I strongly oppose the SENSE Act, and urge 
all of my colleagues to join me in voting No. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WOMACK). All time for debate has ex-
pired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 762, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
bill, as amended. 

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. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I have a 

motion to recommit at the desk. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 

gentleman opposed to the bill? 
Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I am op-

posed. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Kildee moves to recommit the bill H.R. 

1119 to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce with instructions to report the same 
back to the House forthwith, with the fol-
lowing amendment: 

At the end of section 2, add the following 
new subsection: 

(c) LIMITATION.—This Act does not apply 
with respect to any coal refuse electric util-
ity steam generating unit associated with 
air pollution that— 

(1) harms brain development or causes 
learning disabilities in infants or children; 

(2) increases the risk of cancer; 
(3) causes respiratory and cardiovascular 

illnesses and deaths, including cases of heart 
attacks, asthma attacks, and bronchitis; or 

(4) increases mercury deposition to lakes, 
rivers, streams, and other bodies of water, 
that are used as a source of public drinking 
water. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Michigan is recognized for 5 minutes in 
support of his motion. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, this is the 
final amendment to the bill, which will 
not kill the bill or send it back to com-
mittee. If adopted, the bill will imme-
diately proceed to final passage, as 
amended. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is the latest at-
tempt by Republicans to undermine 
the Clean Air Act and give breaks to 
special interests, this time to power 
plants that burn waste coal. 

The bill undermines the Mercury and 
Air Toxics Standards, the MATS rule, 
one of most important protections for 
public health from toxic air pollutants 
from waste coal-burning power plants. 

Simply put, the bill would mean 
more pollutants being put into our air 
and our water by waste coal power 
plants. 

And on that point, there is really no 
disagreement. That is the point of the 
legislation, to allow more pollutants to 
be put into the air. 

But not only would this bill give 
waste coal power plants permission to 
pump more pollution into our air, it 
also prohibits higher standards from 
being enacted, even if future tech-
nologies are invented to help control 
toxic pollution emissions better. 

My motion would protect public 
health and prevent more pollutants, 
toxic substances like mercury, sulfur 
dioxide, and other hazardous particles, 
from being released into the air and 
into the water. 

These harmful substances impact 
brain development. They cause cancer. 
They harm respiratory systems. They 
pollute our lakes, our streams, our riv-
ers, where people get their drinking 
water. 

As this body has heard me discuss 
many times, I know firsthand what 
happens when we fail to protect our en-
vironment and when we fail to protect 
our water supplies. 

We know what happened in my home-
town of Flint, a city of 100,000 people, 
including thousands of children, 
poisoned by lead in their drinking 
water because of callous decisions by 
government that put the balance sheet 
approach, the dollars and cents that 
would accrue in this case to an oper-
ator, ahead of the interests of health. 

For 4 years, the people I represent 
have not had access to safe drinking 
water because of decisions that were 
made by government that allowed the 
water to be contaminated with high 
levels of lead, a dangerous neurotoxin 
with irreversible and damaging effects 
on children. 

America is the wealthiest, most pros-
perous country in the world. It is a 
shame that the people of my hometown 
can’t turn on their taps and trust the 
water coming out. 

What happened in Flint is the result 
of policymakers, again, putting the 
balance sheet ahead of the interests of 
people. We can’t measure every ques-
tion on the ledger of a corporation. We 
have to think about the health of our 
people. 

Just looking at those short-term ef-
fects can lead to really bad choices. 
What happened in Flint is absolutely 
tragic. We ought to take that lesson 
and make sure that we do everything 
we can to prevent the consequences of 
ignoring environmental protections, 
the consequences on people. 

Flint is not an anomaly. Flint is a 
warning. 

What happened there could happen to 
lots of people all across the country if 

we don’t take care to ensure that we 
protect public health and strike a rea-
sonable balance between the interests 
of the companies that are, unfortu-
nately, unwilling to comply as other 
companies have, as other operators 
have, with existing standards. The pub-
lic interest has to come first. We 
should be protecting our constituents 
from pollutants, not enacting law that 
explicitly allows for more pollutants to 
go into our air and water. It is the 
wrong direction for us. 

As my colleague Mr. DOYLE said, 
Democrats and Republicans can figure 
out solutions to these problems, but 
the solution is not to take a step back 
and pass legislation that rather than 
empowering organizations and commu-
nities to protect air and water says 
these rules are too hard for some to ad-
here to; and because they are unwilling 
to spend the resources necessary to 
protect public health, we just say: 
Well, then it is okay. 

We know what happens when govern-
ment takes that approach. There are 
human consequences—consequences 
that we can’t ignore, consequences 
that are made clear by the experience 
of my hometown. I don’t wish that on 
anyone in Michigan or Pennsylvania, 
or anyone else. 

Mr. Speaker, this Congress ought to 
do what it can to protect people from 
that ever happening to them. I urge my 
colleagues to support this motion to 
recommit, stand up for kids, stand up 
for the people who live in those com-
munities who breathe that air, who de-
pend on clean water. Support this mo-
tion to recommit. 

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, this is 
really a great debate, and I appreciate 
my colleague coming down here to 
offer this. 

I am not sure he was here for the 
whole debate, but these coal refuse 
sites sometimes catch on fire. And you 
want to talk about pollution and haz-
ards? These power plants clean those 
up. 

Some of these coal refuse sites leach 
into the groundwater, the streams, the 
tributaries, so that the water is yellow. 
These power plants clean them up. 

The Obama administration, under 
Lisa Jackson, said that these units 
‘‘warrant special consideration.’’ 

Why? 
Because they are remediating all of 

these environmental hazards. They are 
not like a typical power plant. They 
are meeting environmental standards, 
as the author has said. 

This bill is supported by the Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship Coun-
cil, the Eastern Pennsylvania Coalition 
for Abandoned Mine Reclamation. Ac-
tually, the abandoned mine reclama-
tion is not on the taxpayers’ dollar, it 
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is on the power plants’ dollar. We are 
saving money in the Abandoned Mine 
Land Fund. And the Western Pennsyl-
vania Coalition for Abandoned Mine 
Reclamation. So, you see, the eastern 
and the western side of Pennsylvania. 

It is like the Phillies and the Steel-
ers. Right? There is always going to be 
a divide there in Pennsylvania. 

Cambria County Conservation Dis-
trict, the Blacklick Creek Watershed 
Association. Here is a watershed asso-
ciation supporting this piece of legisla-
tion. The Anthracite Region Inde-
pendent Power Producers Association. 

As I have said a couple of times dur-
ing this debate, this is what this is 
about: You remediate environmental 
hazards, and you take land like this 
and turn it into land like this at no 
government cost. 

That is why this is the step forward. 
This is the reasonable approach. The 
revenue stream is paid for by corporate 
America. You have got good-paying 
jobs. You have got a local tax base. 

Some of these power plants, if this 
power plant leaves a county, that is 
their major employer. That is their 
major tax base. What are they going to 
do? Raise local taxes to meet their 
schools’, counties’, and municipal’s ob-
ligations? 

The SENSE Act makes sense. This 
motion to recommit is trying to obvi-
ously defeat this bill. This is a sensible 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to 
vote against the motion to recommit, 
and 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. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair 
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum 
time for any electronic vote on the 
question of passage of the bill. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 181, nays 
225, not voting 24, as follows: 

[Roll No. 100] 

YEAS—181 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Barragán 
Beatty 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (MD) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capuano 

Carbajal 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Cooper 
Correa 
Costa 
Courtney 

Crist 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DelBene 
Demings 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Ellison 
Engel 

Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Esty (CT) 
Evans 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gallego 
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. 
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) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham, 

M. 
Luján, Ben Ray 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McEachin 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Norcross 
O’Halleran 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Raskin 

Rice (NY) 
Rosen 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Smith (WA) 
Soto 
Speier 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—225 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Banks (IN) 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Bergman 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
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 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Curtis 
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 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallagher 
Garrett 
Gianforte 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
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 
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) 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
Lewis (MN) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Norman 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Poliquin 

Posey 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Rice (SC) 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney, Francis 
Rooney, Thomas 

J. 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce (CA) 
Russell 
Rutherford 

Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smucker 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Taylor 
Tenney 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
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—24 

Bass 
Black 
Bridenstine 
Cárdenas 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Cummings 

DeLauro 
Gabbard 
Gaetz 
Garamendi 
Hudson 
Lieu, Ted 
Messer 
Nolan 

Pearce 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Richmond 
Shea-Porter 
Slaughter 
Smith (TX) 
Walz 

b 1035 

Messrs. MEEHAN, CHABOT, HIG-
GINS of Louisiana, HARRIS, ROYCE of 
California, and DIAZ-BALART changed 
their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. GONZALEZ of Texas changed his 
vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 
Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid-

ably detained and so I missed rollcall vote No. 
100 regarding the Motion to Recommit on 
H.R. 1119. Had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘yes.’’ 

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 215, noes 189, 
not voting 26, as follows: 

[Roll No. 101] 

AYES—215 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Banks (IN) 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Bergman 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 

Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Cheney 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comer 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cuellar 

Culberson 
Curtis 
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 
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Frelinghuysen 
Gallagher 
Garrett 
Gianforte 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
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 
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) 
Labrador 
LaHood 

LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Latta 
Lewis (MN) 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Luetkemeyer 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Marshall 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Norman 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Perry 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Posey 
Ratcliffe 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney, Francis 
Rooney, Thomas 

J. 

Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce (CA) 
Russell 
Rutherford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smucker 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Taylor 
Tenney 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
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 

NOES—189 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Amash 
Barragán 
Beatty 
Bera 
Beyer 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (MD) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capuano 
Carbajal 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Cooper 
Correa 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crist 
Crowley 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DelBene 
Demings 

DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Esty (CT) 
Evans 
Faso 
Fitzpatrick 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gallego 
Gomez 
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) 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham, 

M. 
Luján, Ben Ray 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Maloney, Sean 
Mast 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McEachin 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Norcross 
O’Halleran 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 

Peters 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Poliquin 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Raskin 
Reed 
Rice (NY) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rosen 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 

Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Soto 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 

Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—26 

Bass 
Black 
Bridenstine 
Cárdenas 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Cummings 
DeLauro 

Gabbard 
Gaetz 
Garamendi 
Hudson 
Lieu, Ted 
Lucas 
Messer 
Nolan 
Pearce 

Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Shea-Porter 
Slaughter 
Smith (TX) 
Walz 

b 1044 

Mr. LOEBSACK changed his vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The title of the bill was amended so 

as to read: ‘‘A bill to establish the 
bases by which the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
shall issue, implement, and enforce 
certain emission limitations for exist-
ing electric utility steam generating 
units that convert coal refuse into en-
ergy.’’. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated against: 
Mr. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, dur-

ing rollcall vote No. 101 on H.R. 1119, I mis-
takenly recorded my vote as ‘‘yea’’ when I 
should have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid-
ably detained and so I missed rollcall vote No. 
101 regarding the ‘‘Satisfying Energy Needs 
and Saving the Environment Act’’ (H.R. 1119). 
Had I been present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, I was at a med-
ical appointment with my son and was unable 
to vote, had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘nay’’ on rollcall No. 100 and ‘‘yea’’ on 
rollcall No. 101. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

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

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. MCCARTHY), my friend, 
for the purpose of inquiring of the ma-
jority leader the schedule for the week 
to come. 

(Mr. MCCARTHY asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, no votes 
are expected in the House. On Tuesday, 
the House will meet at noon for morn-

ing hour and 2 p.m. for legislative busi-
ness. Votes will be postponed until 6:30 
p.m. On Wednesday and Thursday, the 
House will meet at 10 a.m. for morning 
hour and noon for legislative business. 
On Friday, the House will meet at 9 
a.m. for legislative business. Last votes 
of the week are expected no later than 
3 p.m. 

Mr. Speaker, the House will consider 
a number of suspensions next week, a 
complete list of which will be an-
nounced by close of business tomorrow. 

One worth highlighting is H.R. 4909, 
the Student, Teachers, and Officers 
Preventing School Violence Act, spon-
sored by former sheriff, Representative 
JOHN RUTHERFORD. 

Mr. Speaker, all Members of this 
House were saddened and horrified by 
the tragic events in Parkland, Florida. 
Sheriff Rutherford’s bill will provide 
local communities with critical re-
sources to upgrade our schools and 
keep our children safe. I look forward 
to the House speaking with one bipar-
tisan voice next week and passing this 
important bill without delay. 

Mr. Speaker, the House will also con-
sider several bills from the Financial 
Services Committee. This includes two 
bills sponsored by Representative 
SCOTT TIPTON: H.R. 1116, the TAILOR 
Act; and H.R. 4545, the Financial Insti-
tutions Examination Fairness and Re-
form Act; as well as H.R. 4263, the Reg-
ulation A+ Improvement Act, spon-
sored by Representative TOM MAC-
ARTHUR. 

Taken together, these bills will con-
sider House Republican’s work to cre-
ate an economic environment that is 
both pro-competition and smart and 
balanced in its regulatory approach. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, additional leg-
islative items are possible, including 
potential legislation making further 
appropriations for FY 2018. I will be 
sure to inform all Members as soon as 
any additional items are added to our 
schedule. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the majority leader for that informa-
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, throughout the last 
year, we have continually run up 
against deadlines on how we were going 
to keep the government of the United 
States operating properly. 

The omnibus is currently being dis-
cussed. The negotiations for the omni-
bus were made possible by the fact that 
a significant number of Democrats 
voted for it, while a significant number 
of Republicans voted against it. It was 
a bipartisan statement proceeding. 

That omnibus needs to be passed by 
March 23. We are not scheduled to be 
here, Mr. Speaker, on March 23. That 
does not mean that we might not go 
over, but it means that it needs to pass 
the House and the Senate and be sent 
to the President prior to or on March 
22. 

Negotiations are, unfortunately, not 
proceeding as effectively as I would 
hope they would. I am hopeful that 
there will be a clean bill from either 
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side without any riders that would lead 
either side to oppose that bill. 

Mr. Speaker, let me talk about an 
issue. First of all, let me say that the 
leader has announced a number of bills 
for consideration next week. I venture 
to say that an extraordinarily infini-
tesimal amount of the American people 
have any ideas what those bills do or 
are urging those bills to be passed. I do 
not mean that they are without sub-
stance. I mean that they are not the 
issues on the mind of the American 
people. This is the people’s House. 

Mr. Speaker, the Speaker appeared 
on television at a townhall on CNN 
some 14 months ago. He made a prom-
ise at a CNN townhall to a Dreamer 
that asked him a question. 

House Speaker PAUL RYAN strongly 
suggested to that young woman that 
‘‘revocation on protection for the 
Dreamers brought here as children will 
not be carried out.’’ 

Notwithstanding that, the President 
of the United States put that Dreamer 
and hundreds of thousands of other 
Dreamers—indeed, close to 2 million 
Dreamers—at risk by withdrawing 
their protections, which Speaker RYAN 
indicated would not happen: ‘‘Will not 
be carried out.’’ 

That was some 6 months ago, Mr. 
Speaker. Not the CNN; that was 14 
months ago. 

I have talked to the Speaker, I have 
brought it up continuously on this 
floor, and I have been told by the Re-
publican leadership: Don’t worry, we 
have got until March 5 to do some-
thing. 

I was told that in October, I was told 
that in November, I was told that in 
December, I was told that in January, 
and I was told that in February: Don’t 
worry, we have got until March 5. 

March 5 came and went. No action. 
None. 

That Dreamer to whom the Speaker 
spoke is still at risk, still worried, and 
still twisting in the wind. Eighty-six 
percent of the American public, Mr. 
Speaker, say that that young woman 
should not be kicked out of the coun-
try that she knows: brought here as a 
child, went to elementary school, mid-
dle school, high school; some to col-
lege, some practicing medicine, some 
practicing law, some being social work-
ers, many being teachers. 

I was told: Don’t worry. They were 
told: Don’t worry, March 5 is a long 
way away. 

It has come and gone. 
And we are told this week that we 

will consider H.R. 1116, the TAILOR 
Act. I am not sure that any of my con-
stituents have talked to me about the 
TAILOR Act. 

H.R. 4263, the Regulation A+ Im-
provement Act, I doubt that a single 
one of my constituents has talked to 
me about that act. 

They are fillers, Mr. Speaker. They 
are fillers while we fiddle, while Rome 
burns. 

I have asked, Leader PELOSI has 
asked, frankly, and leaders of the 

Catholic Church and other denomina-
tions have asked to put the Dreamer 
bill on the floor in the people’s House. 

The Speaker of this House, when he 
became the Speaker, said: We will not 
duck the tough issues. We will take 
them head-on. Don’t worry, we have 
got until March 5. 

March 5 is behind us, and we consider 
these bills, which I think are filler 
bills, and controversial bills at that. 

We have asked, Mr. Speaker, that the 
majority party put on the floor three 
bills on an issue of vital importance to 
the American people, that every Amer-
ican knows about, that the people’s 
House ought to have the right to speak 
on, and express the views of the Amer-
ican people and establish policy they 
support—86 percent of them. 

So I will, again, ask the majority 
leader, Mr. Speaker, to put the Dream 
Act on the floor; to put Mr. GOOD-
LATTE’s bill on the floor; to put the bi-
partisan bill, sponsored by Mr. HURD 
from Texas and Mr. AGUILAR from Cali-
fornia; put them on the floor. 

b 1100 
Take the issues. I know they are 

tough. The Speaker said he wants to 
take the issues head-on, Mr. Speaker, 
not duck. Show some political courage. 
And not only that, respect this institu-
tion and every Member in it who wants 
to express their opinion on this legisla-
tion of critical importance to at least 
1.8 million Americans, vital to their fu-
ture, to their life. 

And 86 percent of Americans believe 
they ought to be protected, just as 
Speaker RYAN pledged they would be 14 
months ago when he said revocation of 
protection for the Dreamers brought 
here as children will not be carried out. 
Mr. Speaker, that bill ought to be 
brought to the floor to carry out that 
representation and that assurance. 

I have been patient. I have talked. I 
have worked. I have come to meetings. 
I met with the President of the United 
States, Mr. Speaker, with my colleague 
and friend, the majority leader, and 
Mr. DURBIN and others, 25 of us sitting 
around the Cabinet table, Mr. Speaker, 
when the President said we will take 
care of DACA, and he said: You send 
me a bill; I will sign it, and I will take 
the heat. 

He was not telling the truth, Mr. 
Speaker, because we had a bill, called 
the commonsense crowd, about 25 
United States Senators brought a bill 
to the floor. It took care of a couple of 
the things the President wanted to 
take care of, but it wasn’t good enough 
for him, notwithstanding the fact he 
said: You send me a bill. You decide, 
i.e., the Congress, the coequal branch 
of government that now stands suppli-
ant in the face of saying we will pass 
something only if the President will 
sign it. 

That is not what the framers meant, 
Mr. Speaker. We are a coequal branch, 
not a subservient branch of the govern-
ment of the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, if we brought those 
three bills to the floor that I just re-

ferred to—the Dream Act, cosponsored 
by ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, a Republican, 
and LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD, a Demo-
crat; and the Goodlatte bill, sponsored 
by the chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee; and a bipartisan bill sponsored 
by many Republicans and many Demo-
crats, Mr. HURD, a Republican from 
Texas, and Mr. AGUILAR, a Democrat 
from California—if we brought those 
bills to the floor, the problem is they 
know the Hurd-Aguilar bill would pass, 
which would reflect the views of 86 per-
cent of the American people. 

No, Mr. Speaker, notwithstanding 
the fact that the American people are 
overwhelmingly for that, we are going 
to be considering H.R. 1116, H.R. 4545, 
H.R. 4263, ignoring that 1.8 million peo-
ple, ignoring that promise that the 
Speaker made to that young woman 
that she would be protected. 

The Speaker has told me over and 
over again: Oh, I want to do this. I 
want to do that. I am going to have 
some task force. I am going to do this, 
that, and the other. 

March 5 has come and gone. Nothing 
has happened. 

I used to be the majority leader. I 
could bring a bill to the floor. If I said 
something was going to happen, I tried 
to make sure it happened. 

If I sound angry, it is because I am 
angry. If I sound frustrated, it is be-
cause I am frustrated. The people’s 
House ought to be given the oppor-
tunity to express the will of the Amer-
ican people on this issue. 

There is another issue, and we do 
have a bill, the so-called Rutherford 
bill that we are bringing to the floor on 
suspension. We are probably all going 
to vote for the Rutherford bill. 

But we are going to ignore a bill, as 
we have been ignoring for years under 
Republican leadership, a bill that is 
supported even more than the DACA, 
Dreamer bills, and that is comprehen-
sive background checks, which clearly 
will save lives, which will close the 
loopholes, which will make sure that 
those with criminal records don’t get 
guns, will make sure that those with 
mental health issues don’t get guns, 
will make sure that terrorists who 
can’t fly on airplanes can’t get guns. 

Mr. Speaker, we have been urging 
and pleading for that bill to be brought 
to the floor over and over and over 
again. The National Rifle Association 
is not for that bill. I can’t understand 
why. Rather, we bring a bill to the 
floor that will help schools—I think 
that is positive—do what they can do 
right now. 

Should we help them? Of course. But 
we ought not to pretend that we are 
doing something to make our children 
safer in their schools, to make 
concertgoers safer at their concerts, to 
make churchgoers safer in their 
church, to make people who go to a 
nightclub safer in that nightclub, to 
make people who go to shopping cen-
ters safer in those shopping centers. We 
ought not to pretend the Rutherford 
bill is going to do that. 
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Will comprehensive background 

checks do it all? It will not. There are 
other things I think ought to be done. 
But at a minimum, the American peo-
ple think that we ought to make sure 
that everybody who purchases a weap-
on has a background check to make 
sure that they are not a criminal, 
somebody with a substantial mental 
health problem that makes them un-
safe to own a gun, spousal abusers. 

Mr. Speaker, the bills we are going to 
consider next week I am sure have 
some merit from some perception, from 
somebody’s perception, but the two 
bills that I have just discussed are on 
the minds of the American people, and 
millions are at risk if we do not pass 
legislation dealing with that issue. 

I do not criticize the Rutherford bill, 
but it will not solve the problem, and 
everybody knows it will not solve the 
problem; nor, frankly, will universal 
background checks in and of itself 
solve the problem, but experts say it 
will save thousands of lives over time. 
It would have saved lives in Charles-
ton, South Carolina, the nine people 
killed in Mother Emanuel Church in 
Charleston, South Carolina. 

Mr. Speaker, I like to work in a bi-
partisan way, but that requires re-
specting one another. My Republican 
friends wrote a book in which they 
were very critical of the way we ran 
the House because it wasn’t open and 
transparent. I would ask them to 
reread that book. I have read it. 

My friend is smiling. 
In that book, they really wanted to 

change the way this House runs, make 
it open and transparent, take the 
tough issues head-on. That is what the 
Speaker said. 

Mr. Speaker, they are not taking the 
tough issues head-on. They are hiding 
from the NRA. They are hiding from 
some of their hardline people who want 
to kick people out of America, who 
want to take that lamp that the Statue 
of Liberty holds high and bring it 
down. 

Yes, I am disappointed. Yes, I am 
angry. Yes, I am frustrated. I came to 
this body to express my opinion on the 
important issues confronting my coun-
try and to try to make it better. 

Mr. Speaker, I would plead with the 
majority leader to perhaps delay those 
four bills. Rutherford’s could be on sus-
pension. It won’t take much time. 
Delay those three bills that a min-
iscule amount of Americans, there may 
be 100, there may be 200 Americans who 
would be concerned those bills aren’t 
brought forward, and put on the floor 
the three bills I referred to—the Dream 
Act, the Goodlatte bill, and the Hurd- 
Aguilar bill—and let the people’s House 
express its opinion. That is not an un-
fair request. 

And let the background check, uni-
versal background check bill come to 
the floor, and let the House vote. I 
know that there are some Republicans 
who don’t want to vote on that bill be-
cause the public is so overwhelmingly 
for it and they may upset the NRA. 

That is what this business is about, Mr. 
Speaker, expressing openly and clearly 
what we think the policies of our coun-
try ought to be to make our public bet-
ter, to make our country safer. 

Mr. Speaker, I would end on those 
two issues, and I yield to my friend, 
the majority leader. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BIGGS). Members are reminded to re-
frain from engaging in personalities to-
ward the President. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I have great respect for the gen-
tleman, and there were a lot of ques-
tions inside there, I believe. 

Out of my respect for the gentleman, 
I am quite concerned that if he is fact- 
checked, he is going to get quite a few 
Pinocchios, so let me walk through, 
first, how he started the debate. 

The gentleman started and the first 
question was concerning government 
funding to March 23. He then felt that 
work was not being done, and he used 
the phrase—and I may get it a little in-
correct, but he said we only were able 
to pass a budget agreement because of 
the majority of the Democrats, and not 
the majority on the Republican side, 
passing it. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time to just make a correction. 

I said a significant number of Demo-
crats voted for it and a significant 
number of Republicans voted against 
it. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

So I think it would just be helpful on 
the record to actually state what the 
vote was. 

There were 167 Republicans who 
voted for that budget agreement, 67 
who did not. There were 73 Democrats 
who voted for it, but the majority of 
Democrats, 119, voted against it, which 
Mr. HOYER was in that group, as well, 
voting against it. So I would make one 
point, and that is 71 percent of Repub-
licans voted for this budget agreement. 

And just to make the facts correct, 
Mr. HOYER’s concern about the appro-
priations process, this House passed all 
12 appropriations bills, and we did it on 
time and we sent it over to the Senate. 
In the meantime, the Democrats shut 
the government down before we could 
ever get there. So I think history 
should actually play to facts. 

Yes, I am concerned about the March 
23 deadline, but I am pushing hard. I 
would actually like to take those bills 
up next week. And as Mr. HOYER 
knows, being a member of the Appro-
priations Committee as he was in the 
past, when you get to this point where 
we already have the numbers set, it is 
really what is called a four corners, the 
four leaders. 

Now, the committees are all working 
through it. They are actually making 
great progress. There are a few things 
left to actually close out. I would like 
to get it done a week ahead of time, 

and I hope Mr. HOYER’s side would as 
well. 

So let’s walk through some others. 
First of all, I was a small-business 

owner. The idea is having a bill on this 
floor that creates more jobs, that 
brings more access to capital. Mr. 
Speaker, I heard from the other side, 
the leader, she thought crumbs was the 
idea of Americans getting $1,000 in a 
bonus. That is about equal to what I 
am hearing, and I am offended by it. It 
is not insignificant that someone 
wants to create a job and have access 
to capital. The gentleman is wrong 
about that. 

Then the gentleman talks about our 
Speaker. Our Speaker has worked a 
great deal, and, yes, he has kept his 
word. 

Mr. HOYER was in that meeting with 
me when we were in the White House. 
Before we left that bipartisan, bi-
cameral meeting with the administra-
tion, we agreed to work on this issue in 
four areas, and we have had numerous 
meetings in my office about that as 
well. 

b 1115 
I don’t know, maybe you forget to 

state that we are a rule of law Nation. 
In doing so, that is why we are in this 
position we are today, because there 
was a past executive branch that 
thought they were a legislative branch 
and they did something that everyone 
would agree they do not have the 
power to do. So the current President 
said to move it to the legislative 
branch like it should be because there 
are court cases coming. In doing so, 
that is what we are working on. 

The courts have now come back, giv-
ing further time. The Supreme Court 
has now given a timeline that wants to 
make sure the Ninth Circuit before 
there—so this gives us time to solve 
the problem. 

I am more concerned about solving a 
problem than just passing a bill for 
some political favor. I do not want to 
be back at this place in another 2 years 
and having kids sitting here who are 
questioning where they are going to go. 

I know you raised some issue about 
individuals. Not one person is in jeop-
ardy that is registered within DACA. 
You have been in meetings where you 
heard that from the Secretary of 
Homeland Security, where you heard 
that from the Chief of Staff to the 
President as well. 

The President even went further than 
talking about DACA to even making 
the point solving, but he also had three 
other pillars. As you know, we need a 
secure border. You also know the cur-
rent law does not treat everybody 
equally who comes here illegally, so 
you are going to perpetuate the prob-
lem if you maintain the current law. 

Thirdly, the idea that we want to 
make sure the nuclear family is closer 
together sooner—you have got a 30- 
year wait when someone wants to come 
in and petition a brother and sister. 

Why don’t we help them be able to 
bring their children and their spouses 
in together? 
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That is one of the proposals as well. 
Then the whole concept of merit. 

Those are all common sense. I think 
they could be bipartisan. And the soon-
er we solve that problem, we will solve 
it for a long term. 

So on this side of the aisle we want 
to get this job done long before the 
courts even have to act. I think that 
would be the proper thing to do. So, 
yes, that is what we have been working 
upon. 

Now, another issue you brought up 
was about guns, and you talked about 
this Congress. I first want to give you 
a few little facts. I appreciate that you 
always mention my book. That is why 
I smile. We don’t get any royalties 
from it, but the veterans do, so please 
mention it as much as you like. 

If I take—and let me just give you 
the numbers. Quorum does this. Some 
bright kids out of Harvard created a 
company and it is all about data. 

There are more bills out of com-
mittee, 643 in this Congress; and there 
are more bills out of this House, 558, 
than any Congress in the last 25 years. 
And in that meantime, we also passed 
tax reform that hasn’t been done in 
three decades. 

I know some people on your side of 
the aisle refer to it as crumbs or Arma-
geddon, but I will tell you, to those 
families out there that got extra 
money, that are actually fixing their 
car or actually paying their hospital 
bills, or those 1.2 million people who 
just work at one company that now 
have a longer maternity leave, they 
don’t think it is crumbs, and they don’t 
think having a bill on the floor that let 
more people take a risk and create a 
small business is insignificant. 

Now let me talk to you about what 
we did because we believe background 
checks are important as well. Let me 
give you a little background. The back-
ground check is only as good as the 
database of what you have. 

The National Instant Criminal Back-
ground Check System, referred to as 
the NICS database, is currently admin-
istered by the FBI. If the NICS check 
indicates a person as being in a prohib-
ited category, the FBI will signal a 
deny on the firearm transfer. However, 
the NICS database is incomplete and 
outdated. 

For example, on November 5, 2017, a 
mass shooting occurred at the First 
Baptist Church in Sutherland Springs, 
Texas. Devin Patrick Kelley murdered 
26 and injured 20 others. Kelly was pro-
hibited by law from purchasing or proc-
essing firearms or ammunition due to a 
domestic violence conviction in a court 
martial while in the United States Air 
Force. However, the Air Force failed to 
record the conviction in the FBI NICS 
database. 

That is why this House, this Con-
gress, this majority acted. We put the 
Fix NICS bill in December—it is sitting 
in the Senate—which would strengthen 
our background check system and 
make it more accurate. It would re-
quire Federal agencies to certify twice 

per year that they are uploading crimi-
nal record information to NICS, requir-
ing agencies to establish an implemen-
tation plan to ensure maximum coordi-
nation and reporting of records. Now 
you are on record to voting against 
that. 

We have another bill on the floor 
from a former sheriff from Jackson-
ville, Florida. He is looking at school 
violence. Let me walk you through 
that one. 

As I mentioned, Congress will vote 
next week on the STOP School Vio-
lence Act. This bill is proudly sup-
ported by Sandy Hook Promise, who 
note that it will ensure that millions 
more schools will be trained in preven-
tion and lives will be saved. 

Now, this isn’t the only thing we are 
doing. Just this week, we are having 
oversight. We took the Oversight and 
Government Reform Committee in this 
Congress and the Judiciary Committee 
in this Congress this week, and brought 
the FBI in, and they will come back 
again; because there is not one person 
in America who wants to see what hap-
pened in Florida to happen again. 

But let’s walk through this situation, 
because I think it is important that we 
examine it because we want to solve 
these problems. There were multiple 
red flags that were raised to the FBI 
about the behavior of Nikolas Cruz. 

The very first red flag: On September 
25, 2017, a YouTube channel host took a 
snapshot of a comment under his video 
that said: ‘‘I am going to be a profes-
sional school shooter.’’ He sent that 
comment to the West Virginia FBI tip 
center, where all tips are supposed to 
go, which deemed it a credible threat 
and opened an investigation. 

FBI agents searched for files on 
Nikolas Cruz, but they were unable to 
identify the individual and did not even 
reach out to YouTube in an attempt to 
recover records on Cruz, so on October 
11, 2017, the FBI formally closed the in-
quiry. That was one red flag, but that 
is not where it ended. 

A second red flag: On January 5, 2018, 
a second tip came via a phone call to 
the FBI from a concerned family mem-
ber. They described in detail problems 
with Cruz he was showing with regard 
to social media, cruelty to animals, 
school trouble, and dealing with a re-
cent death in the family. 

When the FBI searched the database 
again for Nikolas Cruz, the previous tip 
popped up. However, despite the call 
from a family member, from a previous 
red flag, from a YouTube comment 
from the individual himself that he 
wanted to be a professional school 
shooter, they closed the investigation. 
The shooting happened on February 14, 
5 months after the first tip. 

This House has not stopped to act. 
This House acted in December. The 
background checks have to be fixed. 
That is why we passed it and put it 
into the Senate. That is why we are 
taking up more action now for the 
schools and adding that to what we al-
ready took up in this House. Those 
aren’t insignificant. 

I believe there is a path forward. Just 
as we did all appropriations bills, just 
as we have been through numerous 
meetings when it comes to DACA, 
there is not one child in jeopardy 
today. The only jeopardy that we will 
have is if we don’t get together and 
solve the problem. 

We have narrowed it to four areas. 
You and I know what has been said in 
those meetings. You and I know where 
it is. We can find compromise. We can 
solve this problem. But let’s make a 
pledge to the American public that we 
don’t do a bill for the sake of some-
thing politically. We create law that 
solves something so we are not back 
here in a future Congress taking up the 
exact same issue putting other people 
in jeopardy. That is my promise, and 
that is what I will continue to work 
for. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to direct their re-
marks to the Chair. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, the major-
ity leader talked about a lot of issues, 
one of which was NICS. What he didn’t 
say was they put a poison pill in the 
Fix NICS bill, which is why so many of 
us voted against it on concealed carry. 
There is a disagreement in this House 
on that. We disagree, for the most part, 
on that provision. We don’t think that 
makes America safer. There are dif-
ferences of opinion on that. 

My suggestion to the majority leader 
is, the Rutherford bill is on the floor. 
By unanimous consent, let’s put the 
Fix NICS bill in the Rutherford bill 
without the poison pill in it. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
to see if he will be agreeable to doing 
that. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

That would be the same outcome 
that is already sitting in the Senate. 
The Senate has the Fix NICS bill now. 
We will add more to it. 

I hope you are just as frustrated with 
the Senate as I am. 

Why can they not pass something? 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 

my time, my question was, will you 
agree—you talked a lot about NICS and 
where it is failing, and we can fix it. 
We agree with that. 

So what I am asking you—you put 
the Rutherford bill on. I think most of 
us are going to vote for the Rutherford 
bill. Maybe all of us will vote for the 
Rutherford bill, which says let’s help 
schools make themselves more safe. 

Why should anybody be opposed to 
that? 

What I say to you is: you just spent 
a significant amount of time talking 
about how we could make the NICS 
process work better, but that many of 
us voted against it and it hasn’t moved 
in the Senate. 

I guarantee you—I don’t know that I 
can guarantee you, but my thinking is: 
if you do the Rutherford bill, and if you 
add in the Fix NICS bill—not with con-
cealed carry, but the Fix NICS bill that 
you talk about in the Rutherford bill— 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 01:30 Mar 09, 2018 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K08MR7.026 H08MRPT1lo
tte

r 
on

 D
S

K
B

C
F

D
H

B
2P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1493 March 8, 2018 
I will work with you to get that passed 
in the United States Senate, and I 
think we will be successful. 

My question to the majority leader: 
Will you agree to a unanimous consent 
request to add the Fix NICS bill into 
the Rutherford bill on the suspension 
calendar? 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are again reminded to direct their 
remarks to the Chair. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding. 

Let me give the gentleman a few 
facts. There are 426 bills that have 
passed this House that sit over in the 
Senate. Of those 426, there is less than 
10 that are partisan. The rest of them 
all have bipartisan votes. 

There are more than 200 votes on 
bills that sit over in that Senate that 
were passed here by voice unani-
mously. So I am not one to do some-
thing politically just so somebody else 
feels better that now they can vote for 
something because they voted against 
it before. I am for making law and sav-
ing children. 

So from this point, we are going to 
pass the STOP School Violence Act. We 
are going to send it to the Senate, just 
the way they already have our Fix 
NICS bill over there. And let’s have the 
Senate—and I will take you up on this. 
Let’s work together right now to get 
that bill back over here. 

Mr. HOYER. The answer is no, Mr. 
Speaker. The answer is no, because we 
want to continue to have that on which 
we agree defeated by that on which we 
do not agree. That is the pattern. And 
when the gentleman says all those bi-
partisan bills, there were some, obvi-
ously, Democrat votes on many of 
those bills, I am sure. 

Mr. Speaker, I didn’t hear a word 
about a bill that has the majority’s 
support on the floor of the House of 
Representatives that I spoke about, 
and that is Hurd-Aguilar. Mr. GOOD-
LATTE, the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee said if Goodlatte was put 
on the floor, it will lose 50, 60, 70 Re-
publicans. Mr. GOODLATTE said that, 
and that was passed out of the Judici-
ary Committee. It hasn’t been brought 
to the floor because it would fail. 

Hurd-Aguilar, which has not been 
considered by the committee, but 
which has the majority of votes on this 
floor, that bill has not been brought 
up; just as the bill that passed the 
United States Senate 5 years ago, to 
deal with so many of the problems that 
immigration confronts us with, includ-
ing security at the border, 5 years, has 
not been brought up. March 5, nothing 
happened. Come and gone. 

The majority leader spent a lot of 
time, Mr. Speaker, talking about 
things that are important but were not 
on the subject because he doesn’t want 
to deal with the subject. Apparently 
the Republicans don’t want to deal 
with the subject and they won’t put it 
on the floor. They are obstructing the 

will of the American people and they 
are putting thousands and thousands 
and thousands of people at risk. 

The majority leader, with all due re-
spect, is wrong. All of the DACA recipi-
ents are not protected, and many of 
them are not signing up again because 
they are afraid their government will 
come after them. They feel they were 
flim-flammed. 

I disagree with the majority leader, 
Mr. Speaker. Many of us believe what 
the President did is absolutely legal. It 
is consistent with what Ronald Reagan 
did, with what George H.W. Bush did, 
with what Bill Clinton did, and what 
George W. Bush did. 

b 1130 
Every President, since I have been 

serving here, has modified immigration 
consistent with their executive author-
ity. There was nothing mentioned 
about the quote of the Speaker that 
was clearly directed at this young 
woman to say that revocation of pro-
tections for the Dreamers brought here 
as children will not be carried out. 

Nobody can sign up for DACA protec-
tion now under the court order—no-
body. You can re-up, but you can’t sign 
up—1.8 million. The President of the 
United States, Mr. Speaker, sent a 
message down here, or maybe he 
tweeted it, they would agree to 1.8 mil-
lion and a pathway to citizenship, pa-
renthesis, if you agree with this, if you 
agree with that, if you agree with the 
other. 

That is not what was said at the 
White House, Mr. Speaker. I agree with 
the majority leader. He brought up 
some other points, said we need to 
agree to discuss those. I agreed to dis-
cuss them. I didn’t agree to agree to 
them, nor did anybody else in that 
room. And the President of the United 
States, 25 Members of the House and 
Senate sitting around the Cabinet 
table, said: Are we agreed that we are 
going to solve the DACA issue first? 

Not a single Member demurred. Not a 
single Member said no—not a single 
one, Mr. Speaker, yet we can’t get that 
bill to the floor. And the majority lead-
er says: Oh, well, we are bringing up a 
bill that will create jobs. 

I am for doing that. And, frankly, if 
we do that the week after or the week 
after that—frankly, I don’t know the 
bills well enough to be speaking about 
them with much depth of information 
as to how they were voted on in com-
mittee, but my inkling is that the ma-
jority Democrats—I don’t know what is 
in there, in these bills—may well have 
voted against them. Most of those bills 
coming out of committee are pretty 
partisan. 

We didn’t discuss the three bills that 
I brought up. The majority leader 
didn’t mention them. They have bipar-
tisan support on two; and one, the 
chairman of the committee admits, 
does not have the votes on this floor. 
He would get no Democratic votes, and 
he would lose a substantial number of 
Republican votes, and the majority 
leader knows that, Mr. Speaker. 

And we talk about NICS. I want to 
fix NICS. I don’t want concealed carry 
to be part of that. And I regret that the 
majority leader would not agree to 
let’s fix NICS and put the Rutherford 
bill through. That would pass the Sen-
ate, but he has got a bill over there he 
knows won’t pass the Senate but 
maybe it makes a good talking point. 

Mr. Speaker, I don’t know what we 
have to do. We have been waiting a 
long time, not just the 6 months since 
September, waiting for March 5 to 
come and go. We have been waiting for 
a long time to have bills on the floor 
with an open amendment process so we 
can, in fact, do the people’s will on im-
migration and on protecting our stu-
dents and our families and our citizens 
from the irresponsible use of guns. 

We are not against the responsible 
use of guns. We believe the Second 
Amendment protects people on owning 
handguns and hunting guns; but the 
Supreme Court, in the Heller decision, 
said there are things that the commu-
nity could do. There are things that 
the government can do to protect its 
people and to make sure that gun use, 
within the framework of the Second 
Amendment, is responsible. 

I don’t know what we have to do, Mr. 
Speaker. I don’t think anybody doubts 
that the Hurd-Aguilar bill has the ma-
jority votes in this House. I would urge 
people to, if they believe in this issue, 
sign a discharge petition. They refused 
to bring the Export-Import Bank bill 
to the floor for 11⁄2 or 2 years. Some of 
the leadership weren’t for it. As a mat-
ter of fact, the two highest weren’t for 
it. But 127 Republicans to 117 Repub-
licans, they were for it, and over 300 
votes were for it, and they would not 
bring it to the floor short of a dis-
charge petition. 

That is not transparency; that is not 
openness; that is not taking the tough 
issues head on. That is obfuscating. 
That is undermining democracy in the 
people’s House. If the gentleman wants 
to respond, I will yield to him. If not, 
I will yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I ac-
tually have the same question. I don’t 
know what we have to do. 

You know, we come here quite often 
to have these colloquies. They are sup-
posed to just be for what is happening 
the next week, but we talk about more 
issues. For a long time, I heard: What 
about the Children’s Health Insurance 
Program? You know what, this House 
brought it up early. We tried to work 
through committee. The Speaker 
knows how many times I went on the 
other side. 

They wouldn’t even let their com-
mittee work on it. So what did we do? 
We took the ideas that the Democrats 
had, we put it in the bill; we passed it 
bipartisan; they still said no. They 
didn’t say no once, they said it numer-
ous times to the Children’s Health In-
surance Program. And I sat here won-
dering: What more do we have to do? 
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Disaster relief. I know, Mr. Speaker, 

the heart of the minority whip. We 
went together to Puerto Rico. We went 
together to the Virgin Islands. We went 
to Florida. What more do we have to 
do? Then we brought it to the floor, 
and he still said no. But you know 
what? We still got it done. 

Government funding. He started this 
whole discussion about government 
funding. He misspoke and said it was 
because of the Democrats that we were 
able to make this plan. He said a ma-
jority of them; and it was not a major-
ity, it was a minority. 

Mr. HOYER. I did not. 
Mr. MCCARTHY. It was a majority of 

the House. 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 

my time. With all due respect, Mr. 
Speaker, I indicated to the leader what 
I said, and I knew what I said, and I 
know what the facts are. The Repub-
licans could not pass that bill on their 
own. There were over 60 Republicans 
who voted ‘‘no’’ on that bill, and they 
got 167. You may have given me—or 
170. 

That is, Mr. Speaker, almost 50 short 
of passage. Mr. Speaker, I will tell you, 
when I was majority leader, we didn’t 
get much help from the other side, and 
we always had 218 to pass what we 
wanted to pass on our side. Seventy- 
three of our Democrats voted for it, 
which is why it passed. Not the major-
ity, because the majority of us were so 
frustrated. 

Again, the majority leader has not 
spoken to the bills. He has spoken 
about what we have passed. And the 
CHIP bill, by the way, was brought up 
weeks after its authority expired. 
Weeks after it expired. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Legitimately, may I 
respond? 

Mr. HOYER. He says it was because 
of our committee. I will tell you, Mr. 
Speaker, we can’t stop anything in 
committee. They have a majority on 
every committee and can bring a bill 
up tomorrow—the next hour if they de-
cide to do so. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. May I ask the gen-
tleman: Are you stating that we 
brought CHIP up just weeks before it 
expired? 

Mr. HOYER. No, after. 
Mr. MCCARTHY. After? 
Mr. HOYER. It expired on September 

30. You didn’t bring it up until weeks 
after that. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. With all due re-
spect, I think you might want to ask 
your staff before you put that on 
record, with all due respect. Well, I am 
not sure you are correct because we 
brought it, and it passed this House. 

Mr. HOYER. I have consulted with 
the staff person for whom you have 
great respect and affection, and she 
says that I am right. Now, she is my 
staffer, so maybe she is somewhat bi-
ased, but I will tell you that we believe 
we are right on that. 

But that is not the point, Mr. Speak-
er. The point is not what we have done 
in the past—particularly what we have 

done. And we all are for CHIP. That is 
not the point. The point is we have two 
critical pieces of legislation this House 
must address and that the over-
whelming majority of the American 
people think we ought to address and 
think we ought to pass and are for. And 
I don’t mean 51 percent or 52 percent of 
them. I mean 86 percent of the people 
or more. It is not a close question. 

And rather than talking about, well, 
we did this, we passed 5,950 bills, I am 
not talking about those bills. I am 
talking about bills we haven’t brought 
to the floor, Mr. Speaker, that we 
haven’t allowed the House to consider; 
that we have hundreds of thousands of 
kids, young people who we respect and 
who are teachers, are doctors, are 
workers in our factories making a dif-
ference, working in restaurants and ho-
tels. 

I was with the Chamber of Commerce 
in Maryland just the other day, and 
three different CEOs came up to me 
and said: We have got DACA people 
working for us and doing an excellent 
job, and they are worried that they are 
going to be kicked out of the only 
country they know. 

But we talk about NICS, and we talk 
about this, that, and the other. Bring 
those bills to the floor. That is what we 
are asking for. We want that respect. 
We want that respect for this institu-
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to yield to 
the majority leader again. It is those 
two bills that we believe would pass 
with significant majorities in this 
House—the three bills, and we can 
choose between them. We have offered 
the queen of the hill, with the expla-
nation for those who may be watching 
and not bored stiff. One of those three 
bills that I have mentioned, one a Re-
publican bill, the other two bipartisan 
bills, Ros-Lehtinen-Roybal-Allard bill 
and the Hurd-Aguilar bill, both of 
those bills are bipartisan. Certainly 
one of those will get a significant ma-
jority of this House, and I am not deni-
grating the bills. 

I may or may not be for them that 
are on the schedule, but there are no 
issues that the country feels are more 
important right now than background 
checks, and there is no issue more 
timely than fixing—as the Speaker 
pledged to do 14 months ago, putting at 
risk that young woman and hundreds 
of thousands of other individuals in our 
country similarly situated. That is 
what we ought to be doing. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend. 
Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. I 
know you reclaimed your time the 
time before, but let me finish what I 
was saying. 

With all due respect, what do we have 
to do? Yes, we have Fix NICS sitting 
over in the Senate. And, yes, we are 
going to add to it for school violence. 
We know that it does not have to be 
partisan, but the background check 
system is broken. Let’s not make it 
partisan. Let’s get it done. 

When it comes to the challenge for 
DACA, we are just down to four items. 
Border security. Not one person in here 
would probably argue against that. 
And I know my friend across the aisle, 
Mr. Speaker, I know his heart. He is a 
good man. He was, as he stated earlier, 
majority leader. They had the majority 
here. They had 60 votes over in the 
Senate. They had a lot of Members in 
the Senate, and they had the Presi-
dency. Same problem at that time, too. 
They did not fix it. 

I don’t want to be in that same place 
in the future. My commitment is to 
fixing this problem. So let’s sit down. 
Let’s talk about border security, but 
let’s make sure our borders are actu-
ally secure. 

When I look back—and people talk 
about that Gang of Eight bill—you put 
more money in there for border secu-
rity than was even being requested 
today. But people still, on the other 
side, say no, Mr. Speaker. 

But the other point, too, is, if some-
body comes from Mexico or Canada and 
illegally comes across the border, why 
are they sent back to their country but 
everybody else is not? Let’s secure the 
border correctly. Then, when it comes 
to really protecting the nuclear family, 
why don’t we make it a little faster 
that you could have your children and 
your spouse with you? And do you 
know what that would do? I think that 
would make everybody a little strong-
er. 

When it comes to the idea of coming 
to America, should it just be the luck 
of a lottery, or should it be merit? I 
think merit is a fairer process for 
everybody’s opportunity. 

Now, I don’t think anybody out there 
that is listening or can hear this later 
would say those are partisan ideas. But 
when we sat in the White House and we 
discussed it and we said let’s narrow it 
to those four items, I know the way our 
government is designed. 

b 1145 

It is not designed that one person 
gets all their way. It is based upon 
compromise. 

This city, our capital, was because of 
a compromise. The creator of the bank-
ing system, Alexander Hamilton, made 
this our capital. George Washington, 
our first President, never served here. 
He was sworn in on Wall Street and 
served his second term in Philadelphia. 

As my good friend knows, Mr. Speak-
er, when a bill comes out of committee, 
it gets worked on, then it is brought to 
the floor. That is exactly what is hap-
pening with Mr. GOODLATTE today, so 
we can bring something to the floor 
and pass it, that everybody, hopefully, 
can vote for. 

This Congress has acted on so many 
items, but so many times this year it 
has felt like the election has never 
ended. I know the heart of many of the 
Members on the other side. They want-
ed to vote for disaster relief. They were 
so frustrated that they shut the gov-
ernment down. 
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Do you know what? We have all 

learned from that lesson before. It is 
not productive. 

I also watched people when they 
talked about health facilities. They 
wanted that funding, but they couldn’t 
vote for it. 

Then they said the whole problem 
was, when we brought all 12 appropria-
tion bills to the floor, that they 
couldn’t vote for them because they 
needed a budget agreement. They need-
ed more money. So, yes, it took a long 
time to work that out because you 
want to hold that with other issues as 
well. 

Finally, after the shutdown, that was 
able to be broken apart. But when we 
finally got that budget agreement that 
really is negotiated by both sides, even 
the individual on the other side of the 
aisle, Mr. Speaker, came to the floor 
and said she was going to vote ‘‘no,’’ 
but she negotiated and wanted to tell 
how she got victories inside the bill. 

That is not compromise. You can’t 
sit in a room and say, ‘‘Okay, I will 
give here and you give there,’’ and 
based upon the formation of our gov-
ernment, with the Senate as well, we 
come to an agreement. 

Mr. Speaker, I don’t know what goes 
on in people’s minds and why they 
wanted to be there. I will make this 
promise to the American public: I will 
stay in the room, I will take the ups 
and downs, but at the end of the day, I 
want to solve a problem. I don’t want a 
political bill. 

I will tell you this, Mr. Speaker. I 
have been in the room many times 
with this President. He said on this 
very floor, he went beyond DACA. For 
those in the American public must un-
derstand. It is a much higher number. 
And for him to find that compromise, 
he just asked for three other things. 
That doesn’t mean we are going to get 
them all, but that does mean we could 
find compromise in those three. 

Mr. Speaker, the one sad part, if we 
had this debate with the American pub-
lic, they would find compromise with 
those three items. They would prob-
ably find it very fast. They would want 
their borders secure; they would want 
the nuclear family closer together 
sooner; and they would probably want 
to see some merit. 

So I know there are times here that 
we get heated, but the majority of bills 
that pass this floor are bipartisan. 

As I stated earlier, more than 200 of 
those more than 400 bills that are sit-
ting in the Senate passed by voice, all 
the Democrats and all the Republicans. 

We are going to differ on some items, 
and that is right. I want you to keep 
your principles. But there is a window, 
and there is an opportunity. And I 
know, as the days get closer, the elec-
tion will be sooner, but let us make a 
promise to one another. Let’s keep 
that election on the outside, and let’s 
find solutions on this side, in this 
House. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, the leader 
spoke in a very calm and reasoned way. 
I will do the same. 

As an aside, I will tell you the CHIP 
bill passed on November 3, over a 
month after its authorization expired. 

Mr. Speaker, the majority leader 
talks about coming to compromise. I 
went down to the White House. Mr. 
DURBIN and I talked about whether we 
would go to the White House. We went 
to the White House out of respect for 
the Presidency, out of a hope that the 
discussions that we had at the White 
House would lead to resolution of a se-
rious issue threatening hundreds of 
thousands, indeed, close to 2 million in-
dividuals who know America as their 
country and who 86 percent of Ameri-
cans think ought to stay here in Amer-
ica. 

In that meeting, Mr. Speaker, the 
President of the United States said— 
and he said it on television. You don’t 
have to take my word. There is a video 
record of what the President said. 
What he said is we would take care of 
the DACA issue, consistent, Mr. Speak-
er, with what Speaker RYAN said to 
that young woman when he said that 
the revocation of protections for 
Dreamers brought here as children will 
not be carried out. 

There was no parenthetical addition, 
if we do X, Y, Z, A, B, C, D, W. There 
was no parenthetical phrase. He said: 
We will not put you at risk, young 
woman, and those similarly situated. 

We have a bipartisan coalition on 
this floor, but the leader speaks about 
going into a room—if you want to have 
a pejorative, a back room, privately— 
to try to resolve issues not directly re-
lated to the DACA protectees. 

They are here. The President said 
they ought to stay here. And the Presi-
dent made a representation, Mr. Speak-
er, that if we passed a bill, he would 
sign it. But as the Senate considered a 
compromise piece of legislation, agreed 
to by Republican Senators and Demo-
cratic Senators, just a few hours before 
it was brought to the floor, the Presi-
dent said he would veto it. That was 
not what he said on television in the 
White House. He said that he would 
take the heat, if heat there is, and sign 
the bill that we sent down. 

Now we have a Speaker of the House 
and a majority leader of the Senate 
who say we won’t send something down 
to the President unless he agrees to 
sign it, meaning that the House and 
Senate will not act independently of 
the President’s imprimatur. How sad a 
position it is that the people’s House 
and the United States Senate have sub-
jugated themselves to the President of 
the United States. 

I presume, Mr. Speaker, that pro-
longing this discussion apparently will 
make no difference. But, Mr. Speaker, 
our side of the aisle represents just 
short of 50 percent, maybe 48 percent, 
of the American people. Mr. Speaker, 
we are saying let us consider. Let us 
have on this floor—not in a back room, 
not in somebody’s office, not some-
where privately—on the House floor, 
the people’s floor, let us vote. 

Let the American people see who 
raises their hand ‘‘aye’’ and ‘‘nay’’ on 

propositions that have been worked on 
in committee, the Goodlatte bill, and 
for months between Republicans and 
Democrats, bipartisan bills. Let the 
people speak through their Representa-
tives. Don’t bottle it up in somebody’s 
office. Let the people’s House work its 
will. Have the courage to pursue that 
which you said you would do and take 
the tough issues head-on, not duck 
them. 

Mr. Speaker, I would hope, on behalf 
of that 86 percent of the American peo-
ple who support the Dreamers, and 
even more who support comprehensive 
background checks, that we have the 
ability to consider those bills and con-
sider them next week. 

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

f 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMOR-
ROW, AND ADJOURNMENT FROM 
FRIDAY, MARCH 9, 2018, TO TUES-
DAY, MARCH 13, 2018 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 10:30 a.m. tomorrow, and fur-
ther, when the House adjourns on that 
day, it adjourn to meet on Tuesday, 
March 13, 2018, when it shall convene at 
noon for morning-hour debate and 2 
p.m. for legislative business. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MITCHELL). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
f 

PAYING TRIBUTE TO BOONE 
COUNTY DEPUTY JACOB PICKETT 

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

Mr. ROKITA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor a Hoosier hero who paid 
the ultimate sacrifice. Deputy Jacob 
Pickett of the Boone County Sheriff’s 
Office was killed in the line of duty on 
March 2, 2018. 

Jacob was a 5-year veteran in law en-
forcement and served as the leader in 
the department’s K–9 unit. He held the 
ranking of sheriff deputy in Boone 
County. 

One of Indiana’s finest, Jacob is a 
hero and acted selflessly on the day 
that took an unexpected and fatal 
turn. But he died doing what he was 
trained to do: protecting the thin blue 
line and keeping the community he 
loved safe from harm’s grasp, and he 
did that that day. 

Boone County citizens and all Hoo-
siers mourn over the loss of Jacob, who 
was known as a man of integrity and 
compassion. 

Jacob leaves behind his wife, Jen-
nifer, two young children, and his K–9 
partner, Brik, to carry on his legacy of 
service to fellow Hoosiers. His sacrifice 
will never be forgotten. 

As the Gospel of Matthew says: 
Blessed are the peacemakers, for they will 

be called children of God. 
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Rest in peace, Deputy Pickett. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, on 
March 5 and March 6, 2018, I was un-
avoidably detained attending to rep-
resentation duties, and I would like to 
indicate how I would have voted had I 
been present. 

On rollcall vote No. 92, I would have 
voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

On rollcall vote No. 93, I would have 
voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

On rollcall vote No. 94, I would have 
voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

On rollcall vote No. 95, H.R. 4607, the 
Comprehensive Regulatory Review Act, 
I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

f 

PERMISSION FOR MEMBER TO BE 
CONSIDERED AS PRIMARY SPON-
SOR OF H.R. 40 AND H.R. 1498 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may 
hereafter be considered to be the pri-
mary sponsor of H.R. 40, the Commis-
sion to Study and Develop Reparation 
Proposals for African-Americans Act, 
and H.R. 1498, the End Racial Profiling 
Act, bills originally introduced by Rep-
resentative Conyers of Michigan, for 
the purposes of adding cosponsors and 
requesting reprintings pursuant to 
clause 7 of rule XII. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

THE NICS FIX AND DACA 

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I 
could not help, as I listened to the col-
loquy of my two friends, to recognize 
that the key element is saving lives, 
saving lives from the pillage and the 
murderous acts that are done with 
guns. 

The NICS fix is crucial. The banning 
bump stocks is crucial. The expanded 
waiting period is crucial, and banning 
of AR–15s. 

But if we can move the issue of the 
NICS fix, if we can move the issue of 
expanded background checks, we can 
lose the taint of not doing anything 
since Las Vegas, not doing anything 
since Sandy Hook, Mother Emanuel, 
or, tragically, Florida. It is imperative 
that we save lives. 

Now, let me speak very clearly to 
DACA. 

I invite my ICE officers to stand with 
me on Sunday in Houston and tell my 
thousands of DACA young people that 
they will not raid their homes, they 
will not jeopardize their lives, and that 
they are, in fact, statused individuals 
who can go about their daily business. 
Join me Sunday and announce it to 
them. 

And I ask ICE officers to join the 
Members of Congress across the Na-

tion, because these young people are 
scared to death, and I would ask that 
we recognize that. 

Mr. Speaker, I intend to honor the 
late Council Member Larry Green with 
a statement in the RECORD acknowl-
edging the very fact of his great leader-
ship and the fact that he has passed. 

f 
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WASTEFUL SPENDING 

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

Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Speaker, we sure 
find a lot of ways to waste money in 
this town, but the EPA may have just 
reached a new low. We are spending $5 
million on a study to force-feed rats 
lard and coconut oil until they are 
morbidly obese, then we pump their en-
closures full of exhaust until they die. 
Then the EPA measures the amount of 
toxins in the fat cells of the rats as op-
posed to their skinny counterparts. 

So we are borrowing money from the 
next generation so that we can fat- 
shame dead rats that we ourselves have 
poisoned in the government. 

I would invite my colleagues to join 
me in fighting against this and so 
much other wasteful spending that we 
seem to find in Washington. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF KERI 
GALVAN 

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

Mr. KIHUEN. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise to remember the life of Keri 
Galvan. 

Keri attended the Route 91 music fes-
tival in Las Vegas on October 1. She 
was a mother of three and a wife to her 
husband, Justin Galvan. She worked as 
a cocktail server at Mastro’s 
Steakhouse, where she worked for al-
most a decade. 

She was known by her friends as 
supermom, and was always there for 
anybody. Keri never forgot anybody’s 
special occasion and constantly made 
sure everybody was okay. She is re-
membered for being a devoted wife and 
mother who put others before herself. 

I would like to extend my condo-
lences to Keri Galvan’s family and 
friends. Please know that the city of 
Las Vegas, the State of Nevada, and 
the whole country grieve with you. 

f 

AMERICAN DOLLARS FOR 
AMERICAN INFRASTRUCTURE 

(Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Penn-
sylvania asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsyl-
vania. Mr. Speaker, I just introduced 
legislation that would require all feder-
ally funded transportation and infra-
structure projects to use materials 
made right here in America. 

The Buy America 2.0 Act would bol-
ster American manufacturing and cre-
ate quality, family-sustaining jobs 
right here in our country. Democrats 
have been long fighting for these poli-
cies, but this effort should be bipar-
tisan. 

American infrastructure projects 
should start supporting American 
workers. This is a wonderful oppor-
tunity to create millions of jobs right 
here at home while investing in crit-
ical infrastructure needs that have 
been long neglected. 

Mr. Speaker, I encourage all Mem-
bers of this House, both Democrats and 
Republicans, to cosponsor my Buy 
America 2.0 Act. Let’s put the Amer-
ican people back to work. 

f 

NO HELP FOR DREAMERS 

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

Mr. NORCROSS. Mr. Speaker, March 
5, the President’s self-imposed dead-
line, has come and gone, and there is 
still no solution for Dreamers. 

We know them as Dreamers. The 
President knows them as human bar-
gaining chips. They make up the fabric 
of our country. They sit next to our 
children in classes. They are our neigh-
bors, our friends, and our families. 

I am here to tell a story about my 
family, one you may not know. 

My son joined the Army and was sta-
tioned in South Korea, where he met a 
lovely young lady. He finally and she 
finally got together, and they were 
married and stationed at Fort Hood, 
Texas, together, where my grand-
daughter was born. It was a very proud 
day. 

Later that same year, I got a call in 
the middle of the night from my son, 
who was crying, saying that his wife 
was going to be deported. I said: De-
ported where? 

Apparently, some misfiled paperwork 
had shown up. My daughter-in-law is a 
Dreamer. She served our country and 
would give her life up. 

Pass the Dream Act now so the cur-
rent generation of Dreamers can obtain 
the same thing as my daughter-in-law 
did. 

f 

THE SECOND AMENDMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. GALLEGO) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
RASKIN). 

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I wanted 
to bring the good news to Congress 
about where we are on the gun violence 
debate because I know there have been 
a lot of accusations flying back and 
forth. I want us to look for the com-
mon ground. I want to bring the good 
news today. 
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The good news is that we actually 

have an overwhelming policy consensus 
in America as to what we need to do 
about gun violence, and we have an 
overwhelming—indeed, a unanimous— 
judicial consensus about what is con-
stitutional to do. 

I want us to focus on that, and then 
that will allow us to isolate what the 
problem is in dislodging the paralysis 
in Washington today. But let’s start 
with the overwhelming policy con-
sensus that has emerged in the wake of 
a sequence of massacres, and it is 
enough to invoke their names to re-
mind people of the bloodshed that is 
engulfing our society in Parkland, 
Florida; in San Bernardino, California; 
in Las Vegas; in Texas; at Virginia 
Tech; at Sandy Hook in Newtown, Con-
necticut; and so on. In the wake of all 
these massacres, America is demanding 
action. 

But here is the good news. Everybody 
has agreed. As close to a unanimous 
agreement as you are ever going to find 
in the United States of America has 
emerged: 97 percent of the American 
people favor a universal criminal and 
mental background check on all fire-
arm purchases in America. 

That is the overwhelming majority of 
Democrats, the overwhelming majority 
of Republicans, the overwhelming ma-
jority of Independents, the over-
whelming majority of gun owners, and 
the overwhelming majority of non-gun 
owners. Almost everyone in America, 
97 out of 100 people—and if you take 
the margin of error, it might be 99 out 
of 100 people—agree that firearms 
should not be sold without a back-
ground check so that criminals, gang 
members, and terrorists can’t go to a 
gun show and acquire a weapon of war 
and then use it in our schools, in our 
movie theaters, in our churches, and in 
the public square. 

So we have got virtually unanimous 
public consensus on that. Every public 
opinion poll is showing the same thing, 
except the numbers continue to go up. 

Now, some people will say in re-
sponse to this: Aha, but the Second 
Amendment won’t allow us to do any-
thing. 

There are a lot of people in this de-
bate who are now wrapping themselves 
in the flag of the Second Amendment 
and saying that the Second Amend-
ment prohibits us from implementing 
this overwhelming public mandate for 
a universal criminal and mental back-
ground check; but they are wrong, and 
we know that they are wrong. 

The Supreme Court, in 2008, in the 
District of Columbia v. Heller case, in-
terpreted the Second Amendment de-
finitively for us, at least sufficiently 
for us to understand that a background 
check is perfectly constitutional. 

In the Heller case, the Supreme 
Court first divided over the question of 
whether or not the Second Amendment 
confers a collective militia-based right 
or an individual right. Four Justices 
said that the text of the Second 
Amendment means that you only have 

a right to a firearm in connection with 
militia service, which today we would 
call National Guard service. 

You will recall the language of the 
Second Amendment is: ‘‘A well regu-
lated militia, being necessary to the 
security of a free state, the right of the 
people to keep and bear arms, shall not 
be infringed.’’ 

Four Justices suggested that your 
right to bear and keep an arm is teth-
ered to service in the militia. But that 
view lost. Five Justices took the indi-
vidual rights view that the so-called 
prefatory clause just announces the 
purpose of the Second Amendment, but 
it defines an individual right. 

But nine Justices, the entire Su-
preme Court, agreed that, whether the 
right was collective or individual in 
nature, that right is subject to reason-
able regulation by Congress and by the 
States. Of course, that has got to be 
right. Every right, all fundamental 
rights, are subject to reasonable regu-
lation by the government. 

Think about the First Amendment, 
which guarantees the right of free 
speech. It gives you the right to go out 
and march in front of the White House, 
but does it give you the right to march 
in front of the White House at 2 o’clock 
in the morning with bullhorns and to 
wake up the President’s family? Of 
course not. 

The First Amendment is conditioned 
on reasonable time, place, and manner 
restrictions the Supreme Court held in 
a case called Ward v. Rock Against 
Racism, where the Court said it was 
perfectly fine for New York City to 
turn the sound down when they have a 
concert in Central Park because there 
are other social activities taking place. 

The Second Amendment is the exact 
same way, said the Supreme Court. 
You have the right to possess a hand-
gun for self-defense. You have a right 
to possess a rifle for purposes of hunt-
ing and recreation. You don’t have a 
right to a machine gun. There is no 
constitutional right to carry a sawed- 
off shotgun. 

There is no constitutional right to 
carry weapons of war in public places. 
There is no right to carry a firearm in 
public buildings, said Justice Scalia, 
into public schools and into the U.S. 
Congress. There is no constitutional 
right for that, and there is certainly no 
constitutional right for anybody to ac-
cess a weapon without passing through 
the regulatory screen that the govern-
ment sets up. 

That is the common sense of the 
American people, too. Thomas Paine, 
who wrote the pamphlet ‘‘Common 
Sense,’’ said that common sense is es-
sential in a democracy because it is the 
sense that we have in common. The 
sense that we have in common today 
about guns that we need a universal 
criminal and mental background check 
is something that is nearly unani-
mously held, and it is something that 
clearly passes constitutional muster 
according to the Supreme Court’s deci-
sion in the District of Columbia v. 
Heller in 2008. 

So we have got a public policy con-
sensus, a popular consensus, and a con-
stitutional juridical consensus about 
the right thing to do and the constitu-
tional thing to do. Yet what do we have 
here in Congress? We have got paral-
ysis. We have got absolute inaction in 
defiance of the public will. 

Why? Nobody really says. The GOP 
leaders, Mr. Speaker, simply refuse to 
bring a universal background check 
bill to the floor of Congress. They 
won’t even permit a hearing in the 
House Judiciary Committee about it, 
despite the fact that that is what ev-
erybody wants and that is what the 
times demand right now. 

Why? Have we become a failed state? 

b 1215 

Are we unable to govern? 
Does democracy not work anymore? 
Is that what we are saying? 
I hope not. I hope we have not be-

come a failed State. I hope we are able 
to address the public safety needs of 
the people. I hope we are able to ad-
dress the democratic will of the Amer-
ican public. I hope we are able to effec-
tuate the majority will of Congress, be-
cause we know that, forced to a vote, a 
majority of Congress would support 
this. 

So what is going on? 
Well, James Madison, in Federalist 

Paper No. 10, predicted it well when he 
talked about the problem of faction. He 
talked about a minority of people ani-
mated by some passion or some com-
mon interest that goes against the 
rights of the rest of the public and 
against the common good, against the 
general interest of the people. 

But our institutions have got to be 
set up to legislate over the demands of 
one small faction, the 2 or 3 percent of 
the people who don’t want to see a uni-
versal background check because they 
spread the mythology that any gun 
safety regulation will lead to a confis-
cation of people’s firearms, which is ut-
terly absurd and ridiculous and demon-
strably false. 

Yet, that tiny group of people, that 
tiny faction, has been allowed in this 
Congress to control the public agenda 
and to dictate to everybody else, when 
we have tens of thousands, and soon, on 
Saturday, March 24th, hundreds of 
thousands of young people marching 
for the most elementary rights of life 
in a civil society. 

And what is that? 
The right to security and safety—the 

whole reason we have got a social con-
tract. If you read your Thomas Hobbes, 
you read your John Locke, you read 
your Jean-Jacques Rousseau, the whole 
basis of civil society is that we will be 
safer entering into the social contract 
than we would be if we stuck it out in 
the state of nature, which John Locke 
and Thomas Hobbes described as a war 
of all against all, where life is nasty, 
poor, brutish, and short. 

So we are asking for the leadership in 
Congress simply to act. Let us bring 
this bill to the floor of Congress, and 
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stop with the distractions and the de-
flections and the diversions. They can 
bring up 50 other things. The people of 
America know, with our common 
sense, that we need a universal crimi-
nal and mental background check for 
everyone. 

Mr. Speaker, I would love it if some-
one could explain why that legislation 
is not allowed to see the light of day on 
the floor of the House with not even a 
hearing or a vote in the House Judici-
ary Committee. This is a public emer-
gency. The young people of America, 
beginning with the heroic kids, the sur-
vivors in Parkland, Florida, will not 
let us off the hook. 

One of them was asked the question: 
Well, why suddenly have you unleashed 
this revolution across the country 
against one minor faction control of all 
of Congress? Why did it happen now, 
but it didn’t happen back at Sandy 
Hook? 

One of the young leaders said: ‘‘At 
Sandy Hook, they assassinated first 
graders with an AR–15 at pointblank 
range; but in Parkland, Florida, they 
assassinated high school students. We 
are more educated and we have a voice 
and we know how social media works.’’ 

There is no putting the genie back in 
the bottle. There is going to be no 
avoiding this question. At the very 
least, we must have a vote on a uni-
versal criminal and mental background 
check for all firearm purchases in the 
United States of America. The people 
want it. The Supreme Court has made 
it clear that such legislation is con-
stitutional. 

In Maryland, in 2013, we passed not 
only fingerprint licensing and uni-
versal background checks, we passed a 
ban on military-style assault weapons, 
a ban on high-capacity magazines. 
These are bans that are, again, favored 
by more than two-thirds of the Amer-
ican people. 

It was challenged in Federal district 
court in Maryland and it was upheld 
against Second Amendment attack. 
They appealed to the Fourth Circuit of 
Appeals. It was upheld against Second 
Amendment attack. They went to the 
Supreme Court, and the Supreme Court 
let it stand. 

So within the Fourth Circuit Court 
of Appeals, within our circuit, we have 
already got all of the legislation 
upheld as constitutional, which some 
people are saying you can’t do because 
of the Second Amendment. 

Stop hiding behind the Second 
Amendment. Stop hiding behind it. The 
Second Amendment is just like every 
other amendment. You can pass a rea-
sonable regulation, as long as you 
don’t destroy the underlying right 
itself. 

Nobody is trying to take away any-
one’s handgun for self-defense. No one 
is trying to take away anyone’s rifle 
for hunting and recreational purposes. 
But you don’t need an AR–15 in order 
to go hunting. Any real hunter will tell 
you. 

You certainly don’t need to allow the 
sale of firearms in the United States of 

America to criminals and terrorists 
and gang members in order to support 
the Second Amendment. That is ludi-
crous. It is absurd. We should stop 
spreading that propaganda. I think it is 
just so important that we get this mes-
sage out to the American public. 

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to say that, for 242 years, when-
ever and wherever America’s freedom 
has been threatened, we called in the 
Marines. 

A Marine Corps infantry platoon is 
trained to close with and destroy the 
enemy by firearm and maneuver. That 
is what we do. That is our purpose. Ma-
rines kick in the door and kill the bad 
guys. Period. I know because that is 
what I had to do in Iraq. My platoon 
fought door-to-door against deadly in-
surgents. For this mission, the Marine 
Corps issued me an M–16 A4. 

The M–16 is a weapon designed with 
exquisite precision for the singular 
purpose of killing as many people as 
possible in the shortest amount of 
time. It is not for deer hunting. It is 
for killing people. 

The original M–16 was relentlessly re-
fined to take enemy lives in combat. 
But you might know the version avail-
able in stores called an AR–15. Repub-
licans and their bosses at the NRA be-
lieve almost anyone should be able to 
carry this weapon of war. That is right. 
Republicans honestly believe that this 
killing machine has a place in our com-
munities. They think that a weapon 
very similar to one I carried in Al 
Anbar belongs on the streets of Phoe-
nix. 

That is idiotic, and I will explain 
why. 

Republicans aren’t just ignoring the 
voices of the thousands of victims. 
They are also denying basic physics. 
Because a round from an AR–15 is larg-
er and leaves the muzzle traveling fast-
er, it will impact the body without 
about three times more energy than a 
bullet from a handgun. 

Surgeons treating the Parkland vic-
tims described organs that looked like 
‘‘overripe melons smashed by a sledge-
hammer.’’ They talk about exit wounds 
as big as oranges. They recount open-
ing bodies of these children, hoping to 
stem the bleeding, and discovering 
that, as one doctor put it, ‘‘there was 
nothing left to repair.’’ 

And here is the thing: that is not an 
unexpected outcome. Delivering fatal 
wounds that no surgeon can fix is the 
whole point of these weapons. That is 
precisely why they were given to us in 
combat. 

The AR–15 also has a standard maga-
zine of 30 rounds. Those 30 rounds are 
necessary if you are putting down sup-
pressive fire or engaging insurgents. 
They are not very useful when you are 
hunting deer. 

Mr. Speaker, I can confidently say 
that if you need more than a handful of 
shots to put down the deer, you are 
probably the problem, not the weapon. 

In addition, the AR–15 has a signifi-
cantly faster effective rate of fire than 

a bolt-action hunting rifle or a hand-
gun. That means you can shoot more 
people in less time. That means police 
officers responding to the scene of a 
shooting will be outgunned and out-
matched. That means more children 
will die in the classrooms before help 
can arrive. 

I went through literally thousands of 
hours of training to become a marine. 
It was arduous and grueling. I was 
taught how to clean and care for my 
weapon. I had to pass a rigorous 
marksmanship test. I was only armed 
after I earned the privilege and respon-
sibility for that weapon. 

In contrast, my Republican friends 
think anyone should be able to walk 
into a sporting goods store anywhere in 
America and walk out with an AR–15. 

When children are slaughtered in 
their classrooms, we respond with 
thoughts and prayers instead of smart-
er policies or stronger laws. We are 
asked to simply accept this bloodshed 
as an unavoidable fact of American 
life. 

Not anymore. 
How about this? Let’s reform our 

background check system. Let’s ban 
assault rifles and keep weapons of war 
out of our communities. Then, if people 
are truly desperate to fire those types 
of weapons, they can do what I did: go 
to www.marines.mil and enlist. 

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

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Lasky, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed without 
amendment bills of the House of the 
following titles: 

H.R. 294. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
2700 Cullen Boulevard in Pearland, Texas, as 
the ‘‘Endy Nddiobong Ekpanya Post Office 
Building’’. 

H.R. 452. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
324 West Saint Louis Street in Pacific, Mis-
souri, as the ‘‘Specialist Jeffrey L. White, Jr. 
Post Office’’. 

H.R. 1207. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 306 River Street in Tilden, Texas, as the 
‘‘Tilden Veterans Post Office’’. 

H.R. 1208. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 9155 Schaefer Road, Converse, Texas, as 
the ‘‘Converse Veterans Post Office Build-
ing’’. 

H.R. 1858. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 4514 Williamson Trail in Liberty, Pennsyl-
vania, as the ‘‘Staff Sergeant Ryan Scott 
Ostrom Post Office’’. 

H.R. 1988. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 1730 18th Street in Bakersfield, California, 
as the ‘‘Merle Haggard Post Office Building’’. 

H.R. 2254. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 2635 Napa Street in Vallejo, California, as 
the ‘‘Janet Capello Post Office Building’’. 

H.R. 2302. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 259 Nassau Street, Suite 2 in Princeton, 
New Jersey, as the ‘‘Dr. John F. Nash, Jr. 
Post Office’’. 
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H.R. 2464. An act to designate the facility 

of the United States Postal Service located 
at 25 New Chardon Street Lobby in Boston, 
Massachusetts, as the ‘‘John Fitzgerald Ken-
nedy Post Office’’. 

H.R. 2672. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 520 Carter Street in Fairview, Illinois, as 
the ‘‘Sgt. Douglas J. Riney Post Office’’. 

H.R. 2815. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 30 East Somerset Street in Raritan, New 
Jersey, as the ‘‘Gunnery Sergeant John 
Basilone Post Office’’. 

H.R. 2873. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 207 Glenside Avenue in Wyncote, Pennsyl-
vania, as the ‘‘Staff Sergeant Peter Taub 
Post Office Building’’. 

H.R. 3109. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 1114 North 2nd Street in Chillicothe, Illi-
nois, as the ‘‘Sr. Chief Ryan Owens Post Of-
fice Building’’. 

H.R. 3369. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 225 North Main Street in Spring Lake, 
North Carolina, as the ‘‘Howard B. Pate, Jr. 
Post Office’’. 

H.R. 3638. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 1100 Kings Road in Jacksonville, Florida, 
as the ‘‘Rutledge Pearson Post Office Build-
ing’’. 

H.R. 3655. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 1300 Main Street in Belmar, New Jersey, 
as the ‘‘Dr. Walter S. McAfee Post Office 
Building’’. 

H.R. 3821. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 430 Main Street in Clermont, Georgia, as 
the ‘‘Zack T. Addington Post Office’’. 

H.R. 3893. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 100 Mathe Avenue in Interlachen, Florida, 
as the ‘‘Robert H. Jenkins, Jr. Post Office’’. 

H.R. 4042. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 1415 West Oak Street, in Kissimmee, Flor-
ida, as the ‘‘Borinqueneers Post Office Build-
ing’’. 

H.R. 4285. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 123 Bridgeton Pike in Mullica Hill, New 
Jersey, as the ‘‘James C. ‘Billy’ Johnson 
Post Office Building’’. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate has passed bills of the following 
titles in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 97. An act to enable civilian research 
and development of advanced nuclear energy 
technologies by private and public institu-
tions, to expand theoretical and practical 
knowledge of nuclear physics, chemistry, 
and materials science, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 931. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
4910 Brighton Boulevard in Denver, Colorado, 
as the ‘‘George Sakato Post Office’’. 

S. 2040. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
621 Kansas Avenue in Atchison, Kansas, as 
the ‘‘Amelia Earhart Post Office Building’’. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF MARVIN 
‘‘CY’’ MEYERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the gentlewoman from 
Washington (Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER) is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader. 

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. Mr. 
Speaker, today I rise to honor the life 
of Marvin ‘‘Cy’’ Meyers and recognize 
his lifelong service to the United 
States Military and to his community 
of Winlock and across Lewis County. 

Born during the Great Depression 
and from a military family, Cy grew up 
poor, but he had an abundant love of 
family. In the summer of 1943, Cy 
joined the Marines and served in World 
War II, where he fought at Iwo Jima. 

After his service in the military, Cy 
came home to the Pacific Northwest 
and met the love of his life, Bonita. A 
friend of Cy’s started an egg farm in 
Winlock and asked him to work deliv-
ering eggs, a job Cy maintained for 20 
years. Cy and Bonita bought a home in 
Winlock, where they settled for the re-
mainder of their lives and raised their 
four children. 

Cy was a cornerstone community 
member. Everyone in Lewis County 
knew him. He served on the city coun-
cil, Educational Service District 113 
Board, Civil Service Commission, 
Board of Adjustment, and the Wash-
ington State Republicans Executive 
Board. Cy also served as mayor of 
Winlock for 6 years. 

Please join me in honoring the self-
less and passionate dedication of 
Marvin ‘‘Cy’’ Meyers and his legacy 
that will remain with us all, as this 
was the week that he left this world for 
the next. We love him. We are grateful 
to him and his family for his service, 
and we will remember him. 

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

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

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

Mr. GARAMENDI (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today. 

f 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 

A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 931. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
4910 Brighton Boulevard in Denver, Colorado, 
as the ‘‘George Sakato Post Office’’; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

f 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The Speaker announced his signature 
to an enrolled bill of the Senate of the 
following title: 

S. 831. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
120 West Pike Street in Canonsburg, Penn-
sylvania, as the ‘‘Police Officer Scott 
Bashioum Post Office Building’’. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 27 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Fri-
day, March 9, 2018, at 10:30 a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

4186. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Appraisal Subcommittee, Federal Financial 
Institutions Examination Council, transmit-
ting the Council’s final rule — Collection and 
Transmission of Annual AMC Registry Fees 
[Docket No.: AS17-07] received March 5, 2018, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

4187. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Human Subject Protection; Acceptance of 
Data From Clinical Investigations for Med-
ical Devices [Docket No.: FDA-2013-N-0080] 
(RIN: 0910-AG48) received March 5, 2018, 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. 

4188. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Modification of Air Traf-
fic Service (ATS) Routes; Western United 
States [Docket No.: FAA-2017-0344; Airspace 
Docket No.: 17-AWP-11] received March 5, 
2018, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public 
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

4189. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Johnson City, TN [Docket No.: 
FAA-2017-0279; Airspace Docket No.: 17-ASO- 
10] received March 5, 2018, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4190. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Establishment of Class E 
Airspace, Spanish Fork, UT [Docket No.: 
FAA-2017-0897; Airspace Docket No.: 17-ANM- 
22] received March 5, 2018, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4191. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class E 
Airspace; Fort Scott, KS; and Phillipsburg, 
KS [Docket No.: FAA-2017-0523; Airspace 
Docket No.: 17-ACE-9] received March 5, 2018, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

4192. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; The Boeing Company Airplanes [Dock-
et No.: FAA-2017-0901; Product Identifier 
2017-NM-106-AD; Amendment 39-19183; AD 
2018-03-10] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received March 5, 
2018, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public 
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 
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4193. A letter from the Management and 

Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; The Boeing Company Airplanes [Dock-
et No.: FAA-2017-0630; Product Identifier 
2017-NM-058-AD; Amendment 39-19173; AD 
2018-02-20] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received March 5, 
2018, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public 
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

4194. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes [Docket 
No.: FAA-2017-0811; Product Identifier 2017- 
NM-068-AD; Amendment 39-19184; AD 2018-03- 
11] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received March 5, 2018, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

4195. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA- 
2018-0030; Product Identifier 2014-NM-161-AD; 
Amendment 39-19180; AD 2018-03-07] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received March 5, 2018, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4196. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; 328 Support Services GmbH (Type Cer-
tificate Previously Held by AvCraft Aero-
space GmbH; Fairchild Dornier GmbH; 
Dornier Luftfahrt GmbH) Airplanes [Docket 
No.: FAA-2018-0026; Product Identifier 2016- 
NM-157-AD; Amendment 39-19175; AD 2018-03- 
02] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received March 5, 2018, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

4197. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA- 
2018-0069; Product Identifier 2013-NM-090-AD; 
Amendment 39-19181; AD 2018-03-08] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received March 5, 2018, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4198. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA- 
2017-0713; Product Identifier 2016-NM-199-AD; 
Amendment 39-19170; AD 2018-02-17] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received March 5, 2018, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4199. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA- 
2018-0070; Product Identifier 2015-NM-146-AD; 
Amendment 39-19182; AD 2018-03-09] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received March 5, 2018, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4200. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA- 

2018-0029; Product Identifier 2015-NM-132-AD; 
Amendment 39-19179; AD 2018-03-06] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received March 5, 2018, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4201. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class E 
Airspace; for the following Ohio Towns; 
Millersburg, OH and Coshocton, OH [Docket 
No.: FAA-2017-0342; Airspace Docket No.: 17- 
AGL-6] received March 5, 2018, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4202. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; General Electric Company Turboprop 
Engines [Docket No.: FAA-2017-0943; Product 
Identifier 2017-NE-34-AD; Amendment 39- 
19186; AD 2018-03-13] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
March 5, 2018, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

4203. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final reg-
ulations and removal of temporary regula-
tions — Balanced System for Measuring Or-
ganizational and Employee Performance 
Within the Internal Revenue Service [TD 
9831] (RIN: 1545-BL88) received March 7, 2018, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

f 

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. 3221. A bill to provide ex-
emptions under the Truth in Lending Act 
and the Financial Institutions Reform, Re-
covery, and Enforcement Act of 1989 to en-
courage access to affordable mortgages, and 
for other purposes (Rept. 115–590). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. HENSARLING: Committee on Finan-
cial Services. H.R. 3864. A bill to reauthorize 
the native American Housing Assistance and 
Self-Determination Act of 1996, and for other 
purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 115–591). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

f 

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. WELCH: 
H.R. 5212. A bill to amend the Clean Air 

Act to reform the renewable fuel program 
under that Act, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committees on Nat-
ural Resources, and Science, Space, and 
Technology, 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 Mrs. HARTZLER: 
H.R. 5213. A bill to prohibit the Rural Utili-

ties Service from providing assistance for 

the provision of broadband service with a 
download speed of less than 25 megabits per 
second or an upload speed of less than 3 
megabits per second, and clarify the 
broadband loan and loan guarantee author-
ity provided in section 601 of the Rural Elec-
trification Act of 1936, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture, and 
in addition to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, 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. BYRNE (for himself, Mr. MITCH-
ELL, Mr. BARTON, and Mr. GAETZ): 

H.R. 5214. A bill to modify the congres-
sional budget and appropriations process to 
provide fiscal stability for the United States, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Budget, and in addition to the Commit-
tees on Rules, Oversight and Government 
Reform, and House Administration, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. BERGMAN (for himself, Miss 
RICE of New York, Mr. BOST, and Mr. 
DUNN): 

H.R. 5215. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to direct the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs to prohibit employees found to 
have knowingly misused Department of Vet-
erans Affairs purchase cards from serving as 
purchase card holders or approving officials; 
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. HECK (for himself, Ms. BASS, 
Mr. LANCE, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. BERA, 
Mr. BROWN of Maryland, Ms. KAPTUR, 
Mr. RUSH, Mr. SHERMAN, Ms. SHEA- 
PORTER, Mr. CRIST, Ms. PINGREE, Mr. 
SOTO, Mr. PERLMUTTER, Ms. ESTY of 
Connecticut, Mr. JEFFRIES, Mr. 
COSTA, Mr. HIMES, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. 
CASTRO of Texas, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. VARGAS, Ms. FRANKEL 
of Florida, Mr. DESAULNIER, Mr. 
QUIGLEY, Mr. THOMPSON of California, 
Mrs. TORRES, Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI, 
Mr. GALLEGO, Mr. LYNCH, Ms. 
DELBENE, Mr. O’HALLERAN, Mr. 
SUOZZI, Mr. LAWSON of Florida, Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, 
Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. 
SWALWELL of California, Mr. PAL-
LONE, Mrs. BEATTY, Mr. MICHAEL F. 
DOYLE of Pennsylvania, Ms. MCCOL-
LUM, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. RASKIN, Mr. 
NADLER, Mr. WELCH, Ms. KELLY of Il-
linois, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mr. COHEN, 
Mr. SARBANES, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. 
CARSON of Indiana, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. 
RUPPERSBERGER, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. 
LANGEVIN, Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, 
Ms. MENG, Ms. CLARK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. ELLISON, Ms. BLUNT ROCH-
ESTER, Mr. POCAN, Ms. JAYAPAL, Mr. 
KEATING, Ms. KUSTER of New Hamp-
shire, Mr. KILMER, Mr. TONKO, Mr. 
HUFFMAN, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr. 
KHANNA, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. TAKANO, 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, and Mr. SCOTT 
of Virginia): 

H.R. 5216. A bill To direct the President to 
impose sanctions on certain senior foreign 
political figures and oligarchs in the Russian 
Federation and certain Russian parastatal 
entities, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, and in addition to 
the Committee on the Judiciary, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT (for himself and 
Mr. BISHOP of Georgia): 
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H.R. 5217. A bill to establish a White House 

Rural Council, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. COHEN (for himself, Mr. 
CHABOT, Mr. NADLER, Mr. COSTELLO 
of Pennsylvania, Ms. BROWNLEY of 
California, Mr. CURBELO of Florida, 
Ms. DELBENE, Mr. KELLY of Mis-
sissippi, Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRIS-
HAM of New Mexico, Mr. MARINO, Ms. 
MCCOLLUM, and Mr. MCKINLEY): 

H.R. 5218. A bill to amend title 23, United 
States Code, with respect to national pri-
ority safety programs, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois: 
H.R. 5219. A bill to require sellers of 

opioids at retail to verify the identity of the 
prospective purchaser and enter certain in-
formation about the purchase into the re-
spective State’s prescription drug moni-
toring system, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. DELANEY (for himself and Mr. 
BYRNE): 

H.R. 5220. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the excise tax on 
investment income of private colleges and 
universities; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. GROTHMAN (for himself, Mr. 
LOUDERMILK, and Mr. DESJARLAIS): 

H.R. 5221. A bill to prohibit the use of funds 
to develop, test, deploy, implement, or ad-
minister the Disability Case Processing Sys-
tem, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. HANABUSA (for herself, Mr. 
JONES, Ms. ROSEN, Mr. FITZPATRICK, 
Mrs. COMSTOCK, Mr. COSTA, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. 
DESAULNIER, and Mr. GONZALEZ of 
Texas): 

H.R. 5222. A bill to award a Congressional 
Gold Medal, collectively, to Korean war com-
bat veterans, in recognition of their dedi-
cated service during the Korean war; to the 
Committee on Financial Services, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on House Adminis-
tration, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. KHANNA (for himself, Mr. 
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms. NORTON, 
Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI, Mr. POCAN, Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. RASKIN, Ms. JACKSON 
LEE, Ms. JAYAPAL, Ms. JUDY CHU of 
California, Ms. GABBARD, Mr. 
MOULTON, and Ms. LEE): 

H.R. 5223. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Labor to issue an occupational safety and 
health rule that requires covered health care 
employers to adopt a comprehensive work-
place violence prevention plan and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce, and in addition to the 
Committees on Energy and Commerce, and 
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. LUETKEMEYER (for himself, 
Mr. SESSIONS, Mrs. WAGNER, and Mr. 
COLE): 

H.R. 5224. A bill to clarify the require-
ments of authorized representatives under 
the Family Educational Rights and Privacy 
Act of 1974, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of 
New York (for herself and Mr. PAS-
CRELL): 

H.R. 5225. A bill to reinstate the final rule 
issued by the Social Security Administration 

entitled ‘‘Implementation of the NICS Im-
provement Amendments Act of 2007‘‘; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. MATSUI (for herself, Mr. RUSH, 
Ms. ESHOO, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. DEGETTE, 
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. CASTOR of Flor-
ida, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. MCNERNEY, 
Mr. WELCH, Mr. BEN RAY LUJÁN of 
New Mexico, Mr. TONKO, Ms. CLARKE 
of New York, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. CÁRDENAS, Mr. RUIZ, Mr. 
PETERS, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, 
and Mr. BUTTERFIELD): 

H.R. 5226. A bill to preserve appropriate 
and achievable Federal standards for green-
house gas emissions and corporate average 
fuel economy for cars and light trucks 
through model year 2025, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

By Mr. MEADOWS (for himself and Mr. 
ZELDIN): 

H.R. 5227. A bill to require a report and 
strategy with respect to virtual currencies 
and other related emerging technologies 
being used to evade sanctions, finance ter-
rorism, and launder monetary instruments, 
and threaten United States national secu-
rity, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. PALLONE: 
H.R. 5228. A bill to strengthen the authori-

ties of the Food and Drug Administration to 
address counterfeit drugs, illegal and syn-
thetic opioids, and opioid-like substances, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, 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 Mr. PERRY (for himself, Mr. JODY 
B. HICE of Georgia, Mr. KING of Iowa, 
Mr. BABIN, Mr. HARRIS, and Mr. 
BIGGS): 

H.R. 5229. A bill to amend section 505 of the 
Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant 
Responsibility Act of 1996 to clarify the pro-
hibition on postsecondary education benefits 
for certain aliens, to grant a private right of 
action to persons injured by a violation of 
such prohibition, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce, 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. FRANCIS ROONEY of Florida 
(for himself, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, 
and Mr. ROKITA): 

H.R. 5230. A bill to ensure labor organiza-
tion transparency and accountability; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Ms. ROSEN: 
H.R. 5231. A bill to amend title 39, United 

States Code, to prohibit a Member or Mem-
ber-elect of Congress from mailing as 
franked mail any material with a photo-
graphic image, to establish an annual limit 
on the amount of funds which may be ex-
pended on franked mail by a Member or 
Member-elect of Congress, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on House Adminis-
tration, and in addition to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. RUIZ (for himself, Mr. GOSAR, 
Mr. JONES, Ms. BROWNLEY of Cali-
fornia, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. JOYCE of 
Ohio, and Mr. TIPTON): 

H.R. 5232. A bill to prohibit the use of funds 
provided for the official travel expenses of 

Members of Congress and other officers and 
employees of the legislative branch for air-
line accommodations which are not coach- 
class accommodations, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on House Adminis-
tration. 

By Mr. SMITH of Washington (for him-
self, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mrs. 
MIMI WALTERS of California, Mr. 
MACARTHUR, Ms. JUDY CHU of Cali-
fornia, and Ms. LOFGREN): 

H.R. 5233. A bill to provide for automatic 
acquisition of United States citizenship for 
certain internationally adopted individuals, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SOTO: 
H.R. 5234. A bill to amend the Farm Secu-

rity and Rural Investment Act of 2002 to ex-
pand opportunities for algae-based research, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. TURNER: 
H.R. 5235. A bill to amend the Foreign In-

telligence Surveillance Act of 1978 to ensure 
that politically derived information is not 
used in an application to the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Court for an order 
under title I or III of such Act; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to 
the Committee on Intelligence (Permanent 
Select), for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Ms. VELÁZQUEZ: 
H.R. 5236. A bill to expand opportunities 

available to employee-owned business con-
cerns through Small Business Administra-
tion loan programs, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Small Business. 

By Ms. HANABUSA (for herself and Ms. 
GABBARD): 

H. Con. Res. 112. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of Emancipation Hall in 
the Capitol Visitor Center for an event to 
celebrate the birthday of King Kamehameha 
I; to the Committee on House Administra-
tion. 

By Mr. HOYER (for himself, Mr. BROWN 
of Maryland, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
DELANEY, Mr. RASKIN, Mr. CONNOLLY, 
Mr. BEYER, Mr. SARBANES, and Mrs. 
COMSTOCK): 

H. Con. Res. 113. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for 
the Greater Washington Soap Box Derby; to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

By Mr. CORREA (for himself, Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ, Ms. BARRAGÁN, Mr. 
VELA, Mr. HASTINGS, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia, Ms. ESTY of Con-
necticut, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. 
ESPAILLAT, Mr. SOTO, Mr. GRIJALVA, 
Ms. TITUS, Mr. VARGAS, Ms. BASS, 
Mr. PANETTA, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. NAD-
LER, Mr. CASTRO of Texas, Ms. ROSEN, 
Mr. CÁRDENAS, Ms. SÁNCHEZ, Ms. 
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. COSTA, and Mrs. 
TORRES): 

H. Res. 768. A resolution recognizing the 
heritage, culture, and contributions of 
Latinas in the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form. 

f 

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. 
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By Mr. WELCH: 

H.R. 5212. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18: The Con-

gress shall have Power To . . . make all 
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con-
stitution in the Government of the United 
States, or in any Department or Officer 
thereof. 

By Mrs. HARTZLER: 
H.R. 5213. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8: ‘‘The Congress shall 

have power . . . to regulate commerce with 
foreign nations, and among several States, 
and with the Indian tribes’’ 

Congress is granted authority to regulate 
commerce between the states. This bill per-
tains to regulating broadband internet which 
crosses state lines. Therefore, Congress has 
authority to legislate on this matter. 

By Mr. BYRNE: 
H.R. 5214. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 9, Clause 7 of the United 

States Constitution 
By Mr. BERGMAN: 

H.R. 5215. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, section 8 of the Constitution of 

the United States. 
By Mr. HECK: 

H.R. 5216. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
United States Constitution, Article I, Sec-

tion 8: The Congress shall have power . . . To 
regulate commerce with foreign nations, and 
among the several states, and with the In-
dian tribes; 

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT: 
H.R. 5217. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 (relating to 

the power of Congress to regulate Commerce 
with foreign Nations, and among the several 
States, and with the Indian Tribes.) 

Article I; Section 8; Clause 18 
The Congress shall have Power To make 

all Laws which shall be necessary and proper 
for carrying into Execution the foregoing 
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. COHEN: 
H.R. 5218. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 

By Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois: 
H.R. 5219. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3—To regulate 

commerce with foreign nations, and among 
the several states, and with the Indian tribes 

By Mr. DELANEY: 
H.R. 5220. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I of the U.S. Constitution 

By Mr. GROTHMAN: 
H.R. 5221. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 

granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clauses 1 and 18 of the United States Con-
stitution. 

By Ms. HANABUSA: 
H.R. 5222. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8. 
By Mr. KHANNA: 

H.R. 5223. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 

By Mr. LUETKEMEYER: 
H.R. 5224. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitution of 

the United States. 
By Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of 

New York: 
H.R. 5225. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 1 . . . 
All legislative Powers herein granted shall 

be vested in a Congress of the United States, 
which shall consist of a Senate and House of 
Representatives. 

By Ms. MATSUI: 
H.R. 5226. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 

By Mr. MEADOWS: 
H.R. 5227. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause I states, ‘‘The 

Congress shall have Power To . . . provide 
for the common Defense and general Welfare 
of the United States . . .’’ And; Article 1, 
Section 8, Clause 3 states, ‘‘The Congress 
shall have Power To . . . regulate Commerce 
with foreign Nations . . .’’ And; Article 1, 
Section 8, Clause 18 states, ‘‘The Congress 
shall have Power 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. PALLONE: 
H.R. 5228. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, clause 3 of the U.S. 

Constitution. That provision gives Congress 
the power ‘‘to regulate commerce with for-
eign nations, and among the several states, 
and with the Indian tribes.’’ 

By Mr. PERRY: 
H.R. 5229. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Section 5 of the XIV Amendment of the 

U.S. Constitution 
By Mr. FRANCIS ROONEY of Florida: 

H.R. 5230. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8 

By Ms. ROSEN: 
H.R. 5231. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 1, Clause 1; Article 1, 

Section 5, Clause 2; Article 1 Section 8, 
Clauses 1, 7, and 18 of the United States Con-
stitution 

By Mr. RUIZ: 
H.R. 5232. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, section 8, Clauses 1 and 18 of the 

United States Constitution, to provide for 
the general welfare and make all laws nec-
essary and proper to carry out the powers of 
Congress. 

By Mr. SMITH of Washington: 
H.R. 5233. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8 
By Mr. SOTO: 

H.R. 5234. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, of the United States 

Constitution. 
By Mr. TURNER: 

H.R. 5235. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
4th Amendment to the Constitution 

By Ms. VELÁZQUEZ: 
H.R. 5236. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 
The Congress shall have Power to . . . pro-

vide for the . . . general Welfare of the 
United States; . . . 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows: 

H.R. 66: Mr. SIRES, Mr. ROUZER, Mr. 
KHANNA, and Mr. KATKO. 

H.R. 299: Mr. GOODLATTE and Mr. ADER-
HOLT. 

H.R. 303: Mr. WALDEN, Mr. JOHNSON of Lou-
isiana, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, and Mr. THOMPSON of 
Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 508: Mr. MCEACHIN. 
H.R. 846: Mrs. MURPHY of Florida. 
H.R. 930: Mr. WESTERMAN. 
H.R. 1054: Ms. LEE. 
H.R. 1095: Mr. KHANNA. 
H.R. 1100: Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. 
H.R. 1267: Mr. FASO and Mr. WALBERG. 
H.R. 1415: Mr. KHANNA. 
H.R. 1562: Mr. ESPAILLAT. 
H.R. 1596: Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Penn-

sylvania. 
H.R. 1661: Mr. LANGEVIN. 
H.R. 1681: Ms. JAYAPAL. 
H.R. 1683: Ms. GABBARD and Mr. KING of 

New York. 
H.R. 1734: Mr. O’ROURKE. 
H.R. 1802: Mr. MCKINLEY and Mr. KILMER. 
H.R. 1911: Mr. KHANNA. 
H.R. 1943: Mrs. BLACKBURN. 
H.R. 2077: Mr. PAYNE, Ms. NORTON, and Mr. 

RYAN of Ohio. 
H.R. 2090: Mr. ROHRABACHER. 
H.R. 2151: Mrs. DINGELL, Ms. BASS, and 

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New York. 
H.R. 2212: Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee and Ms. 

NORTON. 
H.R. 2452: Ms. VELÁZQUEZ and Mr. 

JEFFRIES. 
H.R. 2598: Mr. MAST. 
H.R. 2655: Mr. FITZPATRICK. 
H.R. 2687: Mr. STIVERS. 
H.R. 2856: Ms. MCSALLY and Mr. KING of 

New York. 
H.R. 2895: Mr. CRIST. 
H.R. 2901: Mr. KHANNA. 
H.R. 2913: Mrs. MURPHY of Florida. 
H.R. 3018: Mr. KHANNA. 
H.R. 3252: Mr. COHEN and Mr. POLIS. 
H.R. 3464: Mr. ENGEL, Ms. FRANKEL of Flor-

ida, and Mr. LARSEN of Washington. 
H.R. 3530: Mr. VALADAO. 
H.R. 3563: Ms. MOORE. 
H.R. 3582: Mr. POLIS. 
H.R. 3596: Ms. MCSALLY and Mr. RICE of 

South Carolina. 
H.R. 3894: Mr. PAYNE. 
H.R. 4057: Ms. SINEMA. 
H.R. 4345: Mr. KIND, Mr. KEATING, and Mr. 

O’ROURKE. 
H.R. 4525: Mr. MCNERNEY. 
H.R. 4527: Mr. PAYNE and Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 4548: Mr. CÁRDENAS and Mr. KIND. 
H.R. 4751: Mr. POLIS. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1503 March 8, 2018 
H.R. 4777: Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 4811: Ms. JENKINS of Kansas, Mr. 

DONOVAN, Mr. KATKO, Mr. TIPTON, Mrs. 
BROOKS of Indiana, Mr. UPTON, Mr. SMUCKER, 
Mr. PAULSEN, Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. COSTELLO 
of Pennsylvania, and Mr. PETERS. 

H.R. 4838: Mr. O’ROURKE. 
H.R. 4841: Mr. YOUNG of Iowa. 
H.R. 4846: Mr. VARGAS and Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.R. 4903: Mr. GAETZ. 
H.R. 4909: Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER, Mr. STIV-

ERS, Mr. BARLETTA, Mrs. LOVE, and Mr. ROD-
NEY DAVIS of Illinois. 

H.R. 4949: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. 
H.R. 4953: Mr. LONG. 
H.R. 5004: Mr. NEAL. 
H.R. 5011: Mr. O’HALLERAN, Mrs. BEATTY, 

Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. JUDY CHU of 
California, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. SLAUGHTER, 
Ms. TITUS, Mr. POCAN, Mr. KIND, and Mr. KIL-
MER. 

H.R. 5016: Mr. PEARCE and Mr. WEBSTER of 
Florida. 

H.R. 5028: Mr. GALLEGO. 
H.R. 5045: Mr. TAKANO. 
H.R. 5090: Mr. MAST. 
H.R. 5094: Mr. BARLETTA. 
H.R. 5105: Mr. CICILLINE. 
H.R. 5116: Mr. BARLETTA. 

H.R. 5119: Mr. SWALWELL of California and 
Ms. ROSEN. 

H.R. 5127: Mr. PANETTA. 
H.R. 5142: Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia. 
H.R. 5143: Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia. 
H.R. 5171: Mr. LAMBORN and Mr. SENSEN-

BRENNER. 
H.R. 5187: Mr. HOYER. 
H.R. 5206: Mr. KATKO. 
H.R. 5207: Mr. KATKO. 
H.J. Res. 1: Mr. KUSTOFF of Tennessee. 
H.J. Res. 122: Mr. BUDD and Mr. DAVIDSON. 
H. Con. Res. 13: Mr. DAVIDSON. 
H. Res. 128: Mr. KHANNA, Mrs. COMSTOCK, 

and Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. 
H. Res. 401: Mr. MCNERNEY. 
H. Res. 421: Mr. KHANNA. 
H. Res. 576: Mr. WEBER of Texas. 
H. Res. 756: Mr. KNIGHT, Mr. DELANEY, Mr. 

MOULTON, Mr. ESPAILLAT, Mr. GUTHRIE, Ms. 
JAYAPAL, Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. YARMUTH, Ms. BROWNLEY of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. DINGELL, Mr. RUIZ, Mr. VARGAS, 
Mr. BOST, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. THOMPSON of 
California, and Ms. KAPTUR. 

H. Res. 766: Ms. BONAMICI, Mr. THOMPSON of 
California, and Mr. ROYCE of California. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the clerk’s 
desk and referred as follows: 

84. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
Mr. Gregory D. Watson, a citizen of Austin, 
TX, relative to urging Congress to enact leg-
islation that would guarantee retirees of 
state governments, and retirees of local gov-
ernments, full receipt of Social Security ben-
efits if, while employed in state or local gov-
ernment, those retirees made full payments 
into the Social Security Trust Fund, via So-
cial Security payroll taxes on their employ-
ment earnings, and that would cease the ap-
propriation of excess funds for any purposes 
unrelated to the Social Security program, 
including intra-governmental debt; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

85. Also, a petition of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the 20th Northern Marianas 
Commonwealth Legislature, relative to 
House Joint Resolution No. 20-8, to support 
the passage of S. 2325, the Northern Mariana 
Islands U.S. Work Force Act; jointly to the 
Committees on Natural Resources and the 
Judiciary. 
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