H1530

ought to disagree with the Supreme
Court when they are wrong or when we
think they are wrong, but no threats.

This should be the last bastion of ci-
vility where we can come, we can dis-
agree, we can fuss at each other, we
can complain, and we can expose igno-
rance, but not threaten. There is no
place for that in the House or in the
Senate.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MALINOWSKI). Members are reminded to
refrain from engaging in personalities
toward Members of the Senate.

CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO
VENEZUELA—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 116-105)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the TUnited
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
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 13692 of March 8, 2015, with re-
spect to the situation in Venezuela is
to continue in effect beyond March 8,
2020.

The situation in Venezuela continues
to pose an unusual and extraordinary
threat to the national security and for-
eign policy of the United States. For
this reason, I have determined that it
is necessary to continue the national
emergency declared in Executive Order
13692 with respect to the situation in
Venezuela.

DONALD J. TRUMP.
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 5, 2020.

———

A THREAT TO TWO OF OUR
SUPREME COURT JUSTICES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2019, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) for 30
minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the privilege to be recognized
to address you here on the floor of the
House of Representatives.

Having listened to the gentleman
ahead of me, Mr. LOUIE GOHMERT and
some of the discussion that he had, I
would pick up with the beginning here,
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Mr. Speaker, with one of the places
where he left off, and that is what hap-
pened before the United States Su-
preme Court yesterday and the state-
ments that were made by the minority
leader of the United States Senate.

I may have a bit of a different per-
spective than some in this House or
Senate or across this land, but here is
the language that was deemed offensive
from Senator SCHUMER. I watched the
video, and he was pointing. He pointed
at the United States Supreme Court,
and he used the names of two Supreme
Court Justices. He said this: “I want to
tell you, Gorsuch, I want to tell you,
Kavanaugh, you have released the
whirlwind, and you will pay the price.
You won’t know what hit you if you go
forward with these awful decisions.”
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That was stunning. It was stunning
to hear two Justices called out in that
fashion before the Supreme Court. And
I know that there was a crowd over
there that was happy to hear those
words. But as a constitutionalist and
former chairman of the Constitution
Subcommittee in the House of Rep-
resentatives, I am troubled by the ef-
fort to try to sway judges through
what appears to be verbal intimidation
before the Supreme Court.

I have stood on those same steps and
delivered any number of speeches, but I
always confine them to the constitu-
tional principles that were involved. I
wanted the Justices to hear my speech.
I didn’t want them to ever hear it as a
threat. I wanted them to hear it as a
rational approach in a way as if I were
actually arguing before that Supreme
Court, before that Bench.

They are all well-learned and very,
very capable people who are deeply
steeped in our Constitution and in case
law. They have their different philoso-
phies, and that is clear. We often see a
5-4 decision on the Court.

Mr. Speaker, I thought when I first
arrived in this town a number of years
ago, I looked forward to going over to
the Supreme Court to hear what I ex-
pected to be the profound constitu-
tional arguments before that Bench. So
I began going over there for some of
the important cases, with that expecta-
tion. I recall sitting there, listening to
an argument before the Court, and I
understood—actually, this would be
the Kelo decision before the Supreme
Court. The Kelo decision is the decision
that I believe amended the Constitu-
tion by the Supreme Court decision.

It was this. Let’s see, New London,
Connecticut. There was property there
that was owned and utilized by owners
who didn’t want to sell that property
to the developers. The local govern-
ment wanted that property in the
hands of the developers because they
would develop that property into, I be-
lieve, a shopping mall, and then the
taxes would be the revenue going into
local governments. So local govern-
ments had an incentive in encouraging
the development of the property, but
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the property owners sat there with a
constitutional guarantee in the Fifth
Amendment of the Constitution that
says: ‘‘nor shall private property be
taken for public use, without just com-
pensation.”

That was the guarantee that, first of
all, only governments could confiscate
property. They needed to maintain
that within their own possession, and
it has to be for a public use. It can’t be
for a private use. It was a private busi-
ness that they handed that property
over to in New London, Connecticut.

Mr. Speaker, when I listened to the
argument, I expected the argument
would go back to the very language of
the Fifth Amendment, and that would
be argued, perhaps, certainly, on both
sides. And I come down on the side of:
The Constitution means what it says,
and it means what it was understood to
mean at the time of ratification by the
people who voted to ratify it.

We can’t go back and assign different
definitions to words or simply say that
it is a living, breathing Constitution
that can adapt itself to changing
times. If that were the case, there
wouldn’t be a provision to amend this
Constitution provided by our Founding
Fathers. The Constitution is an
intergenerational, contractual guar-
antee between one generation of Amer-
icans to the next generation of Ameri-
cans.

So, I hoped to hear those—in fact, ex-
pected to hear—those arguments before
the United States Supreme Court.
What I heard instead were arguments
that were made to Justice O’Connor,
and I think they considered her to be
the swing vote. And she came down on,
I believe, the constitutional side of it
in the end. But there were just little
tweaks that had to do with her back-
ground.

She was raised on a ranch. I think it
is a B&B ranch down in southern Ari-
zona, and I think it goes across into
New Mexico, as I recall. I read her
books years ago. And some of the ranch
land that she grew up on was part of
the Gadsden Purchase that came in
right at the end of the U.S. and Mexi-
can war.

But growing up on a ranch, property
values matter, and property rights
matter, and water rights matter in
that part of the country. And her book
is replete with those Kkinds of nar-
ratives. It is a really interesting way
to get some insight into Justice O’Con-
nor. But she understood this case in a
way I didn’t know until later.

But I came down here to the floor,
and we brought a resolution in the
House of Representatives, a resolution
of disapproval to what was called the
Kelo decision. In that Kelo decision, it
upheld the decision of local govern-
ment in New London, Connecticut, to
confiscate private property, houses and
residences that had a deed, and to take
that land and compensate them for
what they deemed the value was—con-
demnation—and hand them over to the
private investors so they can take that
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land, develop it, and make money with
it. That is completely contrary to the
reason that we have that guarantee
within our Fifth Amendment.

As I listened to those oral arguments
and saw how they were focused on Jus-
tice O’Connor, I understood what was
going on. And that is, they weren’t pro-
found constitutional arguments; they
were personalized arguments that were
designed to get to the psyche of the
swing Justice who was there. Of course,
it wasn’t Justice O’Connor, as it turned
out.

By the way, I have been critical of
some of her decisions—not on this one.

Mr. Speaker, I want to put this nar-
rative in the RECORD because I think
she is worthy of some significantly
positive comments. And one of the de-
cisions that she had made—a different
one, obviously, I was railing away on
my disagreement with the rationale
that Justice O’Connor had come down
with. And so someone in the room said:
You shouldn’t criticize her until you
walk a mile in her shoes.

And I said: I would be happy to walk
a mile in her shoes. I will walk a thou-
sand miles in her shoes. Appoint me to
the Supreme Court, and I will walk
with her. And I bet you I can convince
her.

I made some remark like that. And
then, as I was talking, I said: You know
what? If I can’t do that, why don’t I
just invite her to dinner?

So I followed through. I gave my
word I would do that, and I went back
to my desk in my office and sat down
and wrote a letter to Justice O’Connor
that invited her to a dinner, just to sit
down, have a conversation, get to know
each other, be civil with each other,
and listen to each other’s philosophical
discussion.

I sent the letter over there, not ex-
pecting to get an affirmative response.
But what I did get was an invitation to
come to her chambers and do a lunch
there. I don’t remember the year, but 1
know the date was March 18 of what-
ever year it was, in the earlier part of
the previous decade.

So, I went over at that time, and she
had a lunch all prepared. She had
baked a pie that was, I presume, for me
because it was fresh. It was cut and
served right there in her chambers.
And we had a delightful discussion.

She took me from each of the por-
traits of the Chief Justices and walked
me through the history of the Courts,
from the beginning all the way up to
what was current at the time.

When I left that gracious dinner with
Justice O’Connor, I decided she has a
good judgment on her; she has a good
set of character; she has a compas-
sionate heart, a deep understanding of
history and law. And disagreeing with
her, that is all it is, just disagreeing
with the rationale.

But I am forever grateful that I took
the trouble, and I am really grateful
that she accepted the request that I
made and then invited me over there to
dinner.
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So, I wanted to put that in, that our
Justices are human. And when they get
threatened, those threats sometimes
cut deep, and the family feels that.

These threats that were delivered
yesterday in front of the United States
Supreme Court were threats that,
might I say, intimidate judges. The ju-
dicial branch of government, the Amer-
ican Bar Association, everybody in-
volved in that feels that. And they
pride themselves in their independence.

But I better conclude the Kelo deci-
sion before I get too far from it. In any
case, the Kelo decision came down, and
they allowed for the confiscation of
private property handed over to other
private interests in order to generate
tax revenue for local government.

That case still stands. But I was furi-
ous that they would do such damage to
the Constitution in a 5-4 decision. By
the way, Justice Scalia has said that
he believes that case will be overturned
one day.

But we brought a resolution of dis-
approval to the floor. It is the only
time that I know we have done that
and spoken out in that fashion on a Su-
preme Court decision. I noticed that at
that time the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, Barney Frank, came down to
give his speech. I was queued up next.

Mr. Speaker, I sat right here with my
notepad ready to take notes because I
expected to get up and rebut most ev-
erything that I heard Mr. Frank say.
We found ourselves in disagreement on
issue after issue, so it was my full ex-
pectation that when he was finished
talking, I would have a page full of
things to stand up and rebut. That has
been my style, and we had had many
debates like that.

But as I listened to Mr. Frank that
day, I realized he had exactly the same
opinion that I had. He expressed it a
little bit differently, but he came down
in support of the resolution of dis-
approval and in support of the Con-
stitution and in support of the prop-
erty rights that are there in the Fifth
Amendment.

Mr. Speaker, when I stepped up here
to this particular podium, my speech
really was to reject the decision made
by the Supreme Court. And when I
spoke that in the RECORD, I said effec-
tively what they have done is they
have pulled the words out of the Fifth
Amendment ‘“‘for public use.”

“Nor shall private property be taken
for public use, without just compensa-
tion,” and the effect of it was to pull
the ‘“‘for public use’ out of there. Now,
the effect of the Fifth Amendment
after the Kelo decision just says ‘‘nor
shall private property be taken, with-
out just compensation,” which means
the government can’t come in and take
your property away from you, unless
they write you a check, but they can
give it to anybody they want to in the
private sector.

Whatever their motive might be, it
was approved by the Supreme Court
with the Kelo decision. And I think
that will be abused at some point and
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a more reasonable Court may be seated
at that time and restore the Constitu-
tion on the Kelo decision.

But my real point here is that we
can’t be seeking to intimidate the
Court. They are human. Justice O’Con-
nor—a gracious heart and a nice lady.
And we used to have receptions over
there with the Committee on the Judi-
ciary and members of the bench just to
take some of the temperature down be-
tween the natural disagreements that
exist between the legislative branch
and the judicial branch of government.

Mr. Speaker, when you have the mi-
nority leader, the most powerful, high-
est ranking Democrat in the United
States Senate, go stand before the Su-
preme Court, point his finger at that
building that was behind him and say,
“I want to tell you, Gorsuch; I want to
tell you, Kavanaugh: You have released
the whirlwind, and you will pay the
price. You won’t know what hit you if
you go forward with these awful deci-
sions.”

Going forward with an awful decision
means CHUCK SCHUMER has already de-
cided what he thinks the Court deci-
sion is going to be on the requirements
that are part of the, I will say, the
abortion laws that are coming out of
Louisiana. And I have been one of the
lead voices on pro-life issues here in
this United States House of Represent-
atives.

There is on my lapel a heart that rep-
resents the heartbeat bill. It is a bill
that I introduced in the previous Con-
gress, and that bill protects unborn ba-
bies. It essentially says this: If a heart-
beat can be detected, the baby is pro-
tected.

And we know that the heartbeat is
the first, certain sign of life. When that
heart starts to beat, you know that
there is a live baby there. You can’t
call it anything else. It is a live baby.

And this little baby has all the com-
ponents of a growing human being. It
just needs to develop them out to full
size and to full term.

And anybody who has picked up and
held—especially a loved one—a new-
born baby and gazed with awe at the
miracle in their hands has to know
that that baby’s life didn’t begin at the
moment of birth or at the moment of
first breath and that that baby’s life
began well before a minute before the
baby was born.

Mr. Speaker, I know when I held my
firstborn son, I looked at him in awe.
There was an aura about him. The mir-
acle was in my hands. And I thought:
How can anybody take his life now? He
is a few minutes old. How can anybody
take his life now? How could they take
his life a minute before he was born, or
an hour before, or a day, or a week, or
a month before he was born? Or a tri-
mester or three trimesters before he
was born? At what moment did his life
begin? Because human life is sacred in
all its forms.
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And we only have to choose when did
life begin. It is not that hard a ques-
tion. Because it is a continuum; it is a
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gradual growing continuum from the
moment of conception on.

But that heartbeat says this is a live
baby here. And when that heart stops,
we call that death. When the heart
starts, we know that is life. Even
though life began at the moment of
conception, medically, we can’t pin-
point that precisely enough, but I am
willing to go there if we can get there.

Right now, we are at heartbeat. And
in the last Congress, I was able to get
174 cosponsors, and those 174 cospon-
sors all signed on with an expectation
that we would protect all babies. When
a heartbeat could be detected, the baby
is protected.

We didn’t make exceptions for rape
or incest or any other provisions.
These babies are sacred. If there was a
crime committed that resulted in con-
ception, that is on the rapist; that is
not on the baby. And those babies are
as precious to God as my own grand-
children are to God; and, of course, my
grandchildren are extraordinarily pre-
cious to me.

So I hope one day we get to that and
that question.

But as we move on, with this super-
aggressive utilization of freedom of
speech and Senator SCHUMER, I look
back at some of this discussion. And
Chief Justice Roberts had a response,
which is exceptionally rare, to have a
statement come out of the Supreme
Court. But out of the Chief Justice, he
said, and I quote: ‘“Threatening state-
ments of this sort, from the highest
levels of government, are not only in-
appropriate, they are dangerous.”” And
Justices, quote, ‘‘will continue to do
their job, without fear or favor, from
whatever quarter.”—Chief Justice
John Roberts.

I appreciate that language that the
Justices will ‘‘continue to do their job,
without fear or favor, from whatever
quarter.” That language will live a
long time in the way that that is
adeptly put together, and that is how it
needs to be.

If we want to convince the Supreme
Court to take a new look at things, we
need to make the constitutional argu-
ments, Mr. Speaker, not the threat-
ening arguments. And where I come
from, when somebody threatens you,
that means that you are done doing
business with that person, and they are
very unlikely to get cooperation.

But there is another part of this that,
even though there would be a measure
of justice involved if the decisions
made in the Supreme Court went
against the interests of Senator SCHU-
MER, I would like to reiterate here into
this CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and I hope
it echoes across this land, that, if you
think you are going to get even with
somebody, the result in this business,
whether it is in the legislative, the ex-
ecutive, or the judicial branch of gov-
ernment, if you think you are going to
get even with somebody, you invari-
ably hurt the wrong people.

And so that is not an avenue that has
merit, and I hope that and I expect

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

that that wisdom exists within all of
our Justices, all nine of them over
there, that payback to SCHUMER can’t
be in the cards from any decision that
would come down from the Court, it
has got to be balanced and objective, as
described by Chief Justice Roberts, and
that they ‘‘continue to do their job,
without fear or favor, from whatever
quarter.”

I believe the Justices will stick to
that, and I am hopeful that Senator
SCHUMER will learn not to utilize those
tactics anymore.

This is the American Bar Associa-
tion, the ABA. Their comments came
down to this. They said they are ‘‘deep-
ly troubled”’ by SCHUMER’s remarks,
that ‘‘there is no place for threats—
whether real or allegorical.”

And then the ABA, American Bar As-
sociation, continued with this: ‘“‘Per-
sonal attacks on judges by any elected
officials, including the President, are
simply inappropriate. Such comments
challenge the . . . independence of the
judiciary and the personal safety of ju-
dicial officers.. . .”

Well, Mr. Speaker, I know that is
true. I know that when you turn up the
dialogue and you hear this radical
rhetoric coming out of elected officials
in particular, things do happen out in
our society. And the Chief Justice is
concerned that there could be acts of
potential violence that could be stimu-
lated by that kind of dialogue.

And I am hopeful that—Senator
SCHUMER seemed to dial it down on the
floor of the Senate today. That is good.
I didn’t notice that he had called upon
people to refrain from violence and re-
frain from threats. He did say that he
is from the Bronx and they talk a little
more clearly there than other places. I
don’t doubt that. But this language
went to the world, and the world saw it
today, Mr. Speaker.

And so I am hopeful that Senator
SCHUMER will call upon his supporters
to calm down, be logical, make con-
stitutional arguments, and refrain
from that kind of rhetoric.

And here are the consequences. I had
some serious rhetoric applied against
me over the last 1% years, and each of
those situations that were—a good
number of them were manufactured
firestorms that were fired at me.

But also, we saw Members of this
House of Representatives that went
forward and said, when people go into a
restaurant, when they stop to get gas
and you see them there, if they happen
to be—I am not sure exactly how they
defined it, but if they happen to be con-
servatives, go confront them, make
their lives miserable. That kind of dis-
cussion was delivered from people who
sit over on this side of the aisle, and it
had its physical results.

It had its physical results, at least in
my case, where I sat down in a res-
taurant last April, and from com-
pletely outside my peripheral vision, I
was assaulted. That individual has
been convicted of assaulting a Federal
officer, or a United States Congress-
man. There is a provision for that.
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And, by the way, today, he goes be-
fore a Federal judge in Sioux City for
sentencing.

So I won’t comment any more on
that, because I don’t want to be ac-
cused of seeking to influence a decision
that may or may not have been made,
but it is ironic that I am here today
having this discussion on Senator
SCHUMER while there is an individual
being sentenced for assaulting me back
in Iowa, which I believe is a clear re-
sult of this kind of radical rhetoric
that was poured out.

And it wasn’t based on truth, in my
case, when they attacked me. It was
planned. It was orchestrated. It was
ginned up. And then you have people
out there that take that seriously.

And so that is what happened that
day, and the sentencing is taking place
today. I will trust the judge to make
an objective decision. I have written
my opinion in longhand and sent that
to the court for their consideration.
That is where I will leave that rec-
ommendation. I have had my chance to
weigh in.

But let’s take this a little further,
Mr. Speaker, and that is on this con-
cept of freedom of speech. Now, there
are those that want to censure Senator
SCHUMER, and it sounds like Senator
HAWLEY is going to introduce a cen-
suring motion tomorrow in the Senate.

I am of the opinion that the most im-
portant freedom we have is a robust
freedom of speech and that, if we let
that be diminished by intimidation
tactics, let alone by any kind of laws
that would perhaps be found unconsti-
tutional—but watching the Kelo deci-
sion, maybe not be found unconstitu-
tional.

I want the body to understand this,
Mr. Speaker, that freedom of speech is
a precious, precious right, and our
Founding Fathers understood that if
you can’t speak, if you can’t speak
freely, then you can’t convey your
ideas at all. And then when you can’t
convey your ideas, they never get test-
ed against anybody else’s ideas or em-
bellished or supported by other people’s
ideas, and that means, then, that
human knowledge would diminish, it
would atrophy, and it would essentially
stop forming around us.

Our Founding Fathers envisioned a
robust nation that would be regularly
and constantly engaged in discussions
of public policy, like we are in Iowa as
the first-in-the-Nation caucus, like
New Hampshire is, and let’s just say
South Carolina is among those States,
too, where there is an intense focus on
politics, free discussion.

I have spent time in Cuba and
learned that they don’t have that free-
dom. They are afraid—even among
their families sitting around the table,
they are afraid to speak to each other
because there might be an informant
among them that has been hired by
the, at that time, Castro administra-
tion. So they don’t speak to each other
about those things. They don’t criti-
cize. They accept what government
serves up to them.
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That is what King George wanted to
happen in this country. And if our
predecessors here, the revolutionary
Founding Fathers, had accepted the
edict from King George, we would have
never developed this great Nation that
we are. We would be stuck back in the
mud somewhere back there, because
our ideas wouldn’t have been brought
forward. They wouldn’t have been test-
ed against each other, then creating
other new ideas.

And, you know, we are the Nation
that produces more patents, more cre-
ativity, than any other nation in the
world by far. We are so good at this and
we create so much with our intellec-
tual freedoms that we have that are
tied into freedom of speech that the
Chinese look to us and they steal a half
a trillion dollars worth of American in-
tellectual property every year—a half a
trillion dollars. And that doesn’t in-
clude what they steal through cyber.
That is called IP piracy.

I have been over to China. Years ago,
I wrote a bill from Beijing that called
upon the U.S. Trade Representative to
conduct a study to determine the value
of U.S. intellectual property that is
stolen by the Chinese, apply a duty on
all products coming to the United
States from China in an amount equal
to that loss, and then collect that and
distribute it to the rightful property
rights holders. That was a bill then. It
is still a good idea today, but they have
accelerated their piracy.

Mr. Speaker, to give you an example
of how this works, we know a little bit
about how freedom of speech, thought,
and expression works in the United
States because we see—actually, in the
past, we have seen a more robust free-
dom of speech on our campuses. Today,
they are diminishing freedom of speech
on the campuses. They are defining
things as hate speech and trigger words
and safe places. We don’t need that. We
have got to be strong enough to face
language and let it flow and then ac-
commodate ourselves in a way that we
are not influenced if it isn’t logical or
rational.

The Greeks, for example, in their
city-states, would banish a demagogue
for 7 years from the city-state because
they didn’t like what he had to say,
and that wasn’t constructive.

But what is constructive is our free-
dom of speech, our young people sitting
in college, sitting up all night long dis-
cussing metaphysics till the Sun comes
up, new ideas: What is the limitation
on what we can do with science? with
math? with space travel? All of those
things that have made America the
leader in the world, they are all tied
back to freedom of speech.

If you can’t speak, you can’t express
your thoughts. You can’t just hold
your thoughts in your head and think
you are going to do something good
with them. If we had taken Albert Ein-
stein and sat him into a phone booth
and said, “We will let you out when
you write the theory of relativity,”
first of all, it never would have been
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created; second of all, nobody could
have understood it. You have got to
have the interactivity of minds.

And people will say: We have the Sec-
ond Amendment; therefore, we are
never going to lose our freedom of
speech. I don’t see anybody using the
Second Amendment to defend their
freedom of speech, and I don’t rec-
ommend that they do. We have to uti-
lize our freedom of speech and push
back when it is diminished.

So I am not calling for a sanction on
Senator SCHUMER. I am saying this:

Senator SCHUMER, you know what
you said. You know whether it is right
or wrong. You have to operate in an
arena over there and get reelected by
the people in your district. Let we, the
people, decide. Not a leader here in the
Senate, not a leader here in the House,
but let we, the people, decide.

And, in fact, as a former chairman of
the Constitution Committee, the three
branches of government, there are ten-
sions between each of those. Our
Founding Fathers didn’t envision that
they would be equal. They believed the
judicial branch would be the weakest of
the three. But they knew there would
be tension as that territory got marked
out, and there is always going to be a
gray area where there is a little bit of
a tug-of-war over who has what terri-
tory.

But in the end, if you analyze it—I
can make your argument for the legis-
lature, even the House and the Senate.
I can make it for the executive branch.
I can make it for the judicial branch.
But in the end, if any branch of govern-
ment gets out of whack, that means
out of sync with the American people,
we, the people, solve that problem in
the election box.

Sometimes it takes time. But that is
the best solution is for we, the people,
to make that decision, not a decision
that sanctions freedom of speech, di-
minishes freedom of speech, or intimi-
dates people so that they don’t utilize
their freedom of speech, because we
have got to remain the most creative
society in the history of the world, and
in doing so, we will be the most suc-
cessful people also in the history of the
world.

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

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 58 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, March
9, 2020, at noon for morning-hour de-
bate.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

4037. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health

H1533

Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Lacey Act Implementation Plan: De
Minimis Exception [Docket No.: APHIS-2013-
00565] (RIN: 0579-AD44) received March 3, 2020,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

4038. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Cooperation Agency, Department of
Defense, transmitting Transmittal No. 20-09,
proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance,
pursuant to Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Ex-
port Control Act, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

4039. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting
D.C. Act 23-228, ‘‘Closing of a Portion of 4th
Street, N.E., and a Public Alley in Square
3765, S.0. 18-41561, Act of 2020, pursuant to
Public Law 93-198, Sec. 602(c)(1); (87 Stat.
814); to the Committee on Oversight and Re-
form.

4040. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting
D.C. Act 23-243, ‘‘Direct Support Professional
Payment Rate Act of 2020”°, pursuant to Pub-
lic Law 93-198, Sec. 602(c)(1); (87 Stat. 814); to
the Committee on Oversight and Reform.

4041. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting
D.C. Act 23-219, ‘““Housing Conversion and
Eviction Clarification Amendment Act of
2020”°, pursuant to Public Law 93-198, Sec.
602(c)(1); (87 Stat. 814); to the Committee on
Oversight and Reform.

4042. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting
D.C. Act 23-227, ‘“‘Student Access to Treat-
ment Amendment Act of 2020, pursuant to
Public Law 93-198, Sec. 602(c)(1); (87 Stat.
814); to the Committee on Oversight and Re-
form.

4043. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting
D.C. Act 23-226, ‘‘Urban Farming Land Lease
Amendment Act of 2020”°, pursuant to Public
Law 93-198, Sec. 602(c)(1); (87 Stat. 814); to the
Committee on Oversight and Reform.

4044. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting
D.C. Act 23-220, ‘“‘Tingey Square Designation
Act of 2020, pursuant to Public Law 93-198,
Sec. 602(c)(1); (87 Stat. 814); to the Committee
on Oversight and Reform.

4045. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting
D.C. Act 23-225, ‘““‘Abandonment of the High-
way Plan for Eastern and Anacostia Ave-
nues, N.E., S.0. 19-47912, Act of 2020, pursu-
ant to Public Law 93-198, Sec. 602(c)(1); (87
Stat. 814); to the Committee on Oversight
and Reform.

4046. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting
D.C. Act 23-221, ‘““‘Alethia Tanner Park Des-
ignation Act of 2020, pursuant to Public
Law 93-198, Sec. 602(c)(1); (87 Stat. 814); to the
Committee on Oversight and Reform.

4047. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting
D.C. Act 23-224, ‘“‘Abandonment of the High-
way Plan for a Portion of 39th Street, N.W.,
S.0. 18-41885, Act of 2020”°, pursuant to Public
Law 93-198, Sec. 602(c)(1); (87 Stat. 814); to the
Committee on Oversight and Reform.

4048. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting
D.C. Act 23-223, “‘Polystyrene Food Service
Product and Packaging Prohibition Amend-
ment Act of 2020, pursuant to Public Law
93-198, Sec. 602(c)(1); (87 Stat. 814); to the
Committee on Oversight and Reform.

4049. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting
D.C. Act 23-222, ‘‘Accounting Clarification
for Real Estate Professionals Amendment
Act of 2020, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
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