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

called to order by the Speaker. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

God of the Ages, we give You thanks 
for giving us another day. 

We continue to ask You to be with us 
here in the people’s House. Political 
energy is high, yet we ask that You 
bless the Members with a surfeit of 
wisdom and discernment as they con-
tinue toward the end of the first ses-
sion. 

May the work to be completed result 
in blessings for our Nation in the fund-
ing of the government for the next 
year. 

Finally, please send a healing spirit 
upon this assembly, upon our Nation. 
Much harsh language and accusation 
have been heard in the Chamber; help 
us all to be ambassadors of peace and 
reconciliation, so that all Americans 
might have hope in a united future. 

May all that is done be for Your 
greater honor and glory. 

Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant the section 
7(a) of House Resolution 758, the Jour-
nal of the last day’s proceedings is ap-
proved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. TORRES) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mrs. TORRES of California led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 5377, RESTORING TAX FAIR-
NESS FOR STATES AND LOCAL-
ITIES ACT 

Mrs. TORRES of California, from the 
Committee on Rules, submitted a priv-
ileged report (Rept. No. 116–357) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 772) providing for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5377) to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to modify the limitation on deduc-
tion of State and local taxes, and for 
other purposes, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

f 

ELECTING CERTAIN MEMBERS TO 
A CERTAIN STANDING COM-
MITTEE OF THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES 

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

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 773 

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

COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND REFORM: Ms. 
Porter and Ms. Haaland. 

Mr. JEFFRIES (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the resolution be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CUELLAR). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIR OF 
COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND 
REFORM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Chair of the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Reform: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND REFORM, 

Washington, DC, December 17, 2019. 
Hon. NANCY PELOSI, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SPEAKER PELOSI: I write to notify 
you and the House of Representatives of the 
initiation by the Committee on Oversight 
and Reform of judicial proceedings pursuant 
to H. Res. 497 and H. Res. 430. The Committee 
has initiated the following civil action: 

Committee on Oversight and Reform, U.S. 
House of Representatives v. Barr, No. 1: 19– 
cv–03557, filed in the U.S. District Court for 
the District of Columbia on November 26, 
2019. 

Sincerely, 
CAROLYN B. MALONEY, 

Chairwoman. 

f 

CONTINUATION OF NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO 
SERIOUS HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSE 
AND CORRUPTION—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 116– 
87) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and ordered to be printed: 
To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, within 90 
days before the anniversary date of its 
declaration, the President publishes in 
the Federal Register and transmits to 
the Congress a notice stating that the 
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emergency is to continue in effect be-
yond the anniversary date. In accord-
ance with this provision, I have sent to 
the Federal Register for publication the 
enclosed notice stating that the na-
tional emergency declared in Executive 
Order 13818 of December 20, 2017, is to 
continue in effect beyond December 20, 
2019. 

The prevalence and severity of 
human rights abuse and corruption 
that have their source, in whole or in 
substantial part, outside the United 
States, continue to threaten the sta-
bility of international political and 
economic systems. Human rights abuse 
and corruption undermine the values 
that form an essential foundation of 
stable, secure, and functioning soci-
eties; have devastating impacts on in-
dividuals; weaken democratic institu-
tions; degrade the rule of law; perpet-
uate violent conflicts; facilitate the ac-
tivities of dangerous persons; under-
mine economic markets; and continue 
to pose an unusual and extraordinary 
threat to the national security, foreign 
policy, and economy of the United 
States. Therefore, I have determined 
that it is necessary to continue the na-
tional emergency declared in Executive 
Order 13818 with respect to serious 
human rights abuse and corruption. 

DONALD J. TRUMP.
THE WHITE HOUSE, December 18, 2019. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 5377, RESTORING TAX 
FAIRNESS FOR STATES AND LO-
CALITIES ACT 
Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr. 

Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 772 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 772 
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-

lution it shall be in order to consider in the 
House the bill (H.R. 5377) to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to modify the limi-
tation on deduction of State and local taxes, 
and for other purposes. All points of order 
against consideration of the bill are waived. 
The amendment in the nature of a substitute 
recommended by the Committee on Ways 
and Means now printed in the bill shall be 
considered as adopted. The bill, as amended, 
shall be considered as read. All points of 
order against provisions in the bill, as 
amended, are waived. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill, as 
amended, and on any further amendment 
thereto, to final passage without intervening 
motion except: (1) one hour of debate equally 
divided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means; and (2) one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr. 
Speaker, for the purpose of debate 
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes 
to the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
COLE), pending which I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. During 

consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members be given 5 legislative days 
to revise and extend their remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr. 

Speaker, on Wednesday, the Rules 
Committee met and reported a rule, 
House Resolution 772, providing for 
consideration of H.R. 5377, the Restor-
ing Tax Fairness for States and Local-
ities Act, under a closed rule. 

The rule provides 1 hour of debate, 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and the ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Mr. Speaker, SALT has been in law 
since the 16th Amendment was passed 
in 1913 with few minor adjustments, 
that is, until 2017, when Republicans 
passed the tax scam law. 

In 2017, the Republicans gave away 
almost $2 trillion in tax cuts to cor-
porations and the wealthy. They paid 
for this tax scam on the backs of hard-
working American families. Thirty-six 
million middle-class families saw their 
taxes increase. 

The average American deducted 
$12,500 in State and local taxes, or 
SALT, from their Federal taxes before 
2017. However, the Republican tax bill 
capped SALT deductions at $10,000, 
therefore, not fully covering what the 
average American deducts in State and 
local taxes. This cap means that Amer-
icans are paying taxes twice on the 
same dollar earned. 

Our tax system is based on the prin-
ciple of federalism and acknowledges 
that the Federal Government should 
not do everything. 

State and local taxes provide funds 
for critical infrastructure and services, 
such as ensuring quality schools for 
our kids, fixing our roads, and sup-
porting our local law enforcement. 

Local governments know how to 
meet the unique needs of their commu-
nities, and the implementation of a 
SALT deduction cap threatens the abil-
ity of our local governments to provide 
these critical services. 

The SALT deduction is not a Demo-
cratic or Republican issue. Taxpayers 
across the country in both red and blue 
States benefit from the deduction. 

Midwestern States like Iowa, Min-
nesota, and Wisconsin are known for 
their State and local tax contributions. 
In fact, Wisconsin ranks among the top 
five States in the country, higher than 
California, for the average proportion 
of a resident’s income tax that goes to-
ward State and local taxes. 

Whether from California, Wisconsin, 
or New Jersey, getting rid of the SALT 
cap will benefit Americans across the 
country. 

Mr. Speaker, that is why I am sup-
porting H.R. 5377, the Restoring Tax 

Fairness for States and Localities Act. 
This legislation will raise the SALT 
cap for 2019 to $20,000 for married cou-
ples. 

Under the Republican tax bill, the 
SALT cap is set at $10,000 for a house-
hold regardless if that household con-
sists of an individual or two people fil-
ing jointly. 

Mr. Speaker, I don’t think taxpayers 
should be punished for being married. 

This legislation will completely re-
peal the SALT cap for 2020 and 2021, en-
suring that Americans are not taxed 
double on their hard-earned money. 

Included in H.R. 5377 are investments 
in our teachers and law enforcement 
officers. I have heard from southern 
Californian teachers who are working 
two or three jobs to make ends meet, 
but they still buy supplies for their 
students: notebooks, chalk, pencils, 
markers, whatever they need. 

Across the country, nearly all teach-
ers report buying school supplies for 
their students with their own money, 
spending almost $500 on average. 

Currently, the tax credit for out-of- 
pocket expenses for educators is $250. 
This legislation will double the tax 
credit to $500, matching what is actu-
ally spent, what teachers spend for 
their students. 

It also creates a new tax deduction 
for law enforcement officers, fire-
fighters, paramedics, and EMTs related 
to expenses for uniforms and for tui-
tion fees for professional development 
training. As a former 911 dispatcher, I 
can testify to the importance of having 
well-trained first responders. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5377 is about re-
storing fair tax policies for the middle 
class that have been suffering under 
the Republican tax bill, and I am proud 
to stand here in support of this legisla-
tion. 

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

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank my good friend, the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. TORRES) 
for yielding me the customary 30 min-
utes, and I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this is our third rule de-
bate in what has turned out to be a 
pretty eventful and memorable week. 
Unfortunately, today’s debate is on a 
deeply partisan and misguided tax bill. 

b 0915 
H.R. 5377 would temporarily remove 

the cap on the deduction for State and 
local income taxes, property taxes, and 
sales taxes. The bill also pays for this 
temporary tax break for a few by per-
manently increasing the top marginal 
tax rate. 

What is worse, Mr. Speaker, the per-
manent tax increase isn’t limited to in-
dividuals but applies to small busi-
nesses, as well. 

Two years ago, Congress passed and 
President Trump signed into law the 
Tax Cuts and Jobs Act. This monu-
mental legislation not only reformed 
the corporate tax code to make Amer-
ican business more competitive and 
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simplified the personal tax code, but it 
also ensured that the vast majority of 
Americans are getting to keep more of 
their hard-earned money than they did 
2 years ago. Between lower tax rates, 
the expanded standard deduction, the 
child tax credit, and changes to the al-
ternative minimum tax, the benefit of 
the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act are numer-
ous and reach far and wide across the 
Nation. 

Today, the majority is seeking to 
undo some of that progress and is seek-
ing to push a temporary tax break that 
will only benefit a few wealthy individ-
uals in a few States. The State and 
local tax deduction, or SALT deduc-
tion, as it is called, primarily benefits 
only a select group of individuals, gen-
erally wealthy people in the top 20 per-
cent of income, in a few high-tax 
States, who own expensive homes. H.R. 
5377 would allow these individuals to 
temporarily claim an unlimited SALT 
deduction for only the years 2020 and 
2021. 

Mr. Speaker, the benefits of this bill 
will overwhelmingly go to those who 
are already wealthy. According to the 
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 
the top 1 percent of households would 
receive 56 percent of the benefit of re-
pealing the SALT deduction cap. Let 
me repeat that: The top 1 percent get 
56 percent of the benefits of repealing 
the SALT deduction cap. The top 5 per-
cent of households will receive over 80 
percent of the benefit. Again, let me re-
peat that: The top 5 percent of income 
earners in the country are going to get 
80 percent of the benefit of this bill. 
Amazing. The bottom 80 percent of all 
households would receive precisely 4 
percent of the benefit. Amazing. 

What is worse, in the Tax Cuts and 
Jobs Act, we have already acted to off-
set the reduced SALT deduction by 
doubling the standard deduction. In the 
Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, we doubled the 
standard deduction from $12,000 to 
$24,000 for married couples, which off-
set an increase resulting from lowering 
the SALT deduction cap for a vast ma-
jority of taxpayers. 

Before TCJA, 30 percent of all tax-
payers itemized deductions and could 
potentially benefit from a SALT deduc-
tion. Today, just under 90 percent of all 
taxpayers take the standard deduction. 
This has made tax filing significantly 
easier. More importantly, for our pur-
poses, it has meant that the vast ma-
jority of taxpayers who potentially 
could have benefited from a SALT de-
duction are already benefiting from the 
increased standard deduction. 

In the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, the 
drafters of the bill made sure that the 
benefits were spread across all tax-
payers. Between doubling the standard 
deduction, doubling the child tax credit 
and making it partially refundable, and 
simplifying the tax code, there is hard-
ly a taxpayer in America who did not 
see some benefit from the bill. 

Here, unlike the Tax Cuts and Jobs 
Act, the benefits of H.R. 5377 will go 
only to a select group of people in a few 

key States, and it will overwhelmingly 
go to people who are already wealthy— 
already wealthy. Though the majority 
likes to claim that Republicans only 
want to cut taxes for the rich, it is 
ironic that the majority is now pushing 
a special tax break that literally bene-
fits only the rich. 

But the bill is worse than that, Mr. 
Speaker. To pay for this short-term tax 
break for a few, the bill also increases 
the top marginal tax rate for all tax-
payers on a permanent basis. That is 
correct. The bill imposes a permanent 
tax hike on all Americans to give a 
short-term tax break for a wealthy few. 

That type of tax change simply 
doesn’t make any sense, Mr. Speaker. 
The tax code does need further reforms, 
no doubt about it. But those reforms 
should be those that increase the com-
petitiveness of American business, sim-
plify the tax code further to make it 
more comprehensible to taxpayers, and 
ensure further fairness for everyone. 
Giving a few select people in a few 
States a short-term and complicated 
tax break simply doesn’t meet these 
goals. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge opposition to the 
rule, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, school districts across 
America are struggling to recruit and 
hire teachers. In the Fourth District of 
Oklahoma, for example, there are 8,680 
teachers who currently receive the edu-
cation expense deduction. This legisla-
tion doubles the above-the-line deduc-
tion for educators’ out-of-pocket ex-
penses to $500. 

Mr. Speaker, I can imagine that 
these teachers would greatly appre-
ciate being able to claim up to $500 out- 
of-pocket for the school supplies that 
they buy for their students. 

I want to tell a story from Debra 
Deskin. Debra is a teacher in Okla-
homa, and she has been a faithful pub-
lic servant for 15 years. She teaches 
gifted students. She says: ‘‘I literally 
had to choose whether to purchase 
items for my classroom and students or 
pay bills. Honestly, the bills get put on 
the back burner.’’ 

These are the type of public servants 
who this bill is tasked to support to en-
sure that they are not having to choose 
between paying their bills or buying 
supplies for their students. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAS-
CRELL). 

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of the rule reported 
by the Committee on Rules providing 
for the consideration of H.R. 5377, the 
Restoring Tax Fairness for States and 
Localities Act. I was an original co-
sponsor of this legislation. 

Last Congress, the middle class was 
targeted by the former House majority. 
The tax scam law of 2017 remains one 
of the most destructive bills we have 
ever seen here because it specifically 

went after the middle class. The prin-
cipal way it did this was by capping the 
State and local tax, or SALT, deduc-
tion, one of the oldest deductions on 
the books. It existed before the tax 
code, and there was a reason for it. 

This unfair cap hit New Jersey like 
an anvil dropped from five stories up. 
The average value of all New Jersey 
families’ deductions was $19,162 in 2017, 
a figure double the $10,000 cap. 

But this is not just about New Jer-
sey. The SALT deduction directly ben-
efited more than 46.5 million house-
holds, which represents over 100 mil-
lion Americans. Almost 40 percent of 
taxpayers earning between $50,000 and 
$75,000 claimed the SALT deduction, 
and over 70 percent of taxpayers mak-
ing $100,000 to $200,000 used it. Imagine 
that, that spread over millions of 
households from coast to coast. 

These are families in New Jersey, Il-
linois, New York, Minnesota, Ken-
tucky, and Texas. They are not all blue 
States. That is where you made your 
mistake. You tried to nail us, and you 
got everybody else paying through the 
nose to fund a tax cut, which you know 
went to Big Business and executives, 
which didn’t invest in the government. 
It didn’t invest in this government bill. 
It didn’t invest in industry. It invested 
in the pockets of shareholders. We 
know. Look at the data. 

When I hold this up at my meetings, 
your home is worth less than it should 
be. That has happened all over the 
country. That is what it has done. 

Get rid of all the deductions; see 
what will happen to charity donations. 

Nor is this just a blue-State issue, 
like some bad faith critics claim. In 
2017, the average SALT deduction ex-
ceeded $10,000 in 25 States and the Dis-
trict of Columbia. 

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

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield an additional 30 sec-
onds to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey. 

Mr. PASCRELL. At least 10 are so- 
called red States where the average de-
duction exceeded $9,000, including 
South Carolina, Idaho, Arkansas, and 
West Virginia. 

SALT benefits flow to all commu-
nities, like my hometown of Paterson. 
SALT relief empowers communities to 
make investments in broadly shared 
services. 

I want to emphasize, this package is 
fully paid for, so don’t give me this ma-
larkey that you are concerned about 
the poor people, all of a sudden. It is 
like the Sun coming out in the morn-
ing, all of a sudden, and we are con-
cerned about the rich. It doesn’t work 
out that way. It doesn’t work out that 
way. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD 
a Statement of Administration Policy 
on this particular bill, noting that the 
President’s advisers would advise him 
to veto this bill, were it to pass. 
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STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 

H.R. 5377—RESTORING TAX FAIRNESS FOR 
STATES AND LOCALITIES ACT—REP. SUOZZI, 
D–NY, AND 52 COSPONSORS 
The Administration strongly opposes 

House passage of H.R. 5377, the Restoring 
Tax Fairness for States and Localities Act. 
This legislation would unfairly force all Fed-
eral taxpayers to subsidize a tax break for 
the wealthy, as well as excessive government 
spending by fiscally irresponsible States. 
H.R. 5377 would likely cause State and local 
governments to raise taxes, all while hin-
dering the growth of small businesses and 
opportunities for workers. 

The Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 (TCJA), 
which passed Congress without a single Dem-
ocrat vote, is a signature achievement of the 
Trump Administration. This bill, which 
President Donald J. Trump signed into law 
on December 22, 2017, has spurred economic 
growth across the Nation by lowering indi-
vidual tax rates, nearly doubling the stand-
ard deduction, simplifying the tax code, and 
closing special interest loopholes. Workers 
and middle-class Americans are reaping the 
benefits of the TCJA in the form of record 
low unemployment and substantially higher 
wages. H.R. 5377 would turn back the clock 
by adding a special interest provision back 
into the Federal tax code that unfairly re-
quires middle-class Americans to subsidize 
fiscally irresponsible States and wealthy 
taxpayers. In doing so, H.R. 5377 would vio-
late the principle that States should raise 
their own revenue rather than rely on tax 
subsidies from the Federal Government. The 
bill would also reduce incentives for States 
to be fiscally responsible. 

Additionally, the provision in H.R. 5377 
that would raise the top income tax rate 
from 37 percent to 39.6 percent would stifle 
economic growth by placing an undue burden 
on thousands of small businesses. Because it 
is unfair to middle-class taxpayers, encour-
ages excessive spending by States, and would 
stunt economic growth, H.R. 5377 is poor tax 
policy that should not be enacted into law. 

If H.R. 5377 were resented to the President 
his senior advisors would recommend that he 
veto the bill. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, there is no-
body I like better than my friend from 
New Jersey, quite frankly. We are very 
good friends. We have worked together 
on a lot of good things. But I have to 
tell you, on this one, we just disagree. 

The middle class is going to benefit 
from this bill? Let me just go through 
the figures again. The top 1 percent of 
income earners in America get 56 per-
cent of the benefits in this bill. The top 
5 percent get 80 percent. The bottom 80 
percent get 4 percent. 

This is not a middle-class bill. This is 
not even an upper-middle-class bill. 
This is a bill for pretty wealthy people. 
Ninety-six percent of the benefits go to 
households that make more than 
$200,000 a year. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. COLE. No, I won’t yield. I want 
to yield to another speaker in a mo-
ment. You are the one who raised the 
issue, so I am just going back to the 
numbers. 

The numbers here are pretty clear. 
This is a targeted tax cut for wealthy 
people in a very few States. That is 
just the truth. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Arizona (Mrs. 

LESKO), my good friend and fellow 
Rules Committee member. 

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, most peo-
ple would think that the most sur-
prising bill to me that we voted on this 
year was the Articles of Impeachment. 
Really, that wasn’t a surprise to me be-
cause I serve on the Judiciary Com-
mittee, and since January, we have 
been doing investigations of President 
Trump. Many Republicans and I pre-
dicted all along that the majority, the 
Democrats in this House, were going to 
vote to impeach the President, so it 
really wasn’t a surprise to me. 

But this bill really surprises me, and 
let me tell you why. My goodness, I 
have served in the Arizona House of 
Representatives for 6 years and an-
other 3 years in the Arizona Senate. 
For years, every time the Republican 
majority would cut taxes so that it 
would boom the economy and help ev-
eryone, my Democratic colleagues then 
said: ‘‘Oh, my gosh, those Republicans, 
they are just helping the rich. They are 
just helping the rich. They don’t care 
about the little guy. They don’t care 
about the middle class.’’ The same 
thing is said for years now, years and 
years, by my Democratic colleagues 
and others that: ‘‘Oh, those Repub-
licans, they just care about the rich.’’ 
Oh, baloney. 

The tax cut Republicans did in 2017, 
you can see the effect of those tax cuts. 
The economy is booming. 

b 0930 

There are more job openings than 
there are jobs to fill them. 

This bill is an interesting bill be-
cause, in the 2017 tax cut bill that the 
Republicans put through, it said—you 
know what—States that are fiscally re-
sponsible, that don’t have exorbitant 
property taxes, those constituents in 
my State of Arizona— 

What did you say, sir? 
Did you say I was wacko? 
Oh, thank you, sir. 
Mr. Speaker, people in Arizona, we 

are responsible taxpayers. We don’t 
have exorbitant property taxes. I know 
people who live in New Jersey, and I 
know how they complain how their 
property taxes are so incredibly high. 

The people in Arizona are fiscally re-
sponsible, and that is why people are 
flocking to our State and other States 
with low taxes. People in Arizona and 
other States that are fiscally respon-
sible, they don’t want to subsidize the 
irresponsible States that have high 
taxes by giving them huge deductions 
on their Federal taxes. 

So, in the Republican tax bill, we 
capped the deduction at $10,000. It 
seems reasonable to me. In fact, the 
gentleman from New Jersey, I think, 
just said, recently, the average deduc-
tion is $9,000. Well, that is below 
$10,000. That is below the $10,000 cap, so 
they can deduct it. 

But here in this bill today, Demo-
crats want to raise the cap to $20,000 
and then totally eliminate it in the 
next 2 years. 

When the Republicans put forward 
amendments, one of the amendments 
said let’s not give this tax break to the 
top 10 percent of income earners. 
Democrats rejected it. 

Then Republicans had another 
amendment that said, well, let’s not 
give this big tax break to the top 1 per-
cent income earners. The Democrats 
rejected it. 

So, please, the next time my Demo-
cratic colleagues, and Democrats 
throughout the Nation, when they say 
it is the Republicans who are always 
for the rich people, let’s look at this 
bill, because the proof is here. No, it is 
the Democrats. 

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the fact is that Repub-
licans are funding their tax scam bill 
on the backs of hardworking Ameri-
cans. The fact is that there is a race to 
the bottom under their cheating, ger-
rymandering ways. 

So, now, the Democrats are in charge 
in the House. We will continue to work 
to uphold and bring up our hard-
working families. 

In Arizona’s Eighth Congressional 
District, there are 9,330 teachers claim-
ing this tax expense deduction. They 
should know the Democrats stand with 
them to ensure that they are able to 
pay their bills, because no one should 
have to live in poverty because they 
are standing up for a future generation. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
BROWN). 

Mr. BROWN of Maryland. Mr. Speak-
er, I want to thank Representative 
TORRES for yielding me the time and 
also my good friend from New York, 
Congressman SUOZZI, for his work on 
this important legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill fixes several 
alarming defects in President Trump’s 
tax giveaway to the wealthy. It also 
takes steps to make our tax code fairer 
for working people. 

In 2017, my Republican colleagues 
tried and failed to eliminate a $250 tax 
deduction for teachers buying school 
supplies for their children in their 
classrooms. 

Smaller education budgets have 
forced too many teachers to buy sup-
plies to fill the gap. More than 90 per-
cent of public schoolteachers are not 
reimbursed for these expenses. Nearly 
80,000 educators in Maryland claim this 
deduction on their taxes. 

The average teacher spends $479 of 
their own money buying supplies for 
our kids, so I am pleased that this leg-
islation incorporates language from my 
standalone bill that I filed in the 115th 
Congress and again in this Congress, 
the Educators Expense Deduction Mod-
ernization Act, which increases the de-
duction from $250 to $500. It is a small 
benefit for educators who make a fi-
nancial sacrifice. 

It is critical for local school districts 
and States to better fund education 
and pay educators. In Congress, we can 
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do more to ensure classrooms are 
stocked with the supplies that our stu-
dents, our children need. 

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

Mr. Speaker, before I get into my 
prepared remarks, I want to advise my 
friend that I certainly have no objec-
tion to raising the tax credit for teach-
ers or first responders. Those things 
are, I think, perfectly laudable parts of 
the bill. 

Our main objection is simply that 
the main benefits of this are going to 
the top 1 percent and 5 percent of in-
comes, and that is just indisputable. 

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, I will offer an amend-
ment to the rule to immediately bring 
up H.R. 750, a resolution that expresses 
the sense of the House that it is the 
duty of the Federal Government to pro-
tect and promote individual choice in 
health insurance for all American peo-
ple and prevent any Medicare for All 
proposal that would outlaw private 
health plans such as the job-based cov-
erage in Medicare Advantage plans. 

Earlier this Congress, the House 
Rules Committee held the first-ever 
legislative hearing on the Democratic 
Medicare for All proposal. During that 
hearing, we heard promises about the 
Democrat-proposed, one-size-fits-all, 
government-run healthcare system. 
But we also heard about the realities of 
that plan: how it would require dou-
bling income and corporate tax rates to 
implement, how it would lead to long 
waits for care, and how it would lead to 
158 million Americans losing their cur-
rent coverage. 

That is all because Medicare for All, 
if implemented, would outlaw private 
healthcare coverage. This includes cov-
erage offered through the popular 
Medicare Advantage program, which 
gives 22 million Americans healthcare. 

Given that reality, it is wholly ap-
propriate for the House to take this 
stand now. Protecting individual 
choice and protecting the private 
healthcare plans should be a priority 
for this House. 

If we defeat the previous question, we 
will give every Member of the House an 
opportunity to say so together, with 
one voice. 

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

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I urge a 

‘‘no’’ vote on the previous question, 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEVIN). 

Mr. LEVIN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today in support of the bipar-
tisan Restoring Tax Fairness for States 
and Localities Act, which I was proud 
to cosponsor. 

Since 2017, many families in the 
north county of San Diego and south 
Orange County communities I rep-
resent have taken an unexpected, un-
fair tax hit. The financial plans they 
had made, like whether to buy a new 
home, were upturned when Washington 
Republicans passed a tax bill that 
capped the State and local tax deduc-
tion. 

In my district, more than 58,000 peo-
ple who make less than $100,000 per 
year claimed SALT deductions in 2017, 
saving $6,328, on average. 

Many of the families in California’s 
49th District have made serious, long- 
term financial decisions in recent 
years based on the expectation that 
they could take advantage of this sig-
nificant deduction. Now, because of the 
Republican tax bill and the SALT cap 
that placed new limits on those deduc-
tions, their financial plans are being 
turned upside down. That is why I am 
glad that we are voting on legislation 
to restore the SALT deduction. 

The House is doing its part. Now Sen-
ate Majority Leader MITCH MCCONNELL 
needs to do what is right and bring this 
bipartisan bill up for hearings and a 
vote. 

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

Mr. Speaker, just to quickly respond 
to my friend, I would remind the gen-
tleman that Republicans offered, in 
committee, an amendment which 
would have, frankly, given the SALT 
deduction to the bottom 90 percent of 
all Americans in exchange for con-
tinuing to charge it on the top 10 per-
cent. I suspect that would cover the 
vast majority of the gentleman’s con-
stituents who might benefit. 

I also remind everybody that the 
standard deduction was double, so, for 
most people, the average person actu-
ally came out ahead. It is only the very 
wealthy people who lost ground under 
this particular measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
GREEN), a distinguished former gen-
eral. 

Mr. GREEN of Tennessee. Mr. Speak-
er, I want to just say today that I live 
in the State of Tennessee, and in Ten-
nessee, we are a fiscally responsible 
State. We have the lowest per capita 
debt in the Nation. We have no income 
tax at all. We have no investment in-
come tax. 

When a State has superhigh taxes 
and you allow individuals to write that 
tax off, it is unfair to those well-man-
aged States like Tennessee that don’t 
tax our people as much. 

So, when you raise caps or you raise 
deductions, those States that are poor-
ly managed, those States that are 
high-tax States to their individuals are 
subsidized by the people in Tennessee. 
We wind up paying more tax so that 
those States that are poorly managed 
can pay less. 

To say, oh, we have got to do this for 
the low-income individuals out there, 
well, how about those States just man-

age themselves better, tax their people 
less, and then there wouldn’t be an 
issue? Why should the people of Ten-
nessee have to subsidize States that 
can’t manage themselves? 

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to correct, for 
the record, about the 2017 Republican 
tax scam. 

We have heard today, during this de-
bate, that these tax cuts boosted our 
economy, and that simply isn’t the 
case. 

I include in the RECORD an article 
from Forbes titled: ‘‘The 2017 Tax Cuts 
Didn’t Work, the Data Prove It.’’ 

[From Forbes, May 30, 2019] 

THE 2017 TAX CUTS DIDN’T WORK, THE DATA 
PROVE IT 

(By Christian Weller) 

The independent, non-partisan Congres-
sional Research Service just released a re-
port showing that the 2017 tax cuts for the 
richest Americans and corporations did not 
work. This confirms what anybody who has 
been looking at the data already knew. In-
vestment did not boom and workers will not 
see the promised bump in pay. Instead, the 
federal government incurred massive deficits 
while wealth inequality increased to its 
highest level in three decades. 

Republicans in Congress and President 
Trump touted the benefits of Tax Cuts and 
Jobs Act of 2017 as game changing. Show-
ering the richest Americans and corpora-
tions even more money was supposed to lead 
to more business investments. These invest-
ments, the argument went, would translate 
into more productivity growth. Workers 
would then supposedly see an additional 
$4,000 per year in wages. And faster economic 
growth and higher wages would result in 
more tax revenue, thus paying mainly for 
itself. 

These were empty promises. Businesses did 
not use the windfall of new cash to invest in 
new machines, technology, office parks and 
manufacturing plants. Without an accelera-
tion in business investment, though, Amer-
ican workers will not see the bumps in pay 
promised over the longer term. The richest 
Americans instead got even richer while cor-
porations used a lot of the new money to 
keep shareholders happy. Federal budget 
deficits quickly ballooned because there was 
no faster growth and more revenue to offset 
the hundreds of billions lost each year to the 
predictably wasteful tax cuts. 

The core of the argument in favor of the 
tax cuts was that they would result in more 
investment. The main measure is business 
investment that goes beyond replacing obso-
lete equipment and buildings—so-called net 
non-residential fixed investment. As share of 
gross domestic product (GDP), net invest-
ment reached a low of 2.8% in the first quar-
ter of 2016 (see figure below). It grew after-
wards until the tax cuts were passed in late 
2017 and eventually levelled off rather than 
accelerating in mid–2018. Consequently, net 
investment as share of GDP stayed below its 
levels in 2014. The tax cuts did not accelerate 
investment as promised by supply-side advo-
cates. 

But maybe the tax cuts boosted growth in 
other ways? In theory, the tax cuts could 
have created some additional demand that 
resulted in people spending more money, 
which would then have led businesses to also 
increase its spending. To capture this, an 
economic measure needs to strip out parts of 
the economy from GDP that are not affected 
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by tax cuts. These parts include inventory 
investment—material that is produced but 
sits on shelves—government consumption on 
salaries and supplies, and net exports—the 
difference between exports and imports. The 
resulting key measure are so-called private 
domestic final purchases (PDFP). 

The tax cuts did not lead to faster private 
activity. PDFP increased by 3.3% from De-
cember 2016 to December 2017, before Con-
gress passed the tax cuts. Afterwards, year- 
over-year growth remained at or below that 
level, actually declining since September 
2018. This deceleration is yet another clear 
indictment of the tax cuts’ ineffectiveness. 

But didn’t GDP growth accelerate? Not 
only does GDP growth capture parts of the 
economy that clearly were not affected by 
the tax cuts, the data also show no accelera-
tion there, either. GDP growth started to get 
faster from low of 1.3% in June 2016 and con-
tinued to gain strength through 2018 (see 
Figure above). But year-over-year growth in 
2018 stayed below the levels shown in early 
2015. 

The money from the tax cuts obviously 
went somewhere, just not to investments or 
workers’ wages. Corporations just decided to 
use their additional cash to keep their share-
holders happy. Non-financial corporations 
used most of their after-tax profits since the 
tax cuts went into effect to buy back their 
own shares and pay out dividends. When a 
firm buys back its own shares, the remaining 
shares become more valuable and the com-
pany’s stock price goes up, increasing the 
wealth of shareholders, mainly people who 
are already very wealthy. CEOs in particular 
gained from buybacks since their compensa-
tion typically depends on the price of a com-
pany’s stock. In 2018, corporations spent 
about two-thirds of their after-tax profits on 
buying back their own shares and paying out 
dividends, according to Fed data. By the 
fourth quarter of 2018, corporations spent 107. 
7% of after-tax profits on dividends and 
share repurchases. 

This was good news for the wealthiest few. 
The top one percent of wealthiest households 
owned a record high share of all wealth by 
the middle of 2018 (see figure below). 

At the same time, federal budget deficits 
rapidly jumped. After falling precipitously in 
the immediate aftermath of the Great Reces-
sion, the deficits quickly grew again in 2018 
(see figure below). The increase in deficits 
was driven heavily by a sharp drop in cor-
porate tax revenue—not surprisingly, given 
the massive corporate tax cuts in the legisla-
tion. 

did not accelerate, but wealth inequality 
grew. The American tax payers are now get-
ting stuck with the bill, while they did not 
see many benefits from this trillion dollar 
boondoggle. 

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I include in the RECORD an-
other article, and this one is from 
CNBC, titled: ‘‘Trump Tax Cuts Did 
Little to Boost Economic Growth in 
2018, Study Says.’’ 

[From CNBC, May 29, 2019] 
TRUMP TAX CUTS DID LITTLE TO BOOST 
ECONOMIC GROWTH IN 2018, STUDY SAYS 

(By Jeff Cox) 
An in-depth look by the nonpartisan Con-

gressional Research Service indicated that 
not only did the rollbacks in business and 
personal rates have little macro impact, but 
they also delivered the most benefits to cor-
porations and the rich, with little boost to 
wages. 

In all, GDP rose 2.9% for the full calendar 
year, the best performance since the finan-
cial crisis. But that came in an economy al-
ready poised to move higher, economists 
Jane Gravelle and Donald Marples wrote. 

‘‘On the whole, the growth effects [from 
the cuts] tend to show a relatively small (if 
any) first-year effect on the economy,’’ the 
report said. ‘‘Although examining the 
growth rates cannot indicate the effects of 
the tax cut on GDP, it does tend to rule out 
very large effects in the near term.’’ 

Trump had touted the cuts as a key step 
toward generating GDP growth of at least 
3%. The legislation, passed in late 2017, 
slashed corporate tax rates from 35% to 21%, 
reduced the number of brackets, lowered 
rates for many individual payers, and dou-
bled the standard deduction in an effort to 
make most income tax-exempt for the lowest 
earners. 

Employment continued to boom in 2018 and 
average hourly earnings have in recent 
months passed 3% on a year-over-year basis 
for the first time since the recovery began in 
2009. However, the economists said wage 
gains could not be tracked to the tax cuts. 

‘‘This growth is smaller than overall 
growth in labor compensation and indicates 
that ordinary workers had very little growth 
in wage rates,’’ the economists wrote. 

The study indicated that the tax changes 
contributed only marginally to the overall 
economic economic gains—maybe 0.3% of a 
‘‘feedback effect.’’ The economists say that 
for the tax cuts to pay for themselves, as 
Trump has promised, GDP would have to rise 
by 6.7%. 

‘‘The initial effect of a demand side is like-
ly to be reflected in increased consumption 
and the data indicate little growth in con-
sumption in 2018,’’ the report said. ‘‘Much of 
the tax cut was directed at businesses and 
higher-income individuals who are less like-
ly to spend. Fiscal stimulus is limited in an 
economy that is at or near full employ-
ment.’’ 

At the same time, tax receipts from 2018 
indicate that corporations got an even bigger 
break than expected. 

While the Congressional Budget Office had 
forecast a $94 billion break that still would 
have generated $243 billion in corporate reve-
nues, the actual total was $205 billion, or 16% 
lower than projected. 

The effective tax for corporations, or the 
level they pay after taxes, was 17.2% in the 
year before the tax breaks took hold and 
plunged to 8.8% for 2018. Individuals, mean-
while, saw a drop from 9.6% as a percentage 
of personal income in 2017 to 9.2% last year. 

Bonuses from those companies also didn’t 
amount to much when averaged across all 
workers, with the $4.4 billion paid coming to 
just $28 per employee in the U.S. 

Companies also received incentives to re-
patriate profits held overseas, and they did 
so to the tune of $664 billion. While compa-
nies bought back about $1 trillion of their 
own shares, ‘‘the evidence does not suggest a 
surge in investment from abroad in 2018,’’ 
the report said. 

The White House did not immediately re-
spond to a request for comment. 

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SUOZZI). 

Mr. SUOZZI. Mr. Speaker, I wasn’t 
going to speak today on the rule, but I 
am just so outraged when I hear people 
attacking States like mine and other 
States. 

My State, the State of New York, is 
the largest single net donor to the Fed-
eral Government of any State in the 
United States of America. We send $48 
billion a year more to the Federal Gov-
ernment than we get back. And to hear 
this talk about irresponsible States 
that are really subsidizing these other 

States of the speakers who have spoken 
from the other side today is just so ir-
responsible and so divisive in our Na-
tion. 

We talk about this bill, about restor-
ing tax fairness, that is exactly what it 
is: tax fairness. 

It is not fair that people are taxed on 
the taxes they have already paid. 

It is not fair that State and local 
governments who pick up the garbage 
and plow the roads and protect our peo-
ple and educate our children are being 
forced to have to worry about more 
money being used to subsidize the rest 
of the country. 

It is not fair that this has been in 
place since 1913, and they want to try 
and change this covenant that has ex-
isted since the beginning of the Federal 
tax code. They want to change it at 
this time, and it is completely unfair. 

Let me point out, with one last 
point, that 100 percent of this bill is 
paid for by the highest earners in the 
United States of America. One hundred 
percent is paid for by the highest earn-
ers. 

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

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield the gentleman from 
New York an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. SUOZZI. If my colleagues are 
concerned about the wealthy getting 
too much, then have them increase the 
progressive tax even higher if that is 
what they really mean. 

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

Mr. Speaker, nobody admires my 
friend from New York more than I do. 
We worked on a number of issues. But 
let’s be real. Democrats are going to 
make the rich, I guess, in every State 
pay for the rich in your own State. 
That is just the fact. 

b 0945 

Most of the benefit of this thing—56 
percent of the benefits—goes to the top 
1 percent of income earners. That is 
the fact. Eighty percent of it goes to 
the top 5 percent, and 94 percent goes 
to households that make over $200,000 a 
year. Those are just the numbers. 

Now, some of this is used for worthy 
causes. I would agree with that. But a 
permanent tax increase for a tem-
porary tax cut, frankly, just doesn’t 
make a lot of sense, and that is what 
we are dealing with here. 

So I would also suggest that my 
friends remember that the tax cut that 
they revile so much doubles the per-
sonal exemption for most people so 
that more than offsets for most people 
the SALT tax reduction that was re-
duced. It is not eliminated; it is still 
there. 

Mr. Speaker, $10,000 a year is still a 
pretty good deduction to be able to 
take. If you make that much income 
that you can take a deduction that 
large, then you are probably doing 
pretty well. 

So, again, I don’t have any problem 
with people defending the interest of 
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their States, that is a perfectly appro-
priate thing to do. I don’t have any 
problem with people wanting to use 
money for good purposes. That is a per-
fectly appropriate thing to do. But let’s 
be real about who is getting the benefit 
of this tax package, and it is very-high- 
income people. 

In fact, I am going to oppose it. 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield 1 additional minute to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
SUOZZI). 

Mr. SUOZZI. Mr. Speaker, I won’t 
take a full minute. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to first start by 
saying how much I respect and admire 
Mr. COLE, and I have worked closely 
with him on many issues. 

I just want to make one point, 
though. So many of my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle have been 
boasting about the fact that people are 
leaving States like mine to move to 
their States. That has been one of the 
effects of this tax bill by eliminating 
the State and local tax cap. 

What happens when people leave my 
State and move to the Southwest or 
the Southeast? 

They leave behind lower- and middle- 
income-tax people to pick up the bill. 

They are trying to boast about the 
fact that our States, which are mature, 
industrial States that have old roads, 
old bridges, old sewers, old schools, and 
old hospitals, when we get money from 
the Federal Government, we have got 
to fix up those legacy issues. We have 
got to deal with pockets of poverty be-
cause we have been around for a longer 
time. 

Their States are growing when they 
get money from us. We are subsidizing 
the rest of the country. 

When they get money from the Fed-
eral Government, what are they using 
it for? 

New sewers, new roads, new bridges, 
new hospitals, and new schools. They 
are growing, and they are bringing in 
new sales and new property taxes. They 
are trying to take credit for it when 
really it is because of the progressive 
income tax and the money that has 
come from our States that has helped 
their States to succeed. It is hypocrisy 
to suggest that our States are somehow 
irresponsible. It is hypocrisy to suggest 
that they are concerned about the 
wealthiest Americans. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I advise my 
friend I am prepared to close whenever 
she is. In the interim, I will reserve if 
she has more speakers. 

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I am prepared to close also. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time to close. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I oppose both 
the rule and the underlying measure. 
H.R. 5377 is a deeply misguided and par-
tisan tax bill that sets up a temporary 
tax break for a privileged few and seeks 
to trade it for a permanent tax hike for 
the entire country. 

The bill temporarily removes the cap 
on the State and local tax deduction, a 
benefit that will primarily go to 
wealthy taxpayers living in expensive 
homes in a few key States and local-
ities. But to pay for this temporary 
boondoggle, the majority is adding a 
permanent hike at the top marginal 
tax rate. The benefits will go only to a 
few key privileged areas, but the costs 
are spread across the entire country. 

It makes very little sense to me to 
trade a temporary tax break for a per-
manent tax increase, and it makes 
even less sense to me to ask the entire 
country to pay for it in perpetuity for 
a short-term tax break for a few areas 
with high State and local taxes. 

Now, my friends have talked about 
the relative tax burden and who gives 
what and what States give what. As a 
former member of the Budget Com-
mittee, those numbers are, by the way, 
usually based on the discretionary por-
tion of the budget. The reality is—I 
hate to say this, because we have a big 
problem in front of us that I don’t 
think either party has confronted very 
well, certainly not mine, but I don’t 
think my friends have either, and I 
don’t think this administration has, 
and I don’t think the last one did— 
every State in America is a debtor 
State if you start adding in Medicare, 
Medicaid, and those type of nondis-
cretionary expenditures. 

So we have a big problem. It is really 
related to an aging population more 
than it is anything else, but the idea 
that some States are so-called donor 
States, I have to tell you, Mr. Speaker, 
nobody is a donor State in America. We 
are running nearly a $1 trillion deficit. 
That deficit comes almost primarily 
because we have simply not readjusted 
Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Secu-
rity to pay for the benefits that are 
drawn out. I hope someday we will 
work on that. 

I actually have a bipartisan bill, I 
used to carry it with Mr. Delaney—a 
very good friend and Presidential can-
didate from my good friends on the 
other side—that would go back and set 
up what we did in 1983. When Ronald 
Reagan and Tip O’Neill worked to-
gether, we had a Social Security Com-
mission. We actually increased the rev-
enue going into Social Security. I 
think that would have to be one of the 
long-term fixes, not simply cuts, reduc-
tions, and reforms. That is a debate for 
another day. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, American 
taxpayers, in my view, deserve better 
than what is in front of us here today. 
Rather than making the tax code more 
regressive and complicated, which this 
bill would do, we should further reform 
and simplify the tax code to make it 
easier for all taxpayers to understand. 
We should be making American busi-
nesses more competitive, and we 
should be taking steps so that Amer-
ican workers can keep more of their 
hard-earned earned income, something 
I know we all want to do. 

In closing, again, just remember this: 
56 percent of the benefits of this bill go 

to the top 1 percent of income earners. 
The top 5 percent get 80 percent, and 
the bottom 80 percent in terms of in-
come get 4 percent. That should ex-
plain it all and why we should reject 
this bill. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous 
question, ‘‘no’’ on the rule, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to start by clari-
fying a misconception that all of these 
taxes are forced upon taxpayers. This 
last election cycle local voters voted to 
tax themselves to pay for affordable 
housing for our growing homeless pop-
ulation, to pay for improved roads, and 
to pay for better water quality. So 
they should not be punished for filling 
the gap where the Federal Government 
has failed to do so. This bill is paid for 
by raising taxes for households making 
over $400,000, back to the levels before 
Republicans passed their tax scam bill. 

California pays $13 billion more in 
Federal taxes than it received from the 
Federal Government according to a 
2016 IRS report. Tennessee is the third 
most dependent State on Federal re-
sources. So to argue here that we 
should punish the people for wanting to 
help provide for your constituents be-
cause you failed to do that is out-
rageous. Oklahoma received $7.5 billion 
in Federal funding in 2016. This bill is 
not about subsidizing those who al-
ready have too much. This bill is about 
stopping the double taxation on the 
same dollar. 

Mr. Speaker, we are here to try to 
give the middle-class families a break 
and undo the damage caused by the Re-
publican tax scam. As we look forward 
to the new year, I want to take a 
minute to reflect on the work Demo-
crats in Congress have done during this 
116th Congress. 

Whereas, the Republican tax law pro-
vided seven drug companies $34 billion 
in tax cuts in 1 year alone, last week, 
Democrats passed H.R. 3 to help sen-
iors and American families afford their 
prescription drugs. 

Whereas, last January the President 
caused the longest government shut-
down in history by pushing to irrespon-
sibly use taxpayer dollars for an unnec-
essary border wall, Democrats have 
fought for comprehensive funding bills 
that invest in our infrastructure, 
healthcare, national security, and to 
increase the Federal minimum wage. 

Whereas, the Republican tax scam 
led to America’s 400 wealthiest people 
paying a much lower tax rate than the 
working class, Democrats are here 
today because we believe in the middle 
class. 

Repealing the cap on the State and 
local tax deductions will benefit tax-
payers across our Nation. I have heard 
my colleagues claim that this bill is 
for the wealthy. 
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Mr. Speaker, do my colleagues re-

member voting on the largest tax give-
away to the rich and corporations in 
American history? 

Obviously, they don’t. But I am here 
to remind them that the biggest bene-
ficiaries of the tax law that they 
passed were billionaires. The Joint 
Committee on Taxation estimated that 
wealthy taxpayers making $1 million 
or higher received a tax cut of $37 bil-
lion in 2019. 

Mr. Speaker, while the Republican 
tax scam was a bill for the megarich, 
H.R. 5377 is legislation for constituents 
like mine, working-class Americans. 
The cap on SALT deductions is bad for 
my constituents. 

The average Californian pays over 
$18,000 in State and local taxes, which 
is almost double over the SALT cap, 
again, to help improve the quality of 
life of the fifth largest economy in the 
world, which no other State can claim. 
As a result, 1 million Californians will 
pay $12 billion more in taxes into the 
SALT cap. 

In 2016 my constituents deducted al-
most $700 million in State and local 
taxes from their Federal taxes. 

It is time to give them a break and 
give them back the deductions that 
they once had. No one should have to 
pay taxes twice on the same dollar. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all my colleagues 
to vote for the rule and passage of H.R. 
5377, Restoring Tax Fairness for States 
and Localities Act. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on 
the rule and a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the pre-
vious question. 

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

AMENDMENT TO HOUSE RESOLUTION 772 
At the end of the resolution, add the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. 2. Immediately upon adoption of this 

resolution, the House shall proceed to the 
consideration in the House of the resolution 
(H. Res. 750) expressing the sense of the 
House of Representatives that individual 
choice in health insurance should be pro-
tected. The resolution shall be considered as 
read. The previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the resolution and pre-
amble to adoption without intervening mo-
tion or demand for division of the question 
except one hour of debate equally divided 
and controlled by the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall 
not apply to the consideration of House Res-
olution 750. 

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time, and I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

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

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays. 

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

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

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 227, nays 
195, not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 697] 

YEAS—227 

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

F. 
Brindisi 
Brown (MD) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Carbajal 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Case 
Casten (IL) 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Cisneros 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Cooper 
Correa 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cox (CA) 
Craig 
Crist 
Crow 
Cuellar 
Cunningham 
Davids (KS) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny K. 
Dean 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Delgado 
Demings 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Engel 
Escobar 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Evans 
Finkenauer 
Fletcher 
Foster 
Frankel 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcı́a (IL) 
Garcia (TX) 

Golden 
Gomez 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Gottheimer 
Green, Al (TX) 
Grijalva 
Haaland 
Harder (CA) 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Heck 
Higgins (NY) 
Himes 
Horn, Kendra S. 
Horsford 
Houlahan 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Jackson Lee 
Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (TX) 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Khanna 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kim 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Krishnamoorthi 
Kuster (NH) 
Lamb 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NV) 
Levin (CA) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Luján 
Luria 
Lynch 
Malinowski 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McAdams 
McBath 
McCollum 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Morelle 
Moulton 
Mucarsel-Powell 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neguse 
Norcross 
O’Halleran 
Ocasio-Cortez 

Omar 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pappas 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Phillips 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Raskin 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Rose (NY) 
Rouda 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Scanlon 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schrier 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Sewell (AL) 
Shalala 
Sherman 
Sherrill 
Sires 
Slotkin 
Smith (WA) 
Soto 
Spanberger 
Speier 
Stanton 
Stevens 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tlaib 
Tonko 
Torres (CA) 
Torres Small 

(NM) 
Trahan 
Trone 
Underwood 
Van Drew 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wexton 
Wild 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—195 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Armstrong 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Baird 
Balderson 
Banks 

Barr 
Bergman 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NC) 
Bishop (UT) 
Bost 
Brady 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 

Bucshon 
Budd 
Burchett 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Cheney 
Cline 
Cloud 

Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Comer 
Conaway 
Cook 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Curtis 
Davidson (OH) 
Davis, Rodney 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emmer 
Estes 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx (NC) 
Fulcher 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Gianforte 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez (OH) 
Gooden 
Gosar 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green (TN) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guest 
Guthrie 
Hagedorn 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hern, Kevin 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice (GA) 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill (AR) 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Huizenga 
Hurd (TX) 

Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson (SD) 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Joyce (PA) 
Katko 
Keller 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger 
Kustoff (TN) 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Latta 
Lesko 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
Meadows 
Meuser 
Miller 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Murphy (NC) 
Newhouse 
Norman 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Pence 
Perry 
Posey 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reschenthaler 
Rice (SC) 
Riggleman 

Roby 
Rodgers (WA) 
Roe, David P. 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rooney (FL) 
Rose, John W. 
Rouzer 
Roy 
Rutherford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smucker 
Spano 
Stauber 
Stefanik 
Steil 
Steube 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Taylor 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Timmons 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Waltz 
Watkins 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Wright 
Yoho 
Young 
Zeldin 

NOT VOTING—8 

Beatty 
Hunter 
Kaptur 

Marchant 
McEachin 
Pressley 

Serrano 
Shimkus 

b 1024 

Mr. MCCARTHY changed his vote 
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Messrs. THOMPSON of Mississippi 
and CARSON of Indiana changed their 
vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Ms. PRESSLEY. Mr. Speaker, had I been 

present, I would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall 
No. 697. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

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

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 227, nays 
196, not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 698] 

YEAS—227 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Allred 

Axne 
Barragán 
Bass 

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

F. 
Brindisi 
Brown (MD) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Carbajal 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Case 
Casten (IL) 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Cisneros 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Cooper 
Correa 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cox (CA) 
Craig 
Crist 
Crow 
Cuellar 
Cunningham 
Davids (KS) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny K. 
Dean 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Delgado 
Demings 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Engel 
Escobar 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Evans 
Finkenauer 
Fletcher 
Foster 
Frankel 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcı́a (IL) 
Garcia (TX) 
Gomez 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Gottheimer 
Green, Al (TX) 
Grijalva 

Haaland 
Harder (CA) 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Heck 
Higgins (NY) 
Himes 
Horn, Kendra S. 
Horsford 
Houlahan 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Jackson Lee 
Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Khanna 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kim 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Krishnamoorthi 
Kuster (NH) 
Lamb 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NV) 
Levin (CA) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Luján 
Luria 
Lynch 
Malinowski 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McBath 
McCollum 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Morelle 
Moulton 
Mucarsel-Powell 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neguse 
Norcross 
O’Halleran 
Ocasio-Cortez 
Omar 
Pallone 
Panetta 

Pappas 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Phillips 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Porter 
Pressley 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Raskin 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Rose (NY) 
Rouda 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Scanlon 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schrier 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Sewell (AL) 
Shalala 
Sherman 
Sherrill 
Sires 
Slotkin 
Smith (WA) 
Soto 
Spanberger 
Speier 
Stevens 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tlaib 
Tonko 
Torres (CA) 
Torres Small 

(NM) 
Trahan 
Trone 
Underwood 
Van Drew 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wexton 
Wild 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—196 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Armstrong 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Baird 
Balderson 
Banks 
Barr 
Bergman 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NC) 
Bishop (UT) 
Bost 
Brady 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 

Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burchett 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Cheney 
Cline 
Cloud 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Comer 
Conaway 
Cook 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Curtis 

Davidson (OH) 
Davis, Rodney 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emmer 
Estes 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx (NC) 
Fulcher 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Gianforte 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Golden 
Gonzalez (OH) 

Gooden 
Gosar 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green (TN) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guest 
Guthrie 
Hagedorn 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hern, Kevin 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice (GA) 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill (AR) 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Huizenga 
Hurd (TX) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson (SD) 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Joyce (PA) 
Katko 
Keller 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger 
Kustoff (TN) 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Latta 
Lesko 
Long 
Loudermilk 

Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
McAdams 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
Meadows 
Meuser 
Miller 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Murphy (NC) 
Newhouse 
Norman 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Pence 
Perry 
Posey 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reschenthaler 
Rice (SC) 
Riggleman 
Roby 
Rodgers (WA) 
Roe, David P. 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rooney (FL) 
Rose, John W. 
Rouzer 
Roy 
Rutherford 
Scalise 

Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smucker 
Spano 
Stauber 
Stefanik 
Steil 
Steube 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Taylor 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Timmons 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Waltz 
Watkins 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Wright 
Yoho 
Young 
Zeldin 

NOT VOTING—7 

Hudson 
Hunter 
Marchant 

McEachin 
Serrano 
Shimkus 

Stanton 

b 1035 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mr. STANTON. Mr. Speaker, had I been 

present, I would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall 
No. 698. 

f 

UNITED STATES-MEXICO-CANADA 
AGREEMENT IMPLEMENTATION 
ACT 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Decem-
ber 16, 2019, I call up the bill (H.R. 5430) 
to implement the Agreement between 
the United States of America, the 
United Mexican States, and Canada at-
tached as an Annex to the Protocol Re-
placing the North American Free Trade 
Agreement, and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

TORRES SMALL of New Mexico). Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Decem-
ber 16, 2019, the bill is considered read. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 
H.R. 5430 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘United States-Mexico-Canada Agree-
ment Implementation Act’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Purpose. 
Sec. 3. Definitions. 
TITLE I—APPROVAL OF, AND GENERAL 
PROVISIONS RELATING TO, THE USMCA 

Sec. 101. Approval and entry into force of 
the USMCA. 

Sec. 102. Relationship of the USMCA to 
United States and State law. 

Sec. 103. Implementing actions in anticipa-
tion of entry into force; initial 
regulations; tariff proclamation 
authority. 

Sec. 104. Consultation and layover provi-
sions for, and effective date of, 
proclaimed actions. 

Sec. 105. Administration of dispute settle-
ment proceedings. 

Sec. 106. Trade Representative authority. 
Sec. 107. Effective date. 

TITLE II—CUSTOMS PROVISIONS 
Sec. 201. Exclusion of originating goods of 

USMCA countries from special 
agriculture safeguard author-
ity. 

Sec. 202. Rules of origin. 
Sec. 202A. Special rules for automotive 

goods. 
Sec. 203. Merchandise processing fee. 
Sec. 204. Disclosure of incorrect informa-

tion; false certifications of ori-
gin; denial of preferential tariff 
treatment. 

Sec. 205. Reliquidation of entries. 
Sec. 206. Recordkeeping requirements. 
Sec. 207. Actions regarding verification of 

claims under the USMCA. 
Sec. 208. Drawback [reserved]. 
Sec. 209. Other amendments to the Tariff 

Act of 1930. 
Sec. 210. Regulations. 

TITLE III—APPLICATION OF USMCA TO 
SECTORS AND SERVICES 

Subtitle A—Relief From Injury Caused by 
Import Competition [reserved] 

Subtitle B—Temporary Entry of Business 
Persons [reserved] 

Subtitle C—United States-Mexico Cross- 
border Long-haul Trucking Services 

Sec. 321. Definitions. 
Sec. 322. Investigations and determinations 

by Commission. 
Sec. 323. Commission recommendations and 

report. 
Sec. 324. Action by President with respect to 

affirmative determination. 
Sec. 325. Confidential business information. 
Sec. 326. Conforming amendments. 
Sec. 327. Survey of operating authorities. 

TITLE IV—ANTIDUMPING AND 
COUNTERVAILING DUTIES 

Subtitle A—Preventing Duty Evasion 
Sec. 401. Cooperation on duty evasion. 

Subtitle B—Dispute Settlement [reserved] 
Subtitle C—Conforming Amendments 

Sec. 421. Judicial review in antidumping 
duty and countervailing duty 
cases. 

Sec. 422. Conforming amendments to other 
provisions of the Tariff Act of 
1930. 

Sec. 423. Conforming amendments to title 
28, United States Code. 

Subtitle D—General Provisions 
Sec. 431. Effect of termination of USMCA 

country status. 
Sec. 432. Effective date. 

TITLE V—TRANSFER PROVISIONS AND 
OTHER AMENDMENTS 

Sec. 501. Drawback. 
Sec. 502. Relief from injury caused by im-

port competition. 
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Sec. 503. Temporary entry. 
Sec. 504. Dispute settlement in antidumping 

and countervailing duty cases. 
Sec. 505. Government procurement. 
Sec. 506. Actions affecting United States 

cultural industries. 
Sec. 507. Regulatory treatment of uranium 

purchases. 
Sec. 508. Report on amendments to existing 

law. 
TITLE VI—TRANSITION TO AND 

EXTENSION OF USMCA 
Subtitle A—Transitional Provisions 

Sec. 601. Repeal of North American Free 
Trade Agreement Implementa-
tion Act. 

Sec. 602. Continued suspension of the United 
States-Canada Free-Trade 
Agreement. 

Subtitle B—Joint Reviews Regarding 
Extension of USMCA 

Sec. 611. Participation in joint reviews with 
Canada and Mexico regarding 
extension of the term of the 
USMCA and other action re-
garding the USMCA. 

Subtitle C—Termination of USMCA 
Sec. 621. Termination of USMCA. 

TITLE VII—LABOR MONITORING AND 
ENFORCEMENT 

Sec. 701. Definitions. 
Subtitle A—Interagency Labor Committee 

for Monitoring and Enforcement 
Sec. 711. Interagency labor committee for 

monitoring and enforcement. 
Sec. 712. Duties. 
Sec. 713. Enforcement priorities. 
Sec. 714. Assessments. 
Sec. 715. Recommendation for enforcement 

action. 
Sec. 716. Petition process. 
Sec. 717. Hotline. 
Sec. 718. Reports. 
Sec. 719. Consultations on appointment and 

funding of rapid response labor 
panelists. 

Subtitle B—Mexico Labor Attachés 
Sec. 721. Establishment. 
Sec. 722. Duties. 
Sec. 723. Status. 

Subtitle C—Independent Mexico Labor 
Expert Board 

Sec. 731. Establishment. 
Sec. 732. Membership; term. 
Sec. 733. Funding. 
Sec. 734. Reports. 

Subtitle D—Forced Labor 
Sec. 741. Forced labor enforcement task 

force. 
Sec. 742. Timeline required. 
Sec. 743. Reports required. 
Sec. 744. Duties related to Mexico. 

Subtitle E—Enforcement Under Rapid 
Response Labor Mechanism 

Sec. 751. Transmission of reports. 
Sec. 752. Suspension of liquidation. 
Sec. 753. Final remedies. 
TITLE VIII—ENVIRONMENT MONITORING 

AND ENFORCEMENT 
Sec. 801. Definitions. 

Subtitle A—Interagency Environment 
Committee for Monitoring and Enforcement 
Sec. 811. Establishment. 
Sec. 812. Assessment. 
Sec. 813. Monitoring actions. 
Sec. 814. Enforcement actions. 
Sec. 815. Other monitoring and enforcement 

actions. 
Sec. 816. Report to Congress. 
Sec. 817. Regulations. 

Subtitle B—Other Matters 
Sec. 821. Border water infrastructure im-

provement authority. 

Sec. 822. Detail of personnel to Office of the 
United States Trade Represent-
ative. 

Subtitle C—North American Development 
Bank 

Sec. 831. General capital increase. 
Sec. 832. Policy goals. 
Sec. 833. Efficiencies and streamlining. 
Sec. 834. Performance measures. 

TITLE IX—USMCA SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2019 

SEC. 2. PURPOSE. 
The purpose of this Act is to approve and 

implement the Agreement between the 
United States of America, the United Mexi-
can States, and Canada entered into under 
the authority of section 103(b) of the Bipar-
tisan Congressional Trade Priorities and Ac-
countability Act of 2015 (19 U.S.C. 4202(b)). 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate and the Committee on 
Ways and Means of the House of Representa-
tives. 

(2) HTS.—The term ‘‘HTS’’ means the Har-
monized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States. 

(3) IDENTICAL GOODS.—The term ‘‘identical 
goods’’ means goods that are the same in all 
respects relevant to the rule of origin that 
qualifies the goods as originating goods. 

(4) INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION.—The 
term ‘‘International Trade Commission’’ 
means the United States International Trade 
Commission. 

(5) MEXICO.—The term ‘‘Mexico’’ means the 
United Mexican States. 

(6) NAFTA.—The term ‘‘NAFTA’’ means 
the North American Free Trade Agreement 
approved by Congress under section 101(a)(1) 
of the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment Implementation Act (19 U.S.C. 
3311(a)(1)). 

(7) PREFERENTIAL TARIFF TREATMENT.—The 
term ‘‘preferential tariff treatment’’ means 
the customs duty rate that is applicable to 
an originating good (as defined in section 
202(a)) under the USMCA. 

(8) TRADE REPRESENTATIVE.—The term 
‘‘Trade Representative’’ means the United 
States Trade Representative. 

(9) USMCA.—The term ‘‘USMCA’’ means 
the Agreement between the United States of 
America, the United Mexican States, and 
Canada, which is— 

(A) attached as an Annex to the Protocol 
Replacing the North American Free Trade 
Agreement with the Agreement between the 
United States of America, the United Mexi-
can States, and Canada, done at Buenos 
Aires on November 30, 2018, as amended by 
the Protocol of Amendment to the Agree-
ment Between the United States of America, 
the United Mexican States, and Canada, done 
at Mexico City on December 10, 2019; and 

(B) approved by Congress under section 
101(a)(1). 

(10) USMCA COUNTRY.—Except as otherwise 
provided, the term ‘‘USMCA country’’ 
means— 

(A) Canada for such time as the USMCA is 
in force with respect to, and the United 
States applies the USMCA to, Canada; and 

(B) Mexico for such time as the USMCA is 
in force with respect to, and the United 
States applies the USMCA to, Mexico. 

TITLE I—APPROVAL OF, AND GENERAL 
PROVISIONS RELATING TO, THE USMCA 

SEC. 101. APPROVAL AND ENTRY INTO FORCE OF 
THE USMCA. 

(a) APPROVAL OF USMCA AND STATEMENT 
OF ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION.—Pursuant to 
section 106 of the Bipartisan Congressional 

Trade Priorities and Accountability Act of 
2015 (19 U.S.C. 4205) and section 151 of the 
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2191), Congress 
approves— 

(1) the Protocol Replacing the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement with the Agree-
ment between the United States of America, 
the United Mexican States, and Canada, done 
at Buenos Aires on November 30, 2018, as sub-
mitted to Congress on December 13, 2019; 

(2) the Agreement between the United 
States of America, the United Mexican 
States, and Canada, attached as an Annex to 
the Protocol, as amended by the Protocol of 
Amendment to the Agreement between the 
United States of America, the United Mexi-
can States, and Canada, done at Mexico City 
on December 10, 2019, as submitted to Con-
gress on December 13, 2019; and 

(3) the statement of administrative action 
proposed to implement that Agreement, as 
submitted to Congress on December 13, 2019. 

(b) CONDITIONS FOR ENTRY INTO FORCE OF 
THE AGREEMENT.—The President is author-
ized to provide for the USMCA to enter into 
force with respect to Canada and Mexico not 
earlier than 30 days after the date on which 
the President submits to Congress the writ-
ten notice required by section 106(a)(1)(G) of 
the Bipartisan Congressional Trade Prior-
ities and Accountability Act of 2015 (19 
U.S.C. 4205(a)(1)(G)), which shall include the 
date on which the USMCA will enter into 
force. 
SEC. 102. RELATIONSHIP OF THE USMCA TO 

UNITED STATES AND STATE LAW. 
(a) RELATIONSHIP OF USMCA TO UNITED 

STATES LAW.— 
(1) UNITED STATES LAW TO PREVAIL IN CON-

FLICT.—No provision of the USMCA, nor the 
application of any such provision to any per-
son or circumstance, which is inconsistent 
with any law of the United States, shall have 
effect. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this Act 
shall be construed— 

(A) to amend or modify any law of the 
United States, or 

(B) to limit any authority conferred under 
any law of the United States, 
unless specifically provided for in this Act. 

(b) RELATIONSHIP OF USMCA TO STATE 
LAW.— 

(1) LEGAL CHALLENGE.—No State law, or 
the application thereof, may be declared in-
valid as to any person or circumstance on 
the ground that the provision or application 
is inconsistent with the USMCA, except in 
an action brought by the United States for 
the purpose of declaring such law or applica-
tion invalid. 

(2) DEFINITION OF STATE LAW.—For purposes 
of this subsection, the term ‘‘State law’’ in-
cludes— 

(A) any law of a political subdivision of a 
State; and 

(B) any State law regulating or taxing the 
business of insurance. 

(c) EFFECT OF USMCA WITH RESPECT TO 
PRIVATE REMEDIES.—No person other than 
the United States— 

(1) shall have any cause of action or de-
fense under the USMCA or by virtue of con-
gressional approval thereof; or 

(2) may challenge, in any action brought 
under any provision of law, any action or in-
action by any department, agency, or other 
instrumentality of the United States, any 
State, or any political subdivision of a State, 
on the ground that such action or inaction is 
inconsistent with the USMCA. 
SEC. 103. IMPLEMENTING ACTIONS IN ANTICIPA-

TION OF ENTRY INTO FORCE; INI-
TIAL REGULATIONS; TARIFF PROC-
LAMATION AUTHORITY. 

(a) IMPLEMENTING ACTIONS.— 
(1) PROCLAMATION AUTHORITY.—After the 

date of the enactment of this Act— 
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(A) the President may proclaim such ac-

tions, and 
(B) other appropriate officers of the United 

States Government may prescribe such regu-
lations, 
as may be necessary to ensure that any pro-
vision of this Act, or amendment made by 
this Act, that takes effect on the date on 
which the USMCA enters into force is appro-
priately implemented on such date, but no 
such proclamation or regulation may have 
an effective date earlier than the date on 
which the USMCA enters into force. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE OF CERTAIN PROCLAIMED 
ACTIONS.—Any action proclaimed by the 
President under the authority of this Act 
that is not subject to the consultation and 
layover provisions under section 104 may not 
take effect before the 15th day after the date 
on which the text of the proclamation is pub-
lished in the Federal Register. 

(3) WAIVER OF 15-DAY RESTRICTION.—The 15- 
day restriction contained in paragraph (2) on 
the taking effect of proclaimed actions is 
waived to the extent that the application of 
such restriction would prevent the taking ef-
fect on the date on which the USMCA enters 
into force of any action proclaimed under 
this section. 

(b) INITIAL REGULATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by 

paragraph (2) or (3), initial regulations nec-
essary or appropriate to carry out the ac-
tions required by or authorized under this 
Act or proposed in the statement of adminis-
trative action approved under section 
101(a)(2) to implement the USMCA shall, to 
the maximum extent feasible, be prescribed 
within 1 year after the date on which the 
USMCA enters into force. 

(2) UNIFORM REGULATIONS.—Interim or ini-
tial regulations to implement the Uniform 
Regulations regarding rules of origin pro-
vided for under article 5.16 of the USMCA 
shall be prescribed not later than the date on 
which the USMCA enters into force. 

(3) IMPLEMENTING ACTIONS WITH EFFECTIVE 
DATES AFTER ENTRY INTO FORCE.—In the case 
of any implementing action that takes effect 
on a date after the date on which the USMCA 
enters into force, initial regulations to carry 
out that action shall, to the maximum ex-
tent feasible, be prescribed within 1 year 
after such effective date. 

(c) TARIFF MODIFICATIONS.— 
(1) TARIFF MODIFICATIONS PROVIDED FOR IN 

THE USMCA.—The President may proclaim— 
(A) such modifications or continuation of 

any duty, 
(B) such continuation of duty-free or excise 

treatment, or 
(C) such additional duties, 

as the President determines to be necessary 
or appropriate to carry out or apply articles 
2.4, 2.5, 2.7, 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 6.2, and 6.3, the 
Schedule of the United States to Annex 2–B, 
including the appendices to that Annex, 
Annex 2–C, and Annex 6–A, of the USMCA. 

(2) OTHER TARIFF MODIFICATIONS.—Subject 
to the consultation and layover provisions of 
section 104, the President may proclaim— 

(A) such modifications or continuation of 
any duty, 

(B) such modifications as the United 
States may agree to with a USMCA country 
regarding the staging of any duty treatment 
set forth in the Schedule of the United 
States to Annex 2–B of the USMCA, includ-
ing the appendices to that Annex, 

(C) such continuation of duty-free or excise 
treatment, or 

(D) such additional duties, 
as the President determines to be necessary 
or appropriate to maintain the general level 
of reciprocal and mutually advantageous 
concessions with respect to a USMCA coun-
try provided for by the USMCA. 

(3) CONVERSION TO AD VALOREM RATES.—For 
purposes of paragraphs (1) and (2), with re-
spect to any good for which the base rate in 
the Schedule of the United States to Annex 
2–B of the USMCA is a specific or compound 
rate of duty, the President shall substitute 
for the base rate an ad valorem rate that the 
President determines to be equivalent to the 
base rate. 

(4) TARIFF-RATE QUOTAS.—In implementing 
the tariff-rate quotas set forth in the Sched-
ule of the United States to Annex 2–B of the 
USMCA, the President shall take such ac-
tions as may be necessary to ensure that im-
ports of agricultural goods do not disrupt the 
orderly marketing of agricultural goods in 
the United States. 

(5) PRESIDENTIAL PROCLAMATION AUTHORITY 
RELATING TO RULES OF ORIGIN.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The President may pro-
claim, as part of the HTS— 

(i) the provisions set forth in Annex 4–B of 
the USMCA; 

(ii) the provisions set forth in paragraph 2 
of article 3.A.6 of Annex 3–A of the USMCA; 

(iii) the provisions set forth in paragraph 5 
of Annex 3–B of the USMCA; 

(iv) the provisions set forth in paragraphs 
14(b), 14(c), and 15(e) of Section B of Appen-
dix 2 to Annex 2–B of the USMCA; and 

(v) any additional subordinate category 
that is necessary to carry out section 202 and 
section 202A consistent with the USMCA. 

(B) MODIFICATIONS.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the consulta-

tion and layover provisions of section 104, 
the President may proclaim modifications to 
the provisions proclaimed under the author-
ity of subparagraph (A), other than the pro-
visions of chapters 50 through 63 of the 
USMCA. 

(ii) SPECIAL RULE FOR TEXTILES.—Notwith-
standing clause (i), and subject to the con-
sultation and layover provisions of section 
104, the President may proclaim— 

(I) such modifications to the provisions 
proclaimed under the authority of subpara-
graph (A) as are necessary to implement an 
agreement with one or more USMCA coun-
tries pursuant to article 6.4 of the USMCA; 
and 

(II) before the end of the 1-year period be-
ginning on the date on which the USMCA en-
ters into force, modifications to correct any 
typographical, clerical, or other nonsub-
stantive technical error regarding the provi-
sions of chapters 50 through 63 of the 
USMCA. 
SEC. 104. CONSULTATION AND LAYOVER PROVI-

SIONS FOR, AND EFFECTIVE DATE 
OF, PROCLAIMED ACTIONS. 

If a provision of this Act provides that the 
implementation of an action by the Presi-
dent by proclamation is subject to the con-
sultation and layover requirements of this 
section, that action may be proclaimed only 
if— 

(1) the President has obtained advice re-
garding the proposed action from— 

(A) the appropriate advisory committees 
established under section 135 of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2155); and 

(B) the International Trade Commission, 
which shall hold a public hearing on the pro-
posed action before providing advice regard-
ing the proposed action; 

(2) the President has submitted to the 
Committee on Finance of the Senate and the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives a report that sets forth— 

(A) the proposed action and the reasons 
therefor; and 

(B) the advice obtained under paragraph 
(1); 

(3) a period of 60 calendar days, beginning 
on the first day on which the requirements 
set forth in paragraphs (1) and (2) have been 
met, has expired; and 

(4) the President has consulted with the 
committees referred to in paragraph (2) re-
garding the proposed action during the pe-
riod referred to in paragraph (3). 
SEC. 105. ADMINISTRATION OF DISPUTE SETTLE-

MENT PROCEEDINGS. 
(a) UNITED STATES SECTION OF SECRE-

TARIAT.— 
(1) ESTABLISHMENT OR DESIGNATION OF OF-

FICE.—The President is authorized to estab-
lish or designate within the Department of 
Commerce an office to serve as the United 
States Section of the Secretariat established 
under article 30.6 of the USMCA. 

(2) FUNCTIONS AND ADMINISTRATIVE ASSIST-
ANCE.—The office established or designated 
under paragraph (1), subject to the oversight 
of the interagency group established under 
section 411(c)(2), shall— 

(A) carry out its functions within the Sec-
retariat to facilitate the operation of the 
USMCA, including the operation of section D 
of chapter 10 and chapter 31 of the USMCA; 
and 

(B) provide administrative assistance to— 
(i) panels established under chapter 31 of 

the USMCA, including under Annex 31–A (re-
lating to the Facility-Specific Rapid Re-
sponse Labor Mechanism); 

(ii) technical advisers and experts provided 
for under chapter 31 of the USMCA; 

(iii) binational panels and extraordinary 
challenge committees established under sec-
tion D of chapter 10 of the USMCA; and 

(iv) binational panels and extraordinary 
challenge committees established under 
NAFTA for matters covered by article 34.1 of 
the USMCA (relating to transition from 
NAFTA). 

(3) TREATMENT OF OFFICE UNDER FREEDOM 
OF INFORMATION ACT.—The office established 
or designated under paragraph (1) shall not 
be considered an agency for purposes of sec-
tion 552 of title 5, United States Code. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
each fiscal year after fiscal year 2020 to the 
Department of Commerce $2,000,000 for— 

(1) the operations of the office established 
or designated under subsection (a)(1); and 

(2) the payment of the United States share 
of the expenses of— 

(A) panels established under chapter 31 of 
the USMCA, including under Annex 31–A (re-
lating to the Facility-Specific Rapid Re-
sponse Labor Mechanism); 

(B) binational panels and extraordinary 
challenge committees established under sec-
tion D of chapter 10 of the USMCA; and 

(C) binational panels and extraordinary 
challenge committees established under 
NAFTA for matters covered by article 34.1 of 
the USMCA (relating to transition from 
NAFTA). 

(c) REIMBURSEMENT OF CERTAIN EX-
PENSES.—If the Canadian Section or the 
Mexican Section of the Secretariat provides 
funds to the United States Section during 
any fiscal year as reimbursement for ex-
penses in connection with dispute settlement 
proceedings under section D of chapter 10 or 
chapter 31 of the USMCA, or under chapter 
19 of NAFTA, the United States Section 
may, notwithstanding section 3302 of title 31, 
United States Code, retain and use such 
funds to carry out the functions described in 
subsection (a)(2). 
SEC. 106. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE AUTHORITY. 

If a country (other than the United States) 
that has signed the USMCA does not enact 
implementing legislation, the Trade Rep-
resentative is authorized to enter into nego-
tiations with the other country that has 
signed the USMCA to consider how the appli-
cable provisions of the USMCA can come 
into force with respect to the United States 
and that other country as promptly as pos-
sible. 
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SEC. 107. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Sections 1 through 3 and 
this title (other than section 103(c)) shall 
take effect on the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

(b) PROCLAMATION AUTHORITY.—Section 
103(c) shall take effect on the date on which 
the USMCA enters into force. 

TITLE II—CUSTOMS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 201. EXCLUSION OF ORIGINATING GOODS OF 

USMCA COUNTRIES FROM SPECIAL 
AGRICULTURE SAFEGUARD AU-
THORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 405(e) of the Uru-
guay Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 
3602(e)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(e) EXCLUSION OF ORIGINATING GOODS OF 
USMCA COUNTRIES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall ex-
empt from any duty imposed under this sec-
tion any good that qualifies as an origi-
nating good under section 202 of the United 
States-Mexico-Canada Agreement Implemen-
tation Act of a USMCA country with respect 
to which preferential tariff treatment is pro-
vided under the USMCA. 

‘‘(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the 
terms ‘preferential tariff treatment’, 
‘USMCA’, and ‘USMCA country’ have the 
meanings given those terms in section 3 of 
the United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
Implementation Act.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by 

subsection (a) shall— 
(A) take effect on the date on which the 

USMCA enters into force; and 
(B) apply with respect to a good entered for 

consumption, or withdrawn from warehouse 
for consumption, on or after that date. 

(2) TRANSITION FROM NAFTA TREATMENT.—In 
the case of a good entered for consumption, 
or withdrawn from warehouse for consump-
tion, before the date on which the USMCA 
enters into force— 

(A) the amendment made by subsection (a) 
to section 405(e) of the Uruguay Round 
Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 3602(e)) shall not 
apply with respect to the good; and 

(B) section 405(e) of such Act, as in effect 
on the day before that date, shall continue 
to apply on and after that date with respect 
to the good. 
SEC. 202. RULES OF ORIGIN. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) AQUACULTURE.—The term ‘‘aqua-

culture’’ means the farming of aquatic orga-
nisms, including fish, molluscs, crustaceans, 
other aquatic invertebrates, and aquatic 
plants from seed stock such as eggs, fry, 
fingerlings, or larvae, by intervention in the 
rearing or growth processes to enhance pro-
duction such as regular stocking, feeding, or 
protection from predators. 

(2) CUSTOMS VALUATION AGREEMENT.—The 
term ‘‘Customs Valuation Agreement’’ 
means the Agreement on Implementation of 
Article VII of the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade 1994 referred to in section 
101(d)(8) of the Uruguay Round Agreements 
Act (19 U.S.C. 3511(d)(8)). 

(3) FUNGIBLE GOOD OR FUNGIBLE MATE-
RIAL.—The term ‘‘fungible good’’ or ‘‘fun-
gible material’’ means a good or material, as 
the case may be, that is interchangeable 
with another good or material for commer-
cial purposes and the properties of which are 
essentially identical to such other good or 
material. 

(4) GOOD WHOLLY OBTAINED OR PRODUCED EN-
TIRELY IN THE TERRITORY OF ONE OR MORE 
USMCA COUNTRIES.—The term ‘‘good wholly 
obtained or produced entirely in the terri-
tory of one or more USMCA countries’’ 
means any of the following: 

(A) A mineral good or other naturally oc-
curring substance extracted or taken from 

the territory of one or more USMCA coun-
tries. 

(B) A plant, plant good, vegetable, or fun-
gus grown, cultivated, harvested, picked, or 
gathered in the territory of one or more 
USMCA countries. 

(C) A live animal born and raised in the 
territory of one or more USMCA countries. 

(D) A good obtained in the territory of one 
or more USMCA countries from a live ani-
mal. 

(E) An animal obtained by hunting, trap-
ping, fishing, gathering, or capturing in the 
territory of one or more USMCA countries. 

(F) A good obtained in the territory of one 
or more USMCA countries from aquaculture. 

(G) A fish, shellfish, or other marine life 
taken from the sea, seabed, or subsoil out-
side the territory of one or more USMCA 
countries and outside the territorial sea of 
any country that is not a USMCA country 
by— 

(i) a vessel that is registered or recorded 
with a USMCA country and flying the flag of 
that country; or 

(ii) a vessel that is documented under the 
laws of the United States. 

(H) A good produced on board a factory 
ship from goods referred to in subparagraph 
(G), if such factory ship— 

(i) is registered or recorded with a USMCA 
country and flies the flag of that country; or 

(ii) is a vessel that is documented under 
the laws of the United States. 

(I) A good, other than a good referred to in 
subparagraph (G), that is taken by a USMCA 
country, or a person of a USMCA country, 
from the seabed or subsoil outside the terri-
tory of a USMCA country, if that USMCA 
country has the right to exploit such seabed 
or subsoil. 

(J) Waste and scrap derived from— 
(i) production in the territory of one or 

more USMCA countries; or 
(ii) used goods collected in the territory of 

one or more USMCA countries, if such goods 
are fit only for the recovery of raw mate-
rials. 

(K) A good produced in the territory of one 
or more USMCA countries exclusively from 
goods referred to in any of subparagraphs (A) 
through (J), or from their derivatives, at any 
stage of production. 

(5) INDIRECT MATERIAL.—The term ‘‘indi-
rect material’’ means a material used or con-
sumed in the production, testing, or inspec-
tion of a good but not physically incor-
porated into the good, or a material used or 
consumed in the maintenance of buildings or 
the operation of equipment associated with 
the production of a good, including— 

(A) fuel and energy; 
(B) tools, dies, and molds; 
(C) spare parts and materials used or con-

sumed in the maintenance of equipment or 
buildings; 

(D) lubricants, greases, compounding ma-
terials, and other materials used or con-
sumed in production or to operate equipment 
or buildings; 

(E) gloves, glasses, footwear, clothing, 
safety equipment, and supplies; 

(F) equipment, devices, and supplies used 
for testing or inspecting the good; 

(G) catalysts and solvents; and 
(H) any other material that is not incor-

porated into the good, if the use of the mate-
rial in the production of the good can reason-
ably be demonstrated to be a part of that 
production. 

(6) INTERMEDIATE MATERIAL.—The term 
‘‘intermediate material’’ means a material 
that is self-produced, used or consumed in 
the production of a good, and designated as 
an intermediate material pursuant to sub-
section (d)(9). 

(7) MATERIAL.—The term ‘‘material’’ 
means a good that is used or consumed in 

the production of another good and includes 
a part or an ingredient. 

(8) NET COST.—The term ‘‘net cost’’ means 
total cost minus sales promotion, mar-
keting, and after-sales service costs, royal-
ties, shipping and packing costs, and non-
allowable interest costs that are included in 
the total cost. 

(9) NET COST OF A GOOD.—The term ‘‘net 
cost of a good’’ means the net cost that can 
be reasonably allocated to a good using one 
of the methods set forth in subsection (d)(7). 

(10) NONALLOWABLE INTEREST COSTS.—The 
term ‘‘nonallowable interest costs’’ means 
interest costs incurred by a producer that 
exceed 700 basis points above the applicable 
official interest rate for comparable matu-
rities of the country in which the producer is 
located. 

(11) NONORIGINATING GOOD OR NONORIGI-
NATING MATERIAL.—The term ‘‘nonorigi-
nating good’’ or ‘‘nonoriginating material’’ 
means a good or material, as the case may 
be, that does not qualify as originating 
under this section. 

(12) ORIGINATING GOOD; ORIGINATING MATE-
RIAL.—The term ‘‘originating good’’ or ‘‘orig-
inating material’’ means a good or material, 
as the case may be, that qualifies as origi-
nating under this section. 

(13) PACKAGING MATERIALS AND CON-
TAINERS.—The term ‘‘packaging materials 
and containers’’ means materials and con-
tainers in which a good is packaged for retail 
sale. 

(14) PACKING MATERIALS AND CONTAINERS.— 
The term ‘‘packing materials and con-
tainers’’ means materials and containers 
that are used to protect a good during trans-
portation. 

(15) PRODUCER.—The term ‘‘producer’’ 
means a person who engages in the produc-
tion of a good. 

(16) PRODUCTION.—The term ‘‘production’’ 
means— 

(A) growing, cultivating, raising, mining, 
harvesting, fishing, trapping, hunting, cap-
turing, breeding, extracting, manufacturing, 
processing, or assembling a good; or 

(B) the farming of aquatic organisms 
through aquaculture. 

(17) REASONABLY ALLOCATE.—The term 
‘‘reasonably allocate’’ means to apportion in 
a manner appropriate to the circumstances. 

(18) RECOVERED MATERIAL.—The term ‘‘re-
covered material’’ means a material in the 
form of individual parts that are the result 
of— 

(A) the disassembly of a used good into in-
dividual parts; and 

(B) the cleaning, inspecting, testing, or 
other processing that is necessary for im-
provement to sound working condition of 
such individual parts. 

(19) REMANUFACTURED GOOD.—The term 
‘‘remanufactured good’’ means a good classi-
fied in the HTS under any of chapters 84 
through 90 or under heading 9402, other than 
a good classified under heading 8418, 8509, 
8510, 8516, or 8703 or subheading 8414.51, 
8450.11, 8450.12, 8508.11, or 8517.11, that— 

(A) is entirely or partially composed of re-
covered materials; 

(B) has a life expectancy similar to, and 
performs in a manner that is the same as or 
similar to, such a good when new; and 

(C) has a factory warranty similar to that 
applicable to such a good when new. 

(20) ROYALTIES.—The term ‘‘royalties’’ 
means payments of any kind, including pay-
ments under technical assistance or similar 
agreements, made as consideration for the 
use of, or right to use, a copyright, literary, 
artistic, or scientific work, patent, trade-
mark, design, model, plan, or secret formula 
or secret process, excluding payments under 
technical assistance or similar agreements 
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that can be related to a specific service such 
as— 

(A) personnel training, without regard to 
where the training is performed; or 

(B) if performed in the territory of one or 
more USMCA countries, engineering, tool-
ing, die-setting, software design and similar 
computer services, or other services. 

(21) SALES PROMOTION, MARKETING, AND 
AFTER-SALES SERVICE COSTS.—The term 
‘‘sales promotion, marketing, and after-sales 
service costs’’ means the costs related to 
sales promotion, marketing, and after-sales 
service for the following: 

(A) Sales and marketing promotion, media 
advertising, advertising and market re-
search, promotional and demonstration ma-
terials, exhibits, sales conferences, trade 
shows, conventions, banners, marketing dis-
plays, free samples, sales, marketing, and 
after-sales service literature (product bro-
chures, catalogs, technical literature, price 
lists, service manuals, and sales aid informa-
tion), establishment and protection of logos 
and trademarks, sponsorships, wholesale and 
retail charges, and entertainment. 

(B) Sales and marketing incentives, con-
sumer, retailer, or wholesaler rebates, and 
merchandise incentives. 

(C) Salaries and wages, sales commissions, 
bonuses, benefits (such as medical, insur-
ance, and pension benefits), traveling and 
living expenses, and membership and profes-
sional fees for sales promotion, marketing, 
and after-sales service personnel. 

(D) Product liability insurance. 
(E) Rent and depreciation of sales pro-

motion, marketing, and after-sales service 
offices and distribution centers. 

(F) Payments by the producer to other per-
sons for warranty repairs. 

(G) If the costs are identified separately for 
sales promotion, marketing, or after-sales 
service of goods on the financial statements 
or cost accounts of the producer, the fol-
lowing: 

(i) Property insurance premiums, taxes, 
utilities, and repair and maintenance of sales 
promotion, marketing, and after-sales serv-
ice offices and distribution centers. 

(ii) Recruiting and training of sales pro-
motion, marketing, and after-sales service 
personnel, and after-sales training of cus-
tomers’ employees. 

(iii) Office supplies for sales promotion, 
marketing, and after-sales service of goods. 

(iv) Telephone, mail, and other commu-
nications. 

(22) SELF-PRODUCED MATERIAL.—The term 
‘‘self-produced material’’ means a material 
that is produced by the producer of a good 
and used in the production of that good. 

(23) SHIPPING AND PACKING COSTS.—The 
term ‘‘shipping and packing costs’’ means 
the costs incurred in packing a good for ship-
ment and shipping the good from the point of 
direct shipment to the buyer, excluding the 
costs of preparing and packaging the good 
for retail sale. 

(24) TERRITORY.—The term ‘‘territory’’, 
with respect to a USMCA country, has the 
meaning given that term in section C of 
chapter 1 of the USMCA. 

(25) TOTAL COST.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘total cost’’— 
(i) means all product costs, period costs, 

and other costs for a good incurred in the 
territory of one or more USMCA countries; 
and 

(ii) does not include— 
(I) profits that are earned by the producer 

of the good, regardless of whether the costs 
are retained by the producer or paid out to 
other persons as dividends; or 

(II) taxes paid on those profits, including 
capital gains taxes. 

(B) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 

(i) OTHER COSTS.—The term ‘‘other costs’’ 
means all costs recorded on the books of the 
producer that are not product costs or period 
costs, such as interest. 

(ii) PERIOD COSTS.—The term ‘‘period 
costs’’ means costs, other than product 
costs, that are expensed in the period in 
which they are incurred, such as selling ex-
penses and general and administrative ex-
penses. 

(iii) PRODUCT COSTS.—The term ‘‘product 
costs’’ means costs that are associated with 
the production of a good, including the value 
of materials, direct labor costs, and direct 
overhead. 

(26) TRANSACTION VALUE.—The term ‘‘trans-
action value’’ means the price— 

(A) actually paid or payable for a good or 
material with respect to a transaction of a 
producer; and 

(B) adjusted in accordance with the prin-
ciples set forth in paragraphs 1, 3, and 4 of 
article 8 of the Customs Valuation Agree-
ment. 

(27) USMCA COUNTRY.—The term ‘‘USMCA 
country’’ means the United States, Canada, 
or Mexico for such time as the USMCA is in 
force with respect to Canada or Mexico, and 
the United States applies the USMCA to 
Canada or Mexico. 

(28) VALUE.—The term ‘‘value’’ means the 
value of a good or material for purposes of 
calculating customs duties or applying this 
section. 

(b) APPLICATION AND INTERPRETATION.—In 
this section: 

(1) TARIFF CLASSIFICATION.—The basis for 
any tariff classification is the HTS. 

(2) REFERENCE TO HTS.—Whenever in this 
section there is a reference to a chapter, 
heading, or subheading, that reference shall 
be a reference to a chapter, heading, or sub-
heading of the HTS. 

(3) COST OR VALUE.—Any cost or value re-
ferred to in this section with respect to a 
good shall be recorded and maintained in ac-
cordance with the generally accepted ac-
counting principles applicable in the terri-
tory of the USMCA country in which the 
good is produced. 

(c) ORIGINATING GOODS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this Act 

and for purposes of implementing the pref-
erential tariff treatment provided for under 
the USMCA, except as otherwise provided in 
this section, a good is an originating good 
if— 

(A) the good is a good wholly obtained or 
produced entirely in the territory of one or 
more USMCA countries; 

(B) the good is produced entirely in the 
territory of one or more USMCA countries 
using nonoriginating materials, if the good 
satisfies all applicable requirements set 
forth in Annex 4–B of the USMCA; or 

(C) the good is produced entirely in the ter-
ritory of one or more USMCA countries, ex-
clusively from originating materials; 

(D) except for a good provided for under 
any of chapters 61 through 63— 

(i) the good is produced entirely in the ter-
ritory of one or more USMCA countries; 

(ii) one or more of the nonoriginating ma-
terials provided for as parts under the HTS 
and used in the production of the good do not 
satisfy the requirements set forth in Annex 
4–B of the USMCA because— 

(I) both the good and its materials are clas-
sified under the same subheading or under 
the same heading that is not further sub-
divided into subheadings; or 

(II) the good was imported into the terri-
tory of a USMCA country in an unassembled 
form or a disassembled form but was classi-
fied as an assembled good pursuant to rule 
2(a) of the General Rules of Interpretation of 
the HTS; and 

(iii) the regional value content of the good 
is not less than 60 percent if the transaction 
value method is used, or not less than 50 per-
cent if the net cost method is used and the 
good satisfies all other applicable require-
ments of this section; or 

(E) the good itself, as imported, is listed in 
table 2.10.1 of the USMCA and is imported 
into the territory of the United States from 
the territory of a USMCA country. 

(2) REMANUFACTURED GOODS.—For purposes 
of determining whether a remanufactured 
good is an originating good, a recovered ma-
terial derived in the territory of one or more 
USMCA countries shall be treated as origi-
nating if the recovered material is used or 
consumed in the production of, and incor-
porated into, the remanufactured good. 

(d) REGIONAL VALUE CONTENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (5), for purposes of subparagraphs 
(B) and (D) of subsection (c)(1), the regional 
value content of a good shall be calculated, 
at the choice of the importer, exporter, or 
producer of the good, on the basis of— 

(A) the transaction value method described 
in paragraph (2); or 

(B) the net cost method described in para-
graph (3). 

(2) TRANSACTION VALUE METHOD.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—An importer, exporter, or 

producer of a good may calculate the re-
gional value content of the good on the basis 
of the following transaction value method: 

TV¥VNM 
RVC = ————— × 100 

TV 

(B) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 
(i) RVC.—The term ‘‘RVC’’ means the re-

gional value content of the good, expressed 
as a percentage. 

(ii) TV.—The term ‘‘TV’’ means the trans-
action value of the good, adjusted to exclude 
any costs incurred in the international ship-
ment of the good. 

(iii) VNM.—The term ‘‘VNM’’ means the 
value of nonoriginating materials used by 
the producer in the production of the good. 

(3) NET COST METHOD.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—An importer, exporter, or 

producer of a good may calculate the re-
gional value content of the good on the basis 
of the following net cost method: 

NC¥VNM 
RVC = ————— × 100 

NC 

(B) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 
(i) NC.—The term ‘‘NC’’ means the net cost 

of the good. 
(ii) RVC.—The term ‘‘RVC’’ means the re-

gional value content of the good, expressed 
as a percentage. 

(iii) VNM.—The term ‘‘VNM’’ means the 
value of nonoriginating materials used by 
the producer in the production of the good. 

(4) VALUE OF NONORIGINATING MATERIALS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The value of nonorigi-

nating materials used by the producer in the 
production of a good shall not, for purposes 
of calculating the regional value content of 
the good under paragraph (2) or (3), include 
the value of nonoriginating materials used 
or consumed to produce originating mate-
rials that are subsequently used or consumed 
in the production of the good. 

(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR CERTAIN COMPO-
NENTS.—The following components of the 
value of nonoriginating materials used by 
the producer in the production of a good may 
be counted as originating content for pur-
poses of determining whether the good meets 
the regional value content requirement set 
forth in Annex 4–B of the USMCA: 
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(i) The value of processing the nonorigi-

nating materials undertaken in the territory 
of one or more USMCA countries. 

(ii) The value of any originating materials 
used or consumed in the production of the 
nonoriginating materials undertaken in the 
territory of one or more USMCA countries. 

(5) NET COST METHOD REQUIRED IN CERTAIN 
CASES.—An importer, exporter, or producer 
of a good shall calculate the regional value 
content of the good solely on the basis of the 
net cost method described in paragraph (3) if 
the rule for the good set forth in Annex 4–B 
of the USMCA includes a regional value con-
tent requirement not based on the trans-
action value method described in paragraph 
(2). 

(6) NET COST METHOD ALLOWED FOR ADJUST-
MENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—If an importer, exporter, 
or producer of a good calculates the regional 
value content of the good on the basis of the 
transaction value method described in para-
graph (2) and a USMCA country subse-
quently notifies the importer, exporter, or 
producer, during the course of a verification 
conducted in accordance with chapter 5 or 6 
of the USMCA, that the transaction value of 
the good or the value of any material used in 
the production of the good must be adjusted 
or is unacceptable under article 1 of the Cus-
toms Valuation Agreement, the importer, 
exporter, or producer may calculate the re-
gional value content of the good on the basis 
of the net cost method. 

(B) REVIEW OF ADJUSTMENT.—Nothing in 
subparagraph (A) shall be construed to pre-
vent any review or appeal available in ac-
cordance with article 5.15 of the USMCA 
with respect to an adjustment to or a rejec-
tion of— 

(i) the transaction value of a good; or 
(ii) the value of any material used in the 

production of a good. 
(7) CALCULATING NET COST.—The producer 

of a good may, consistent with regulations 
implementing this section, calculate the net 
cost of the good under paragraph (3) by— 

(A) calculating the total cost incurred with 
respect to all goods produced by that pro-
ducer, subtracting any sales promotion, mar-
keting, and after-sales services costs, royal-
ties, shipping and packing costs, and non-
allowable interest costs that are included in 
the total cost of those goods, and then rea-
sonably allocating the resulting net cost of 
those goods to the good; 

(B) calculating the total cost incurred with 
respect to all goods produced by that pro-
ducer, reasonably allocating the total cost to 
the good, and subtracting any sales pro-
motion, marketing, and after-sales service 
costs, royalties, shipping and packing costs, 
and nonallowable interest costs, that are in-
cluded in the portion of the total cost allo-
cated to the good; or 

(C) reasonably allocating each cost that is 
part of the total cost incurred with respect 
to the good so that the aggregate of those 
costs does not include any sales promotion, 
marketing, and after-sales service costs, roy-
alties, shipping and packing costs, and non-
allowable interest costs. 

(8) VALUE OF MATERIALS USED IN PRODUC-
TION.—For purposes of calculating the re-
gional value content of a good under this 
subsection, applying the de minimis rules 
under subsection (f), and calculating the 
value of nonoriginating components in a set 
under subsection (m), the value of a material 
used in the production of a good is— 

(A) in the case of a material that is im-
ported by the producer of the good, the 
transaction value of the material at the time 
of importation, including the costs incurred 
in the international shipment of the mate-
rial; 

(B) in the case of a material acquired in 
the territory in which the good is produced— 

(i) the price paid or payable by the pro-
ducer in the USMCA country where the pro-
ducer is located; 

(ii) the value as determined under subpara-
graph (A), as set forth in regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary of the Treasury pro-
viding for the application of transaction 
value in the absence of an importation by 
the producer; or 

(iii) the earliest ascertainable price paid or 
payable in the territory of the country; or 

(C) in the case of a self-produced material, 
the sum of— 

(i) all expenses incurred in the production 
of the material, including general expenses; 
and 

(ii) an amount for profit equivalent to the 
profit added in the normal course of trade or 
equal to the profit that is usually reflected 
in the sale of goods of the same class or kind 
as the material. 

(9) INTERMEDIATE MATERIALS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Any self-produced mate-

rial that is used in the production of a good 
may be designated by the producer of the 
good as an intermediate material for pur-
poses of calculating the regional value con-
tent of the good under paragraph (2) or (3). 

(B) MATERIALS USED IN PRODUCTION OF IN-
TERMEDIATE MATERIALS.—If a self-produced 
material is designated as an intermediate 
material under subparagraph (A) for pur-
poses of calculating a regional value content 
requirement, no other self-produced material 
subject to a regional value content require-
ment used or consumed in the production of 
that intermediate material may be des-
ignated by the producer as an intermediate 
material. 

(10) FURTHER ADJUSTMENTS TO VALUE OF 
MATERIALS.—The following expenses, if in-
cluded in the value of a nonoriginating mate-
rial calculated under paragraph (8), may be 
deducted from the value of the nonorigi-
nating material: 

(A) The costs of freight, insurance, pack-
ing, and all other costs incurred in trans-
porting the material to the location of the 
producer. 

(B) Duties, taxes, and customs brokerage 
fees on the material paid in the territory of 
one or more USMCA countries, other than 
duties or taxes that are waived, refunded, re-
fundable, or otherwise recoverable, including 
credit against duty or tax paid or payable. 

(C) The cost of waste and spoilage result-
ing from the use of the material in the pro-
duction of the good, less the value of renew-
able scrap or byproducts. 

(e) ACCUMULATION.— 
(1) PRODUCERS.—A good that is produced in 

the territory of one or more USMCA coun-
tries, by one or more producers, is an origi-
nating good if the good satisfies the require-
ments of subsection (c) and all other applica-
ble requirements of this section. 

(2) ORIGINATING MATERIALS USED IN PRODUC-
TION OF GOODS OF A USMCA COUNTRY.—Origi-
nating materials from the territory of one or 
more USMCA countries that are used in the 
production of a good in the territory of an-
other USMCA country shall be considered to 
originate in the territory of such other 
USMCA country. 

(3) PRODUCTION UNDERTAKEN ON NONORIGI-
NATING MATERIALS USED IN THE PRODUCTION 
OF GOODS.—In determining whether a good is 
an originating good under this section, pro-
duction undertaken on nonoriginating mate-
rial in the territory of one or more USMCA 
countries by one or more producers shall 
contribute to the originating status of the 
good, regardless of whether that production 
is sufficient to confer originating status to 
the nonoriginating material. 

(f) DE MINIMIS AMOUNTS OF NONORIGINATING 
MATERIALS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraphs (2) through (4), a good that does 
not undergo a change in tariff classification 
or satisfy a regional value content require-
ment set forth in Annex 4–B of the USMCA is 
an originating good if— 

(A) the value of all nonoriginating mate-
rials that are used in the production of the 
good, and do not undergo the applicable 
change in tariff classification set forth in 
Annex 4–B of the USMCA— 

(i) does not exceed 10 percent of the trans-
action value of the good, adjusted to exclude 
any costs incurred in the international ship-
ment of the good; or 

(ii) does not exceed 10 percent of the total 
cost of the good; 

(B) the good meets all other applicable re-
quirements of this section; and 

(C) the value of such nonoriginating mate-
rials is included in the value of nonorigi-
nating materials for any applicable regional 
value content requirement for the good. 

(2) EXCEPTIONS FOR DAIRY AND OTHER PROD-
UCTS.—Paragraph (1) does not apply to the 
following: 

(A) A nonoriginating material of headings 
0401 through 0406, or a nonoriginating dairy 
preparation containing over 10 percent by 
dry weight of milk solids of subheading 
1901.90 or 2106.90, used or consumed in the 
production of a good of headings 0401 
through 0406. 

(B) A nonoriginating material of headings 
0401 through 0406, or nonoriginating dairy 
preparation containing over 10 percent by 
dry weight of milk solids of subheading 
1901.90 or 2106.90, used or consumed in the 
production of any of the following goods: 

(i) Infant preparations containing over 10 
percent by dry weight of milk solids, of sub-
heading 1901.10. 

(ii) Mixes and doughs containing over 25 
percent by dry weight of butterfat, not put 
up for retail sale, of subheading 1901.20. 

(iii) A dairy preparation containing over 10 
percent by dry weight of milk solids, of sub-
heading 1901.90 or 2106.90. 

(iv) A good of heading 2105. 
(v) Beverages containing milk of sub-

heading 2202.90. 
(vi) Animal feeds containing over 10 per-

cent by dry weight of milk solids of sub-
heading 2309.90. 

(C) A nonoriginating material of heading 
0805, or any of subheadings 2009.11 through 
2009.39, used or consumed in the production 
of a good of subheadings 2009.11 through 
2009.39, or a fruit or vegetable juice of any 
single fruit or vegetable, fortified with min-
erals or vitamins, concentrated or 
unconcentrated, of subheading 2106.90 or 
2202.90. 

(D) A nonoriginating material of chapter 9 
used or consumed in the production of in-
stant coffee, not flavored, of subheading 
2101.11. 

(E) A nonoriginating material of chapter 15 
used or consumed in the production of a good 
of heading 1507, 1508, 1512, 1514, or 1515. 

(F) A nonoriginating material of heading 
1701 used or consumed in the production of a 
good of any of headings 1701 through 1703. 

(G) A nonoriginating material of chapter 17 
or heading 1805 used in the production of a 
good of subheading 1806.10. 

(H) Nonoriginating peaches, pears, or apri-
cots of chapter 8 or 20, used in the production 
of a good of heading 2008. 

(I) A nonoriginating single juice ingredient 
of heading 2009 used or consumed in the pro-
duction of a good of— 

(i) subheading 2009.90, or tariff item 
2106.90.54 (concentrated mixtures of fruit or 
vegetable juice, fortified with minerals or vi-
tamins); or 
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(ii) tariff item 2202.99.37 (mixtures of fruit 

or vegetable juices, fortified with minerals 
or vitamins). 

(J) A nonoriginating material of any of 
headings 2203 through 2208 used or consumed 
in the production of a good provided for 
under heading 2207 or 2208. 

(3) GOODS PROVIDED FOR UNDER CHAPTERS 1 
THROUGH 27.—Paragraph (1) does not apply to 
a nonoriginating material used or consumed 
in the production of a good provided for in 
chapters 1 through 27 unless the nonorigi-
nating material is provided for in a different 
subheading than the subheading of the good 
for which origin is being determined. 

(4) TEXTILE OR APPAREL GOODS.— 
(A) GOODS CLASSIFIED UNDER CHAPTERS 50 

THROUGH 60.—Except as provided in subpara-
graph (C), a textile or apparel good provided 
for in any of chapters 50 through 60 or head-
ing 9619 that is not an originating good be-
cause certain nonoriginating materials used 
in the production of the good do not undergo 
an applicable change in tariff classification 
set forth in Annex 4–B of the USMCA, shall 
be considered to be an originating good if the 
total weight of all such materials, including 
elastomeric yarns, is not more than 10 per-
cent of the total weight of the good and the 
good meets all other applicable requirements 
of this section. 

(B) GOODS CLASSIFIED UNDER CHAPTERS 61 
THROUGH 63.—Except as provided in subpara-
graph (C), a textile or apparel good provided 
for in chapter 61, 62, or 63 that is not an orig-
inating good because certain fibers or yarns 
used in the production of the component of 
the good that determines the tariff classi-
fication of the good do not undergo an appli-
cable change in tariff classification set forth 
in Annex 4–B of the USMCA shall be consid-
ered to be an originating good if the total 
weight of all such fibers or yarns in the com-
ponent, including elastomeric yarns, is not 
more than 10 percent of the total weight of 
the component and the good meets all other 
applicable requirements of this section. 

(C) GOODS CONTAINING NONORIGINATING 
ELASTOMERIC YARNS.— 

(i) GOODS CLASSIFIED UNDER CHAPTERS 50 
THROUGH 60 OR HEADING 9619 .—A textile or ap-
parel good described in subparagraph (A) 
containing nonoriginating elastomeric yarns 
shall be considered to be an originating good 
only if the nonoriginating elastomeric yarns 
contained in the good do not exceed 7 per-
cent of the total weight of the good. 

(ii) GOODS CLASSIFIED UNDER CHAPTERS 61 
THROUGH 63.—A textile or apparel good de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) containing non-
originating elastomeric yarns shall be con-
sidered to be an originating good only if the 
nonoriginating elastomeric yarns contained 
in the component of the good that deter-
mines the tariff classification of the good do 
not exceed 7 percent of the total weight of 
the good. 

(g) FUNGIBLE GOODS AND MATERIALS.— 
(1) FUNGIBLE MATERIALS USED IN PRODUC-

TION.—Subject to paragraph (3), if origi-
nating and nonoriginating fungible mate-
rials are used or consumed in the production 
of a good, the determination of whether the 
materials are originating may be made on 
the basis of any of the inventory manage-
ment methods set forth in regulations imple-
menting this section. 

(2) FUNGIBLE GOODS COMMINGLED AND EX-
PORTED.—Subject to paragraph (3), if origi-
nating and nonoriginating fungible goods are 
commingled and exported in the same form, 
the determination of whether the goods are 
originating may be made on the basis of any 
of the inventory management methods set 
forth in regulations implementing this sec-
tion. 

(3) USE OF INVENTORY MANAGEMENT METH-
OD.—A person that selects an inventory man-

agement method for purposes of paragraph 
(1) or (2) shall use that inventory manage-
ment method throughout the fiscal year of 
the person. 

(h) ACCESSORIES, SPARE PARTS, TOOLS, AND 
INSTRUCTIONAL OR OTHER INFORMATION MATE-
RIALS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
accessories, spare parts, tools, or instruc-
tional or other information materials deliv-
ered with a good shall— 

(A) be treated as originating if the good is 
an originating good; 

(B) be disregarded in determining whether 
a good is a good wholly obtained or produced 
entirely in the territory of one or more 
USMCA countries or satisfies a process or 
change in tariff classification set forth in 
Annex 4–B of the USMCA; and 

(C) be taken into account as originating or 
nonoriginating materials, as the case may 
be, in calculating any applicable regional 
value content of the good set forth in Annex 
4–B of the USMCA. 

(2) CONDITIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall apply 
only if— 

(A) the accessories, spare parts, tools, or 
instructional or other information materials 
are classified with and delivered with, but 
not invoiced separately from, the good; and 

(B) the types, quantities, and value of the 
accessories, spare parts, tools, or instruc-
tional or other information materials are 
customary for the good. 

(i) PACKAGING MATERIALS AND CONTAINERS 
FOR RETAIL SALE.—Packaging materials and 
containers in which a good is packaged for 
retail sale, if classified with the good, shall 
be disregarded in determining whether all of 
the nonoriginating materials used in the pro-
duction of the good undergo the applicable 
process or change in tariff classification re-
quirement set forth in Annex 4–B of the 
USMCA, or whether the good is a good whol-
ly obtained or produced entirely in the terri-
tory of one or more USMCA countries. If the 
good is subject to a regional value content 
requirement set forth in that Annex, the 
value of such packaging materials and con-
tainers shall be taken into account as origi-
nating or nonoriginating materials, as the 
case may be, in calculating the regional 
value content of the good. 

(j) PACKING MATERIALS AND CONTAINERS 
FOR SHIPMENT.—Packing materials and con-
tainers for shipment shall be disregarded in 
determining whether a good is an originating 
good. 

(k) INDIRECT MATERIALS.—An indirect ma-
terial shall be treated as an originating ma-
terial without regard to where it is produced. 

(l) TRANSIT AND TRANSSHIPMENT.—A good 
that has undergone production necessary to 
qualify as an originating good under sub-
section (c) shall not be considered to be an 
originating good if, subsequent to that pro-
duction, the good— 

(1) undergoes further production or any 
other operation outside the territory of a 
USMCA country, other than— 

(A) unloading, reloading, separation from a 
bulk shipment, storing, labeling, or marking, 
as required by a USMCA country; or 

(B) any other operation necessary to pre-
serve the good in good condition or to trans-
port the good to the territory of the import-
ing USMCA country; or 

(2) does not remain under the control of 
customs authorities in a country other than 
a USMCA country. 

(m) GOODS CLASSIFIABLE AS GOODS PUT UP 
IN SETS.— 

(1) GOODS OTHER THAN TEXTILE OR APPAREL 
GOODS.—Notwithstanding the rules set forth 
in Annex 4–B of the USMCA, goods classifi-
able as goods put up in sets for retail sale as 
provided for in rule 3 of the General Rule of 
Interpretation of the HTS shall not be con-
sidered to be originating goods unless— 

(A) each of the goods in the set is an origi-
nating good; or 

(B) the total value of the nonoriginating 
goods in the set does not exceed 10 percent of 
the value of the set. 

(2) TEXTILE OR APPAREL GOODS.—Notwith-
standing the rules set forth in Annex 4–B of 
the USMCA, goods classifiable as goods put 
up in sets for retail sale as provided for in 
rule 3 of the General Rule of Interpretation 
of the HTS shall not be considered to be orig-
inating goods unless— 

(A) each of the goods in the set is an origi-
nating good; or 

(B) the total value of the nonoriginating 
goods in the set does not exceed 10 percent of 
the value of the set. 

(n) NONQUALIFYING OPERATIONS.—A good 
shall not be considered to be an originating 
good merely by reason of— 

(1) mere dilution with water or another 
substance that does not materially alter the 
characteristics of the good; or 

(2) any production or pricing practice with 
respect to which it may be demonstrated, by 
a preponderance of the evidence, that the ob-
ject of the practice was to circumvent this 
section. 

(o) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—This section shall— 
(A) take effect on the date on which the 

USMCA enters into force; and 
(B) apply with respect to a good entered for 

consumption, or withdrawn from warehouse 
for consumption, on or after that date. 

(2) TRANSITION FROM NAFTA TREATMENT.— 
Section 202 of the North American Free 
Trade Agreement Implementation Act (19 
U.S.C. 3332), as in effect on the day before 
the date on which the USMCA enters into 
force, shall continue to apply on and after 
that date with respect to a good entered for 
consumption, or withdrawn from warehouse 
for consumption, before that date. 
SEC. 202A. SPECIAL RULES FOR AUTOMOTIVE 

GOODS. 
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) ALTERNATIVE STAGING REGIME.—The 

term ‘‘alternative staging regime’’ means 
the application, pursuant to subsection (d), 
of the requirements of article 8 of the auto-
motive appendix to the production of cov-
ered vehicles to allow producers of such vehi-
cles to bring such production into compli-
ance with the requirements of articles 2 
through 7 of that appendix. 

(2) ALTERNATIVE STAGING REGIME PERIOD.— 
The term ‘‘alternative staging regime pe-
riod’’ means the period during which the al-
ternative staging regime is in effect. 

(3) AUTOMOTIVE APPENDIX.—The term 
‘‘automotive appendix’’ means the Appendix 
to Annex 4–B of the USMCA (relating to the 
product-specific rules of origin for auto-
motive goods). 

(4) AUTOMOTIVE GOOD.—The term ‘‘auto-
motive good’’ means— 

(A) a covered vehicle; or 
(B) a part, component, or material listed in 

table A.1, A.2, B, C, D, or E of the auto-
motive appendix. 

(5) AUTOMOTIVE RULES OF ORIGIN.—The 
term ‘‘automotive rules of origin’’ means the 
rules of origin for automotive goods set forth 
in the automotive appendix. 

(6) COMMISSIONER.—The term ‘‘Commis-
sioner’’ means the Commissioner of U.S. Cus-
toms and Border Protection. 

(7) COVERED VEHICLE.—The term ‘‘covered 
vehicle’’ means a passenger vehicle, light 
truck, or heavy truck. 

(8) INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE.—The term 
‘‘interagency committee’’ means the inter-
agency committee established under sub-
section (b)(1). 

(9) PASSENGER VEHICLE; LIGHT TRUCK; 
HEAVY TRUCK.—The terms ‘‘passenger vehi-
cle’’, ‘‘light truck’’, and ‘‘heavy truck’’ have 
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the meanings given those terms in article 1 
of the automotive appendix. 

(10) USMCA COUNTRY.—The term ‘‘USMCA 
country’’ means the United States, Canada, 
or Mexico for such time as the USMCA is in 
force with respect to Canada or Mexico, and 
the United States applies the USMCA to 
Canada or Mexico. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF INTERAGENCY COM-
MITTEE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the President shall establish an interagency 
committee— 

(A) to provide advice, as appropriate, on 
the implementation, enforcement, and modi-
fication of provisions of the USMCA that re-
late to automotive goods, including the al-
ternative staging regime; and 

(B) to review the operation of the USMCA 
with respect to trade in automotive goods, 
including— 

(i) the economic effects of the automotive 
rules of origin on the United States econ-
omy, workers, and consumers; and 

(ii) the impact of new technology on such 
rules of origin. 

(2) MEMBERS.—The members of the inter-
agency committee shall be the following: 

(A) The Trade Representative. 
(B) The Secretary of Commerce. 
(C) The Commissioner. 
(D) The Secretary of Labor. 
(E) The Chair of the International Trade 

Commission. 
(F) Any other members determined to be 

necessary by the Trade Representative. 
(3) CHAIR.—The chair of the interagency 

committee shall be the Trade Representa-
tive. 

(4) USE OF INFORMATION.— 
(A) INFORMATION SHARING.—Notwith-

standing any other provision of law, the 
members of the interagency committee may 
exchange information for purposes of car-
rying out this section. 

(B) CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION.—The 
interagency committee and any Federal 
agency represented on the interagency com-
mittee may not disclose to the public any 
confidential documents or information re-
ceived in the course of carrying out this sec-
tion, except information aggregated to pre-
serve confidentiality and used in the reports 
described in subsection (g). 

(c) CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.— 
(1) CERTIFICATION RELATING TO LABOR 

VALUE CONTENT REQUIREMENTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—A covered vehicle shall be 

eligible for preferential tariff treatment only 
if the producer of the covered vehicle— 

(i) provides a certification to the Commis-
sioner that the production of covered vehi-
cles by the producer meets the labor value 
content requirements, including the high- 
wage material and manufacturing expendi-
tures, high-wage technology expenditures, 
and high-wage assembly expenditures, as set 
forth in article 7 of the automotive appendix 
or, if the producer is subject to the alter-
native staging regime, articles 7 and 8 of 
that appendix, and includes the calculations 
of the producer related to the labor value 
content requirements; and 

(ii) has information on record to support 
those calculations. 

(B) IMPLEMENTATION.—For purposes of 
meeting the requirements under subpara-
graph (A)— 

(i) the Secretary of Labor, in consultation 
with the Commissioner, shall ensure that the 
certification of a producer under subpara-
graph (A)(i) does not contain omissions or er-
rors before the certification is considered 
properly filed; and 

(ii) a calculation described in subparagraph 
(A)(i) based on a producer’s preceding fiscal 
or calendar year is valid for the producer’s 

subsequent fiscal or calendar year, as the 
case may be, as set forth in articles 7 and 8 
of the automotive appendix. 

(C) REGULATIONS REQUIRED.—The Secretary 
of the Treasury, in consultation with the 
Secretary of Labor, shall prescribe regula-
tions to carry out this paragraph, including 
regulations setting forth the procedures and 
requirements for a producer of covered vehi-
cles to establish that the producer meets the 
labor value content requirements for pref-
erential tariff treatment. 

(2) CERTIFICATION RELATING TO STEEL AND 
ALUMINUM PURCHASE REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A covered vehicle shall be 
eligible for preferential tariff treatment only 
if the producer of the covered vehicle— 

(i) provides a certification to the Commis-
sioner that the production of covered vehi-
cles by the producer meets the steel and alu-
minum purchase requirements set forth in 
article 6 of the automotive appendix or, if 
the producer is subject to the alternative 
staging regime, articles 6 and 8 of that ap-
pendix; and 

(ii) has information on record to support 
the calculations relied on for the certifi-
cation. 

(B) IMPLEMENTATION.—For purposes of 
meeting the requirements under subpara-
graph (A)— 

(i) the Commissioner shall ensure that the 
certification of a producer under subpara-
graph (A)(i) does not contain omissions or er-
rors before the certification is considered 
properly filed; and 

(ii) a calculation described in subparagraph 
(A)(ii) based on a producer’s preceding fiscal 
or calendar year is valid for the producer’s 
subsequent fiscal or calendar year, as the 
case may be, as set forth in articles 6 and 8 
of the automotive appendix. 

(C) REGULATIONS REQUIRED.—The Secretary 
of the Treasury shall prescribe regulations 
to carry out this paragraph, including regu-
lations setting forth the procedures and re-
quirements for a producer of covered vehi-
cles to establish that the producer meets the 
steel and aluminum purchase requirements 
for preferential tariff treatment. 

(d) ALTERNATIVE STAGING REGIME.— 
(1) PUBLICATION OF REQUIREMENTS.—Not 

later than 90 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Trade Representative, 
in consultation with the interagency com-
mittee, shall publish in the Federal Register 
requirements, procedures, and guidance re-
quired to implement the alternative staging 
regime, including with respect to the fol-
lowing: 

(A) The procedures, calculation method-
ology, timeframe, specific regional value 
content thresholds, and other minimum re-
quirements, consistent with article 8 of the 
automotive appendix, with which a producer 
of covered vehicles subject to the alternative 
staging regime is required to comply during 
the alternative staging regime period for 
such vehicles to be eligible for preferential 
tariff treatment pursuant to the alternative 
staging regime. 

(B) The date by which requests for the al-
ternative staging regime are required to be 
submitted. 

(C) The information a producer of pas-
senger vehicles or light trucks is required to 
provide, in the producer’s request to use the 
alternative staging regime, to demonstrate 
the actions that the producer will take to be 
prepared to meet all the requirements set 
forth in articles 2 through 7 of the auto-
motive appendix after the alternative stag-
ing regime period has expired, including the 
following: 

(i) A statement identifying which of the re-
quirements set forth in articles 2 through 7 
of the automotive appendix that the pro-
ducer expects it will be unable to meet upon 

entry into force of the USMCA based on cur-
rent business plans. 

(ii) A statement indicating whether the 
passenger vehicles or light trucks for which 
the producer seeks to use the alternative 
staging regime account for 10 percent or less, 
or more than 10 percent, of the total produc-
tion of passenger vehicles or light trucks, as 
the case may be, in USMCA countries by the 
producer during the 12-month period pre-
ceding the date on which the USMCA enters 
into force, or the average of such production 
during the 36-month period preceding that 
date, whichever is greater. 

(iii) In the case of a producer that seeks to 
use the alternative staging regime for more 
than 10 percent of the producer’s total pro-
duction of passenger vehicles or light trucks, 
as the case may be, in USMCA countries— 

(I) a detailed and credible plan describing 
with specificity the actions the producer in-
tends to take to bring production of the pas-
senger vehicles or light trucks, as the case 
may be, into compliance with the require-
ments set forth in articles 2 through 7 of the 
automotive appendix after the alternative 
staging regime period expires; and 

(II) a statement indicating the time period 
for which the producer is requesting to use 
the alternative staging regime, if that time 
period is greater than 5 years after the 
USMCA enters into force. 

(D) The procedures for accepting and re-
viewing requests for the alternative staging 
regime, including that the Trade Representa-
tive will— 

(i) notify a producer of any deficiencies in 
the request of the producer that would result 
in a denial of the request not later than 30 
days after the request is submitted; and 

(ii) provide producers the opportunity to 
submit supplemental information. 

(E) The criteria the Trade Representative, 
in consultation with the interagency com-
mittee, will consider when determining 
whether to approve a request for the alter-
native staging regime. Such criteria shall 
only include elements necessary for the pro-
ducer to demonstrate the producer’s ability 
to meet the requirements specified in sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B). The criteria shall 
also describe the information to meet those 
requirements in sufficient detail to allow the 
producer to identify the information nec-
essary to complete a request for the alter-
native staging regime. 

(F) The opportunity for a producer de-
scribed in subparagraph (C)(iii) to modify the 
producer’s request for the alternative stag-
ing regime. 

(2) REVIEW OF REQUESTS FOR ALTERNATIVE 
STAGING REGIME.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—In reviewing the request 
of a producer of passenger vehicles or light 
trucks for the alternative staging regime, 
the Trade Representative, in consultation 
with the interagency committee, shall deter-
mine— 

(i) whether the request covers 10 percent or 
less, or more than 10 percent, of the produc-
tion of passenger vehicles or light trucks in 
USMCA countries by the producer; and 

(ii) whether the producer has identified 
with specificity which of the requirements 
set forth in articles 2 through 7 of the auto-
motive appendix the producer is unable to 
meet based on current business plans. 

(B) APPROVAL OF ALTERNATIVE STAGING RE-
GIME FOR PASSENGER VEHICLE OR LIGHT TRUCK 
PRODUCTION NOT EXCEEDING 10 PERCENT OF 
NORTH AMERICAN PRODUCTION.—The Trade 
Representative shall authorize the use of the 
alternative staging regime if the Trade Rep-
resentative, in consultation with the inter-
agency committee, determines that— 

(i) the request for the alternative staging 
regime covers passenger vehicles or light 
trucks that do not exceed 10 percent of the 
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production of passenger vehicles or lights 
trucks, as the case may be, in USMCA coun-
tries by the producer; and 

(ii) the producer has identified with speci-
ficity which of the requirements set forth in 
articles 2 through 7 of the automotive appen-
dix the producer is unable to meet based on 
current business plans. 

(C) APPROVAL OF ALTERNATIVE STAGING RE-
GIME FOR PASSENGER VEHICLE OR LIGHT TRUCK 
PRODUCTION EXCEEDING 10 PERCENT OF NORTH 
AMERICAN PRODUCTION.—The Trade Rep-
resentative shall authorize the use of the al-
ternative staging regime if the Trade Rep-
resentative, in consultation with the inter-
agency committee, determines that— 

(i) the request for the alternative staging 
regime covers more than 10 percent of the 
production of passenger vehicles or lights 
trucks, as the case may be, in USMCA coun-
tries by the producer; 

(ii) the producer has identified with speci-
ficity which of the requirements set forth in 
articles 2 through 7 of the automotive appen-
dix the producer is unable to meet based on 
current business plans; and 

(iii) the detailed and credible plan of the 
producer submitted under paragraph 
(1)(C)(iii) is based on substantial evidence 
and reasonably calculated to bring the pro-
duction of the passenger vehicles or light 
trucks, as the case may be, into compliance 
with the requirements set forth in articles 2 
through 7 of the automotive appendix after 
the alternative staging regime period has ex-
pired. 

(3) PROCEDURES RELATED TO REVIEWING AND 
APPROVING REQUESTS.— 

(A) DEADLINE FOR REVIEW.—Not later than 
120 days after receiving a request of a pro-
ducer for the alternative staging regime, the 
Trade Representative, in consultation with 
the interagency committee, shall— 

(i) review the request; 
(ii) make a determination with respect to 

whether to authorize the use of the alter-
native staging regime; and 

(iii) provide to each producer a response in 
writing stating whether the producer may 
use the alternative staging regime. 

(B) ESTABLISHMENT OF A PUBLIC LIST.—The 
Trade Representative shall maintain, and 
update as necessary, a public list of the pro-
ducers of covered vehicles that have been au-
thorized to use the alternative staging re-
gime. 

(C) REPORTING.—Before a determination is 
made with respect to whether to authorize 
the use of the alternative staging regime, 
the Trade Representative shall provide to 
the appropriate congressional committees a 
summary of requests for the alternative 
staging regime. 

(4) ALTERNATIVE STAGING REGIME REVIEW 
AND MODIFICATION.— 

(A) MATERIAL CHANGES TO CIR-
CUMSTANCES.— 

(i) NOTIFICATION.—If the request of a pro-
ducer to use the alternative staging regime 
for more than 10 percent of the total produc-
tion of passenger vehicles or light trucks, as 
the case may be, in USMCA countries by the 
producer has been granted, the producer 
shall notify the Trade Representative and 
the interagency committee of any material 
changes to the information contained in the 
request, including any supplemental infor-
mation relating to that request, and of any 
material changes to circumstances, that will 
affect the producer’s ability to meet any of 
the requirements set forth in articles 2 
through 7 of the automotive appendix after 
the alternative staging regime period has ex-
pired. 

(ii) REQUESTS FOR MODIFICATION OF 
PLANS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—A producer that submits a 
notification under clause (i) with respect to 

a change described in that clause may sub-
mit to the Trade Representative and the 
interagency committee a request for modi-
fication of its plan. 

(II) DETERMINATION REGARDING MODIFICA-
TION.—Not later than 90 days after receiving 
a request submitted under subclause (I), the 
Trade Representative, in consultation with 
the interagency committee, shall— 

(aa) review the request; 
(bb) make a determination with respect to 

whether the modified plan is based on sub-
stantial evidence and reasonably calculated 
to ensure that the producer will still be able 
to meet the requirements set forth in arti-
cles 2 through 7 of the automotive appendix 
after the alternative staging regime period 
has expired; 

(cc) if the Trade Representative makes an 
affirmative determination under item (bb), 
approve the modified plan; and 

(dd) notify the producer in writing of the 
determination. 

(iii) INABILITY TO MEET REQUIREMENTS.—If 
the Trade Representative, in consultation 
with the interagency committee, determines 
that the information provided by a producer 
under clause (i) demonstrates that the pro-
ducer will no longer be able to meet the re-
quirements set forth in articles 2 through 7 
of the automotive appendix after the alter-
native staging regime period has expired, the 
Trade Representative shall notify the pro-
ducer in writing, and no claim for pref-
erential tariff treatment may be made, on or 
after the date of the determination, with re-
spect to a covered vehicle of the producer 
pursuant to the alternative staging regime. 

(5) FAILURE TO MEET REQUIREMENTS FOR AL-
TERNATIVE STAGING REGIME.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—If, at any time, the Trade 
Representative, in consultation with the 
interagency committee, makes a determina-
tion described in subparagraph (B) with re-
spect to a producer of covered vehicles sub-
ject to the alternative staging regime— 

(i) any claim for preferential tariff treat-
ment under the alternative staging regime 
for any covered vehicle of that producer 
shall be considered invalid; and 

(ii) notwithstanding the finality of a liq-
uidation of an entry, the importer of any 
covered vehicle of that producer shall be lia-
ble for the duties, taxes, and fees that would 
have been applicable to that vehicle if pref-
erential tariff treatment pursuant to the al-
ternative staging regime had not applied 
when the vehicle was entered for consump-
tion, or withdrawn from warehouse for con-
sumption, plus interest assessed on or after 
the date of entry and before the date of the 
determination. 

(B) DETERMINATION DESCRIBED.—A deter-
mination described in this subparagraph is a 
determination that a producer of covered ve-
hicles subject to the alternative staging re-
gime— 

(i) has failed to take the steps set forth in 
the producer’s request for the alternative 
staging regime and, as a result of that fail-
ure, the producer will no longer be able to 
meet the requirements set forth in articles 2 
through 7 of the automotive appendix after 
the alternative staging regime period has ex-
pired; 

(ii) has provided false or misleading infor-
mation in the producer’s request; or 

(iii) in the case of a producer authorized to 
use the alternative staging regime for more 
than 10 percent of the total production of 
passenger vehicles or light trucks in USMCA 
countries by the producer, has failed to no-
tify the Trade Representative under para-
graph (4)(A) of material changes to cir-
cumstances that will prevent the producer 
from meeting any of the requirements set 
forth in articles 2 through 7 of the auto-

motive appendix after the alternative stag-
ing regime period has expired. 

(e) VERIFICATION OF LABOR VALUE CONTENT 
REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—As part of a verification 
conducted under section 207, the Secretary of 
the Treasury, in conjunction with the Sec-
retary of Labor, may conduct a verification 
of whether a covered vehicle complies with 
the labor value content requirements set 
forth in article 7 of the automotive appendix 
or, if the producer is subject to the alter-
native staging regime under subsection (d), 
articles 7 and 8 of that appendix. 

(2) ROLE OF SECRETARY OF LABOR.—In co-
operation with the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, the Secretary of Labor shall participate 
in any verification conducted under para-
graph (1) by verifying whether the produc-
tion of covered vehicles by a producer meets 
the high-wage components of the labor value 
content requirements, including the wage 
component of the high-wage material and 
manufacturing expenditures, the high-wage 
technology expenditures, and the high-wage 
assembly expenditures, within the meaning 
given those terms in article 7 of that appen-
dix. 

(3) ROLE OF SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY.— 
The Secretary of the Treasury shall partici-
pate in any verification conducted under 
paragraph (1) by verifying— 

(A) the components of the labor value con-
tent requirements not covered by paragraph 
(2), including the annual purchase value and 
cost components of the high-wage material 
and manufacturing expenditures, within the 
meaning given those terms in article 7 of 
that appendix; and 

(B) whether the producer has met the labor 
value content requirements. 

(4) ACTIONS BY SECRETARY OF LABOR.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—In participating in a 

verification conducted under paragraph (1), 
the Secretary of Labor shall assist the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to do the following: 

(i) Examine, or cause to be examined, upon 
reasonable notice, any record (including any 
statement, declaration, document, or elec-
tronically generated or machine readable 
data) described in the notice with reasonable 
specificity. 

(ii) Request information from any officer, 
employee, or agent of a producer of auto-
motive goods, as necessary, that may be rel-
evant with respect to whether the produc-
tion of covered vehicles meets the high-wage 
components of the labor value content re-
quirements set forth in article 7 of the auto-
motive appendix or, if the producer is subject 
to the alternative staging regime under sub-
section (d), articles 7 and 8 of that appendix. 

(B) NATURE OF INFORMATION REQUESTED.— 
Records and information that may be exam-
ined or requested under subparagraph (A) 
may relate to wages, hours, job responsibil-
ities, and other information in any plant or 
facility relied on by a producer of covered 
vehicles to demonstrate that the production 
of such vehicles by the producer meets the 
labor value content requirements set forth in 
article 7 of the automotive appendix or, if 
the producer is subject to the alternative 
staging regime under subsection (d), articles 
7 and 8 of that appendix. 

(5) WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTIONS.— 
(A) UNLAWFUL ACTS.—It is unlawful to in-

timidate, threaten, restrain, coerce, black-
list, discharge, or in any other manner dis-
criminate against any person for— 

(i) disclosing information to a Federal 
agency or to any person relating to a 
verification under this subsection; or 

(ii) cooperating or seeking to cooperate in 
a verification under this subsection. 

(B) ENFORCEMENT.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury and the Secretary of Labor are au-
thorized to take such actions under existing 
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law, including imposing appropriate pen-
alties and seeking appropriate injunctive re-
lief, as may be necessary to ensure compli-
ance with this subsection and as provided for 
in existing regulations. 

(6) PROTESTS OF DECISIONS OF U.S. CUSTOMS 
AND BORDER PROTECTION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—If a protest under section 
514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1514) of 
a decision of U.S. Customs and Border Pro-
tection with respect to the eligibility for 
preferential tariff treatment of a covered ve-
hicle relates to the analysis of the Depart-
ment of Labor relating to the high-wage 
components of the labor value content re-
quirements described in paragraph (1), the 
Secretary of Labor shall— 

(i) conduct an administrative review of the 
portion of the decision relating to such re-
quirements; and 

(ii) provide the results of that review to 
the Commissioner. 

(B) NO ACCELERATED DISPOSITION.—An im-
porter may not request the accelerated dis-
position under section 515(b) of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1515(b)) of a protest 
against a decision of the Commissioner de-
scribed in subparagraph (A). 

(f) ADMINISTRATION BY DEPARTMENT OF 
LABOR.—The Secretary of Labor is author-
ized to establish or designate an office with-
in the Department of Labor to carry out the 
provisions of this section for which the De-
partment is responsible. 

(g) REVIEW AND REPORTS.— 
(1) PERIODIC REVIEW ON AUTOMOTIVE RULES 

OF ORIGIN.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Trade Representa-

tive, in consultation with the interagency 
committee, shall conduct a biennial review 
of the operation of the USMCA with respect 
to trade in automotive goods, including— 

(i) to the extent practicable, a summary of 
actions taken by producers to demonstrate 
compliance with the automotive rules of ori-
gin, use of the alternative staging regime, 
enforcement of such rules of origin, and 
other relevant matters; and 

(ii) whether the automotive rules of origin 
are effective and relevant in light of new 
technology and changes in the content, pro-
duction processes, and character of auto-
motive goods. 

(B) REPORT.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—The Trade Representative 

shall submit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a report on each review 
conducted under subparagraph (A). 

(ii) INITIAL REPORT.—The first report re-
quired under clause (i) shall be submitted 
not later than 2 years after the date on 
which the USMCA enters into force. 

(iii) TERMINATION OF REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENT.—The requirement to submit reports 
under clause (i) shall terminate on the date 
that is 10 years after the date on which the 
USMCA enters into force. 

(2) REPORT BY INTERNATIONAL TRADE COM-
MISSION.—Not later than one year after the 
submission of the first report required by 
paragraph (1)(B), and every 2 years there-
after until the date that is 12 years after the 
date on which the USMCA enters into force, 
the International Trade Commission shall 
submit to the appropriate congressional 
committees and the President a report on— 

(A) the economic impact of the automotive 
rules of origin on— 

(i) the gross domestic product of the 
United States; 

(ii) exports from and imports into the 
United States; 

(iii) aggregate employment and employ-
ment opportunities in the United States; 

(iv) production, investment, use of produc-
tive facilities, and profit levels in the auto-
motive industries and other pertinent indus-

tries in the United States affected by the 
automotive rules of origin; 

(v) wages and employment of workers in 
the automotive sector in the United States; 
and 

(vi) the interests of consumers in the 
United States; 

(B) the operation of the automotive rules 
of origin and their effects on the competi-
tiveness of the United States with respect to 
production and trade in automotive goods, 
taking into account developments in tech-
nology, production processes, or other re-
lated matters; 

(C) whether the automotive rules of origin 
are relevant in light of technological 
changes in the United States; and 

(D) such other matters as the Inter-
national Trade Commission considers rel-
evant to the economic impact of the auto-
motive rules of origin, including prices, 
sales, inventories, patterns of demand, cap-
ital investment, obsolescence of equipment, 
and diversification of production in the 
United States. 

(3) REPORT BY COMPTROLLER GENERAL.—Not 
later than 4 years after the date on which 
the USMCA enters into force, the Comp-
troller General of the United States shall 
submit to the Committee on Appropriations 
and the Committee on Ways and Means of 
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and the Committee 
on Finance of the Senate a report assessing 
the effectiveness of United States Govern-
ment interagency coordination on imple-
mentation, enforcement, and verification of 
the automotive rules of origin and the cus-
toms procedures of the USMCA with respect 
to automotive goods. 

(4) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.—Before submit-
ting a report under paragraph (1)(B) or (2), 
the agency responsible for the report shall— 

(A) solicit information relating to matters 
that will be addressed in the report from pro-
ducers of automotive goods, labor organiza-
tions, and other interested parties; 

(B) provide for an opportunity for the sub-
mission of comments, orally or in writing, 
from members of the public relating to such 
matters; and 

(C) after submitting the report, post a 
version of the report appropriate for public 
viewing on a publicly available internet 
website for the agency. 

(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall— 
(1) take effect on the date of the enactment 

of this Act; and 
(2) apply with respect to goods entered, or 

withdrawn from warehouse for consumption, 
on or after the date on which the USMCA en-
ters into force. 
SEC. 203. MERCHANDISE PROCESSING FEE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 13031(b)(10) of the 
Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c(b)(10)) is amended 
by striking subparagraph (B) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(B) No fee may be charged under para-
graph (9) or (10) of subsection (a) with re-
spect to goods that qualify as originating 
goods under section 202 of the United States- 
Mexico-Canada Agreement Implementation 
Act or qualify for duty-free treatment under 
Annex 6–A of the USMCA (as defined in sec-
tion 3 of that Act). Any service for which an 
exemption from such fee is provided by rea-
son of this paragraph may not be funded with 
money contained in the Customs User Fee 
Account.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by 

subsection (a) shall— 
(A) take effect on the date on which the 

USMCA enters into force; and 
(B) apply with respect to a good entered or 

released on or after that date. 

(2) TRANSITION FROM NAFTA TREATMENT.—In 
the case of a good entered or released before 
the date on which the USMCA enters into 
force— 

(A) the amendments made by subsection 
(a) to section 13031(b)(10)(B) of the Consoli-
dated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c(b)(10)(B)) shall not apply 
with respect to the good; and 

(B) section 13031(b)(10)(B) of such Act, as in 
effect on the day before that date, shall con-
tinue to apply on and after that date with re-
spect to the good. 

(3) ENTERED OR RELEASED DEFINED.—In this 
subsection, the term ‘‘entered or released’’ 
has the meaning given that term in section 
13031(b)(8)(E) of the Consolidated Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 (19 U.S.C. 
58c(b)(8)(E)). 
SEC. 204. DISCLOSURE OF INCORRECT INFORMA-

TION; FALSE CERTIFICATIONS OF 
ORIGIN; DENIAL OF PREFERENTIAL 
TARIFF TREATMENT. 

(a) DISCLOSURE OF INCORRECT INFORMA-
TION.—Section 592 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1592) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c), by striking paragraph 
(5) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(5) PRIOR DISCLOSURE REGARDING CLAIMS 
UNDER THE USMCA.—An importer shall not be 
subject to penalties under subsection (a) for 
making an incorrect claim that a good quali-
fies as an originating good under section 202 
of the United States-Mexico-Canada Agree-
ment Implementation Act if the importer, in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary of the Treasury, promptly 
makes a corrected declaration and pays any 
duties owing with respect to that good.’’; and 

(2) by striking subsection (f) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(f) FALSE CERTIFICATIONS OF ORIGIN 
UNDER THE USMCA.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
it is unlawful for any person to certify false-
ly, by fraud, gross negligence, or negligence, 
in a USMCA certification of origin (as such 
term is defined in section 508 of this Act) 
that a good exported from the United States 
qualifies as an originating good under the 
rules of origin provided for in section 202 of 
the United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
Implementation Act. The procedures and 
penalties of this section that apply to a vio-
lation of subsection (a) also apply to a viola-
tion of this subsection. 

‘‘(2) PROMPT AND VOLUNTARY DISCLOSURE OF 
INCORRECT INFORMATION.—No penalty shall be 
imposed under this subsection if, promptly 
after an exporter or producer that issued a 
USMCA certification of origin has reason to 
believe that such certification contains or is 
based on incorrect information, the exporter 
or producer voluntarily provides written no-
tice of such incorrect information to every 
person to whom the certification was issued. 

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION.—A person shall not be con-
sidered to have violated paragraph (1) if— 

‘‘(A) the information was correct at the 
time it was provided in a USMCA certifi-
cation of origin but was later rendered incor-
rect due to a change in circumstances; and 

‘‘(B) the person promptly and voluntarily 
provides written notice of the change in cir-
cumstances to all persons to whom the per-
son provided the certification.’’. 

(b) DENIAL OF PREFERENTIAL TARIFF 
TREATMENT.—Section 514 of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1514) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘and arti-
cle 1904’’ and all that follows through ‘‘Free- 
Trade Agreement’’; 

(2) in subsection (c)— 
(A) in paragraph (1), in the matter fol-

lowing subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 202 of the North American Free Trade 
Agreement Implementation Act’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 202 of the United States-Mexico- 
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Canada Agreement Implementation Act’’; 
and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(E)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘section 202 of the North 

American Free Trade Agreement Implemen-
tation Act’’ and inserting ‘‘section 202 of the 
United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
Implementation Act’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘NAFTA Certificate of Ori-
gin’’ and inserting ‘‘USMCA certification of 
origin (as such term is defined in section 508 
of this Act)’’; 

(3) in subsection (e), by striking ‘‘section 
202 of the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment Implementation Act’’ and inserting 
‘‘section 202 of the United States-Mexico- 
Canada Agreement Implementation Act’’; 
and 

(4) by striking subsection (f) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(f) DENIAL OF PREFERENTIAL TARIFF 
TREATMENT UNDER THE USMCA.—If U.S. Cus-
toms and Border Protection or U.S. Immi-
gration and Customs Enforcement of the De-
partment of Homeland Security finds indica-
tions of a pattern of conduct by an importer, 
exporter, or producer of false or unsupported 
representations that goods qualify under the 
rules of origin provided for in section 202 of 
the United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
Implementation Act, U.S. Customs and Bor-
der Protection, in accordance with regula-
tions prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, may suspend preferential tariff 
treatment under the USMCA (as defined in 
section 3 of that Act) to entries of identical 
goods covered by subsequent representations 
by that importer, exporter, or producer until 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection deter-
mines that representations of that person 
are in conformity with such section 202.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

subsections (a) and (b) shall— 
(A) take effect on the date on which the 

USMCA enters into force; and 
(B) apply with respect to a good entered, or 

exported from the United States, as the case 
may be, on or after that date. 

(2) TRANSITION FROM NAFTA TREATMENT.—In 
the case of a good entered, or exported from 
the United States, as the case may be, before 
the date on which the USMCA enters into 
force— 

(A) the amendments made by subsection 
(a) to section 592 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1592) and the amendments made by 
subsection (b) to section 514 of such Act (19 
U.S.C. 1514) shall not apply with respect to 
the good; and 

(B) sections 592 and 514 of such Act, as in 
effect on the day before that date, shall con-
tinue to apply on and after that date with re-
spect to the good. 

(3) ENTERED DEFINED.—In this subsection, 
the term ‘‘entered’’ includes a withdrawal 
from warehouse for consumption. 
SEC. 205. RELIQUIDATION OF ENTRIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 520(d) of the Tar-
iff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1520(d)) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘section 202 of the North 

American Free Trade Agreement Implemen-
tation Act,’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘, or section 203’’ and in-
serting ‘‘, section 203’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘for which’’ and inserting 
‘‘, or section 202 of the United States-Mexico- 
Canada Agreement Implementation Act (ex-
cept with respect to any merchandise proc-
essing fees), for which’’; and 

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(2) copies of all applicable certificates or 
certifications of origin; and’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

subsection (a) shall— 

(A) take effect on the date on which the 
USMCA enters into force; and 

(B) apply with respect to a good entered for 
consumption, or withdrawn from warehouse 
for consumption, on or after that date. 

(2) TRANSITION FROM NAFTA TREATMENT.—In 
the case of a good entered for consumption, 
or withdrawn from warehouse for consump-
tion, before the date on which the USMCA 
enters into force— 

(A) the amendments made by subsection 
(a) to section 520(d) of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(19 U.S.C. 1520(d)) shall not apply with re-
spect to the good; and 

(B) section 520(d) of such Act, as in effect 
on the day before that date, shall continue 
to apply on and after that date with respect 
to the good. 
SEC. 206. RECORDKEEPING REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 508 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1508) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(b) EXPORTS AND IMPORTS RELATING TO 
USMCA COUNTRIES.— 

‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
‘‘(A) USMCA; USMCA COUNTRY.—The terms 

‘USMCA’ and ‘USMCA country’ have the 
meanings given those terms in section 3 of 
the United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
Implementation Act. 

‘‘(B) USMCA CERTIFICATION OF ORIGIN.—The 
term ‘USMCA certification of origin’ means 
the certification established under article 
5.2.1 of the USMCA that a good qualifies as 
an originating good under the USMCA. 

‘‘(2) EXPORTS TO USMCA COUNTRIES.—Any 
person who completes a USMCA certification 
of origin or provides a written representa-
tion for a good exported from the United 
States to a USMCA country shall make, 
keep, and, pursuant to rules and regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
render for examination and inspection, all 
records and supporting documents related to 
the origin of the good (including the certifi-
cation or copies thereof), including records 
related to— 

‘‘(A) the purchase, cost, value, and ship-
ping of, and payment for, the good; 

‘‘(B) the purchase, cost, value, and ship-
ping of, and payment for, all materials, in-
cluding indirect materials, used in the pro-
duction of the good; and 

‘‘(C) the production of the good in the form 
in which it was exported or the production of 
the material in the form in which it was 
sold. 

‘‘(3) EXPORTS UNDER THE CANADIAN AGREE-
MENT.—Any person who exports, or who 
knowingly causes to be exported, any mer-
chandise to Canada during such time as the 
United States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement 
is in force with respect to, and the United 
States applies that Agreement to, Canada 
shall make, keep, and render for examina-
tion and inspection such records (including 
certifications of origin or copies thereof) 
which pertain to the exportations. 

‘‘(4) IMPORTS INTO THE UNITED STATES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Any importer who 

claims preferential tariff treatment under 
the USMCA for a good imported into the 
United States from a USMCA country shall 
make, keep, and, pursuant to rules and regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Treasury of the Secretary of Labor, render 
for examination and inspection— 

‘‘(i) records and supporting documentation 
related to the importation; 

‘‘(ii) all records and supporting documents 
related to the origin of the good (including 
the certification or copies thereof), if the im-
porter completed the certification; and 

‘‘(iii) records and supporting documents 
necessary to demonstrate that the good did 
not, while in transit to the United States, 

undergo further production or any other op-
eration other than unloading, reloading, or 
any other operation necessary to preserve 
the good in good condition or to transport 
the good to the United States. 

‘‘(B) VEHICLE PRODUCER.—Any vehicle pro-
ducer whose good is the subject of a claim 
for preferential tariff treatment under the 
USMCA shall make, keep, and, pursuant to 
rules and regulations promulgated by the 
Secretary of the Treasury and Secretary of 
Labor, render for examination and inspec-
tion records and supporting documents re-
lated to the labor value content and steel 
and aluminum purchasing requirements for 
the qualification of its vehicles for pref-
erential treatment. 

‘‘(5) RETENTION PERIOD.— 
‘‘(A) EXPORTS TO USMCA COUNTRIES.—A per-

son covered by paragraph (2) who completes 
a USMCA certification of origin or provides 
a written representation for a good exported 
from the United States to a USMCA country 
shall keep the records required by such para-
graph relating to that certification of origin 
for a period of at least 5 years after the date 
on which the certification is completed. 

‘‘(B) EXPORTS UNDER CANADIAN AGREE-
MENT.—The records required by paragraph (3) 
shall be kept for such periods of time as the 
Secretary shall prescribe, except that— 

‘‘(i) no period of time for the retention of 
the records may exceed 5 years from the date 
of entry, filing of a reconciliation, or expor-
tation, as appropriate; and 

‘‘(ii) records for any drawback claim shall 
be kept until the 3rd anniversary of the date 
of liquidation of the claim. 

‘‘(C) IMPORTS INTO THE UNITED STATES.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—An importer covered by 

paragraph (4)(A) shall keep the records and 
supporting documents required by such para-
graph for a period of at least 5 years after 
the date of importation of the good. 

‘‘(ii) VEHICLE PRODUCER.—A vehicle pro-
ducer covered by paragraph (4)(B) shall keep 
the records and supporting documents re-
quired by paragraph (4)(B) for a period of at 
least 5 years after the date of filing the cer-
tifications required under paragraphs (1) and 
(2) of section 202A(c) of the United States- 
Mexico-Canada Agreement Implementation 
Act.’’; 

(2) by striking subsection (c); and 
(3) in the paragraph heading for subsection 

(e)(1), by striking ‘‘NAFTA’’ and inserting 
‘‘USMCA’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

subsection (a) shall take effect on the date 
on which the USMCA enters into force. 

(2) APPLICABILITY.— 
(A) EXPORTS.—Paragraphs (2) and (5)(A) of 

section 508(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended by subsection (a), shall apply with 
respect to a good exported from the United 
States on or after the date on which the 
USMCA enters into force. 

(B) IMPORTS.—Paragraphs (4) and (5)(C) of 
section 508(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended by subsection (a), shall apply with 
respect to a good that is entered for con-
sumption, or withdrawn from warehouse for 
consumption, on or after the date on which 
the USMCA enters into force. 

(3) TRANSITION FROM NAFTA TREATMENT.— 
(A) EXPORTS.—In the case of a good ex-

ported from the United States before the 
date on which the USMCA enters into force— 

(i) the amendments made by subsection (a) 
to paragraphs (2) and (5)(A) of section 508(b) 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1508) shall 
not apply with respect to the good; and 

(ii) section 508 of such Act, as in effect on 
the day before that date, shall continue to 
apply on and after that date with respect to 
the good. 
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(B) IMPORTS.—In the case of a good that is 

entered for consumption, or withdrawn from 
warehouse for consumption, before the date 
on which the USMCA enters into force, the 
amendments made by subsection (a) to para-
graphs (4) and (5)(C) of section 508(b) of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1508) shall not 
apply with respect to the good. 
SEC. 207. ACTIONS REGARDING VERIFICATION OF 

CLAIMS UNDER THE USMCA. 
(a) VERIFICATION.— 
(1) ORIGIN VERIFICATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 

Treasury may, pursuant to article 5.9 of the 
USMCA, conduct a verification of whether a 
good is an originating good under section 202 
or 202A. 

(B) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—If the Sec-
retary conducts a verification under sub-
paragraph (A), the President may direct the 
Secretary— 

(i) during the verification process, to re-
lease the good only upon payment of duties 
or provision of security; and 

(ii) if the Secretary makes a negative de-
termination under subsection (b), to take ac-
tion under subsection (c). 

(2) TEXTILE AND APPAREL GOODS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 

Treasury may, pursuant to article 6.6 of the 
USMCA, conduct a verification described in 
subparagraph (C) with respect to a textile or 
apparel good. 

(B) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—If the Sec-
retary conducts a verification under sub-
paragraph (A) with respect to a textile or ap-
parel good, the President may direct the Sec-
retary— 

(i) during the verification process, to take 
appropriate action described in subparagraph 
(D); and 

(ii) if the Secretary makes a negative de-
termination described in subsection (b), to 
take action under subsection (c). 

(C) VERIFICATION DESCRIBED.—A 
verification described in this subparagraph 
with respect to a textile or apparel good is— 

(i) a verification of whether the good quali-
fies for preferential tariff treatment under 
the USMCA; or 

(ii) a verification of whether customs of-
fenses are occurring or have occurred with 
respect to the good. 

(D) ACTION DURING VERIFICATION.—Appro-
priate action described in this subparagraph 
may consist of— 

(i) release of the textile or apparel good 
that is the subject of a verification described 
in subparagraph (C) upon payment of duties 
or provision of security; 

(ii) suspension of preferential tariff treat-
ment under the USMCA with respect to— 

(I) the textile or apparel good that is the 
subject of a verification described in sub-
paragraph (C)(i), if the Secretary determines 
that there is insufficient information to sup-
port the claim for preferential tariff treat-
ment; or 

(II) any textile or apparel good exported or 
produced by a person that is the subject of a 
verification described in subparagraph (C)(ii) 
if the Secretary of the Treasury determines 
that there is insufficient information to sup-
port the claim for preferential tariff treat-
ment made with respect to that good; 

(iii) denial of preferential tariff treatment 
under the USMCA with respect to— 

(I) the textile or apparel good that is the 
subject of a verification described in sub-
paragraph (C)(i) if the Secretary determines 
that incorrect information has been provided 
to support the claim for preferential tariff 
treatment; or 

(II) any textile or apparel good exported or 
produced by a person that is the subject of a 
verification described in subparagraph (C)(ii) 
if the Secretary determines that the person 
has provided incorrect information to sup-

port the claim for preferential tariff treat-
ment that has been made with respect to 
that good; 

(iv) detention of any textile or apparel 
good exported or produced by a person that 
is the subject of a verification described in 
subparagraph (C) if the Secretary determines 
that there is insufficient information to de-
termine the country of origin of that good; 
and 

(v) denial of entry into the United States 
of any textile or apparel good exported or 
produced by a person that is the subject of a 
verification described in subparagraph (C) if 
the Secretary determines that the person 
has provided incorrect information regarding 
the country of origin of that good. 

(b) NEGATIVE DETERMINATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—A negative determination 

described in this subsection with respect to a 
good imported, exported, or produced by an 
importer, exporter, or producer is a deter-
mination by the Secretary, based on a 
verification conducted under subsection (a), 
that— 

(A) a claim by the importer, exporter, or 
producer that the good qualifies as an origi-
nating good under section 202 is inaccurate; 
or 

(B) the good does not qualify for pref-
erential tariff treatment under the USMCA 
because— 

(i) the importer, exporter, or producer 
failed to respond to a written request for in-
formation or failed to provide sufficient in-
formation to determine that the good quali-
fies as an originating good; 

(ii) after receipt of a written notification 
for a visit to conduct verification under sub-
section (a), the exporter or producer did not 
provide written consent for that visit; 

(iii) the importer, exporter, or producer 
does not maintain, or denies access to, 
records or documentation required under 
section 508(l) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1508(l)); 

(iv) in the case of verification conducted 
under subsection (a)(2)— 

(I) access or permission for a site visit is 
denied; 

(II) officials of the United States are pre-
vented from completing a site visit on the 
proposed date and the exporter or producer 
does not provide an acceptable alternative 
date for the site visit; or 

(III) the exporter or producer does not pro-
vide access to relevant documents or facili-
ties during a site visit; or 

(v) the importer, exporter, or producer— 
(I) otherwise fails to comply with the re-

quirements of this section; or 
(II) based on the preponderance of the evi-

dence, circumvents the requirements of this 
section. 

(2) REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION.—The Sec-
retary shall not make a negative determina-
tion described in paragraph (1)(B) unless— 

(A) in a case in which the Secretary con-
ducts a verification with respect to a good by 
written request or questionnaire submitted 
to the importer under article 5.9.1(a) of the 
USMCA and the claim for preferential tariff 
treatment under the USMCA is based on a 
certification of origin completed by the ex-
porter or producer of the good, the Secretary 
requests information from the exporter or 
producer that completed the certification; or 

(B) in a case in which the Secretary con-
ducts a verification with respect to a textile 
or apparel good by requesting a site visit 
under article 6.6.2 of the USMCA, the Sec-
retary requests information from the im-
porter and from any exporter or producer 
that provided information to the Secretary 
to support the claim for preferential tariff 
treatment. 

(c) ACTION BASED ON DETERMINATION.— 

(1) DENIAL OF PREFERENTIAL TARIFF TREAT-
MENT.—Upon making a negative determina-
tion described in subsection (b)(1) with re-
spect to a good, the Secretary may deny 
preferential tariff treatment under the 
USMCA with respect to the good. 

(2) WITHHOLDING OF PREFERENTIAL TARIFF 
TREATMENT BASED ON PATTERN OF CONDUCT.— 
If verifications of origin relating to identical 
goods indicate a pattern of conduct by an 
importer, exporter, or producer of false or 
unsupported representations relevant to a 
claim that a good imported into the United 
States qualifies for preferential tariff treat-
ment under the USMCA, U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection, in accordance with regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary, may 
withhold preferential tariff treatment under 
the USMCA for entries of those goods im-
ported, exported, or produced by that person 
until U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
determines that person has established com-
pliance with requirements for claims for 
preferential tariff treatment under the 
USMCA. 

(d) PREVENTION OF CIRCUMVENTION.—In 
making a determination under this section, 
including whether to accept or reject a claim 
for preferential tariff treatment under the 
USMCA, the Secretary shall interpret the re-
quirements of this section in a manner to 
avoid and prevent circumvention of those re-
quirements. 
SEC. 208. DRAWBACK [RESERVED]. 
SEC. 209. OTHER AMENDMENTS TO THE TARIFF 

ACT OF 1930. 
(a) COUNTRY OF ORIGIN MARKING.—Section 

304 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1304) is 
amended by striking subsection (k) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(k) TREATMENT OF GOODS OF A USMCA 
COUNTRY.—In applying this section to an ar-
ticle that qualifies as a good of a USMCA 
country (as defined in section 3 of the United 
States-Mexico-Canada Agreement Implemen-
tation Act)— 

‘‘(1) the exemption under subsection 
(a)(3)(H) shall be applied by substituting 
‘reasonably know’ for ‘necessarily know’; 

‘‘(2) the Secretary shall exempt the good 
from the requirements for marking under 
subsection (a) if the good— 

‘‘(A) is an original work of art; or 
‘‘(B) is provided for under subheading 

6904.10, heading 8541, or heading 8542 of the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States; and 

‘‘(3) subsection (b) does not apply to the 
usual container of any good described in sub-
section (a)(3)(E) or (I) or paragraph (2)(A) or 
(B) of this subsection.’’. 

(b) EXAMINATION OF BOOKS AND WIT-
NESSES.—Section 509(a)(2)(A) of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1509(a)(2)(A)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) in clause (i), by inserting at the end ‘‘or 
a vehicle producer whose good is subject to a 
claim of preferential tariff treatment under 
the USMCA (as defined in section 3 of the 
United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
Implementation Act),’’; and 

(2) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘a NAFTA 
country’’ and all that follows through ‘‘Im-
plementation Act)’’ and inserting ‘‘a USMCA 
country (as defined in section 3 of the United 
States-Mexico-Canada Agreement Implemen-
tation Act)’’. 

(c) EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION.—Section 628 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1628) is 
amended by striking subsection (c) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(c) GOVERNMENT AGENCY OF USMCA COUN-
TRY.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may au-
thorize U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
to exchange information with any govern-
ment agency of a USMCA country, if the 
Secretary— 
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‘‘(A) reasonably believes the exchange of 

information is necessary to implement chap-
ter 2, 4, 5, 6, or 7 of the USMCA; and 

‘‘(B) obtains assurances from such agency 
that the information will be held in con-
fidence and used only for governmental pur-
poses. 

‘‘(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the 
terms ‘USMCA’ and ‘USMCA country’ have 
the meanings given those terms in section 3 
of the United States-Mexico-Canada Agree-
ment Implementation Act.’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall— 
(A) take effect on the date on which the 

USMCA enters into force; and 
(B) apply with respect to a good entered for 

consumption, or withdrawn from warehouse 
for consumption, on or after that date. 

(2) TRANSITION FROM NAFTA TREATMENT.—In 
the case of a good entered for consumption, 
or withdrawn from warehouse for consump-
tion, before the date on which the USMCA 
enters into force— 

(A) the amendments made by this section 
shall not apply with respect to the good; and 

(B) the provisions of law amended by this 
section, as such provisions were in effect on 
the day before that date, shall continue to 
apply on and after that date with respect to 
the good. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE RELATING TO EXCHANGE 
OF INFORMATION.—Notwithstanding the 
amendment made by subsection (c), the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall retain the au-
thority provided in section 628(c) of the Tar-
iff Act of 1930 (as in effect on the day before 
the date on which the USMCA enters into 
force) to exchange information with any gov-
ernment agency of a NAFTA country (as de-
fined in section 2 of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act 
(as in effect on the day before the date on 
which the USMCA enters into force)). 
SEC. 210. REGULATIONS. 

(a) SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY.—The Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall prescribe such 
regulations as may be necessary to carry out 
this title and the amendments made by this 
title (except as provided by subsection (b)). 

(b) SECRETARY OF LABOR.—The Secretary 
of Labor shall prescribe such regulations as 
may be necessary to carry out the labor 
value content determination under section 
202A. 

TITLE III—APPLICATION OF USMCA TO 
SECTORS AND SERVICES 

Subtitle A—Relief From Injury Caused by 
Import Competition [reserved] 

Subtitle B—Temporary Entry of Business 
Persons [reserved] 

Subtitle C—United States-Mexico Cross- 
border Long-haul Trucking Services 

SEC. 321. DEFINITIONS. 
In this subtitle: 
(1) BORDER COMMERCIAL ZONE.—The term 

‘‘border commercial zone’’ means— 
(A) the area of United States territory of 

the municipalities along the United States- 
Mexico international border and the com-
mercial zones of such municipalities as de-
scribed in subpart B of part 372 of title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations; and 

(B) any additional border crossing and as-
sociated commercial zones listed in the Fed-
eral Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
OP–2 application instructions or successor 
documents. 

(2) CARGO ORIGINATING IN MEXICO.—The 
term ‘‘cargo originating in Mexico’’ means 
any cargo that enters the United States by 
commercial motor vehicle from Mexico, in-
cluding cargo that may have originated in a 
country other than Mexico. 

(3) CHANGE IN CIRCUMSTANCES.—The term 
‘‘change in circumstance’’ may include a 

substantial increase in services supplied by 
the grantee of a grant of authority. 

(4) COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE.—The term 
‘‘commercial motor vehicle’’ means a com-
mercial motor vehicle, as such term is de-
fined in paragraph (1) of section 31132 of title 
49, United States Code, that meets the re-
quirements of subparagraph (A) of such para-
graph. 

(5) CROSS-BORDER LONG-HAUL TRUCKING 
SERVICES.—The term ‘‘cross-border long-haul 
trucking services’’ means— 

(A) the transportation by commercial 
motor vehicle of cargo originating in Mexico 
to a point in the United States outside of a 
border commercial zone; or 

(B) the transportation by commercial 
motor vehicle of cargo originating in the 
United States from a point in the United 
States outside of a border commercial zone 
to a point in a border commercial zone or a 
point in Mexico. 

(6) DRIVER.—The term ‘‘driver’’ means a 
person that drives a commercial motor vehi-
cle in cross-border long-haul trucking serv-
ices. 

(7) GRANT OF AUTHORITY.—The term ‘‘grant 
of authority’’ means registration granted 
pursuant to section 13902 of title 49, United 
States Code, or a successor provision, to per-
sons of Mexico to conduct cross-border long- 
haul trucking services in the United States. 

(8) INTERESTED PARTY.—The term ‘‘inter-
ested party’’ means— 

(A) persons of the United States engaged in 
the provision of cross-border long-haul 
trucking services; 

(B) a trade or business association, a ma-
jority of whose members are part of the rel-
evant United States long-haul trucking serv-
ices industry; 

(C) a certified or recognized union, or rep-
resentative group of suppliers, operators, or 
drivers who are part of the United States 
long-haul trucking services industry; 

(D) the Government of Mexico; or 
(E) persons of Mexico. 
(9) MATERIAL HARM.—The term ‘‘material 

harm’’ means a significant loss in the share 
of the United States market or relevant sub- 
market for cross-border long-haul trucking 
services held by persons of the United 
States. 

(10) OPERATOR OR SUPPLIER.—The term ‘‘op-
erator’’ or ‘‘supplier’’ means an entity that 
has been granted registration under section 
13902 of title 49, United States Code, to pro-
vide cross-border long-haul trucking serv-
ices. 

(11) PERSONS OF MEXICO.—The term ‘‘per-
sons of Mexico’’ includes— 

(A) entities domiciled in Mexico organized, 
or otherwise constituted under Mexican law, 
including subsidiaries of United States com-
panies domiciled in Mexico, or entities 
owned or controlled by a Mexican national, 
which conduct cross-border long-haul truck-
ing services, or employ drivers who are non- 
United States nationals; and 

(B) drivers who are Mexican nationals. 
(12) PERSONS OF THE UNITED STATES.—The 

term ‘‘persons of the United States’’ includes 
entities domiciled in the United States, or-
ganized or otherwise constituted under 
United States law, and not owned or con-
trolled by persons of Mexico, which provide 
cross-border long-haul trucking services and 
long-haul commercial motor vehicle drivers 
who are United States nationals. 

(13) THREAT OF MATERIAL HARM.—The term 
‘‘threat of material harm’’ means material 
harm that is likely to occur. 

(14) UNITED STATES LONG-HAUL TRUCKING 
SERVICES INDUSTRY.—The term ‘‘United 
States long-haul trucking services industry’’ 
means— 

(A) United States suppliers, operators, or 
drivers as a whole providing cross-border 
long-haul trucking services; or 

(B) United States suppliers, operators, or 
drivers providing cross-border long-haul 
trucking services in a specific sub-market of 
the whole United States market. 
SEC. 322. INVESTIGATIONS AND DETERMINA-

TIONS BY COMMISSION. 
(a) INVESTIGATION.—Upon the filing of a pe-

tition by an interested party described in 
subparagraph (A), (B), or (C) of section 321(8) 
which is representative of a United States 
long-haul trucking services industry, or at 
the request of the President or the Trade 
Representative, or upon the resolution of the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives or the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate, the International Trade 
Commission (in this subtitle referred to as 
the ‘‘Commission’’) shall promptly initiate 
an investigation to determine— 

(1) whether a request by a person of Mexico 
to receive a grant of authority that is pend-
ing as of the date of the filing of the petition 
threatens to cause material harm to a 
United States long-haul trucking services in-
dustry; 

(2) whether a person of Mexico who has re-
ceived a grant of authority on or after the 
date of entry into force of the USMCA and 
retains such grant of authority is causing or 
threatens to cause material harm to a 
United States long-haul trucking services in-
dustry; or 

(3) whether, with respect to a person of 
Mexico who has received a grant of authority 
before the date of entry into force of the 
USMCA and retains such grant of authority, 
there has been a change in circumstances 
such that such person of Mexico is causing or 
threatens to cause material harm to a 
United States long-haul trucking services in-
dustry. 

(b) TRANSMISSION OF PETITION, REQUEST, OR 
RESOLUTION.—The Commission shall trans-
mit a copy of any petition, request, or reso-
lution filed under subsection (a) to the Trade 
Representative and the Secretary of Trans-
portation. 

(c) PUBLICATION AND HEARINGS.—The Com-
mission shall— 

(1) promptly publish notice of the com-
mencement of any investigation under sub-
section (a) in the Federal Register; and 

(2) within a reasonable time period there-
after, hold public hearings at which the Com-
mission shall afford interested parties an op-
portunity to be present, to present evidence, 
to respond to presentations of other parties, 
and otherwise to be heard. 

(d) FACTORS APPLIED IN MAKING DETER-
MINATIONS.—In making a determination 
under subsection (a) of whether a request by 
a person of Mexico to receive a grant of au-
thority, or a person of Mexico who has re-
ceived a grant of authority and retains such 
grant of authority, as the case may be, 
threatens to cause material harm to a 
United States long-haul trucking services in-
dustry, the Commission shall— 

(1) consider, among other things, and as 
relevant— 

(A) the volume and tonnage of merchandise 
transported; and 

(B) the employment, wages, hours of serv-
ice, and working conditions; and 

(2) with respect to a change in cir-
cumstances described in subsection (a)(3), 
take into account those operations by per-
sons of Mexico under grants of authority in 
effect as of the date of entry into force of the 
USMCA are not causing material harm. 

(e) ASSISTANCE TO COMMISSION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—At the request of the 

Commission, the Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity shall consult with the Commission 
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and shall collect and maintain such addi-
tional data and other information on com-
mercial motor vehicles entering or exiting 
the United States at a port of entry or exit 
at the United States border with Mexico as 
the Commission may request for the purpose 
of conducting investigations under sub-
section (a) and shall make such information 
available to the Commission in a timely 
manner. 

(2) REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—At the request of the 

Commission, the Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity, the Secretary of Transportation, the 
Secretary of Commerce, the Secretary of 
Labor, and the head of any other Federal 
agency shall make available to the Commis-
sion any information in their possession, in-
cluding proprietary information, as the Com-
mission may require in order to assist the 
Commission in making determinations under 
subsection (a). 

(B) CONFIDENTIAL BUSINESS INFORMATION.— 
The Commission shall treat any proprietary 
information obtained under subparagraph 
(A) as confidential business information in 
accordance with regulations adopted by the 
Commission to carry out this subtitle. 

(f) LIMITED DISCLOSURE OF CONFIDENTIAL 
BUSINESS INFORMATION UNDER PROTECTIVE 
ORDER.—The Commission shall promulgate 
regulations to provide access to confidential 
business information under protective order 
to authorized representatives of interested 
parties who are parties to an investigation 
under subsection (a). 

(g) DEADLINE FOR DETERMINATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days 

after the date on which an investigation is 
initiated under subsection (a) with respect to 
a petition, request, or resolution, the Com-
mission shall make a determination with re-
spect to the petition, request, or resolution. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—If, before the 100th day 
after an investigation is initiated under sub-
section (a), the Commission determines that 
the investigation is extraordinarily com-
plicated, the Commission shall make its de-
termination with respect to the investiga-
tion not later than 150 days after the date re-
ferred to in paragraph (1). 

(h) APPLICABLE PROVISIONS.—For purposes 
of this subtitle, the provisions of paragraphs 
(1), (2), and (3) of section 330(d) of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1330(d)) shall be applied 
with respect to determinations and findings 
made under this section as if such deter-
minations and findings were made under sec-
tion 202 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2252). 
SEC. 323. COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS AND 

REPORT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—If the Commission makes 

an affirmative determination under section 
322, the Commission shall recommend the ac-
tion that is necessary to address the mate-
rial harm or threat of material harm found. 

(b) LIMITATION.—Only those members of 
the Commission who agreed to the affirma-
tive determination under section 322 are eli-
gible to vote on the recommendation re-
quired to be made under subsection (a). 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than the date that 
is 60 days after the date on which the deter-
mination is made under section 322, the Com-
mission shall submit to the President a re-
port that includes— 

(1) the determination and an explanation 
of the basis for the determination; 

(2) if the determination is affirmative, rec-
ommendations for action and an explanation 
of the basis for the recommendation; and 

(3) any dissenting or separate views by 
members of the Commission regarding the 
determination. 

(d) PUBLIC NOTICE.—Upon submitting a re-
port to the President under subsection (c), 
the Commission shall— 

(1) promptly make public the report (with 
the exception of information which the Com-
mission determines to be confidential busi-
ness information); and 

(2) publish a summary of the report in the 
Federal Register. 
SEC. 324. ACTION BY PRESIDENT WITH RESPECT 

TO AFFIRMATIVE DETERMINATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the date 

that is 30 days after the date on which the 
President receives a report of the Commis-
sion in which the Commission’s determina-
tion under section 322 is affirmative or which 
contains a determination that the President 
may treat as affirmative in accordance with 
section 330(d)(1) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1330(d)(1))— 

(1) the President shall, subject to sub-
section (b), issue an order to the Secretary of 
Transportation specifying the relief to be 
provided, consistent with subsection (c), and 
directing the relief to be carried out; and 

(2) the Secretary of Transportation shall 
carry out such relief. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—The President is not re-
quired to provide relief under this section if 
the President determines that provision of 
such relief— 

(1) is not in the national economic interest 
of the United States; or 

(2) would cause serious harm to the na-
tional security of the United States. 

(c) NATURE OF RELIEF.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The relief the President is 

authorized to provide under this subsection 
is as follows: 

(A)(i) With respect to a determination re-
lating to an investigation under section 
322(a)(1), the denial or imposition of limita-
tions on a request for a new grant of author-
ity by the persons of Mexico that are the 
subject of the investigation. 

(ii) With respect to a determination relat-
ing to an investigation under section 
322(a)(1), the revocation of, or restrictions 
on, grants of authority issued to the persons 
of Mexico that are the subject of the inves-
tigation since the date of the petition, re-
quest, or resolution. 

(B) With respect to a determination relat-
ing to an investigation under section 
322(a)(2) or (3), the revocation or imposition 
of limitations on an existing grant of author-
ity by the persons of Mexico that are the 
subject of the investigation. 

(C) With respect to a determination relat-
ing to an investigation under section 
322(a)(1), (2), or (3), a cap on the number of 
grants of authority issued to persons of Mex-
ico annually. 

(2) DEADLINE FOR RELIEF.—Not later than 
15 days after the date on which the President 
determines the relief to be provided under 
this subsection, the President shall direct 
the Secretary of Transportation to carry out 
the relief. 

(d) PERIOD OF RELIEF.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

any relief that the President provides under 
this section may not be in effect for more 
than 2 years. 

(2) EXTENSION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 

(C), the President, after receiving a deter-
mination from the Commission under sub-
paragraph (B) that is affirmative, or which 
contains a determination that the President 
may treat as affirmative in accordance with 
section 330(d)(1) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1330(d)(1)(1)), may extend the effective 
period of relief provided under this section 
by up to an additional 4 years, if the Presi-
dent determines that the provision of the re-
lief continues to be necessary to remedy or 
prevent material harm. 

(B) ACTION BY COMMISSION.— 
(i) INVESTIGATION.—Upon request of the 

President, or upon the filing by an interested 

party described in subparagraph (A), (B), or 
(C) of section 321(8) which is representative 
of a United States long-haul trucking serv-
ices industry that is filed with the Commis-
sion not earlier than the date that is 270 
days, and not later than the date that is 240 
days, before the date on which any action 
taken under this section is to terminate, the 
Commission shall conduct an investigation 
to determine whether action under this sec-
tion continues to be necessary to remedy or 
prevent material harm. 

(ii) NOTICE AND HEARING.—The Commission 
shall— 

(I) publish notice of the commencement of 
an investigation under clause (i) in the Fed-
eral Register; and 

(II) within a reasonable time thereafter, 
hold a public hearing at which the Commis-
sion shall afford interested parties an oppor-
tunity to be present, to present evidence, 
and to respond to the presentations of other 
parties and consumers, and otherwise be 
heard. 

(iii) REPORT.—Not later than the date that 
is 60 days before relief provided under sub-
section (a) is to terminate, or such other 
date as determined by the President, the 
Commission shall submit to the President a 
report on its investigation and determina-
tion under this subparagraph. 

(C) PERIOD OF RELIEF.—Any relief provided 
under this section, including any extension 
thereof, may not, in the aggregate, be in ef-
fect for more than 6 years. 

(D) LIMITATION.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

clause (ii), the Commission may not conduct 
an investigation under subparagraph (B)(i) 
if— 

(I) the subject matter of the investigation 
is the same as the subject matter of a pre-
vious investigation conducted under sub-
paragraph (B)(i); and 

(II) less than 1 year has elapsed since the 
Commission made its report to the President 
of the results of such previous investigation. 

(ii) EXCEPTION.—Clause (i) shall not apply 
with respect to an investigation if the Com-
mission determines good cause exists to con-
duct the investigation. 

(e) REGULATIONS.—The Commission and 
the Secretary of Transportation are author-
ized to promulgate such rules and regula-
tions as may be necessary to carry out this 
subtitle. 
SEC. 325. CONFIDENTIAL BUSINESS INFORMA-

TION. 
Section 202(a)(8) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 

U.S.C. 2252(a)(8)) is amended in the first sen-
tence by striking ‘‘and title III of the United 
States-Panama Trade Promotion Agreement 
Implementation Act’’ and inserting ‘‘, title 
III of the United States-Panama Trade Pro-
motion Agreement Implementation Act, and 
subtitle C of title III of the United States- 
Mexico-Canada Agreement Implementation 
Act’’. 
SEC. 326. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) REGISTRATION OF MOTOR CARRIERS.— 
Section 13902 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(j) MEXICO-DOMICILED MOTOR CARRIERS.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
section, upon an order in accordance with 
section 324(a) of the United States-Mexico- 
Canada Agreement Implementation Act, the 
Secretary shall carry out the relief specified 
by denying or imposing limitations on a re-
quest for registration or capping the number 
of requests for registration by Mexico-domi-
ciled motor carriers of cargo to operate be-
yond the municipalities along the United 
States-Mexico international border and the 
commercial zones of those municipalities as 
directed.’’. 
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(b) EFFECTIVE PERIODS OF REGISTRATION.— 

Section 13905 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(g) MEXICO-DOMICILED MOTOR CARRIERS.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
section, upon an order in accordance with 
section 324(a) of the United States-Mexico- 
Canada Agreement Implementation Act, the 
Secretary shall carry out the relief specified 
by revoking or imposing limitations on ex-
isting registrations of Mexico-domiciled 
motor carriers of cargo to operate beyond 
the municipalities along the United States- 
Mexico international border and the com-
mercial zones of those municipalities as di-
rected.’’. 
SEC. 327. SURVEY OF OPERATING AUTHORITIES. 

The Department of Transportation shall 
undertake a survey of all existing grants of 
operating authority to, and pending applica-
tions for operating authority from, all Mex-
ico-domiciled motor property carriers for op-
erating beyond the Border Commercial 
Zones, including OP–1 (MX) operating au-
thority (Mexico-domiciled Carriers for Motor 
Carrier Authority to Operate Beyond U.S. 
Municipalities and Commercial Zones on the 
U.S.-Mexico Border) and OP–1 operating au-
thority (United States-based Enterprise Car-
rier of International Cargo Application for 
Motor Property Carrier and Broker Author-
ity). The Department of Transportation shall 
prepare a report summarizing the results of 
such survey not less than 180 days after the 
date on which the USMCA enters into force, 
which it shall deliver to the Office of the 
United States Trade Representative, the 
Commission, and the Chairs and Ranking 
Members of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of 
Representatives, the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate, the Committee on Ways and Means 
of the House of Representatives, and the 
Committee on Finance of the Senate. 

TITLE IV—ANTIDUMPING AND 
COUNTERVAILING DUTIES 

Subtitle A—Preventing Duty Evasion 
SEC. 401. COOPERATION ON DUTY EVASION. 

Section 414(b) of the Enforce and Protect 
Act of 2015 (19 U.S.C. 4374(b)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘or a party to the USMCA 
(as defined in section 3 of the United States- 
Mexico-Canada Agreement Implementation 
Act)’’ after ‘‘subsection (a)’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘or the USMCA, as the 
case may be,’’ after ‘‘the bilateral agree-
ment’’. 

Subtitle B—Dispute Settlement [reserved] 
Subtitle C—Conforming Amendments 

SEC. 421. JUDICIAL REVIEW IN ANTIDUMPING 
DUTY AND COUNTERVAILING DUTY 
CASES. 

Section 516A of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1516a) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in paragraph (2)(B)(vii), by striking 

‘‘the Tariff Act of 1930’’ and inserting ‘‘this 
Act’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (5)(D)(i), by striking ‘‘ar-
ticle 1904 of the NAFTA’’ and inserting ‘‘arti-
cle 10.12 of the USMCA’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(3)— 
(A) in the paragraph heading, by striking 

‘‘NAFTA OR UNITED STATES-CANADA’’ and in-
serting ‘‘UNITED STATES-CANADA OR USMCA’’; 
and 

(B) in the text, by striking ‘‘of the NAFTA 
or of the Agreement’’ and inserting ‘‘of the 
Agreement or article 10.12 of the USMCA’’; 

(3) in subsection (f)— 
(A) in paragraph (6)(A), by striking ‘‘arti-

cle 1908 of the NAFTA’’ and inserting ‘‘arti-
cle 10.16 of the USMCA’’; 

(B) in paragraph (7)(A), by striking ‘‘article 
1908 of the NAFTA’’ and inserting ‘‘article 
10.16 of the USMCA’’; 

(C) by striking paragraph (8); 
(D) by redesignating paragraphs (9) and (10) 

as paragraphs (8) and (9), respectively; 
(E) in paragraph (9), as redesignated by 

subparagraph (D), by striking subparagraphs 
(A) and (B) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(A) Canada for such time as the USMCA 
is in force with respect to, and the United 
States applies the USMCA to, Canada. 

‘‘(B) Mexico for such time as the USMCA is 
in force with respect to, and the United 
States applies the USMCA to, Mexico.’’; and 

(F) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(10) USMCA.—The term ‘USMCA’ has the 

meaning given that term in section 3 of the 
United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
Implementation Act.’’; 

(4) in subsection (g)— 
(A) in paragraph (2), in the matter pre-

ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘of the 
NAFTA or of the Agreement’’ and inserting 
‘‘of the Agreement or article 10.12 of the 
USMCA’’; 

(B) in paragraph (3)(A)— 
(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘of the NAFTA 

or of the Agreement.’’ and inserting ‘‘of the 
Agreement or article 10.12 of the USMCA;’’; 

(ii) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘the NAFTA 
or of the Agreement’’ and inserting ‘‘the 
Agreement or the USMCA’’; 

(iii) in clause (v), by striking ‘‘paragraph 12 
of article 1905 of the NAFTA’’ and inserting 
‘‘article 10.13 of the USMCA’’; and 

(iv) in clause (vi), by striking ‘‘paragraph 
12 of article 1905 of the NAFTA’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘article 10.13 of the USMCA’’; 

(C) in paragraph (4)(A), by striking ‘‘the 
North American Free Trade Agreement’’ and 
all that follows through ‘‘chapter 19 of the 
Agreement’’ and inserting ‘‘the United 
States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement Imple-
mentation Act of 1988 implementing the bi-
national panel dispute settlement system 
under chapter 19 of the Agreement, or the 
United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
Implementation Act implementing the bina-
tional panel dispute settlement system 
under chapter 10 of the USMCA’’; 

(D) in paragraph (5)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘of the 

NAFTA or of the Agreement’’ and inserting 
‘‘of the Agreement or article 10.12 of the 
USMCA’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘of the 
NAFTA or of the Agreement’’ and inserting 
‘‘of the Agreement or article 10.12 of the 
USMCA’’; and 

(iii) in subparagraph (C)— 
(I) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘of the NAFTA 

or of the Agreement’’ and inserting ‘‘of the 
Agreement or article 10.12 of the USMCA’’; 
and 

(II) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘of the 
NAFTA or of the Agreement’’ and inserting 
‘‘of the Agreement or chapter 10 of the 
USMCA’’; 

(E) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘of the 
NAFTA or of the Agreement’’ and inserting 
‘‘of the Agreement or article 10.12 of the 
USMCA’’; 

(F) in paragraph (7)— 
(i) in the paragraph heading, by striking 

‘‘OF THE NAFTA OR THE AGREEMENT’’ and in-
serting ‘‘OF THE AGREEMENT OR ARTICLE 10.12 
OF THE USMCA’’; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘the 
NAFTA or the Agreement’’ and inserting 
‘‘article 1904 of the Agreement or article 
10.12 of the USMCA’’; 

(G) in paragraph (8)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A)— 
(I) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘of the NAFTA 

or of the Agreement’’ and inserting ‘‘of the 
Agreement or article 10.12 of the USMCA’’; 
and 

(II) in clause (ii)— 
(aa) in the clause heading, by striking 

‘‘NAFTA’’ and inserting ‘‘USMCA’’; and 

(bb) in the text, by striking ‘‘paragraph 
11(a) of article 1905 of the NAFTA’’ and in-
serting ‘‘article 10.13 of the USMCA’’; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘of the 
NAFTA or the Agreement’’ and inserting ‘‘of 
the Agreement or article 10.12 of the 
USMCA’’; 

(H) in paragraph (9), by striking ‘‘of the 
NAFTA or of the Agreement’’ and inserting 
‘‘of the Agreement or chapter 10 of the 
USMCA’’; 

(I) in paragraph (10), by striking ‘‘the 
NAFTA or the Agreement’’ and inserting 
‘‘the Agreement or under article 10.12 of the 
USMCA’’; 

(J) by striking paragraph (11) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(11) SUSPENSION AND TERMINATION OF SUS-
PENSION OF ARTICLE 10.12 OF THE USMCA.— 

‘‘(A) SUSPENSION.—If a special committee 
established under article 10.13 of the USMCA 
issues an affirmative finding, the Trade Rep-
resentative may, in accordance with article 
10.13 of the USMCA, suspend the operation of 
article 10.12 of the USMCA. 

‘‘(B) TERMINATION OF SUSPENSION.—If a spe-
cial committee is reconvened and makes an 
affirmative determination described in arti-
cle 10.13 of the USMCA, any suspension of 
the operation of article 10.12 of the USMCA 
shall terminate.’’; and 

(K) in paragraph (12)— 
(i) in the paragraph heading, by striking 

‘‘NAFTA’’ and inserting ‘‘USMCA’’; 
(ii) by striking subparagraph (A) and in-

serting the following: 
‘‘(A) NOTICE OF SUSPENSION OR TERMINATION 

OF SUSPENSION OF ARTICLE 10.12 OF THE 
USMCA.— 

‘‘(i) NOTICE OF SUSPENSION.—Upon notifica-
tion by the Trade Representative or the gov-
ernment of a country described in subpara-
graph (A) or (B) of subsection (f)(9) that the 
operation of article 10.12 of the USMCA has 
been suspended in accordance with article 
10.13 of the USMCA, the United States Sec-
retary shall publish in the Federal Register 
a notice of suspension of article 10.12 of the 
USMCA. 

‘‘(ii) NOTICE OF TERMINATION OF SUSPEN-
SION.—Upon notification by the Trade Rep-
resentative or the government of a country 
described in subparagraph (A) or (B) of sub-
section (f)(9) that the suspension of the oper-
ation of article 10.12 of the USMCA is termi-
nated in accordance with article 10.13 of the 
USMCA, the United States Secretary shall 
publish in the Federal Register a notice of 
termination of suspension of article 10.12 of 
the USMCA.’’; 

(iii) in subparagraph (B)— 
(I) in the subparagraph heading, by strik-

ing ‘‘ARTICLE 1904’’ and inserting ‘‘ARTICLE 
10.12 OF THE USMCA’’; and 

(II) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 
striking ‘‘If’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘NAFTA—’’ and inserting the following: ‘‘If 
the operation of article 10.12 of the USMCA 
is suspended in accordance with article 10.13 
of the USMCA—’’; 

(iv) in subparagraph (C)— 
(I) in clause (i)— 
(aa) in the matter preceding subclause (I), 

by striking ‘‘if the United States’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘NAFTA—’’ and insert-
ing the following: ‘‘if the United States made 
an allegation under article 10.13 of the 
USMCA and the operation of article 10.12 of 
the USMCA was suspended pursuant to arti-
cle 10.13 of the USMCA—’’; and 

(bb) in subclause (I), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (f)(10)(A) or (B)’’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
paragraph (A) or (B) of subsection (f)(9)’’; and 

(II) in clause (ii), in the matter preceding 
subclause (I), by striking ‘‘if a country’’ and 
all that follows through ‘‘NAFTA—’’ and in-
serting the following: ‘‘if a country described 
in subparagraph (A) or (B) of subsection (f)(9) 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 07:34 Dec 20, 2019 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A19DE7.025 H19DEPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

B
B

X
C

H
B

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH12236 December 19, 2019 
made an allegation under article 10.13 of the 
USMCA and the operation of article 10.12 of 
the USMCA was suspended pursuant to arti-
cle 10.13 of the USMCA—’’; and 

(v) in subparagraph (D)(i), by striking ‘‘a 
country described’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘NAFTA’’ and inserting ‘‘a country 
described in subparagraph (A) or (B) of sub-
section (f)(9) pursuant to article 10.13 of the 
USMCA’’. 
SEC. 422. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO OTHER 

PROVISIONS OF THE TARIFF ACT OF 
1930. 

(a) DISCLOSURE OF PROPRIETARY INFORMA-
TION UNDER PROTECTIVE ORDERS.—Section 
777(f) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1677f(f)) is amended— 

(1) in the subsection heading, by striking 
‘‘NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT 
OR THE UNITED STATES-CANADA AGREEMENT’’ 
and inserting ‘‘THE UNITED STATES-CANADA 
AGREEMENT OR THE USMCA’’; 

(2) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘arti-

cle 1904 of the NAFTA’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘, the administering authority’’ and 
inserting ‘‘article 1904 of the United States- 
Canada Agreement or article 10.12 of the 
USMCA, or an extraordinary challenge com-
mittee is convened under Annex 1904.13 of 
the United States-Canada Agreement or 
chapter 10 of the USMCA, the administering 
authority’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘chap-
ter 19 of the NAFTA or the Agreement’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘chapter 19 of 
the Agreement or chapter 10 of the USMCA’’; 

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘the 
NAFTA or the United States-Canada Agree-
ment’’ and inserting ‘‘article 1904 of the 
United States-Canada Agreement or article 
10.12 of the USMCA’’; 

(4) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘section 
402(b) of the North American Free Trade 
Agreement Implementation Act’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 412(b) of the United States-Mex-
ico-Canada Agreement Implementation 
Act’’; and 

(5) by striking ‘‘section 516A(f)(10)’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘section 
516A(f)(9)’’. 

(b) DEFINITION.—Section 771 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1677) is amended by 
striking paragraph (22) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(22) USMCA.—The term ‘USMCA’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 3 of the 
United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
Implementation Act.’’. 
SEC. 423. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 

28, UNITED STATES CODE. 
(a) COURT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE.—Chap-

ter 95 of title 28, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in section 1581(i)— 
(A) by redesignating paragraphs (1) 

through (4) as subparagraphs (A) through 
(D), respectively; 

(B) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(i)’’; 
(C) in subparagraph (D), as redesignated by 

subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘paragraphs 
(1)–(3) of this subsection’’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
paragraphs (A) through (C) of this para-
graph’’; and 

(D) by striking the flush text and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(2) This subsection shall not confer juris-
diction over an antidumping or counter-
vailing duty determination which is review-
able by— 

‘‘(A) the Court of International Trade 
under section 516A(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(19 U.S.C. 1516a(a)); or 

‘‘(B) a binational panel under section 
516A(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1516a(g)).’’; 

(2) in section 1584, by striking the section 
heading and inserting the following: 

‘‘§ 1584. Civil actions under the United States- 
Canada Free-Trade Agreement or the 
USMCA’’; 

and 
(3) in the table of sections at the beginning 

of the chapter, by striking the item relating 
to section 1584 and inserting the following: 
‘‘1584. Civil actions under the United States- 

Canada Free-Trade Agreement 
or the USMCA.’’. 

(b) PARTICULAR PROCEEDINGS.—Sections 
2201(a) and 2643(c)(5) of title 28, United States 
Code, are each amended by striking ‘‘section 
516A(f)(10)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 
516A(f)(9)’’. 

Subtitle D—General Provisions 
SEC. 431. EFFECT OF TERMINATION OF USMCA 

COUNTRY STATUS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subsection (b), on the date on which a coun-
try ceases to be a USMCA country, the pro-
visions of this title (other than this section) 
and the amendments made by this title shall 
cease to have effect with respect to that 
country. 

(b) TRANSITION PROVISIONS.— 
(1) PROCEEDINGS REGARDING PROTECTIVE OR-

DERS AND UNDERTAKINGS.—If on the date on 
which a country ceases to be a USMCA coun-
try an investigation or enforcement pro-
ceeding concerning the violation of a protec-
tive order issued under section 777(f) of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (as amended by this title) 
or an undertaking of the government of that 
country is pending, the investigation or pro-
ceeding shall continue, and sanctions may 
continue to be imposed, in accordance with 
the provisions of such section 777(f) (as so 
amended). 

(2) BINATIONAL PANEL AND EXTRAORDINARY 
CHALLENGE COMMITTEE REVIEWS.—If on the 
date on which a country ceases to be a 
USMCA country— 

(A) a binational panel review under article 
10.12 of the USMCA is pending, or has been 
requested, or 

(B) an extraordinary challenge committee 
review under that article is pending, or has 
been requested, 
with respect to a determination which in-
volves a class or kind of merchandise and to 
which subsection (g)(2) of section 516A of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1516a) applies, 
such determination shall be reviewable 
under subsection (a) of that section. In the 
case of a determination to which the provi-
sions of this paragraph apply, the time lim-
its for commencing an action under 516A(a) 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 shall not begin to 
run until the date on which the USMCA 
ceases to be in force with respect to that 
country. 
SEC. 432. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The provisions of this title and the amend-
ments made by this title shall take effect on 
the date on which the USMCA enters into 
force, but shall not apply— 

(1) to any final determination described in 
paragraph (1)(B) or clause (i), (ii), or (iii) of 
paragraph (2)(B) of section 516A(a) of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1516a(a)) notice 
of which is published in the Federal Register 
before such date, or to a determination de-
scribed in paragraph (2)(B)(vi) of that section 
notice of which is received by the Govern-
ment of Canada or Mexico before such date; 
or 

(2) to any binational panel review under 
NAFTA, or any extraordinary challenge aris-
ing out of any such review, that was com-
menced before such date. 

TITLE V—TRANSFER PROVISIONS AND 
OTHER AMENDMENTS 

SEC. 501. DRAWBACK. 
(a) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 208 of 

this Act is amended in the section heading 
by striking ‘‘[RESERVED]’’. 

(b) USMCA DRAWBACK.—Subsection (a) of 
section 203 of the North American Free 
Trade Agreement Implementation Act (19 
U.S.C. 3333) is— 

(1) transferred to section 208 of this Act; 
(2) inserted after the section heading for 

that section (as amended by subsection (a)); 
and 

(3) amended— 
(A) by striking ‘‘NAFTA country’’ each 

place it appears and inserting ‘‘USMCA 
country’’; 

(B) in the subsection heading, by striking 
‘‘NAFTA’’ and inserting ‘‘USMCA’’; 

(C) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘and the amendments made 

by subsection (b)’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘NAFTA drawback’’ and in-

serting ‘‘USMCA drawback’’; 
(D) in paragraph (2)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘sort-

ing, marking,’’ after ‘‘repacking,’’; and 
(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘para-

graph 12 of section A of Annex 703.2 of the 
Agreement’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph 11 of 
Annex 3–B of the USMCA’’; and 

(E) by amending paragraph (6) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(6) A good provided for in subheading 
1701.13.20 or 1701.14.20 of the HTS that is im-
ported under any re-export program or any 
like program and that is— 

‘‘(A) used as a material, or 
‘‘(B) substituted for by a good of the same 

kind and quality that is used as a material, 
in the production of a good provided for in 
existing Canadian tariff item 1701.99.00 or ex-
isting Mexican tariff item 1701.99.01, 
1701.99.02, or 1701.99.99 (relating to refined 
sugar).’’. 

(c) SAME KIND AND QUALITY.—Section 208 of 
this Act, as amended by subsection (b), is 
further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(b) SAME KIND AND QUALITY.—For pur-
poses of paragraphs (3)(A)(iii), (5)(C), (6)(B), 
and (8) of subsection (a), and for purposes of 
obtaining refunds, waivers, or reductions of 
customs duties with respect to a good sub-
ject to USMCA drawback under section 
313(n)(2) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1313(n)(2)), a good is a good of the same kind 
and quality as another good— 

‘‘(1) for a good described in such paragraph 
(6)(B), if the good would have been consid-
ered of the same kind and quality as the 
other good on the day before the date on 
which the USMCA enters into force; or 

‘‘(2) for other goods if— 
‘‘(A) the good is classified under the same 

8-digit HTS subheading number as the other 
good; or 

‘‘(B) drawback would be allowed with re-
spect to the goods under subsection (b)(4), 
(j)(1), or (p) of section 313 of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1313).’’. 

(d) CERTAIN FEES; INAPPLICABILITY TO 
COUNTERVAILING AND ANTIDUMPING DUTIES.— 
Subsections (d) and (e) of section 203 of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement Im-
plementation Act (19 U.S.C. 3333) are— 

(1) transferred to section 208 of this Act; 
(2) inserted after subsection (b) of section 

208 (as added by subsection (c)); 
(3) redesignated as subsections (c) and (d), 

respectively; and 
(4) amended, in subsection (c) (as redesig-

nated by paragraph (3)), by striking ‘‘ex-
ported to’’ and all that follows through the 
period at the end and inserting ‘‘exported to 
a USMCA country.’’. 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) BONDED MANUFACTURING WAREHOUSES.— 

Section 311 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1311) is amended, in the eleventh paragraph— 

(A) by striking ‘‘NAFTA’’ each place it ap-
pears; 
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(B) by striking ‘‘section 203(a) of the North 

American Free Trade Agreement Implemen-
tation Act’’ and inserting ‘‘section 208(a) of 
the United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
Implementation Act’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘section 2(4) of that Act’’ 
and inserting ‘‘section 3 of that Act’’. 

(2) BONDED SMELTING AND REFINING WARE-
HOUSES.—Section 312 of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(19 U.S.C. 1312) is amended, in subsections (b) 
and (d)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘NAFTA’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘USMCA’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘section 2(4) of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement Implemen-
tation Act’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘section 3 of the United States-Mexico- 
Canada Agreement Implementation Act’’; 
and 

(C) by striking ‘‘section 203(a) of that Act’’ 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘section 
208(a) of that Act’’. 

(3) DRAWBACK AND REFUNDS.—Section 313 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1313) is 
amended— 

(A) in subsection (j)(4), by striking sub-
paragraph (A) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(A)(i) Effective upon the entry into force 
of the USMCA, the exportation to a USMCA 
country of merchandise that is fungible with 
and substituted for imported merchandise, 
other than merchandise described in para-
graphs (1) through (8) of section 208(a) of the 
United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
Implementation Act, shall not constitute an 
exportation for purposes of paragraph (2). 

‘‘(ii) In this subparagraph, the terms 
‘USMCA’ and ‘USMCA country’ have the 
meanings given those terms in section 3 of 
the United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
Implementation Act.’’; 

(B) in subsection (n)— 
(i) in paragraph (1), by striking subpara-

graphs (A) and (B) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(A) the term ‘USMCA country’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 3 of the 
United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
Implementation Act; 

‘‘(B) the term ‘good subject to USMCA 
drawback’ has the meaning given that term 
in section 208(a) of the United States-Mex-
ico-Canada Agreement Implementation 
Act;’’; and 

(ii) in paragraphs (2) and (3), by striking 
‘‘NAFTA’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘USMCA’’; and 

(C) in subsection (o), by striking ‘‘NAFTA’’ 
each place it appears and inserting 
‘‘USMCA’’. 

(4) MANIPULATION IN WAREHOUSE.—Section 
562 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1562) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(1) without payment of duties for expor-
tation to a USMCA country, as defined in 
section 3 of the United States-Mexico-Can-
ada Agreement Implementation Act, if the 
merchandise is of a kind described in any of 
paragraphs (1) through (8) of section 208(a) of 
that Act;’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘section 203(a) of that Act’’ 

and inserting ‘‘section 208(a) of that Act’’; 
and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘NAFTA’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘USMCA’’; and 

(C) in paragraphs (3) and (4), by striking 
‘‘NAFTA’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘USMCA’’. 

(5) FOREIGN TRADE ZONES.—Section 3(a)(2) 
of the Act of June 18, 1934 (commonly known 
as the ‘‘Foreign Trade Zones Act’’) (19 U.S.C. 
81c(a)(2)) is amended, in the flush text— 

(A) by striking ‘‘goods subject to NAFTA 
drawback, as defined in section 203(a) of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement Im-

plementation Act’’ and inserting ‘‘goods sub-
ject to USMCA drawback, as defined in sec-
tion 208(a) of the United States-Mexico-Can-
ada Agreement Implementation Act’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘a NAFTA country, as de-
fined in section 2(4) of that Act’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘a USMCA country, as defined in section 
3 of that Act’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘NAFTA’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘USMCA’’. 

(f) ADDITIONAL CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The 
table of contents for this Act is amended by 
striking the item relating to section 208 and 
inserting the following: 
‘‘Sec. 208. Drawback.’’. 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each transfer, redesigna-

tion, and amendment made by subsections 
(b) through (e) shall— 

(A) take effect on the date on which the 
USMCA enters into force; and 

(B) apply with respect to a good entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse for consumption, 
on or after that date. 

(2) TRANSITION FROM NAFTA TREATMENT.—In 
the case of a good entered, or withdrawn 
from warehouse for consumption, before the 
date on which the USMCA enters into force— 

(A) the amendments made by subsections 
(b) through (e) shall not apply with respect 
to the good; and 

(B) the provisions of law amended by such 
subsections, as such provisions were in effect 
on the day before that date, shall continue 
to apply on and after that date with respect 
to the good. 
SEC. 502. RELIEF FROM INJURY CAUSED BY IM-

PORT COMPETITION. 
(a) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—Subtitle A of 

title III of this Act is amended in the sub-
title heading by striking ‘‘[reserved]’’. 

(b) ARTICLE IMPACT IN IMPORT RELIEF 
CASES.—Section 311 of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act 
(19 U.S.C. 3371) is— 

(1) transferred to subtitle A of title III of 
this Act; 

(2) inserted after the heading (as amended 
by subsection (a)) of such subtitle; 

(3) redesignated as section 301; and 
(4) amended— 
(A) in the section heading, by striking 

‘‘NAFTA’’ and inserting ‘‘USMCA’’; 
(B) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘section 

312(a)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 302(a)’’; and 
(C) by striking ‘‘NAFTA’’ each place it ap-

pears and inserting ‘‘USMCA’’. 
(c) PRESIDENTIAL ACTION REGARDING IM-

PORTS.—Section 312 of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act 
(19 U.S.C. 3372) is— 

(1) transferred to subtitle A of title III of 
this Act; 

(2) inserted after section 301 (as inserted 
and redesignated by subsection (b)); 

(3) redesignated as section 302; and 
(4) amended— 
(A) in the section heading, by striking 

‘‘NAFTA’’ and inserting ‘‘USMCA’’; 
(B) in subsection (b), in the subsection 

heading, by striking ‘‘NAFTA’’ and inserting 
‘‘USMCA’’; 

(C) in subsection (c), in the subsection 
heading, by striking ‘‘NAFTA’’ and inserting 
‘‘USMCA’’; and 

(D) by striking ‘‘NAFTA’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘USMCA’’. 

(d) ADDITIONAL CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.— 
The table of contents for this Act is amended 
by striking the item relating to subtitle A of 
title III and inserting the following: 
‘‘Subtitle A—Relief From Injury Caused by 

Import Competition 
‘‘Sec. 301. USMCA article impact in import 

relief cases under the Trade Act 
of 1974. 

‘‘Sec. 302. Presidential action regarding 
USMCA imports.’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each transfer, redesigna-

tion, and amendment made by this section 
shall— 

(A) take effect on the date on which the 
USMCA enters into force; and 

(B) apply with respect to an investigation 
under chapter 1 of title II of the Trade Act of 
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2251 et seq.) initiated on or 
after that date. 

(2) TRANSITION FROM NAFTA.—In the case of 
an investigation under chapter 1 of title II of 
the Trade Act of 1974 initiated before the 
date on which the USMCA enters into force— 

(A) the transfers, redesignations, and 
amendments made by this section shall not 
apply with respect to the investigation; and 

(B) sections 311 and 312 of the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement Implementation 
Act (19 U.S.C. 3371 and 3372), as in effect on 
the day before that date, shall continue to 
apply on and after that date with respect to 
the investigation. 
SEC. 503. TEMPORARY ENTRY. 

(a) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—Subtitle B of 
title III of this Act is amended in the sub-
title heading by striking ‘‘[reserved]’’. 

(b) NONIMMIGRANT TRADERS AND INVES-
TORS.—Section 341 of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act 
(Public Law 103–182; 107 Stat. 2116) is— 

(1) transferred to subtitle B of title III of 
this Act; 

(2) inserted after the heading (as amended 
by subsection (a)) of such subtitle; 

(3) redesignated as section 311; and 
(4) amended— 
(A) by striking subsections (b) and (c); 
(B) by striking ‘‘(a)’’ and all that follows 

through ‘‘Upon’’ and inserting ‘‘Upon’’; 
(C) by striking ‘‘the Agreement’’ each 

place it appears and inserting ‘‘the USMCA’’; 
(D) by striking ‘‘Annex 1603’’ and inserting 

‘‘Annex 16–A’’; and 
(E) by striking ‘‘Annex 1608’’ and inserting 

‘‘article 16.1’’. 
(c) NONIMMIGRANT PROFESSIONALS.—Sec-

tion 214 of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1184) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (e)— 
(A) by striking paragraphs (1), (3), (4), and 

(5); 
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (6) 

as paragraphs (1) and (2), respectively; and 
(C) in paragraph (1), as redesignated by 

subparagraph (B)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘Annex 1603 of the North 

American Free Trade Agreement (in this 
subsection referred to as ‘NAFTA’)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Annex 16–A of the USMCA (as de-
fined in section 3 of the United States-Mex-
ico-Canada Agreement Implementation 
Act)’’; and 

(ii) by striking the third and fourth sen-
tences and inserting the following: ‘‘For pur-
poses of this paragraph, the term ‘citizen of 
Mexico’ means ‘citizen’ as defined in article 
16.1 of the USMCA.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (j)(1)— 
(A) in the first sentence, by striking 

‘‘Annex 1603 of the North American Free 
Trade Agreement’’ and inserting ‘‘Annex 16– 
A of the USMCA (as defined in section 3 of 
the United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
Implementation Act)’’; 

(B) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘ar-
ticle 1603 of such Agreement’’ and inserting 
‘‘article 16.4 of the USMCA’’; and 

(C) in the third sentence, by striking 
‘‘Annex 1608 of such Agreement’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘article 16.1 of the USMCA’’. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) INTEGRATED ENTRY AND EXIT DATA SYS-

TEM.—Section 110(c)(1)(B) of the Illegal Im-
migration Reform and Immigrant Responsi-
bility Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1365a(c)(1)(B)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘North American Free 
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Trade Agreement’’ and inserting ‘‘USMCA 
(as defined in section 3 of the United States- 
Mexico-Canada Agreement Implementation 
Act)’’. 

(2) ENHANCED BORDER SECURITY AND VISA 
ENTRY REFORM ACT OF 2002.—Section 604 of the 
Enhanced Border Security and Visa Entry 
Reform Act of 2002 (8 U.S.C. 1773) is amended 
by striking ‘‘North American Free Trade 
Agreement’’ and inserting ‘‘USMCA (as de-
fined in section 3 of the United States-Mex-
ico-Canada Agreement Implementation 
Act)’’. 

(e) ADDITIONAL CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.— 
The table of contents for this Act is amended 
by striking the item relating to subtitle A of 
title III and inserting the following: 
‘‘Subtitle B—Temporary Entry of Business 

Persons 
‘‘Sec. 311. Temporary entry.’’. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each transfer, redesigna-

tion, and amendment made by this section 
shall— 

(A) take effect on the date on which the 
USMCA enters into force; and 

(B) apply with respect to a visa issued on 
or after that date. 

(2) TRANSITION FROM NAFTA.—In the case of 
a visa issued before the date on which the 
USMCA enters into force— 

(A) the transfers, redesignations, and 
amendments made by this section shall not 
apply with respect to the visa; and 

(B) the provisions of law amended by sub-
sections (b) through (d), as such provisions 
were in effect on the day before that date, 
shall continue to apply on and after that 
date with respect to the visa. 
SEC. 504. DISPUTE SETTLEMENT IN ANTI-

DUMPING AND COUNTERVAILING 
DUTY CASES. 

(a) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—Subtitle B of 
title IV of this Act is amended in the sub-
title heading by striking ‘‘[reserved]’’. 

(b) REFERENCES IN SUBTITLE.—Section 401 
of the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment Implementation Act (19 U.S.C. 3431) 
is— 

(1) transferred to subtitle B of title IV of 
this Act and inserted after the heading (as 
amended by subsection (a)) of such subtitle; 

(2) redesignated as section 411; and 
(3) amended by striking ‘‘the Agreement’’ 

and inserting ‘‘the USMCA’’. 
(c) ORGANIZATIONAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE 

PROVISIONS.—Section 402 of the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement Implementation 
Act (19 U.S.C. 3432) is— 

(1) transferred to subtitle B of title IV of 
this Act and inserted after section 411 (as in-
serted and redesignated by subsection (b)); 

(2) redesignated as section 412; and 
(3) amended— 
(A) in subsection (a)— 
(i) in paragraph (1)— 
(I) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘in 

paragraph 1’’ and all that follows and insert-
ing ‘‘in paragraph 1 of Annex 10–B.1 and para-
graph 1 of Annex 10–B.3; and’’; 

(II) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘chap-
ter 19’’ and inserting ‘‘chapter 10’’; and 

(III) in the matter following subparagraph 
(E), by striking ‘‘in paragraph 1’’ and all that 
follows through ‘‘Annex 1904.13’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘in paragraph 1 of Annex 10–B.1 and para-
graph 1 of Annex 10–B.3’’; and 

(ii) in paragraph (2)— 
(I) in the paragraph heading, by striking 

‘‘UNDER’’ and all that follows before the pe-
riod; and 

(II) in the text— 
(aa) by striking ‘‘paragraph 1 of Annex 

1901.2’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph 1 of Annex 
10–B.1’’; 

(bb) by striking ‘‘chapter 19’’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘chapter 10’’; and 

(cc) by striking ‘‘article 1905’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘article 10.13’’; 

(B) in subsection (b)(1)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘chapter 19’’ each place it 

appears and inserting ‘‘chapter 10’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘article 1905’’ and inserting 

‘‘article 10.13’’; 
(C) in subsection (c)— 
(i) in paragraph (1)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘chapter 19’’ each place it 

appears and inserting ‘‘chapter 10’’; and 
(II) by striking ‘‘article 1905’’ and inserting 

‘‘article 10.13’’; 
(ii) in paragraph (2)(B)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘chapter 19’’ each place it 

appears and inserting ‘‘chapter 10’’; and 
(II) in clause (i)(II), by striking ‘‘article 

1905’’ and inserting ‘‘article 10.13’’; 
(iii) in paragraph (3)— 
(I) in subparagraph (A)(i), by striking 

‘‘Annex 1901.2’’ and inserting ‘‘Annex 10–B.1’’; 
(II) in subparagraph (A)(ii), by striking 

‘‘under Annex 1904.13’’ and all that follows 
and inserting ‘‘under Annex 10–B.3 and spe-
cial committees under article 10.13.’’; and 

(III) in subparagraph (B)(i), by striking 
‘‘chapter 19’’ and inserting ‘‘chapter 10’’; and 

(iv) in paragraph (4)— 
(I) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘chap-

ter 19’’ and inserting ‘‘chapter 10’’; and 
(II) in subparagraph (C)(iv)(III), by striking 

‘‘chapter 19’’ and inserting ‘‘chapter 10’’; 
(D) in subsection (d)— 
(i) in paragraph (1)— 
(I) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘in 

paragraph 1’’ and all that follows and insert-
ing ‘‘in paragraph 1 of Annex 10–B.1 and para-
graph 1 of Annex 10–B.3; or’’; and 

(II) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘chap-
ter 19’’ and inserting ‘‘chapter 10’’; 

(ii) in paragraph (2)— 
(I) in subparagraph (A)(i), by striking ‘‘in 

paragraph 1’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘during’’ and inserting ‘‘in paragraph 1 of 
Annex 10–B.1 and paragraph 1 of Annex 10–B.3 
during’’; 

(II) in subparagraph (A)(ii)— 
(aa) by striking ‘‘chapter 19’’ and inserting 

‘‘chapter 10’’; and 
(bb) by striking ‘‘the Agreement’’ and in-

serting ‘‘the USMCA’’; 
(III) in subparagraph (A)(iii), by striking 

‘‘NAFTA’’ and inserting ‘‘USMCA’’; 
(IV) in subparagraph (B)(i), by striking ‘‘in 

paragraph 1’’ and all that follows and insert-
ing ‘‘in paragraph 1 of Annex 10–B.1 and para-
graph 1 of Annex 10–B.3; or’’; and 

(V) in subparagraph (B)(ii), by striking 
‘‘chapter 19’’ and inserting ‘‘chapter 10’’; and 

(iii) in paragraph (3)— 
(I) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘in 

paragraph 1’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘during’’ and inserting ‘‘in paragraph 1 of 
Annex 10–B.1 and paragraph 1 of Annex 10–B.3 
during’’; and 

(II) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘chap-
ter 19’’ and inserting ‘‘chapter 10’’; 

(E) in subsection (e), in the matter pre-
ceding paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘the Agreement’’ and in-
serting ‘‘the USMCA’’; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘between the United 
States’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘NAFTA country’’; and 

(iii) by striking ‘‘January 3, 1994’’ and in-
serting ‘‘January 3, 2020’’; 

(F) in subsection (f), by striking ‘‘chapter 
19’’ and inserting ‘‘chapter 10’’; 

(G) in subsection (g), by striking ‘‘chapter 
19’’ and inserting ‘‘chapter 10’’; and 

(H) in subsection (h), by striking ‘‘chapter 
19’’ and inserting ‘‘chapter 10’’. 

(d) TESTIMONY AND PRODUCTION OF PA-
PERS.—Section 403 of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act 
(19 U.S.C. 3433) is— 

(1) transferred to subtitle B of title IV of 
this Act and inserted after section 412 (as in-
serted and redesignated by subsection (c)); 

(2) redesignated as section 413; and 
(3) amended in subsection (a), in the mat-

ter preceding paragraph (1), by striking 
‘‘under paragraph 13’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘the committee—’’ and inserting 
‘‘under paragraph 13 of article 10.12, and the 
allegations before the committee include a 
matter referred to in paragraph 13(a)(i) of ar-
ticle 10.12, for the purposes of carrying out 
its functions and duties under Annex 10–B.3, 
the committee—’’. 

(e) REQUESTS FOR REVIEW OF DETERMINA-
TIONS.—Section 404 of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act 
(19 U.S.C. 3434) is— 

(1) transferred to subtitle B of title IV of 
this Act and inserted after section 413 (as in-
serted and redesignated by subsection (d)); 

(2) redesignated as section 414; and 
(3) amended— 
(A) in the section heading, by striking ‘‘OF 

NAFTA COUNTRIES’’; 
(B) in subsection (a)— 
(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘article 

1911’’ and all that follows and inserting ‘‘ar-
ticle 10.8, of a USMCA country.’’; and 

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘article 
1908’’ and inserting ‘‘article 10.16’’; 

(C) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘article 
1904’’ and inserting ‘‘article 10.12’’; and 

(D) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘article 
1904’’ each place it appears and inserting ‘‘ar-
ticle 10.12’’. 

(f) RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR PANELS AND 
COMMITTEES.—Section 405 of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement Implemen-
tation Act (19 U.S.C. 3435) is— 

(1) transferred to subtitle B of title IV of 
this Act and inserted after section 414 (as in-
serted and redesignated by subsection (e)); 

(2) redesignated as section 415; and 
(3) amended— 
(A) in subsection (a), in the matter pre-

ceding paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘article 
1904’’ and inserting ‘‘article 10.12’’; 

(B) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘Annex 
1904.13’’ and inserting ‘‘Annex 10–B.3’’; and 

(C) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘Annex 
1905.6’’ and inserting ‘‘Annex 10–B.4’’. 

(g) SUBSIDY NEGOTIATIONS.—Section 406 of 
the North American Free Trade Agreement 
Implementation Act (19 U.S.C. 3436) is— 

(1) transferred to subtitle B of title IV of 
this Act and inserted after section 415 (as in-
serted and redesignated by subsection (f)); 

(2) redesignated as section 416; and 
(3) amended, in the matter preceding para-

graph (1), by striking ‘‘NAFTA country’’ and 
inserting ‘‘USMCA country’’. 

(h) IDENTIFICATION OF INDUSTRIES FACING 
SUBSIDIZED IMPORTS.—Section 407 of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement Im-
plementation Act (19 U.S.C. 3437) is— 

(1) transferred to subtitle B of title IV of 
this Act and inserted after section 416 (as in-
serted and redesignated by subsection (g)); 

(2) redesignated as section 417; and 
(3) amended— 
(A) in subsection (a)(1)(A)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘the Agreement’’ and in-

serting ‘‘the USMCA’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘NAFTA country’’ and in-

serting ‘‘USMCA country’’; 
(B) in subsection (c), in the matter fol-

lowing paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘NAFTA 
countries’’ and inserting ‘‘USMCA coun-
tries’’; and 

(C) in subsection (d)(3), by striking ‘‘the 
Agreement’’ and inserting ‘‘the USMCA’’. 

(i) TREATMENT OF AMENDMENTS TO LAW.— 
Section 408 of the North American Free 
Trade Agreement Implementation Act (19 
U.S.C. 3438) is— 
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(1) transferred to subtitle B of title IV of 

this Act and inserted after section 417 (as in-
serted and redesignated by subsection (h)); 

(2) redesignated as section 418; and 
(3) amended— 
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 

by striking ‘‘the Agreement’’ and all that 
follows through ‘‘United States’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘the USMCA’’; and 

(B) in the flush text, by striking ‘‘NAFTA 
country’’ and inserting ‘‘USMCA country’’. 

(j) ADDITIONAL CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.— 
The table of contents for this Act is amended 
by striking the item relating to subtitle B of 
title IV and inserting the following: 

‘‘Subtitle B—Dispute Settlement 
‘‘Sec. 411. References in subtitle. 
‘‘Sec. 412. Organizational and administrative 

provisions. 
‘‘Sec. 413. Testimony and production of pa-

pers in extraordinary chal-
lenges. 

‘‘Sec. 414. Requests for review of determina-
tion by competent inves-
tigating authorities. 

‘‘Sec. 415. Rules of procedure for panels and 
committees. 

‘‘Sec. 416. Subsidy negotiations. 
‘‘Sec. 417. Identification of industries facing 

subsidized imports. 
‘‘Sec. 418. Treatment of amendments to 

antidumping and counter-
vailing duty law.’’. 

(k) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each transfer, redesigna-

tion, and amendment made by this section 
shall take effect on the date on which the 
USMCA enters into force, but shall not 
apply— 

(A) to any final determination described in 
paragraph (1)(B) or clause (i), (ii), or (iii) of 
paragraph (2)(B) of section 516A(a) of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1516a(a)) notice 
of which is published in the Federal Register 
before such date, or to a determination de-
scribed in paragraph (2)(B)(vi) of that section 
notice of which is received by the Govern-
ment of Canada or Mexico before such date; 
and 

(B) to any binational panel review under 
NAFTA, or any extraordinary challenge aris-
ing out of any such review, that was com-
menced before such date. 

(2) TRANSITION FROM NAFTA.—The transfers, 
redesignations, and amendments made by 
this section shall not apply, and the provi-
sions of title IV of the North American Free 
Trade Agreement Implementation Act, as in 
effect on the day before the date on which 
the USMCA enters into force, shall continue 
to apply on and after that date with re-
spect— 

(A) to any final determination described in 
paragraph (1)(B) or clause (i), (ii), or (iii) of 
paragraph (2)(B) of section 516A(a) of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1516a(a)) notice 
of which is published in the Federal Register 
before such date, or to a determination de-
scribed in paragraph (2)(B)(vi) of that section 
notice of which is received by the Govern-
ment of Canada or Mexico before the date on 
which the USMCA enters into force; and 

(B) to any binational panel review under 
NAFTA, or any extraordinary challenge aris-
ing out of any such review, that was com-
menced before the date on which the USMCA 
enters into force. 
SEC. 505. GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY TO MODIFY DIS-
CRIMINATORY PURCHASING REQUIREMENTS.— 
Section 301 of the Trade Agreements Act of 
1979 (19 U.S.C. 2511) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘the 
North American Free Trade Agreement’’ and 
inserting ‘‘the USMCA (as defined in section 
3 of the United States-Mexico-Canada Agree-
ment Implementation Act)’’; and 

(2) in subsection (e)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘Annex 1001.1a–2 of the 

North American Free Trade Agreement’’ and 
inserting ‘‘Annex 13–A of the USMCA (as de-
fined in section 3 of the United States-Mex-
ico-Canada Agreement Implementation 
Act)’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘chapter 10 of such Agree-
ment’’ and inserting ‘‘chapter 13 of the 
USMCA’’. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 308(4)(A)(ii) of 
the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 
2518(4)(A)(ii)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘a party to the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement,’’ and inserting 
‘‘Mexico, as a party to the USMCA (as de-
fined in section 3 of the United States-Mex-
ico-Canada Agreement Implementation 
Act),’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘the North American Free 
Trade Agreement for’’ and inserting ‘‘the 
USMCA for’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

subsections (a) and (b) shall— 
(A) take effect on the date on which the 

USMCA enters into force; and 
(B) apply with respect to a procurement on 

or after that date. 
(2) TRANSITION FROM NAFTA TREATMENT.—In 

the case of a procurement before the date on 
which the USMCA enters into force— 

(A) the amendments made by subsections 
(a) and (b) to sections 301 and 308 of the 
Trade Agreements Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 2511 
and 2518) shall not apply with respect to the 
contract; and 

(B) sections 301 and 308 of such Act, as in 
effect on the day before that date, shall con-
tinue to apply on and after that date with re-
spect to the contract. 
SEC. 506. ACTIONS AFFECTING UNITED STATES 

CULTURAL INDUSTRIES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 182(f) of the 

Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2242(f)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(C), by striking ‘‘article 
2106 of the North American Free Trade 
Agreement’’ and inserting ‘‘article 32.6 of the 
USMCA (as defined in section 3 of the United 
States-Mexico-Canada Agreement Implemen-
tation Act)’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘article 
2106 of the North American Free Trade 
Agreement’’ and inserting ‘‘article 32.6 of the 
USMCA’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
the date on which the USMCA enters into 
force. 
SEC. 507. REGULATORY TREATMENT OF URA-

NIUM PURCHASES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1017(c) of the En-

ergy Policy Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 2296b–6(c)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘North American 
Free Trade Agreement’’ and inserting 
‘‘USMCA (as defined in section 3 of the 
United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
Implementation Act)’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
the date on which the USMCA enters into 
force. 
SEC. 508. REPORT ON AMENDMENTS TO EXISTING 

LAW. 
Not later than 180 days after the date of 

the enactment of this Act, the Trade Rep-
resentative shall submit to the Committee 
on Finance of the Senate and the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House of Rep-
resentatives a report setting forth a proposal 
for technical and conforming amendments to 
the laws under the jurisdiction of such com-
mittees, and other laws, necessary to fully 
carry out the provisions of, and amendments 
made by, this Act. 

TITLE VI—TRANSITION TO AND 
EXTENSION OF USMCA 

Subtitle A—Transitional Provisions 
SEC. 601. REPEAL OF NORTH AMERICAN FREE 

TRADE AGREEMENT IMPLEMENTA-
TION ACT. 

The North American Free Trade Agree-
ment Implementation Act (Public Law 103– 
182; 19 U.S.C. 3301 et seq.) is repealed, effec-
tive on the date on which the USMCA enters 
into force. 
SEC. 602. CONTINUED SUSPENSION OF THE 

UNITED STATES-CANADA FREE- 
TRADE AGREEMENT. 

Section 501(c)(3) of the United States-Can-
ada Free-Trade Agreement Implementation 
Act of 1988 (Public Law 100–449; 19 U.S.C. 2112 
note) is amended— 

(1) in the paragraph heading, by striking 
‘‘NAFTA’’ and inserting ‘‘USMCA’’; and 

(2) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘between them of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement’’ and in-
serting ‘‘of the USMCA (as defined in section 
3 of the United States-Mexico-Canada Agree-
ment Implementation Act)’’. 

Subtitle B—Joint Reviews Regarding 
Extension of USMCA 

SEC. 611. PARTICIPATION IN JOINT REVIEWS 
WITH CANADA AND MEXICO RE-
GARDING EXTENSION OF THE TERM 
OF THE USMCA AND OTHER ACTION 
REGARDING THE USMCA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Pursuant to the require-
ments of this section, the President shall 
consult with the appropriate congressional 
committees and stakeholders before each 
joint review, including consultation with re-
spect to— 

(1) any recommendation for action to be 
proposed at the review; and 

(2) the decision whether or not to confirm 
that the United States wishes to extend the 
USMCA. 

(b) CONSULTATIONS WITH CONGRESS AND 
STAKEHOLDERS.— 

(1) PUBLICATION AND PUBLIC HEARING.—At 
least 270 days before a joint review com-
mences, the Trade Representative shall pub-
lish in the Federal Register a notice regard-
ing the joint review and shall, as soon as pos-
sible following such publication, provide op-
portunity for the presentation of views relat-
ing to the operation of the USMCA, includ-
ing a public hearing. 

(2) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—At least 180 days 
before a 6-year joint review under article 34.7 
of the USMCA commences, the Trade Rep-
resentative shall report to the appropriate 
congressional committees regarding— 

(A) the assessment of the Trade Represent-
ative with respect to the operation of the 
USMCA; 

(B) the precise recommendation for action 
to be proposed at the review and the position 
of the United States with respect to whether 
to extend the term of the USMCA; 

(C) what, if any, prior efforts have been 
made to resolve any concern that underlies 
that recommendation or position; and 

(D) the views of the advisory committees 
established under section 135 of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2155) regarding that rec-
ommendation or position. 

(c) SUBSEQUENT ACTION TO ADDRESS LACK 
OF AGREEMENT ON TERM EXTENSION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If, as part of a joint re-
view, any USMCA country does not confirm 
that the country wishes to extend the term 
of the USMCA under article 34.7.3 of the 
USMCA, at least 70 days before any subse-
quent annual joint review meeting conducted 
as required under article 34.7 of the USMCA, 
the Trade Representative shall report to the 
appropriate congressional committees re-
garding— 
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(A) any reason offered by a USMCA coun-

try regarding why the country is unable to 
agree to extend the term of the USMCA; 

(B) the progress that has been made in ef-
forts to achieve resolution of the concerns of 
that country; 

(C) any proposed action that the Trade 
Representative intends to raise during the 
meeting; and 

(D) the views of the advisory committees 
established under section 135 of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2155) regarding the rea-
sons described in subparagraph (A) and any 
proposed action under subparagraph (C). 

(2) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.—The Trade 
Representative shall also provide detailed 
and timely information in response to any 
questions posed by the appropriate congres-
sional committees with respect to any meet-
ing described in paragraph (1), including by 
submitting to those committees copies of 
any proposed text that the Trade Represent-
ative plans to submit to the other parties to 
the meeting. 

(d) CONGRESSIONAL ENGAGEMENT AFTER 
JOINT REVIEW.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 20 days 
after the USMCA countries have met for a 
joint review, the Trade Representative shall 
brief the appropriate congressional commit-
tees regarding the positions expressed by the 
countries during the joint review and what, 
if any, actions were agreed to by the coun-
tries. 

(2) CONTINUED ENGAGEMENT.—After a joint 
review, the Trade Representative shall keep 
the appropriate congressional committees 
timely apprised of any developments arising 
out of or related to the review. 

(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) JOINT REVIEW.—The term ‘‘joint review’’ 

means a review conducted under the process 
provided for in article 34.7 of the USMCA re-
lating to extension of the term of the 
USMCA. 

(2) USMCA COUNTRY.—The term ‘‘USMCA 
country’’ has the meaning given that term in 
section 202(a). 

Subtitle C—Termination of USMCA 
SEC. 621. TERMINATION OF USMCA. 

(a) TERMINATION OF USMCA COUNTRY STA-
TUS.—During any period in which a country 
ceases to be a USMCA country, this Act 
(other than this subsection and title IX) and 
the amendments made by this Act shall 
cease to have effect with respect to that 
country. 

(b) TERMINATION OF USMCA.—On the date 
on which the USMCA ceases to be in force 
with respect to the United States, this Act 
and the amendments made by this Act (other 
than this subsection and title IX) shall cease 
to have effect. 

TITLE VII—LABOR MONITORING AND 
ENFORCEMENT 

SEC. 701. DEFINITIONS. 
In this title: 
(1) LABOR ATTACHÉ.—The term ‘‘labor 

attaché’’ means an individual hired under 
subtitle B. 

(2) LABOR OBLIGATIONS.—The term ‘‘labor 
obligations’’ means the obligations under 
chapter 23 of the USMCA (relating to labor). 

(3) MEXICO’S LABOR REFORM.—The term 
‘‘Mexico’s labor reform’’ means the legisla-
tion on labor reform enacted by Mexico on 
May 1, 2019. 
Subtitle A—Interagency Labor Committee for 

Monitoring and Enforcement 
SEC. 711. INTERAGENCY LABOR COMMITTEE FOR 

MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the President shall establish an Interagency 
Labor Committee for Monitoring and En-
forcement (in this title referred to as the 

‘‘Interagency Labor Committee’’), to coordi-
nate United States efforts with respect to 
each USMCA country— 

(1) to monitor the implementation and 
maintenance of the labor obligations; 

(2) to monitor the implementation and 
maintenance of Mexico’s labor reform; and 

(3) to request enforcement actions with re-
spect to a USMCA country that is not in 
compliance with such labor obligations. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Interagency Labor 
Committee shall— 

(1) be co-chaired by the Trade Representa-
tive and the Secretary of Labor; and 

(2) include representatives of such other 
Federal departments or agencies with rel-
evant expertise as the President determines 
appropriate. 

(c) MEETINGS.—The Interagency Labor 
Committee shall meet at least once every 90 
days during the 5-year period beginning on 
the date of the enactment of this Act, and at 
least once every 180 days thereafter for 5 
years. 

(d) INFORMATION SHARING.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the 
members of the Interagency Labor Com-
mittee may exchange information for pur-
poses of carrying out this title. 
SEC. 712. DUTIES. 

The duties of the Interagency Labor Com-
mittee shall include the following: 

(1) Coordinating the activities of depart-
ments and agencies of the Committee in 
monitoring implementation of and compli-
ance with labor obligations, including by— 

(A) requesting and reviewing relevant in-
formation from the governments of USMCA 
countries and from the public; 

(B) coordinating visits to Mexico as nec-
essary to assess implementation of Mexico’s 
labor reform and compliance with the labor 
obligations of Mexico; 

(C) receiving and reviewing quarterly as-
sessments from the labor attachés with re-
spect to the implementation of and compli-
ance with Mexico’s labor reform; and 

(D) coordinating with the Secretary of 
Treasury with respect to support relating to 
labor issues provided to Mexico by the Inter- 
American Development Bank. 

(2) Establishing an ongoing dialogue with 
appropriate officials of the Government of 
Mexico regarding the implementation of 
Mexico’s labor reform and compliance with 
its labor obligations. 

(3) Coordinating with other institutions 
and governments with respect to support re-
lating to labor issues, such as the Inter-
national Labour Organization and the Gov-
ernment of Canada. 

(4) Identifying priority issues for capacity- 
building activities in Mexico to be funded by 
the United States, drawing primarily on the 
expertise of the Department of Labor. 

(5) Meeting, at least biannually during the 
5-year period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of this Act and at least annually 
for 5 years thereafter, with the Labor Advi-
sory Committee for Trade Negotiations and 
Trade Policy established under section 
135(c)(1) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2155(c)(1)) (or any successor advisory com-
mittee) to consult and provide opportunities 
for input with respect to— 

(A) the implementation of Mexico’s labor 
reform; 

(B) labor capacity-building activities in 
Mexico funded by the United States; 

(C) labor monitoring efforts; 
(D) labor enforcement priorities; and 
(E) other relevant issues. 
(6) Based on the assessments required by 

section 714, making recommendations relat-
ing to dispute settlement actions to the 
Trade Representative, in accordance with 
section 715. 

(7) Based on reports provided by the Forced 
Labor Enforcement Task Force under sec-
tion 743, developing recommendations for ap-
propriate enforcement actions by the Trade 
Representative. 

(8) Reviewing reports submitted by the 
labor experts appointed in accordance with 
Annex 31–A of the USMCA, with respect to 
the functioning of that Annex. 

(9) Reviewing reports submitted by the 
Independent Mexico Labor Expert Board 
under section 734. 
SEC. 713. ENFORCEMENT PRIORITIES. 

The Interagency Labor Committee shall— 
(1) review the list of priority sectors under 

Annex 31–A of the USMCA and suggest to 
USTR additional sectors for review by the 
USMCA countries as appropriate; 

(2) establish and annually update a list of 
priority subsectors within such priority sec-
tors to be the focus of the enforcement ef-
forts of the Committee, the first of which 
shall consist of— 

(A) auto assembly; 
(B) auto parts; 
(C) aerospace; 
(D) industrial bakeries; 
(E) electronics; 
(F) call centers; 
(G) mining; and 
(H) steel and aluminum; and 
(3) review priority facilities within such 

priority subsectors for monitoring and en-
forcement. 
SEC. 714. ASSESSMENTS. 

(a) ONGOING ASSESSMENTS.—For the 10-year 
period beginning on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, except as provided in sub-
section (b), the Interagency Labor Com-
mittee shall assess on a biannual basis the 
extent to which Mexico is in compliance 
with its obligations under Annex 23–A of the 
USMCA. 

(b) CONSULTATION RELATING TO ANNUAL AS-
SESSMENT.—On or after the date that is 5 
years after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Interagency Labor Committee may 
consult with the appropriate congressional 
committees with respect to the frequency of 
the assessment required under subsection (a) 
and, with the approval of both such commit-
tees, may conduct such assessment on an an-
nual basis for the following 5 years. 

(c) MATTERS TO BE INCLUDED.—The assess-
ment required under subsection (a) shall also 
include each of the following: 

(1) Whether Mexico is providing adequate 
funding to implement and enforce Mexico’s 
labor reform, including specifically whether 
Mexico has provided funding consistent with 
commitments made to contribute the fol-
lowing amounts for the labor reform imple-
mentation budget: 

(A) $176,000,000 for 2021. 
(B) $325,000,000 for 2022. 
(C) $328,000,000 for 2023. 
(2) The extent to which any legal chal-

lenges to Mexico’s labor reform have suc-
ceeded in that court system. 

(3) The extent to which Mexico has imple-
mented the federal and state labor courts, 
registration entity, and federal and state 
conciliation centers consistent with the 
timeline set forth for Mexico’s labor reform, 
in the September 2019 policy statements by 
the Government of Mexico on a national 
strategy for implementation of the labor jus-
tice system, and in subsequent policy state-
ments in accordance with Mexico’s labor re-
form. 
SEC. 715. RECOMMENDATION FOR ENFORCE-

MENT ACTION. 
(a) RECOMMENDATION TO INITIATE.—If the 

Interagency Labor Committee determines, 
pursuant to an assessment under section 714, 
as a result of monitoring activities described 
in section 712(1), or pursuant to a report of 
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the Independent Mexico Labor Expert Board 
that a USMCA country has failed to meets 
its labor obligations, including with respect 
to obligations under Annex 23–A of the 
USMCA, the Committee shall recommend 
that the Trade Representative initiate en-
forcement actions under— 

(1) article 23.13 or 23.17 of the USMCA (re-
lating to cooperative labor dialogue and 
labor consultations); 

(2) articles 31.4 and 31.6 of the USMCA (re-
lating to dispute settlement consultations); 
or 

(3) Annex 31–A of the USMCA (relating to 
the rapid response labor mechanism). 

(b) TRADE REPRESENTATIVE DETERMINA-
TIONS.—Not later than 60 days after the date 
on which the Trade Representative receives 
a recommendation pursuant to subsection 
(a), the Trade Representative shall— 

(1) determine whether to initiate an en-
forcement action; and 

(2) if such determination is negative, sub-
mit to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees a report on the reasons for such neg-
ative determination. 
SEC. 716. PETITION PROCESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Interagency Labor 
Committee shall establish procedures for 
submissions by the public of information 
with respect to potential failures to imple-
ment the labor obligations of a USMCA 
country. 

(b) FACILITY-SPECIFIC PETITIONS.—With re-
spect to information submitted in accord-
ance with the procedures established under 
subsection (a) accompanying a petition re-
lating to a denial of rights at a covered facil-
ity, as such terms are defined for purposes of 
Annex 31–A of the USMCA: 

(1) The Interagency Labor Committee shall 
review such information within 30 days of 
submission and shall determine whether 
there is sufficient, credible evidence of a de-
nial of rights (as so defined) enabling the 
good-faith invocation of enforcement mecha-
nisms. 

(2) If the Committee reaches a negative de-
termination under paragraph (1), the Com-
mittee shall certify such determination to 
the appropriate congressional committees 
and the petitioner. 

(3) If the Committee reaches an affirmative 
determination under paragraph (1), the 
Trade Representative shall submit a request 
for review, in accordance with article 31–A.4 
of such Annex, with respect to the covered 
facility and shall inform the petitioner and 
the appropriate congressional committees of 
the submission of such request. 

(4) Not later than 60 days after the date of 
an affirmative determination under para-
graph (1), the Trade Representative shall— 

(A) determine whether to request the es-
tablishment of a rapid response labor panel 
in accordance with such Annex; and 

(B) if such determination is negative, cer-
tify such determination to the appropriate 
congressional committees in conjunction 
with the reasons for such determination and 
the details of any agreed-upon remediation 
plan. 

(c) OTHER PETITIONS.—With respect to in-
formation submitted in accordance with the 
procedures established under subsection (a) 
accompanying a petition relating to any 
other violation of the labor obligations of a 
USMCA country: 

(1) The Interagency Labor Committee shall 
review such information not later than 20 
days after the date of the submission and 
shall determine whether the information 
warrants further review. 

(2) If the Committee reaches an affirmative 
determination under paragraph (1), such fur-
ther review shall focus exclusively on deter-
mining, not later than 60 days after the date 

of such submission, whether there is suffi-
cient, credible evidence that the USMCA 
country is in violation of its labor obliga-
tions, for purposes of initiating enforcement 
action under chapter 23 or chapter 31 of the 
USMCA. 

(3) If the Committee reaches an affirmative 
determination under paragraph (2), the 
Trade Representative shall— 

(A) not later than 60 days after the date of 
the determination of the Committee, initiate 
appropriate enforcement action under such 
chapter 23 or chapter 31; or 

(B) submit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a notification including 
the reasons for which action was not initi-
ated within such 60-day period. 
SEC. 717. HOTLINE. 

The Interagency Labor Committee shall 
establish a web-based hotline, monitored by 
the Department of Labor, to receive con-
fidential information regarding labor issues 
among USMCA countries directly from in-
terested parties, including Mexican workers. 
SEC. 718. REPORTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and every 180 days thereafter for 10 years ex-
cept as provided in subsection (b), the Inter-
agency Labor Committee shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port that includes— 

(1) a description of Committee staffing and 
capacity building activities with Mexico; 

(2) information regarding the budget re-
sources for Mexico’s labor reform and the 
deadlines in the September 2019 policy state-
ments by the Government of Mexico on a na-
tional strategy for implementation of the 
labor justice system and in subsequent pol-
icy statements in accordance with Mexico’s 
labor reform; 

(3) a summary of petitions filed in accord-
ance with section 716 and the use of the rapid 
response labor mechanism under Annex 31–A 
of the USMCA; 

(4) the results of the most recent assess-
ment conducted under section 714; and 

(5) if, with respect to any report of the 
Independent Mexico Labor Expert Board sub-
mitted under section 734 that includes a de-
termination described in paragraph (2) of 
such section, the Interagency Labor Com-
mittee does not concur with such determina-
tion, an explanation of the reasons for not 
concurring in such determination and a com-
mitment to provide an oral briefing with re-
spect to such explanation upon request. 

(b) CONSULTATION RELATING TO ANNUAL AS-
SESSMENT.—On or after the date that is 5 
years after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Trade Representative and the Sec-
retary of Labor may consult with the appro-
priate congressional committees with re-
spect to the frequency of the reports re-
quired under subsection (a) and, with the ap-
proval of both such committees, may submit 
such report on an annual basis for the fol-
lowing 5 years. 

(c) FIVE-YEAR ASSESSMENT.—Not later 
than the date that is 5 years after the date 
of the establishment of the Interagency 
Labor Committee pursuant to section 711(a), 
the Committee shall jointly submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees— 

(1) a comprehensive assessment of the im-
plementation of Mexico’s labor reform, in-
cluding with respect to— 

(A) whether Mexico has reviewed and le-
gitimized all existing collective bargaining 
agreements in Mexico; 

(B) whether Mexico has addressed the pre- 
existing legal or administrative labor dis-
putes; 

(C) whether Mexico has established the 
Federal Center for Conciliation and Labor 
Registration, and an assessment of that Cen-
ter’s operation; 

(D) whether Mexico has established the 
federal labor courts, and an assessment of 
their operation; and 

(E) whether Mexico has established the 
state conciliation centers and labor courts in 
all states and an assessment of their oper-
ation; and 

(2) a strategic plan and recommendations 
for actions to address areas of concern relat-
ing to the implementation of Mexico’s labor 
reform, for purposes of the joint review con-
ducted pursuant to article 34.7 of the USMCA 
on the sixth anniversary of the entry into 
force of the USMCA. 
SEC. 719. CONSULTATIONS ON APPOINTMENT 

AND FUNDING OF RAPID RESPONSE 
LABOR PANELISTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Interagency Labor 
Committee shall consult with the Labor Ad-
visory Committee established under section 
135(c)(1) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2155(c)(1)) and the Advisory Committee for 
Trade Policy and Negotiations established 
under section 135(b) of such Act (or successor 
advisory committees) and the appropriate 
congressional committees with respect to 
the selection and appointment of candidates 
for the rapid response labor panelists de-
scribed in Annex 31–A of the USMCA. 

(b) FUNDING.—The United States, in con-
sultation with Mexico, shall provide ade-
quate funding for rapid response labor panel-
ists to carry out the responsibilities under 
the USMCA promptly and fully. 

Subtitle B—Mexico Labor Attachés 
SEC. 721. ESTABLISHMENT. 

The Secretary of Labor shall— 
(1) hire and fix the compensation of up to 

5 additional full-time officers or employees 
of the Department of Labor; and 

(2) detail or assign such officers or employ-
ees to the United States Embassy or a 
United States Consulate in Mexico to carry 
out the duties described in section 722. 
SEC. 722. DUTIES. 

The duties described in this section are the 
following: 

(1) Assisting the Interagency Labor Com-
mittee to monitor and enforce the labor obli-
gations of Mexico. 

(2) Submitting to the Interagency Labor 
Committee on a quarterly basis reports on 
the efforts undertaken by Mexico to comply 
with its labor obligations. 
SEC. 723. STATUS. 

Any officer or employee, while detailed or 
assigned under this subtitle, shall be consid-
ered, for the purpose of preserving their al-
lowances, privileges, rights, seniority, and 
other benefits as such, an officer or employee 
of the United States Government and of the 
agency of the United States Government 
from which detailed or assigned, and shall 
continue to receive compensation, allow-
ances, and benefits from program funds ap-
propriated to that agency or made available 
to that agency for purposes related to the ac-
tivities of the detail or assignment, in ac-
cordance with authorities related to their 
employment status and agency policies. 

Subtitle C—Independent Mexico Labor 
Expert Board 

SEC. 731. ESTABLISHMENT. 
There is hereby established a board, to be 

known as the ‘‘Independent Mexico Labor 
Expert Board’’, to be responsible for moni-
toring and evaluating the implementation of 
Mexico’s labor reform and compliance with 
its labor obligations. The Board shall also 
advise the Interagency Labor Committee 
with respect to capacity-building activities 
needed to support such implementation and 
compliance. 
SEC. 732. MEMBERSHIP; TERM. 

(a) MEMBERSHIP.—The Board shall be com-
posed of 12 members who shall be appointed 
as follows: 
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(1) Four members to be appointed by the 

Labor Advisory Committee established 
under section 135(c)(1) of the Trade Act of 
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2155(c)(1)) (or successor advi-
sory committee). 

(2) Two members appointed by the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, in consulta-
tion with the Chair of the Committee on 
Ways and Means of the House of Representa-
tives. 

(3) Two members appointed by the presi-
dent pro tempore of the Senate from among 
individuals recommended by the majority 
leader of the Senate and in consultation with 
the Chair of the Committee on Finance of 
the Senate. 

(4) Two members appointed by the minor-
ity leader of the House of Representatives, in 
consultation with the Ranking Member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives. 

(5) Two members appointed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore of the Senate from among 
individuals recommended by the minority 
leader of the Senate and in consultation with 
the Ranking Member of the Committee on 
Finance of the Senate. 

(b) TERM.—Except as provided in sub-
section (c), members of the Board shall serve 
for a term of 6 years. 

(c) EXTENSION OF TERM.—If the Board de-
termines, at the end of the 6-year period be-
ginning on the date of the appointment of 
the last member appointed in accordance 
with subsection (a), that Mexico is not fully 
in compliance with its labor obligations, a 
majority of the members of the Board may 
determine to extend its term for 4 additional 
years. A new Board shall be appointed in ac-
cordance with subsection (a) and shall serve 
for a single term of 4 years. 
SEC. 733. FUNDING. 

The United States shall provide necessary 
funding to support the work of the Board, in-
cluding with respect to translation services 
and personnel support. 
SEC. 734. REPORTS. 

For the 6-year period beginning on the date 
of the enactment of this Act, and for an addi-
tional 4 years if the term of the Board is ex-
tended in accordance with section 732(c), the 
Board shall submit to appropriate congres-
sional committees and to the Interagency 
Labor Committee an annual report that— 

(1) contains an assessment of— 
(A) the efforts of Mexico to implement 

Mexico’s labor reform; and 
(B) the manner and extent to which labor 

laws are generally enforced in Mexico; and 
(2) may include a determination that Mex-

ico is not in compliance with its labor obli-
gations. 

Subtitle D—Forced Labor 
SEC. 741. FORCED LABOR ENFORCEMENT TASK 

FORCE. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the President shall establish a Forced Labor 
Enforcement Task Force to monitor United 
States enforcement of the prohibition under 
section 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1307). 

(b) MEMBERS; MEETINGS.— 
(1) MEMBERS.—The Task Force shall be 

chaired by the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity and shall be comprised of representa-
tives from such other agencies with relevant 
expertise, including the Office of the United 
States Trade Representative and the Depart-
ment of Labor, as the President determines 
appropriate. 

(2) MEETINGS.—The Task Force shall meet 
on a quarterly basis regarding active With-
hold and Release Orders, ongoing investiga-
tions, petitions received, and enforcement 
priorities, and other relevant issues with re-
spect to enforcing the prohibition under sec-
tion 307 of the Tariff Act. 

SEC. 742. TIMELINE REQUIRED. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the establishment of the Forced Labor 
Enforcement Task Force pursuant to section 
741(a), the Task Force shall establish 
timelines for responding to petitions sub-
mitted to the Commissioner of U.S. Customs 
and Border Protection alleging that goods 
are being imported by or with child or forced 
labor. 

(b) CONSULTATION REQUIRED.—In estab-
lishing the timelines during such 90-day pe-
riod, the Task Force shall consult with the 
appropriate congressional committees. 

(c) REPORT.—The Task Force shall timely 
submit to the appropriate congressional 
committees a report that contains the 
timelines established pursuant to subsection 
(a) and shall make such report publicly 
available. 
SEC. 743. REPORTS REQUIRED. 

The Forced Labor Enforcement Task Force 
shall submit to appropriate congressional 
committees a biannual report that includes 
the following: 

(1) The enforcement activities and prior-
ities of the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity with respect to enforcing the prohibi-
tion under section 307 of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1307). 

(2) The number of instances in which mer-
chandise was denied entry pursuant to such 
prohibition during the preceding 180-day pe-
riod. 

(3) A description of the merchandise so de-
nied entry. 

(4) An enforcement plan regarding goods 
included in the most recent ‘‘Findings on the 
Worst Forms of Child Labor’’ report sub-
mitted in accordance with section 504 of the 
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2464) and ‘‘List of 
Goods Produced by Child Labor or Forced 
Labor’’ submitted in accordance with section 
105(b)(2)(C) of the Trafficking Victims Pro-
tection Reauthorization Act of 2005 (22 
U.S.C. 7112(b)(2)(C)). 

(5) Such other information as the Forced 
Labor Enforcement Task Force considers ap-
propriate with respect to monitoring and en-
forcing compliance with section 307 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1307). 
SEC. 744. DUTIES RELATED TO MEXICO. 

The Task Force shall— 
(1) develop, in consultation with the appro-

priate congressional committees, an enforce-
ment plan regarding goods produced by or 
with forced labor in Mexico; and 

(2) report to the Interagency Labor Com-
mittee with respect to any concerns relating 
to the enforcement of the prohibition under 
section 307 of the Tariff Act with respect to 
Mexico, including any allegations that may 
be filed with respect to forced labor in Mex-
ico. 

Subtitle E—Enforcement Under Rapid 
Response Labor Mechanism 

SEC. 751. TRANSMISSION OF REPORTS. 
Each report issued by a rapid response 

labor panel constituted in accordance with 
Annex 31–A of the USMCA shall be imme-
diately submitted to the appropriate con-
gressional committees, the Labor Advisory 
Committee established under section 
135(c)(1) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2155(c)(1)) (or successor advisory committee), 
and, as appropriate, the petitioner submit-
ting information pursuant to section 716. 
The Trade Representative shall also make 
each such report publicly available in a 
timely manner. 
SEC. 752. SUSPENSION OF LIQUIDATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—If the United States files 
a request pursuant to article 31–A.4.2 of 
Annex 31–A of the USMCA, the Trade Rep-
resentative may direct the Secretary of the 
Treasury to suspend liquidation for unliqui-

dated entries of goods from such covered fa-
cility until such time as the Trade Rep-
resentative notifies the Secretary that a 
condition described in subsection (b) has 
been met. 

(b) RESUMPTION OF LIQUIDATION.—The con-
ditions described in this subsection are the 
following: 

(1) The rapid response labor panel has de-
termined that there is no denial of rights at 
the covered facility within the meaning of 
such terms under Annex 31–A of the USMCA. 

(2) A course of remediation for denial of 
rights has been agreed to and has been com-
pleted in accordance with the agreed-upon 
time. 

(3) The denial of rights has been otherwise 
remedied. 
SEC. 753. FINAL REMEDIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—If a rapid response labor 
panel constituted in accordance with Annex 
31–A of the USMCA determines with respect 
to a case that there has been a denial of 
rights within the meaning of such Annex, 
the Trade Representative may, in consulta-
tion with the appropriate congressional com-
mittees— 

(1) direct the Secretary of the Treasury, 
until the date of the notification described in 
subsection (b) and in accordance with Annex 
31–A of the USMCA— 

(A) to— 
(i) deny entry to goods, produced wholly or 

in part, from any covered facility involved in 
such case; or 

(ii) allow for the release of goods, produced 
wholly or in part, from such covered facili-
ties only upon payment of duties and any 
penalty; and 

(B) to apply any duties or penalties to cus-
toms entries for which liquidation was sus-
pended pursuant to section 752; and 

(2) apply other remedies that are appro-
priate and available under Annex 31–A of the 
USMCA, until the denial of rights with re-
spect to the case has been remedied. 

(b) REMEDIATION NOTIFICATION.—The Trade 
Representative shall promptly notify the 
Secretary when the denial of rights with re-
spect to a case described in subsection (a) 
has been remedied. 
TITLE VIII—ENVIRONMENT MONITORING 

AND ENFORCEMENT 
SEC. 801. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) ENVIRONMENTAL LAW.—The term ‘‘envi-

ronmental law’’ has the meaning given the 
term in article 24.1 of the USMCA. 

(2) ENVIRONMENTAL OBLIGATIONS.—The 
term ‘‘environmental obligations’’ means ob-
ligations relating to the environment 
under— 

(A) chapter 1 of the USMCA (relating to 
initial provisions and general definitions); 
and 

(B) chapter 24 of the USMCA (relating to 
environment). 

Subtitle A—Interagency Environment 
Committee for Monitoring and Enforcement 

SEC. 811. ESTABLISHMENT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the President shall establish an Interagency 
Environment Committee for Monitoring and 
Enforcement (in this title referred to as the 
‘‘Interagency Environment Committee’’)— 

(1) to coordinate United States efforts to 
monitor and enforce environmental obliga-
tions generally; and 

(2) with respect to the USMCA countries— 
(A) to carry out an assessment of their en-

vironmental laws and policies; 
(B) to carry out monitoring actions with 

respect to the implementation and mainte-
nance of their environmental obligations; 
and 
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(C) to request enforcement actions with re-

spect to USMCA countries that are not in 
compliance with their environmental obliga-
tions. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The members of the 
Interagency Environment Committee shall 
be the following: 

(1) The Trade Representative, who shall 
serve as chairperson. 

(2) Representatives from each of the fol-
lowing: 

(A) The National Oceanic Atmospheric Ad-
ministration. 

(B) The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
(C) The U.S. Forest Service. 
(D) The Environmental Protection Agency. 
(E) The Animal and Plant Health Inspec-

tion Service. 
(F) U.S. Customs and Border Protection. 
(G) The Department of State. 
(H) The Department of Justice. 
(I) The Department of the Treasury. 
(J) The United States Agency for Inter-

national Development. 
(3) Representatives from other Federal 

agencies, as the President determines to be 
appropriate. 

(c) INFORMATION SHARING.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the 
members of the Interagency Environment 
Committee may exchange information for 
purposes of carrying out this subtitle. 
SEC. 812. ASSESSMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Interagency Environ-
ment Committee shall carry out an assess-
ment of the environmental laws and policies 
of the USMCA countries— 

(1) to determine if such laws and policies 
are sufficient to implement their environ-
mental obligations; and 

(2) to identify any gaps between such laws 
and policies and their environmental obliga-
tions. 

(b) MATTERS TO BE INCLUDED.—The assess-
ment required by subsection (a) shall iden-
tify the environmental laws and policies of 
the USMCA countries with respect to which 
enhanced cooperation, including the provi-
sion of technical assistance and capacity 
building assistance, monitoring actions, and 
enforcement actions, if appropriate, should 
be carried out on an enhanced and con-
tinuing basis. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date on which the Interagency Environ-
ment Committee is established, or the date 
on which the USMCA enters into force, 
whichever occurs earlier, the Interagency 
Environment Committee shall submit a re-
port that contains the assessment required 
by subsection (a) to— 

(1) the appropriate congressional commit-
tees; and 

(2) the Trade and Environment Policy Ad-
visory Committee (or successor advisory 
committee) established under section 
135(c)(1) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2155(c)(1)). 

(d) UPDATE.—The Interagency Environ-
ment Committee shall— 

(1) update the assessment required by sub-
section (a) at the appropriate time prior to 
submission of the report required by section 
816(a) that is to be submitted in the fifth 
year after the USMCA enters into force; and 

(2) submit the updated assessment to the 
Trade Representative for inclusion in such 
fifth annual report. 

(e) CONSULTATION.—The Interagency Envi-
ronment Committee shall consult on a reg-
ular basis with the USMCA countries— 

(1) in carrying out the assessment required 
by subsection (a) and the update to the as-
sessment required by subsection (d); and 

(2) in preparing the report required by sub-
section (c). 
SEC. 813. MONITORING ACTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Interagency Environ-
ment Committee shall carry out monitoring 

actions, which shall include the monitoring 
actions described in subsections (b), (c), and 
(d), with respect to the implementation and 
maintenance of the environmental obliga-
tions of the USMCA countries. 

(b) REVIEW OF CEC SECRETARIAT SUBMIS-
SIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date on which the Secretariat of 
the Commission for Environmental Coopera-
tion prepares a factual record under article 
24.28 of the USMCA relating to a submission 
filed under article 24.27 of the USMCA with 
respect to a USMCA country, the Inter-
agency Environment Committee— 

(A) shall review the factual record; and 
(B) may, based on findings of the review 

under subparagraph (A) that the USMCA 
country is not in compliance with its envi-
ronmental obligations, request enforcement 
actions under section 814 with respect to the 
USMCA country. 

(2) WRITTEN JUSTIFICATION.—If the Inter-
agency Environment Committee finds that a 
USMCA country is not in compliance with 
its environmental obligations under para-
graph (1)(B) and determines not to request 
enforcement actions under section 814 with 
respect to the USMCA country, the Com-
mittee shall, not later than 30 days after the 
date on which it makes the determination, 
provide to the appropriate congressional 
committees a written explanation and jus-
tification of the determination. 

(c) REVIEW OF REPORTS OF UNITED STATES 
ENVIRONMENT ATTACHÉS TO MEXICO.—The 
Interagency Environment Committee shall— 

(1) review each report submitted to the 
Committee under section 822(b)(2); and 

(2) based on the findings of each such re-
port, assess the efforts of Mexico to comply 
with its environmental obligations. 

(d) UNITED STATES IMPLEMENTATION OF EN-
VIRONMENT COOPERATION AND CUSTOMS 
VERIFICATION AGREEMENT.— 

(1) VERIFICATION OF SHIPMENTS.—The Inter-
agency Environment Committee— 

(A) may request verification of particular 
shipments of Mexico under the Environment 
Cooperation and Customs Verification 
Agreement between the United States and 
Mexico, done at Mexico City on December 10, 
2019, in response to— 

(i) comments submitted by the public to 
request verification of particular shipments 
of Mexico under such Agreement; or 

(ii) on its own motion; and 
(B) upon receipt of comments described in 

subparagraph (A)(i)— 
(i) shall review the comments not later 

than 30 days after the date on which the 
comments are submitted to the Trade Rep-
resentative; and 

(ii) may request the Trade Representative 
to, within a reasonable period of time, re-
quest Mexico to provide relevant informa-
tion for purposes of verification of particular 
shipments of Mexico described in subpara-
graph (A). 

(2) REVIEW OF RELEVANT INFORMATION AND 
REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL STEPS.—The Inter-
agency Environment Committee— 

(A) shall review relevant information pro-
vided by Mexico as described in paragraph 
(1)(B)(ii) to determine if the Trade Rep-
resentative should request additional steps 
to verify information provided or related to 
a particular shipment of Mexico; and 

(B) may request the Trade Representative 
to, within a reasonable period of time, re-
quest Mexico to take such additional steps 
with respect to the particular shipment. 

(3) CONSULTATION.—The Trade Representa-
tive, on behalf of the Interagency Environ-
ment Committee, shall, on a quarterly basis, 
consult with the appropriate congressional 
committees and the Trade and Environment 
Policy Advisory Committee (or successor ad-

visory committee) established under section 
135(c)(1) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2155(c)(1)) regarding the public comments 
and relevant information described in para-
graph (1) and the actions taken under para-
graph (2). 

(e) APPLICATION.—Subsections (c) and (d) 
shall apply with respect to Mexico for such 
time as the USMCA is in force with respect 
to, and the United States applies the USMCA 
to, Mexico. 
SEC. 814. ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS. 

The Interagency Environment Com-
mittee— 

(1) may request the Trade Representative 
to, within a reasonable period of time, re-
quest consultations under— 

(A) article 24.29 of the USMCA (relating to 
environment consultations) with respect to 
the USMCA country; or 

(B) articles 31.4 and 31.6 of the USMCA (re-
lating to dispute settlement consultations) 
with respect to the USMCA country; or 

(2) may request the heads of other Federal 
agencies described in section 815 to initiate 
monitoring or enforcement actions with re-
spect to the USMCA country under the pro-
visions of law described in section 815. 
SEC. 815. OTHER MONITORING AND ENFORCE-

MENT ACTIONS. 
(a) MARINE MAMMAL PROTECTION ACT.—The 

Secretary of Commerce has authority to 
take appropriate monitoring or enforcement 
actions under the Marine Mammal Protec-
tion Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.). 

(b) MAGNUSON-STEVENS FISHERY CONSERVA-
TION AND MANAGEMENT ACT.—The Secretary 
of Commerce has authority to take appro-
priate monitoring or enforcement actions 
under the following provisions of law: 

(1) The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Con-
servation and Management Act (16 U.S.C. 
1801 et seq.). 

(2) The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Con-
servation and Management Reauthorization 
Act of 2006 (16 U.S.C. 1891 et seq.). 

(3) The High Seas Driftnet Fishing Morato-
rium Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 1826d et seq.). 

(4) The Shark Conservation Act of 2010 (16 
U.S.C. 1826k note; 1857 note). 

(5) The Shark Finning Prohibition Act (16 
U.S.C. 1822 note). 

(c) FISHERMEN’S PROTECTIVE ACT OF 1967.— 
The Secretary of Commerce and Secretary of 
the Interior have authority to take appro-
priate monitoring or enforcement actions 
under section 8 of the Fishermen’s Protec-
tive Act of 1967 (22 U.S.C. 1978). 

(d) AGREEMENT ON PORT STATE MEASURES 
TO PREVENT, DETER AND ELIMINATE ILLEGAL, 
UNREPORTED AND UNREGULATED FISHING.— 
The Secretary of Commerce has authority to 
take appropriate monitoring or enforcement 
actions under the Port State Measures 
Agreement Act of 2015 (16 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.). 

(e) ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT.—The Sec-
retary of Agriculture, the Secretary of the 
Interior, the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity, the Secretary of Commerce, and the 
Secretary of the Treasury have authority to 
take appropriate monitoring or enforcement 
actions under the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). 

(f) LACEY ACT.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture, the Secretary of Commerce, the Sec-
retary of the Interior, the Secretary of 
Homeland Security, and the Secretary of the 
Treasury have authority to take appropriate 
monitoring or enforcement actions under the 
Lacey Act Amendments of 1981 (16 U.S.C. 3371 
et seq.). 

(g) MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT.—The 
Secretary of the Interior has authority to 
take appropriate monitoring or enforcement 
actions under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.). 

(h) ELIMINATE, NEUTRALIZE, AND DISRUPT 
WILDLIFE TRAFFICKING ACT.—The Secretary 
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of State, the Secretary of the Interior, the 
Attorney General, and Administrator of the 
United States Agency for International De-
velopment have authority to take appro-
priate monitoring or enforcement actions 
under the Eliminate, Neutralize, and Disrupt 
Wildlife Trafficking Act of 2016 (16 U.S.C. 
7601 et seq.). 

(i) WILD BIRD CONSERVATION ACT.—The 
Secretary of the Interior has authority to 
take appropriate monitoring or enforcement 
actions under the Wild Bird Conservation 
Act of 1992 (16 U.S.C. 4901 et seq.). 

(j) CUSTOMS SEIZURE AND OTHER AUTHORI-
TIES.—The Secretary of Homeland Security 
has authority to take appropriate moni-
toring or enforcement actions under section 
499 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1499) or 
section 596 of such Act (19 U.S.C. 1595a). 

(k) OTHER RELEVANT PROVISIONS OF LAW.— 
The Interagency Environment Committee 
may request the heads of other Federal agen-
cies to take appropriate monitoring or en-
forcement actions under other relevant pro-
visions of law. 

(l) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section may be construed to supersede or 
otherwise limit in any manner the functions 
or authority of the head of any Federal agen-
cy described in this section under any other 
provision of law. 
SEC. 816. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Trade Representa-
tive, in consultation with the head of any 
Federal agency described in this subtitle, 
shall submit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a report on the implemen-
tation of this subtitle, including— 

(1) a description of efforts of the USMCA 
countries to implement their environmental 
obligations; and 

(2) a description of additional efforts to be 
taken with respect to USMCA countries that 
are failing to implement their environ-
mental obligations. 

(b) TIMING OF REPORT.—The report required 
by subsection (a) shall be submitted— 

(1) not later than one year after the date 
on which the USMCA enters into force; 

(2) annually for each of the next four years; 
and 

(3) biennially thereafter. 
(c) ADDITIONAL MATTERS TO BE INCLUDED IN 

THE FIFTH ANNUAL REPORT.—The report re-
quired by subsection (a) that is submitted in 
the fifth year after the USMCA enters into 
force shall also include the following: 

(1) The updated assessment required by 
section 812(d). 

(2) A comprehensive determination regard-
ing USMCA countries’ implementation of 
their environmental obligations. 

(3) An explanation of how compliance with 
environmental obligations will be taken into 
consideration during the ‘‘joint review’’ con-
ducted pursuant to article 34.7.2 of the 
USMCA on the sixth anniversary of the 
entry into force of the USMCA. 
SEC. 817. REGULATIONS. 

The head of any Federal agency described 
in this subtitle, in consultation with the 
Interagency Environment Committee, may 
prescribe such regulations as are necessary 
to carry out the authorities of the Federal 
agency as provided for under this subtitle. 

Subtitle B—Other Matters 
SEC. 821. BORDER WATER INFRASTRUCTURE IM-

PROVEMENT AUTHORITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 

Environmental Protection Agency shall, in 
coordination with eligible public entities, 
carry out the planning, design, construction, 
and operation and maintenance of high pri-
ority treatment works in the covered area to 
treat wastewater (including stormwater), 
nonpoint sources of pollution, and related 
matters resulting from international trans-
boundary water flows originating in Mexico. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
and annually thereafter, the Administrator 
shall submit to Congress a report on activi-
ties carried out pursuant to this section. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) COVERED AREA.—The term ‘‘covered 

area’’ means the portion of the Tijuana 
River watershed that is in the United States. 

(2) ELIGIBLE PUBLIC ENTITIES.—The term 
‘‘eligible public entities’’ means— 

(A) the United States Section of the Inter-
national Boundary and Water Commission; 

(B) the Corps of Engineers; 
(C) the North American Development 

Bank; 
(D) the Department of State; 
(E) any other appropriate Federal agency; 
(F) the State of California; and 
(G) any of the following entities with juris-

diction over any part of the covered area: 
(i) A local government. 
(ii) An Indian Tribe. 
(iii) A regional water board. 
(iv) A public wastewater utility. 
(3) TREATMENT WORKS.—The term ‘‘treat-

ment works’’ has the meaning given that 
term in section 212 of the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act. 
SEC. 822. DETAIL OF PERSONNEL TO OFFICE OF 

THE UNITED STATES TRADE REP-
RESENTATIVE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Upon the request of the 
Trade Representative, the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, the 
Director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, and the Administrator of the National 
Oceanic Atmospheric Administration may 
detail, on a reimbursable basis, one em-
ployee of each such respective agency to the 
Office of the United States Trade Represent-
ative to be assigned to the United States 
Embassy in Mexico to carry out the duties 
described in subsection (b). 

(b) DUTIES.—The duties described in this 
subsection are the following: 

(1) Assist the Interagency Environment 
Committee to carry out monitoring and en-
forcement actions with respect to the envi-
ronmental obligations of Mexico. 

(2) Prepare and submit to the Interagency 
Environment Committee on a quarterly 
basis a report on efforts of Mexico to comply 
with its environmental obligations. 

Subtitle C—North American Development 
Bank 

SEC. 831. GENERAL CAPITAL INCREASE. 
Part 2 of subtitle D of title V of Public 

Law 103–182 (22 U.S.C. 290m et seq.) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 547. FIRST CAPITAL INCREASE. 

‘‘(a) SUBSCRIPTION AUTHORIZED.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 

Treasury is authorized to subscribe on behalf 
of the United States to, and make payment 
for, 150,000 additional shares of the capital 
stock of the Bank. 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—Any subscription by the 
United States to the capital stock of the 
Bank shall be effective only to such extent 
and in such amounts as are provided in ad-
vance in appropriations Acts. 

‘‘(b) LIMITATIONS ON AUTHORIZATION OF AP-
PROPRIATIONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to pay for the 
increase in the United States subscription to 
the Bank under subsection (a), there are au-
thorized to be appropriated, without fiscal 
year limitation, $1,500,000,000 for payment by 
the Secretary of the Treasury. 

‘‘(2) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—Of the amount 
authorized to be appropriated under para-
graph (1)— 

‘‘(A) $225,000,000 shall be for paid in shares 
of the Bank; and 

‘‘(B) $1,275,000,000 shall be for callable 
shares of the Bank.’’. 

SEC. 832. POLICY GOALS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—To the extent consistent 

with the mission and scope of the North 
American Development Bank on the day be-
fore the date of the enactment of this Act 
and pursuant to section 2 of article II of the 
Charter, the Secretary of the Treasury 
should direct the representatives of the 
United States to the Board of Directors of 
the Bank to use the voice and vote of the 
United States to give preference to the fi-
nancing of projects related to environmental 
infrastructure relating to water pollution, 
wastewater treatment, water conservation, 
municipal solid waste, stormwater drainage, 
non-point pollution, and related matters. 

(b) CHARTER DEFINED.—In this section, the 
term ‘‘Charter’’ means the Agreement Con-
cerning the Establishment of a Border Envi-
ronment Cooperation Commission and a 
North American Development Bank, signed 
at Washington and Mexico November 16 and 
18, 1993, and entered into force January 1, 
1994 (TIAS 12516), between the United States 
and Mexico. 
SEC. 833. EFFICIENCIES AND STREAMLINING. 

The Secretary of the Treasury should di-
rect the representatives of the United States 
to the Board of Directors of the North Amer-
ican Development Bank to use the voice and 
vote of the United States to seek to require 
the Bank to develop and implement effi-
ciency improvements to streamline and ac-
celerate the project certification and financ-
ing process, including through initiatives 
such as single certifications for revolving fa-
cilities, programmatic certification of simi-
lar groups of small projects, expansion of in-
ternal authority to approve qualified 
projects below certain monetary thresholds, 
and expedited certification for public sector 
projects subject to lender bidding processes. 
SEC. 834. PERFORMANCE MEASURES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury should direct the representatives of 
the United States to the Board of Directors 
of the North American Development Bank to 
use the voice and vote of the United States 
to seek to require the Bank to develop per-
formance measures that— 

(1) demonstrate how projects and financing 
approved by the Bank are meeting the 
Bank’s mission and providing added value to 
the region near the international land border 
between the United States and Mexico; and 

(2) are reviewed and updated not less fre-
quently than annually. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary of 
the Treasury shall submit to Congress, with 
the submission to Congress of the budget of 
the President for a fiscal year under section 
1105(a) of title 31, United States Code, a re-
port on progress in imposing the perform-
ance measures described in subsection (a) of 
this section. 

TITLE IX—USMCA SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2019 

The following sums are hereby appro-
priated, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, for fiscal year 
2020 and for other purposes, namely: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS 

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION 
SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries 
and Expenses’’, for enforcement of the Lacey 
Act Amendments of 1981 (16 U.S.C. 3371 et 
seq.) during fiscal years 2020 through 2023 re-
lated to trade activities between the United 
States and Mexico, $4,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2023: Provided, 
That such amount is designated by the Con-
gress as being for an emergency requirement 
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pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 
ADMINISTRATION 

OPERATIONS, RESEARCH, AND FACILITIES 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operations, 
Research, and Facilities’’, $16,000,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2023: Pro-
vided, That $8,000,000 shall be available to en-
gage in cooperation with the Government of 
Mexico to combat illegal, unreported, and 
unregulated fishing and enhance the imple-
mentation of the Seafood Import Monitoring 
Program pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 1826 and 1829, 
during fiscal years 2020 through 2023: Pro-
vided further, That $8,000,000 shall be avail-
able to carry out section 3 of the Marine De-
bris Act (33 U.S.C. 1952) during fiscal years 
2020 through 2023 in the North American re-
gion: Provided further, That such amount is 
designated by the Congress as being for an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(i) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES TRADE 
REPRESENTATIVE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries 
and Expenses’’, $50,000,000, to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2023: Provided, That 
$30,000,000 shall be available solely to provide 
for additional capacity of the Office during 
fiscal years 2020 through 2023 to monitor 
compliance with labor obligations (as such 
term is defined in section 701 of this Act), in-
cluding the necessary expenses of additional 
full-time employees to participate in the 
Interagency Labor Committee for Moni-
toring and Enforcement established pursuant 
to section 711 of this Act: Provided further, 
That $20,000,000 shall be available to reim-
burse the necessary expenses of personnel 
participating in the Interagency Environ-
ment Committee for Monitoring and En-
forcement established pursuant to section 
811 of this Act during fiscal years 2020 
through 2023 to monitor compliance with en-
vironmental obligations (as such term is de-
fined in section 801 of this Act), including up 
to 1 additional full-time employee detailed 
to the United States Embassy in Mexico 
from each of the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, and the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration: Provided fur-
ther, That, if the United States Trade Rep-
resentative determines that the additional 
amount appropriated under this heading in 
this Act exceeds the amount sufficient to 
provide for the reimbursement of personnel 
specified in the previous proviso, such excess 
amounts may be used to reimburse the nec-
essary expenses of additional personnel par-
ticipating in the Interagency Environment 
Committee for Monitoring and Enforcement 
during fiscal years 2020 through 2023 to mon-
itor compliance with environmental obliga-
tions (as such term is defined in section 801 
of this Act): Provided further, That such 
amount is designated by the Congress as 
being for an emergency requirement pursu-
ant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(i) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985. 

TRADE ENFORCEMENT TRUST FUND 

For an additional amount for the ‘‘Trade 
Enforcement Trust Fund’’, $40,000,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2023, to 
carry out the enforcement of environmental 
obligations under the USMCA, including for 
state-to-state dispute settlement actions, 
during fiscal years 2020 through 2023: Pro-
vided, That, amounts appropriated in this 

paragraph shall not count toward the limita-
tion specified in section 611(b)(2) of the Trade 
Facilitation and Trade Enforcement Act of 
2015 (19 U.S.C. 4405): Provided further, That 
such amount is designated by the Congress 
as being for an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Resource 
Management’’, to enforce the Lacey Act 
Amendments of 1981 (16 U.S.C. 3371 et seq.) 
and sections 42 and 43 of title 18, United 
States Code, with respect to goods imported 
or exported between the United States and 
Mexico, during fiscal years 2020 through 2023, 
$4,000,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2023: Provided, That such amount 
is designated by the Congress as being for an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(i) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS AND MANAGEMENT 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Environ-
mental Programs and Management’’ for nec-
essary expenses for carrying out the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency’s efforts 
through the Commission for Environmental 
Cooperation during fiscal years 2020 through 
2023, to reduce pollution, strengthen environ-
mental governance, conserve biological di-
versity, and sustainably manage natural re-
sources, $4,000,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That such amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as being for an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(i) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

STATE AND TRIBAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘State and 
Tribal Assistance Grants’’ for architectural, 
engineering, planning, design, construction 
and related activities in connection with the 
construction of high priority wastewater fa-
cilities in the area of the United States-Mex-
ico Border, after consultation with the ap-
propriate border commission, $300,000,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That such amount is designated by the Con-
gress as being for an emergency requirement 
pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries 
and Expenses’’, $210,000,000, for the Bureau of 
International Labor Affairs to administer or 
operate international labor activities, bilat-
eral and multilateral technical assistance, 
and microfinance programs, by or through 
contracts, grants, subgrants and other ar-
rangements; of which $180,000,000, to remain 
available until December 31, 2023, shall be 
used to support reforms of the labor justice 
system in Mexico, including grants to sup-
port worker-focused capacity building, ef-
forts to reduce workplace discrimination in 
Mexico, efforts to reduce child labor and 
forced labor in Mexico, efforts to reduce 
human trafficking, efforts to reduce child ex-
ploitation, and other efforts related to im-
plementation of the USMCA; and of which 
$30,000,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2027, shall be available to provide 
for additional capacity of the Bureau of 
International Labor Affairs during fiscal 
years 2020 through 2027 to monitor compli-
ance with labor obligations (as such term is 

defined in section 701 of this Act), including 
the necessary expenses of additional full- 
time employees of the Bureau to participate 
in the Interagency Labor Committee for 
Monitoring and Enforcement established 
pursuant to section 711 of this Act: Provided, 
That the Secretary of Labor may detail or 
assign up to 5 additional full-time employees 
of the Bureau to the United States Embassy 
or consulates in Mexico to (1) assist in moni-
toring and enforcement actions with respect 
to the labor obligations of Mexico, and (2) 
prepare a report, to be submitted on a quar-
terly basis to the Interagency Labor Com-
mittee for Monitoring and Enforcement 
through September 30, 2027, on the efforts of 
Mexico to comply with labor obligations (as 
such term is defined in section 701 of this 
Act): Provided further, That such employees, 
while detailed or assigned, shall continue to 
receive compensation, allowances, and bene-
fits from funds made available to the Bureau 
for purposes related to the activities of the 
detail or assignment, in accordance with au-
thorities related to their employment status 
and agency policies: Provided further, That 
such amount is designated by the Congress 
as being for an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985. 

MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE 
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 
CONTRIBUTION TO THE NORTH AMERICAN 

DEVELOPMENT BANK 
For payment to the North American Devel-

opment Bank by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury for the United States share of the paid- 
in portion of the increase in capital stock, 
$215,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That the authorities and 
conditions applicable to accounts in title V 
of the Department of State, Foreign Oper-
ations, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 2019 (division F of Public Law 116– 
6) shall apply to the amounts provided under 
this heading: Provided further, That such 
amount is designated by the Congress as 
being for an emergency requirement pursu-
ant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(i) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS TITLE 
SEC. 901. Each amount appropriated or 

made available by this title is in addition to 
any amounts otherwise appropriated for any 
of the fiscal years involved. 

SEC. 902. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this title shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 903. Unless otherwise provided for by 
this title, the additional amounts appro-
priated by this title to appropriations ac-
counts shall be available under the authori-
ties and conditions applicable to such appro-
priations accounts for fiscal year 2020. 

SEC. 904. Each amount designated in this 
title by the Congress as being for an emer-
gency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(i) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 shall 
be available (or rescinded or transferred, if 
applicable) only if the President subse-
quently so designates all such amounts and 
transmits such designations to the Congress. 

BUDGETARY EFFECTS 
SEC. 905. (a) STATUTORY PAYGO SCORE-

CARDS.—The budgetary effects of this title 
shall not be entered on either PAYGO score-
card maintained pursuant to section 4(d) of 
the Statutory Pay As-You-Go Act of 2010. 

(b) SENATE PAYGO SCORECARDS.—The 
budgetary effects of this title shall not be 
entered on any PAYGO scorecard maintained 
for purposes of section 4106 of H. Con. Res. 71 
(115th Congress). 
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(c) CLASSIFICATION OF BUDGETARY EF-

FECTS.—Notwithstanding Rule 3 of the Budg-
et Scorekeeping Guidelines set forth in the 
joint explanatory statement of the com-
mittee of conference accompanying Con-
ference Report 105–217 and section 250(c)(7) 
and (c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, the budg-
etary effects of this title shall be estimated 
for purposes of section 251 of such Act. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘USMCA 
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 2019’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill 
shall be debatable for 2 hours equally 
divided and controlled by the majority 
leader and the minority leader or their 
respective designees. 

The gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
HOYER) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MCCARTHY) each will con-
trol 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. HOYER. Madam 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. 5430. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I yield 

myself 1 minute. 
This vote today, Madam Speaker, is a 

reminder that, even while the House 
was working on a serious matter re-
garding the President’s accountability 
for abuses of office, we were still work-
ing hard to deliver on our promises to 
the American people to focus on eco-
nomic opportunity, and in this in-
stance we were working together. 

This USMCA agreement before us is a 
vast improvement over the first 
version shown to us by President 
Trump and his team. We worked to-
gether, and it now includes critically 
important changes offered by Demo-
cratic members in order to ensure that 
its enforcement mechanisms are 
stronger, that it protects American 
workers, and that it will help lower 
prescription drug costs and improve ac-
cess to medications. 

This agreement, Madam Speaker, 
will also remove some of the uncer-
tainty created by the tariff policies 
that have been pursued by the Presi-
dent. 

I am glad that our House Democratic 
working group was able to secure new 
provisions to ensure that America’s 
trading partners uphold the rights of 
workers to unionize and bargain collec-
tively. And I am glad that this agree-
ment includes strong, rapid-response 
enforcement mechanisms that will 
allow us to block imports produced in 
facilities where these commitments are 
violated. 

I, and this Congress, will be closely 
monitoring the enforcement of this 
new agreement to make certain that 
the administration is doing its job and 
workers’ rights are protected. 

I thank Speaker PELOSI, Chairman 
NEAL of the Ways and Means Com-

mittee, and Ambassador Lighthizer, 
who represented the administration in 
his straightforward, honest way. Their 
hard work and negotiations with the 
White House to improve on the admin-
istration’s initial draft were successful. 

I thank, as well, the members of the 
Democratic working group who spent 
months working alongside the Speaker 
and chairman to fight for the provi-
sions necessary to secure House sup-
port. 

This agreement, Madam Speaker, is 
truly the product of bipartisanship 
with many victories for Democrats, of 
which all Americans can be proud, and 
obviously, victories for Republicans, as 
well. I hope we can approve it today 
with a strong, bipartisan vote of sup-
port. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Madam Speaker, in sharp contrast to 
yesterday, today is the first time this 
Chamber can finally rally behind an 
overwhelming, bipartisan legislative 
win since the beginning of this Con-
gress. 

More than a year ago, President 
Trump came together with the leaders 
of Mexico and Canada to sign a trans-
formative trade deal that would re-
vamp how we trade goods with our top 
two leading traders. Despite delay after 
delay from our Democratic colleagues, 
Republicans never relented. 

We understood months ago that the 
United States-Mexico-Canada agree-
ment would deliver a much-deserved 
win for the American worker. Today is 
for them. It is for our hardworking 
farmers who have early mornings and 
long days maintaining their harvest 
and livestock. It is for our consumers 
who will be paying less money at the 
checkout for everyday goods. It is for 
generations of Americans that will be 
able to enjoy a more prosperous and fi-
nancially secure future for decades to 
come. 

And because of that Republicans 
fought. We spoke to our constituents. 
We took to the floor to deliver speech-
es. I just did a report to see the number 
of times in the last year USMCA was 
mentioned on this floor. Ninety-one 
percent of all the times it was men-
tioned were from this side of the aisle 
and 9 percent on the other. I want to 
congratulate our members for never 
giving up. 

We spoke about the wins the USMCA 
would deliver any chance we got, and 
we stayed in close contact with the ad-
ministration to ensure that it would be 
the right deal worthy of the American 
workers’ legacy. 

Republicans also understood that the 
ratification of USMCA would only 
make the United States stronger as we 
continue to negotiate a trade with 
China. 

I am glad today is here, but it is a 
year late. Mexico is our number one 
trader. Canada is our number two. 
China is number three. For the last 

year we have been trying to negotiate 
an agreement with China. Our hand 
would only have been stronger if today 
happened months ago. I am glad today 
is here, but the delay has hurt us. 

As we move forward, another goal 
that President Trump continues to 
make progress on is our negotiations 
with China. Today will make him 
stronger and, hopefully, help his hand 
from the last year. 

Our economy is booming, exceeding 
expectations on a regular basis. 
Thanks to this President and Repub-
licans in Congress pushing pro-growth 
policies, we are living through the best 
economy in a generation. 

Regardless, if you are a Republican 
or a Democrat, the strength of this 
economy is undeniable, and that is a 
fact worth celebrating. 

b 1045 
The ratification of the USMCA will 

guarantee that the trajectory con-
tinues to move in the same positive di-
rection. 

After 25 years, a revised trade agree-
ment was well past due. 

I know other Presidents had prom-
ised they would be able to do this. It is 
no small feat and not easy by any 
means, but it is another promise kept 
by this President, and we want to 
thank him for his work. 

When President Trump ran for office, 
passing the USMCA was a campaign 
promise. Critics said it couldn’t be 
done, yet he made it happen. Another 
promise made, another promise kept. 

I also want to commend the incred-
ible support he had from Congressional 
Republicans, especially our Ranking 
Member KEVIN BRADY and the entire 
team he has on the Ways and Means 
Committee. They never faltered, they 
never backed down, and they continued 
to work. 

Madam Speaker, they never let the 
Democrat pushback hold them back 
from delivering a major win for the 
American worker. 

Today is a day worth celebrating. It 
is a day this House, after nearly a year, 
finally checked their partisanship at 
the door to better the lives of the 
American people. 

Madam Speaker, I yield the balance 
of my time to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BRADY). 

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

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

Madam Speaker, I am delighted to 
stand in support of H.R. 5430, the 
United States-Mexico-Canada Agree-
ment Implementation Act. 

The legislation we are considering 
today is the result of almost 14 months 
of negotiations between House Demo-
crats and Ambassador Lighthizer, and I 
am very proud of the outcome that we 
have reached. 

As a result of these months of work, 
the USMCA is a transformative agree-
ment that creates a new high-water 
mark for U.S. trade deals going for-
ward. 
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When we assumed the majority this 

year, we were asked to consider a re-
negotiated NAFTA that had structural 
flaws in a key number of areas: en-
forcement, labor rights, environment, 
and access to medicines. 

Let me start with enforcement, 
which was the crux of this agreement. 

As I have noted many times over the 
past year, I did not vote for the origi-
nal NAFTA. The chief reason was the 
lack of enforceability mechanisms. 
During these past 25 years, we have 
seen the shortcomings of the original 
agreement, much of which comes down 
to a lack of enforcement, in my view. 

House Democrats, working with Am-
bassador Lighthizer, fixed many of 
those issues. The improvements to the 
USMCA that we negotiated finally 
make the agreement enforceable by 
preventing a country from being able 
to block the formation of a dispute set-
tlement panel. 

On labor, our trade agreements, in 
many cases, have failed American 
workers. NAFTA has been symbolic of 
our broken promises to these workers. 

Over 25 years of the NAFTA, there 
have been 39 petitions filed docu-
menting the exploitation of workers 
and zero enforcement actions taken to 
remedy those violations. 

In close partnership with labor 
unions and with the robust support of 
Ways and Means Democrats, support 
from Republicans, we negotiated im-
provements to the rules and to our 
monitoring regime, and we established 
a new enforcement mechanism. 

On the rules, we strengthened certain 
provisions and addressed obstacles to 
enforcement in many others. On moni-
toring, for the first time we have cre-
ated a proactive monitoring regime for 
labor obligations in a trade agreement. 
The implementing bill establishes an 
Interagency Labor Committee that will 
actively monitor Mexico’s compliance, 
and report back to Congress. 

On enforcement, we negotiated a his-
toric mechanism never included in a 
trade agreement before. As a result of 
Democratic efforts, we will now have a 
facility-specific, rapid-response mecha-
nism to address violations of key labor 
obligations. 

We have made great improvements to 
environmental provisions. The USMCA 
will now include the highest environ-
mental standards of any trade agree-
ment in history and will include a new 
customs verification agreement to en-
hance enforcement. 

The implementing bill, and I hope 
our colleagues in this Chamber will 
hear this, also secures more than $600 
million in funding for environmental 
problems in the NAFTA region and re-
authorizes the North American Devel-
opment Bank. 

Through the dedication of the work-
ing group members, the Trade Sub-
committee members, we also secured 
important changes to USMCA that pre-
serve Congress’ ability to change U.S. 
law to address the crisis we face with 
respect to high prescription drug 
prices. 

These changes set a new standard for 
U.S. trade agreements, and dem-
onstrate that trade agreements can 
achieve broad, bipartisan support if 
they empower workers, protect pa-
tients, provide access to affordable 
healthcare, and improve our shared en-
vironment. 

I am proud of what we did here. After 
14 months of negotiating on every con-
ceivable front, we have improved the 
old NAFTA. 

Madam Speaker, I want to remind 
our colleagues today, if they decide 
that they are not going to vote for this 
piece of legislation in front of us, that 
is up to them. But one thing they can-
not say is, this is not much better than 
what we have had in the past. 

So the options here are clear: you 
can vote for what we have negotiated 
or you can embrace the status quo. And 
if this fails today, that is precisely 
what you are doing: embracing the sta-
tus quo. 

This agreement, based upon the 
painstaking efforts of members of the 
committee and Ambassador Lighthizer, 
was done with full transparency. No 
surprises are in this legislation. 

I hope that today we can say at the 
end of the time limits that this was a 
successful negotiation of the largest 
trade agreement in American history, 
a hemispheric agreement that I think 
we can stand in support of with great 
pride today. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

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

Madam Speaker, yesterday, with im-
peachment, was a low mark in par-
tisanship. 

Today, we have the opportunity to 
set a high mark in consensus and bi-
partisanship. 

Today is a momentous day. We will 
finally consider the implementing bill 
that brings the trade relationship be-
tween the U.S., Canada, and Mexico 
into the 21st century. 

This trade agreement is sorely need-
ed. It has been over 25 years since we 
first established this trade relationship 
through NAFTA. So much has changed 
since then. 

For one thing, when we passed 
NAFTA, the phone booths by the Ways 
and Means hearing room actually had 
pay phones in them. 

A new 21st century trade agreement 
will be a force multiplier for America’s 
already strong economy. 

Today marks the day 2 years ago 
that the House approved the Tax Cuts 
and Jobs Act for the first time that has 
transformed America’s economy. 

Today, President Trump and Ambas-
sador Lighthizer have fought hard and 
delivered on their promise for a pro- 
growth and moderate trade pact. And 
because of their outstanding leadership 
and working closely with our congres-
sional leaders on both sides of the 
aisle, we now have a trade agreement 
that will deliver historic wins for the 
economy, and that is because this 
trade agreement is all about growth. 

USMCA will set the stage for billions 
more in economic activity. It creates, 
for the first time, rules for competing 
in the digital economy, to the advan-
tage of America’s manufacturers and 
farmers across so many sectors. It 
pries open Canada’s market for U.S. 
farmers and ranchers to sell American 
dairy, wheat, chickens, eggs, and tur-
key. It improves the competitive posi-
tion of our manufacturers, our service 
companies, and our small businesses. It 
ends the race to the bottom created by 
what had been Mexico’s poor labor 
laws. 

The agreement, best of all, is en-
forceable, allowing us to challenge vio-
lations and to stop countries from 
blocking these challenges, holding 
Mexico and Canada accountable for 
these new rules. 

More jobs. More American cus-
tomers. 

America’s innovators will get the 
tools they need to succeed here as we 
compete with countries like China. 

Independent experts predict this new 
agreement will spur over $68 billion in 
new economic activity. 

We are always looking to create more 
U.S. jobs, and this will create more 
than 176,000 jobs here in America, in-
cluding 76,000 in our auto sector. That 
is good news for everyone. 

Best of all for the American people, 
USMCA is a truly bipartisan agree-
ment. 

To Chairman NEAL’s credit and his 
remarkable hard work, House Demo-
crats, including Chairman BLUMENAUER 
and my Texas colleague, HENRY 
CUELLAR and many others, worked in 
good faith with Ranking Member 
BUCHANAN and Ambassador Lighthizer 
to get on a path to ‘‘yes.’’ 

We are so glad to see so many Repub-
lican priorities were retained. 

In the agreement before us today, we 
have labor and environmental rules 
that are realistic, they are measurable, 
they are enforceable. 

What is not in this agreement are 
provisions for which there is no con-
sensus, like the Paris climate accord. 

It is not a perfect agreement. No 
trade agreements are. We will continue 
to work to improve the areas that we 
think can be improved in future agree-
ments, but in any event, American 
workers have a major victory in the 
USMCA, and I am proud to support it. 

It is a shame that the Speaker held it 
up for so long. It has been over a year 
since President Trump and our North 
American neighbors signed the new 
U.S.-Mexico-Canada Agreement. It has 
been over half a year since Mexico rati-
fied the initial agreement, and they 
have undertaken transformational 
labor reform. 

Due to Democrats’ misguided obses-
sion with impeachment, they neglected 
moving forward on this pro-worker and 
pro-growth trade agreement for far too 
long. 

Nonetheless, today I am so encour-
aged that we are here, finally moving 
forward on this new, strengthened 
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North American Trade Agreement, be-
cause in the end, USMCA will not be a 
Republican win or a Democratic win, 
but a win for the American people, and 
a stronger, more prosperous alliance 
with our North American trading part-
ners. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER), the chairman of the 
Trade Subcommittee, who also made 
an invaluable effort in terms of the 
working group that assembled the doc-
ument that we will vote on this after-
noon. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker, 
I thank Chairman NEAL for his extraor-
dinary efforts. 

Twenty-five years ago, NAFTA 
passed over strong opposition, with se-
rious flaws. 

At the beginning of this Congress, we 
were given a bill by the administration 
that didn’t address those problems. It 
didn’t have the votes to pass and it 
didn’t deserve to pass. 

I am proud of the work with our 
chairman; with our working group; the 
Speaker, who periodically invested 
huge amounts of time to keep it on 
track; and, of course, Ambassador 
Lighthizer, who was a great partner 
working with us. 

We are voting today on an agreement 
that has fundamentally been rewritten 
and strengthened. 

A personal priority for me was strip-
ping unnecessary and harmful special 
provisions for Big Pharma. We have 
strengthened labor protections and en-
forcement. These are game changers. 
The help of AFL–CIO President Rich-
ard Trumka and, again, the Speaker 
were invaluable. 

We have had environmental improve-
ments. My colleague from Oregon, SU-
ZANNE BONAMICI, deserves great praise 
for being tenacious on that. We will at-
tack the raw sewage many of us saw 
flowing into the Pacific in Tijuana. 

We finally have come to an agree-
ment that can and should be passed. 

I appreciate the hard work of all our 
colleagues, and hope that this is a 
foundation that we can move forward 
on to deal with challenges we have 
with a global economy with the same 
spirit of cooperation and innovation. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. BUCHANAN), the leading Repub-
lican on the Trade Subcommittee, who 
deserves great credit for this trade 
agreement. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today in support of the United 
States-Mexico-Canada Agreement. I 
want to say up front, I am so excited 
about this bipartisan effort, that is 
going to make a big difference for 
American workers. 

Madam Speaker, I want to thank our 
leaders on our committee: Leader 
BRADY, Chairman NEAL, Chairman 
BLUMENAUER. I want to thank all of 
them, because this has been a team ef-

fort. It is exciting to see that once in a 
while. 

What the House passes today will 
bring us one step closer to finally mod-
ernizing and balancing the 25-year-old 
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment, which supports nearly $1.3 tril-
lion in economic activity and more 
than 12 million American jobs. 

Passing USMCA will update the 
United States’ critical trading rela-
tionships with our North American 
neighbors into the 21st century, a high- 
standard deal that benefits American 
workers, businesses, and the economy. 

b 1100 
In fact, according to the independent 

International Trade Commission, 
USMCA will boost our economy by $68 
billion and create an additional 175,000 
new jobs. 

International trade is critical to my 
home State of Florida, where we export 
more than $12 billion worth of goods 
and services to Canada and Mexico, 
supporting more than 700,000 jobs. 

Leveling the playing field for Florida 
and the country, as well as increasing 
access to our foreign markets, is crit-
ical to growing the U.S. economy and 
creating good-paying jobs. 

Florida has 15 deepwater seaports, in-
cluding Port Manatee in my district. 
Florida exports tens of billions of dol-
lars in goods and services annually and 
adds more than $100 billion in economic 
value to our State. 

I also congratulate President Trump 
because this is something for the last 3 
or 4 years he has been very passionate 
about, and Ambassador Lighthizer be-
cause, without him and his effort, I am 
not sure we would be here today. 

Madam Speaker, I urge support for 
this landmark trade agreement. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. LEWIS), whose legendary 
work on behalf of America is well 
known to all. 

Mr. LEWIS. Madam Speaker, I thank 
my friend, Chairman NEAL, for all of 
his hard and great work. He never gave 
up; he never gave in. He kept the faith, 
and he kept his eyes on the prize. 

I thank all of my colleagues, both 
Democrats and Republicans, from the 
Ways and Means Committee for finding 
a way to get us to the point where we 
are today. 

Twenty-six years ago, I opposed 
NAFTA with every bone in my body. I 
never thought the day would come 
when we would have the opportunity to 
right some of the wrongs in that agree-
ment. 

NAFTA failed our workers. It failed 
our Mexican brothers and sisters. It 
failed Mother Earth. 

NAFTA destroyed the hopes and 
dreams of a generation. It wiped out 
communities. It started a race to the 
bottom. 

With this vote, we have a chance to 
reset the clock, to chart a new path, 
and to create a new trade model. 

We can always do more, but today, 
we build a new foundation for trade 

policy, a floor that reflects our values 
as a people and as a nation. 

I thank the working group and all of 
our trade staff for working day in and 
day out. They were determined to do 
right. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I am 
proud to yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Wyoming (Ms. CHENEY), a 
free-market conservative who is an 
outstanding chairman of the Repub-
lican Conference. 

Ms. CHENEY. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the Republican leader of the 
Ways and Means Committee, my friend 
Mr. BRADY, for all of his hard work, 
and Chairman NEAL, as well, for his 
work on this. 

Sadly, Madam Speaker, last night, on 
the floor of this House, the Democrats 
impeached the President of the United 
States without any direct evidence. 
After that, we learned that, despite the 
fact that they claimed, for months, 
that impeachment was an urgent mat-
ter, Speaker PELOSI is refusing to send 
the Articles of Impeachment to the 
Senate. I suppose we shouldn’t be sur-
prised, as Leader MCCONNELL, moments 
ago, said that these articles are a re-
flection of very shoddy work and a 
rigged and rushed process. 

The American voters will not forget 
the travesty that the House Democrats 
have overseen. Had they not been ob-
sessed with impeaching President 
Trump, we could have approved this 
very deal a year ago. The bipartisan 
nature of this deal that we are here dis-
cussing today cannot cover up what 
happened on this floor last night. 

Trade with Mexico and Canada is 
vital to our economy in my home State 
of Wyoming. Exports from Wyoming to 
our North American partners totaled 
$207 million in 2018. This USMCA will 
open countless new opportunities for 
Wyoming businesses, especially our ag-
riculture producers selling our goods 
like wheat and beef, increasing export 
opportunities and the thousands of jobs 
supported by trade in Wyoming. 

USMCA will also benefit our small- 
and medium-sized businesses, which al-
ready comprise 67 percent of our 
State’s exports of machinery to Canada 
and Mexico. 

For too long, NAFTA allowed coun-
tries to take advantage of U.S. work-
ers. USMCA, negotiated by the Presi-
dent, is vital to strengthening our rela-
tionship with our North American 
trade partners while still holding Can-
ada and Mexico accountable. 

Madam Speaker, I support this cru-
cial trade deal because it will bring 
tremendous benefits to my home State 
of Wyoming and all across the Nation, 
and I urge its approval today. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DOGGETT). 

Mr. DOGGETT. Madam Speaker, this 
agreement is good for moving more 
commerce across our three countries. 
It means more jobs, and it means lower 
prices for consumers. That is especially 
important in Texas where the original 
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NAFTA was signed only a few blocks 
from my San Antonio office: Mexico, 
our top trading partner; Canada, our 
second. 

Some were so eager for this com-
merce that would be produced by con-
tinuing NAFTA that they were willing 
to accept most any agreement. But, we 
insisted that we get a much-improved 
agreement to address the legitimate 
concerns of those who raised objection 
to previous agreements. 

What we have today is an initial 
step, an important step, toward achiev-
ing a truly 21st century trade agree-
ment that not only encourages trade 
but protects the environment and rec-
ognizes the legitimate concerns of 
workers. This victory results from 
major changes in what President 
Trump proposed 14 months ago. 

First, we secured additional funding 
for the North American Development 
Bank, the NAD Bank, based in San An-
tonio, which is important in addressing 
especially environmental concerns. 

Second, and very significantly, we 
deleted the horrible Big Pharma power 
grab to extend its monopoly power for 
prescription price gouging. 

Third, each country was forced to 
take all necessary measures to comply 
with multilateral environmental agree-
ments which take precedence over 
trade. This includes an additional re-
cent agreement to dramatically reduce 
heat-trapping chemicals. In 2021, when 
we have a new president who actually 
believes in science, the agreement will 
facilitate, not impede, our response to 
the climate crisis. 

And, finally, instead of platitudes, we 
have an enforceable agreement to ad-
dress worker concerns. Let’s celebrate 
a major step forward in building broad 
public support for trade. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT), an outstanding tech-
nology leader on the Ways and Means 
Committee. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Madam Speaker, 
I know we all had the points we want 
to walk through, but can I actually 
take a step sideways and do more a 
unified theory reason why I think get-
ting this done is so incredibly impor-
tant. 

We talk about our issues with trade 
with China. We are living in a time 
right now where supply chains are 
choosing where to move around the 
world. The fact of the matter is that 
we are going to move North America 
into a stable, much more robust trad-
ing bloc where we know what the rules 
are. It gives us a chance to try to draw 
much more of the world’s supply 
chains—manufacturing, trade, and 
commerce—as we get to be one of the 
key hubs in the world. The rancor, the 
fragility, the disagreements—hopefully 
that is behind us now. 

Being from the State of Arizona, we 
also accomplished a number of things 
in this trade agreement that are really 
important. The de minimis rules, 

where small businesses, internet-based 
businesses, now have a fighting chance 
to engage in commerce back and forth 
across the border, and some of the 
other rules of protections of IP and 
data, we truly have modernized much 
of this agreement. 

Will this help the United States? I 
sure hope so because you see a number 
of predictions that this draws almost a 
half a percent of GDP in growth. That 
is wonderful. I wish we could have done 
this a year ago, but we are finally get-
ting it done. 

We are living almost in a miracle of 
economic growth and economic sta-
bility. This just adds one more leg so 
we can keep this going. We got the tax 
policy right. We also have the inter-
national part of the tax policy right. 
Now, hopefully, we are getting part of 
the trade right. Can we continue to live 
this economic expansion miracle 
longer? I will make the argument that 
getting this USMCA done is incredibly 
important to this success. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, we con-
sider it a bit of a miracle that the gen-
tleman did not show up with his charts. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 minutes 
to the gentleman from California (Mr. 
THOMPSON), whose invaluable work on 
the committee and a steady hand all of 
the time is very much appreciated. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup-
port of the USMCA implementing leg-
islation. 

As a member of the working group, I 
can tell you how far we have come. The 
original agreement that was sent to 
Congress was a total failure at pro-
tecting workers’ rights, providing ac-
cess to affordable medicine, and pro-
tecting our environment. Further, it 
wasn’t enforceable. 

The bill we have before us today is 
the result of tireless work from Speak-
er PELOSI, Chairman NEAL, and the 
working group members who rep-
resented the diverse views of Congress. 

With gains achieved through our ne-
gotiations, this trade deal will set the 
standard for all future trade agree-
ments. It is enforceable; it protects 
workers; it helps address serious envi-
ronmental issues; and it protects ac-
cess to affordable medicine. 

Finally, I thank the staff, which 
worked tirelessly to get us to this day. 
There were a lot of late nights and a 
lot of weekends sacrificed to reach this 
deal. Specifically, I thank the 
Katherines, Katherine Tai and Kath-
erine Monge; the Trade Subcommittee 
staff, Alexandra Whittaker, John 
Catalfamo, Julia Friedman, Kate Con-
nor Linton, Katie White, and Keigan 
Mull; and from my staff, my trade per-
son, Jennifer Goedke. 

I commend the Speaker, the chair-
man, and all the Members who worked 
so hard to get us here. All of those 
good things that both sides have been 
talking about today were not in the 
first draft that we got from the White 
House. This is a good bill because we 
made it a good bill. I ask everybody to 
support this bill. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. SCALISE), 
the outstanding Republican whip. 

Mr. SCALISE. Madam Speaker, I 
thank Chairman BRADY for yielding. I 
thank all the people who we have 
worked with to get to this point be-
cause passing the United States-Mex-
ico-Canada trade agreement is going to 
be a major victory for American work-
ers, yet another sign that we can im-
prove on our current trade relation-
ships. 

I think a lot of people were concerned 
that maybe the President would pull 
out of NAFTA because he was clearly 
critical of the flaws of the previous 
agreement. But what he did was actu-
ally go and negotiate with Mexico and 
get a better deal for American workers. 
Then he went to Canada, which might 
have been a little more reluctant, but 
he got a better deal with Canada, as 
well. 

What you see is not only a trade 
agreement that is a major win for the 
American economy—conservative esti-
mates show over 160,000 new jobs get 
created. Agriculture gets a big win be-
cause many of our products that we 
can’t sell to Canada now will be able to 
be sent to those markets. 

This shows how Congress can work 
with this administration to do some-
thing that is really good for American 
workers. 

b 1115 

But what it also does, Madam Speak-
er, is it sends a message to the rest of 
the world that we can work with our 
friends to get better trade deals, our 
other friends around the world like 
Japan, like the United Kingdom, who 
would like to work to get better trade 
deals. But if you can’t get a deal from 
your neighbors from the north and 
south, you surely are not going to be 
able to get a deal with anyone else. 

Now, this tells them that we can 
close deals and that there are other 
countries lining up that want to be a 
part of this economy. We have the hot-
test economy in the world, and it is 
only going to get better for workers 
here. 

But it then sends a message to China 
that not just America wants to send, 
but a message that all of our allies 
around the world want to send, that 
when you do business with America, 
you have to follow the rules. You can’t 
play by your own set of rules. And now, 
for enforcement of deals, it really 
shows that China is going to have to 
become part of the world economy and 
play by the rules that everyone else in 
the world plays by. 

That is an important win for all of 
those forgotten men and women across 
this country who appreciate the work 
President Trump has done, Bob 
Lighthizer, who has been his quarter-
back on this all the way through, and 
everyone else. So it is going to be a big 
win for our country and for our econ-
omy. 
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Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 

11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. LARSON), a member of 
the working task force that assembled 
the document in front of us today, 
again, whose keen mind and good sense 
is always very helpful to these debates. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the chairman for 
yielding, and I want to commend Rank-
ing Member BRADY and our colleagues 
on the other side as well. It is always a 
pleasure to know what this body can do 
when we work together. 

I also want to associate myself with 
the remarks of the chairman for his in-
credible leadership. In his opening re-
marks, he underscored the key word 
that is central to this agreement that 
is far different from the previous 
NAFTA agreement. It is ‘‘enforce-
ment.’’ It was his tenacity and the te-
nacity of the working group and the 
subcommittee that made this happen. 

I commend Speaker PELOSI for her 
work and, clearly, for all the working 
members of the task force for the effort 
they put forward. MIKE THOMPSON has 
already credited the staff for their out-
standing work, and I specifically want 
to thank ROSA DELAURO, who also was 
there for the first NAFTA vote as well 
and is a strong and a tenacious de-
fender of labor. 

The work of ROSA DELAURO, the work 
of President Trumka, the work of Am-
bassador Lighthizer, these were salient 
reasons that underscored Mr. NEAL’s 
premise that enforcement at all levels, 
but specifically as it related to labor 
and environment, needed to be put in 
place. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I am 
proud to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. SMITH), the 
elite Republican leader of the Select 
Revenue Measures Subcommittee. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I almost heard my colleague 
Mr. LARSON appreciate, I thought I 
heard him say President Trump, but 
then he did say ‘‘Trumka,’’ so I guess 
maybe not so much similarity there. 
But the fact of the matter is I appre-
ciate the few nudges that we have seen 
over the last few weeks that have 
brought us to this point. 

And I certainly appreciate the work 
of Ambassador Lighthizer and many on 
President Trump’s team who have 
worked so hard to get us to this point. 

Representing an agriculture power-
house district, the Third District of Ne-
braska, where our farmers and ranch-
ers work very diligently and very effi-
ciently to help feed America and the 
world, we need good markets for them. 
Trade relationships in North America 
are so important, and we have this op-
portunity to modernize NAFTA, head-
ing us in the direction of even more 
markets and really reflecting the needs 
of our economy and the economy 
across North America. 

We have got this opportunity to 
bring people together, especially in 
light of events this week. I certainly 
appreciate this opportunity and our 

leaders on the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, both Mr. BRADY and the chair-
man as well. 

This is a great time to work to-
gether. I look forward to its passage 
and urge everyone to vote ‘‘yes.’’ 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KIND). His advocacy on be-
half of agriculture is well-known to all 
in this body. 

Mr. KIND. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
proud support of this trade agreement. 
It is important that we have a strong 
trading relationship with our two bor-
der neighbors, Mexico and Canada, our 
two biggest export markets. 

I just caution my colleagues who 
choose to vote ‘‘no’’ on this that a 
‘‘no’’ vote is a return to the failed pol-
icy of the old NAFTA, the status quo, 
rather than this more modernized 
version. 

I am happy that dairy farmers in 
America are going to have greater ac-
cess to the Canadian market. 

We made progress on poultry and 
eggs. 

We also tightened up the sanitary 
and phytosanitary standards so that 
those decisions have to be made on 
sound science rather than arbitrary de-
cisions to block our agricultural ex-
ports. 

We have, perhaps, the strongest 
worker protection chapter ever in the 
trade agreement, enhanced environ-
mental standards, all to level the play-
ing field for our workers, our farmers, 
our businesses so they can fairly com-
pete rather than trying to compete in a 
race to the bottom. 

Perhaps most importantly, we have 
the strongest enforcement chapter 
ever, and we look forward to working 
with Mexico and Canada to implement 
it the right way to make sure we are 
all playing by the same rules. 

So this is solid, and I want to com-
mend the chair, the ranking member, 
the working group, but also the staff 
for the countless hours that they put in 
to get us to this place, but especially 
Ambassador Bob Lighthizer for his per-
severance and patience throughout 
these months. 

These were difficult negotiations. 
This is what bipartisanship looks like 
on the House floor, where we are able 
to get this across the floor. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
this agreement, support the Northern 
Hemisphere economy. Show the rest of 
the world that we are back in business. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I am 
proud to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
KELLY), a Main Street businessman 
and the Republican leader of the Over-
sight Subcommittee. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Madam Speaker, it is great to stand 
here today, and what a difference a day 
makes. It is really good to see Members 
on both sides of the aisle stand up and 
say: You know, we are really getting 
things done for America. 

I would like to say that this is a 
Christmas gift that is wrapped up in 
paper that is red, white, and blue. It is 
a jobs bill: 176,000 jobs, $68 billion in 
new revenue. And this was arrived at 
because, in 2016, a candidate for the 
Presidency made the same commit-
ment that everybody who ever runs for 
the Presidency says: If I get elected, I 
am going to make sure that we replace 
NAFTA with something that makes 
sense for American workers. 

Promise made, promise kept. The 
45th President of the United States has 
been on a tear improving this economy. 

Now, having said all that—and I do 
have friends on both sides of the aisle. 
I just think that sometimes when we 
are on the floor here, it is impossible to 
show that. 

There is a saying at Christmastime 
that says: Peace on Earth, and good 
will to men. 

That is not the saying. It is: Peace on 
Earth to men of goodwill. That is a 
saying we need to take here. 

One story I will share with you: As a 
child, I used to write a letter to Santa 
Claus every Christmas, and I would tell 
him everything I wanted. I would come 
down Christmas morning, and I never 
got everything I wanted, but I was sure 
as heck thankful for everything I got. 

This is a tremendous jobs bill for 
America. This is a tremendous accom-
plishment. I can’t imagine anybody not 
voting for this. 

But I do want to take this oppor-
tunity to wish all of us a very Merry 
Christmas, and all of the people back 
home. 

For the staffs on both sides, I thank 
them for everything they did. 

This is the way that America is sup-
posed to work and should continue to 
work as we end 2019 and go into 2020. It 
is a wonderful opportunity to show 
America that, on the people’s floor in 
the House of Representatives, we can 
actually get things done. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, it is al-
ways an honor to endorse the Speaker 
of the House and to welcome her to the 
floor, but also to point something out. 

On weekends, from Brussels, from 
Madrid, from Paris, she called me. And 
on the final weekend, time and again, 
with the U.S. trade rep on the line, the 
three of us went back and forth with 
Rich Trumka, who was in Pennsyl-
vania on vacation, who couldn’t have 
cell access until 5 o’clock in the 
evening. The Speaker was totally in-
volved in this endeavor. 

But most importantly, she called me 
in the middle of a Patriots game, and I 
was smart enough to take the call. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI). 

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Speaker, that is 
while I was watching what was hap-
pening with the San Francisco 49ers 
and the Baltimore Ravens. Sports, 
sports, the center of our lives. That is 
the unifying factor. 

We all are for our teams—aren’t 
we?—and, hopefully, we are all Team 
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USA. Now we can prove that on this 
U.S.-Mexico-Canada Agreement. 

While I was calling the distinguished 
chairman, I was in Brussels for the 75th 
anniversary of the Battle of the Bulge. 
We had a bipartisan delegation there to 
thank our veterans. All of them were 
in their nineties, many of whom who 
were there, so we could thank them 
personally and be there to see them ac-
knowledged by heads of state and the 
rest. 

In terms of Spain, it was about we 
are still in it when it comes to the 
Paris accord. So, work, work, work. 

But this was a priority, and time was 
important. We were trying to get it 
done as soon as it met the standards 
that we share. 

I proudly rise to join my colleagues 
on this exciting day as the House 
passes a historic trade agreement that 
is truly worthy of the American people, 
a new and dramatically improved U.S.- 
Canada-Mexico trade agreement. 

I salute Chairman RICHARD NEAL, a 
lifelong champion for working people, 
the maestro in the House on our side of 
this process, who helped deliver a trade 
agreement that will serve as a model 
for future trade agreements. 

I thank each member of the Trade 
Working Group who worked so hard to 
improve the product that was sent 
originally by the administration nearly 
2 years ago to where we are now. 

I thank Chairman BLUMENAUER, 
chairman of the Trade Subcommittee, 
walking in now; Congresswoman ROSA 
DELAURO; Congressman JOHN LARSON; 
Congresswoman JAN SCHAKOWSKY; Con-
gressman MIKE THOMPSON; Congress-
woman TERRI SEWELL; Congresswoman 
SUZANNE BONAMICI; and Congressman 
JIMMY GOMEZ, each of them working on 
the different categories that are men-
tioned: enforcement, labor rights, envi-
ronmental protections, and pharma-
ceuticals. 

I thank every Member for their wis-
dom, leadership, and commitment to 
delivering for the people during this 
process. 

I was just asked in a press con-
ference: Aren’t you giving President 
Trump—Mr. BRADY always asks this 
question—aren’t you giving the Presi-
dent a victory to boast about? 

I said: That would be collateral ben-
efit if we could come together to sup-
port America’s working families. And 
if the President wants to take credit, 
so be it. That would not stand in the 
way of our passing this. However, I do 
want to point out some of the distance 
we have come from the President’s 
original product. 

The House Democratic Caucus is 
united in our values and our priority to 
making progress for America’s working 
families in everything we do, including 
this trade agreement. 

We all thank Trade Representative 
Lighthizer, Mr. Ambassador, for being 
an honest broker and straight shooter 
with us as we worked toward an agree-
ment. Not every day was without its, 
shall we say, exuberances, but this day 

is possible because of the hard work of 
many Members representing every cor-
ner of our country. 

We thank Richard Trumka, president 
of the AFL–CIO, a true warrior for 
workers, who helped secure an agree-
ment that is light-years better than 
what the administration proposed 2 
years ago. 

Democrats knew that hardworking 
Americans needed more from the 
USMCA than just some broken NAFTA 
with better language but no real en-
forcement. That was my concern: We 
just can’t come up with a bill that is a 
little sugar on the top and say this is 
better, because the impact on workers 
would be felt for a long time to come. 
And we knew we could do better. 

The original USMCA draft put forth 
by the administration fell far short of 
where it is now. It still left many 
American workers exposed to losing 
their jobs to Mexico; included unac-
ceptable provisions, locking in high 
drug prices; came up short on key envi-
ronmental standards; critically lacked 
the tough, effective enforcements that 
are essential to protect American jobs 
and holding our trading partners ac-
countable to their promises. 

After months of Democrats working 
with the Trade Representative, we 
have key changes to the USMCA that 
make this a truly transformative 
agreement for America’s workers. 

Now, with Democratic changes, the 
USMCA has the strongest enforcement 
mechanism of any U.S. trade agree-
ment. Again, in contrast to the origi-
nal USMCA draft which would have al-
lowed nations that do not live up to 
their obligations to stop enforcement 
complaints from even being heard, 
Democrats’ changes prevented nations 
from panel blocking. 

For workers, while the administra-
tion drafts stack the deck against 
labor violation claims, our changes 
enact new rules and monitoring tools 
to protect American workers, pros-
ecute labor violations, and ensure that 
Mexico is complying with labor re-
forms. 

Other points that are for the workers 
include establishing labor attaches 
based in Mexico who will provide on- 
the-ground information about Mexico’s 
labor practices and creating a facility- 
specific rapid response law enforce-
ment mechanism to stop trade in goods 
that violate this agreement. 

These are not technical changes. 
These make a big difference. 
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For the environment, whereas the ad-
ministration’s draft had weak environ-
mental rules and tilted the playing 
field against violation claims, demo-
crats have strengthened the rules and 
enforcement tools and are lowering 
pollution and increasing resilient in-
frastructure. 

Sadly, while the administration re-
fuses to acknowledge the existence, let 
alone the urgency, of the climate cri-
sis, our changes in the USMCA set a 

firm footing for progress when we have 
a President who brings us back to the 
Paris accord. 

And, by the way, when we were in 
Spain on this subject, our large bi-
cameral delegation’s theme was ‘‘we 
are still in’’ when it came to the Paris 
accord. 

For lowering prescription drug costs, 
the White House draft contained unac-
ceptable giveaways for Big Pharma 
that would have locked in high pre-
scription drug prices. 

Democrats have eliminated these un-
fair handouts to big corporations and 
secured provisions to lower drug costs 
and improve access to life-saving medi-
cines. 

The changes House Democrats have 
secured in the USMCA make this a 
truly transformational trade agree-
ment. As the AFL–CIO wrote in their 
letter of support last week, we have se-
cured an agreement that working peo-
ple can proudly support. 

Working people are responsible for a 
deal that is a vast improvement over 
the original NAFTA and the flawed 
proposal brought forward in 2017. For 
the first time, there truly will be en-
forceable labor standards. 

The USMCA also eliminates special 
carve-outs for corporations like the big 
giveaway to Big Pharma in the admin-
istration’s initial proposal and loop-
holes designed to make it harder to 
prosecute labor violations. 

The USMCA is far from perfect, but 
there is no denying that the trade rules 
in America are fairer because of the 
hard work of so many people, and our 
perseverance. Working people have cre-
ated a new standard for future trade 
negotiations. 

Indeed, the strength of Democrats’ 
USMCA is recognized by endorsements 
from groups representing tens of mil-
lions of Americans across industries 
and geographies: labor groups and 
trade organizations; farmers, growers, 
and ranchers; groups representing busi-
nesses around the country; social jus-
tice, and faith-based organizations, 
such as NETWORK. 

The list goes on and on, and it will be 
part of the statement that I include in 
the RECORD. 

This is a strong agreement that hon-
ors our promises For the People to give 
us bigger paychecks and makes a dif-
ference for millions. 

With all the respect in the world for 
our neighbors, our respect for the 
greatness of Mexico as our neighbor, 
and the friendship that we have and 
want to engender, and our neighbor to 
the north, Canada, with respect to 
them, our responsibility is to have a 
trade agreement that lifts all workers 
in our hemisphere. Our first responsi-
bility is to American workers. 

I urge a bipartisan vote for the 
USMCA and urge Senator MCCONNELL 
to take the bill up quickly. We can 
send it right over, and he can take it 
up anytime. 

If the Senate Republicans care about 
workers, they will no doubt join us to 
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send this bill to the President’s desk in 
the House and in the Senate. 

Madam Speaker, I commend our 
chairman, RICHARD NEAL, for his out-
standing work. I know that you have a 
good rapport with Ranking Member 
BRADY. I thank all the Members who 
are responsible for bringing this to the 
floor. 

AFL–CIO, 
December 10, 2019. 

AFL–CIO ENDORSES USMCA AFTER 
SUCCESSFULLY NEGOTIATING IMPROVEMENTS 

LABOR FEDERATION PRESIDENT RICHARD 
TRUMKA ON THE UNITED STATES-MEXICO-CAN-
ADA AGREEMENT (USMCA), PROVIDED FINAL 
TEXT ACCURATELY REFLECTS CHANGES: 
Make no mistake, we demanded a trade 

deal that benefits workers and fought every 
single day to negotiate that deal; and now 
we have secured an agreement that working 
people can proudly support. 

I am grateful to House Speaker Nancy 
Pelosi and her allies on the USMCA working 
group, along with Senate champions like 
Sherrod Brown and Ron Wyden, for standing 
strong with us throughout this process as we 
demanded a truly enforceable agreement. I 
also commend Ambassador Robert 
Lighthizer for being a straight shooter and 
an honest broker as we worked toward a res-
olution. 

Working people are responsible for a deal 
that is a vast improvement over both the 
original NAFTA and the flawed proposal 
brought forward in 2017. For the first time, 
there truly will be enforceable labor stand-
ards-including a process that allows for the 
inspections of factories and facilities that 
are not living up to their obligations. 

The USMCA also eliminates special carve 
outs for corporations like the giveaway to 
Big Pharma in the administration’s initial 
proposal and loopholes designed to make it 
harder to prosecute labor violations. 

The USMCA is far from perfect. It alone is 
not a solution for outsourcing, inequality or 
climate change. Successfully tackling these 
issues requires a full-court press of economic 
policies that empower workers, including the 
repeal of tax cuts which reward companies 
for shipping our jobs overseas. 

But there is no denying that the trade 
rules in America will now be fairer because 
of our hard work and perseverance. Working 
people have created a new standard for fu-
ture trade negotiations. 

President Trump may have opened this 
deal. But working people closed it. And for 
that, we should be very proud. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. WENSTRUP), who is a key member 
of the Ways and Means Committee and 
who hails from a huge trade State. 

Mr. WENSTRUP. Madam Speaker, 
for over a year the administration and 
Republicans in Congress have empha-
sized the urgency of passing the new 
United States-Mexico-Canada Agree-
ment, the USMCA. 

With this bipartisan vote, and with 
the hard work from both sides of the 
aisle, we finally have the opportunity 
to rebalance North American trade. In 
spite of delays, this opportunity that 
exists for all Americans is finally here 
today. 

It has been 25 years since our North 
American Trade Agreement was estab-
lished, and it has not been updated to 
reflect the modern economy. 

Under this new trade agreement, our 
farmers, manufacturers, and workers 

will finally have a deal that modern-
izes North American trade, boosts our 
economy, and strengthens our Nation’s 
role in the global trading market. 

American farmers will now have in-
creased access to the Canadian market 
to sell products like dairy, poultry, 
eggs, and wheat, a vast improvement 
over the status quo. 

It improves intellectual property pro-
visions that will protect innovation, 
safeguard American trade secrets in 
Canada and Mexico, though certain 
protections could be stronger. 

USMCA also modernizes trade with 
Canada and Mexico by establishing a 
new gold-standard digital trade chapter 
to continue the growth of our digital 
economy. It includes a new chapter 
dedicated to helping small- and me-
dium-sized businesses, which make up 
98 percent of our Nation’s exporters. 

Our economy relies on trade with our 
North American neighbors, and these 
additions will support American com-
panies, farmers, and workers. In fact, 
USMCA is predicted to create over $68 
billion in new economic activity and 
176,000 new jobs here in America. 

USMCA is a win for the United 
States and a win for North America. At 
long last, Americans will have an up-
dated trade agreement that works for 
them. The stage is set for further 
agreements that help hardworking 
Americans. 

Madam Speaker, I want to thank the 
President, Ambassador Lighthizer, and 
all of my colleagues for working so 
hard on this over the last couple of 
years. I encourage Members to support 
this. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL). 

Mr. PASCRELL. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the chairman and Mr. BRADY. I 
thank Messrs. BLUMENAUER and 
BUCHANAN for the great job that they 
did. I also thank Mr. Lighthizer. He is 
a different kind of guy, and I really be-
lieve that he was essential to getting 
to this vote today. 

In my entire political life, I have 
never had anyone say to me, as was 
said today, that if you vote against 
this, you are voting for the status quo. 

I even have a Jerry Garcia tie on 
today. Me and the status quo don’t 
agree most of the time. 

So there are some questions that do 
remain. 

The ship of human rights has not 
been righted. The President never once 
mentioned in any speech, during 2016 
until now, about human rights and 
about workers’ rights in discussing 
NAFTA. Mexican workers are still 
being treated like chattel, American 
jobs will still flow through other coun-
tries, and sham protection unions will 
still own the day. This bill has made 
many improvements, but it is not 
enough. 

Some can say: Is there ever enough? 
There are too many questions. 
Will Mexico be held accountable to 

fully enforce their labor laws? 

We don’t know. 
Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from Kan-
sas (Mr. ESTES), who is an outstanding 
new member of the Ways and Means 
Committee. 

Mr. ESTES. Madam Speaker, I thank 
my colleague and friend from Texas for 
yielding, and I am proud to rise today 
to support the United States-Mexico- 
Canada Agreement. 

Since President Trump announced 
the USMCA over 1 year ago, I have 
urged my colleagues across the aisle to 
join us in supporting this important 
trade agreement and getting it across 
the finish line. Today, I am thrilled to 
speak on the floor and ask my col-
leagues to support it one last time. 

The journey to this day has been 
longer and harder than it should have 
been. For too long USMCA has taken a 
backseat to some partisan politics 
causing farmers, ranchers, and workers 
across the country to miss out on eco-
nomic growth and jobs in the mean-
time. However, today we are taking a 
giant step forward in finally making 
that free and fair trade deal a reality. 

The U.S.-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
will create 176,000 new jobs in our coun-
try and will boost the national GDP by 
$68 billion. It is important for farmers 
and ranchers in my State. The USMCA 
opens up new markets for American 
dairy, wheat, chicken, eggs, and turkey 
for the first time. This deal also helps 
U.S. manufacturing jobs and increases 
wages. 

NAFTA was created 25 years ago, and 
the USMCA will now be the first trade 
agreement with a chapter dedicated to 
digital trade and sets new standards for 
labor and the environment. 

I want to thank President Trump and 
Ambassador Lighthizer for their in-
credible leadership over the last couple 
of years to follow through on another 
campaign pledge and negotiate this up-
date to NAFTA. I also want to thank 
Chairman NEAL and Ranking Member 
BRADY for their leadership to ensure 
that our Ways and Means Committee 
and Congress were involved in this 
process all along the way. 

This is an important victory for 
President Trump and for millions of 
farmers, ranchers, and workers across 
our country who will benefit from the 
USMCA. As a strong advocate for free 
and fair trade, I proudly support the 
USMCA and look forward to working 
with the Senate to send this to the 
President’s desk as soon as possible. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS), who is a 
well-known champion of all things Chi-
cago and a great advocate of working 
men and women. 

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. 
Madam Speaker, I have always been 
told, if there is righteousness in the 
heart, then there is beauty in the char-
acter. I think what we have seen this 
week and what we are seeing today is 
the righteousness of the Members of 
this House who take the position that 
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neither side will get everything that it 
wants. 

I certainly won’t get everything that 
I want for the State of Illinois, but I 
have got dairy farmers—not as many 
as RON KIND may have in Wisconsin—I 
have got corn growers in Illinois and 
soybean growers—maybe not as many 
as there are in Iowa. But the com-
prehensiveness of the communities 
that we represent demand that we 
come together. 

So I want to commend Chairman 
NEAL, our ranking member, the work-
ing group, and the Speaker of the 
House because it took all of them to 
make this work. 

So, Madam Speaker, I am going to 
vote for it. I admit that I feel a great 
deal like BILL PASCRELL, but I am 
going to vote for it because we need to 
come together and do what we can for 
the American people. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from In-
diana (Mrs. WALORSKI), who is a happy 
Hoosier and a champion for low tariffs 
and free trade. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Madam Speaker, I 
am indeed happy, and I am thrilled 
today to actually be here and cast my 
vote for the U.S.-Mexico-Canada Agree-
ment, or the USMCA. I can’t tell you 
enough of what it will do for our dis-
tricts in northern Indiana. 

The hardworking Hoosiers in Indi-
ana’s Second District are builders and 
growers. We manufacture most of the 
RVs you see on the road and a large 
portion of boats and trailers that you 
see on many lakes. We manufacture 
auto parts and musical instruments. 
Our farmers put food on the table, in-
cluding corn, soybeans, pork, duck, 
eggs, and dairy products. Mexico and 
Canada are key export markets for all 
of them and the workers they employ. 

It has been 25 years since NAFTA has 
been in force. Technology, transpor-
tation, and consumer habits have all 
evolved; NAFTA, however, stayed the 
same. Politicians promised the sky 
when it came to trade agreements, but 
President Trump promised to mod-
ernize NAFTA, and, unlike anyone 
else, he kept that promise with 
USMCA. 

USMCA dismantles trade barriers 
that stood in the way of American ex-
ports for so long. For farmers in my 
district, this means more dairy, more 
poultry, and more eggs are heading to 
Canada. For manufacturers, this means 
fewer paperwork headaches that slow 
down shipments and prevent them alto-
gether. For businesses of all sizes, 
types, and shapes, this means e-com-
merce standards that promote fair 
competition and that will be used as a 
standard in future agreements. For 
workers, this means more jobs staying 
in the United States. 

Robust enforcement ensures that the 
potential of the USMCA does not evap-
orate overnight. The promises made by 
all sides will be promises kept by all 
sides. 

Madam Speaker, this day is long 
overdue, but I am so happy it is finally 

here. Our economy is booming thanks 
to tax cuts and regulatory reforms, and 
now USMCA will keep that momentum 
going. It will put more money in work-
ers’ pockets, and it will help small 
businesses thrive. 

It is a big win for President Trump 
and Ambassador Lighthizer, and it is a 
big win for America. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to support this agreement. 
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Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Buffalo, 
New York (Mr. HIGGINS). 

Mr. HIGGINS of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Madam Speaker, the economic future 
of Buffalo and western New York is 
tied strategically to southern Ontario, 
which is one-third of the entire popu-
lation of the country of Canada. 

I am pleased that this agreement 
strengthens the U.S.-Canadian eco-
nomic and life quality relations. I am 
concerned, however, that the U.S.- 
Mexican economic relationship is more 
challenging. 

The United States has lost 6 million 
manufacturing jobs in the past 20 
years, and 53,000 manufacturing busi-
nesses have closed. NAFTA’s promise 
of wage convergence, bringing Mexican 
wages to Canadian and U.S. standards, 
has failed. The Mexican wage is $5.10 a 
day, less than $0.64 an hour. 

We have good reason to be skeptical 
of Mexico’s commitment to do better. 
The USMCA, however, because of 
Chairman RICHARD NEAL’s leadership 
and emphasis on rigorous enforcement, 
does have the potential for improved 
Mexican compliance on wages, the en-
vironment, and labor standards. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. MARCHANT), a leader on free trade 
from the Dallas-Fort Worth area. 

Mr. MARCHANT. Madam Speaker, 
the United States-Mexico-Canada 
Agreement is a revolutionary trade 
deal that will usher in a new era of eco-
nomic prosperity and growth for Amer-
icans across the country. 

Texas, in particular, stands ready to 
thrive under this agreement. Our State 
exports more to Mexico than any other 
and is second in exports to Canada. 
Each year, over $135 billion worth of 
Texan goods are sent to our two closest 
trading partners, supporting over 
114,000 jobs in Texas. 

The reforms in the USMCA will en-
sure that we continue to have free and 
fair access to international market-
places, keeping prices low for Ameri-
cans and business booming for business 
and workers. 

Madam Speaker, I thank the chair-
man and the ranking member, my good 
friend, for shepherding this through. 
Members on the other side of the aisle, 
I have been in legislatures for a long 
time, and I always believed that, on 
this bill, you were trying to get to 
‘‘yes’’ on it. I appreciate the hours that 

you met, and Texas will appreciate 
every vote that is cast for this bill. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Alabama (Ms. SEWELL), who, again, was 
an invaluable member of the Trade 
Working Group. Her advocacy for peo-
ple in her constituency is well known 
to all. 

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today in strong support 
of this trade deal. I was honored that 
Speaker PELOSI asked me to join the 
Democratic Trade Working Group. 

We, the Gang of 8, along with you, 
Mr. Chairman, worked tirelessly for 6 
months, negotiating with Bob 
Lighthizer, the U.S. Ambassador on 
trade. We took what was a very weak 
and unenforceable trade deal and made 
it into a renegotiated trade agreement 
that will protect American workers 
and businesses. 

This bill we vote on today is a re-
negotiated USMCA. I am particularly 
proud that the working group won two 
major concessions on enforcement. 
First, we closed the panel-blocking 
loophole and created a strong state-to- 
state mechanism for enforcement. Sec-
ond, we created a first-of-its-kind rapid 
response mechanism to improve labor 
enforcement in Mexico. 

This deal is a win for the Steel-
workers and Teamsters in my Alabama 
district. It is a win for the automobile 
manufacturers and steel industry in 
the State of Alabama. It is a win for 
Alabama farmers and agriculture pro-
ducers. 

This renegotiated trade agreement is 
a much-improved North American Free 
Trade Agreement, and it is because of 
that that I ask my fellow colleagues to 
support it. 

Madam Speaker, I, again, thank 
Chairman NEAL, Speaker of the House 
NANCY PELOSI, my fellow Gang of 8 
working group members, as well as Bob 
Lighthizer, and our especially hard-
working staff. I thank, especially, 
Katherine Tai and my own staffer, Rob 
Nuttall, for all of their hard work on 
getting us there. 

I do believe that this is a win for ev-
eryone, and I urge my colleagues to 
support this new, renegotiated USMCA. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. REED), a champion in manu-
facturing and the Republican leader of 
Subcommittee on Social Security. 

Mr. REED. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Texas for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today because 
this is a good day. I don’t want to dis-
cuss yesterday. I don’t want to discuss 
issues that divide us in this Chamber. 

I want to discuss, today, the United 
States-Mexico-Canada Agreement be-
cause that has brought us together. 
When we come together, who wins in 
that situation? Not us as Members of 
the House of Representatives, not us 
here in Washington, D.C., but the 
American people. 

I was reminded recently, this morn-
ing, that, about 2 years ago, we deliv-
ered on tax cuts, and I stood exactly 
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right here, and I knew that was going 
to unleash the American economy. We 
have an economy now at an all-time 
high, with 50-year lows for unemploy-
ment and 1.4 million new jobs in Amer-
ica. 

Today, we have come together for the 
American worker, the American farm-
er. We have united as Democrats and 
Republicans to do something good for 
our fellow citizens, and that is this up-
dated United States-Mexico-Canada 
Agreement. 

As I stood here 2 years ago and had a 
discussion with my good friend from 
New York, Mr. Crowley, who is no 
longer here, I declared in one voice 
saying, hell, yes, I am going to vote for 
those tax cuts, and, hell, yes, I am 
going to vote for this Mexico-Canada 
trade agreement, because what we are 
doing here is, again, unleashing the 
power of America. Standing together, 
it is amazing what we can accomplish. 

Madam Speaker, I applaud Chairman 
NEAL. I applaud the Democratic Trade 
Working Group. I applaud the other 
side of the aisle for standing with us 
today for the American workers and 
American farmers. 

I also applaud President Trump for 
having the vision and the leadership to 
take on this issue when everyone told 
him it cannot be done. 

Madam Speaker, I also applaud 
KEVIN BRADY, VERN BUCHANAN, and 
DEVIN NUNES, and members of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means who stood 
forward and said: You know what we 
are going to do? We are going to make 
sure we stand for a principle we believe 
in. That is the American opportunity 
of a job in an economy that is growing 
and playing on a field across the world 
where we have a fair and level playing 
field of trade. Because, when we have 
fair, free trade, the American worker 
wins each and every day. 

Madam Speaker, I ask my colleagues 
to support this legislation. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Washington (Ms. DELBENE), whose 
well-acknowledged efforts on behalf of 
the best and most important trade 
State in the country, Washington, as 
well as being a knowledgeable fore-
caster of international economics for 
all benefit all of us on the committee. 

Ms. DELBENE. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I 
rise in support of the United States- 
Mexico-Canada Agreement and the im-
plementing legislation. 

Congressional Democrats worked 
hard to secure labor-specific enforce-
ment tools and robust environmental 
provisions that make this agreement a 
substantial improvement over the 
original NAFTA. 

Most importantly, this new agree-
ment helps many of my constituents. 
Now, our dairy farmers will have great-
er market access to Canada, and our 
wineries will have an easier time sell-
ing their wine in British Columbia. 

When this new agreement is in place, 
it will be the first U.S. trade agree-

ment with a digital trade chapter. It 
includes provisions on data localiza-
tion, cross-border data flows, and other 
requirements that preserve a free and 
open internet. That is important to all 
segments of our economy. 

My district is home to a vibrant 
technology industry that is responsible 
for thousands of good-paying jobs and 
helps power America’s large trade sur-
plus in digital services. 

Madam Speaker, I hope my col-
leagues will join me in supporting this 
agreement. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. NUNES), Republican leader 
of the Health Subcommittee and the 
outstanding leader of the Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence. 

Mr. NUNES. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for those kind words, 
and I am pleased that we have over-
come numerous delays and are finally 
passing a North American trade deal 
for the 21st century. 

USMCA will create jobs, boost the 
economy, and strengthen our relation-
ship with our neighbors in Canada and 
Mexico. I want to express my gratitude 
to Ambassador Robert Lighthizer and 
his team, and Gregg Doud and his staff, 
for the hard work they have done on 
this agreement. 

I also commend the President for de-
livering, yet again, for American farm-
ers and workers under USMCA. Under 
this agreement, ag products that had 
zero tariffs under NAFTA will continue 
to be tariff-free. Our farmers and 
ranchers will gain additional access to 
the remaining protected sectors. En-
forcement will be enhanced to ensure 
the agreement is implemented cor-
rectly. 

Updated dispute mechanisms will en-
sure the United States has prompt ac-
cess to a dispute settlement panel, 
when needed, to allow U.S. businesses 
to compete on a level playing field. 

This is a great bipartisan agreement 
that will bring huge benefits to mil-
lions of Americans, and I urge my col-
leagues to support USMCA. 

Finally, I thank Chairman NEAL and 
Ranking Member BRADY for all of their 
great work on this. I know it was not 
easy, but you guys did a really great 
work. I think the American people owe 
you a debt of gratitude. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 
to the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. JUDY CHU), another invaluable 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means whose knowledge about south-
ern California is very important to all 
of us. 

Ms. JUDY CHU of California. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today in support of the 
improved USMCA. With the changes 
demanded by Democrats from the 
original proposal, this agreement 
marks a historic step that will stop the 
bleeding of American jobs to other 
countries. 

Free trade agreements have often 
meant lost jobs or lower wages for 
American workers, and the Trump ad-

ministration’s initial USMCA was no 
different. But Democrats fought back 
to win new labor protections that 
make this deal actually work for 
Americans. 

I have seen firsthand why these pro-
tections are so important. Earlier this 
year, I traveled on the Committee on 
Ways and Means’ trip to Mexico to in-
vestigate the labor challenges we are 
facing. 

At a Goodyear plant, I spoke directly 
to workers whose starting pay was only 
$2 an hour and even less after deduc-
tions. Then, when these workers went 
on strike to demand better wages, 
nearly 50 labor leaders were harassed, 
threatened with violence, and fired. 
This means that a company that pays 
American workers $23 an hour and 
made $15.5 billion in sales last year 
would rather fire Mexican workers 
than pay them a fair wage. 

It is one of the many examples that 
explains why companies outsource jobs 
and exploit labor in other countries. 
And it is why Democrats fought so 
hard for a USMCA deal with strong 
labor protections to ensure a level 
playing field. 

This trade deal isn’t perfect, but it is 
an important step in the right direc-
tion and protects American jobs. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ARRINGTON), the food, fuel, and 
fiber capital of the world. 

Mr. ARRINGTON. Madam Speaker, I 
couldn’t have said that better myself. I 
thank the ranking member, my dear 
friend from the great State of Texas, 
for his leadership on this very impor-
tant trade deal, our largest and most 
important relationship of all of our 
trading relationships. 

I thank our chairman, Chairman 
NEAL, for keeping this thing on track 
and keeping people in the game so we 
could have a bipartisan consensus. 
That is the only way this could work, 
so the chairman is to be commended 
for his efforts. 

But let’s give credit where credit is 
due, for the one who led the charge, 
who did the heavy lifting, our Presi-
dent, Donald J. Trump. I am saying 
this because in 2016, he was already 
calling out some of these trade deals as 
a rip-off of American workers and man-
ufacturers. 

While NAFTA was a great deal for 
farmers and ranchers, we saw a 400 per-
cent increase in trade for ag products 
since the inception of NAFTA. It 
hasn’t been good all the way around. It 
hasn’t been fair all the way around. It 
hasn’t been productive, in terms of 
keeping jobs here in the United States. 

b 1200 

So kudos to our President for his 
dogged commitment to American-first 
trade policies. That doesn’t mean 
America only. It means that we nego-
tiate from strength, and we negotiate 
what is in the best interest of Amer-
ican workers, manufacturers, and 
farmers. 
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That is what this does: $70 billion in 

economic growth, 170,000 jobs, and bil-
lions in investment that will go into 
the auto manufacturing sector. 

Our producers, dairy producers and 
other farmers, are going to have open 
access to new customers in Canada, so 
this is a huge win for America. 

I want to join all my colleagues, Re-
publican and Democrat, and champion 
this all the way through. So I urge my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle, 
vote ‘‘yes’’ for USMCA, and vote for an 
even greater America and an even 
greater prospect for American pros-
perity. 

God bless America. 
Go west Texas. 
Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 

11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. EVANS), whose dis-
trict I recently visited, a real cham-
pion of the airport, a real champion of 
the seaport, and a real champion of 
international economics. 

Mr. EVANS. Madam Speaker, I would 
like to first thank the chairman and 
the working group for working to-
gether. 

Trade can be a poverty buster. It is a 
powerful tool in the toolbox by increas-
ing the earning power of our commu-
nities and creating well-paying jobs. 

Coming from the city of Philadel-
phia, which nearly has 25 percent pov-
erty, well-paying jobs are the dif-
ference between thriving and surviving. 
Let me say that again: thriving and 
surviving. That is why this is impor-
tant. 

Trade is especially beneficial to mi-
nority-owned businesses. Minority- 
owned exporting businesses average 
three times more workers and pay a 
wage premium of nearly $16,000 more. 

That is why I thank the chairman 
and the staff in the working group, be-
cause of their leadership. This really 
sends a message to the entire world 
that we want free trade, but also fair 
trade. 

It is especially important to under-
stand that everybody doesn’t get ev-
erything they want. That is called ne-
gotiation. 

Again, I stand here today, proudly, to 
say I am supporting this 100 percent. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. LAHOOD), an outstanding 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the ranking member for yielding 
the time. 

I rise today in support of the 
USMCA. 

And let’s call this what it is: It is a 
win for America. It is a win for our 
farmers. It is a win for our manufactur-
ers. It is a win for our workers. 

For the past 21⁄2 years, so many peo-
ple have worked tirelessly to ensure 
that this high-standard and modernized 
trade agreement got completed. 

I would especially thank Chairman 
NEAL and Ranking Member BRADY and 
our Ways and Means staff for all the 

hard work and the commitment and 
dedication to getting this done. 

Also, to Bob Lighthizer. There is not 
a more capable trade ambassador that 
we have had than Bob Lighthizer. He 
has been relentless in his pursuit of 
getting this done. 

Lastly, President Trump, it wouldn’t 
have happened without him and what 
he did working with the Canadians and 
the Mexicans to get this trade agree-
ment done. 

This free and fair trade agreement 
benefits all of us, all sectors of our 
economy. Moreover, it will further sup-
port the record-breaking economic 
growth that this country has seen. We, 
arguably, have the best economy we 
have had in 40 years, and this will help 
that. 

It is true that this agreement is not 
perfect. There are a few things that I 
would have liked to have seen done dif-
ferently on sunset provision and ISDS 
and rules of origin. 

But, at the end of the day, when you 
look at these 24 chapters and what it 
does to market access for agriculture, 
to digital trade provisions, USMCA 
puts America on top, and it shows the 
world that, with our two largest trad-
ing partners, Mexico and Canada, we 
can negotiate an agreement that is 
solid. 

Remember, we represent 41⁄2 percent 
of the world’s population. We have to 
have markets around the world. This 
agreement sets the standard for doing 
that. 

In Congress, I am proud to represent 
the 18th District of Illinois. It is the 
eighth largest district in terms of corn 
and soybean production. When I think 
about what this does for market ac-
cess, breaking down barriers, this helps 
our farmers. 

In Illinois, ag is the number one in-
dustry in our State. I think about our 
manufacturers and what this means for 
jobs and opportunities for them for 
products in Canada and Mexico. 

The ability to sell our goods, prod-
ucts, and services around the world is 
absolutely vital to economic success in 
Illinois and across the country. Forty 
percent of the products we grow, 
produce, or manufacture in Illinois go 
to Canada or Mexico. This helps with 
that. 

In closing, I would just say this is a 
good agreement. I look forward to sup-
porting it, and I would ask my col-
leagues to do the same. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. SCHNEIDER), a very knowl-
edgeable member of the Ways and 
Means Committee whose district I vis-
ited not that long ago. 

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Madam Speaker, I 
want to associate myself with the re-
marks of my colleague from Illinois. 

This is a win for American workers, 
for their families, for their commu-
nities, and for our Nation as a whole. 

I want to thank Chairman NEAL and 
Ranking Member BRADY, the working 
group, and, in particular, our staff, who 

worked so hard, tirelessly, to bring this 
deal forward. 

The USMCA legislation before us 
today is the result of many months of 
hard-fought negotiations between Con-
gress and the administration, and it is 
a true victory for working people and 
our country. 

Compared to the initial version of 
the agreement shared by the White 
House last year, the improved trade 
agreement before us today includes 
markedly stronger protections for 
American workers and crucially seri-
ous enforcement mechanisms that en-
sure all parties will follow the agree-
ment. 

While I believe the agreement in-
cludes higher standards to preserve our 
environment, I do regret the adminis-
tration was unwilling to make any 
commitments to address the very real 
and pressing issues of climate change. 

Nevertheless, the USMCA is a major 
step forward for American workers and 
businesses fighting to compete in an 
increasingly interconnected world. It 
also puts to rest the President’s threat 
to pull out of NAFTA without the cer-
tainty of a replacement. 

A testament to the hard-fought nego-
tiations is the backing of this agree-
ment from stakeholders as diverse as 
the AFL–CIO and the United States 
Chamber of Commerce. 

I support the passage of the USMCA 
implementing language, and I urge my 
colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. RICE), an outstanding 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

Mr. RICE of South Carolina. Madam 
Speaker, this is a great day for Amer-
ican workers. 

The nameplate on my desk says, 
‘‘Jobs, Jobs, Jobs,’’ and that is exactly 
what this new trade agreement will 
bring. 

You see, for too long, America was 
willing to accept trade agreements 
that were tilted against American 
workers because we were so far ahead 
of the rest of the world, but we are not 
so far ahead anymore. 

Ross Perot was right all those years 
ago when he said the old NAFTA would 
bring a giant sucking sound of Amer-
ican jobs going to Mexico, and that is 
precisely what happened in my district. 

Unfair trade agreements are one of 
the primary reasons that the American 
middle class has stagnated for dec-
ades—until the election of Donald 
Trump. 

The new USMCA corrects much of 
this imbalance: 

It will prevent the departure of many 
more Americans jobs; 

It will bring hundreds of thousands of 
new jobs to America; 

It will raise the wages of workers 
throughout North America; and 

It will accelerate the growth of our 
American economy. 

I am thankful for the talent and ef-
fort of Ambassador Lighthizer in suc-
cessfully reaching this incredibly com-
plicated trilateral agreement. 
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I am also thankful that we finally 

have a President with the backbone 
and determination to do what is nec-
essary to bring our trading partners to 
the table, many of whom have taken 
advantage of us for far too long, and 
despite the criticism of many here in 
our own country. Our President is 
doing what is right and fair for Amer-
ica and American workers. 

Finally, Madam Speaker, I am 
thankful that Speaker PELOSI has fi-
nally found a moment of sufficient po-
litical expedience that she would allow 
this vote to lift American workers. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. PANETTA), a very in-
valuable member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, advocate of the 
‘‘Salad Bowl of the World,’’ and a good 
friend. 

Mr. PANETTA. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today in support of USMCA. 

That is right. The chairman is abso-
lutely correct. I represent the central 
coast of California, and I fondly call it 
the ‘‘Salad Bowl of the World.’’ 

With agriculture being our number 
one industry, trade with Canada and 
Mexico and, thus, the USMCA is very, 
very important. This deal will provide 
our farmers and ranchers with contin-
ued, yet improved, access to those im-
portant markets. 

It will also strengthen those sanitary 
and phytosanitary standards and make 
sure that sound science is used when it 
comes to our food safety, and it helps 
California wine get into those Cana-
dian markets. 

When this administration first pre-
sented USMCA to Congress, I have to 
say, it was unacceptable. However, 
thanks to Speaker PELOSI, Chairman 
NEAL, the Trade Working Group and, 
you bet, Ambassador Lighthizer, we 
were able to come up with one of the 
strongest, most progressive deals in 
the United States’ history. 

The USMCA now has some of the 
most stringent labor standards, some 
of the most robust funding for enforce-
ability, and some of the strongest re-
quirements for the environment ever. 

The USMCA frames a new floor for 
future trade agreements. It creates new 
confidence in our most important trad-
ing partners, and it provides protection 
for the future of our fresh produce on 
our farms, for the dignity of our work-
ers, for the sanctity of our environ-
ment, and, yes, for the success of our 
economy and our hemisphere. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I in-
clude in the RECORD a series of state-
ments in support of USMCA, including 
from the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 
the Information Technology Industry 
Council, the Business Roundtable, the 
National Association of Manufacturers, 
the American Farm Bureau, who join a 
host of business, agriculture, tech-
nology, manufacturing, and small busi-
ness organizations across America that 
have been instrumental in getting 
USMCA across the finish line. 

U.S. CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
CONGRESSIONAL & PUBLIC AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC, December 18, 2019. 
TO THE MEMBERS OF THE U.S. HOUSE OF 

REPRESENTATIVES: The U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce strongly supports H.R. 5430, the 
‘‘United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
(USMCA) Implementation Act,’’ which would 
strengthen trade ties that support millions 
of American jobs. The Chamber will include 
votes on this bill in our annual How They 
Voted scorecard. 

The case for approval of this legislation is 
strong. First, it would strengthen U.S. trade 
ties with Canada and Mexico, which are by 
far our most important export markets. 
More than 12 million American jobs—in sec-
tors from agriculture and manufacturing to 
services and technology—depend on trade 
with our two North American neighbors. 
They are also the top two export destina-
tions for U.S. small and medium-size busi-
nesses, more than 120,000 of which sell their 
goods and services to Canada and Mexico. 
The new pact would guarantee that virtually 
all U.S. exports enter these markets tariff- 
free. 

Second, USMCA would modernize North 
American trade rules. When the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement was negotiated a 
quarter of a century ago, there was no e- 
commerce, to give one example; con-
sequently, the agreement did not address 
this sector. While USMCA falls short in sev-
eral areas—including in intellectual prop-
erty, which should not be considered a tem-
plate for future agreements—its updated 
rules on digital trade, non-tariff barriers, 
services, and other areas promise substantial 
benefits. 

Third, USMCA would restore certainty to 
these vital trade relationships. Tariffs and 
the threat of tariffs—applied to steel and 
aluminum, autos and auto parts, or applied 
to pursue non-trade objectives—have im-
posed real costs on the U.S. economy and 
dampened investment. Enactment of this 
new trade agreement would turn the page on 
this chapter and afford the business commu-
nity the confidence it needs to invest and 
hire. 

Implementation of USMCA would be a 
boon to U.S. companies and the workers they 
employ as they compete in our top two ex-
port markets. We urge the House to approve 
USMCA expeditiously. 

Sincerely, 
SUZANNE P. CLARK, 

President, 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce. 

DEAR SPEAKER PELOSI, MINORITY LEADER 
MCCARTHY, MAJORITY LEADER MCCONNELL 
AND MINORITY LEADER SCHUMER: The under-
signed Texas based business leaders and or-
ganizations urge your swift action and sup-
port of the United States-Mexico-Canada 
Agreement (USMCA). Ratification of 
USMCA is critically needed to provide cer-
tainty for the many business sectors in 
Texas that rely on trade with Canada and 
Mexico, while in turn contributing to the 
U.S. economy. 

Texas exports more than any other state to 
Mexico and is second only behind Michigan 
for exports to Canada. More than 950,000 
Texas jobs are supported by trade with Mex-
ico and Canada. In 2018, Texas exported more 
than $137 billion worth of products to our 
North American partners, accounting for 43 
percent of Texas’ total exports to the world. 
These are staggering numbers that will only 
grow with the implementation of USMCA. 

According to a recent independent Inter-
national Trade Commission (ITC) report, 
USMCA will create more than 176,000 addi-
tional jobs and raise annual U.S. gross do-
mestic product by $68.2 billion. It will in-

crease U.S. exports to Canada by $19.1 billion 
and to Mexico by $14.2 billion. It is obvious 
USMCA will greatly benefit the Texas econ-
omy by spurring job growth and opening 
more trade access. 

The manufacturing community in Texas 
heavily relies on passage of USMCA. In fact, 
Mexico and Canada purchase half of Texas’ 
total global manufacturing exports. The 
Lone Star State’s top exports to Mexico and 
Canada are petroleum and coal products, 
computer equipment, chemicals, motor vehi-
cle parts, electrical equipment, semiconduc-
tors and electric components, fabricated 
metal products, plastics, engine, turbine and 
power transmission equipment and food and 
beverages. These exports totaled more than 
$120 billion in 2018 and are responsible for 
more than 114,000 Texas jobs. Passage of 
USMCA will help Texas manufacturers be 
more competitive and create many more jobs 
in Texas and the U.S. 

USMCA would also create much needed 
certainty for Texas farm and ranch families 
who contribute to the economy and feed and 
clothe millions worldwide. Over 60,400 Texas 
jobs are supported by exporting agricultural 
products to Mexico and Canada. The annual 
value of Texas’ agricultural exports to our 
North American neighbors totals more than 
$7.2 billion. USMCA would only build on 
these achievements by breaking down exist-
ing trade barriers and opening more market 
access for products like beef, dairy, corn, 
wheat and pork. 

USMCA provides Texas with greater access 
to Canada’s dairy, poultry and egg markets. 
It would enhance standards for bio-
technology, reduce trade distorting policies, 
establish modern sanitary and phytosanitary 
standards and more. Combined with other 
agricultural provisions in USMCA, the ITC 
report estimates U.S. agricultural exports to 
Canada and the rest of the world would in-
crease by $2.2 billion. 

Through updated automotive rules of ori-
gin, USMCA encourages manufacturing and 
economic growth by requiring that 75 per-
cent of auto content be produced in North 
America. USMCA also drives higher wages 
by mandating 40–45 percent of auto content 
be made by workers earning at least $16 per 
hour. These improvements will incentivize 
billions of dollars in additional U.S. vehicle 
and auto parts production while directly 
benefiting the Texas automotive industry. 

USMCA also includes new provisions to 
strengthen and fully enforce environmental 
and labor obligations. The agreement re-
quires parties to adopt and maintain in law 
and practice labor rights as recognized by 
the International Labor Organization. It re-
quires worker representation in collective 
bargaining in Mexico, new provisions to take 
measures to prohibit the importation of 
goods produced by forced labor and to ad-
dress violence against workers exercising 
their labor rights. These provisions make 
strides in leveling the playing field for Texas 
and U.S. workers and businesses. 

USMCA also provides a strong framework 
to support North American energy trade. It 
will bolster North American competitiveness 
and help lower our reliance on energy im-
ports from outside the region. It also main-
tains the free flow of energy across borders 
in North America through the continued 
zero-tariff treatment of U.S. energy exports 
to Mexico and Canada. 

In addition, the new agreement will enable 
U.S. chemical manufacturers to create a 
North American model for chemical regula-
tion while leveraging the highly-integrated, 
North American supply chain to reduce 
costs, boost U.S. exports and inject new 
growth and job creation throughout Texas 
and the U.S. 

Further, Texas pharmaceutical and tech-
nology innovators will enjoy the strongest 
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protections for trade secrets contained in 
any U.S. trade agreement. USMCA also con-
tains a new digital trade chapter that will 
facilitate the cross-border transfer of data 
and minimize limitations on where data 
must be stored. 

As you can tell, passage of USMCA is vital 
to Texas and our country. We respectfully 
request that you quickly bring USMCA up 
for a vote in Congress and support its final 
passage. Hardworking Americans are count-
ing on your leadership on this important 
issue. 

Sincerely, 
Texas Farm Bureau; Texas Association of 

Business; Accord Irrigation Technologies 
LLC; AgTexas Farm Credit Services; Allen/ 
Fairview Chamber of Commerce; Apartment 
Association of Greater Dallas; Association of 
Texas Soil and Water Conservation Districts; 
Baytown Chamber of Commerce; Bryan/Col-
lege Station Chamber of Commerce. 

Cedar Park Chamber of Commerce; Cen- 
Tex Hispanic Chamber of Commerce; City of 
Coppell; DanHil Containers; Dallas Regional 
Chamber; Del Rio Chamber of Commerce; 
Denton Chamber of Commerce; DFW Minor-
ity Supplier Development Council, Inc.; 
Dumas Chamber of Commerce. 

Earth Moving Contractors Association of 
Texas; El Paso Chamber of Commerce; El 
Paso Hispanic Chamber of Commerce; Exotic 
Wildlife Association; Farm Credit Bank of 
Texas; Fort Worth Chamber of Commerce; 
Freese & Nichols, Inc.; Frisco Chamber of 
Commerce; Global Tooling Specialties, Inc.; 
Granbury Chamber of Commerce. 

Grand Prairie Chamber of Commerce; 
Grapevine Chamber of Commerce; Greater 
Arlington Chamber of Commerce; Greater 
Austin Chamber of Commerce; Greater Aus-
tin Hispanic Chamber of Commerce; Greater 
Dallas Asian American Chamber of Com-
merce; Greater Houston Partnership; Great-
er Irving-Las Colinas Chamber of Commerce; 
Greater Killeen Chamber of Commerce. 

Greater Port Arthur Chamber of Com-
merce; Houston Hispanic Chamber of Com-
merce; Imperative Information Group; Inde-
pendent Cattlemen’s Association of Texas; 
Ingleside Chamber of Commerce; Intelligent 
Compensation, LLC; International Bank of 
Commerce; Lamesa Area Chamber of Com-
merce; Longview Chamber of Commerce; 
Lubbock Chamber of Commerce. 

McAllen Chamber of Commerce; McKinney 
Chamber of Commerce; Nacogdoches County 
Chamber of Commerce; North American 
Strategy for Competitiveness; North Dallas 
Chamber of Commerce; North San Antonio 
Chamber of Commerce; North Texas Com-
mission; Onshore Resources; Plains Cotton 
Cooperative Association. 

Plains Cotton Growers, Inc.; Plains Land 
Bank; Plano Chamber of Commerce; Rich-
ardson Chamber of Commerce; Rio Grande 
Valley Hispanic Chamber of Commerce; Rio 
Grande Valley Partnership; Rolling Plains 
Cotton Growers, Inc.; San Antonio Chamber 
of Commerce; San Antonio Hispanic Cham-
ber of Commerce. 

Select Milk Producers, Inc.; Sherman 
Chamber of Commerce; South Texas Cotton 
& Grain Association; South Texans’ Prop-
erty Rights Association; Southern Rolling 
Plains Cotton Growers Association; South-
west Council of Agribusiness; State Tax 
Group, LLC; Texas Ag Industries. 

Texas Agricultural Cooperative Council; 
Texas Agricultural Irrigation Association; 
Texas Allied Poultry Association; Texas As-
sociation of Dairymen; Texas Association of 
Mexican American Chambers of Commerce; 
Texas Border Council; Texas Broiler Council; 
Texas Business Leadership Council. 

Texas Cattle Feeders Association; Texas 
Corn Producers Association; Texas Cotton 
Ginners’ Association; Texas Egg Council; 

Texas Forestry Association; Texas Grain and 
Feed Association; Texas Grain Sorghum As-
sociation; Texas Independent Ginners Asso-
ciation; Texas Instruments; Texas Inter-
national Produce Association. 

Texas Logging Council; Texas Nursery and 
Landscape Association; Texas Pork Pro-
ducers Association; Texas Poultry Federa-
tion; Texas Poultry Improvement Associa-
tion; Texas REALTORS® Texas Rice Council; 
Texas Rice Producers Legislative Group; 
Texas Seed Trade Association; Texas Sheep 
and Goat Raisers Association. 

Texas and Southwestern Cattle Raisers As-
sociation; Texas Soybean Association; Texas 
Turkey Federation; Texas Wheat Producers 
Association; The Borderplex Alliance; Texas 
Border Coalition; United Parcel Service of 
America, Inc.; United Corpus Christi Cham-
ber of Commerce; U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce; United States Rice Producers Asso-
ciation. 

United States-Mexico Chamber of Com-
merce; United States-Mexico Chamber of 
Commerce Houston Chapter; United States- 
Mexico Chamber of Commerce Southwest 
Chapter; Visit Fort Worth; Vocational Agri-
culture Teachers Association of Texas; West-
ern Equipment Dealers Association; Western 
Peanut Growers Association. 

DECEMBER 18, 2019. 
DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: On behalf of 

the CEO members of Business Roundtable, I 
urge you to vote in favor of H.R. 5430, the 
United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
Implementation Act. Over 12 million Amer-
ican jobs depend on the $1.4 trillion in trade 
with Canada and Mexico. Passing USMCA 
will modernize a 25-year old agreement with 
our neighbors and preserve and strengthen 
the North American economy. 

USMCA includes many gold-standard pro-
visions, further opens markets and sets 
standards that will benefit workers, busi-
nesses and farmers across broad industry 
sectors. USMCA, once in effect, will promote 
the digital economy and trade, remove key 
barriers to goods and services trade, promote 
the free flow of data for all sectors, enhance 
trade facilitation and e-commerce, and sup-
port small businesses by cutting red tape. 

No trade agreement is perfect, and we do 
not support every individual provision in 
USMCA. Future agreements should include 
stronger intellectual property protections 
for life-saving innovations and technologies. 
Nevertheless, we strongly believe that 
USMCA, in its totality, will support U.S. 
economic growth, jobs, and innovation. 

Business Roundtable appreciates the bipar-
tisan efforts in Congress to ensure that all 
USMCA commitments will be fully enforce-
able, and we will work with Congress and the 
Administration through USMCA implemen-
tation to boost North American competitive-
ness. 

Passing USMCA with broad bipartisan sup-
port will also deepen support for trade poli-
cies that help Americans compete at home 
and abroad. We urge you to vote Yes on 
USMCA. 

Sincerely, 
TOM LINEBARGER, 

Chairman and Chief Executive Office, 
Cummins Inc. Chair, Trade and Inter-
national Committee Business Roundtable. 

ITI, 
PROMOTING INNOVATION WORLDWIDE, 

Washington, DC, December 18, 2019. 
Hon. NANCY PELOSI, 
Speaker of the House, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
Hon. KEVIN MCCARTHY, 
Republican Leader, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SPEAKER PELOSI AND LEADER MCCAR-
THY: On behalf of the members of the Infor-

mation Technology Industry Council (ITI), I 
write to express our strong support for legis-
lation implementing the U.S.-Mexico-Canada 
Agreement (H.R. 5430). Given the importance 
of this agreement to the technology sector, 
we will consider scoring votes in support of 
final passage in our 116th Congressional Vot-
ing Guide. 

The U.S.-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
(USMCA) represents a landmark improve-
ment in our relationships with some of our 
most important trading partners from the 
perspective of the tech sector, and a key step 
forward for U.S. leadership in innovation and 
digital trade. Notably, the U.S.-Mexico-Can-
ada Agreement contains first-of-its-kind, 
cutting-edge digital trade provisions that 
recognize the reality of the 21st century 
economy and would boost the U.S. economy 
and its competitiveness around the world. 

American companies of all sizes and across 
all industries leverage technology, and can 
expect to benefit from the USMCA’s digital 
trade and other tech-focused provisions. 
These provisions will promote the seamless 
flow of data across borders, allow companies 
to store data where it makes the most sense 
from the perspective of their business and 
customers, prevent costly tariffs and taxes 
on technology products and services, safe-
guard source code and algorithms by prohib-
iting requirements that companies divulge 
them as a condition of doing business, pro-
mote acceptance of U.S.-developed inter-
national standards, and create consistency 
in testing and certification procedures for 
tech goods. 

We applaud the work and leadership that 
has gone into securing the opportunity to 
move forward with ratification of the 
USMCA, and urge you and your colleagues to 
support the implementing legislation for the 
agreement when it comes to the House floor. 

Sincerely, 
JASON D. OXMAN, 

President and CEO. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. COMER). 

Mr. COMER. Madam Speaker, ever 
since President Trump struck a new, 
pro-American trade agreement with 
Canada and Mexico over a year ago, he 
has worked tirelessly with Members of 
both parties to get to the point of pass-
ing the USMCA through Congress. 

Make no mistake about it: The Presi-
dent’s leadership on this issue has put 
us on the brink of this tremendous ac-
complishment. Today, we will pass a 
new trade deal that will create jobs, 
grow our economy, and help our farm-
ers. 

Having strongly advocated for the 
passage of this deal, I am proud to ex-
press my strong support for USMCA 
and all the opportunities it will pro-
vide. 

Kentucky will strongly benefit from 
USMCA. Estimates show that our 
State, alone, will see over $260 million 
more in agriculture exports to Canada 
and Mexico. New trade markets, more 
stability for our farmers and manufac-
turers, and more accountability from 
our trading partners will help our peo-
ple and grow our entire economy. 

As a farmer and Kentucky’s former 
commissioner of agriculture, I know 
firsthand the need for our country to 
establish new markets for our farmers. 
I am proud to be a strong voice for the 
agriculture community and represent 
their interests in Washington. 
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This is a great day for our farmers, 

for Kentucky, and for all of America. 
Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, this is 

really a happy moment for me to ac-
knowledge the work that the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GOMEZ) did 
on behalf of labor rights. He stood up 
in the working group on behalf of the 
working people, and I think that he 
considerably shifted this argument in 
their direction. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 minutes 
to the gentleman from California (Mr. 
GOMEZ). 

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

Mr. GOMEZ. Madam Speaker, I in-
clude in the RECORD a letter to the 
United States Trade Representative. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

September 17, 2019. 
Hon. ROBERT E. LIGHTHIZER, 
U.S. Trade Representative, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR AMBASSADOR LIGHTHIZER: We write to 
express our concern regarding the inclusion 
of Article 20.89 in the United States-Mexico- 
Canada Agreement (USMCA). This provision, 
entitled ‘‘Legal Remedies and Safe Harbors,’’ 
mirrors Section 512 of Title 17, originally en-
acted by the Digital Millennium Copyright 
Act of 1998 (DMCA). In certain cir-
cumstances, Section 512 frees online plat-
forms from liability for infringing content 
posted by third parties. 

The effects of Section 512 and the appro-
priate role of a copyright safe harbor have 
become the subject of much attention in re-
cent year. Some have called on Congress to 
update these very provisions, enacted in the 
days of a dial-up Internet. The U.S. Copy-
right Office is expected to produce a report 
on Section 512 around the end of this year, 
the result of a multi-year process that start-
ed in 2015. Moreover, the European Union has 
recently issued a copyright directive that in-
cludes reforms to its analogous safe harbor 
for online platforms, which may have an im-
pact on the U.S. domestic policy debate. 

Without taking a position on that debate 
in this letter, we find it problematic for the 
United States to export language mirroring 
this provision while such serious policy dis-
cussions are ongoing. For that reason, we do 
not believe a provision requiring parties to 
adopt a Section 512-style safe harbor system 
of the type mandated by Article 20.89 should 
continue to be included in future trade 
agreements. Given that the Judiciary Com-
mittee closely oversees Section 512 through 
its jurisdiction over intellectual property 
laws, we also hope that the Office of the 
United States Trade Representative will 
work closely with our Committee in advance 
of negotiating copyright issues going for-
ward. 

Thank you for your attention to this im-
portant matter. We would be pleased to dis-
cuss this issue with you at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 
JERROLD NADLER, 

Chairman. 
DOUG COLLINS, 

Ranking Member. 

Mr. GOMEZ. Madam Speaker, the 
original NAFTA was a failure for work-
ing families, and the NAFTA 2.0 deal 
that President Trump signed in 2018 
was not much better. House Democrats 
recognized that, and we rejected it, and 
we worked until we got an enforceable 
deal. 

As a result, the final revised USMCA 
is much better than NAFTA 1.0, and it 
is even better than NAFTA 2.0. And, I 
would say, you can’t even call it 
‘‘NAFTA Lite’’ anymore. 

Despite our work, even with the im-
provements that we have made, I know 
that this won’t bring back all the jobs 
that we have lost here in the United 
States; but, over time, I hope the new 
labor standards and the enhanced en-
forcement mechanisms we negotiated 
will help raise wages in Mexico, reduc-
ing U.S. corporations’ incentive to 
outsource jobs. 

No trade agreement or legislation is 
perfect, and I do not endorse every sin-
gle provision of USMCA, but I know 
that it is always easier to talk about a 
problem than to fix a problem. 

When we proceed on this issue, future 
trade agreements must recognize that 
trade and globalization have pushed 
wages down and weakened the negotia-
tion power of workers. This is where 
our focus must be. 

One provision I am proud of is in 
labor, and that is, specifically, a new 
rapid-response mechanism to enforce 
labor standards. 

This has never been written into an 
American trade agreement. By ensur-
ing Mexican workers’ rights are pro-
tected, we prevent a race to the bot-
tom. For the first time ever, we have 
an enforceable labor standard in a 
trade agreement. 

I thank everybody who worked on 
this and made sure that we are moving 
in the right direction. 

Madam Speaker, I rise to thank Speaker 
Pelosi for appointing me to the Working Group 
tasked with renegotiating USMCA on behalf of 
the Democratic Caucus. 

I also thank my colleagues on the Working 
Group, Representatives Richard Neal, Earl 
Blumenauer, Jan Schakowsky, Mike Thomp-
son, Suzanne Bonamici, John Larson, Terri 
Sewell, and Rosa Delauro. 

Additionally, I wish to recognize the efforts 
of the Ways and Means trade staff and per-
sonal office staff who contributed. Their names 
are Laura Thrift, Osaremen Okolo, Syd Terry, 
Jack Spasiano, Robert Nuttall, Allison Smith, 
Scott Stephanou, Jennifer Goedke, Samuel 
Negatu, Keigan Mull, Julia Friedman, Kath-
erine White, Katherine Linton, Alexandra Whit-
taker, John Catalfamo, Katherine Monge and 
Katherine Tai. 

Finally, I wish to thank Ambassador Robert 
Lighthizer, Ambassador C.J. Mahoney, and 
the rest of the professional staff at the Office 
of the U.S. Trade Representative for their 
faithful engagement with House Democrats. 

b 1215 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from Mis-
souri (Mrs. WAGNER). 

Mrs. WAGNER. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas for 
yielding. I rise today to urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on the USMCA 
trade agreement. 

For months, partisan politics and the 
Democrats’ impeachment charade have 
prevented us from finalizing this agree-
ment, but it is clear to Members on 

both sides of the aisle that the Presi-
dent has negotiated a deal that will 
strengthen our economy and benefit all 
Missourians and Americans. 

One of every three rows of crops is 
grown for export in the great State of 
Missouri, and this deal expands market 
access in Canada and Mexico for our 
farmers. 

It is the first time that a U.S. trade 
agreement is specifically addressing 
biotech, and the St. Louis region is the 
Silicon Valley for ag-tech. 

USMCA also includes the Wagner 
language on human trafficking. I 
worked with Ambassador Lighthizer to 
guarantee that the USMCA holds my 
Fight Online Sex Trafficking Act, 
FOSTA, to help stop online sex traf-
ficking here at home and now through-
out North America. 

A ‘‘yes’’ on the USMCA is a yes for 
victims, a yes for jobs, a yes for farm-
ers, and a yes for the prosperity of all 
Americans. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today to urge my 
colleagues to vote YES on the USMCA trade 
agreement. For months, partisan politics and 
the Democrats’ impeachment charade have 
prevented us from finalizing this agreement. 
But it is clear to members on both sides of the 
aisle that the President has negotiated a deal 
that will strengthen our economy and benefit 
all Missourians. 

One of every three rows of crops is grown 
for exports in the great state of Missouri, and 
this deal expands market access in Canada 
and Mexico for our farmers. 

The USMCA also includes the ‘‘Wagner 
Language’’ on human trafficking. I worked with 
Ambassador Lighthizer to guarantee that the 
USMCA upholds my Fight Online Sex Traf-
ficking Act (FOSTA) to help stop online sex 
trafficking here at home and now throughout 
North America. 

A YES on the USMCA is a yes for victims, 
a yes for jobs, a yes for farmers, and a yes 
for the prosperity of all Americans. Thank you. 
I yield back. 

This agreement also benefits Missouri’s 
thriving ag tech community by addressing agri-
cultural biotechnology, including new tech-
nologies such as gene editing. 

This is the first time U.S. trade agreement is 
specifically addressing biotech, and the St. 
Louis region is the Silicon Valley for ag tech. 
The USMCA will help protect our intellectual 
property, and I hope it will be a standard for 
future trade agreements as well. 

The Wagner Language allows our trading 
partners to enact domestic laws that enable 
victims to sue the websites that facilitate the 
sex trade and empower law enforcement to 
enforce criminal laws against the websites that 
sell women and children. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Oregon (Ms. BONAMICI), an important 
advocate of environmental issues as a 
member of the Trade Working Group. 

Ms. BONAMICI. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in support of the updated United 
States-Mexico-Canada trade agree-
ment. 

In the years that followed NAFTA’S 
enactment in 1994, American jobs were 
outsourced to Mexico, and the wages 
and working conditions were not im-
proved for Mexican workers. This 
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agreement, while not perfect, is an im-
portant opportunity to fix the damage 
from NAFTA and to create a new base-
line for future trade agreements. 

The renegotiated USMCA strength-
ens labor rules so that it will be easier 
to prove violations. It includes robust 
monitoring systems and strong en-
forcement tools, including people on 
the ground in Mexico to monitor com-
pliance. 

Importantly, the updated USMCA no 
longer includes harmful provisions that 
would have locked in high drug prices 
and made it more difficult for patients 
to access affordable generic drugs. 

This final agreement also makes im-
portant advancements to protect our 
environment. It improves environ-
mental rules, puts them in the text of 
the agreement, provides a path to re-
ducing hydrofluorocarbon emissions, 
protects against overfishing, makes it 
easier to prove environmental viola-
tions, and secures more than $600 mil-
lion to implement the environmental 
provisions and address pollution and 
marine debris. 

Throughout the negotiation process, 
I fought hard for the inclusion of 
strong climate provisions. I am dis-
appointed that the Trump administra-
tion rejected our efforts. We did, how-
ever, include a clause that creates a 
path for adding additional environ-
mental and conservation agreements in 
the future. I will continue to do all I 
can to pass and implement bold poli-
cies to combat climate change. 

The USMCA is significantly better 
than the agreement that the Trump ad-
ministration brought to us. It is a 
major improvement over the NAFTA 
rules that are currently in place. It 
will bring more certainty to workers, 
to Oregonians, and for the environ-
ment. 

I thank Speaker PELOSI for appoint-
ing me to the working group and the 
hardworking staff that got us to today. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. CONAWAY), who has been a long-
time leader in agriculture, on the farm 
bill, and frankly, we couldn’t have got-
ten this agreement done without him. 

Mr. CONAWAY. Madam Speaker, I 
appreciate my colleague from Texas for 
yielding. I am certainly glad this day 
has finally arrived and to stand with 
American farmers by passing the 
USMCA. 

For the last year, Democrats ob-
sessed over a partisan impeachment 
process while President Trump re-
mained focused on securing the wins 
that American farmers were counting 
on. 

For our farm families, passing 
USMCA means an annual increase of 
$2.2 billion in agriculture exports. It 
also means we gain about 176,000 qual-
ity jobs for Americans. The USMCA 
resets our trading relationships with 
Mexico and Canada, improves our farm-
ers’ market access to these two impor-
tant trading partners, and strips away 
nontariff barriers that prevent free and 
fair trade. 

I commend President Trump, Ambas-
sador Lighthizer, and Ambassador 
Doud for their tireless work on this 
agreement, in all its stages. Our farm-
ers and ranchers were counting on 
them, and they delivered. 

The near-universal support in the ag-
ricultural community for USMCA 
speaks volumes about the importance 
of this trade deal. I urge my colleagues 
to join me in supporting America’s 
farmers and ranchers by voting to pass 
the USMCA. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY), a formi-
dable negotiator and a very important 
member of the Trade Working Group. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Speaker, 
I rise in support of the U.S.-Mexico- 
Canada trade agreement, the first 
trade agreement I have ever voted for 
in my more than 20 years in Congress. 

I am proud to be on the working 
group that helped negotiate this agree-
ment, and I thank the chairman of that 
group, RICHIE NEAL. 

It is far better than the original 
NAFTA, and it is far better than the 
deeply flawed trade agreement that 
President Trump handed to us. 

For example, he tried to tuck into it 
a huge gift to Big Pharma that would 
have raised the cost of medicine 
throughout our hemisphere. But from 
day one, I insisted that that provision 
be removed. Today, it is gone. 

Without the work of the working 
group, without the help of the Speaker 
of the House, without Rich Trumka, 
the president of the AFL–CIO, we 
would not be voting on this today. 

Is it a perfect thing? No, it is not. 
For example, there is a big gift to Big 
Tech provided in this called section 230, 
which gives a liability shield for all the 
companies and the platforms, for all 
the content that they have on those 
platforms. 

Madam Speaker, I include in the 
RECORD a letter to Ambassador 
Lighthizer. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE, 

Washington, DC, August 6, 2019. 
Hon. ROBERT E. LIGHTHIZER, 
U.S. Trade Representative, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR AMBASSADOR LIGHTHIZER: We write to 
express our concern regarding the inclusion 
of Article 19.17 in the United States-Mexico- 
Canada Agreement (USMCA). 

In many respects, the language of Article 
19.17 mirrors that of Section 230 of the Com-
munications Decency Act. Section 230 
shields online platforms from some of the li-
ability associated with third-party content 
posted on those platforms. 

As you may know, the effects of Section 
230 and the appropriate role of such a liabil-
ity shield have become the subject of much 
debate in recent years. While we take no 
view on that debate in this letter, we find it 
inappropriate for the United States to export 
language mirroring Section 230 while such 
serious policy discussions are ongoing. For 
that reason, we do not believe any provision 
regarding intermediary liability protections 
of the type created by Article 19.17 are ripe 
for inclusion in any trade deal going forward. 
Given that our Committee closely oversees 

Section 230 and all portions of the Tele-
communications Act of 1996, we also hope in 
the future the Office of the United States 
Trade Representative will consult our com-
mittee in advance of negotiating on these 
issues. 

Thank you for your attention to this im-
portant matter. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK PALLONE, 

Chairman. 
GREG WALDEN, 

Ranking Member. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Speaker, 
I urge everyone to vote for the trade 
agreement. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. BALDERSON). 

Mr. BALDERSON. Madam Speaker, I 
thank Mr. BRADY for yielding. I rise 
this afternoon with enthusiasm for a 
bipartisan agreement, the United 
States-Mexico-Canada Agreement, or 
USMCA. 

This trade deal between our country 
and our top two trading partners will 
be a major win for the Buckeye State. 
Ohio farmers and manufacturers al-
ready export nearly $28 billion worth of 
goods to Canada and Mexico every 
year. The USMCA opens up Canada’s 
market to American poultry and dairy 
so that Ohio farmers can now trade 
these products across international 
lines. 

In this digital era, many people’s 
shopping is increasingly done online. 
People can shop small businesses and 
larger companies alike, especially dur-
ing the holiday gifting season. USMCA 
brings an outdated trade agreement 
into the 21st century with a previously 
nonexistent section on digital trade. 

USMCA is what our country needs 
now, and I am thrilled to support this 
bipartisan agreement’s passage. I 
thank Chairman NEAL and Ranking 
Member BRADY. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO), a formi-
dable negotiator, a great friend, and, I 
must say, an invaluable member of the 
working group that helped assemble 
this document. 

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker, I 
was honored to be appointed to the 
Speaker’s working group charged with 
renegotiating the deeply flawed 
NAFTA agreement that the President 
signed in 2018. It enshrined the failed 
status quo that had hurt American 
workers while extending monopoly pro-
tections for pharmaceutical companies 
that would lock in high medicine 
prices. 

I was focused on crafting effective 
and meaningful standards to protect 
labor rights, constructing an enforce-
ment mechanism for the U.S. and Mex-
ico, strengthening and protecting envi-
ronmental standards, and protecting 
access to affordable medicines. 

I was pleased the principles we pre-
sented to and, in many instances, 
forced on the USTR are reflected in the 
final agreement. Our gains include a 
labor-specific enforcement mechanism 
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for new labor standards, a review body 
to ensure Mexico is meeting its obliga-
tions, penalties for goods and services 
not produced in compliance, and robust 
resources for monitoring and enforce-
ment. 

Despite the President’s rhetoric, this 
agreement will not bring back U.S. 
manufacturing jobs or undo the dam-
age of outsourcing provisions in the 
Republican tax law. Despite our best 
efforts, it lacks more robust climate 
standards, labor and environmental 
terms, and protections for food and 
product safety. So, it is not the model 
for the future. 

Wage stagnation in America is not 
the inevitable result of globalization 
and technology. Special interests have 
shaped government policies that have 
held down wages and increased inequal-
ity. 

Nobel-winning economist Joseph 
Stiglitz said: ‘‘Inequality is not inevi-
table. It is a choice we make.’’ 

We made progress on this agreement. 
It is a framework to build on. I support 
the agreement and pledge to continue 
our work addressing globalization and 
trade policy. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. THOMPSON). 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Madam Speaker, after nearly 400 days 
since President Trump signed the 
agreement, we are finally voting on 
USMCA to deliver real results for the 
people who make up the backbone of 
the American economy. This includes 
our farmers, ranchers, manufacturers, 
and each and every American family 
who depends on these industries. 

USMCA will bring more than $68 bil-
lion in new economic activity, 176,000 
new jobs here at home, and an increase 
of $2 billion a year annually in agricul-
tural exports. These numbers don’t lie, 
and that is only the beginning. Passing 
USMCA is a big win for the American 
economy. 

Lastly, I can’t talk about USMCA 
without mentioning how big of a win it 
is for American agriculture, particu-
larly our dairy farmers. Under this 
agreement, our dairy producers will no 
longer be subject to Canada’s class 6 
and class 7 milk pricing programs, poli-
cies that have unfairly limited our ex-
port potential for years. 

Madam Speaker, USMCA is a good 
agreement. It is a fair agreement, and 
it is a bipartisan agreement. I am 
pleased that we are finally voting on 
this crucial piece of policy and that we 
can deliver on this promise. I urge my 
colleagues to vote ‘‘yes.’’ 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. CUELLAR), a real champion of this 
agreement. 

Mr. CUELLAR. Madam Speaker, I 
support the USMCA, NAFTA 2.1, be-
cause we are doing this in a bipartisan 
way. 

I thank Speaker PELOSI and the 
working group and Chairman NEAL and 
his staff for working so hard; my Texas 

colleague KEVIN BRADY and his staff for 
working so hard; Ambassador 
Lighthizer and our friends to the south, 
the Mexicans, for working together. 

My district is the epicenter of trade 
between the U.S. and Mexico. My city 
of Laredo handles 14,000 to 16,000 trail-
ers every single day. The Laredo cus-
toms district handles 60 percent of all 
the trade between the U.S. and Mexico. 

That means more than $1.7 billion of 
goods flow between the U.S. and Mex-
ico every day. That is over $1 million 
every single minute. Trade is good. It 
means jobs, jobs, jobs. 

I thank the committee for adding the 
signature environmental safeguard, the 
North American Development Bank. 
That is total, with the EPA, over $500 
million for drinking water and for 
waste treatment plants. 

Members, pass USMCA. It means one 
thing: jobs, jobs, jobs. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. KUSTOFF), the State that 
helped win Texas’ independence. 

Mr. KUSTOFF of Tennessee. Madam 
Speaker, I thank Ranking Member 
BRADY for yielding. I thank Ranking 
Member BRADY and Chairman NEAL for 
their hard work on this agreement. 

We know that the U.S.-Mexico-Can-
ada Agreement is vital to our Nation’s 
economy and my home State of Ten-
nessee. Over 200,000 jobs in Tennessee 
depend on the passage of USMCA, and 
that includes about 35,000 manufac-
turing jobs and 10,000 west Tennessee 
farm operations. 

Madam Speaker, the Volunteer State 
produces almost $14 billion in exports 
to Canada and Mexico. More impor-
tantly, the USMCA updates the 25- 
year-old trade agreement that we know 
as NAFTA and modernizes the eco-
nomic partnership of North America. 
Frankly, the USMCA will allow Ten-
nessee and our Nation as a whole to 
achieve greater prosperity. 

I thank President Trump for deliv-
ering on his promises and creating a 
better trade agreement for the Amer-
ican people. 

b 1230 

Madam Speaker, I look forward to 
voting ‘‘yes’’ on the USMCA, and I urge 
all my colleagues to do so as well. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Okla-
homa (Ms. KENDRA S. HORN), a real 
champion of agriculture and small 
business. 

Ms. KENDRA S. HORN of Oklahoma. 
Madam Speaker, I thank Chairman 
NEAL for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of the passage of the 
United States-Mexico-Canada trade 
agreement. 

I am proud to support this bipartisan 
agreement that strengthens trade and 
is good for both economic growth op-
portunities and for our workers. 

A stronger trading relationship with 
Mexico and Canada is good for a 
stronger economy for Oklahoma. These 

two countries are already the Sooner 
State’s largest trading partners, ac-
counting for $2.4 billion in Oklahoma 
exports in the last year alone. 

This newly-agreed-to USMCA is a 
monumental step in strengthening this 
trading relationship. This agreement 
not only ensures fair trade for Okla-
homa businesses and workers—who 
continue to create world-class prod-
ucts—by guaranteeing that exports 
that enter Canada and Mexico are all 
tariff-free, but it also gives Congress 
the necessary tools of enforcement to 
combat the high cost of prescription 
drugs and is good for our workers. 

This strongly improves labor stand-
ards, as well as allowing workers to 
compete on a level playing field. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to support this USMCA and 
other bipartisan solutions. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. MITCHELL), a gentleman who 
was pro trade and pro USMCA the mo-
ment that he hit Congress. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam Speaker, I 
thank Mr. BRADY for being such a lead-
er on this. 

I saw the impact of NAFTA on my 
State of Michigan, on my community, 
and my family. Jobs disappeared at an 
astounding rate, including my dad’s job 
working an assembly line at an auto 
plant. I saw the unfair treatment of 
farmers trying to export their prod-
ucts. 

I live in a district with a major bor-
der crossing to Canada, the Blue Water 
Bridge. So I also saw the importance of 
trade with our neighbors. But trade 
must be fair, balanced, and not dis-
advantage hardworking American fam-
ilies. 

NAFTA failed miserably at that. 
USMCA is a massive improvement 

over NAFTA in more ways than time 
allows me to detail. 

America needs the USMCA. We need 
it now. So let’s finish this drawn-out 
process, pass the bill, and urge the Sen-
ate to proceed with speed. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. STANTON). 

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

Passing the U.S.-Mexico-Canada 
Agreement is essential to creating new 
jobs and strengthening the economy of 
my home State of Arizona. 

Those of us in border States under-
stand the value of trading with our 
neighbors, and I can tell you, growing 
trade relationships with Mexico and 
Canada is essential to Arizona. This 
new agreement will offer a big lift to 
our local companies. 

Already in Arizona, nearly 230,000 
jobs rely on across-the-border com-
merce. That means 230,000 paychecks 
buying holiday gifts, 230,000 paychecks 
putting food on the table for their fam-
ilies, and 230,000 paychecks contrib-
uting to our State’s economy. 
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Today we have a real opportunity for 

job creators, from multi-national com-
panies, to mid-size and small busi-
nesses, from tech workers to farm-
workers. There is no doubt that the 
new USMCA is a win for all Arizonans. 

This is a bipartisan agreement. It 
sets a new standard for creating trade 
rules that are enforceable, good for 
American workers, and effectively con-
sider how business is done in the 21st 
century. 

Importantly, it reasserts Congress’ 
role in trade policy. 

Madam Speaker, I thank Chairman 
NEAL and the trade working group for 
their hard work in getting this deal 
done. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. HURD), whose district has a long 
border with Mexico and who was deeply 
engaged in the negotiating rounds with 
Mexico, Canada, and the U.S., my 
friend from San Antonio. 

Mr. HURD of Texas. Madam Speaker, 
why should all Americans care about 
free trade with Mexico and Canada? 

We should care about the USMCA be-
cause just about every aspect of our 
lives, the food on our table, the clothes 
on our backs, the fuel in our cars, de-
pends on free trade with Mexico and 
Canada. 

We should care about USMCA be-
cause 14 million jobs across the Nation, 
including the jobs of over half of my 
constituents in south Texas, depend on 
free trade with Mexico and Canada. 

We should care about USMCA be-
cause we live in a world where U.S. 
military and economic dominance is no 
longer guaranteed, and a strong North 
America is essential for us to remain 
competitive as China tries to replace 
America as the most important econ-
omy in the world. 

So let’s get the USMCA to the Presi-
dent’s desk so we can start talking 
about increasing North American com-
petitiveness in the rest of the world. 

I support this bill. 
Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentlewoman from Vir-
ginia (Ms. SPANBERGER), a courageous 
congresswoman. 

Ms. SPANBERGER. Madam Speaker, 
I thank Chairman NEAL for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of H.R. 5430. 

Last year, Virginia exported $4.3 bil-
lion worth of goods to Canada and Mex-
ico. One out of six Virginia manufac-
turers exports to these two countries, 
and of these firms, 64 percent are 
small- or medium-sized businesses. 

These businesses are the backbone of 
our economy, and today they are look-
ing to Congress to take this vital step 
towards securing long-term trade sta-
bility. 

Earlier this month, I made that point 
clear at a meeting with the vice presi-
dent. During our discussion, I under-
scored the USMCA’s potential to stim-
ulate growth across the Seventh Dis-
trict of Virginia. 

For central Virginia businesses, to-
day’s vote is a welcome step forward 

towards modernizing NAFTA and stay-
ing competitive in the 21st century. 

For Virginia’s crop and livestock pro-
ducers, today’s vote means protecting 
and expanding relationships with crit-
ical buyers in Canada and Mexico. 

And for central Virginia’s workers, 
today’s vote carries with it a commit-
ment from our trading partners to live 
up to their labor commitments. 

I know that central Virginia’s econ-
omy and the hardworking men and 
women who spur it forward have wait-
ed patiently for this day to arrive. 

Madam Speaker, I thank everyone 
for their work on this: Mr. Chairman, 
Mr. Ranking Member, Ambassador 
Lighthizer, and my colleagues on the 
working group. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to support USMCA. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Missouri (Mrs. HARTZLER). 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Madam Speaker, 
this week represented the best of times 
and the worst of times. 

Yesterday displayed the worst of 
times by impeaching the President for 
political reasons and reversing the will 
of 63 million Americans. 

Today, however, represents the best 
of times by finally voting to approve 
the USMCA. 

This historic agreement, which has 
been held up by Speaker PELOSI for 
over a year, will bring 176,000 new jobs 
and spur $68 billion in new economic 
activity. It removes trade barriers for 
our ag products, creating new markets 
for our farmers and helping rural 
America as a result. 

Encouragingly, the auto industry 
will benefit as well. Just last week, 
General Motors announced that it 
would be investing over $1 billion in a 
truck plant in my home State of Mis-
souri due to the USMCA. 

This agreement moves our relation-
ship with Mexico and Canada into the 
21st century, and will benefit the 
American farmer, the American work-
er, and the American consumer. 

I applaud President Trump for deliv-
ering on this historic trade agreement. 

I look forward to voting ‘‘yes’’ on the 
USMCA and bringing more jobs to our 
great country. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GONZALEZ). 

Mr. GONZALEZ of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today to express my 
support for the United States-Mexico- 
Canada Agreement and also to sound 
the alarm of an issue that should con-
cern us all: violence. 

To put things in perspective, since 
2006, Mexico has lost as many people to 
homicide as the United States has lost 
in every war since Korea. 

Just in the last 3 years, the number 
of homicides exceeded the number of 
soldiers lost in Korea and Vietnam 
combined, all while we act as if noth-
ing is happening in our own backyard. 

Negotiators worked tirelessly to get 
us here to today’s vote, but they failed 

to acknowledge the single greatest 
threat to North American trade and 
prosperity: violence. 

I rise today to say that we have 
missed an opportunity, and I cannot be 
silent and will not let this go. 

Mexican President Lopez Obrador ran 
on a promise to achieve peace, end the 
war on drugs, and create a new civilian 
national guard to tackle organized 
crime by fighting poverty. 

While I have no doubt of his good in-
tentions, he has failed miserably. Mexi-
co’s crime rate continues to rise; the 
endemic mass murders, disappearances, 
extortions, and assaults in Mexico 
show no signs of slowing. 

Madam Speaker, by accepting this as 
the status quo and staying silent, we 
risk standing in the way of our own 
economic success. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING), a champion of agriculture. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
BRADY), the ranking member of the 
Ways and Means Committee, and per-
haps one of the most successful in mod-
ern time. 

I am looking at this USMCA trade 
agreement. I said from the beginning 
that I would not have opened up 
NAFTA; it was good for Iowa agri-
culture, it was good for Iowa manufac-
turing, it was good for America in 
many areas. But the President prom-
ised that he would open it up and that 
he would prevail in his negotiations. 

He has followed through and he has 
kept his word. 

For a year and a half I have been 
having discussions with every entity 
that I can find that has been affected 
by this trade agreement. They all say, 
We are better off. They might say, We 
are marginally better off, but they say, 
We are better off, until you get to 
dairy, where we are a lot, lot better off 
than we were in the past. 

This is a terrific trade agreement. 
Whatever the nuances were after-

wards where there were some changes 
that didn’t affect, I don’t think, the 
district that I represent, what this 
amounts to is this: It is a huge victory 
for the President of the United States, 
for Americans everywhere, for Iowans 
in the Fourth Congressional District, 
which is the number one agriculture 
producing district in all of America. 

We are happy. We are delighted. We 
are thankful to have this Christmas 
present coming to us. 

We say, Merry Christmas, Mr. Presi-
dent; Merry Christmas, America. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ALLRED), a courageous congress-
man. 

Mr. ALLRED. Madam Speaker, I rise 
to applaud the work of my colleagues 
in both parties on reaching a bipar-
tisan consensus on a trade agreement 
between the U.S., Mexico, and Canada. 

I know that this was no easy task, 
and today we are poised to pass this 
historic agreement. 
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This was a priority for me, and I 

worked tirelessly to ensure that the 
administration, my colleagues, and 
House leaders knew how important this 
was for Texas. 

For Texans, trade with Mexico and 
Canada isn’t just a textbook exercise 
or abstract policy issue; it is real jobs 
for more than 36,000 Texans in my dis-
trict. 

Businesses across north Texas rely 
on supply chains between our three na-
tions to manufacture, distribute, and 
sell goods and services. We must give 
them certainty and stability. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes.’’ This job-cre-
ating agreement will shift the trade 
paradigm and create a new standard for 
trade that will protect workers and the 
environment both here at home and 
across the North American continent. 

Madam Speaker, I thank Chairman 
NEAL and the working group and Am-
bassador Lighthizer for their work on 
getting this across the line. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. HUIZENGA), a leader of ag and 
autos. 

Mr. HUIZENGA. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of the United 
States-Mexico-Canada trade agreement 
negotiated by President Trump and his 
team, as well as the strong leadership 
here in the House. 

For more than a year, I have called 
on Speaker PELOSI to have this vote on 
this trade agreement. I am glad the 
day has arrived. 

The stakes for Michigan are ex-
tremely high. One estimate is 38.9 per-
cent of Michigan’s total GDP depends 
on trade, the highest in the Nation. A 
staggering 65 percent of the State’s ex-
ports are bound for Canada and Mexico. 

Trade with our Nation’s neighbors 
support more than 338,000 Michigan 
jobs. 

Ratifying the USMCA will lead to 
more than $30 billion in investment in 
new automotive manufacturing in the 
U.S. and create more than 75,000 jobs 
for American auto workers. 

Passing the USMCA is also vitally 
important to our agricultural commu-
nity. Michigan’s food and agricultural 
exports total approximately $1.98 bil-
lion annually and support roughly 
805,000 food and agricultural jobs. 

This agreement will level the playing 
field for our farmers, growers, and pro-
ducers, and expand market access for 
commodities such as dairy goods, poul-
try, and eggs. 

This is a win for Michigan workers, 
farmers, and job creators, and I support 
this bill. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Min-
nesota (Ms. CRAIG), who I can assure 
everybody was an assertive advocate 
for this agreement. 

b 1245 

Ms. CRAIG. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in support of USMCA. 

This trade agreement is a win for 
Minnesota’s family farmers and small 

business owners. It protects American 
workers and creates certainty and new 
opportunity moving forward with our 
largest trading partners. 

I have walked on farms across my 
district with the families who feed, 
clothe, and fuel this country. One thing 
is clear: Years of tough prices, severe 
weather, and trade issues have taken 
their toll. They need this trade agree-
ment now. 

I am proud to have worked to elimi-
nate the handouts to Big Pharma from 
the original draft. My commitment is 
to work with this administration when 
it benefits our community and stand 
up to them when it doesn’t. 

This is a good deal for American 
farmers, workers, and businesses. I 
urge my colleagues to vote in favor of 
this important trade agreement. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
DESJARLAIS). 

Mr. DESJARLAIS. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to support the United 
States-Mexico-Canada Agreement that 
will replace the outdated North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement. 

USMCA opens new markets for 
American agriculture in Canada, re-
turns manufacturing jobs outsourced 
to Mexico to our own country, and is 
the first U.S. trade deal to focus on 
cross-border commerce for small busi-
nesses, easing rules and regulations to 
level the playing field for startups and 
entrepreneurs. 

Our economy is already strong. Jobs 
and income are growing, especially for 
working and middle-class Americans. 
My home State of Tennessee is a manu-
facturing and transportation hub, and 
small business jobs and wage growth 
there lead the Nation. The USMCA will 
further strengthen our economy. 

However, the President’s opposition, 
who just yesterday voted to impeach 
him, have for years obstructed the 
agenda my constituents, as well as 
Democrats and Republicans around the 
country, supported in 2016. 

We have succeeded, despite unrelent-
ing resistance. Donald Trump has 
shown courage and determination that 
has resulted in a pending trade deal 
with China. Combined with tax cuts, 
reduced regulations, and American en-
ergy independence, these trade deals 
and others the President has produced 
will continue our remarkable economic 
progress, as well as strengthen na-
tional security. 

I am proud to support the USMCA for 
Tennessee farmers, manufacturers, and 
small businesses. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from 
Michigan (Ms. STEVENS), a ferocious 
advocate. 

Ms. STEVENS. Madam Speaker, 
today, we rise to pass a trade deal for 
the middle class. Today, we rise to 
strengthen the protections for the 
workers. Today is a great day, for 
today, we are standing up for our man-
ufacturers and our manufacturing 
economy. 

To all the suppliers in my district 
who advocated, who reached out, who 
asked for the certainty for their work-
force, for the investment, today, we are 
getting something done for you. We do 
not say Republican or Democrat, but 
we say manufacturing. We say hoorah 
for the middle class, for the growth and 
the expansion for our middle class. 

We came here to champion our manu-
facturing economy. We came here to 
get something done, to reach a com-
promise, to shed the awful effects of 
the original NAFTA, and to deliver yet 
again for people. That is what we are 
here for in our majority. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I am 
proud to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
NEWHOUSE). 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Madam Speaker, 
today has been a long time coming for 
President Trump, the American people, 
and the American farmers and ranch-
ers. 

Our vote today ensures that we de-
liver on our promise to bring fair and 
equitable trade with our closest trad-
ing partners, Mexico and Canada. 

In my home State of Washington, ex-
ports to Canada and Mexico totaled 
$11.3 billion in 2018, and trade-related 
jobs amount to nearly 40 percent of all 
jobs in the State. 

I have heard from farmers, ranchers, 
and manufacturers in every county of 
central Washington. They all agree 
that today’s vote to pass USMCA is ex-
actly what we need. 

Most importantly, USMCA maintains 
duty-free access for U.S. agriculture 
products, including the iconic Wash-
ington State apple, which accounts for 
nearly $450 million in exports annually. 

The USMCA goes even further to ad-
vance access for the U.S. dairy and 
wine industries, two substantial driv-
ers for Washington’s economy. 

Madam Speaker, I am proud today 
that we are delivering USMCA for my 
constituents. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the very capable gentle-
woman from New Mexico (Ms. TORRES 
SMALL), who once even followed me 
into the coffee shop to advocate on be-
half of this agreement. 

Ms. TORRES SMALL of New Mexico. 
Madam Speaker, I thank President 
Trump, congressional leadership, 
Chairman NEAL, Ranking Member 
BRADY, and members of the USMCA 
working group for fighting to make 
significant improvements to the out- 
of-date NAFTA agreement. 

This is a win for New Mexico’s work-
ers, small businesses, agricultural pro-
ducers, and our economy as a whole. 

In my conversations with constitu-
ents from across southern New Mexico, 
I have seen just why NAFTA is out of 
date and why USMCA will be a better 
deal. 

Dairy producers in Belen and Roswell 
have talked with me about how, even 
when New Mexican dairies aren’t sell-
ing directly to Canada, increased mar-
ket access and new pricing will raise 
commodity prices across the country. 
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USMCA makes significant progress 

in protecting American workers by 
evening the playing field with mean-
ingful enforcement mechanisms that 
will protect hard-won improvements. 

Other New Mexicans, like our world- 
famous New Mexico chili and pecan 
growers, now have the certainty of a 
trade deal. 

New Mexico stands to gain real bene-
fits after we pass USMCA today. 

Like any deal, it isn’t perfect. Envi-
ronment and enforcement standards 
can always be improved. But the 
USMCA is entirely necessary for New 
Mexico’s producers, workers, and con-
sumers. 

This deal will deliver for New Mex-
ico. It shows that compromise can be 
made, that we can put politics aside. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote in favor of USMCA. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I am 
proud to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR). 

Mr. GOSAR. Madam Speaker, I rise 
in support of the USMCA but also to 
raise a concern about the inclusion of 
section 230 language of the Commu-
nications Decency Act. 

This act gives broad legal immunity 
to Big Tech, which, in turn, uses it as 
a shield from accountability. It is im-
portant that this provision is not—I 
state ‘‘not’’—included in future trade 
agreements. 

The behavior of Big Tech has been 
the subject of substantial scrutiny. 
Much of this scrutiny revolves around 
the appropriateness of maintaining 
this immunity clause. 

On a daily basis, new concerns are 
raised about section 230, including ille-
gal drug sales, child exploitation, ter-
rorist recruitment, political bias, re-
venge porn, deepfakes, and many more. 
Section 230 has played a significant 
role. 

When Speaker PELOSI and I agree on 
an issue, there is some there there. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
the USMCA but again raise the issue 
about section 230. Its continued merit 
on how it would apply to both trade 
agreements and everyday application 
demand modification due to its lack of 
accountability. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Iowa 
(Mrs. AXNE). I can assure the people of 
Iowa that she advocated on behalf of 
this agreement. 

Mrs. AXNE. Madam Speaker, today, 
a lot of hard work is paying off with 
the passage of USMCA. 

I thank my colleagues who crafted 
this agreement that gives market sta-
bility to farmers, protects Iowa work-
ers from having their wages undercut, 
and helps reduce the high cost of bio-
logic drugs. It even has important envi-
ronmental protections. 

I know my farmers, producers, and 
agriculture workers are celebrating the 
passage of USMCA today. 

Everywhere I go, the message has 
been clear: We need USMCA because of 
uncertainty in our markets. 

We now have that deal. 
The House has done a great job, but 

the Senate already said they won’t 
take up this agreement anytime soon. 

It will pass today with bipartisan 
support. Whenever the Senate chooses 
to bring it up, it will pass with bipar-
tisan support then, as well. The same 
Senators who have blamed the House 
for not moving this forward quickly 
enough are now stopping the USMCA 
from becoming law. 

Iowans and Americans are asking for 
help, and we must get this deal done. 

I am proud to have fought for a bet-
ter trade agreement that works for 
Iowa, and I encourage those of us to 
vote for it in the House and for the 
Senate to take it up for a vote to make 
life better for people across the coun-
try. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I am 
proud to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. KEL-
LER). 

Mr. KELLER. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the United States- 
Mexico-Canada trade agreement. While 
I am glad we are here today, this mo-
ment is long overdue. 

While Democrats have been focusing 
on impeaching President Trump, man-
ufacturers and family farmers in Penn-
sylvania’s 12th Congressional District 
have been waiting for the trade deal to 
be ratified. That is because this trade 
deal means a lot to the hardworking 
people and farmers of Pennsylvania’s 
12th Congressional District. 

Just take the positive effect the 
USMCA will have on Pennsylvania’s 
12th Congressional District farmers. 
Pennsylvania’s 12th Congressional Dis-
trict is home to more than 10,500 farms, 
98 percent of which are family farms. 
Moreover, our district is responsible 
for 18 percent of Pennsylvania’s agri-
culture products. 

The provisions in this deal elimi-
nating Canada’s class 7 milk pricing 
program, increasing corn and soybean 
exports, and many other improvements 
will make a huge difference for those 
family farms. 

More important is the leverage that 
gives the United States when negoti-
ating additional trade deals. 

It is no surprise that when Speaker 
PELOSI agreed to the USMCA, China 
agreed to the Phase One trade deal 
that President Trump had been negoti-
ating for the benefit of our country. 

Again, USMCA is long overdue, but I 
am glad we are finally here to be able 
to support America in this trade deal. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I am 
glad to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. COSTA), 
who is an assertive advocate of 
USMCA. 

Mr. COSTA. Madam Speaker, I rise 
to recognize all the hard work it took 
to reach this agreement for the United 
States-Mexico-Canada Agreement: 
Chairman NEAL, Chairman BRADY, 
Chairman BLUMENAUER, the good work 
of Ambassador Lighthizer, the working 
groups the Speaker put together, and 

the Speaker’s desire to see this get 
across the finish line. 

It is important to update NAFTA for 
the sake of the American workers and 
our agricultural economy. 

This agreement will improve oppor-
tunities for good-paying jobs in Amer-
ica by updating labor protections and 
standards in Mexico that can be en-
forced. 

The agreement goes a long way to 
improve environmental standards and 
clean up cross-border pollution be-
tween California and Mexico and other 
border 

With nearly half of California’s agri-
cultural products destined for foreign 
markets, the certainty this deal brings 
to relations between our two largest 
trading partners, Canada and Mexico, 
cannot be overstated. 

I was glad to be a part of this bipar-
tisan effort to bring people together for 
today’s vote. 

I congratulate the President. The 
fact of the matter is, this is good for 
America, good for working people, and 
good for agriculture. 

Madam Speaker, I look forward to 
supporting USMCA, and I urge my col-
leagues to do the same. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
HAGEDORN). 

Mr. HAGEDORN. Madam Speaker, 
after advocating for USMCA this past 
year, I am excited to vote for it today. 

Not only will this deal expand trade 
with Mexico and Canada, but it is 
going to help us build momentum for 
deals with other nations, like China, 
Vietnam, and so forth. It is going to be 
great for our country. 

One quick example of how this helps 
the American people, particularly farm 
families: Over the summer, Farmers 
for Free Trade rallied in our southern 
Minnesota district for USMCA. We 
were at the Hoffman Dairy Farm, 
about 15 miles south of New Ulm. The 
Hoffmans are sixth-generation dairy 
farms. They said that it has been 5 or 
6 years of tough commodity prices— 
low prices, high input cost. They need-
ed a win. 

Our market for dairy has been shut 
out of Canada, virtually, with 300 per-
cent tariffs. USMCA is going to knock 
down those tariffs, allow more exports, 
create more demand, help families like 
the Hoffmans, and help our country. I 
urge everyone to vote for the agree-
ment. 

Madam Speaker, as the first member of 
Minnesota’s congressional delegation to sup-
port the USMCA, I am thrilled to finally have 
the opportunity to vote for the implementation 
of this agreement. 

The USMCA is a long overdue, much need-
ed and well-deserved bipartisan win for the 
American people. The agreement is a win for 
our workers, businesses, farmers and families 
in Minnesota’s First District and throughout the 
nation. 

It will open new markets, expand economic 
opportunity and create new high-wage jobs, 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 20:41 Dec 20, 2019 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00051 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 9920 E:\RECORD19\DECEMBER\H19DE9.REC H19DE9sr
ad

ov
ic

h 
on

 D
S

K
JL

S
T

7X
2P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E

sradovich
Text Box
CORRECTION

December 19, 2019 Congressional Record
Correction To Page H12263
December 19, 2019, on page H12263, ``*ERR08*'' inadvertently appeared at one place. The online version has been corrected to delete the inadvertent text. 



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH12264 December 19, 2019 
build momentum for trade deals with China 
and other nations, and help protect and pro-
mote our rural way of life in southern Min-
nesota. 

We are already seeing evidence of this mo-
mentum with the United States and China an-
nouncing a ‘‘Phase One’’ trade agreement just 
days after the bipartisan agreement on 
USMCA was reached. 

I am personally hearing from the farmers 
back home that they are relieved to finally 
have some market certainty after six years of 
low commodity prices. Especially our dairy 
farmers, who for the first time will have access 
to the Canadian market. 

USMCA is also a boon to manufacturers 
who will continue to have duty-free access to 
Canada and Mexico, the industry’s largest ex-
port markets—creating tens of thousands of 
new jobs and adding nearly $70 billion to the 
U.S. economy as a whole. 

I will vote ‘‘yes’’ on this agreement, I urge 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle to do 
the same, and I hope the Senate will move 
quickly to ratify the deal and send it to Presi-
dent Trump’s desk so that the agreement can 
be implemented as quickly as possible for the 
American people. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM), and I want to recognize 
the critical role that he played in get-
ting us to this bipartisan negotiation 
of USMCA. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Speaker, 
today, I am proud to rise in support of 
USMCA. 

As the Representative of South Caro-
lina’s Lowcountry, which is home to 
the Port of Charleston, Volvo, Bosch, 
JW Aluminum, Becton Dickinson, and 
countless other manufacturers, I know 
just how important market stability 
and trade certainty is to my constitu-
ents. 

I promised the people of the 
Lowcountry I would come to Wash-
ington to work with Democrats and 
Republicans in Congress, the White 
House, and anyone else necessary to 
find bipartisan, commonsense solutions 
to issues impacting our district. Pas-
sage of USMCA is a major step in that 
direction. 

b 1300 

Nearly 30,000 jobs in our district are 
supported by trade with Mexico and 
Canada. This agreement is absolutely 
critical to maintaining good-paying 
jobs and economic growth in the 
Lowcountry. 

I urge all of my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to support passage of 
the USMCA to bolster America’s econ-
omy, support workers, and protect the 
environment. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. HILL), my friend, a leader of 
trade policy in the George H.W. Bush 
administration. 

Mr. HILL of Arkansas. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today in support of the 
USMCA, and I want to congratulate 
my friends, Mr. BRADY from Texas and 
Mr. NEAL, for their leadership in the 

House Ways and Means Committee. It 
is a great victory for their hard work 
and perseverance. 

As a member of the USMCA Repub-
lican House Whip Team, I was proud to 
advocate on behalf of this much-needed 
update to NAFTA. 

Twenty-seven years ago, I worked for 
President Bush 41 and worked on sup-
porting his goal of North America be-
coming the world’s premier economic 
market. How pleased he would be to be 
here today and see this bipartisan sup-
port to update the North American 
trade market for a new generation. 

Impressive, indeed. We will take con-
verts to free trade every day, even if 
some of them are overnight converts. 

The Senate must act expeditiously 
now to convert this dream to a reality 
and benefit the 100,000 Arkansans who 
live and die by trade with Canada and 
Mexico. 

Congratulations to President Trump 
and Ambassador Lighthizer on this his-
toric victory, and Happy New Year to 
the economic region in North America. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Mrs. BUSTOS), a well-regarded 
Congresswoman whose district I have 
visited. 

Mrs. BUSTOS. Madam Speaker, I ap-
preciate Chairman NEAL for yielding 
me the time. 

In my congressional district, I rep-
resent more than 9,600 family farms 
and 90,000 labor households. I have 
toured my district many times and was 
fortunate enough to bring the Speaker 
of the House into the State of Illinois 
over the summer to meet with our fam-
ily farmers. 

Trade is one of the top issues people 
back home bring up to me, and the 
message that they deliver is loud and 
clear: We need a strong trade deal with 
broad-based support to help both Amer-
ica’s farmers and our labor commu-
nities. 

I have worked to help bring parties 
to the table and reach a deal that 
works for everyone. I am proud to say 
that the United States-Mexico-Canada 
trade agreement is that deal. 

The USMCA outlines protections for 
labor that will make America better 
prepared to expand opportunities for 
our workforce. It builds on trade rela-
tionships critical to our agriculture 
markets, and it represents the strong-
est trade enforcement mechanisms our 
country has ever seen. 

I am proud to cast my vote to sup-
port this step forward and to help build 
the foundation for future trade agree-
ments. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from South 
Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON), an agriculture 
leader from the Mount Rushmore 
State. 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 
Madam Speaker, so often in this polit-
ical environment, victories bring with 
them a winner, but many more losers. 
Today is different. Today is a celebra-
tion. Today brings with it a bounty of 
benefits to a multitude of winners. 

If you are a dairy family, today you 
are a winner. 

If you are a middle-class family, 
today you are a winner. 

If you grow wheat, if you write code, 
if you process cheese, you are a winner 
today. 

So often in this Chamber we lament 
deals that could have been, but today 
is a deal we are celebrating, with $2 bil-
lion of new agriculture exports, with 
176,000 new jobs, with $68 billion of real 
growth in this economy. 

Madam Speaker, today, 300 million 
Americans are winners. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Ms. KAPTUR), a very good friend of 
mine. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the chairman for yielding me 
the time. 

I rise in opposition to NAFTA 2, 
which has been rebranded the USMCA. 

First of all, it is being rushed 
through at the last moments of this 
session without the majority of Mem-
bers even able to read it or participate 
in hearings on it. 

Number two, it will not stem the 
continental outsourcing of U.S. jobs, 
and, sadly, and most importantly, it 
will not achieve the real enforcement 
by the Governments of Mexico or the 
United States. 

For over 10 years, I have been trying 
to get the Government of Mexico to ar-
rest and prosecute the brutal mur-
derers of Santiago Cruz, a Mexican na-
tional fighting against the huge conti-
nental labor trafficking of his country-
men. He was educating his fellow farm-
workers that they did not have to pay 
a bounty of $8,000 to come to this coun-
try to work in our fields as they be-
came indentured workers. 

Despite my over 10 years of efforts to 
bring justice to his brutal killers, Mex-
ico behaves as if this crime never oc-
curred. Why should I believe Mexico 
will enforce anything? 

Furthermore, about a month ago, we 
saw the President of Mexico not able to 
keep control of his own streets, and he 
released the son of El Chapo, the drug 
lord. What makes you think this ad-
ministration or the one in Mexico will 
do anything to enforce the laws that 
USMCA purports to support? 

I urge all of my colleagues to vote 
‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. BAIRD). 

Mr. BAIRD. Madam Speaker, for sev-
eral months now, I have been very 
vocal about the importance of passing 
the USMCA for Indiana. I have heard 
from constituents about their desire to 
get this deal done. I have also encour-
aged my colleagues to push for a vote. 

So I applaud the leadership to get 
this historic deal accomplished. To-
day’s passage of USMCA will give busi-
nesses and farmers across our district 
increased opportunity to grow. 

In 2018, our State exported more than 
$18 billion to Mexico and Canada. 
Under USMCA, that number will rise. 
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This trade deal is a big win for our 

automotive industry and agricultural 
community and for the protection of 
our intellectual property. With this im-
proved trade agreement, we will see 
better market access and job growth 
here at home. 

I am proud to support the passage of 
USMCA and look forward to supporting 
more victories for the U.S. economy. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. BRINDISI), a very accom-
plished gentleman. 

Mr. BRINDISI. Madam Speaker, I 
want to thank the chairman for yield-
ing and thank him for his work and the 
work of the Trade Working Group for 
their tireless effort to get this deal 
done. 

I rise today in strong support of this 
legislation and for swift approval of 
USMCA. 

We need to make sure that New 
York’s workers, farmers, and small 
businesses have a fair shot at success. 
That is why I worked hard with Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle and the 
administration to get this deal to the 
finish line. 

There are many reasons to support 
this agreement, such as stronger labor 
and environmental standards, but I 
will use my brief time to highlight the 
impact this will have on upstate New 
York’s dairy farmers. 

I have heard from dairy farmers 
across upstate New York about the 
need to get more milk to market, boost 
milk prices, and crack down on unfair 
Canadian price supports, which USMCA 
will do. 

USMCA will help family farms, help 
manufacturers, and protect workers, 
and I urge swift passage of this agree-
ment. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I am 
proud to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. DAVIDSON), a 
manufacturing champion. 

Mr. DAVIDSON of Ohio. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the chairman for 
yielding. 

It is an honor to stand in support of 
the U.S.-Mexico-Canada trade agree-
ment. 

Trade is a vital part of our economy. 
It has made America the world’s land 
of opportunity. We have been a vital 
part of the world’s economy. 

Certainty is needed in trade right 
now. This deal certainly isn’t perfect, 
but far too often here in Congress we 
let perfect become the enemy of good. 

Frankly, we have a choice between 
no NAFTA, NAFTA, or an improved 
NAFTA, so it is not a hard multiple 
choice test. It is an improvement, and 
I look forward to continuing to work to 
advance the cause of capitalism and 
free trade in the United States of 
America. 

Opportunities are going to make 
things better for Ohio’s Eighth Dis-
trict, from manufacturing to agri-
culture, to financial services, and I 
thank everyone who has had a hand in 
making this come to fruition. 

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. DAVIS), a very capable 
Congresswoman. 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank Chairman NEAL for yield-
ing. 

Trade negotiations are not for the 
faint of heart. Few votes have gen-
erated more passion in this Chamber 
than votes on trade agreements. That 
is why I am so glad that we finally 
have an agreement that Members from 
both sides of the aisle can support. 

It is no secret why that is. This is an 
agreement that sets up, for the first 
time, facility-level inspections to make 
sure that workers’ rights are being 
honored, and it removes the onerous IP 
provisions that have made their way 
into far too many trade agreements in 
recent years. 

Finally, as a Member from the San 
Diego region, it is important to have 
an agreement like this that both pre-
serves and improves the binational 
partnership that defines the larger 
community. 

This agreement lays the groundwork 
for the Federal Government to finally 
address the longstanding pollution 
flowing from the Tijuana River into 
San Diego Bay, which impacts both the 
health of our community and our mili-
tary. 

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

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from 
Michigan (Mrs. DINGELL), a very capa-
ble Member of the House. 

Mrs. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman for all of his hard work 
on getting us here today. 

We have to be honest: This trade deal 
won’t undo the deep damage NAFTA 1.0 
has done to our American workers, 
American manufacturing, and our envi-
ronment. Today, factories sit empty in 
Michigan and across my district, while 
workers are unable to compete with 
subpar nonunion workers in other 
countries. 

A new trade agreement is not just 
going to uproot those factories from 
overseas and bring them back home, 
but we fought hard to improve the 
original deal because what the Trump 
administration first proposed wasn’t 
enough. Democrats fought for stronger 
labor and environmental standards and 
tougher enforcement mechanisms. 

This agreement has earned my vote 
because of the significant improve-
ments made over the last year in 
NAFTA 1.0, but our work is still there 
to strengthen American manufac-
turing, protect our environment, invest 
in our workers, and make sure we keep 
America at the forefront of innovation 
and technology. 

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

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. DELGADO), a very capable 
Congressman and my neighbor. 

Mr. DELGADO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman for yielding. 

My district, New York’s 19th Con-
gressional District, is home to nearly 
5,000 farms. These are not large or cor-
porate operations. They are small fam-
ily farms passed down from one genera-
tion to the next. 

These family farmers across my dis-
trict—dairy, organic, vegetable, and di-
versified farmers—are being squeezed 
by market consolidation, lower prices, 
and unfavorable conditions during this 
downturn in the farm economy. 

Today, the House has an opportunity 
to provide a long-overdue tool for their 
success—in a word, stability. The 
USMCA will maintain and, in some 
cases, increase, for our farmers, access 
to critical markets in Canada and Mex-
ico. 

I will cast my vote to ratify this im-
portant agreement with strength and 
protections for American workers and 
organized labor, as well as facility-spe-
cific enforcement mechanisms for 
these new terms. 

I will close with a reminder. 
This is not a panacea. Our small 

farmers are facing significant 
headwinds, and it is our duty, as a 
body, to support this time-honored tra-
dition in upstate New York and across 
our country. 

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

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN), my friend. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank my colleague for yielding. 

The threshold question for any 
NAFTA replacement must be whether 
it will finally stop the outflow of 
American jobs and raise the standard 
of living for Mexican, Canadian, and, of 
course, American workers. 

My Democratic colleagues have 
worked tirelessly to ensure NAFTA’s 
replacement leads to positive change, 
and I thank them for their efforts 
which have improved the deal Presi-
dent Trump originally negotiated. 

But these improvements will not be 
enough to overhaul the entrenched sys-
tem in Mexico that denies workers 
their rights, keeps wages unconscion-
ably low, and, consequently, 
incentivizes companies to ship jobs to 
Mexico. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BRINDISI). The time of the gentleman 
has expired. 

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
gentleman from Michigan an addi-
tional 30 seconds. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. It 
incentivizes companies to ship jobs to 
Mexico and out of our communities 
like mine in southeast Michigan. 

Mexico has not demonstrated the 
will, meaningfully, to reform its labor 
system, and the weakness of USMCA’s 
enforcement mechanisms mean that we 
will not be able to hold Mexico’s feet to 
the fire when promised reforms do not 
occur. 

I genuinely hope I am wrong about 
this, but I fear we can expect the 
USMCA will perpetuate the harms of 
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NAFTA for Mexican and American 
workers alike; therefore, I oppose this 
legislation. 

b 1315 
Mr. BRADY. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 

the balance of my time. 
Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentlewoman from Texas 
(Mrs. FLETCHER), who is very capable. 

Mrs. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of this USMCA agree-
ment. In my home State of Texas, 
trade with Mexico and Canada ac-
counts for billions of dollars and mil-
lions of jobs, many of them at the Port 
of Houston and in the greater Houston 
area. 

The USMCA modernizes the frame-
work for our trade, strengthening en-
forcement, labor, and environmental 
provisions in an updated agreement 
that does not adversely impact our 
businesses, our workers, or our envi-
ronment. 

It is also critical for our energy fu-
ture, codifying a new zero-tariff policy 
and further encouraging U.S. energy 
exports across North America for years 
to come. 

The agreement represents a true bi-
partisan accomplishment that will set 
the standard for future trade agree-
ments. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank Chair-
man NEAL, the working group, Ranking 
Member BRADY, and Ambassador 
Lighthizer for their work. As cochair of 
the New Democrat Coalition Trade 
Task Force, I have been actively work-
ing with them to advance this agree-
ment all year. I am so glad to see it 
come to the floor of the House. I en-
courage my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’. 

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

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I am pre-
pared to close. 

Mr. BRADY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, Texas is made for trade. 
No State ships or sells more around the 
world than the Lone Star State, and 
especially in my home region in the 
Houston area of the Eighth Congres-
sional District of Texas. 

So many of our jobs depend on free 
and fair trade, almost 1 million in our 
State alone. The new USMCA is incred-
ibly vital and incredibly important for 
us because our two largest trading 
partners are our friend and neighbor, 
Mexico, and Canada as well. 

I want to thank President Trump for 
bringing this trade agreement to re-
ality. Like other Presidential can-
didates, he pledged to renegotiate 
NAFTA. Unlike any others, he deliv-
ered. He was convinced that we could 
rebuild bipartisan trade here in Amer-
ica by insisting on a fair and level 
playing field for American workers, 
and he was exactly right. 

Earlier, when he championed tax re-
form, he did that because every expert 
and every other Presidential candidate, 
including Democrats, said: manufac-
turing in America is dead, just give up, 
it won’t come back. 

He believed otherwise, and so did Re-
publicans; and because of our GOP tax 
cuts and his balanced regulations, we 
have created over a half a million new 
manufacturing jobs right here in Amer-
ica over the last 2 years. 

I want to thank Ambassador Robert 
Lighthizer for being the architect of 
this trade agreement. I will tell you, 
Mr. Speaker, I was a skeptic when he 
said that we can rebuild bipartisan 
trade and we can fulfill many of the 
Democrats’ labor and environmental 
wishes that no other President had 
ever delivered. So he proved me wrong. 

Working closely with Chairman NEAL 
and others, he, in the original trade 
agreement of the USMCA a year ago, 
produced the most pro-labor and pro- 
environmental trade agreement in 
American history. In the last few 
months he has worked closely with 
Democrats to fine-tune that agreement 
so that these issues are enforceable. 
Republicans support that enforcement. 

I also appreciate the leadership of 
Chairman NEAL, without whom we 
would not be here today. And I want to 
especially thank my trade staff led by 
the remarkable Angela Ellard, Josh 
Snead, David Giordano, and someone 
whose last day is with us here, Blake 
Harden as well. 

During my time on the Ways and 
Means Committee, I have been proud to 
help lead the passage of 12 of the trade 
agreements America has in place today 
and two updates of the Trade Pro-
motion Authority that lays out the 
trade rules for the White House and 
Congress to follow. So for me this is 
number 13. 

I believe in the freedom to trade, and 
I truly believe it is the greatest eco-
nomic freedom we possess. It lays at 
the heart of our free enterprise system. 
As Thomas Jefferson wrote: ‘‘Com-
merce with other nations is not only 
necessary and beneficial to all parties, 
it is a right and a duty.’’ 

It is the freedom to buy, sell, and 
compete anywhere in the world with as 
little government interference as pos-
sible. It is a freedom that if we build a 
better mousetrap, then we can sell it 
anywhere in the world; and when some-
one else builds a better mousetrap, 
then we have the freedom to buy it for 
our family and for our business. That 
economic freedom has lifted millions 
out of poverty and provided oppor-
tunity, prosperity, and peace, not just 
for ourselves but for the world. 

That is why it was so disappointing 
the Democrats held up moving forward 
on this agreement for so long because 
every day of delay helped China, helped 
Europe, and helped other countries. 
This was long overdue. 

But the truth of the matter is, we are 
here today and we have pulled together 
in a historic vote. America is made for 
trade, and with our new, strong econ-
omy—the most competitive economy 
today in the world—we need more cus-
tomers all around the world. That is 
what this trade agreement does. It de-
livers on new customers and delivers 
on new prosperity. 

I will close with this, Mr. Speaker. 
On the Ways and Means Committee I 
hold a seat formerly held by President 
George H. W. Bush and former Chair-
man Bill Archer. When President Bush 
signed this agreement in San Antonio, 
he said this so many years ago: 

This agreement is an achievement of three 
strong and proud nations and expresses our 
confidence in economic freedom and personal 
freedom in our people’s energy and enter-
prise. 

It is an honor to vote today in sup-
port of the States U.S.-Mexico-Canada 
agreement that embraces and enhances 
economic and personal freedom. Mem-
bers of Congress should take pride in 
this work that they have put in to 
make today’s debate on today’s trade 
agreement a reality. 

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

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

So on this occasion, Mr. Speaker, we 
conclude after 14 months of negotiating 
a hemispheric trade agreement—no 
small matter and no small accomplish-
ment. It included a visit with the dele-
gation to Mexico to meet with the 
President of Mexico, President Lopez 
Obrador. It included a delegation that 
visited Prime Minister Trudeau in Can-
ada and intense negotiations in both 
countries, and I think it is fair to say 
that the conversations in both coun-
tries were indeed very spirited. 

But before I go to more of the spe-
cifics, we would not have gotten here 
without some very important and crit-
ical moments of focused and diligent 
work by Members of the House and the 
staff that got us to where we are today. 

First, an acknowledgment to Speaker 
PELOSI, who from day one said that the 
game plan is to get to yes. Her leader-
ship to get the deal across the line, I 
think, was matched almost by her top 
trade adviser, Katherine Monge. 

Let me thank the working group 
members, Trade Subcommittee Chair-
man BLUMENAUER and his staff Laura 
Thrift and David Skillman; Represent-
ative THOMPSON and his staff, Jennifer 
Goedke; Representative LARSON and 
his staff, Scott Stephanou; Representa-
tive TERRI SEWELL and her staff, Rob 
Nuttall; Representative JIM GOMEZ and 
his staff, Sam Negatu; Representative 
ROSA DELAURO and her staff, Jack 
Spasiano; Representative SCHAKOWSKY 
and her staff, Syd Terry and Osaremen 
Okolo; and Representative SUZANNE 
BONAMICI and her staff, Allison Smith. 

I want to thank the House Legisla-
tive Counsel, Mark Synnes and Kalyani 
Parthasarathy for their expertise, cre-
ativity, and many hours of hard and 
good work with our staff to prepare 
this legislation that is more than 200 
pages long. They represent the very 
best of this institution’s profes-
sionalism. 

For the support of colleagues and 
staff that I received from the diplo-
matic corps in Mexico City and Ot-
tawa, we should express our gratitude 
as well to Ms. Elizabeth Hoffman at 
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our Embassy in Mexico City for her ex-
traordinary talents and efforts to sup-
port our attempts as we got to yes. 

I have great confidence and belief in 
the staff members at the Ways and 
Means Committee, and, yes, on both 
sides. So I want to thank my com-
mittee staff who have worked tirelessly 
on this agreement: Chief Trade Counsel 
and staff director of the Trade Sub-
committee, Katherine Tai, who led us 
through the process along with her 
staff, Keigan Mull, Julia Friedman, 
Katie White, Alexandra Whittaker, 
John Catalfamo, and Kate Connor 
Linton. They were supported by a cast 
of very bright fellows and interns, 
Brishailah Brown, Chenoa Lee, and Tif-
fany Venmahavong. 

I also want to thank our colleagues 
across the aisle. Especially I want to 
acknowledge today the role that Am-
bassador Robert Lighthizer played in 
this. There is something to be said for 
the experience of Capitol Hill and hav-
ing been a former staff member. Time 
and again we thought we weren’t going 
to get to where we wanted to be. And 
there were some moments, I would say, 
of incendiary commentary back and 
forth. Though there were many threats 
to leave the negotiation, it never mate-
rialized because a long walk through 
this Capitol can solve a lot of chal-
lenges. 

Mr. BRADY was invaluable as well, 
and his committee staff, Angela Ellard, 
Josh Snead, Blake Harden, and David 
Giordano all played a very important 
role here. 

This really is a bipartisan agreement, 
and I hope and expect that the chal-
lenges to USMCA will allow H.R. 5430 
to enjoy broad, bipartisan support. 

I certainly am urging support for this 
because of the following: it bolsters 
workers’ rights; it corrects earlier 
Trump administration backsliding on 
environmental obligations to get us to 
this trade agreement; it eliminated 
many big giveaways to companies that 
would have locked in high medicine 
prices, and it preserves Congress’ free-
dom to legislate to bring those prices 
down; and it incorporates the strongest 
enforcement mechanisms, including 
specifically enhanced mechanisms for 
enforcing labor rights in any U.S. trade 
agreement. 

There are three titles that are de-
voted to the United States Government 
and our role: monitoring and enforce-
ment of USMCA partners’ obligations, 
monitoring and enforcement of USMCA 
partners’ environmental obligations, 
and more than $843 million over 4 years 
that will be dedicated to monitoring 
and enforcement of labor and environ-
mental obligations, including funds for 
education and training of workers and 
inspectors. 

We would not have gotten here 
today, however, without the important 
considerations of organized labor and 
the honorable men and women of the 
AFL/CIO and the Teamsters. We had 
broad support by including them in the 
negotiation and the discussions. This 

agreement is much the better for it, 
but it also is the signature accomplish-
ment for all of us who had a chance to 
participate in it. 

Every once in a while, Mr. Speaker, 
you get to participate in these it-will- 
never-happen moments, and I believe 
that this indeed is one of them. So we 
also thank the NETWORK Lobby for 
Catholic Social Justice, American 
Chemistry Council, Association for Ac-
cessible Medicines, Coalition of Serv-
ices Industries, Farmers for Free 
Trade, Information Technology Indus-
try, the National Association of Manu-
facturers, the National Council of Tex-
tiles Organizations, The Software Alli-
ance, and, indeed, many others. 

I hope that this will serve as a tem-
plate going forward for the two sides to 
reach a combination on many of the 
priorities that expire this year that we 
will include next year. But, also, I 
think it is an example of when men and 
women in this institution of goodwill— 
not just in the season—but men and 
women of goodwill can find common 
occurrence and common ground on an 
issue, in the end, that is really impor-
tant to all members of the American 
family. 

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, twenty-five 
years ago, I strongly opposed and helped lead 
the opposition against the North American 
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). While our ef-
forts narrowly failed in the House, I was proud 
to vote against it. 

Then-President Clinton said that the North 
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) 
would create thousands of good-paying U.S. 
jobs and would result in trade surpluses be-
tween $9–$12 billion. The reality, however, 
couldn’t be further from the truth, and NAFTA 
has been an absolute disaster. 

After railing against NAFTA and promising 
to deliver a dramatically improved deal or with-
draw from the agreement altogether, President 
Trump and his administration delivered the 
United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
(USMCA). By all accounts, the USMCA was 
nothing more than a continuation of NAFTA’s 
same failed policies. 

After months of extensive negotiations be-
tween House Democrats and the U.S. Trade 
Representative (USTR), important improve-
ments have been made to the USMCA on a 
number of issues, including improvements I 
have long fought for and helped secure. 

After extensive work with USTR, I am proud 
to have secured provisions in the USMCA that 
will better enable the U.S. to safeguard our 
roads. The deal includes language that allows 
the United States to restrict domestic long- 
haul services by Mexican trucks in the event 
of material harm to U.S. trucking suppliers, op-
erators, and drivers. I am pleased that this re-
striction provides teeth to protect the U.S. 
trucking industry from unfair trade practices by 
Mexican motor carriers, and provides for con-
sideration of impacts on driver wages and 
working conditions, to avoid a race to the bot-
tom in trucking. 

I am also pleased that damaging provisions 
that would have kept prescription drug costs 
high have been removed. House Democrats 
were able to successfully negotiate the re-

moval of provisions that would have kept 
cheaper, generic drugs off the market longer. 

Working Americans have been waiting for 
more than two decades for the opportunity to 
fix NAFTA’s failed policies. Throughout my ca-
reer I have fought for a truly transformative re-
placement that supports American workers 
while safeguarding the environment and pro-
tecting consumers. While it is an improvement 
from NAFTA, I do not believe that the USMCA 
is that transformative deal, and, as a result, I 
will be voting against it today. 

The fact of the matter is that there is a 
deeply entrenched system of wage and rights 
suppression in Mexico. Hundreds of thou-
sands of U.S. jobs were lost to Mexico as a 
result of this system, and these jobs aren’t 
coming back to our country. Without upending 
this entrenched system altogether, we will not 
be able to raise wages and standards for 
Mexican workers, which means we will con-
tinue to struggle to prevent the hemorrhaging 
of American jobs that are being outsourced to 
low wage jobs in Mexico. I do not believe 
Mexico has devoted the funding or the staffing 
necessary for these changes, nor do I believe 
this agreement goes far enough in ensuring 
that workers and the U.S. have the remedies 
needed to prevent abuses from continuing to 
occur moving forward. Democratic and Repub-
lican administrations have shirked their re-
sponsibilities to fight for higher labor standards 
and fair trade policies, and I do not believe 
this agreement does enough to prevent those 
kind of abuses moving forward. 

Further, the Republican tax bill enacted in 
2017 actually promotes outsourcing by allow-
ing multinational corporations to cut their tax 
rate in half if they shut a factory in the U.S. 
and move it to Mexico. I will reintroduce legis-
lation next year to eliminate this incentive. 

Beyond this, the USMCA is at its core a 
deal that will continue to promote pro-polluter, 
climate-denying policies. There are no sub-
stantive provisions to seriously curb air and 
water pollution, the deal completely ignores 
climate change, and its environmental enforce-
ment mechanism is not nearly strong enough. 
We need to do much more to take bold steps 
to address climate change and to curb cor-
porate polluting. 

I am also disappointed that the administra-
tion abandoned its original position to elimi-
nate chapter 19. I have long called for the 
elimination of this unconstitutional chapter 
which allows foreign tribunals to overrule U.S. 
trade protections against heavily subsidized 
foreign imports, and I am disappointed that the 
administration acquiesced to Canada. 

While I don’t believe this agreement sets 
forward a bold vision for a 21st century trade 
agreement, the reality is that this agreement 
will become law, and that means the real work 
of monitoring and enforcing the new provisions 
will begin. I will push for robust oversight and 
enforcement of the labor and environmental 
standards and work to ensure that any and all 
flaws are appropriately addressed when the 
USMCA’s sunset provisions kick-in six years 
from now. 

I have spent my entire career fighting on be-
half of the American worker, including voting 
against every so-called free trade deal pro-
posed to Congress that undermines our work-
force and enables the destruction of our envi-
ronment. I will continue to fight for truly trans-
formative deals that create a new standard for 
how trade agreements should support the U.S. 
and its people. 
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Mr. Speaker, despite President Trump’s 

promises to fix NAFTA and make a perfect 
trade agreement that will bring jobs back to 
the United States, the NAFTA 2.0 agreement 
signed last year prioritized corporations over 
American workers. Democratic lawmakers ne-
gotiated vigorously to improve the shoddy 
2018 agreement, and they should be ap-
plauded for their work on the U.S. Mexico 
Canada Agreement (USMCA). The USMCA 
marks a significant improvement over the 
NAFTA 2.0 agreement on issues related to 
labor standards. The USMCA establishes 
labor specific enforcement mechanisms, re-
moves NAFTA’s Investor-State Dispute Settle-
ment (ISDS) regime, and eliminates huge 
giveaways to the pharmaceutical industry. 
While significant strides were made, the 
agreement ultimately falls short of the critical 
labor and environmental needs that face our 
country today. Although I regretfully had to 
miss today’s vote due to a family emergency, 
I would have voted no on the USMCA. 

The USMCA does take long-overdue steps 
to improve conditions for Mexican workers and 
remove incentives for companies to move 
American jobs to Mexico. To be clear, this 
agreement will do nothing to bring back hun-
dreds of thousands of manufacturing jobs to 
the U.S., and the Republican’s tax bill signed 
into law last year still contains major incen-
tives for corporations to outsource and off-
shore jobs. Mexico’s promise to provide new 
labor protections, and the new rules included 
in this agreement, will help many workers in 
Mexico. However, the USMCA’s enforcement 
mechanisms simply will not do enough to en-
sure these new rules are followed and could 
make it impossible for the U.S. to hold Mexico 
responsible if these promised reforms do not 
take effect. 

Unfortunately, USMCA fails to address our 
climate crisis and adequately protect our envi-
ronment. The agreement does not include en-
forcement of the Paris Climate Agreement or 
even the phrase ‘‘climate change.’’ It leaves 
intact NAFTA’s incentives for corporations to 
dodge clean energy policies in the U.S. and 
leaves enforcement to a NAFTA-style inter-
agency committee with little authority beyond 
writing reports. The agreement would not ad-
dress documented pollution dumping and sets 
no limits on air, water, or land pollution. The 
deregulatory standards would also make it 
even harder for the U.S. to set new environ-
mental regulations in the future. It was impos-
sible for me to support this agreement without 
significantly more robust and binding environ-
mental standards. 

I respect and appreciate the hard work and 
dedication of my Democratic colleagues in 
transforming President Trump’s terrible 
NAFTA 2.0 agreement into a more robust and 
fair USMCA. However, because of the weak 
environmental standards and the lack of ro-
bust enforcement of labor rights, I cannot sup-
port it. 

Mr. MEEKS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of the US-Mexico-Canada Agreement 
Implementing Act. Updating NAFTA is crucial 
to America’s workforce and our economy. Our 
vote today is not just about a trade bill. For 
our nation, trade has never been singularly 
about the exchange of goods and services 
across borders. This bill is about making mon-
umental progress in the fundamental frame-
work of trade negotiations. It is about Amer-
ica’s competitive edge, the rights of our work-

ers, the stewardship of our environment, and 
so much more. 

Millions of American jobs depend on trade 
with Canada and Mexico. NAFTA is a 25-year- 
old agreement that has long needed an up-
grade to meet the demands of our times. 
American workers and American businesses 
deserve the best possible update that we can 
negotiate, I believe that is precisely what we 
have here. 

As a member of the New Democrat Coali-
tion, and a strong supporter of international 
trade, I have for years fought for the advance-
ment of key New Dem priorities to be included 
in trade bills. With USMCA I am pleased that 
under Speaker PELOSI’s leadership Democrats 
negotiated for many of these priorities and 
they are in this agreement. 

I am proud that we fought for and secured 
stronger labor and environmental provisions 
and the elimination of language in the imple-
menting bill that would have allowed the ad-
ministration to unilaterally lower the U.S. de 
minimis threshold. 

The great state of New York shares a bor-
der with Canada. New York’s connection with 
its top trading partner, Canada, is strength-
ened in this agreement. With USMCA, New 
York’s sixteen billion dollars in exports to Can-
ada can increase, jobs are secured, and we 
lay the groundwork for deeper economic ties 
while making progress in the best interest of 
citizens throughout North America. 

America’s strength has always been under-
girded by our prowess in trade. New York has 
a special place in American history in that re-
gard. With USMCA we safeguard our nation’s 
ability to compete, while being caretakers of 
our environment and upholding the rights of 
our workers. After 14 months of negotiations, 
I am proud to support this bipartisan agree-
ment, and push forward the framework for 
trade agreements in the years to come. I urge 
my colleagues to join me in supporting H.R. 
5430—The United States-Mexico-Canada 
Agreement Implementation Act. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to oppose the United States-Mexico-Canada 
Agreement (USMCA). 

Throughout my entire career, I have heard 
the promises of free trade agreements, yet 
have seen the subsequent challenges faced 
by steelworkers and the American manufac-
turing industry. 

Specifically, the North American Free Trade 
Agreement (NAFTA) was rationalized on the 
promise of creating good-paying American 
jobs. Instead, this agreement contributed to 
the loss of over 700,000 American jobs 
through outsourcing and suppressed American 
wages. NAFTA has also led to the degrada-
tion of our environment through the lack of 
strong environmental protections and the con-
sequent increase of greenhouse gas emis-
sions in North America. 

While I recognize that the USMCA appears 
to be an improvement over NAFTA, I remain 
deeply skeptical that it does enough. 

For example, the USMCA includes a provi-
sion for enforcing labor standards. However, 
there is a lack of clarity on timelines for certain 
steps throughout the investigation process, 
which could delay enforcing penalties on viola-
tors of the agreement. I also remain leery that 
our trading partners have not demonstrated 
the commitment, fortitude, or track record to 
faithfully execute the labor protections detailed 
in this agreement. 

Additionally, the USMCA includes a provi-
sion to require 40 to 45 percent of the vehicles 
made in the United States, Mexico, and Can-
ada to be made by workers who earn—on av-
erage—at least $16 per hour. However, the 
calculation requirements for the average wage 
allows for the inclusion of wages related to re-
search, development, and information tech-
nology employees, which could cause the con-
tinued suppression of wages for American 
manufacturing employees. 

Further, in regard to environmental protec-
tions, the USMCA includes a provision that 
recognizes pollution as a threat to public 
health. However, it does not create binding 
standards and omits essential limits on air, 
water, and land pollution, which could create 
more challenges for future generations. 

Finally, I would emphasize that advancing 
the USMCA to the full House for a vote within 
a week of receiving the text circumvents Con-
gress’ responsibility to the American people to 
thoroughly examine this agreement, which will 
have profound implications for our workers, 
our economy, and our environment. I am es-
pecially disappointed that this process has not 
afforded all Members of Congress a real op-
portunity to debate, amend, or improve this 
text before final passage. 

If we have learned anything from the nega-
tive impacts of NAFTA and other free trade 
agreements, let it be that all Americans and all 
American workers deserve thoughtful, secure, 
and truly enforceable trade agreements. 

Ms. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of H.R. 5430, the United 
States-Mexico-Canada Agreement Implemen-
tation Act. This legislation ratifies the USMCA, 
an update to the North American Free Trade 
Agreement agreed to by the governments of 
the United States, Canada and Mexico last 
year. 

Over the past year, House Democrats have 
made the USMCA a better deal for the Amer-
ican people. New provisions in this trade 
agreement improve the original language by 
strengthening provisions related to labor and 
the environment. Most importantly, House 
Democrats fought hard to ensure Congress 
kept its authority to address the rising costs of 
prescription drugs by stripping out a giveaway 
to the pharmaceutical industry that would have 
locked in high prices for biologics across North 
America. 

As the dean of the Texas Congressional 
Delegation, I know how important trade is to 
my state. This is an issue that unites Demo-
crats and Republicans across Texas. When-
ever trade is brought up, everyone pays atten-
tion because it’s one of the drivers of our 
economy. In North Texas, Canada is one of 
our largest trading partners, and many goods 
that are transferred between the three coun-
tries in this agreement make their way through 
North Texas either on our highways, through 
the DFW International Airport, or through the 
Union Pacific Dallas International Terminal In-
land Port in my district. While the energy sec-
tor created jobs and built the economy in 
North Texas, NAFTA and other trade agree-
ments have only made our economy stronger. 

Last year, I invited Ambassador Lighthizer 
to speak to the Texas Congressional Delega-
tion about the USMCA and the profound im-
pact it would have on our state. Ambassador 
Lighthizer and his staff at the office of the 
United States Trade Representative held simi-
lar meetings with other congressional delega-
tions and working groups so that they could 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 07:34 Dec 20, 2019 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00056 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A19DE7.034 H19DEPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

B
B

X
C

H
B

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H12269 December 19, 2019 
understand all points of view on this agree-
ment. Their willingness to work tirelessly 
alongside House Democrats to make this 
agreement a better deal for the American peo-
ple deserves recognition. 

Mr. Speaker, trade policy shouldn’t be an 
issue that divides the members of this cham-
ber on partisan or regional lines. We see here 
today what can be done when both sides 
come together to advance the causes of 
American workers, farmers and consumers. I 
strongly urge my colleagues to vote for this 
bill. 

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, it has been 
over a year since President Trump success-
fully negotiated the United States-Mexico-Can-
ada Agreement. 

This is a good deal that will benefit every 
corner of the country. USMCA will empower 
businesses of all sizes to grow and create 
jobs, and it is a substantial improvement over 
NAFTA. 

Mr. Speaker, as it turns out this week is the 
116th Anniversary of the Wright Brothers mak-
ing the first flight in a powered aircraft. As we 
all know, the Wright Brothers were innovators 
and they traveled to North Carolina for this 
historic achievement. 

To this day, North Carolina continues to at-
tract the world’s most creative and innovative 
workforce. One prime example is the enor-
mous amount of pharmaceutical research that 
takes place. Lifesaving drugs are being made 
in my back yard and the world is better off for 
it. 

This Administration was successful in get-
ting Mexico and Canada to raise their exclu-
sivity protections for cutting-edge biologic 
drugs. This was a monumental achievement. It 
is incredibly disappointing that Democrats 
sought to weaken these standards and ac-
tively worked against American innovators. 
These standards would have protected the 
hard work that is done by our health care in-
dustry as they work to come up with new 
cures and save more lives. 

By striping these protections from the final 
agreement—Congressional Democrats have 
effectively kneecapped the dedicated sci-
entists, doctors and manufacturers working 
around the clock to develop new cures. 

I have a tough time understanding why 
American lawmakers would actively advocate 
against the interest of American companies 
trying to do business abroad. 

Ensuring that American innovators’ rights 
are protected in Mexico and Canada would 
have had no impact on drug pricing. The 
Ways and Means Committee has been over 
that topic before, and to insinuate that there is 
a correlation between protecting our inventions 
in Mexico and higher drug prices in the U.S. 
is disingenuous. 

While I support the USMCA, the absence of 
these protections is a missed opportunity and 
we should do better. 

Miss GONZÁLEZ-COLÓN of Puerto Rico. 
Mr. Speaker, trade with Canada and Mexico is 
a crucial component of our economy. Last 
year, the U.S. exported just over $565 billion 
in goods to these two nations. It is estimated 
that approximately 12 million American jobs 
rely on North American trade. 

Our Nation’s trade partnership with Canada 
and Mexico is particularly important for our 
state and local economies. In Puerto Rico, for 
example, exports to these two countries to-
taled $1.38 billion in 2018. This represents an 

increase of 161 percent from pre-NAFTA lev-
els in 1993, when exports from the Island to 
Canada and Mexico totaled just $528.8 mil-
lion. 

Our economy clearly requires that we pre-
serve and strengthen U.S. trade ties with Can-
ada and Mexico. To achieve this, we must 
pass the U.S.-Mexico-Canada Agreement, or 
USMCA. 

USMCA would not only ensure that U.S. 
manufacturers, farmers, and service providers 
can continue to access the Canadian and 
Mexican markets, but it would also rebalance 
and modernize NAFTA—our outdated trade 
agreement—into a 21st century, high-standard 
trade deal. 

For instance, USMCA creates a new digital 
trade chapter and includes provisions to 
strengthen intellectual property (IP) protections 
critical to driving innovation. This is particularly 
important for jurisdictions like Puerto Rico, 
which is the top U.S. exporter of pharma-
ceutical and medicine products. 

USMCA similarly seeks to level the playing 
field for workers by including enforceable labor 
standards. It is also the first trade agreement 
with a chapter focusing specifically on small 
and medium-sized businesses to help them 
grow and reach new markets. 

The U.S. International Trade Commission 
estimates that USMCA would boost GDP by 
$68.2 billion and would add roughly 176,000 
jobs. 

USMCA is a clear win for our Nation. 
Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

in support of the United States-Mexico-Can-
ada Agreement (USMCA) negotiated by Presi-
dent Trump which will generate new economic 
opportunities for Pennsylvania workers and 
families. 

Thanks to President Trump’s economic poli-
cies, earlier this year, Pennsylvania’s unem-
ployment hit an all-time low of 3.8 percent. In 
his first two years in office, the president fos-
tered job and wage growth by enacting the 
largest tax reform in 31 years and cutting bur-
densome regulations that handcuffed Pennsyl-
vania employers. But it’s the USMCA, his re-
write of the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment, that promises to be an even greater 
boon for my state’s economy and the nation. 

Pennsylvania is uniquely positioned to ben-
efit from the USMCA given our strong ties with 
Canada and Mexico. In 2017 alone, Pennsyl-
vania exported over $10 billion worth of goods 
to Canada and over $4 billion worth of goods 
to Mexico. Nearly 500,000 jobs across the 
state are supported by U.S. trade with our 
North American neighbors. By removing the 
red tape required to trade, we can empower 
job creators to grow their businesses and hire 
even more workers. 

Importantly, the USMCA improves access to 
international markets for many of the indus-
tries that drive our state’s economy. Pennsyl-
vania farmers currently export over $1 billion 
in goods each year to Canada and Mexico. 
This agreement creates even more export op-
portunities by eliminating Canada’s protec-
tionist dairy program and opening access for 
chicken and egg exports. 

U.S. manufacturing is another key sector 
that will enjoy new protections under the 
USMCA. The deal includes stronger rules of 
origin, meaning more goods and materials, in-
cluding Pennsylvania steel, will be manufac-
tured in the U.S. Further, the agreement puts 
in place new enforceable labor standards to 

level the playing field for American workers 
and includes new commitments to address 
non-tariff barriers that currently hinder trade. 

The USMCA also includes, for the first time 
ever, a chapter dedicated to digital trade. I ap-
plaud the administration’s work to promote 
digital trade and protect the intellectual prop-
erty of American innovators. In my district 
alone, nearly 1,000 people are employed by 
the movie and television industry and rely on 
this work to pay their bills and feed their fami-
lies. It is critical that we build upon the 
strengths and accomplishments of the USMCA 
and ensure future trade deals leave adequate 
space for Congress to work together with the 
president and American creators to reform and 
update current copyright laws, including Sec-
tion 512 of the Digital Millennium Copyright 
Act, which was written in 1998 and has not 
kept up with the times. Future trade deals 
should exclude this provision so that Congress 
can work in a bipartisan manner to ensure 
U.S. law better protects the creative profes-
sionals living in my district and across the na-
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, President Trump has already 
fostered an economic resurgence through his 
pro-growth policies, and the USMCA will fur-
ther that progress. I am proud to support 
USMCA today. 

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

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
December 16, 2019, the previous ques-
tion is ordered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on passage of the bill. 

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

Mr. NEAL. Mr Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays. 

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

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

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Byrd, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate has passed without amend-
ment bills of the House of the following 
titles: 

H.R. 777. An Act to reauthorize programs 
authorized under the Debbie Smith Act of 
2004. 

H.R. 3196. An Act to designate the Large 
Synoptic Survey Telescope as the ‘‘Vera C. 
Rubin Observatory’’. 

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

S. 153. An Act to promote veteran involve-
ment in STEM education, computer science, 
and scientific research, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 2774. An Act to direct the Attorney Gen-
eral to establish and carry out a Veteran 
Treatment Court Program. 

S. 3105. An Act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
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456 North Meridian Street in Indianapolis, 
Indiana, as the ‘‘Richard G. Lugar Post Of-
fice’’. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate has agreed to a concurrent reso-
lution of the following title in which 
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested: 

S. CON. RES. 31. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the importance and significance of 
the 2020 Census and encouraging individuals, 
families, and households across the United 
States to participate in the 2020 Census to 
ensure a complete and accurate count. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 105–292, as 
amended by Public Law 106–55, Public 
Law 107–228, and Public Law 112–75, the 
Chair, on behalf of the President pro 
tempore, upon the recommendation of 
the Democratic Leader, appoints the 
following individual to the United 
States Commission on International 
Religious Freedom: 

Rabbi Sharon A. Kleinbaum of New 
York vice Ahmed M. Khawaja of Cali-
fornia. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess for a pe-
riod of less than 15 minutes. 

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 29 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 

b 1345 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. HIGGINS of New York) at 
1 o’clock and 45 minutes p.m. 

f 

RECESS 

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

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 45 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 

b 1407 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts) 
at 2 o’clock and 7 minutes p.m. 

f 

RESTORING TAX FAIRNESS FOR 
STATES AND LOCALITIES ACT 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, pursuant to House 
Resolution 772, I call up the bill (H.R. 
5377) to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to modify the limitation 
on deduction of State and local taxes, 
and for other purposes, and ask for its 
immediate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 772, the 

amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, printed in 
the bill, is adopted and the bill, as 
amended, is considered read. 

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

H.R. 5377 
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 ‘‘Restoring Tax 
Fairness for States and Localities Act’’. 
SEC. 2. ELIMINATION FOR 2019 OF MARRIAGE 

PENALTY IN LIMITATION ON DEDUC-
TION OF STATE AND LOCAL TAXES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 164(b) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(7) SPECIAL RULE FOR LIMITATION ON INDI-
VIDUAL DEDUCTIONS FOR 2019.—In the case of a 
taxable year beginning after December 31, 2018, 
and before January 1, 2020, paragraph (6) shall 
be applied by substituting ‘($20,000 in the case 
of a joint return)’ for ‘($5,000 in the case of a 
married individual filing a separate return)’.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2018. 
SEC. 3. ELIMINATION FOR 2020 AND 2021 OF LIMI-

TATION ON DEDUCTION OF STATE 
AND LOCAL TAXES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 164(b)(6)(B) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by in-
serting ‘‘in the case of a taxable year beginning 
before January 1, 2020, or after December 31, 
2021,’’ before ‘‘the aggregate amount of taxes’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
164(b)(6) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘For purposes of subparagraph 
(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘For purposes of this sec-
tion’’, 

(2) by striking ‘‘January 1, 2018’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘January 1, 2022’’, 

(3) by striking ‘‘December 31, 2017, shall’’ and 
inserting ‘‘December 31, 2021, shall’’, and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: ‘‘For 
purposes of this section, in the case of State or 
local taxes with respect to any real or personal 
property paid during a taxable year beginning 
in 2020 or 2021, the Secretary shall prescribe 
rules which treat all or a portion of such taxes 
as paid in a taxable year or years other than 
the taxable year in which actually paid as nec-
essary or appropriate to prevent the avoidance 
of the limitations of this subsection.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to taxes paid or ac-
crued in taxable years beginning after December 
31, 2019. 
SEC. 4. INCREASE IN DEDUCTION FOR CERTAIN 

EXPENSES OF ELEMENTARY AND 
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS. 

(a) INCREASE.—Section 62(a)(2)(D) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking ‘‘$250’’ and inserting ‘‘$500’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
62(d)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘2015’’ and inserting ‘‘2019’’, 
(2) by striking ‘‘$250’’ and inserting ‘‘$500’’, 

and 
(3) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘2014’’ 

and inserting ‘‘2018’’. 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 

by this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2018. 
SEC. 5. ABOVE-THE-LINE DEDUCTION ALLOWED 

FOR CERTAIN EXPENSES OF FIRST 
RESPONDERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 62(a)(2) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(F) CERTAIN EXPENSES OF FIRST RESPOND-
ERS.—The deductions allowed by section 162 

which consist of expenses, not in excess of $500, 
paid or incurred by a first responder— 

‘‘(i) as tuition or fees for the participation of 
the first responder in professional development 
courses related to service as a first responder, or 

‘‘(ii) for uniforms used by the first responder 
in service as a first responder.’’. 

(b) FIRST RESPONDER DEFINED.—Section 62(d) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(4) FIRST RESPONDER.—For purposes of sub-
section (a)(2)(F), the term ‘first responder’ 
means, with respect to any taxable year, any in-
dividual who is employed as a law enforcement 
officer, firefighter, paramedic, or emergency 
medical technician for at least 1000 hours during 
such taxable year.’’. 

(c) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—Section 62(d)(3) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amend-
ed by section 4, is further amended by striking 
‘‘the $500 amount in subsection (a)(2)(D)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘the $500 amount in each of subpara-
graphs (D) and (F) of subsection (a)(2)’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2019. 
SEC. 6. INCREASE OF TOP MARGINAL INDIVIDUAL 

INCOME TAX RATE UNDER TEM-
PORARY RULES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The tables contained in sub-
paragraphs (A), (B), (C), (D), and (E) of section 
1(j)(2) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 are 
each amended by striking ‘‘37%’’ and inserting 
‘‘39.6%’’ and— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘$600,000’’ each place such 

term appears and inserting ‘‘$479,000’’, and 
(B) by striking ‘‘$161,379’’ and inserting 

‘‘$119,029’’, 
(2) in subparagraph (B)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘$500,000’’ each place such 

term appears and inserting ‘‘$452,400’’, and 
(B) by striking ‘‘$149,298’’ and inserting 

‘‘$132,638’’, 
(3) in subparagraph (C)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘$500,000’’ each place such 

term appears and inserting ‘‘$425,800’’, and 
(B) by striking ‘‘$150,689.50’’ and inserting 

‘‘$124,719.50’’, and 
(4) in subparagraph (D)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘$300,000’’ each place such 

term appears and inserting ‘‘$239,500’’, and 
(B) by striking ‘‘$80,689.50’’ and inserting 

‘‘$59,514.50’’. 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 1(j)(4)(B)(iii) of the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 is amended— 
(A) in the matter preceding subclause (I), by 

striking ‘‘37 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘39.6 per-
cent’’, 

(B) in subclause (II), by striking ‘‘37-percent 
bracket’’ and inserting ‘‘39.6-percent bracket’’, 
and 

(C) in the heading, by striking ‘‘37-PERCENT 
BRACKET’’ and inserting ‘‘39.6-PERCENT BRACK-
ET’’. 

(2) Section 1(j)(4)(C) of such Code is amend-
ed— 

(A) in clause (i)(II), by striking ‘‘paragraph 
(5)(B)(i)(IV)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph 
(5)(B)(iv)’’, and 

(B) by amending clause (ii) to read as follows: 
‘‘(ii) the amount which would (without regard 

to this paragraph) be taxed at a rate below 39.6 
percent shall not be more than the sum of— 

‘‘(I) the earned taxable income of such child, 
plus 

‘‘(II) the maximum dollar amount for the 35- 
percent rate bracket for estates and trusts.’’. 

(3) The heading of section 1(j)(5) of such Code 
is amended to read as follows: ‘‘APPLICATION OF 
ZERO PERCENT CAPITAL GAIN RATE BRACKETS’’. 

(4) Subparagraphs (A) and (B) of section 
1(j)(5) of such Code are amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (h)(1)(B)(i) 
shall be applied by substituting ‘below the max-
imum zero rate amount’ for ‘which would (with-
out regard to this paragraph) be taxed at a rate 
below 25 percent’. 
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‘‘(B) MAXIMUM ZERO RATE AMOUNT DE-

FINED.—For purposes of subparagraph (A), the 
term ‘maximum zero rate amount’ means— 

‘‘(i) in the case of a joint return or surviving 
spouse, $77,200, 

‘‘(ii) in the case of an individual who is a 
head of household (as defined in section 2(b)), 
$51,700, 

‘‘(iii) in the case of any other individual 
(other than an estate or trust), an amount equal 
to 1⁄2 of the amount in effect for the taxable year 
under clause (i), and 

‘‘(iv) in the case of an estate or trust, $2,600.’’. 
(5) Section 1(j)(5)(C) of such Code is amended 

by striking ‘‘clauses (i) and (ii) of’’. 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 

by this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2019. 

(d) SECTION 15 NOT TO APPLY.—Section 15 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall not 
apply to any change in a rate of tax by reason 
of any amendment made by this section. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill 
shall be debatable for 1 hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chair and 
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
THOMPSON) and the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BRADY) each will control 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. THOMPSON of California. 

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members have 5 legisla-
tive days to revise and extend their re-
marks and to insert in the RECORD ex-
traneous material on this bill. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMPSON of California. 

Madam Speaker, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 5377, the Restoring Tax 
Fairness for States and Localities Act. 
This bill would temporarily repeal the 
SALT cap in order to restore fairness 
in our tax code and provide Congress 
time to develop more comprehensive 
tax reform. 

The current cap on the State and 
local tax deduction reflects the sloppy 
and cynical nature of the 2017 Repub-
lican tax bill. This bill was hastily 
rammed through Congress in just 51 
days without a hearing, without an op-
portunity to hear from State and local 
governments, and without an oppor-
tunity to hear from teachers or first 
responders. 

Republicans decided from the begin-
ning, from behind closed doors, to in-
clude a cap on SALT deductions in 
order to help finance their tax cuts for 
corporations and the rich. 

In my home State, California, aver-
age SALT deductions are $20,448. A 
total of 6.5 million California families, 
or 35.6 percent of tax filers, claimed the 
deduction in 2017. 

The double taxation of earnings peo-
ple have already paid in State and local 
taxes inhibit State and local govern-
ments’ ability to fund even the most 
vital of programs, including emergency 
services and public education. 

H.R. 5377 fixes this problem by re-
storing the longstanding tax precedent 
that protects State and local govern-
ments’ ability to raise revenue to fund 
these services. And this fix doesn’t add 
a single dime to the deficit. 

Furthermore, this bill provides tax 
relief to the middle-class public serv-
ants left behind by the Republican tax 
bill by doubling the out-of-pocket de-
duction for teachers, classroom ex-
penses, and creating a new deduction 
for expenses for first responders. In 
2017, 354,990 teachers in California 
claimed the educator expense deduc-
tion, and they will all get double under 
this bill. 

The short-sightedness of the SALT 
cap had further consequences for mid-
dle-class taxpayers in high-tax States: 
Capping the SALT deduction dimin-
ished the incentive for middle-class 
taxpayers to claim tax benefits that 
encourage homeownership and chari-
table deductions. By limiting the 
SALT deduction and raising the stand-
ard deduction, fewer middle-class tax-
payers benefit from taking the mort-
gage interest deduction and charitable 
giving deductions. 

Homeownership is an important way 
for middle-class families to build 
wealth. Eliminating incentives for 
charitable giving undermines local 
charities that rely on donations from 
middle-class members of their commu-
nities. 

I think my colleagues from both 
sides of the aisle can agree that these 
are the types of behavior we should be 
encouraging through our tax code. This 
bill reverses the Republicans’ actions 
to undercut these middle-class benefits 
to finance tax cuts for the wealthiest 
Americans. 

Finally, this bill isn’t about cutting 
taxes for high earners. This bill is 
about tax fairness, ensuring that tax-
payers are not double-taxed by being 
required to pay Federal income tax on 
earnings they pay in State and local 
taxes and appeals to the core tenets of 
our federalist system. 

In the spirit of tax fairness, this bill 
is responsibly offset by restoring the 
top marginal rate back to 39.6 percent 
for the highest income bracket. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Speaker, this bill is a tax cut 
for the wealthy and a green light for 
State and local politicians to raise 
taxes on local families even higher. 

The Center for American Progress 
and the Center on Budget and Policy 
Priorities are liberal organizations I 
don’t generally agree with, but today, I 
have to say I do. 

The Center for American Progress 
has made it plain. They said repealing 
the SALT cap shouldn’t be a high pri-
ority, in fact, that this is overwhelm-
ingly a tax cut for the rich. 

The Center on Budget and Policy Pri-
orities agrees. They said repealing the 

SALT cap, what Democrats are pro-
posing to do today, is regressive and 
overwhelmingly benefits high-income 
households. And they go further and 
say this is little help to the middle 
class. 

b 1415 
It is a sad day when it is obvious to 

everyone but Democrats that they are 
championing a huge tax cut for mil-
lionaires and billionaires, while the 
middle class in America get zip. 

Today we debate their insistence on 
hiking taxes on Main Street businesses 
across America to pay for their mas-
sive tax windfall for the wealthy 1 per-
cent. 

You think your local property taxes 
are high now? This legislation is a 
starter pistol for a new race among 
State and local leaders. 

Who of them will be first to raise 
property taxes, sales taxes, and income 
taxes even higher on working families 
and local businesses? 

These unpopular local taxes, frankly, 
are brutal enough. 

This bill truly is a tax cut for the 
few. 

According to the liberal Tax Policy 
Center, only 1 percent of taxpayers in 
America paid more taxes last year due 
to the reasonable SALT cap, 1 percent; 
in California, only 2; in New York, a 
mere 3. 

The rest of taxpayers in America ei-
ther received a tax cut or they broke 
even. That is because the Republican 
Tax Cuts and Jobs Act lowered taxes 
on income across the board. We dou-
bled the child tax deduction and ex-
panded it to far more families. We dou-
bled the standard deduction so more 
working families keep more of what 
they earn. We eliminated the alter-
native minimum tax for households 
making less than $1 million. 

This was important, because more 
and more families, including in high- 
tax States, especially in high-tax 
States, found the AMT canceled out 
their charitable and SALT deductions 
completely. 

Another myth that has been de-
bunked is that tax reform hurts State 
budgets. It is just the opposite. 

Many States across America enjoyed 
a windfall in new revenues, an average 
of 6 percent, with stronger economies, 
more workers, and an expanded tax 
base. 

California Governor Gavin Newsom 
wrongly predicted capping SALT would 
result in lower revenues for California. 
In truth, his State brought in a whop-
ping $3 billion more in personal income 
taxes than he predicted. It was the 
same story in all the high-tax States, 
including New Jersey. 

So the question is, what did these 
States do with their windfall? Did they 
pocket these extra dollars or did they 
pass them through to their families 
and local businesses by reducing State 
and local taxes? 

To their credit, 13 States reduced 
their SALT tax burden, but not in the 
high-tax States, who need it most. 
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States like New Jersey actually 

raised their State and local taxes, 
while New York, Illinois, and Massa-
chusetts are debating even higher 
SALT taxes. 

So if governors, legislators, and may-
ors keep raising local taxes with a 
SALT cap, imagine how high they will 
raise them without it? 

There is a price to be paid from high 
State and local taxes. In truth, these 
are terrific States with dynamic econo-
mies and really good people. But ac-
cording to MoneyWise.com, the four 
States Americans are fleeing from the 
most are New Jersey, New York, Con-
necticut, and Illinois. 

Millennials, young people, are doing 
the same, but you can add California to 
that list. These young people love their 
States, with good reason, but they just 
can’t see a future there with high taxes 
and impossibly high costs. 

In the end, though, why should low- 
tax States be forced, through the tax 
code, to subsidize high-tax States? 

Why should a farmer in Nebraska 
subsidize a banker in Manhattan? 

Why should a single mom in New Jer-
sey or a janitor in a building who 
doesn’t itemize their taxes subsidize 
the billionaire in the penthouse who 
does? 

LeBron James, an iconic athlete, leg-
endary really, of the Lakers, he will re-
ceive an estimated $2.4 million tax 
break next year because of the Demo-
crats’ bill, but the janitor and the beer 
vendor in Staples Center, they get 
nothing. 

Gerrit Cole, a former Astros, is going 
to the Yankees as their new ace. He 
will get an estimated $850,000 next 
year, but that parking lot attendant at 
Yankee Stadium gets nothing. 

That is what this bill does, because 
more than half of the SALT deduction 
goes to millionaire and billionaire 
households. 

Madam Speaker, the SALT cap of 
$10,000 is higher than the national aver-
age of SALT deductions, and because of 
Republican lawmakers in high-tax 
States, who weighed in aggressively 
during tax reform, it can be used for 
property, sales, or income taxes. And 
the AMT, which is worth up to $10,000 
in tax breaks, was eliminated. 

Thanks to pro-growth tax reform, 
our U.S. economy has roared into gear 
as the most competitive economy on 
the planet, with the lowest unemploy-
ment in half a century, paychecks in-
creasing the fastest in more than a dec-
ade, wage growth outpacing inflation 
by $1,000 a year for average working 
families, American manufacturing is 
back, and we have a million more job 
openings than workers. 

America is once again a land of op-
portunity. 

Placing a cap on the SALT deduction 
to let middle-class families—not the 
wealthy—keep more of what they 
earned is a crucial component of 
achieving this economic victory for 
American workers and their families. 

That old, broken, regressive SALT 
tax break for the wealthy has no place 

in a fair, modern tax code, and the 
positive growth in America since its re-
moval is a clear demonstration of that 
fact. 

One final thing: We often hear that 
limiting the SALT deduction is double- 
taxation and unconstitutional. The 
courts and tax policy experts have de-
bunked these myths. 

We hear a lot about moocher States, 
but the only moochers in this debate 
are the State and local politicians who 
think it is their money, and they are 
mooching off the backs of hardworking 
families and small businesses in high- 
tax States. 

I know my Democrat colleagues are 
sincere in this effort. But with this 
bill, you have officially claimed the 
mantel ‘‘party of the rich.’’ 

Madam Speaker, I strongly urge all 
my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on this bill. 

And, again, I offer this: Republicans 
are committed to working with Demo-
crats to make our tax code even more 
competitive, to make our economy 
even stronger, and to never stop work-
ing to help the little guy in the middle 
class, and giving tax breaks to billion-
aires, encouraging States to raise their 
taxes even more is not the way to do it. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I just want to point 
out that the irony of my friend’s testi-
mony today, my friend from Texas’ tes-
timony, shouldn’t be lost on any of us. 

Remember, it was the Republicans 
that created this problem with their 
tax bill. They did a tax bill that bene-
fited corporations and the wealthiest 
people in the country, and then to say 
that somehow they are protecting reg-
ular folks is really laughable. 

That tax cut cost us, in the debt, $2.3 
trillion. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentlewoman from New Jersey (Ms. 
SHERRILL). 

Ms. SHERRILL. Madam Speaker, I 
thank my colleague, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. THOMPSON), for 
yielding. 

I rise today to defend the taxpayers 
of our country, people who believe in a 
strong America with great schools and 
great infrastructure. 

Madam Speaker, I launched ‘‘12 Days 
of SALT’’ last week to urge this House 
to lift the 2017 tax bill’s $10,000 cap on 
the State and local tax deduction. 

Today is the 11th day of SALT. I have 
been on the floor for 11 days to talk 
about this. This is an issue of tax fair-
ness, with people investing in their 
communities, in schools, and in infra-
structure only to face double-taxation 
as the Federal Government punishes 
these efforts. 

The 2017 tax bill was an attack on 
New Jersey taxpayers. New Jersey al-
ready sends more money to Wash-
ington and gets back less than nearly 
every State in the country. 

Our bill will put money back in the 
pockets of our residents and commu-
nities, and not just in New Jersey. This 

bill provides relief for 13.1 million 
Americans. 

It also doubles the deduction for 
teachers’ out-of-pocket expenses and 
creates a new deduction for first re-
sponders to offset work-related costs. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to support tax relief to support 
our teachers and first responders and 
pass this bill. 

Mr. BRADY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. SMITH), the 
Republican leader of the Tax Policy 
Subcommittee, and I ask unanimous 
consent that he may control that time. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 

Speaker, I yield myself as much time 
as I may consume. 

I must admit, I am a bit puzzled 
today as to why we are here for this 
bill. Our work in the House is almost 
done for the year. 

We have funded the Federal Govern-
ment and extended expiring programs 
like flood insurance. We are about to 
pass USMCA with a record vote. Our 
Democratic colleagues can go home 
and celebrate that they voted to make 
history in impeaching the President. 

But apparently, before we go home 
for Christmas, we also need to give 
Ebenezer Scrooge a tax cut, even 
though we know the Senate won’t take 
up the bill. 

Before we get into the problems with 
today’s bill, we should review the 
positives of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, 
which this bill seeks to undermine. 

The Tax Cuts and Jobs Act lowered 
tax rates for all Americans and in-
creased the child tax credit. 

We doubled the standard deduction 
from $6,000 for individuals and $12,000 
for married couples to $12,000 for indi-
viduals and $24,000 for couples. 

And to help ensure Federal tax policy 
doesn’t reward States and cities for 
raising their taxes sky high, we insti-
tuted a $10,000, very thoughtful, cap on 
State and local tax deductions to en-
sure Americans in low-tax States don’t 
pay an unfair share of Federal taxes. 

Thanks to the combination of lower 
rates, larger child tax credit, and high-
er standard deduction under TCJA, for 
example, a single mom with two kids 
doesn’t pay a penny in Federal income 
tax until her income exceeds $53,000. 

In other words, we ensure that that 
mom doesn’t owe Federal income tax 
until her income exceeds not just $15 
an hour, but $25 per hour. 

For Americans who do pay income 
tax, the higher standard deduction 
means 29 million more households had 
their tax returns simplified because 
they could take the standard deduction 
instead of itemizing. 

How does the majority propose to im-
prove our tax code today? Not by sim-
plifying the code or ensuring our tax 
code is more equitable, but by passing 
a temporary—emphasis on ‘‘tem-
porary’’—tax cut, which largely bene-
fits people with incomes between— 
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please, listen—$200,000 and $1 million 
per year—perhaps a new definition of 
the middle class—paid for by perma-
nently increasing taxes on small busi-
nesses. 

Let me say that again. If you make 
between $0 and $75,000, this bill does 
not give you tax relief, or a tax cut. 

If you make between $75,000 and 
$200,000, there is a small chance you 
could get a small tax cut. 

If you make between $200,000 per year 
and $1 million per year, you have the 
best chance of getting a tax cut. 

Madam Speaker, we should continue 
working together to find ways to im-
prove the tax code for all Americans. 

This bill makes the code both more 
complex and less progressive. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
KING), a great public servant and some-
one who has partnered with us on a 
number of important issues. 

Mr. KING of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I stand in strong 
support of this legislation. I want to 
commend my colleague, Congressman 
SUOZZI, for introducing it. 

Madam Speaker, I am really dis-
appointed in my Republican col-
leagues. They are raising a class war-
fare argument. They sound like the 
progressive left. 

The fact is, one of the reasons why 
cities like New York and counties like 
Nassau and Suffolk have had to raise 
their property taxes is because for 50 
years, we have been subsidizing other 
States. 

Seventy percent to 80 percent of the 
money we send to the Federal Govern-
ment comes back to us, the rest goes to 
other States. So during all these years 
when they have been able to develop 
using our money, we have had to raise 
local taxes, and now they are turning 
it into class warfare. 

These aren’t millionaires. The people 
in my district who are getting screwed 
by this are not millionaires. They are 
cops, they are firefighters, construc-
tion workers, the people who answered 
the call on 9/11. 

What they are doing is undermining 
the middle class. 

What is middle class in other States 
may be different from mine. 

The reason we are high is because of 
the fact we have had to subsidize all 
the rest of them for all these years, 
sort of like when politicians come to 
New York to raise their money and 
then go back home and vote against us. 

I will say that the strongest advocate 
for this—when this was first raised in 
1986 in leading to the defeat of the at-
tempt to take away SALT—was Donald 
Trump. He said the States that work 
the hardest would get hurt the most 
because of this. 

Now, also let me just say—and I will 
end on this—that we have subsidized 

other States long enough. We are ask-
ing for fairness. It is wrong for conserv-
atives to be talking about having a tax 
on a tax. 

Madam Speaker, I urge passage of 
this bill to have some equity in the tax 
code. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I include in the RECORD a se-
ries of statements in opposition to H.R. 
5377 from Americans for Tax Reform, 
Americans for Prosperity, National 
Taxpayers Union, Heritage Action, and 
Parity for Main Street Employers. 
KEY VOTE: ATR URGES NO VOTE ON H.R. 5377, 

A PLEDGE VIOLATION 
Posted by Alex Hendrie on Wednesday, 

December 18th, 2019, 3:00 PM PERMALINK 
The House of Representatives is set to vote 

on H.R. 5377, the ‘‘Restoring Tax Fairness for 
States and Localities Act.’’ 

ATR urges a ‘‘NO’’ vote. 
This legislation is a violation of the Tax-

payer Protection Pledge, a commitment 
made by 218 members in the House and Sen-
ate to oppose any and all net tax increases. 

If passed into law, it will raise taxes on in-
dividuals and small businesses that file 
through the individual income tax system. 
This bill trades a temporary rollback of the 
SALT cap for a permanent rate hike. 

This legislation is a net tax increase of $2.4 
billion over the ten-year budget window, ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget Office. 

H.R. 5377 also rolls back the Tax Cuts and 
Jobs Act, passed by Republicans and signed 
into law by President Trump. 

‘‘The Trump tax cuts reduced taxes across 
the board. This legislation is step one toward 
abolishing the entire Trump tax cuts and in-
creasing taxes on the middle class, a key 
goal of every Democrat presidential can-
didate,’’ said Grover Norquist, President of 
Americans for Tax Reform. 

The legislation raises the cap on the state 
and local tax deduction from $10,000 to 
$20,000 for 2019 and removes the cap entirely 
for 2020 and 2021. 

The legislation also raises the top rate 
from 37 to 39.6% and lowers the threshold 
that this top rate kicks in for all filing 
statuses. 

Under current law, the 37 percent bracket 
kicks in for a single filer at $518,400 in in-
come. Under the legislation, the new top rate 
is increased to 39.6 percent and the threshold 
is lowered to $441,475 of income. 

Similarly, a family taking the married fil-
ing jointly status currently hits the 37 per-
cent bracket at $622,050 in income. Under the 
legislation, this family will hit the 39.6 
bracket at $496,000 in income. 
REPEALING OR ROLLING BACK THE SALT CAP IS 

REGRESSIVE 
94 percent of the benefits from repealing 

the SALT cap would go to taxpayers making 
more than $200,000 a year. 

The left leaning Center for Budget and Pol-
icy Priorities has stated that this proposal 
would be ‘‘regressive and costly.’’ 

The Center for American Progress has 
stated that repeal of the SALT cap ‘‘should 
not be a top priority’’ as it would ‘‘over-
whelmingly benefit the wealthy, not the 
middle class.’’ 

Senator Michael Bennet (D-CO) recently 
criticized efforts to repeal the SALT cap not-
ing that it runs counter to Democrat ideals: 
‘‘We can say we’re for a progressive tax bill 
and for fighting inequality, or we can sup-
port the SALT deduction, but it’s really hard 
to do both of those things.’’ 
REPEALING OR ROLLING BACK THE SALT CAP IS 

ALSO UNNECESSARY 
While Democrats claim the SALT cap 

raised taxes, this is overstated and mis-
leading. 

The TCJA reduced taxes for roughly 90 per-
cent of Americans and for taxpayers at every 
income level through lower rates, the ex-
panded standard deduction, and the doubling 
of the child tax credit. 

Furthermore, repeal of the Alternative 
Minimum Tax meant that 4.5 million fami-
lies were able to claim $10,000 in SALT de-
ductions, as the AMT disallowed this deduc-
tion. 

The SALT deduction subsidizes high tax, 
big government states. This deduction is 
rarely used by middle class families as they 
take the standard deduction instead of 
itemizing. Capping this deduction has meant 
that the federal government is no longer pro-
viding a benefit to upper income earners in 
blue states. 

ATR urges a NO vote on this regressive 
legislation that violates the Taxpayer Pro-
tection Pledge. 

AFP KEY VOTE ALERT: VOTE NO ON H.R. 5377, 
THE RESTORING TAX FAIRNESS FOR STATES 
AND LOCALITIES ACT 

DECEMBER 16, 2019 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVES: On behalf of 

Americans for Prosperity activists across 
America, I urge you to vote NO on H.R. 5377, 
the Restoring Tax Fairness for States and 
Localities Act. 

This vote may be recorded in our 2019 ses-
sion legislative scorecard. 

H.R. 5377 would temporarily undo some of 
the many benefits of the Tax Cuts and Jobs 
Act. Temporarily increasing the cap on the 
SALT deduction (from $10,000 to $20,000) 
would make the tax code less fair and more 
complex, but also increase bad incentives for 
state and local governments to raise taxes. 
The benefits of lifting the SALT cap would 
go to states with higher tax levels. Mean-
while, states with lower tax levels, like Flor-
ida and Texas, will be once again forced to 
subsidize the federal tax tab for states like 
New York, California, and New Jersey. 

Moreover, H.R. 5377 would temporarily 
raise the top tax rate on the highest earners 
and increase the number of taxpayers paying 
that rate—one of the very groups that will 
benefit from lifting the SALT cap. This 
makes no sense. 

For these reasons, we urge you to vote NO 
on H.R. 5377. 

Sincerely, 
BRENT GARDNER, 

Chief Government Affairs Officer, 
Americans for Prosperity. 

[From the National Taxpayers Union, Dec. 
19, 2019] 

National Taxpayers Union urges all Rep-
resentatives to vote ‘‘NO’’ on H.R. 5377, the 
‘‘Restoring Tax Fairness for States and Lo-
calities Act.’’ This legislation would undo 
some of the many benefits of the Tax Cuts 
and Jobs Act (TCJA), raise taxes on small 
businesses across the country, and add to the 
complexity of the federal tax code. 

Enacted in 2017, the TCJA made several 
important changes to the individual side of 
the federal tax code. By significantly reduc-
ing income tax rates and increasing the 
standard deduction, the tax code is fairer 
and simpler than before. TCJA rightly re-
formed many deductions and credits to re-
duce the complexity of the tax code, notably 
by capping the State and Local Tax (SALT) 
deduction. Prior to tax reform, the tax code 
allowed taxpayers to deduct an unlimited 
amount of state and income and property 
taxes from their federal tax liability. As a 
result, many low-tax states were forced to 
subsidize the choices of high tax states. 

This legislation, however, would reverse 
these positive alterations to the tax code by 
increasing the top marginal tax rate, low-
ering the threshold for which this rate kicks 
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in, and scrapping the cap on the SALT de-
duction. Most concerningly, the effects of 
uncapping SALT would disproportionately 
benefit the wealthiest of our society. Accord-
ing to IRS data from tax year 2015, over 84 
percent of the benefit of the SALT deduction 
went towards those with incomes above 
$100,000. A mere 3.5 percent went to those 
with income levels below $50,000. While some 
middle class taxpayers would see benefit 
from this change, nearly all the benefit 
would be for those at the very top of the in-
come scale. 

Ensuring all taxpayers keep more of their 
hard earned dollars was a priority of the 
TCJA, which is why only one percent of tax-
payers paid more in tax under the reformed 
tax system. However, giving a tax break to 
the wealthiest among us, paid for by an in-
crease in the tax liability of small busi-
nesses, is not a good use of taxpayer dollars. 
Many states have adopted pro-taxpayer re-
forms due to TCJA and the SALT cap, so we 
should not reverse course now. 

Roll call votes on H.R. 5377 will be signifi-
cantly-weighted in NTU’s annual Rating of 
Congress and a ‘‘NO’’ vote will be considered 
the pro-taxpayer position. 

[From Heritage Action for America, Dec. 18, 
2019] 

CONGRESS SHOULD REJECT HANDOUTS FOR 
HIGH-TAX STATE 

WASHINGTON.—Heritage Action released 
the following statement from Executive Di-
rector Tim Chapman: 

The tax bill House Democrats have put on 
the schedule this week claims to promote 
fairness in the tax code, but it really pro-
motes the interest of liberal states. It is any-
thing but fair. It will only benefit a minority 
of Americans at the expense of those who 
have chosen to live in states with smaller 
tax burdens. SALT deductions are nothing 
more than a federal subsidy for high state 
and local taxes, which in turn makes individ-
uals in lowtax states responsible for sub-
sidizing more expensive governments else-
where. 

With the backdrop of partisan impeach-
ment, House Democratic leadership is des-
perate to hand legislative ‘‘wins’’ to their 
members who represent purple districts. 
House Republicans should not give them any 
cover on this bill. It is nothing but a subsidy 
to the most liberal states at the expense of 
the rest of the country. Americans should be 
treated equally. 

PARITY FOR MAIN 
STREET EMPLOYERS, 

December 10, 2019. 
Hon. RICHIE NEAL, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways & Means, House 

of Representatives, 
Washington DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN NEAL: The Parity for Main 
Street Employers coalition has serious con-
cerns with the ‘‘Restoring Tax Fairness for 
States and Localities Act’’ to be considered 
by the House Ways and Means Committee to-
morrow. 

Individually and family owned businesses 
organized as S corporations, partnerships 
and sole proprietorships are the heart of the 
American economy. They employ the major-
ity of workers, and they contribute the most 
to our national income. They also pay the 
majority of business taxes. A recent study by 
EY found that pass-through businesses pay 
51 percent of all business income taxes. 

The legislation introduced today would 
raise these taxes by 1) increasing the top 
rate passthrough businesses pay from the 
current 37 percent to 39.6 percent and 2) low-
ering the income threshold of the top rate 
from $622,050 to $496,600 (Joint) for the years 

2020 through 2025, after which the 37 percent 
rate is scheduled to expire under current 
law. 

This rate hike would be used to offset re-
lief from the SALT deduction cap, including 
one year of marriage penalty relief (2020) and 
two years of full relief from the cap (2021 and 
2022). While this SALT relief will benefit 
some pass-through businesses, those savings 
will be reserved only for businesses residing 
in certain states, while the tax hike will 
apply to businesses in all fifty states. 

It would also undo a critical balance 
achieved in tax reform. The lower individual 
income tax rates coupled with the 20-percent 
pass-through deduction was designed to 
maintain tax parity for passthrough busi-
nesses and the new 21-percent corporate rate. 
EY recently reported that tax reform largely 
succeeded in this balancing act, but only if 
the deduction and the lower individual tax 
rates stay in place. 

The Parity for Main Street Employers coa-
lition represents millions of individually and 
family owned businesses employing tens of 
millions of private sector workers in every 
community and every industry, including 
contractors, engineers, retailers, wholesaler- 
distributors, manufacturers and more. On be-
half of these employers, we ask that you re-
consider this legislation. 

Sincerely, 
American Council of Engineering Compa-

nies, Associated Builders and Contractors, 
Associated General Contractors of America, 
Independent Community Bankers of Amer-
ica, National Association of Wholesaler-Dis-
tributors, National Beer Wholesalers Asso-
ciation, National Electrical Contractors As-
sociation, National Federation of Inde-
pendent Business, National Roofing Contrac-
tors Association, S Corporation Association, 
Wine and Spirits Wholesalers of America. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. RICE), 
an expert on tax policy. 

b 1430 

Mr. RICE of South Carolina. Madam 
Speaker, today, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this partisan bill that would 
give millionaires and billionaires a tax 
cut and do nothing to help the middle 
class. 

The Tax Cuts and Jobs Act brought 
prosperity throughout the Nation and 
to people of every demographic and 
every income level. 

Unemployment is at 50-year lows, all- 
time lows for African Americans and 
Hispanics. American economic growth 
remains the envy of the world. 

After years of stagnation under the 
Obama administration, middle-class 
wages are growing at rates not seen in 
over a decade. Opportunity has been re-
stored in this land of opportunity. 

How did the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act 
accomplish all this? Primarily, it cut 
tax rates for businesses to make them 
more competitive in the world, espe-
cially small businesses that employ 
two-thirds of American workers. 

H.R. 5377 eliminates the $10,000 cap 
on the deductibility of State and local 
taxes, referred to as the SALT deduc-
tion, and pays for it by raising the top 
rate from 37 percent to 39.6 percent. 
This, however, is the rate paid by many 
of the small business owners that em-
ploy all of those Americans and re-
stored our prosperity. This would abso-

lutely make those businesses less com-
petitive in the world and would dampen 
America’s renewed prosperity. 

Madam Speaker, even worse, the 
$10,000 cap on deductibility of the 
SALT deduction is more than suffi-
cient for over 90 percent of Americans. 
Lifting this $10,000 cap is a plain tax 
cut for the rich. 

The Democrats’ constant complaint 
about the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act is 
that it was a tax cut for the rich, which 
is simply untrue. But today, they pro-
pose to fix it by giving an even bigger, 
massive tax cut to the rich. That is 
correct, and let me repeat it. They 
complain that the Tax Cuts and Jobs 
Act was a tax cut for the rich, and they 
want to fix it by giving an even bigger 
tax cut to the rich. 

Fifty-two percent of the benefit of re-
pealing the SALT cap goes to income 
earners making more than $1 million a 
year, 52 percent. Ninety-four percent of 
the benefit goes to income earners in 
the top 10 percent of wage earners. 

Madam Speaker, the Democrats 
should stop trying to convince America 
that they care about the middle class. 
There is an old proverb: I can’t hear 
what you are saying because your ac-
tions speak so loudly. 

This legislation would be particu-
larly bad for poor and rural areas in 
States with low taxes, like Florida and 
Texas, which have no State income 
taxes. The average SALT deduction in 
my home county is $1,800, well below 
the $10,000 cap. 

We had a hearing where we invited 
mayors of affluent townships around 
D.C. and in New York State. Their 
complaint was that, without the SALT 
deduction, they would have difficulty 
in raising taxes on their residents. 

Madam Speaker, the D.C. suburbs 
have the highest household income in 
the country. The median household in-
come is over $100,000. I represent Mar-
ion County, South Carolina, one of the 
poorest in the State. Fifty-seven per-
cent of its residents are African Amer-
ican. The median household income is 
around $30,000, less than a third of that 
in the Washington suburbs. 

If this SALT cap is lifted, the income 
taxes that the poor residents of Marion 
County pay, a portion of those will go 
to subsidize the housing and the serv-
ices of the well-paid bureaucrats in the 
suburbs of D.C. 

Their taxes are already used to pay 
the salaries of these folks, but now you 
would have the poor rural residents 
across America, not just Marion Coun-
ty, subsidize their taxes, as well. 

Madam Speaker, yesterday, those 
across the aisle voted to impeach 
President Trump, who has done more 
to rebuild the middle class than anyone 
since Ronald Reagan. The figures don’t 
lie. Today, they introduce a bill that 
would give a massive tax break to the 
highest wage earners. 

This bill would make our tax code 
more regressive. It would provide a 
huge tax benefit to the 1 percent. This 
benefit would increase income inequal-
ity. The Democrats’ actions, Madam 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 07:34 Dec 20, 2019 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00062 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A19DE7.049 H19DEPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

B
B

X
C

H
B

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H12275 December 19, 2019 
Speaker, betray their loyalties, and 
those loyalties are not to the American 
middle class. 

Madam Speaker, I encourage all of 
my colleagues to think of American 
workers and vote ‘‘no’’ on this legisla-
tion that will hurt the middle class. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman for pointing out that our bill is 
paid for, unlike the TCJA, and the pay- 
for comes from the wealthiest earners. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
LARSON), a great member of the Ways 
and Means Committee. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam 
Speaker, I rise to strongly support this 
bill. I thank the gentleman for his ef-
forts, and especially BILL PASCRELL, 
who has been our passionate leader on 
the Ways and Means Committee, for 
his efforts on this very important 
issue. 

What a spirit of Christmas is upon us 
today. It is great to see the bipartisan-
ship is continuing. I was so happy to 
see PETER KING down in the well, talk-
ing about what this means. 

I dare say, to my other colleagues, I 
would love to have Mr. RICE come and 
visit Augie & Ray’s in East Hartford 
and have him talk about how billion-
aires are being benefited. 

In Connecticut, we used to deduct, on 
average, $19,000 in personal property 
taxes. Now, we get to deduct $10,000. 
Why? So that we could pay 1 percent of 
the Nation 83 percent of your tax cut, 
which is unpaid for, paid for by work-
ing people. 

In our State, we send more money to 
the Federal Government than we get in 
return. 

The basic unfairness, established by 
Lincoln back during the Civil War, is 
that this is double taxation and espe-
cially hurts the blue-collar workforce 
all across this great country, especially 
in those States that go out of their way 
to pay their own. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. I remind 
Members to address their remarks to 
the Chair. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I might add that Nebraska, 
the State that I represent, actually is 
considered to be a donor State, as well, 
and there is great support for the 
SALT cap in Nebraska. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT). 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Madam Speaker, 
to my friends here, I wasn’t going to 
come up here and try to do firebrand or 
the theater, but we do have a little mo-
ment of intellectual inconsistency. 
Let’s try a quick thought experiment. 

We, as a body, my brothers and sis-
ters on the left, you support a progres-
sive tax system, right? 

Well, Madam Speaker, if you support 
a progressive tax system, then the fact 
of the matter is, if you have a high-in-
come earning State community, you 
pay more taxes. It is just a little line of 
intellectual consistency. 

So, you support the wealthier paying 
more. What happens when you have a 
deduction that you want to put back? 

I am sorry, but you know me and 
charts; it is a problem. I am working 
on a 12-step group to deal with it. 

The fact of the matter is, the top 5 
percent of income earners get 77 per-
cent of the benefit. You can’t intellec-
tually have it both ways. I mean, 
aren’t your brains just exploding, say-
ing: Well, on the one hand, we want 
you to give rich people these deduc-
tions, but on the other hand, we want 
to tax rich people more, except for this 
bill where we want to give the really, 
really rich people the benefit. 

You are going to get a chance. We are 
going to have an MTR. At least, this 
way, you can take it away from the 
really, really, really, really, really rich 
people who make $100 million or more, 
saying they don’t get to take the SALT 
deduction. We will see what level of 
super-rich people we are defending in 
this debate. 

I understand, from a political stand-
point, you are doing the right thing. 
You are doing the work from your dis-
trict. But at least we could be intellec-
tually honest about the math. 

If you represent a district that has 
high taxes, whether it be the income 
taxes or property taxes, coming and de-
fending SALT is fine. It makes sense. 
But be honest about what the math 
means. If you are a donor State, it is 
because you have high incomes. If you 
want this, it is because you are defend-
ing your wealthy. 

It is just math, and the math, Madam 
Speaker, always wins. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair reminds Members to address 
their remarks to the Chair. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU-
MENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker, 
I appreciate the gentleman’s hard work 
on this. 

This is the largest transfer of wealth 
in American history with the tax bill 
of the Republicans. They kept the tax 
break for corporations and they are 
hitting middle class families in my dis-
trict. Four in ten average about $15,000 
a year. 

But one of the things we haven’t 
talked about is the hit to home values. 

Madam Speaker, I include in the 
RECORD an article by Allan Sloan in 
Fortune magazine that talks about 
Trump’s trillion dollar hit to home-
owners. 

TRUMP’S TRILLION-DOLLAR HIT TO 
HOMEOWNERS 

By reducing deductions for real estate 
taxes, Trump’s 2017 tax plan has harmed mil-
lions—and helped give corporations a $680 
billion gift. 

(by Allan Sloan) 

In recent weeks, President Donald Trump 
has been talking about plans for, as he put 
it, a ‘‘very substantial tax cut for middle in-
come folks who work so hard.’’ But before 
Congress embarks on a new tax measure, 

people should consider one of the largely 
unexamined effects of the last tax bill, which 
Trump promised would help the middle class: 
Would you believe it has inflicted a trillion 
dollars of damage on homeowners—many of 
them middle class—throughout the country? 

That massive number is the reduction in 
home values caused by the 2017 tax law that 
capped federal deductions for state and local 
real estate and income taxes at $10,000 a year 
and also eliminated some mortgage interest 
deductions. The impact varies widely across 
different areas. Counties with high home 
prices and high real estate taxes and where 
homeowners have big mortgages are suf-
fering the biggest hit, as you’d expect, given 
the larger value of the lost tax deductions. 
But as we’ll see, homeowners all over the 
country are feeling the effects. 

I’m basing my analysis on numbers from 
two well-respected people: Mark Zandi, the 
chief economist of Moody’s Analytics; and 
Hugh Lamle, the retired president of M.D. 
Sass, a Wall Street investment management 
company. 

Zandi’s numbers are broad—macro-math, 
as it were. Lamle (pronounced LAM-lee) is a 
master of micro-math. It was Lamle who 
first got me thinking about home value 
losses by sending me an economic model that 
he created to show the damage inflicted on 
high-end, high-bracket taxpayers in high-tax 
areas who paid seven digits or more for their 
homes. 

Lamle starts with the premise that home-
buyers have typically figured out how much 
house they can afford by calculating how 
much they can spend on a down payment and 
monthly mortgage payment, adjusting the 
latter by the amount they’d save via the tax 
deduction for mortgage interest and real es-
tate taxes. His model figures out how much 
prices would have to drop for the same 
monthly payment to cover a given house 
now that this notional buyer can’t take ad-
vantage of the real estate tax deduction and 
might not be able to take full advantage of 
the mortgage interest deduction. 

After I showed Lamle’s model to my 
ProPublica research partner, Doris Burke, 
she steered me to Zandi’s research, which I 
realized could be used to calculate national 
value-loss numbers. 

Ready? Here we go. The broad picture first, 
then the specific. This gets a little com-
plicated, so please bear with me. 

Zandi says that because of the 2017 tax law, 
U.S. house prices overall are about 4% lower 
than they’d otherwise be. The next question 
is how many dollars of lost home value that 
4% translates into. That isn’t so hard to fig-
ure out if you get your hands on the right 
numbers. 

Let me show you. 
The Federal Reserve Board says that as of 

March 31, U.S. home values totaled about 
$26.1 trillion. Apply Zandi’s 4% number to 
that, and you end up with a $1.04 trillion set-
back for the nation’s home owners. That’s 
right—a trillion, with a T. 

Please note that Zandi isn’t saying that 
house prices have fallen by an average of 4%. 
That hasn’t happened. What he’s saying is 
that on average, house prices are about 4% 
lower than they’d otherwise be. 

Given that the Fed statistics show that 
homeowners’ equity was $15.76 trillion as of 
March 31, Zandi’s numbers imply that home-
owners’ equity is down about 6.6% from 
where it would otherwise be. (That’s the $1.04 
trillion value loss divided by the $15.76 tril-
lion of equity.) 

This is a very big deal to families whose 
biggest financial asset is the equity they 
have in their homes. And there are untold 
millions of families in that situation. 

While Zandi and I were having the first of 
several phone conversations, he sent me a 
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county-by-county list of the estimated 
home-price damage done to about 3,000 coun-
ties throughout the country. I was fas-
cinated—and appalled—to see that the big-
gest estimated value loss in percentage 
terms, 11.3%, was in Essex County, New Jer-
sey, the New York City suburb where I live. 

In case you’re interested—or just snoopy— 
the four other counties that make up the 
five biggest-losers list are: Westchester 
County, New York, suburban New York City, 
11.1%; Union County, New Jersey, which is 
adjacent to Essex County, 11.0%; New York 
County, the New York City borough of Man-
hattan, 10.4%; and Lake County, Illinois, 
suburban Chicago, 9.9%. 

You can find Zandi’s county-by-county list 
in our Data Store. Eyeball the list, and 
you’ll see that counties throughout the 
country have home values lower than they 
would otherwise be. 

Here’s how it works. Zandi took what fi-
nancial techies call the ‘‘present value’’ of 
the property tax and mortgage interest de-
ductions that homeowners will lose over 
seven years (the average duration of a mort-
gage) because of changes in the tax law and 
subtracted it from the value of the typical 
house. That results in a 3% decline in na-
tional home values below what they would 
otherwise be. 

The remaining one percentage point of 
value shrinkage, Zandi says, comes from the 
higher interest rates that he says will result 
from higher federal budget deficits caused by 
the tax bill. He estimates that rates on 10- 
year Treasury notes, a key benchmark for 
mortgage rates, will be 0.2% higher than 
they would otherwise be, which in turn will 
make mortgage rates 0.2% higher. 

Even though interest rates on 10-year 
Treasury notes are at or near record lows as 
I write this, they would be even lower if the 
Treasury were borrowing less than it’s cur-
rently borrowing to cover the higher federal 
budget deficits caused by Trump’s tax bill. 

If Zandi’s interest-rate take is correct—it’s 
true by definition, if you believe in the law 
of supply and demand—even homeowners 
who aren’t affected by the inability to de-
duct all their real estate taxes and mortgage 
interest costs are affected by the tax bill. 

How so? Because higher interest rates for 
buyers translate into lower prices for sellers 
and therefore produce lower values for own-
ers. 

You can argue, as some people do, that real 
estate taxes should never have been deduct-
ible because allowing that deduction is bad 
economic policy that inflated home prices 
and favored higher-income people over 
lower-income people. 

But even if you believe that, there’s no 
question that eliminating the deduction for 
millions of homeowners inflicted serious fi-
nancial damage on homeowners who had no 
warning that a major tax deduction that 
they were used to getting would be wiped 
out. 

As a result, homebuyers who had taken the 
value of the real estate tax deduction into 
account when buying their homes had their 
home values and finances whacked without 
warning. Interest deductions on mortgage 
borrowings exceeding $750,000 were cut back, 
compared with interest deductions on up to 
$1 million under the old law—but that 
doesn’t affect anywhere near as many people 
as the cap on real estate tax deductions does. 

(A brief aside: Among the modest winners 
here are first-time buyers who purchased 
their homes after the tax law took effect and 
benefited by paying less than they would 
have paid under the old tax rules.) 

Now, to the micro-math. 
Lamle’s model isn’t applicable to most 

people because it works only for taxpayers 
with a household income of at least $200,000 

a year who paid at least $1 million for their 
homes. But the principle underlying Lamle’s 
model applies to everyone who owns a home 
or is interested in owning one. To wit: You 
calculate the tax-law-caused loss of value by 
figuring out how much a house’s price needs 
to fall for buyers’ or owners’ after-tax costs 
to be the same now as they were before the 
tax law changed. 

‘‘People buying large-ticket items typi-
cally focus on after-tax costs of ownership,’’ 
Lamle told me. ‘‘The amount that many 
buyers can afford is affected by limits on 
their financial resources. Therefore, as their 
tax costs increase substantially because of 
the loss of tax deductions, they have less 
money available to pay for homes and to 
take on mortgage debt.’’ 

At the suggestion of one of my editors, I 
asked Lamle to use a modified version of his 
economic model to estimate the tax law’s 
impact on the value of a theoretical house in 
the New York City suburb of West Orange, 
New Jersey, purchased for $800,000 in 2017 by 
a theoretical family with a $250,000 annual 
income. Those home value and income num-
bers are very high by national standards— 
but middle class by the standards of large 
parts of suburban Essex County. 

Real estate tax on that theoretical house 
would run about $28,900 a year, according to 
statistics from the New Jersey state treas-
urer’s office. That tax used to be fully de-
ductible for federal tax purposes. Now, it’s 
not deductible at all if you assume that the 
house’s owners are taking the standard de-
duction on their federal returns. Or that 
even if they’re itemizing deductions, they’re 
paying at least $10,000 of state income taxes, 
which means they don’t get any benefit from 
deducting property taxes. 

According to Lamle’s calculations, this in-
ability to deduct real estate tax has reduced 
the home’s value by $138,720, assuming a 5% 
mortgage rate. At a 4% rate, the value loss 
is $173,400. (For the math and assumptions 
underlying these numbers, see his method-
ology below.) So if the family put up 
$200,000—25% of the purchase price—to buy 
the house, more than half of that investment 
has been wiped out. 

Obviously, it’s impossible to prove that 
Zandi and Lamle are right about the impact 
they say the tax law is having (and will con-
tinue to have) on home prices, because 
there’s no way to gauge the accuracy of their 
numbers. But the logic is compelling. 

The loss in home values is crucial because 
it turns out that lots more people have big-
ger financial stakes in their houses than in 
their stock portfolios, which have thrived as 
the Trump tax law turbocharged corporate 
earnings and stock prices. 

In fact, 73.5% of households that own 
homes, stocks or both had bigger stakes in 
the home market than in the stock market, 
according to David Rasnick, an economist at 
the Center for Economic and Policy Re-
search, who parsed Federal Reserve data at 
my request. 

Now, let’s put things in perspective, set 
aside home value losses for a minute and 
talk about the cash that people are getting 
from Trump’s 2017 tax law. It isn’t all that 
much for most families. Households’ average 
federal income tax has fallen by $1,260 a 
year, according to the Tax Policy Center. 
That average is skewed by big savings real-
ized by people with big incomes; the median 
family’s tax cut is only about half as much 
as the average cut, by the Tax Policy Cen-
ter’s math. 

This means that—for taxpayers of higher 
income and more modest income—the in-
come tax savings are likely small beer com-
pared with the hidden loss inflicted on many 
of them by lower house values. 

Back to the main event. And some final— 
but important—numbers. 

According to the Tax Policy Center, the 
Treasury will get $620 billion of additional 
revenue over a 10-year period because people 
can’t deduct their full state and local taxes. 

That, in turn, covers most of the 10-year, 
$680 billion cost of the income tax break that 
corporations are getting. So you can make a 
case that my friends and neighbors and co- 
workers in New York and New Jersey—and 
many of you all over the country—are pay-
ing more federal income tax in order to help 
corporations pay less federal income tax. 

That, my friends, is the bottom line. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. By denying the 
full SALT deduction, you are making 
it more expensive to buy homes, you 
are having a lower resale value, it is a 
loss of net worth, plus there is about a 
1 percent hit because of the higher in-
terest rates that are going to come be-
cause your tax bill of $2 trillion is on 
the collar. 

Madam Speaker, I strongly urge my 
colleagues to look at this to see how 
pervasive the hit is, not just to their 
income tax, but to their most precious 
asset, their home value. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PASCRELL), a leader and a very vocal 
advocate of this bill. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of H.R. 5377. 

The bill is a carefully crafted and 
balanced package of tax relief created 
to address the injustice done to our 
middle-class families by the SALT cap. 

Remember, if you are rich, you get 
double taxed. If you are not so rich, 
you get double taxed. 

That is what we are talking about 
here. It is the product of months of 
hard work by members of our com-
mittee and the working group led by 
Mr. THOMPSON. 

I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for the time he spent on this and 
for not giving up. I am grateful to our 
many other colleagues from other 
States, blue and red. I also thank our 
committee chair, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, for his leadership and 
hard work. I strongly urge all of my 
colleagues to support this important 
legislation. 

I am going to conclude with this, 
Madam Speaker. They have only 
talked about one side—the other side 
has done this—about what happens to 
those ‘‘millionaires’’ if, in the bill, we 
pay for it by increasing the personal 
income tax from 37 percent to 39 per-
cent, from where it was before. 

Have you subtracted that from what 
you are going to get back on their 
taxes? No, you haven’t, because you 
have done it in a dishonest way. 

That is why the middle class gets 
shafted. Not this time. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I continue to reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

b 1445 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
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the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
DANNY K. DAVIS), a great member of 
our Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. 
Madam Speaker, my congressional dis-
trict is one of the most affected con-
gressional districts in the Nation, 
ranking 38 among districts in highest 
average SALT deductions. Over 105,000 
households benefited from SALT in my 
district in 2017, with an average benefit 
of $19,400. Then the Republican tax law 
increased taxes on millions of Illi-
noisans and tens of millions of Ameri-
cans. 

The SALT deduction is a bedrock 
part of the tax code since its inception. 
It has been around since the beginning 
of time. 

If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it. We need 
to restore it and make sure that citi-
zens get the benefit in their commu-
nities from their State government and 
then be able to use it as a part of their 
income tax. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
HIGGINS), a treasured member of the 
Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. HIGGINS of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Madam Speaker, there are many 
issues with the Republican tax scheme, 
but the $10,000 State and local tax de-
duction cap is one of the most egre-
gious. The SALT deduction has been a 
fixture of the United States tax code 
since the introduction of the Federal 
income tax in 1913 to acknowledge that 
State and local taxes are paid for serv-
ices that the Federal Government does 
not provide. 

When State and local governments 
lost part of that deduction, they were 
taxed twice, so this is an issue, which 
has been said many times in the com-
mittee, of tax fairness. 

While this legislation was a team ef-
fort under the direction of MIKE 
THOMPSON, head of the working group, 
the persistence of Members BILL PAS-
CRELL and TOM SUOZZI, who made their 
persistence with clarity and insistence 
on fairness for their constituents, in-
spired all of us to fight to defend that 
same fairness for ours. 

This is a good bill. I urge its support. 
Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 

Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
JUDY CHU), a great member of our 
Ways and Means Committee. 

Ms. JUDY CHU of California. Madam 
Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 5377, 
which will stop the double taxing of 
millions of Americans. 

Restoring the ability of Americans to 
deduct their State and local taxes is 
about fairness. It is about fairness for 
the households in my California dis-

trict, where the average SALT deduc-
tion was nearly $21,000, more than dou-
ble the current $10,000 limit. 

It is about fairness for the married 
teachers making $60,000 each, who now 
receive only half of the deduction of 
unmarried couples, effectively creating 
a marriage penalty. 

It is about fairness for our local gov-
ernments that struggle to provide im-
portant services such as education, 
public safety, and infrastructure. 

And it is about fairness for our teach-
ers and firefighters who get an addi-
tional deduction in this bill to help 
them afford work-related expenses. 

The 2017 tax scam was unfair. The top 
1 percent and corporations got a mas-
sive handout, while American families 
were left holding the bag. 

A vote in support of this bill today 
begins to restore that fairness, and I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
SCHNEIDER), a great member of our 
Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Madam Speaker, I 
want to thank the chairman for recog-
nizing me. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 5377, the Restor-
ing Tax Fairness for States and Local-
ities Act. This legislation seeks to fix 
one of the most harmful provisions of 
the 2017 Republican tax law: the $10,000 
limit on the State and local tax deduc-
tion. 

Raising this unfair, punishing cap is 
a top priority for the constituents I 
represent. Forcing Americans to pay 
Federal tax on the taxes they have al-
ready paid to their State and local gov-
ernment is double taxation and it is 
wrong. 

In my Illinois district, approximately 
42 percent of filers use the SALT de-
duction, and the average deduction is 
significantly higher, nearly double the 
new cap. Even worse, the new $10,000 
cap applies equally to married and sin-
gle filers, creating a marriage penalty, 
further punishing joint filers. This is 
not fair to America’s middle class. 

It is wrong that the burden of the tax 
law that overwhelmingly benefits the 
most fortunate Americans—indeed, 83 
percent of the benefit of the 2017 law 
went to the top 1 percent—it is unfair 
that the burden should lie in a narrow 
range of States like Illinois. 

H.R. 5377 would rectify these wrongs. 
I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes.’’ 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
SUOZZI), someone who has worked tire-
lessly on this. You couldn’t get out of 
his line of sight. No matter how early 
I went to the gym, the gentleman 
would be waiting: ‘‘We have got to do 
SALT.’’ 

Mr. SUOZZI. Madam Speaker, I 
thank Chairman THOMPSON, Chairman 
NEAL, and BILL PASCRELL for all of 
their hard work. I thank PETER KING, 
my Republican colleague from Long Is-
land who is retiring next year, who is 
standing up for his constituents, as he 
always has. I thank the 50 cosponsors 
of this bill, bipartisan cosponsors, who 
realize that we have to be, as someone 
mentioned before, intellectually hon-
est. 

We need to be intellectually honest 
and recognize, number one, that 100 
percent of this bill is paid for by the 
wealthiest Americans. One hundred 
percent of this bill is paid for by tax-
payers who make over $440,000 a year. 
It is inaccurate to suggest that other 
people are subsidizing this other than 
the wealthy. This is being paid for 100 
percent by the wealthy. 

This is called the Restoring Tax Fair-
ness for States and Localities Act. 
That name is exactly what this is 
about: restoring fairness. 

It is not fair. It is not fair that peo-
ple are paying taxes on taxes they have 
already paid. It is not fair to State and 
local municipalities that relied on this 
tax deduction since the beginning of 
the tax code in 1913 that are now get-
ting a punch in the gut and trying to 
change the rules. 

There is a reason that this has been 
endorsed by so many different groups. 
It has been endorsed by teachers. It has 
been endorsed by firefighters, by police 
officers. 

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

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield the gentleman 
from New York an additional 30 sec-
onds. 

Mr. SUOZZI. Madam Speaker, it has 
been endorsed by the U.S. Conference 
of Mayors. It has been endorsed by the 
National League of Cities, endorsed by 
the National Association of Counties. 

It is not fair, Madam Speaker, that 
my colleagues on the other side are 
boasting that people are leaving places 
like my State and moving to their 
States. 

What happens? The people who are 
left behind, low-and moderate-income 
people who can’t afford to move away, 
get left behind holding the bag. 

My State and so many other States 
that are hurt by this existing GOP tax 
cut are subsidizing the other States in 
this Nation. My State sends $48 billion 
a year more to the Federal Govern-
ment than we get back. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to please support this. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 14-3⁄4 min-
utes remaining. The gentleman from 
Nebraska has 11 minutes remaining. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
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the gentleman from Nevada (Mr. 
HORSFORD), a great member of our 
committee. 

Mr. HORSFORD. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the chairman for yielding. 

I appreciate the opportunity to rise 
and speak in support of the Restoring 
Tax Fairness for States and Localities 
Act, which includes my bill, the Sup-
port American Teachers Act of 2019, 
which will substantially increase the 
current educators’ deduction expense 
for teachers. 

On average, teachers in Clark County 
School District, the fifth largest dis-
trict in the country, which I represent, 
spend about $750 out of pocket on 
school supplies for their classrooms. 
The starting year salary for those 
teachers is $40,000. 

Kaitlyn Cline, a kindergarten teacher 
at Kay Carl Elementary School, also in 
Las Vegas, spends even more. Every 
year, Kaitlyn spends about $1,000 out of 
her own pocket to give her class the 
educational experience they deserve. 

As Ms. Cline says: 
As a teacher, I have to work extra hard on 

the side to help pay my bills and have extra 
money for work expenses. Any extra finan-
cial relief that can be utilized, can make a 
huge difference. 

Today, I urge my colleagues to vote 
in favor of this bill. Let’s give the 
teachers the support they need and 
provide them the deduction for the ex-
penses that they incur. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I would just add that there 
will be a chance here in a few moments 
to answer the concerns that the prior 
speaker had, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
ESHOO), a treasured member of the 
Ways and Means Committee. 

Ms. ESHOO. Madam Speaker, I am 
proud to rise in support of H.R. 5377 
and am an original cosponsor of this 
legislation. 

I am going to put my full statement 
in the RECORD, but let me just say a 
few things that are top-line—top-line— 
for my constituents. There are over 
200,000 constituents’ households af-
fected by this in my congressional dis-
trict. 

Now, someone was talking about 
math. I think the original tax bill was 
bad math. It charged $2 trillion to the 
national debt. 

Fair? No. It was an assault on the 
middle class. Let’s be perfectly clear 
about this. 

And what has the middle class done 
to anyone here? They are the backbone 
of our country. They have four major 
things to deduct: mortgage interest, 
SALT, charitable deductions, and 
health expenditures. 

So what did the Republicans’ tax bill 
do? It screwed the middle class, in 
plain English. 

So this restores that deductibility, 
and they deserve to have it. 

This bill is paid for. I think that is 
good math, and I think it is fair. 

I thank Mr. THOMPSON and the com-
mittee for the work that they have 
done on it. Bravo to all of you, and 
thank you from my constituents. 

Madam Speaker, as an original cosponsor 
of H.R. 5377, I rise in strong support of the 
Restoring Tax Fairness for States and Local-
ities Act. 

This legislation repeals the harmful cap on 
the State and Local Tax (SALT) Deduction in 
2020 and 2021 and fixes the marriage penalty 
in 2019 by doubling the SALT cap to $20,000 
for married couples. 

This is welcome relief to the nearly 200,000 
of my constituents and the millions of Ameri-
cans who are no longer able to deduct the full 
amount of State and Local Taxes they pay 
each year. 

The 2017 Republican tax bill took a sledge-
hammer to the SALT deduction by capping it 
at $10,000 annually for both single filers and 
married couples, essentially an assault on the 
middle class, the backbone of our country. 

The SALT deduction is one of the few de-
ductions in the federal tax code that middle 
class families depend on, along with deduc-
tions for medical expenses, charitable con-
tributions, and mortgage interest. 

Prior to this harmful cap, my constituents 
claimed an average annual SALT deduction of 
$63,083 in 2017. More than half of all tax-
payers in my district claimed this credit in 201 
7, and half of these taxpayers earned between 
$75,000 and $100,00. 

This legislation also doubles the educator 
expense deduction for teachers and creates a 
new deduction for first responders for uni-
forms, tuition and professional development. 

These hardworking and dedicated profes-
sionals are part of the foundation of our local 
communities and they deserve this much- 
needed tax relief. 

I urge my colleagues to vote YES on H.R. 
5377. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, in the interest of accuracy in 
this debate, I would like to reiterate 
that we doubled the standard deduction 
for all Americans—not just selective 
groups, but all Americans. We doubled 
that standard deduction, therefore, 
helping the middle class, and I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
ENGEL), the chairman of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee. 

Mr. ENGEL. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to support H.R. 5377, to begin to 
repair some of the damage from the 
GPO’s tax scam legislation which 
passed this House 2 years ago. 

I said it at the time, and I say it 
again: It is one of the worst bills I have 
ever seen, and it blows a hole in the 
budget. 

So much for fiscal responsibility on 
the other side of the aisle. 

One of the more egregious provisions 
in that bill was capping State and local 
tax deductions at $10,000. This deduc-
tion has been part of our tax code for 
over 150 years. 

This cap hurts my constituents, who 
often have property, income, and sales 
taxes exceeding $10,000. 

New Yorkers already pay more to the 
Federal Government as a donor State 

than we receive back. We receive only 
84 cents for every dollar we send to 
Washington. This imbalance is greater 
than any other State and grows be-
cause of the SALT cap. Homeowners 
are already seeing home values decline 
because of the SALT cap. 

Earlier in this year, I introduced 
H.R. 515, with 20 of my colleagues, to 
repeal this harmful tax provision. I am 
pleased to see my New York colleague 
Mr. SUOZZI’s measure containing much 
of my bill here on the floor today. 

In conclusion, let me say we need to 
reverse some of the harm the GPO’s 
tax scam bill has inflicted on so many 
Americans, especially my New York 
constituents. Support H.R. 5377, and 
let’s be fair once and for all. 

b 1500 
Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 

Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARRINGTON). 

Mr. ARRINGTON. Madam Speaker, I 
want to first commend my colleague 
from New York (Mr. SUOZZI) for his 
passionate advocacy for his district. I 
understand where his heart is, I under-
stand his motives, I know they are 
pure, and it makes it a lot easier to 
work with people who approach public 
policy that way. 

But as I have mentioned to him in 
committee, I think this is wrongheaded 
and fundamentally bad public policy. It 
certainly is not in keeping with bene-
fiting the general welfare of the public, 
restoring these SALT deductions. I am 
sure many of these points being made 
earlier discourage localities and States 
from keeping their taxes low. They 
also penalize States like Texas who 
keep their tax rates low, and the ma-
jority of the benefit of these deductions 
will go to millionaires. That is not an 
exaggeration. Over 50 percent of the 
benefit will go to people who are mil-
lionaires. In fact, 95 percent of the ben-
efit will go to folks who make over 
$200,000. That is real money in west 
Texas. 

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

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I yield the gentleman from 
Texas an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. ARRINGTON. Madam Speaker, I 
think one of the biggest problems I 
have with this, ultimately, is we are 
raising that top rate after we cut 
taxes, restored more freedom to the 
markets, and unleashed growth and job 
creation, all a tremendous response 
from the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, and 
now we are putting a tax burden on the 
American people. 

We are raising taxes on small busi-
nesses. One-third of the taxes being 
raised here will fall on small busi-
nesses, mom-and-pop shops, commu-
nity banks, and family farmers. Main 
Street will be negatively affected in a 
big way. 

So I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ 
on this legislation. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. CASTEN). 
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Mr. CASTEN of Illinois. Madam 

Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 5377. 
I want to start by thanking my col-

leagues across the aisle for passing the 
Tax Cuts and Jobs Act. My predecessor 
campaigned on it, and I wouldn’t be 
here otherwise, so I thank them all. 

It is important to understand we 
need to pass this bill to undo the dam-
age done by that bill and the hurt it 
gave to middle-class families, teachers, 
and first responders across the coun-
try. From the very first tax code in 
1913, we have included allowing a de-
duction for State and local taxes for 
the simple reason that we shouldn’t 
tax people twice. 

It is not just going back to 1913. Our 
Founders got that point as well. Alex-
ander Hamilton in Federalist 32 wrote 
that independent and uncontrollable 
authority to raise their own revenues 
for the supply of their own wants would 
be a problem. 

What Hamilton understood is that 
certain services—roads, schools, fire 
departments, and libraries—are better 
and more efficiently provided by local 
authorities, and when we double tax-
ation, we create a fight between Fed-
eral and local authorities for finite re-
sources to the detriment of those crit-
ical local services. 

Repeal the State and local tax deduc-
tion in the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’’. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
PHILLIPS). 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today in support of H.R. 5377, the 
bipartisan Restoring Tax Fairness to 
States and Localities Act, legislation 
that will provide immediate relief to 
American families. 

Elimination of the State and local 
tax deduction in the 2017 tax law was a 
bad deal for the State of Minnesota, 
the people of my district, and millions 
across the country. In fact, the SALT 
cap is a punishment for States that in-
vest in schools, roads, and people, and 
it is punishment to hardworking fami-
lies in those States who deserve our ap-
preciation and gratitude—not a tax in-
crease. 

Matthew and Karen are two edu-
cators in my district who bought a 
home for their young family just 3 
years ago. Now, with the increased tax 
burden, they face the real prospect of 
losing their home and having to move 
farther away from their kids’ school 
and community. 

I am fighting hard for this bill, and I 
am on a mission to make the tax code 
more equitable for the people of my 
State—one that already shares much 
more of its hard-earned money with 
Washington than it gets back in re-
turn—and particularly for people like 
Matthew and Karen. 

So, Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to 

come together to end the SALT cap 
and repeal such a punitive mistake. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PORTER). 

Ms. PORTER. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in support for the Restoring Tax 
Fairness for States and Localities Act. 

Over the last year, I have heard a re-
sounding message from Orange County 
families, from Republicans, Democrats, 
and Independents alike. We must re-
peal the harmful SALT limits included 
in Trump’s tax law. 

When that law capped State and local 
tax deductions, it raised taxes on tens 
of thousands of Orange County fami-
lies. 

The average SALT deduction in my 
district is over $22,000, and by capping 
the deduction at only $10,000—less than 
half that amount—Orange County fam-
ilies are being double taxed on the 
money they earned. The SALT cap also 
imposes a marriage penalty, and it is, 
therefore, antifamily. 

Reversing SALT is bipartisan. I 
heard this in April when I held a tax 
townhall in April. My constituents 
simply could not understand why Re-
publicans and Democrats could not 
come together to address the SALT 
problem and help middle-class families 
in California while Halliburton, Ama-
zon, and Chevron paid no Federal in-
come tax in 2018. 

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

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield the gentle-
woman an additional 20 seconds. 

Ms. PORTER. Our families should 
not be penalized by double taxation. 

I thank Chairmen Neal and Thomp-
son for their work on this important 
bill, and I urge support from my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ZELDIN). 

Mr. ZELDIN. Madam Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to this bill. 

First off, I do want to thank my col-
league from Long Island, Mr. SUOZZI. 
Mr. SUOZZI and I have engaged in many 
conversations about this important 
issue, and I am sure that that will con-
tinue after today’s debate. 

I would like to clear up a few things 
about this legislation before us today 
to cut through some of what has been 
debated. 

This bill permanently hikes taxes on 
individuals and small businesses to 39.6 
percent for those currently in the 37 
percent tax bracket—and for many in 
the 35 percent tax bracket as well—in 
exchange for a very temporary change 
of the SALT deduction only until 2021. 
So the SALT deduction is going to 
change very temporarily, but perma-
nently we are going to be increasing 
taxes on individuals and small busi-
nesses. 

We have to understand that 90 per-
cent of U.S. businesses are 
passthroughs. They don’t pay the cor-
porate tax rate. They pay under the in-
dividual tax rate. Almost 100 percent of 
all passthrough businesses have less 
than 100 employees. We are increasing 
taxes permanently on all these small 
businesses in exchange for that short- 
term change. 

I support multiple active bills that 
would change the State and local tax 
deduction without raising any taxes on 
individuals and small businesses. It is 
important to remember that the only 
SALT deduction legislation that will 
ever provide relief is legislation that 
can be signed into law, and this bill 
which permanently raises taxes on in-
dividuals and small businesses is not it. 

In my district, from Main Street to 
wineries on the North Fork, this is bad 
news for small businesses up and down 
Long Island. I am focused on providing 
true tax relief for all hardworking 
Long Islanders. 

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

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I yield the gentleman from 
New York an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. ZELDIN. It is unfortunate that, 
at the end of the day, when the dust 
has settled, they will continue to be 
the victims of out-of-State and out-of- 
touch congressional leadership putting 
politics over commonsense, realistic 
solutions. 

My colleagues know I am eager to 
work with them to fix this legislation, 
so we can actually get this across the 
finish line and signed into law to pro-
vide true tax relief for hardworking 
Americans. But, unfortunately, that 
very temporary change to SALT in ex-
change for that permanent tax increase 
for individuals and small businesses is 
why I can’t support this bill in its cur-
rent form. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I just want to remind 
the gentleman that, although I appre-
ciate that he wants to get rid of the 
cap, you can’t do it without paying for 
it. That is the same irresponsible be-
havior that the Republicans employed 
in their tax bill, and it cost us $2.3 tril-
lion in our national debt. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
GOTTHEIMER). 

Mr. GOTTHEIMER. Madam Speaker, 
I rise today in support of H.R. 5377 to 
finally deliver the tax cuts so des-
perately needed for families and busi-
nesses in my district in northern New 
Jersey. 

I thank Chairman NEAL for his lead-
ership on this legislation which will ul-
timately save the Fifth District tax fil-
ers $5.6 billion each year. That is just 
in my district alone. 

Today, I released a tax cut model to 
show, at every income level, the mas-
sive tax cuts that families in the Fifth 
Congressional District of New Jersey 
will see as a result of this bipartisan 
bill. Not only will this bill cut taxes, 
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but it also helps increase our property 
values and drives economic growth, 
which is why the New Jersey Chamber 
of Commerce and the New Jersey Real-
tors have both come out in support of 
the legislation. 

We have to fix the mess caused by 
the 2017 tax hike bill in the moocher 
States and provide actual tax cuts for 
New Jersey families, first responders, 
and small businesses. 

Ever since I joined Democrats and 
Republicans in voting against the tax 
hike bill, I have been fighting to fully 
reinstate SALT and finally cut taxes 
for north Jersey families. It is time we 
fought back against the moocher 
States who literally stole $800 billion 
right out of our pockets. I am sick and 
tired of paying the bill of the moocher 
States. This is a huge win for New Jer-
sey families and an actual tax cut. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes.’’ 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I would remind my colleague 
who just spoke that the average family 
of four in his district received a benefit 
through the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 
about $5,000 per year. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LAMALFA). 

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, last 
night we were in the twilight zone, and 
now we are in a parallel universe 
today. Very interesting what we are 
doing here. 

I come from the high-tax State of 
California, where we bear the cost of so 
many tax increases from Sacramento. 
So all we are doing here is justifying 
the increase in the car tax, the in-
crease in the gas tax, and spending the 
money on a dead high-speed rail 
project, the increase from a mysterious 
gas tax, and the cap-and-trade tax. 

All we are going to do here is reward 
bad behavior in California and five or 
six other high-tax States. 

Instead, let’s get back on track with 
doing things that cause jobs to happen, 
as the bill that our Democrat col-
leagues don’t like. They didn’t like 
Proposition 13, which has saved homes 
in California. They have been com-
plaining about it ever since it was 
passed. 

Now they are trying to eviscerate 
Prop 13 and raise taxes on businesses. 
This will justify that ability to do 
that. Don’t send a message that they 
can raise taxes in California or other 
States any more by what happens in 
this place. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentlewoman from the State of 
Virginia (Ms. WEXTON). 

Ms. WEXTON. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 5377, 
the Restoring Tax Fairness for States 
and Localities Act. 

The SALT deduction has protected 
Virginia taxpayers from double tax-
ation for over 100 years, but that 
changed when Donald Trump and con-
gressional Republicans imposed an un-

precedented $10,000 tax cap punishing 
taxpayers in districts like mine. 

In 2017 my district had the highest 
average SALT deduction in Virginia at 
almost $18,000 and the greatest number 
of households claiming SALT at 
213,500—more than half of my district. 

The SALT cap is unfair and punitive, 
hurting Virginians and over 11 million 
Americans. Hardworking taxpayers de-
serve better. 

Today we have an opportunity to do 
better, to restore this tax relief and 
put money back in the pockets of 
150,000 households in my district and 
many, many more across the country. 

Madam Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this important leg-
islation. 

b 1515 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ZELDIN). 

Mr. ZELDIN. Madam Speaker, I 
think it is important to reiterate the 
fact that this bill is just a very tem-
porary change to the SALT deduction 
until 2021 in exchange for a permanent 
increase to taxes on individuals in 
small businesses. 

While we are having this debate, I 
think it is also really important to 
point out that the reason our State and 
local tax deduction was as high as it 
was is because our State and local 
taxes are as high as they are. 

As we take this opportunity on this 
floor, let’s send a message to Mayor de 
Blasio in New York City, and Gov-
ernors and State legislators in Albany, 
New Jersey, and California, that all 
levels of government have a role to 
play in tax relief. That is why our 
State and local tax deduction was as 
high as it was. 

To deliver for my constituents on the 
east end of Long Island, for people in 
our entire State, and for Governor 
Cuomo and the Democrats running Al-
bany right now watching this, do your 
part. My people in my district are des-
perate for relief, and Congress 
shouldn’t try to bail you out time and 
time again. 

We will stand here and fight for you. 
That is why I support multiple bills 
that will make a change to the State 
and local tax deduction. But ironically, 
this is a bill that makes it worse 
through a temporary change for the 
SALT deduction in exchange from a 
permanent tax increase. So now, they 
are getting screwed both ways. 

I am a little different from some of 
my colleagues. I had some opposition 
to the bill in 2017, and I am opposed to 
this bill as well. 

For those Democratic politicians who 
are in New York City and Albany and 
putting the screws to my constituents 
because they only know how to raise 
taxes and they don’t know how to 
spend wisely, start doing your part be-
cause that is why our SALT deduction 
was as high as it was for so long. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 

the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia (Ms. NORTON). 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
thank my good friend from California 
for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, Americans fa-
mously complain about taxes. Who can 
then blame residents of the District of 
Columbia, where 40 percent claim the 
SALT deduction, among the largest 
number of taxpayers in the country? 
By allowing at least a $10,000 deduc-
tion, the 2017 Republican tax law con-
cedes that it imposes double taxation. 

The Republican tax law was particu-
larly nefarious because it virtually tar-
geted blue states, whose top taxes sup-
port values like funding for local pub-
lic education. We cannot, of course, 
protect Americans from taxes, but ever 
since the passage of the Federal in-
come tax law in 1913, we have protected 
them from being taxed on dollars al-
ready taxed by State and local govern-
ments. The Restoring Tax Fairness for 
States and Localities Act ensures that 
wisdom. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, may I inquire how 
much time I have remaining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 51⁄4 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from Ne-
braska has 31⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
CAROLYN B. MALONEY), the chair of the 
Committee on Oversight and Reform. 

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New 
York. Madam Speaker, I thank my 
friend for yielding and for his great 
leadership. 

Madam Speaker, there was a lot 
wrong with the 2017 Republican tax 
law. This week, we can fix part of it by 
repealing the cap on the State and 
local tax deduction, or SALT. 

The SALT deduction allows tax-
payers to deduct from their Federal 
taxes the State and local income prop-
erty taxes they pay. Republicans 
capped the SALT deductions at $10,000, 
far, far less than many New Yorkers 
pay. It has caused a great deal of pain 
for many New Yorker families. 

There is also a marriage penalty in 
the law. So if two people who each have 
$10,000 in SALT get married, their com-
bined deduction goes from $20,000 to 
$10,000 when they tie the knot. That 
doesn’t make sense. 

The bill before us, H.R. 5377, intro-
duced by my colleague, TOM SUOZZI, ad-
dresses both of these issues. It lifts the 
cap for married couples to $20,000 in 
2019. It eliminates the cap entirely for 
the following 2 years and pays for it by 
restoring the previous top marginal tax 
rate. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 5377. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I am prepared to close, if 
there are no other speakers on the 
other side, and I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I am prepared to 
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close, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. Madam Speaker, in the 
interest of spreading holiday cheer, I 
will be brief. 

I believe the bill we are about to vote 
on is bad policy. If you look at the 
SALT cap, it is good policy. 

A State that has lower taxes should 
not be forced to pay more to subsidize 
a State that has higher taxes. There 
are generally reasons that a State is a 
higher tax State, and that was gen-
erated locally or at that State level. 

But I think it is bad policy, as Mr. 
ZELDIN was pointing out, to have a per-
manent tax increase to pay for a tem-
porary tax benefit. That is bad policy. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, I point out that 
their provision is temporary as well, 
just not as temporary. 

Madam Speaker, the National Asso-
ciation of Police Organizations in their 
letter to us wrote: ‘‘Our members are 
not just first responders; they are also 
citizens of the communities in which 
they work.’’ 

Madam Speaker, I include in the 
RECORD a letter from that organiza-
tion. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POLICE 
ORGANIZATIONS, INC. 

Alexandria, Virginia, December 10, 2019. 
Hon. RICHARD NEAL, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. KEVIN BRADY, 
Ranking Member, Committee on Ways and 

Means, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN NEAL AND RANKING MEM-
BER BRADY: 

On behalf of the National Association of 
Police Organizations (NAPO), representing 
over 241,000 sworn law enforcement officers 
across the nation, I am writing to you to ex-
press our full support for the Restoring Tax 
Fairness for States and Localities Act. 

Throughout this country, law enforcement 
officers go to work every day with one goal 
in mind: to keep their communities safe. In 
order to achieve this mission, they receive 
support from the communities they serve, as 
public safety budgets across the United 
States are largely drawn from state and 
local property, sales, and income taxes—es-
sential investments that give our first re-
sponders the tools they need to get the job 
done. The state and local tax (SALT) deduc-
tion has helped support these vital invest-
ments at the state and local level. 

Our members are not just first responders; 
they are also citizens of the communities in 
which they work. The fact is that the cap-
ping of the SALT deduction is a significant 
tax increase for many suburban homeowners, 
including law enforcement officers. This puts 
them squarely in the range of middle-class 
taxpayers that the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act 
(Public Law No. 115–97) was supposed to help. 
Instead, with the SALT deduction capped at 
$10,000, many first responders are finding 
themselves on the wrong end of a tax hike. 
We support the two-year repeal of the cap 

and call on Congress to permanently repeal 
it, for homeowners, for our communities, and 
for the first responders who work every day 
to keep those communities safe. 

Further, the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act hit law 
enforcement officers with another tax in-
crease when it eliminated their ability to de-
duct work-related out-of-pockets expenses. 
Like many public servants, law enforcement 
officers serve our nation and our commu-
nities for modest wages and often have to 
pay for mandatory and necessary equipment 
and training out-of-pocket. These out-of- 
pocket costs are significant and a financial 
burden on officers. NAPO supports the inclu-
sion of the Supporting America’s First Re-
sponders Act, which would reinstate deduc-
tions for certain, significant work-related 
out-of-pocket expenses for first responders. 

NAPO stands ready to support any efforts 
necessary to pass this legislation. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM J. JOHNSON, CAE, 

Executive Director. 
Mr. THOMPSON of California. 

Madam Speaker, the fact is that cap-
ping the SALT deduction is a signifi-
cant tax increase for many suburban 
homeowners, including law enforce-
ment officers. This puts them squarely 
in the range of middle-class taxpayers 
that the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act was 
supposed to help. Instead, with the 
SALT deduction cap at $10,000, many 
first responders are finding themselves 
on the wrong end of a tax hike. 

We support the 2-year repeal of the 
cap and call on Congress to perma-
nently repeal it for homeowners, for 
our communities, and for first respond-
ers who work every day to keep those 
communities safe. 

Madam Speaker, I want to take a 
quick moment, as we head into this 
holiday season, to offer my apprecia-
tion to the Committee on Ways and 
Means tax staff. The Members who 
serve on the Committee on Ways and 
Means already know that they have 
the hardest working men and women 
on the Hill at their disposal. This bill 
would not have been possible without 
their commitment, policy expertise, 
dedication, and hard work. 

I want to take a minute to thank my 
subcommittee staff director, Aruna 
Kalyanam; the lead staffer on the 
SALT deduction, Peg McGlinch; my 
senior counsel, Terri McField; as well 
as Scott La Rochelle, Arjun Ghosh, Lee 
Slater, and Andrew Grossman on the 
committee for their tremendous ef-
forts. They do great work, and we 
should all be really glad that they are 
here. All Americans should be. 

Madam Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this bill, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. NADLER. Madam Speaker, I strongly 
support this legislation to eliminate the cap on 
the State and Local Tax (or SALT) deduction. 
Two years ago, Republicans capped the SALT 
deduction to force districts represented by 
Democratic Members to pay for the bulk of 
their Tax Scam. That cap raised over $662 bil-
lion in revenue for Republican tax priorities, 
nearly all of it from Democratic states like New 
York. New York State already pays $48 billion 
more to the Federal government than it gets 
back, and the loss of the SALT deduction was 
responsible for a $2.3 billion revenue hole in 

New York last year putting critical services at 
risk. 

Some of my colleagues claim that the SALT 
deduction will just benefit the wealthy. Wrong. 
In 2016, 1.2 million New Yorkers used the 
SALT deduction, and more than half of those 
taxpayers earned less than $100,000 per year. 
We are not talking about a loophole used by 
the richest Americans—many of which, I will 
point out, were preserved in the Republican 
Tax Scam. We are talking about the largest 
deduction for the teachers, office workers, and 
first responders who make up the middle class 
in my district. 

We must remove this cap and stop pun-
ishing the hard-working people of New York 
simply because of where they live. I urge my 
colleagues to vote yes on this bill. 

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

Pursuant to House Resolution 772, 
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. RICE of South Carolina. Madam 

Speaker, I have a motion at the desk. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 

gentleman opposed to the bill? 
Mr. RICE of South Carolina. I am in 

its present form. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Rice of South Carolina moves to re-

commit the bill H.R. 5377 to the Committee 
on Ways and Means with instructions to re-
port the same back to the House forthwith 
with the following amendment: 

In the matter proposed to be inserted by 
section 2(a), insert ‘‘if the adjusted gross in-
come of the taxpayer for such taxable year 
does not exceed $100,000,000,’’ after ‘‘January 
1, 2020,’’. 

In section 3, strike subsection (a) and in-
sert the following: 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 164(b) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended by 
section 2, is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(8) SUSPENSION OF DOLLAR LIMITATION ON 
STATE AND LOCAL TAXES FOR 2020 AND 2021.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any tax-
able year beginning in 2020 or 2021, subpara-
graph (B) of paragraph (6) shall not apply. 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN HIGH-INCOME 
TAXPAYERS.—Subparagraph (A) shall not 
apply to any taxpayer for any taxable year if 
the adjusted gross income of such taxpayer 
for such taxable year exceeds $100,000,000.’’. 

In the matter proposed to be inserted by 
each of sections 4(a), 4(b)(2), 5(a), and 5(c), 
strike ‘‘$500’’ and insert ‘‘$1,000’’. 

Mr. RICE of South Carolina (during 
the reading). Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to dispense with 
the reading. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
South Carolina is recognized for 5 min-
utes in support of his motion. 

Mr. RICE of South Carolina. Madam 
Speaker, my motion to recommit is 
very simple. 
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Despite the terms of the underlying 

bill, it would retain the $10,000 cap on 
the SALT deduction only for tax re-
turns where the people earn more than 
$100 million a year. 

This would produce about $7 billion 
in savings, and we would apply the $7 
billion to doubling the deduction for 
firefighters and teachers’ supplies from 
$500, which is provided in the under-
lying bill, to $1,000. 

Madam Speaker, my friends across 
the aisle love to say that they are the 
party of the downtrodden and the mid-
dle class, but their actions certainly 
speak a lot louder than their words. 
The underlying bill here is a plain give-
away to the rich. Let me say that 
again: It is a plain giveaway to the 
rich. 

In excess of 50 percent of the benefit 
of restoring or taking away the SALT 
cap goes to the top 1 percent of wage 
earners. Madam Speaker, 94 percent— 
94 percent—of the benefit of doing 
away with the SALT cap goes to wage 
earners that are in the top 10 percent 
of American wage earners. 

Please, Madam Speaker, my friends 
across the aisle should stop saying that 
they are for the middle class. 

I represent an area in South Caro-
lina. I live in Horry County, South 
Carolina. The average SALT deduction 
is $1,800. The SALT cap of $10,000 is five 
times higher than what is needed to 
cover the average SALT deduction in 
Horry County. 

But I represent poor counties as well. 
Marion County, South Carolina, 57 per-
cent African American, has an average 
wage of $30,000 a year. If we do away 
with this SALT deduction cap, these 
people would be subsidizing, with their 
Federal income taxes, mansions in 
high-tax States. 

That is simply not fair, and it doesn’t 
just apply in South Carolina. It applies 
to rural areas all over our country, in-
cluding rural areas in California and 
rural areas in New York. 

The Tax Cuts and Jobs Act signed 
into effect 2 years ago has restored op-
portunity in this land of opportunity. 
We have historic lows in unemploy-
ment. Record numbers of people are 
working in this country, in every de-
mographic category. It cuts taxes for 
people at every income level. 

The opportunity has been restored in 
this land of opportunity, but my 
friends across the aisle dig at this. 
Their big opposition to this bill is that 
it was a tax cut for the wealthy. They 
say 80 percent went to the wealthiest 1 
percent. That is not true. That only fo-
cuses on the time after the individual 
tax cuts expire. 

Their proposal to fix the Tax Cuts 
and Jobs Act, their proposal to fix this 
bill that they say is a tax cut for the 
wealthy, is to put back an even greater 
tax cut for the wealthy. Again, 94 per-
cent of the benefit of this bill goes to 
people who earn in the top 10 percent of 
wage earners in this country. 

Madam Speaker, there is an old prov-
erb: I can’t hear what you are saying 
because your actions scream so loudly. 

Madam Speaker, if we truly are for 
the middle class, if we truly are for the 
downtrodden, if we want to support our 
firefighters and our teachers, vote for 
this motion to recommit. 

Keep the SALT deduction in place for 
the wealthiest of the wealthy, only 
those who are earning $100 million a 
year or more. Surely, they can afford 
to pay for their property taxes on their 
mansions without subsidies from rural 
people like the people in Marion, South 
Carolina. 

If we really believe that we want to 
back the middle class, let’s back up our 
words with actions. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

b 1530 
Mr. MALINOWSKI. Madam Speaker, 

I rise in opposition to this motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from New Jersey is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MALINOWSKI. Madam Speaker, 
let’s talk about who actually takes the 
SALT deduction. 

In my district in New Jersey, they 
are not rich. They are teachers. They 
are firefighters. They are small busi-
ness owners. They are young families 
who want to buy a home, seniors who 
want to stay in theirs. 

And then in 2017, House Republicans 
targeted them because they happen to 
live in States where we choose to pay 
for good schools and services. 

And why? Not to pay for schools, not 
to pay for our military, not to pay for 
our healthcare, but because they need-
ed to find someone in America to pay 
for cutting our effective corporate tax 
rate in half. 

When middle-class families in my 
district saw their taxes rise, their 
home values fall, just one company, 
Berkshire Hathaway—one company— 
got a $29 billion windfall. 

Did corporations give that money to 
their employees? No. According to 
CRS, the average American worker got 
an added bonus of $28. 

Did they invest in new jobs and out-
put? No. The economy actually grew 
more slowly in the six quarters after 
the bill was passed than in the six 
quarters before it. 

So where did the money go? I will 
tell you where most of it went. The tax 
cut helped corporations buy back over 
$1 trillion of their own shares on Wall 
Street, which gave us a temporary 
sugar high on Wall Street. We may as 
well have burned that money on The 
National Mall. 

For this—for this—the Republican 
tax bill took from middle-class families 
money they needed to buy their first 
home, to send their kids to college, to 
stay in their home when they retire. 

For this, because capping SALT 
wasn’t nearly enough to pay for that 
bill, the bill blew a $2 trillion hole in 
the national debt—just as everyone on 
our side predicted because we used 
something called math. 

Madam Speaker, let’s restore the 
SALT deduction. Vote for this bill. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. PORTER). 

Ms. PORTER. Madam Speaker, when 
Congress enacted the first income tax 
in 1861, in the midst of the Civil War, it 
included the first exemption for State 
and local taxes. 

President Trump’s tax law violated 
our Nation’s long-held views of States’ 
rights and a limited Federal Govern-
ment. 

It has long been accepted in America 
that we do not tax the same income 
twice. Federal taxation must not crowd 
out the taxes needed to support critical 
State and local functions like good 
schools, roads, and bridges. That prin-
ciple was first stated in the Federalist 
Papers. It is a core component of 
States’ rights, and it was attacked by 
Trump’s tax law. 

The SALT deduction expresses the 
longstanding American preference of 
local solutions to local problems. 

President Trump’s tax law hurts 
California communities. By limiting 
the deductibility of State and local 
taxes, the Trump tax law was a direct 
threat to States and communities that 
are investing in local services. Over the 
long-term, it will cause local govern-
ments to slash revenue that funds 
schools, healthcare, transit, parks, and 
first responders. 

This bill will not only help middle- 
class families, but it will expand tax 
relief for educators by doubling the tax 
credit from $250 to $500. It will create a 
new tax credit for first responders, the 
people who put their lives on the line 
every day to serve us. 

I am heartened that my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle want to 
work on a progressive income tax. I am 
heartened that they want to tax bil-
lionaires and ultramillionaires and 
champion a progressive tax system 
that addresses income inequality. 

But this vote today is about prin-
ciple. It is about standing up for the 
principle that States and localities are 
able to fund the services that are most 
crucial to their communities. 

Mr. MALINOWSKI. Madam Speaker, 
I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMPSON). 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, in the spirit of the 
holiday season, I accept the motion to 
recommit. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. RICE of South Carolina. Madam 
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, this 15- 
minute vote on the motion to recom-
mit H.R. 5377 will be followed by 5- 
minute votes on: 
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Passage of H.R. 5377, if ordered; and 
Passage of H.R. 5430. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 388, nays 36, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

[Roll No. 699] 

YEAS—388 

Abraham 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Armstrong 
Arrington 
Axne 
Babin 
Bacon 
Baird 
Balderson 
Banks 
Barr 
Beatty 
Bera 
Bergman 
Beyer 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NC) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
Bost 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady 
Brindisi 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (MD) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burchett 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carbajal 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Cartwright 
Case 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Cheney 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Cisneros 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Cline 
Cloud 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Comer 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cox (CA) 
Craig 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crist 
Crow 
Cuellar 
Cunningham 
Curtis 
Davids (KS) 
Davidson (OH) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny K. 
Davis, Rodney 
Dean 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 

DelBene 
Delgado 
Demings 
DeSaulnier 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emmer 
Engel 
Escobar 
Eshoo 
Estes 
Evans 
Ferguson 
Finkenauer 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx (NC) 
Frankel 
Fulcher 
Gabbard 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcı́a (IL) 
Gianforte 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Golden 
Gomez 
Gonzalez (OH) 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Gooden 
Gottheimer 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green (TN) 
Green, Al (TX) 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guest 
Guthrie 
Haaland 
Hagedorn 
Harder (CA) 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck 
Hern, Kevin 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice (GA) 
Higgins (LA) 
Higgins (NY) 
Hill (AR) 
Himes 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Horn, Kendra S. 
Horsford 
Houlahan 
Hoyer 
Hudson 
Huffman 
Huizenga 
Hurd (TX) 
Jackson Lee 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Joyce (PA) 
Kaptur 
Katko 

Keating 
Keller 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Khanna 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kim 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger 
Kirkpatrick 
Krishnamoorthi 
Kuster (NH) 
Kustoff (TN) 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamb 
Lamborn 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latta 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee (NV) 
Lesko 
Levin (CA) 
Lewis 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Luria 
Lynch 
Malinowski 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
Matsui 
McAdams 
McBath 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Meuser 
Miller 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Morelle 
Moulton 
Mucarsel-Powell 
Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (NC) 
Neal 
Newhouse 
Norcross 
Norman 
Nunes 
O’Halleran 
Ocasio-Cortez 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Palmer 
Panetta 
Pappas 
Pascrell 

Pence 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peters 
Peterson 
Phillips 
Pingree 
Porter 
Posey 
Pressley 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Raskin 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reschenthaler 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Riggleman 
Roby 
Rodgers (WA) 
Roe, David P. 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rooney (FL) 
Rose (NY) 
Rose, John W. 
Rouda 
Rouzer 
Roy 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Rutherford 
Ryan 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Scanlon 
Schakowsky 

Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schrier 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sewell (AL) 
Shalala 
Sherman 
Sherrill 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slotkin 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Smucker 
Soto 
Spanberger 
Spano 
Speier 
Stanton 
Stauber 
Stefanik 
Steil 
Steube 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Suozzi 
Takano 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Timmons 
Tipton 
Titus 

Tlaib 
Tonko 
Torres (CA) 
Torres Small 

(NM) 
Trahan 
Trone 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Drew 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Waltz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watkins 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Wexton 
Wild 
Williams 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Wright 
Yarmuth 
Yoho 
Young 
Zeldin 

NAYS—36 

Aguilar 
Allred 
Barragán 
Bass 
Biggs 
Casten (IL) 
Castro (TX) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Correa 
Espaillat 

Fletcher 
Fudge 
Garcia (TX) 
Gosar 
Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Lee (CA) 
Levin (MI) 
Lieu, Ted 
McEachin 
Moore 
Napolitano 

Neguse 
Omar 
Payne 
Pocan 
Richmond 
Stevens 
Swalwell (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Underwood 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson Coleman 

NOT VOTING—6 

Hayes 
Hunter 

Meadows 
Nadler 

Serrano 
Shimkus 

b 1559 

Messrs. BIGGS, ALLRED, Mrs. 
FLETCHER, Messrs. PAYNE and 
NEGUSE changed their vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Messrs. BURCHETT, STANTON, 
SIRES, COHEN, CUELLAR, Ms. 
ADAMS, Mrs. DEMINGS, Mses. 
SPEIER, MATSUI, MENG, Mr. 
BROOKS of Alabama, Ms. CLARKE of 
New York, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK, 
Messrs. GARCÍA of Illinois, LUJÁN, 
HUFFMAN, Ms. SCANLON, Mrs. 
BEATTY, Ms. OCASIO-CORTEZ, 
Messrs. KEATING, McNERNEY, Mses. 
BONAMICI, PRESSLEY, and Mr. 
DESAULNIER changed their vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the motion to recommit was 
agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, pursuant to the in-
structions of the House in the motion 
to recommit, I report the bill, H.R. 
5377, back to the House with an amend-
ment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
SHERRILL). The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. THOMPSON 

of California: 
In the matter proposed to be inserted by 

section 2(a), insert ‘‘if the adjusted gross in-
come of the taxpayer for such taxable year 
does not exceed $100,000,000,’’ after ‘‘January 
1, 2020,’’. 

In section 3, strike subsection (a) and in-
sert the following: 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 164(b) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended by 
section 2, is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(8) SUSPENSION OF DOLLAR LIMITATION ON 
STATE AND LOCAL TAXES FOR 2020 AND 2021.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any tax-
able year beginning in 2020 or 2021, subpara-
graph (B) of paragraph (6) shall not apply. 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN HIGH-INCOME 
TAXPAYERS.—Subparagraph (A) shall not 
apply to any taxpayer for any taxable year if 
the adjusted gross income of such taxpayer 
for such taxable year exceeds $100,000,000.’’. 

In the matter proposed to be inserted by 
each of sections 4(a), 4(b)(2), 5(a), and 5(c), 
strike ‘‘$500’’ and insert ‘‘$1,000’’. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska (during the 
reading). Madam Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to dispense with the 
reading. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

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. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
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 218, noes 206, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

[Roll No. 700] 

AYES—218 

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

F. 
Brindisi 
Brown (MD) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Carbajal 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Case 
Casten (IL) 
Castor (FL) 

Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Cisneros 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Cooper 
Correa 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cox (CA) 
Craig 
Crist 
Crow 
Cuellar 
Cunningham 
Davids (KS) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny K. 
Dean 

DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Delgado 
Demings 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Engel 
Escobar 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Evans 
Fitzpatrick 
Fletcher 
Foster 
Frankel 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
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Garcı́a (IL) 
Garcia (TX) 
Gomez 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Gottheimer 
Green, Al (TX) 
Grijalva 
Haaland 
Harder (CA) 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Heck 
Higgins (NY) 
Himes 
Horsford 
Houlahan 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Jackson Lee 
Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Khanna 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kim 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirkpatrick 
Krishnamoorthi 
Lamb 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin (CA) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 

Lowey 
Luján 
Luria 
Lynch 
Malinowski 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McBath 
McCollum 
McEachin 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Morelle 
Moulton 
Mucarsel-Powell 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neguse 
Norcross 
O’Halleran 
Omar 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Phillips 
Pingree 
Porter 
Pressley 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Raskin 
Reed 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Rose (NY) 
Rouda 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan 
Sánchez 

Sarbanes 
Scanlon 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schrier 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Sewell (AL) 
Shalala 
Sherman 
Sherrill 
Sires 
Slotkin 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Soto 
Speier 
Stevens 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tlaib 
Tonko 
Torres (CA) 
Torres Small 

(NM) 
Trahan 
Trone 
Underwood 
Van Drew 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wexton 
Wild 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOES—206 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Allred 
Amash 
Amodei 
Armstrong 
Arrington 
Axne 
Babin 
Bacon 
Baird 
Balderson 
Banks 
Barr 
Bergman 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NC) 
Bishop (UT) 
Bost 
Brady 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burchett 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Cheney 
Cline 
Cloud 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Comer 
Conaway 
Cook 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 

Curtis 
Davidson (OH) 
Davis, Rodney 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Doggett 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emmer 
Estes 
Ferguson 
Finkenauer 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx (NC) 
Fulcher 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Gianforte 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Golden 
Gonzalez (OH) 
Gooden 
Gosar 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green (TN) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guest 
Guthrie 
Hagedorn 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hern, Kevin 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice (GA) 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill (AR) 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Horn, Kendra S. 

Hudson 
Huizenga 
Hurd (TX) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson (SD) 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Joyce (PA) 
Keller 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
Kinzinger 
Kuster (NH) 
Kustoff (TN) 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Latta 
Lee (NV) 
Lesko 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
McAdams 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
Meuser 
Miller 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (NC) 
Newhouse 
Norman 

Nunes 
Ocasio-Cortez 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Pappas 
Pence 
Perry 
Pocan 
Posey 
Ratcliffe 
Reschenthaler 
Rice (SC) 
Riggleman 
Roby 
Rodgers (WA) 
Roe, David P. 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rooney (FL) 
Rose, John W. 
Rouzer 
Roy 

Rutherford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smucker 
Spanberger 
Spano 
Stanton 
Stauber 
Stefanik 
Steil 
Steube 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Taylor 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Timmons 
Tipton 

Turner 
Upton 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Waltz 
Watkins 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Wright 
Yoho 
Young 
Zeldin 

NOT VOTING—6 

Butterfield 
Hunter 

Meadows 
Nadler 

Serrano 
Shimkus 

b 1609 

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

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

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

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, fol-
lowing the vote on the passage of H.R. 
5430, Members are advised that there 
will be no more votes in the House 
until January 7. 

Madam Speaker, I want to wish all 
Members of this House, their staffs, 
and all the employees of this institu-
tion, on whom we rely so much and 
who do so much for us and for our 
country, a happy holiday season with 
their family and loved ones and with 
their neighbors. 

May God bless our country. 

f 

UNITED STATES-MEXICO-CANADA 
AGREEMENT IMPLEMENTATION 
ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin-
ished business is the vote on passage of 
the bill (H.R. 5430) to implement the 
Agreement between the United States 
of America, the United Mexican States, 
and Canada attached as an Annex to 
the Protocol Replacing the North 
American Free Trade Agreement, on 
which the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the passage of the bill. 
This is a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 385, nays 41, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 701] 

YEAS—385 

Abraham 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Aguilar 
Allen 

Allred 
Amodei 
Armstrong 
Arrington 
Axne 

Babin 
Bacon 
Baird 
Balderson 
Banks 

Barr 
Bass 
Beatty 
Bera 
Bergman 
Beyer 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NC) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
Bost 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady 
Brindisi 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burchett 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carbajal 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Cartwright 
Case 
Casten (IL) 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Cheney 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Cisneros 
Clark (MA) 
Cleaver 
Cline 
Cloud 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Comer 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Cook 
Cooper 
Correa 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cox (CA) 
Craig 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crist 
Crow 
Cuellar 
Cunningham 
Curtis 
Davids (KS) 
Davidson (OH) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny K. 
Davis, Rodney 
Dean 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Delgado 
Demings 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emmer 
Escobar 
Eshoo 
Estes 
Evans 
Ferguson 
Finkenauer 
Fitzpatrick 

Fleischmann 
Fletcher 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx (NC) 
Frankel 
Fulcher 
Gabbard 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcia (TX) 
Gianforte 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Gomez 
Gonzalez (OH) 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Gooden 
Gosar 
Gottheimer 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green (TN) 
Green, Al (TX) 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guest 
Guthrie 
Haaland 
Hagedorn 
Harder (CA) 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Heck 
Hern, Kevin 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice (GA) 
Higgins (LA) 
Higgins (NY) 
Hill (AR) 
Himes 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Horn, Kendra S. 
Horsford 
Houlahan 
Hoyer 
Hudson 
Huizenga 
Hurd (TX) 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Joyce (PA) 
Katko 
Keating 
Keller 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Khanna 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kim 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger 
Kirkpatrick 
Krishnamoorthi 
Kuster (NH) 
Kustoff (TN) 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamb 
Lamborn 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latta 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee (NV) 
Lesko 
Levin (CA) 

Lewis 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Luria 
Lynch 
Malinowski 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Mast 
Matsui 
McAdams 
McBath 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meuser 
Miller 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Moore 
Morelle 
Moulton 
Mucarsel-Powell 
Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (NC) 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neguse 
Newhouse 
Norman 
Nunes 
O’Halleran 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Panetta 
Pappas 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peters 
Peterson 
Phillips 
Porter 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reschenthaler 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Riggleman 
Roby 
Rodgers (WA) 
Roe, David P. 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rooney (FL) 
Rose (NY) 
Rose, John W. 
Rouda 
Rouzer 
Roy 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Rutherford 
Ryan 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Scanlon 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schrier 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
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Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sewell (AL) 
Shalala 
Sherman 
Sherrill 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slotkin 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Smucker 
Soto 
Spanberger 
Spano 
Speier 
Stanton 
Stauber 
Stefanik 
Steil 
Steube 
Stevens 
Stewart 

Stivers 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Timmons 
Tipton 
Titus 
Torres (CA) 
Torres Small 

(NM) 
Trahan 
Trone 
Turner 
Underwood 
Upton 
Van Drew 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Wagner 
Walberg 

Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Waltz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watkins 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Wexton 
Wild 
Williams 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Wright 
Yarmuth 
Young 
Zeldin 

NAYS—41 

Amash 
Barragán 
Brown (MD) 
Cárdenas 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
DeFazio 
DeSaulnier 
Engel 
Espaillat 
Fudge 
Garcı́a (IL) 
Golden 
Huffman 

Jayapal 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Lee (CA) 
Levin (MI) 
Lieu, Ted 
Lowenthal 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Massie 
McEachin 
McGovern 
Meng 
Norcross 

Ocasio-Cortez 
Omar 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Pressley 
Raskin 
Tlaib 
Tonko 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Watson Coleman 
Yoho 

NOT VOTING—5 

Hunter 
Meadows 

Nadler 
Serrano 

Shimkus 

b 1621 

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New 
York changed her vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
‘‘nay.’’ 

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

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Madam Speak-
er, with respect to the vote on H.R. 
5377, I was unavoidably delayed. I was 
in the Speaker’s lobby at the time of 
the vote, and when I entered the Cham-
ber, the vote had concluded. 

Had I been on the floor, Madam 
Speaker, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Byrd, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate agrees to the House amend-
ment to the Senate amendment to the 
bill (H.R. 1865) ‘‘An Act to require the 
Secretary of the Treasury to mint a 
coin in commemoration of the opening 
of the National Law Enforcement Mu-
seum in the District of Columbia, and 
for other purposes.’’. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate has passed a bill of the fol-
lowing title in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested: 

S. 1822. An Act to require the Federal Com-
munications Commission to issue rules re-
lating to the collection of data with respect 

to the availability of broadband services, and 
for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
151) ‘‘An Act to deter criminal robocall 
violations and improve enforcement of 
section 227(b) of the Communications 
Act of 1934, and for other purposes.’’. 

f 

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF 
PERMANENT SELECT COM-
MITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following resigna-
tion as a member of the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, December 19, 2019. 
Hon. NANCY PELOSI, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: I hereby resign 
from the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, effective today. 

Sincerely, 
JIM JORDAN, 

Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the resignation is accepted. 

There was no objection. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO 
PERMANENT SELECT COM-
MITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment, pursuant to clause 11 of 
rule X, clause 11 of rule I, and the order 
of the House of January 3, 2019, of the 
following Member of the House to the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence: 

Mr. CRAWFORD, Arkansas, to rank 
after Mr. STEWART of Utah. 

f 

PROTECTING HAWAII’S UNIQUE 
AND FRAGILE ENVIRONMENT 

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

Mr. CASE. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to introduce my bill to protect 
one of the most unique and fragile en-
vironments on Earth, my Hawaii, from 
devastating invasive species. 

Isolated Hawaii has one of the high-
est number and rate of endemic species 
anywhere. Invasive species have 
wreaked havoc on our natural environ-
ment as well as Hawaii agriculture. 

In the last 200 years alone, countless 
plant and animal species have gone ex-
tinct, in large part because of 
invasives. 

Leading countries have required 
strict invasive prevention measures. 
Even the continental United States re-
quires inspections of goods from Ha-
waii to prevent the introduction of spe-
cies that may damage mainland crops. 

Yet, Hawaii’s prevention regime is 
weak. My bill simply says that if these 

invasive species prevention require-
ments are good enough for the rest of 
the country and much of the world, 
then they are good enough for Hawaii. 

f 

INDICTING CONGRESS FOR ABUSE 
OF POWER 

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

Mr. MASSIE. Madam Speaker, just a 
few hours ago, this body voted for im-
peachment, so I rise today to speak 
about an abuse of power. 

Congress has the sole power to de-
clare war and the awesome responsi-
bility to decide when, where, and for 
what purposes our soldiers will be 
asked to give their lives. Eighteen 
years ago, this body misappropriated 
that power by issuing an open-ended 
authorization to commit our soldiers 
to fight anywhere on the globe. 

The so-called war on terror has 
claimed the lives of more American 
soldiers than lives of civilians who 
were lost on 9/11, not to mention over 
100,000 lives of foreigners not associ-
ated with terror. 

In the last week, this Chamber has 
passed over 6,000 pages of legislation, 
and it spent over a trillion dollars. 
Tragically, we just funded the 19th 
year of the war in Afghanistan, with-
out changing or even defining a strat-
egy for winning or ending that war. 

So I close by indicting this very body 
for an abuse of power: abuse of our war 
powers and abuse of our power of the 
purse. 

f 

USMCA FAILS TO ADDRESS 
CLIMATE CRISIS 

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

Mr. TONKO. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in opposition to the United 
States-Mexico-Canada Agreement. 

While I am grateful that congres-
sional Democrats worked very hard to 
improve the initial agreement, it still 
falls short in some critical areas. Let 
me address one. 

There is an undeniable and unbreak-
able link between trade and climate 
pollution. Unfortunately, this agree-
ment does not adequately address the 
ongoing and immediate climate crisis 
that we face. 

For 25 years, we have watched as 
NAFTA painfully outsourced American 
jobs. Under this agreement, we will see 
the continued outsourcing of pollution, 
undermining our domestic and inter-
national efforts to address climate 
change. 

The United States must get serious 
about this challenge and build inter-
national cooperation and commitments 
through all vehicles available to us, in-
cluding our trade agreements. 

Trade negotiations do not happen fre-
quently, but their impact is felt for 
generations. I cannot support a deal 
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which fails to even acknowledge the 
global climate crisis that future gen-
erations will be left to bear. 

f 

b 1630 

CELEBRATING THE LIFE AND 
MILITARY LEGACY OF MORTON 
‘‘SHEA’’ LANDY 

(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. 
Madam Speaker, I rise today to cele-
brate the life and the incredible mili-
tary legacy of Morton ‘‘Shea’’ Landy. 

Morton passed away on November 25 
at the age of 90 in Curwensville, Penn-
sylvania. 

Morton was a longtime resident of 
Clearfield County, Pennsylvania, al-
though his military service took him 
across the world throughout his career. 

After enlisting in the Marine Corps 
in 1946, Morton would go on to serve in 
Japan shortly after World War II, in 
the Caribbean during the Cuban Missile 
Crisis, and in Vietnam during the 
height of the Vietnam war, to name a 
few. 

After 32 years of faithfully serving 
our Nation both domestically and 
abroad, Morton retired from the Ma-
rine Corps. He would finish his military 
career with not only the highest en-
listed rank possible, but as the second 
highest sergeant major in the Marines. 

Even still, Morton’s service did not 
stop there. In retirement, he spent 
much of his time volunteering on be-
half of the Clearfield County Historical 
Society, his local VFW, and the Marine 
Corps League. 

The passing of Morton Landy is a 
profound loss, and I offer my sincerest 
condolences to Morton’s family and to 
those who were forever touched by his 
commitment to service. 

f 

PRAISING THE IMPEACHMENT 
VOTE 

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

Mr. PAYNE. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to praise my House colleagues 
for their votes to impeach President 
Donald Trump last night. I know it was 
not easy for many of them, but when 
called to make the tough choice, they 
proved themselves true patriots: They 
chose to protect and defend our coun-
try and our Constitution from a Presi-
dent who has little regard for either. 

Foreign influence in American affairs 
was the Founding Fathers’ biggest 
fear. That is why Presidents must be 
natural-born citizens. 

But now we have a President who 
profits from foreign officials staying at 
his hotels, who solicits foreign inter-
ference in our elections, and who at-
tacks everything American, including 
our courts, FBI, veterans, Gold Star 
families, and even our citizens. 

The Founding Fathers would have 
been extremely proud of what we did 
last night. That is why I am proud to 
be a Member of a Congress that fights 
for the public good and not personal 
profit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the 
President. 

f 

APPRECIATING INDIA 
(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 

asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 
Madam Speaker, as we, today, close 
this year’s legislative session, I am 
grateful to reflect on significant oppor-
tunities experienced in 2019. 

My highlight was my continued asso-
ciation with India as former co-chair of 
the Congressional Caucus on India and 
Indian Americans, continuing my fam-
ily’s 75-year appreciation of India. 

In August, I visited Mumbai to pay 
respects at the locations of the Islamic 
extremist attacks of November 26, 2018, 
the Indian equivalent of the 9/11 mass 
murder. 

The Independence Day address by 
Prime Minister Narendra Modi in New 
Delhi was inspiring on August 15. 

In September, it was extraordinary 
to be present in Houston for the Howdy 
Modi welcome of Prime Minister Modi 
by President Donald Trump. With 
52,000 persons attending, it was the 
largest welcome event in American his-
tory for a head of state. 

At the same time, the Indian Par-
liament, with multiparty support, 
voided the constitutional autonomy of 
Kashmir, supporting the Prime Min-
ister’s efforts to boost economic devel-
opment, fight corruption, and end gen-
der, cast, and religious discrimination. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September the 
11th in the global war on terrorism 
with the leadership of President Don-
ald Trump. 

Americans are grateful, as the 
world’s oldest democracy, to see India 
succeed as the world’s largest democ-
racy. 

f 

CONGRATULATING JONAS ON HIS 
GRADUATION FROM COLLEGE 

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

Ms. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, today I 
congratulate my son Jonas, who grad-
uates tomorrow from North Dakota 
State University’s College of Agri-
culture and Applied Science. 

When Jonas was in high school, he 
took postsecondary education classes 
at Inver Hills Community College, al-
lowing him to graduate with a degree 
in natural resources management from 
NDSU in 31⁄2 years. 

I have four sons, and Jonas has al-
ways been the peacekeeper. He got into 

less—well, actually, no trouble that I 
know of in high school, and he is such 
a loyal friend that he went to college 
with his three best friends. 

Of course, I didn’t want Jonas to 
leave Minnesota for college, but he de-
cided that Minnesota just wasn’t cold 
enough for him, so he moved to Fargo. 
Now that he is done tomorrow, I 
couldn’t be happier to welcome him 
back home to Minnesota. 

Congratulations, Jonas. 
f 

IMPEACHMENT WAS A SHAM 

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

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, for weeks, 
we were told that we couldn’t wait, we 
had to go forward with impeachment 
before Christmas, that the Republic 
was at stake. And then this House 
passed a purely partisan impeachment 
yesterday, and the Speaker has decided 
to hold the Articles of Impeachment. 

That underscores the word ‘‘sham.’’ 
That puts an exclamation point after 
the word ‘‘sham.’’ That shows what a 
ridiculous exercise we just went 
through. 

We can’t dictate to the Senate how 
they handle their trial. They get to 
pick that. 

This shows that they got cold feet on 
the other side. They don’t have a case. 
They can’t win a fair trial in the Sen-
ate, and they know it, and they are 
afraid to send the articles over there 
where it will get the fair trial and not 
the kangaroo court we had here. 

f 

THERE IS STILL TIME TO DE-
LIVER THE AMERICAN FAMILY’S 
HOLIDAY WISH LIST 

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

Ms. WEXTON. Mr. Speaker, when the 
American people sent us to Congress, 
they sent us here with policies they 
wished us to act upon—a wish list, if 
you will. And now, in the holiday sea-
son, let’s reflect on what we have deliv-
ered for the American people from that 
wish list. 

Federal workers will receive a 3.1 
percent pay increase and, for the first 
time ever, 12 weeks of paid parental 
leave—two important priorities that I 
have fought for since I was sworn into 
office. 

Just last week, we passed sweeping 
legislation that would help lower the 
skyrocketing cost of prescription 
drugs. 

We also voted for universal back-
ground checks, equal pay for equal 
work, a living wage for hardworking 
Americans, equal protections for 
LGBTQ Americans, action on climate 
change, protection for Dreamers and 
TPS recipients, reauthorizing the Vio-
lence Against Women Act, and hun-
dreds of other bipartisan bills. 
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But, Mr. Speaker, the House can’t 

fulfill its wish list all on our own. We 
need the Senate to vote on the bills 
that we passed in this Chamber. And 
just like the Grinch whose heart grew 
three sizes just in time to save Christ-
mas, Senator MCCONNELL can still de-
liver on the American family’s holiday 
wish list. 

f 

RECOGNIZING DR. PAM MOBLEY 
FOR HER HUMANITARIAN EF-
FORTS IN THE BAHAMAS 

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

Mr. BURCHETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize Dr. Pam Mobley, a 
physician from Knoxville. Dr. Mobley 
has been in the Bahamas since Sep-
tember assisting with medical relief ef-
forts in the aftermath of Hurricane Do-
rian. 

Dr. Mobley was on Green Turtle Cay 
in the Abaco Islands when Hurricane 
Dorian began battering the Bahamas. 
The storm displaced the local per-
sonnel on Green Turtle Cay, but Dr. 
Mobley decided to wait it out. Once it 
was safe, she began providing medical 
assistance to those injured in the hur-
ricane. 

Even though Dr. Mobley could have 
returned to the United States months 
ago, she has remained in the Bahamas 
to care for the injured and help with 
relief efforts. Her selfless actions are 
truly remarkable. 

I applaud Dr. Mobley for her humani-
tarian efforts in the Bahamas and 
thank her for being an excellent rep-
resentative of the Knoxville commu-
nity. 

I know I speak for many in east Ten-
nessee when I say Pam is making us all 
very, very proud, Mr. Speaker. 

f 

COLLEGE AFFORDABILITY 

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

Ms. SHALALA. Mr. Speaker, today 
millions of Americans are working to 
pay off their student debt. This is al-
ready an enormous burden for those 
who have graduated from reputable 
schools, but it is nearly impossible for 
those who attend schools that failed to 
live up to their responsibilities to their 
students. 

Predatory for-profit institutions re-
cruit students with false promises and 
leave them with worthless degrees and 
thousands of dollars of debt. These 
schools are prone to sudden closure, 
leaving students stranded, with no re-
course to continue their education. 

The College Affordability Act works 
to solve these pressing issues that 
plague far too many students. The bill 
would prevent sudden closure of col-
leges by requiring creditors to act on 
warning signs. Finally, it would close 
the GI Bill loophole that allows for- 

profit colleges to take advantage of our 
brave veterans. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
crucial legislation and hold the schools 
accountable to their students. 

f 

RECOGNIZING TRI GLOBAL EN-
ERGY ON THEIR 10–YEAR ANNI-
VERSARY 

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

Mr. ARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, west 
Texas is the breadbasket and energy 
basin of the United States of America. 
Our producers feed, clothe, and fuel 
this great Nation—and not with just 
conventional fuels, Mr. Speaker. 

Texas is, by far, the largest producer 
of wind energy in the Nation. This is 
not only good for rural economies, but 
it also diversifies our energy produc-
tion, and helps support our Nation’s en-
ergy independence for future genera-
tions. 

Today, I would like to recognize one 
of our outstanding west Texas wind en-
ergy developers, Tri Global Energy, 
and its CEO and good friend, John B. 
Billingsley, as they celebrate their 10th 
anniversary this year. 

I commend Tri Global for their excel-
lence in renewable energy over the past 
decade, and I wish them the very best 
success in the decades to come. 

f 

TURKEY AND NATO 

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

Mr. HILL of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, 
Turkey’s leader has threatened to shut 
down Incirlik Air Base in retaliation 
for possible U.S. sanctions related to 
the Syrian border incursion and the 
House’s acknowledgment of the Arme-
nian genocide a century ago. 

What a sad day for the Atlantic Alli-
ance that has shouldered so many bur-
dens and shared so much loss in blood 
and treasure. 

Since the end of World War II, Amer-
ica has backed Turkey and her inde-
pendence and freedom from Soviet 
domination, culminating with Turkey 
joining the Alliance in 1952. 

I am an original cosponsor of Rep-
resentative KINZINGER’s United States- 
Turkey Relations Review Act. This bill 
would require us to carefully assess the 
options for relocating American per-
sonnel and assets from Incirlik Air 
Base. 

Given Turkey’s purchase of the Rus-
sian air defense system, the incursion 
in northeast Syria, and now threat-
ening to close Incirlik, Turkey is not 
acting like a true and reliable partner. 
Turkish Prime Minister Erdogan’s pro-
vocative behavior merits the U.S. and 
other NATO allies to consider our op-
tions in the region. 

JUST MERCY 

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, we 
have much to be thankful for in this 
great and grand Nation. 

We are thankful for our Constitution 
that allows us to define what is right 
and wrong. 

I am thankful for all of the Ameri-
cans who will be with their families, all 
of those who are documented and un-
documented individuals in this country 
who have come for relief and refuge. 

I am thankful for the Members of 
Congress who uphold this Constitution. 

And I am also thankful for the oppor-
tunity to salute Bryan Stevenson, who 
has just turned his book, ‘‘Just 
Mercy,’’ into a movie. 

I look forward to working to reform 
the juvenile justice system, to adding 
my bills banning the box, banning soli-
tary confinement, and alternative sen-
tencing for our children. 

Our children should be receiving re-
storative justice; and like Bryan Ste-
venson, I believe there is a future if we 
invest in the future of our young peo-
ple. 

So I intend to introduce, when we 
come back from this time in our dis-
tricts, an omnibus, large juvenile jus-
tice reform bill that takes into consid-
eration our teachers, our law enforce-
ment, our social workers, our young 
people, our faith community, and 
Bryan Stevenson’s advanced and inno-
vative concept that delivers just 
mercy. 

Happy holidays. Merry Christmas. 
Happy Kwanza to everyone in the 
United States of America for this won-
derful holiday season. 

f 

b 1645 

SHAMEFUL IMPEACHMENT 

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

Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, for the first time in recent 
American history, the President of the 
United States was impeached with only 
Members of one party voting for it. 
This has been a shameful, partisan ex-
ercise in the U.S. House from start to 
finish. 

Speaker NANCY PELOSI’s actions yes-
terday contradicted her previous state-
ments that impeachment should only 
happen if it has bipartisan support. 

Since the moment President Trump 
was sworn into office, Democrats in 
Congress had made it their mission to 
remove him and overturn the results of 
the 2016 election. On January 20, 2017, 
The Washington Post wrote that the 
effort to impeach President Donald 
John Trump is underway—and indeed 
it was. 

President Trump did nothing wrong, 
and these Articles of Impeachment 
were totally meritless. The American 
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people and folks across West Virginia 
have been able to witness this unjust 
and unfair process. 

Despite a rigged investigation and 
process, Democrats could still not find 
any real evidence of an actual crime. I 
will continue to stand with President 
Donald Trump as he fights back 
against this baseless impeachment. 

I look forward to a fair trial in the 
U.S. Senate. 

f 

THE BIRTH OF JESUS CHRIST 
FROM THE GOSPEL OF LUKE 

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

Mr. GUEST. Mr. Speaker, the story 
of the birth of Jesus Christ from the 
Gospel of Luke: 

And it came to pass in those days that 
there went out a decree from Caesar Augus-
tus that all the world should be taxed. And 
this taxing was first made when Cyrenius 
was Governor of Syria. And all went to be 
taxed, everyone into his own city. 

And Joseph also went up from Gal-
ilee, out of the city of Nazareth, into 
Judaea, unto the city of David, which 
is called Bethlehem, because he was of 
the house and lineage of David, to be 
taxed with Mary, his espoused wife, 
being great with child. 

And so it was that, while they were 
there, the days were accomplished that 
she should be delivered. And she 
brought forth her firstborn Son, and 
wrapped Him in swaddling clothes, and 
laid Him in a manger; because there 
was no room for them in the inn. 

And there were in the same country 
shepherds abiding in the field, keeping 
watch over their flock by night. And, 
lo, the angel of the Lord came upon 
them, and the glory of the Lord shone 
round about them, and they were sore 
afraid. 

And the angel said unto them: Fear 
not, for, behold, I bring you good tid-
ings of great joy, which shall be to all 
people. For unto you is born this day in 
the city of David a Savior which is 
Christ the Lord. 

f 

THE WAR ON PUTTING CHRIST IN 
CHRISTMAS 

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

Mr. GROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, that 
was such a beautiful 1-minute speech, 
it is hard to follow it. It was such a 
great thing to say. 

This morning when I got up, I read a 
column by one of the talking heads 
around here saying that there was a 
fictional war on Christmas, and I 
thought I might address the issue with 
my 1-minute speech. 

There may or may not be a war on 
Christmas around here, but there is 
certainly a war on putting Christ in 
Christmas, and I am going to comment 
on the background music that we hear 
throughout the Christmas season. 

In Washington, D.C., we have WASH, 
a typical radio station around the 
country. From 4 o’clock in the morning 
until 1 o’clock this afternoon, the only 
song that they played that mentioned 
Christ was ‘‘God Rest You Merry, Gen-
tlemen.’’ 

This is corporate America at its best. 
They have a list of their 50 favorite 
songs for Christmas, and ‘‘God Rest 
You Merry, Gentlemen’’ was 50. They 
managed to find 49 great songs that 
didn’t mention Christ. 

If you get around shopping, Kohl’s 
department store, and whatnot, Mr. 
Speaker, you will again and again hear 
the music background leaving out 
‘‘Hark! The Herald Angels Sing,’’ ‘‘Joy 
to the World,’’ ‘‘O Come, All Ye Faith-
ful’’—all the songs that people my age 
grew up with. 

I would hope that America will step 
forward and be aware of this and de-
mand more of corporate America. 

I finally would like to thank She-
boygan North High School in my dis-
trict for playing ‘‘Joy to the World’’ 
and ‘‘Away in a Manger’’ in the Christ-
mas parade. 

f 

SPEECH SHUT DOWN FOR 
IMPEACHMENT 

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

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I am 
here giving a 1-minute speech on the 
last day of our legislative week be-
cause not only in Judiciary were we 
prevented from having minority wit-
nesses come and having a minority wit-
ness day—the majority could have 
changed the rules if they wanted but 
they didn’t bother, they just violated 
their own rules—we have special orders 
every day, and that is 2 hours for each 
party. But with impeachment going on, 
the Speaker chose to shut down that 
for the week and shut down the 5-min-
utes speeches, so she pretty well shut 
down speeches that we normally are al-
lowed to have. 

Normally, I would hope to read a 
Christmas proclamation, but since I 
am only allowed 3 more seconds, I will 
just say: Merry Christmas and happy 
new year. 

f 

SENATE BILL AND CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION REFERRED 

A bill and a concurrent resolution of 
the Senate of the following titles were 
taken from the Speaker’s table and, 
under the rule, referred as follows: 

S. 153. An act to promote veteran involve-
ment in STEM education, computer science, 
and scientific research, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology; in addition, to the Com-
mittee on Veteran’s Affairs 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. 

S. Con. Res. 31. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the importance and significance of 

the 2020 Census and encouraging individuals, 
families, and households across the United 
States to participate in the 2020 Census to 
ensure a complete and accurate count; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Reform. 

f 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Cheryl L. Johnson, Clerk of the 
House, reported and found truly en-
rolled bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 150. An act to modernize Federal 
grant reporting, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 1138. An act to reauthorize the West 
valley demonstration project, and for other 
purposes. 

H.R. 2333. An act to direct the Comptroller 
General of the United States to conduct an 
assessment of the responsibilities, workload, 
and vacancy rates of Department of Veterans 
Affairs suicide prevention coordinators, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 4566. An act to accelerate the income 
tax benefits for charitable cash contribu-
tions for the relief of the families of victims 
of the mass shooting in Virginia Beach, Vir-
ginia, on May 31, 2019. 

f 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The Speaker announced her signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of 
the following titles: 

S. 50.—An act to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to assess sanitation and safety 
conditions at Bureau of Indian Affairs facili-
ties that were constructed to provide af-
fected Columbia River Treaty tribes access 
to traditional fishing grounds and expend 
funds on construction of facilities and struc-
tures to improve those conditions, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 216.—An act to provide for equitable 
compensation to the Spokane Tribe of Indi-
ans of the Spokane Reservation for the use 
of tribal land for the production of hydro-
power by the Grand Coulee Dam, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 256.—An act to amend the Native Amer-
ican Programs Act of 1974 to provide flexi-
bility and reauthorization to ensure the sur-
vival and continuing vitality of Native 
American languages. 

S. 737.—An act to direct the National 
Science Foundation to support STEM edu-
cation research focused on early childhood. 

S. 1790.—An act to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2020 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for mili-
tary construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes. 

f 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Cheryl L. Johnson, Clerk of the 
House, reported that on December 17, 
2019, she presented to the President of 
the United States, for his approval, the 
following bill: 

H.R. 5363. To reauthorize mandatory fund-
ing programs for historically Black colleges 
and universities and other minority-serving 
institutions, and for other purposes. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PAYNE). Pursuant to section 7(b) of 
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House Resolution 758, the House stands 
adjourned until 11 a.m. on Monday, De-
cember 23, 2019. 

Thereupon (at 4 o’clock and 51 min-
utes p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, Decem-
ber 23, 2019, at 11 a.m. 

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: 

Mrs. TORRES of California: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 772. Resolution pro-
viding for consideration of the bill (H.R. 5377) 
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
to modify the limitation on deduction of 
State and local taxes, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 116–357). Referred to the House Cal-
endar. 

Mr. NEAL: Committee on Ways and Means. 
H.R. 5430. A bill to implement the Agreement 
between the United States of America, the 
United Mexican States, and Canada attached 
as an Annex to the Protocol Replacing the 
North American Free Trade Agreement 
(Rept. 116–358, Pt. 1). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. DEUTCH: Committee on Ethics. In the 
Matter of Allegations Relating to Represent-
ative Cathy McMorris Rodgers (Rept. 116– 
359). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ: Committee on Small 
Business. H.R. 5130. A bill to amend the 
Small Business Act to adjust the employ-
ment size standard requirements for deter-
mining whether a manufacturing concern is 
a small business concern, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 116–360). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ: Committee on Small 
Business. H.R. 5146. A bill to amend the 
Small Business Act to require contracting 
officers to take a small business concern’s 
past performance as part of a joint venture 
into account when evaluating the small busi-
ness concern, and for other purposes (Rept. 
116–361). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE 
Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the 

Committees on Education and Labor, 
Natural Resources, Foreign Affairs, the 
Judiciary, the Budget, Transportation 
and Infrastructure, Financial Services, 
Agriculture, Energy and Commerce, 
and Oversight and Reform discharged 
from further consideration. H.R. 5430 
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. STEWART: 
H.R. 5490. A bill to amend section 1105(a) of 

title 31, United States Code, to require that 
annual budget submissions of the President 
to Congress provide an estimate of the cost 
per taxpayer of the deficit and of the public 
debt; to the Committee on the Budget. 

By Mr. WILSON of South Carolina (for 
himself, Ms. SHERRILL, Mr. KELLY of 
Mississippi, Mr. STIVERS, Ms. 
STEFANIK, and Mrs. LURIA): 

H.R. 5491. A bill to improve the fielding of 
newest generations of personal protective 
equipment to the Armed Forces, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. DEFAZIO (for himself and Mr. 
RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois): 

H.R. 5492. A bill to repeal the Military Se-
lective Service Act, and thereby terminate 
the registration requirements of such Act 
and eliminate civilian local boards, civilian 
appeal boards, and similar local agencies of 
the Selective Service System; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. BISHOP of Utah: 
H.R. 5493. A bill to prohibit the Director of 

the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
from awarding grants to entities that fund 
or support gross violations of internationally 
recognized human rights, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of California (for 
himself, Mr. CALVERT, Ms. SEWELL of 
Alabama, Mr. RICE of South Carolina, 
Mr. ROUZER, Mr. GARAMENDI, Ms. 
SPEIER, Mr. GOMEZ, Ms. JUDY CHU of 
California, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. COOK, 
Mr. BERA, Ms. SÁNCHEZ, and Mr. 
AGUILAR): 

H.R. 5494. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross in-
come amounts received from State-based ca-
tastrophe loss mitigation programs; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

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

H.R. 5495. A bill to direct Federal agencies 
to transfer excess Federal electronic equip-
ment, including computers, computer com-
ponents, printers, and fax machines, to edu-
cational recipients, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Reform. 

By Ms. PINGREE (for herself, Mr. 
YOUNG, Mr. LARSEN of Washington, 
and Mr. COURTNEY): 

H.R. 5496. A bill to include Iceland in the 
list of foreign states whose nationals are eli-
gible for admission into the United States as 
E1 and E2 nonimmigrants if United States 
nationals are treated similarly by the Gov-
ernment of Iceland, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WESTERMAN (for himself, Mr. 
GALLAGHER, and Mr. BURCHETT): 

H.R. 5497. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to establish a 
time-limited conditional approval pathway, 
subject to specific obligations, for certain 
drugs, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. CASE: 
H.R. 5498. A bill to amend title 46, United 

States Code, to allow transportation of mer-
chandise in noncontiguous trade on foreign- 
flag vessels, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and in addition to the Committee 
on Education and Labor, 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. CASE: 
H.R. 5499. A bill to provide a definition of 

reasonable rate for noncontiguous domestic 
ocean trade, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

By Mr. CASE: 
H.R. 5500. A bill to amend title 46, United 

States Code, to exempt certain noncontig-
uous trade from the coastwise laws; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY: 
H.R. 5501. A bill to amend the Public 

Health Service Act to establish an Office of 

Drug Manufacturing; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. BRINDISI (for himself, Mr. 
KATKO, Mr. HIGGINS of New York, and 
Mr. GOSAR): 

H.R. 5502. A bill to remove Federal barriers 
regarding the offering of mobile sports wa-
gers on Indian lands when the applicable 
State and Indian Tribe have reached an 
agreement, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BROWN of Maryland (for him-
self, Ms. NORTON, Mr. RUPPERS-
BERGER, Mr. BEYER, and Mr. RASKIN): 

H.R. 5503. A bill to amend title 23, United 
States Code, to direct the Director of the Na-
tional Park Service to prioritize certain 
funds for high-commuter corridors, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure. 

By Ms. BROWNLEY of California: 
H.R. 5504. A bill to amend the National 

Dam Safety Program Act with respect to the 
definition of eligible high hazard potential 
dam, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT (for himself, Mr. 
TONKO, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. TAKANO, 
Mr. MCNERNEY, and Ms. HAALAND): 

H.R. 5505. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of clean technology consortia to 
enhance the economic, environmental, and 
energy security of the United States by pro-
moting domestic development, manufacture, 
and deployment of clean technologies, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, and in addition to the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. CASE (for himself and Ms. 
GABBARD): 

H.R. 5506. A bill to amend the Farm Secu-
rity and Rural Investment Act of 2002 by re-
quiring preclearance quarantine inspections 
for all movement to or from the State of Ha-
waii by either domestic or international 
travel, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. CRIST (for himself, Mr. RUTH-
ERFORD, and Mrs. DEMINGS): 

H.R. 5507. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to require an alien lawfully ad-
mitted to the United States under a non-
immigrant visa to obtain the approval of the 
Attorney General before receiving a firearm; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DESAULNIER: 
H.R. 5508. A bill to amend title 23, United 

States Code, to establish additional require-
ments for certain transportation projects 
with estimated costs of $2,500,000,000 or more, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. FITZPATRICK (for himself and 
Mr. BRINDISI): 

H.R. 5509. A bill to deem certain cartel or-
ganizations to be foreign terrorist organiza-
tions pursuant to section 219 of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GALLEGO (for himself, Mr. 
O’HALLERAN, Mr. SABLAN, Mr. LUJÁN, 
Mr. TIPTON, Ms. HAALAND, and Mr. 
STANTON): 

H.R. 5510. A bill to amend the Help Amer-
ica Vote Act of 2002 to explicitly authorize 
distribution of grant funds to the voting ac-
cessibility protection and advocacy system 
of the Commonwealth of the Northern Mar-
iana Islands and the system serving the 
American Indian consortium, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on House Admin-
istration. 
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By Ms. HAALAND: 

H.R. 5511. A bill to require the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission to initiate a 
rulemaking to reform the interregional 
transmission planning process, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. HOLDING (for himself and Mr. 
PETERSON): 

H.R. 5512. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the excise tax on 
indoor tanning services; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. MOULTON, Mr. LYNCH, 
Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts, Mrs. 
TRAHAN, Mr. NEAL, Ms. PRESSLEY, 
and Mr. KEATING): 

H.R. 5513. A bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act and the Safe 
Drinking Water Act to modify the payment 
periods of loans from State revolving funds 
under those Acts, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire (for 
herself, Mr. WELCH, Mr. CASTEN of Il-
linois, Mr. CONNOLLY, Ms. BARRAGÁN, 
Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. 
MORELLE, Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER, and 
Ms. HAALAND): 

H.R. 5514. A bill to amend the Energy Pol-
icy and Conservation Act to establish a pro-
gram to provide loans to implement cost-ef-
fective energy efficiency measures, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire (for 
herself, Mr. SCHRADER, Ms. BONAMICI, 
and Mr. PAPPAS): 

H.R. 5515. A bill to regulate certain State 
impositions on interstate commerce; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LEVIN of California: 
H.R. 5516. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to authorize the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to enter into contracts with 
States or to award grants to States to pro-
mote health and wellness, prevent suicide, 
and improve outreach to veterans, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. LEWIS (for himself, Mrs. LAW-
RENCE, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. KHANNA, 
Ms. JAYAPAL, Mr. MCGOVERN, and Mr. 
BERA): 

H.R. 5517. A bill to affirm the friendship of 
the governments of the United States of 
America and the Republic of India, and to es-
tablish a bilateral partnership for collabora-
tion to advance development and shared val-
ues, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MCEACHIN: 
H.R. 5518. A bill to require the Secretary of 

Energy to carry out a Clean Cities Coalition 
Program, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. MCNERNEY: 
H.R. 5519. A bill to amend the America 

COMPETES Act to improve measurement 
and assessment capabilities for under-
standing proposed atmospheric interventions 
in Earth’s climate, including, as a priority, 
the effects of proposed interventions in the 
stratosphere and in cloud-aerosol processes; 
to the Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology. 

By Mr. NEGUSE: 
H.R. 5520. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to expand refundability and 
increase simplification of the research credit 
for certain small businesses; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. NORTON: 
H.R. 5521. A bill to amend title 40, United 

States Code, to permit commercial 
filmmaking and photography on the United 
States Capitol grounds, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. PANETTA (for himself, Mr. 
WALTZ, Mr. CISNEROS, Mr. KINZINGER, 
and Mr. CROW): 

H.R. 5522. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to modify the eligibility re-
quirements for transfer of unused entitle-
ment to Post-9/11 Educational Assistance, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. PA-
NETTA, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. SUOZZI, Mr. 
GOTTHEIMER, and Mr. SCHWEIKERT): 

H.R. 5523. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide investment and 
production tax credits for emerging energy 
technologies, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RICE of South Carolina: 
H.R. 5524. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Veterans Affairs to conduct annual surveys 
of veterans on experiences with medical fa-
cilities of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. RICE of South Carolina: 
H.R. 5525. A bill to amend title 38 and title 

5, United States Code, to require the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs and other officials 
of the Department of Veterans Affairs to re-
ceive health care from the Department, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. SAN NICOLAS (for himself, Ms. 
NORTON, and Mr. SABLAN): 

H.R. 5526. A bill to provide for a nonvoting 
delegate to the Senate to represent Amer-
ican Samoa, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, Guam, Puerto 
Rico, and the Virgin Islands of the United 
States, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. SARBANES (for himself, Mr. 
MCNERNEY, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. 
VEASEY): 

H.R. 5527. A bill to require the Secretary of 
Energy to establish a program to provide fi-
nancial assistance for projects relating to 
the modernization of the electric grid, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

By Ms. SHALALA (for herself and Mr. 
SPANO): 

H.R. 5528. A bill to establish a Congres-
sional Advisory Commission on Intercolle-
giate Athletics to investigate the relation-
ship between institutions of higher edu-
cation and intercollegiate athletic programs, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. SMITH of Washington: 
H.R. 5529. A bill to amend title II of the So-

cial Security Act to expand the exception to 
the windfall elimination provision based on 
years of coverage; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. TONKO: 
H.R. 5530. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Energy to establish a rebate program to pro-
mote the purchase and installation of pub-
licly accessible electric vehicle supply equip-
ment, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ (for 
herself, Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of 
New York, Ms. KUSTER of New Hamp-
shire, Ms. JAYAPAL, and Mr. RASKIN): 

H.R. 5531. A bill to provide protection for 
survivors of domestic violence or sexual as-
sault under the Fair Housing Act; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. WEXTON: 
H.R. 5532. A bill to authorize the Director 

of the National Science Foundation to estab-

lish prize competitions related to deep fake 
detection technology; to the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology. 

By Mr. JEFFRIES: 
H. Res. 773. A resolution electing certain 

Members to a certain standing committee of 
the House of Representatives; considered and 
agreed to. considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. DIAZ-BALART (for himself, 
Mr. SIRES, Mr. MCCAUL, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. ROONEY of 
Florida, and Mr. SMITH of New Jer-
sey): 

H. Res. 774. A resolution calling for the im-
mediate release of Cuban democracy activist 
José Daniel Ferrer and commending the ef-
forts of José Daniel Ferrer to promote 
human rights and fundamental freedoms in 
Cuba; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Ms. MCCOLLUM (for herself, Mr. 
JOYCE of Ohio, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, 
Mr. YOUNG, Ms. HAALAND, Mr. GRI-
JALVA, and Mr. FORTENBERRY): 

H. Res. 775. A resolution recognizing and 
honoring Smokey Bear’s 75 years of service 
to the United States and commitment to 
preventing unwanted human-caused wildfires 
and promoting forest health; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, and in addition to the 
Committee on Natural Resources, 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. 

f 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, 
Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN introduced a bill 

(H.R. 5533) for the relief of Yazmin Fabiola 
Juarez Coyoy; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

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. 

By Mr. STEWART: 
H.R. 5490. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United 

States Consitution. 
By Mr. WILSON of South Carolina: 

H.R. 5491. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1 Section 8 
The Congress shall have the power to pro-

vide for the common defense. 
By Mr. DEFAZIO: 

H.R. 5492. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 (relating to 

the power to make all laws necessary and 
proper for carrying out the powers vested in 
Congress) 

By Mr. BISHOP of Utah: 
H.R. 5493. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, section 8 

By Mr. THOMPSON of California: 
H.R. 5494. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I 
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By Mr. BUTTERFIELD: 

H.R. 5495. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Under Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the 

Constitution, Congress has the power to col-
lect taxes and expend funds to provide for 
the general welfare of the United States. 
Congress may also make laws that are nec-
essary and proper for carrying into execution 
their powers enumerated under Article I. 

By Ms. PINGREE: 
H.R. 5496. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8. 

By Mr. WESTERMAN: 
H.R. 5497. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1 Section 8 of the United States 

Constitution 
By Mr. CASE: 

H.R. 5498. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 

By Mr. CASE: 
H.R. 5499. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 

By Mr. CASE: 
H.R. 5500. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY: 
H.R. 5501. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 
The Congress shall have Power . . . To reg-

ulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and 
among the several States, and with the In-
dian Tribes. 

By Mr. BRINDISI: 
H.R. 5502. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 

By Mr. BROWN of Maryland: 
H.R. 5503. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Necessary and Proper Clause (Art. 1, Sec. 8, 

Cl. 18) 
By Ms. BROWNLEY of California: 

H.R. 5504. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT: 
H.R. 5505. 
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.) 

By Mr. CASE: 
H.R. 5506. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 

By Mr. CRIST: 
H.R. 5507. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 of the United States 

Constitution 
By Mr. DESAULNIER: 

H.R. 5508. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8. 

By Mr. FITZPATRICK: 
H.R. 5509. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8 
By Mr. GALLEGO: 

H.R. 5510. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 

By Ms. HAALAND: 
H.R. 5511. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article One, section 8 of the United States 

Constitution. 
By Mr. HOLDING: 

H.R. 5512. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8 

By Mr. KENNEDY: 
H.R. 5513. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8. 

By Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire: 
H.R. 5514. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8—to make all Laws 

which shall be necessary and proper for car-
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers, 
and all other Powers vested by this Constitu-
tion in the Government of the United States, 
or any Department or Officer thereof’’. 

By Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire: 
H.R. 5515. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8—to make all Laws 

which shall be necessary and proper for car-
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers, 
and all other Powers vested by this Constitu-
tion in the Government of the United States, 
or any Department or Officer thereof’’. 

By Mr. LEVIN of California: 
H.R. 5516. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8 of the United States 

Constitution. 
By Mr. LEWIS: 

H.R. 5517. 
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 of the 
United States Constitution and its subse-
quent amendments, and further clarified and 
interpreted by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

By Mr. MCEACHIN: 
H.R. 5518. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8 

By Mr. MCNERNEY: 
H.R. 5519. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 

By Mr. NEGUSE: 
H.R. 5520. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8 

By Ms. NORTON: 
H.R. 5521. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
clause 18 of section 8 of article I of the 

Constitution. 
By Mr. PANETTA: 

H.R. 5522. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18. 

By Mr. REED: 
H.R. 5523. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18: The Con-
gress 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. 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress 
shall have Power to lay and collect Taxes, 
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni-
form throughout the United States. 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3: The Congress 
shall have Power to regulate Commerce with 
foreign Nations, and among the several 
States, and with the Indian Tribes. 

By Mr. RICE of South Carolina: 
H.R. 5524. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, of the United States 

Constitution. 
By Mr. RICE of South Carolina: 

H.R. 5525. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18: 
To make all Laws which shall be necessary 

and proper for carrying into Execution the 
foregoing Powers, and all other Powers vest-
ed by this Constitution in the Government of 
the United States, or in any Department or 
Officer thereof. 

By Mr. SAN NICOLAS: 
H.R. 5526. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 of the Con-

stitution, Congress’s authority to make all 
rule and regulations respecting the Terri-
tories and possessions. 

By Mr. SARBANES: 
H.R. 5527. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu-

tion under the General Welfare Clause 
By Ms. SHALALA: 

H.R. 5528. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
to lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts, 
and Excises, to pay the Debts, and provide 
for the common Defence and general Welfare 
of the United States; but all Duties, Imposts 
and Excises shall be uniform throughout the 
United States. 

By Mr. SMITH of Washington: 
H.R. 5529. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I Section 8 of the Constitution 

By Mr. TONKO: 
H.R. 5530. 
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 lay and collect Taxes, 
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni-
form throughout the United States; 

By Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ: 
H.R. 5531. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 of the United States 

Constitution 
By Ms. WEXTON: 

H.R. 5532. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1 Section 8 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 07:34 Dec 20, 2019 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00079 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A19DE7.015 H19DEPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

B
B

X
C

H
B

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH12292 December 19, 2019 
By Mrs. Watson Coleman: 

H.R. 5533. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18: To make all 

Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by the Con-
stitution in the Government of the United 
States, or in any Department or Officer 
thereof. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows: 

H.R. 20: Mr. GRIFFITH and Mr. JOHN W. 
ROSE of Tennessee. 

H.R. 30: Mr. GIANFORTE. 
H.R. 96: Mr. YARMUTH. 
H.R. 129: Ms. KENDRA S. HORN of Okla-

homa. 
H.R. 172: Mr. CRENSHAW. 
H.R. 191: Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. 
H.R. 230: Mr. SHERMAN. 
H.R. 479: Mr. ROY. 
H.R. 510: Mr. FITZPATRICK. 
H.R. 784: Mr. HAGEDORN, Mr. JOHN W. ROSE 

of Tennessee, and Mr. KINZINGER. 
H.R. 808: Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 874: Mr. MCNERNEY. 
H.R. 891: Mr. ROY. 
H.R. 921: Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 
H.R. 946: Mr. SHERMAN. 
H.R. 1002: Mr. KEATING and Mr. DAVID 

SCOTT of Georgia. 
H.R. 1043: Mr. BURGESS, Mr. GRAVES of Mis-

souri, and Mr. YARMUTH. 
H.R. 1049: Mr. SUOZZI. 
H.R. 1108: Mr. COLE, Ms. WEXTON, Mr. 

KELLY of Pennsylvania, and Ms. MATSUI. 
H.R. 1139: Ms. MATSUI. 
H.R. 1175: Mr. KENNEDY. 
H.R. 1228: Ms. SLOTKIN. 
H.R. 1296: Mrs. FLETCHER. 
H.R. 1360: Ms. SPANBERGER. 
H.R. 1367: Mr. MALINOWSKI, Mrs. TRAHAN, 

Mr. HIGGINS of New York, Mr. SCOTT of Vir-
ginia, Mr. THOMPSON of California, Ms. CAS-
TOR of Florida, Mrs. BUSTOS, Mr. CARBAJAL, 
Mr. MCGOVERN, and Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 1374: Mr. GOTTHEIMER and Ms. 
SPANBERGER. 

H.R. 1379: Mrs. FLETCHER. 
H.R. 1380: Mr. CUELLAR. 
H.R. 1407: Mr. NEGUSE, Mr. RICHMOND, and 

Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI. 
H.R. 1417: Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 1450: Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. 
H.R. 1530: Mr. HIGGINS of Louisiana. 
H.R. 1554: Mr. DOGGETT. 
H.R. 1570: Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. 
H.R. 1581: Mr. COSTA. 
H.R. 1683: Mr. MEADOWS. 
H.R. 1705: Mrs. HAYES. 
H.R. 1715: Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of 

New York. 
H.R. 1717: Ms. SCANLON. 
H.R. 1749: Mr. CUNNINGHAM. 
H.R. 1750: Ms. SPANBERGER. 
H.R. 1786: Mr. CARTWRIGHT and Mr. LARSON 

of Connecticut. 
H.R. 1873: Mr. RIGGLEMAN. 
H.R. 1985: Ms. CRAIG. 
H.R. 1987: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. 
H.R. 1997: Ms. SLOTKIN. 
H.R. 2014: Mr. MCCARTHY. 
H.R. 2073: Mr. RESCHENTHALER. 
H.R. 2117: Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mr. NEGUSE, 

and Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.R. 2214: Ms. FUDGE. 
H.R. 2250: Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 2283: Mr. STANTON. 
H.R. 2293: Mr. KEVIN HERN of Oklahoma. 
H.R. 2354: Mr. KENNEDY. 

H.R. 2382: Mr. BURCHETT. 
H.R. 2391: Ms. TORRES SMALL of New Mex-

ico. 
H.R. 2411: Mr. STEUBE. 
H.R. 2412: Mr. LOUDERMILK. 
H.R. 2420: Ms. UNDERWOOD and Mr. HOYER. 
H.R. 2433: Mr. GOTTHEIMER. 
H.R. 2466: Ms. SCHRIER. 
H.R. 2468: Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. HARDER of 

California, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. RASKIN. 
H.R. 2471: Mr. CARTWRIGHT. 
H.R. 2498: Mr. NEGUSE. 
H.R. 2560: Ms. SPANBERGER. 
H.R. 2585: Mr. POCAN. 
H.R. 2616: Mr. KENNEDY and Mr. WELCH. 
H.R. 2693: Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. 
H.R. 2694: Mr. HIGGINS of New York. 
H.R. 2704: Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 2739: Mr. ARRINGTON. 
H.R. 2767: Mr. RYAN. 
H.R. 2771: Mr. BERGMAN. 
H.R. 2777: Mrs. HAYES. 
H.R. 2791: Mr. MULLIN. 
H.R. 2802: Mr. BUTTERFIELD. 
H.R. 2818: Mr. CARTWRIGHT. 
H.R. 2834: Mr. MURPHY of North Carolina. 
H.R. 2843: Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 2857: Mr. STEUBE. 
H.R. 2863: Ms. ESHOO. 
H.R. 2868: Mr. KENNEDY. 
H.R. 2881: Ms. WEXTON. 
H.R. 2896: Ms. DELBENE. 
H.R. 2931: Ms. HOULAHAN. 
H.R. 2952: Mr. PAPPAS. 
H.R. 2953: Mr. HECK. 
H.R. 2976: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 
H.R. 2977: Mr. TED LIEU of California. 
H.R. 3016: Mr. DELGADO and Mr. LAMB. 
H.R. 3077: Ms. TLAIB, Ms. SCANLON, Ms. 

SCHRIER, and Mr. POCAN. 
H.R. 3114: Mrs. DINGELL and Mr. SUOZZI. 
H.R. 3138: Mr. TONKO. 
H.R. 3208: Mr. LOEBSACK. 
H.R. 3215: Mr. LOEBSACK. 
H.R. 3219: Mr. PERLMUTTER. 
H.R. 3235: Mr. RUTHERFORD and Mrs. 

NAPOLITANO. 
H.R. 3306: Ms. HOULAHAN. 
H.R. 3374: Mr. QUIGLEY. 
H.R. 3451: Mr. PERLMUTTER. 
H.R. 3473: Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.R. 3509: Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr. 

KENNEDY, and Ms. OCASIO-CORTEZ. 
H.R. 3524: Mr. BEYER. 
H.R. 3582: Ms. HOULAHAN and Mr. MEEKS. 
H.R. 3588: Mr. HARDER of California. 
H.R. 3632: Mr. BURGESS and Mr. BISHOP of 

Georgia. 
H.R. 3828: Ms. SPANBERGER. 
H.R. 3849: Mr. KILMER. 
H.R. 3934: Mr. ROY. 
H.R. 4009: Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. LAMBORN, 

and Mr. FLEISCHMANN. 
H.R. 4056: Mr. FORTENBERRY. 
H.R. 4069: Mr. KEVIN HERN of Oklahoma. 
H.R. 4078: Mrs. HAYES. 
H.R. 4220: Mr. COHEN and Mr. STANTON. 
H.R. 4254: Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 4263: Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 4280: Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 4283: Ms. SPANBERGER. 
H.R. 4370: Mr. BERGMAN. 
H.R. 4399: Mr. STEUBE, Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. 

GOHMERT, Mr. GRIFFITH, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. 
STAUBER, Mr. MITCHELL, and Mr. RODNEY 
DAVIS of Illinois. 

H.R. 4487: Mr. GARAMENDI and Mrs. 
HARTZLER. 

H.R. 4540: Mr. WELCH, Mr. DESAULNIER, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI, Mr. POCAN, Ms. 
SCANLON, and Ms. MCCOLLUM. 

H.R. 4552: Mrs. LURIA. 
H.R. 4563: Mr. GOTTHEIMER. 
H.R. 4595: Ms. JACKSON LEE. 
H.R. 4674: Mr. TED LIEU of California and 

Mr. SHERMAN. 
H.R. 4679: Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 4681: Mr. MITCHELL and Mr. DIAZ- 

BALART. 

H.R. 4687: Mrs. FLETCHER and Mr. WEBER of 
Texas. 

H.R. 4732: Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 4764: Mr. CRIST. 
H.R. 4768: Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 4801: Mr. JOYCE of Ohio and Ms. 

MOORE. 
H.R. 4881: Mr. WATKINS. 
H.R. 4894: Ms. SLOTKIN. 
H.R. 4906: Ms. DAVIDS of Kansas. 
H.R. 4913: Mr. GARAMENDI and Mr. MOONEY 

of West Virginia. 
H.R. 4945: Ms. PINGREE and Mr. GROTHMAN. 
H.R. 4951: Mr. CRENSHAW. 
H.R. 4967: Mr. DELGADO and Mr. BRINDISI. 
H.R. 4979: Mr. KIND, Mr. EMMER, Mr. HARD-

ER of California, and Ms. SPANBERGER. 
H.R. 4996: Mr. LARSEN of Washington and 

Mr. CLAY. 
H.R. 5003: Mr. DAVIDSON of Ohio. 
H.R. 5028: Mr. AGUILAR. 
H.R. 5041: Mr. LAWSON of Florida, Mr. 

LEWIS, Mr. JEFFRIES, and Mrs. TRAHAN. 
H.R. 5056: Mr. CRENSHAW. 
H.R. 5092: Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.R. 5097: Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 5136: Mrs. LURIA. 
H.R. 5139: Mr. DESAULNIER. 
H.R. 5151: Ms. SÁNCHEZ and Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 5170: Ms. CRAIG and Mr. BERGMAN. 
H.R. 5191: Mr. DESAULNIER and Mr. LIPIN-

SKI. 
H.R. 5210: Mr. BEYER. 
H.R. 5231: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. QUIGLEY, and 

Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 5233: Mr. GOTTHEIMER. 
H.R. 5239: Mr. GONZALEZ of Ohio. 
H.R. 5297: Mr. KEVIN HERN of Oklahoma. 
H.R. 5311: Ms. JACKSON LEE and Mr. WELCH. 
H.R. 5317: Mr. BURGESS. 
H.R. 5336: Mr. POCAN. 
H.R. 5337: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ and Mr. 

OLSON. 
H.R. 5356: Mr. PERLMUTTER. 
H.R. 5372: Mr. HECK. 
H.R. 5410: Mr. CLINE and Mr. WITTMAN. 
H.R. 5431: Ms. WEXTON. 
H.R. 5434: Mr. LAMALFA, Mr. WEBSTER of 

Florida, and Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
H.R. 5439: Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia and 

Mr. KEVIN HERN of Oklahoma. 
H.R. 5445: Mr. NEWHOUSE and Mr. 

GIANFORTE. 
H.R. 5450: Ms. LEE of California. 
H.R. 5467: Mr. NEWHOUSE, Mr. GIANFORTE, 

Mr. CRAWFORD, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, and Mr. 
GOSAR. 

H.R. 5473: Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. 
H.R. 5480: Mr. FITZPATRICK and Mr. GALLA-

GHER. 
H.R. 5485: Mr. RICHMOND. 
H.R. 5487: Mr. HARRIS and Mr. FITZPATRICK. 
H. J. Res. 2: Ms. HOULAHAN, Ms. SÁNCHEZ, 

Ms. WILD, Mr. HIGGINS of New York, Mr. CAS-
TRO of Texas, Mr. LEVIN of Michigan, Ms. 
SCHRIER, and Ms. GARCIA of Texas. 

H. J. Res. 48: Ms. SÁNCHEZ. 
H. Con. Res. 10: Mr. CUNNINGHAM. 
H. Con. Res. 27: Mr. MCADAMS, Mr. 

MOOLENAAR, Mr. PETERSON, Mr. TIPTON, Mrs. 
WAGNER, Mr. JOHN W. ROSE of Tennessee, 
and Mr. WALKER. 

H. Con. Res. 52: Mr. PERLMUTTER. 
H. Res. 189: Ms. BONAMICI and Mrs. LOWEY. 
H. Res. 374: Ms. NORTON and Mr. 

CUNNINGHAM. 
H. Res. 452: Mr. SCHNEIDER. 
H. Res. 527: Mr. COOPER. 
H. Res. 701: Ms. MOORE. 
H. Res. 723: Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. MCGOVERN, 

and Ms. MENG. 
H. Res. 742: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H. Res. 744: Mr. WEBER of Texas. 
H. Res. 745: Ms. MOORE, Mr. LOWENTHAL, 

Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. WEXTON, Mr. COX of 
California, Mr. FOSTER, Mr. POCAN, Ms. LOF-
GREN, Mr. SARBANES, and Ms. WATERS. 

H. Res. 752: Mr. VARGAS, Miss GONZÁLEZ- 
COLÓN of Puerto Rico, and Mr. WRIGHT. 
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H. Res. 769: Mr. OLSON, Mr. MOONEY of West 

Virginia, and Mr. BOST. 
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