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has said himself. And I thank my
friend for yielding.
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Mr. MCGOVERN. Our budget actually
goes after subsidies for wealthy farm-
ers, but it does not go after food
stamps for the vulnerable.

The Republican budget that has been
proposed makes dramatic cuts in some
of the most essential and valuable pro-
grams that serve the most vulnerable
people in our country.

Mr. DREIER. Where in our budget
does it say we are going after food
stamps?

Mr. MCGOVERN. We are faced with
the worst economic crisis since the
Great Depression, and what they pro-
pose is the same old same old. Enough.
Enough.

Mr. DREIER. Will my friend yield for
just one second?

Mr. McGOVERN. Madam Speaker,
the Democratic budget moves us in a
different direction, in one that, I think,
the American people want us to move.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes”
on the previous question and on the
rule.

I yield back the balance of my time,
and I move the previous question on
the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

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. DREIER. Madam Speaker,
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

on

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1664, PAY FOR PERFORM-
ANCE ACT

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Madam Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on
Rules, I call up House Resolution 306
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 306

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1664) to amend
the executive compensation provisions of the
Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of
2008 to prohibit unreasonable and excessive
compensation and compensation not based
on performance standards. The first reading
of the bill shall be dispensed with. All points
of order against consideration of the bill are
waived except those arising under clause 9 or
10 of rule XXI. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Financial Services. After gen-
eral debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. It
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shall be in order to consider as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment under the
five-minute rule the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by the
Committee on Financial Services now print-
ed in the bill. The committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute shall be considered
as read. All points of order against the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute are waived except those arising under
clause 10 of rule XXI. Notwithstanding
clause 11 of rule XVIII, no amendment to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute shall be in order except those
printed in the report of the Committee on
Rules accompanying this resolution. Each
such amendment may be offered only in the
order printed in the report, may be offered
only by a Member designated in the report,
shall be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for the time specified in the report
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject
to amendment, and shall not be subject to a
demand for division of the question in the
House or in the Committee of the Whole. All
points of order against such amendments are
waived except those arising under clause 9 or
10 of rule XXI. At the conclusion of consider-
ation of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. Any Member may demand a
separate vote in the House on any amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole
to the bill or to the committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Madam Speaker,
for purposes of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gentle-
woman from North Carolina, Dr. FOXX.
All time yielded during consideration
of the rule is for debate only.

I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I also ask unani-
mous consent that all Members be
given b legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on House
Resolution 306.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Madam Speaker,
House Resolution 306 provides for con-
sideration of H.R. 1664 to amend the ex-
ecutive compensation provisions of the
Emergency Economic Stabilization Act
of 2008 to prohibit unreasonable and ex-
cessive compensation and compensa-
tion not based on performance stand-
ards.

This is under a structured rule. The
rule provides for 1 hour of general de-
bate controlled by the Committee on
Financial Services. The rule makes in
order seven amendments which are
listed in the Rules Committee report
accompanying the resolution. Each
amendment is debatable for 10 minutes
except the manager’s amendment,
which is debatable for 20 minutes. The
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rule also provides for one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions.

Madam Speaker, the American peo-
ple rightfully demand that the tax-
payer dollars they put in to help sta-
bilize the banking system be spent
wisely by the banks and by the institu-
tions that borrow under what is called
the Troubled Asset Relief Program, or
TARP.

Recently, when information came to
light showing AIG gave, roughly, $165
million in retention bonuses to senior
executives, hardworking Americans all
across the country quickly asked, How
as a Nation can we recover this money?
Now the House considers a similar
question: How do we reasonably pre-
vent this from happening again?

The grounds for this action are sim-
ple. As the lender to AIG and to a num-
ber of other institutions, the United
States has the authority to define the
terms by which we are lending money.
This is a standard in business practice,
as lenders from time to time put limits
on executive compensation, as do their
shareholders.

The gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
MARSHALL) recently related to me that
you have to be just before you are gen-
erous, that you have to take care of
your creditors before you can pass out
gifts. In this case, generosity, or gen-
erous, is taken to a whole new level
with the retention bonuses that we saw
recently. We as Members of Congress
must assert our rights to protect our
constituents and the people of this
country from any further losses. I want
to make clear several things about this
bill:

First, it only applies to financial in-
stitutions that have received a capital
infusion under the TARP program. An
amendment by Representative BILI-
RAKIS will clarify this point, and an
amendment by Representative
CARDOZA would exempt smaller com-
munity banks which receive TARP
funds.

Second, it only prohibits compensa-
tion that is unreasonable or excessive
or prohibits any bonus or other supple-
mental payment that is not perform-
ance-based. Guidelines are established
by the Treasury Department within
which to determine what is unreason-
able or excessive.

Third, the bill only applies while the
TARP capital remains outstanding.
Once the institution has paid the tax-
payers back, they may meet any con-
tractual obligations allowed by their
board of directors and shareholders re-
garding bonuses.

I support the private sector, and I be-
lieve in rewarding employees for doing
a good job. This bill does allow for per-
formance compensation, but if you
have received a capital investment of
American tax dollars through TARP to
make it through these extraordinary
times, there should be commonsense
limits on bonuses. My constituents in
Colorado do not want their hard-earned
dollars going to inflate the senior ex-
ecutives’ life rafts as the ship steers
close to the rocks.
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We are going through this economic
downturn, but we need to make sure
that middle-class America can trust
the money that has been placed into
the banking system to keep that sys-
tem functioning properly. If an institu-
tion has an outstanding debt to the
Federal Government, it has to pay it
back before it gets bonuses that are ex-
cessive or unrealistic.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of the rule and the underlying bill.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
appreciate my colleague from Colorado
yielding time.

This is another very deceptively
named bill by our colleagues on the
other side. It is a fairly short bill, only
four pages long, so everyone should
have a chance to read it, and that is an
important thing to do.

It is titled ‘“‘to amend the executive
compensation provisions of the Emer-
gency Economic Stabilization Act of
2008 to prohibit unreasonable and ex-
cessive compensation and compensa-
tion not based on performance stand-
ards.”

Now, again, that sounds great. How-
ever, when you get inside the bill and
you read it, it says, ‘‘any executive or
employee,” and it says that four times,
so the deception is that this is only for
executives. It is not just for executives.
It allows the Treasury Department to
set the salaries and compensation for
all employees in a private organiza-
tion. This is wrong to do.

We have had so many statements
that have been made that have been
misleading, I think, on the floor. This
is not the worst economic crisis since
the Depression. Our situation in the
country was much worse in the
eighties after a Democratically con-
trolled Congress and a Democratic
Presidency. So we are in a situation
that has been created, again, by Demo-
crats. Yet they want to say over and
over again that this is the problem of a
Republican administration. We have to
constantly point out the fact that the
Congress has been controlled for the
past 2 years and is now controlled by
Democrats.

So I think this rule is bad; I think
the underlying bill is bad, and I think
that our colleagues should vote against
both of them.

What the Democrats are doing now
is, again, providing political cover for
Democrat Members of the House who
voted for a bad bill a couple of weeks
ago, and they are trying to change the
subject from the administration’s fail-
ure to exercise adequate oversight of
the taxpayer dollars which have been
extended to prop up AIG, American
International Group. So I expect most
of my colleagues, if not all, to vote
against this rule and to vote against
the underlying bill.

We also have a situation where this
is not an open rule. The majority con-
tinues its practice of limiting debate
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and of limiting opportunities for Re-
publicans to offer amendments and to
do whatever we can do to make a bad
bill somewhat better or to make a bad
rule somewhat better. So we have a sit-
uation where these things continue.

You know, when I have thought
about this, I have thought about just a
commonsense way to describe this to
people. The Democrats have a tar baby
on their hands, and they simply cannot
get away from it. They are stuck on
this problem. They have created a bad
situation, and every time they try to
get away from it, they keep getting
stuck on it, and I think that this is
just the latest iteration and bad policy
that they are recommending, and I am
going to recommend to my colleagues
to vote against it.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Madam Speaker, I would like to re-
spond to my friend from North Caro-
lina. I just have to remind her that it
was President Bush’s Secretary of the
Treasury who came to the Congress,
hat in hand, because of a potential col-
lapse of the financial system, asking
for immediate assistance from this
Congress to right the financial system,
to put it back on some sort of stable
footing. Since then, we have seen a va-
riety of financial institutions take ad-
vantage of the assistance that was
given. This is designed to restrict the
way companies can take advantage of
taxpayer dollars until they have repaid
the loans and capital that have been
advanced to these companies.

With that, I would like to yield 2
minutes to my friend from New York
(Mr. ARCURI).
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Mr. ARCURI. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Madam Speaker, these past few
months have confronted us with some
of the most difficult economic choices
we have faced in the Nation in recent
memory. As job reports continue to
show thousands of new layoffs each
month and unemployment numbers in
my district hover above 10 percent, I
am outraged that the very individuals
who have contributed to this financial
disaster are rewarding themselves with
hard-earned taxpayer money intended
to get our economy moving again.

We have been called to action to see
that those responsible are held ac-
countable and not rewarded. This bill
does just that. It ensures that these
TARP-taking executives are paid based
on the work that they do, not paid for
the work they didn’t do.

You know, I listen to my colleagues
from the other side of the aisle talk,
and I guess I understand that some
people are critical of AIG. Certainly we
understand that. We all are critical of
the AIG top executives. I even respect
the opinions of those who are critical
of this bill.

The thing that I don’t understand is
how you can be critical of both. You
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really can’t. If you are critical of what
happened at AIG, then you have to say
that this is exactly the kind of thing
that Congress should be doing. We
should be going in and we should be
regulating. We should be exercising the
oversight that our constituents sent us
here to Congress to do.

This is a commonsense piece of legis-
lation that reflects the values of this
Nation and the very same lessons that
we hold in our communities and teach
to our children. We will not sit idly by
as this money is practically being
taken from the American people in-
stead of being used to restore con-
fidence in this Nation as it was in-
tended.

Madam Speaker, we owe it to our
constituents and to our children and to
our grandchildren to do everything we
can to bring justice where it is lacking
and repair it so we have a clear road to
success.

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, I am in-
trigued at my colleagues being out-
raged. Well, my goodness. If you were
so outraged, why did you vote for these
things to begin with? You know, your
hands are not clean. I'm sorry, but
your hands are not clean when you say
that you are outraged.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Madam Speaker,
point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado will state his
point of order.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I would ask my
friend to address the Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina will ad-
dress her remarks to the Chair.

Ms. FOXX. Thank you,
Speaker.

Madam Speaker, I wonder why my
colleagues are so outraged when they
voted for these bills. This is covering
up their previous action. They are try-
ing to make something better. As I
said, they’ve got a tar baby on their
hands and they don’t know what to do
with it.

Well, it’s easy to say that you could
criticize the AIG executives for taking
the money and criticize people for hav-
ing voted for these things and be
against this bill because it is taking
our government in the wrong direction.

I am also very puzzled at my col-
leagues saying they are so concerned
about their children and their grand-
children. But I will bet most of them
are going to vote for this budget a lit-
tle later on today, and they are quite
willing to put the debt of this country
on the backs of their children and
grandchildren.

I think those are crocodile tears that
they’re crying when they say they
want to preserve this country for their
children and grandchildren. Give me a
break.

In the headlines today in one of the
rags here on the Hill— ‘Senator LEVIN
Considers Defense Executive Pay
Cuts.” Where is this going to end? Our
colleagues in this administration think

Madam
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they have all the answers. They’re
going to run this country from the gov-
ernment down to every single business
in the country: ‘“Let’s just cut their
pay. They’re getting money from the
government.” Where is it going to end?

Are we going to have a President—
he’s already running GM. He’s now the
executive in chief of GM. And so our
colleagues want to take on every single
entity in this country and say, We
know best. The government Kknows
best. We're from Washington and we’re
here to help you. The American people
have heard that before. They are not
going to be fooled again by this Kind of
comment.

And, I’'m sorry, but, again, I think
it’s crocodile tears when they say they
are concerned about their children and
grandchildren. If they are, they’ll all
vote ‘‘no”” on the budget a little later
on today and show their true concern.
Saying that this upholds the rule of
law for their children and grand-
children? Again, give me a break.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Madam Speaker,
I would like to respond to my good
friend from North Carolina just to re-
mind her that when Secretary Paulson
came to the Congress asking for $700
billion, he brought us a three-page doc-
ument. The first page said, I need $700
billion. The second page said, I can do
anything with it I want. And the third
page said, You can’t sue me.

Well, we took that in a crunch time
based on his—not his demands, his
pleas, his pleas to the Congress to act
quickly to preserve our banking sys-
tem because so many things were going
wrong all at one time. We took that
three pages, which was completely ri-
diculous

Ms. FOXX. Would the gentleman
yield?

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Let me finish.

Which was completely ridiculous. We
expanded it to a hundred pages, and
acted promptly at the request of Presi-
dent Bush and his administration to
try to get our financial system sta-
bilized. And it is still rocky, but it’s
going. But we’ve seen certain compa-
nies take advantage of the assistance
of the people of America, and we’ve got
to prevent that. This bill is about com-
pensation where it’s excessive or not
based upon performance.

What I would like to do now, though,
is turn it over to my friend from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN), and I would yield
him 3 minutes.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Madam
Speaker, I was not intending to speak,
but it does seem to me there should be
some historical accuracy within the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. And while the
gentlelady from North Carolina is cer-
tainly entitled to her own set of opin-
ions, she is not entitled to her own set
of facts. So let me review some of the
facts in terms of the economic history
she purported to describe.

I agree that we did have a substantial
fiscal crisis in the 1980s, but it was the
Bush administration that has told us
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that today we are faced with the most
severe fiscal crisis since the Great De-
pression.

Now in the 1980s, President Ronald
Reagan was elected on a platform that
any President who submitted an unbal-
anced budget should be impeached.
Well, not only did he never balance any
budget that he submitted, he tripled
the national debt. Every single budget
was unbalanced.

President Bush, the 41st President—
referred to as Papa Bush or whatever;
it’s important to distinguish between
the two—in 1990, realizing how bad the
Republicans’ supply-side gimmickry
had failed, what damage it had done to
the economy, he brought the Demo-
cratic leaders and the Republicans to-
gether and came up with a fiscal plan.
That plan put together by the 4l1st
President, formed the foundation of fis-
cal responsibility for the next decade.
It was called PAYGO. And it worked.
Basically, you don’t cut taxes unless
you cut spending and vice versa. You
don’t increase spending unless you
raise that same amount of revenues.

So we implemented that, and then
President Clinton came in, passed a
balanced budget, adopted that Presi-
dent Bush the 41st PAYGO concept,
and, in fact, balanced the budget. That
produced surpluses. And, in fact, at the
end of the Clinton administration, he
handed over $5.6 trillion of projected
surplus based upon this concept of fis-
cal responsibility.

President Bush took it—this is the
43rd President now—takes that $5.6
trillion and immediately started
squandering it by negating the concept
of PAYGO. One of the first things that
was done by the immediate past-Bush
administration was to say, ‘“We are no
longer going to be bound by PAYGO
concepts. We’ll cut taxes and we’ll in-
crease spending.” They started a war of
choice that cost us $1 trillion—not one
dime was ever paid for—and then
passed two tax cuts which have cost
trillions of dollars, $3.5 trillion. Not
one dime was ever cut to pay for that,
either.

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

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

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. So here we
are now with the largest deficit we
have ever faced, a deficit that is great-
er than the deficit created by all the
previous Presidents in American his-
tory, and basically it was because we
had a Congress of the same party as
the White House who got all the spend-
ing programs they wanted, primarily in
the defense area, and cut all the taxes
they chose.

Now, of course, the money was not
well distributed, and that’s one of the
problems. It went to the wealthiest
people in the country. In fact, one of
our problems is that more than 90 per-
cent of the income growth that has oc-
curred over the last 8 years went to the
top 10 percent. 90 percent of this coun-
try’s wealth is now controlled by 1 per-
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cent of our population. And that’s one
of the reasons why the bottom 90 per-
cent had to borrow from their assets,
their equities, their homes which cre-
ated this bubble.

But the point is, there was a lack of
fiscal responsibility, and that is what
is plaguing us today. This President is
trying to reinvest in the American peo-
ple, ultimately balance the budget and
put us back on the course that Presi-
dent Clinton set us on and that Demo-
crats want to put us back on.

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, I have
said on the floor several times in the
last few weeks that the public needs to
be reading or rereading the book ‘1984’
because we’re here in a period where
the Democrats continue to rewrite his-
tory.

I would like to, just again, say to my
colleague from Virginia that he wants
to say we have the largest deficit we’ve
ever had. Absolutely. Because the
Democrats have been in control of Con-
gress for the past 2 years. The Presi-
dent does not pass a budget, does not
pass appropriations bills. The Presi-
dent can either sign or reject appro-
priations. The appropriations bills were
not passed last year because they knew
that President Bush would reject them,
he would veto them, and so they didn’t
pass them. We did them this spring.
That’s what caused the largest deficit.

We have a Democratic President and
a Democratically controlled Congress,
and you cannot rewrite history in that
way. We had a very small deficit when
we had a Republican Congress and a
Republican President.

With that, I yield 5 minutes to my
colleague from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT).

Mr. BLUNT. Madam Speaker, I don’t
blame my good friend from Virginia for
not wanting to talk about the bill
today. If I were him, I wouldn’t want to
talk about it either. I oppose this bill.
I oppose this rule.

I was not particularly concerned a
few days ago when we were sending a
message to AIG and the executives at
AIG, the high-paid executives there. I
think every once in a while the Con-
gress can send a message, and it is a
good thing to send that message. This
is a company that taxpayers now own
80 percent of. If that’s not a definition
of bankruptcy, I don’t know what is. In
bankruptey, it’s okay to look at the
commitments you made in the past.

Now I am afraid—by the way, the
AIG executives apparently got the mes-
sage because many of them have re-
turned that bonus money back to the
taxpayers who gave it to the company.
I thought that was okay to send that
message. We were way ahead of any
constitutional concern. There was no
Senate action. The President wasn’t
about to sign a bill. We were sending a
message. They got the message.

I think the problem with that mes-
sage may be that some of our own
Members got a different message,
which is it’s somehow okay for the gov-
ernment to decide that they can decide
salaries and how to run companies.
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You know, the government can barely
run the government. The government
this week has announced we’re going to
run the auto industry. The auto indus-
try is in trouble. If I were picking a
group of folks to run it, it wouldn’t be
the government. But the government is
there.

And now we’ve got this bill on the
floor that suggests somehow that the
government can set salaries at what I
would see as not only the high level
that we tried to take care of last fall in
a bill. And apparently the stimulus
package that came through had lan-
guage in it that reversed some of that
language and made these bonuses at
the higher level possible to be paid. I
regret that. I am glad I didn’t vote for
that stimulus bill. I'm glad that I
didn’t do anything that enabled that.

I am not going to vote for this bill
today. It is all we can do to run the
government and to try to tell these
companies how to pay the people that
work for them is not the right thing to
do. I mean, as late as last April, the
chairman of the Banking Committee in
the House that deals with housing, the
chairman of the Housing Committee in
the Senate were both saying as late as
last April that Fannie Mae and Freddie
Mac didn’t need to be reined in. They
were saying as late as last April that
these agencies needed even more abil-
ity to loan more money.

If we could be that wrong that close
to the precipice that we went off in the
summer and fall, imagine how wrong
we could be running a company that
doesn’t even have any relationship to
what the government does every day.
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This is a bad bill. It’s a bad rule. We
should not move forward with this rule
and not move forward with this bill.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Madam Speaker,
I will use so much time as I might con-
sume, and I'd like to remind my friend
from Missouri, first of all, the first
time any Kkind of regulation over
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac was pro-
posed was in this Congress, was by the
House of Representatives, as early as
March of 2007 to provide some regula-
tion to those two entities.

The second thing I would remind my
friend—and I appreciate his comments
about, you know, the shot across the
bow of the AIG executives and the fact
that they are returning some of the
money—but I would also remind him
that in the business world, a lender in
making a loan to a company may, as
part of that loan agreement, put limits
on compensation to the executives
until that loan is repaid. That’s a
standard operating procedure in the
business world, and shareholders do
that, too.

So a board of directors of a company
may be restricted by an outside influ-
ence like a lender or by its own share-
holders. In this instance, we are plac-
ing a lot of money into many institu-
tions across this country, and I believe
the people of this country have some
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say as to what the compensation
should be of those institutions until
those loans or that capital is repaid.

Now, there may be something that
might make the gentleman from Mis-
souri a little happier, and that is, there
is an amendment that will be proposed,
I believe it’s an amendment by Mr.
CARDOZA, that will exempt, in effect,
institutions that have received less
than, I think it’s $250 million, which is
still a lot of money. But small commu-
nity banks, smaller financial institu-
tions will not be part of the program, if
that amendment is accepted.

Mr. BLUNT. Would the gentleman
yield?

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Certainly.

Mr. BLUNT. Thank you for yielding.

I just say that on that broader topic
of reform of those GSEs, certainly
there was legislation proposed in 2007.
It wasn’t passed. The President of the
United States called for legislation
every year beginning in 2001.

The point is that the Congress can
barely run the government, let alone
try to put a matrix together and run
these companies in minute detail. The
very fact that we’re going to have all
these amendments today indicates
that, once again, we’re rushing to the
floor with a bill that shows maybe the
Congress is not the best daily gov-
erning officer of the businesses of
America.

I thank my friend for yielding.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Thank you. And
I would just respond to my friend from
Missouri by saying that we, at least in
this House, passed the GSE reform bills
twice, once in 2007 and again in 2008, at
which time the President signed it in
the summer of 2008.

Secondly, I would just say that the
financial sector has been in a heap of
trouble, and without the assistance of
the people and this government, they
would be in worse trouble today. That
is my belief, and I think that would be
the record reflected by many experts
across the country.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, our col-
leagues on the other side keep bringing
up Secretary Paulson, but they leave
out the fact that the current Secretary
of the Treasury was the head of the
New York Fed at the same time and
was standing right beside Secretary
Paulson when those recommendations
were made.

It also was under his watch that the
amendment to allow the bonuses to
AIG was done, and we know from state-
ments that Senator DODD has made
that he was directed to do that by the
Treasury Department. So, again, we’re
not going to be saddled with the prob-
lems they created. They’ve got a tar
baby. They’re not going to shift it off
to the Republicans.

I'd now like to yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. KING-
STON), my colleague.

Mr. KINGSTON. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding, and I want to just
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say at the outset I have a number of
problems with this, but in terms of
bringing up Mr. Paulson, I did not vote
for the first TARP program nor did I
vote for the second one, but at least
Mr. Paulson did pay his taxes. And I
think most Americans know that we
have a man in charge of the Treasury
who was appointed by Mr. Obama who
did not pay his taxes. And to hold him
up as a standard over and over again I
think is ironic for the Democrat Party.
In fact, if I was a member of the Demo-
crat Party, I'd have a little squeamish-
ness myself before I embraced Mr.
Geithner and all of the wonderful
things that you believe he’s going to do
for this country.

Having said that, even though he did
not pay his taxes, I hope he is success-
ful because we need to turn the econ-
omy around, and the Republican Party
certainly is going to help any way we
can and work on a bipartisan basis to
do that.

I have some real concerns about H.R.
1664, however. Number one, the institu-
tions who signed up for it understood
that there were certain rules that they
would abide by, certain under-
standings, and now that has changed,
this is going back and making the rules
different for them. And that is one of
the things that this administration is
most guilty of I think is constantly
changing the rules.

The market needs to react. If the
market knows the rules are here, or
they’re here and they’re left or they’re
right but they’re poured in concrete,
then the market can start making ad-
justments. But as it is, this Congress is
obsessed with each week reading a new
poll and coming out with a new rule,
and because of that instability, the
market will never normalize. The mar-
ket has to become comfortable with
the rules so that they can adjust and
live in that environment, but if we
keep changing them, we are still going
to have instability in the market.

Secondly, this is overly broad. It ap-
plies to all employees rather than the
top executives, and I know that many
in the Democrat Party see this as a de-
licious opportunity to beat up on ex-
ecutives, successful people who pay
high taxes, the rich and the wealthy
who seem to be so maligned by the left.
But this applies to all employees. Now,
the gentleman mentioned that there
might be a Cardoza amendment that’s
going to make some changes in this,
maybe eliminate some of the compa-
nies that would be qualified for it. I'm
interested in that amendment and look
forward to that debate.

Number three, this is really all about
AIG, and the fact that Mr. DoDD, the
Democrat chairman of the Senate
Banking Committee, had taken out the
language which was put in by Repub-
lican OLYMPIA SNOWE that would have
eliminated the AIG bonuses. Mr. DODD
purposely, under the instruction, ac-
cording to him, not me, under the in-
struction of the Obama administration,
took that out.



H4266

So now we’re crawfishing—I'm not
sure if you have crawfish out in Colo-
rado, my friend, but crayfish, either
way, but you know how they swim,
when they’re scared they put the tail
in, they go backwards. And I think
there are Members of the Democrat
Party right now who are crayfishing or
crawfishing, and they’re doing it for
Mr. DobDD’s politics. Nobody in the
House was aware of that negotiation
and the language, but I think this is all
about AIG, and this is a political deci-
sion.

You know, we’ve got a really smart
administration right now, one that’s
on the side of fighting the war, can
turn around the car industry, can turn
around the banking industry, turn
around the insurance industry, and
guarantees us the efficiency of the post
office and FEMA as an end result, as
the standard that we’ve got to live by.

This is a bill that actually has some
good intentions, something that we’re
all frustrated about. We do not want to
reward inefficiency, but unfortunately,
the government and these companies
got in bed together, and now they’re
trying to live in that framework, and
the government Kkeeps changing the
rules.

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

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, I would
be happy to give the gentleman 2 more
minutes.

Mr. KINGSTON. I thank the gentle-
woman, and I just want to say this.

One other thing that Mr. Geithner re-
cently announced is this public-private
partnership to buy the toxic assets,
now legacy assets, of banks, and the
idea is to get the public sector and the
private sector to take all this bad real
estate off the books of financial insti-
tutions so that we can get a bottom, so
that we can get a market, so that we
can get them off the taxpayers.

But unfortunately, if you are a pub-
lic-private kind of entrepreneur who
might want to put together a deal like
this, you’re saying, you know, do I
really want to do this when the govern-
ment is going to come back and change
my compensation? I think most people
would say, you know, if these folks ac-
tually have to make as much money as
some of the leading Democrats of the
world like Barbra Streisand and George
Soros, some of the big donors in your
area, you know, if we have to pay them
but they can do the job right, they can
turn around AIG—which I think prob-
ably it’s too late for that—maybe it’s
worth it because, after all, we are pay-
ing a lot of people to play professional
sports and star in movies and things
like that.

So maybe it’s worth it to pay people
high salaries to turn around the finan-
cial institutions, which have a ripple
effect throughout our housing and our
credit system and our banking system.
It might be something that we should
do. But I just think that this bill is a
politically motivated bill and not a
sound economic bill in the current sit-
uation.

The
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So, with that, I certainly appreciate
the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Madam Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I might
consume.

I would just advise my friend, Mr.
KINGSTON, that take a look at the bill.
It’s a very simple bill. My friend from
North Carolina was correct, and it just
basically says no financial institution,
while it has money that’s taxpayer
money through TARP or otherwise,
can pay excessive compensation or
anything other than performance bo-
nuses. An executive cannot hold the
company hostage, as was done in the
AIG instance.

And if and when that money’s paid
back, then fine, the board of directors,
and the shareholders will determine
what appropriate salaries their man-
agement deserves, and that is all this
does. Lender has a chance in this in-
stance to put some restrictions on sala-
ries, and if the borrower, being the fi-
nancial institution, doesn’t like those
restrictions, feels it’s in a solid posi-
tion and can return the moneys, then
so be it. That’s the way it is.

But the private sector, and particu-
larly the financial system, was on
shaky ground until this loan was made
to them, and the purpose of this is to
make sure that the institutions don’t
take advantage of the good graces of
the American people.

It brought kind of a chuckle when
my friend Mr. KINGSTON talked about
FEMA and the way the government ran
FEMA. Well, FEMA under the Clinton
administration, I would say, was run in
a very good fashion. FEMA, on the
other hand, under the Bush administra-
tion was at best a troubled organiza-
tion.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, I think
that my colleagues who have spoken
have been very eloquent in pointing
out again what is wrong with this bill.
I want to reiterate that this is simply
to provide political cover for Demo-
cratic Members of the House and to
change the subject away from the ad-
ministration’s failure to exercise ade-
quate oversight of taxpayer dollars ex-
tended to prop up AIG and other orga-
nizations.

Most Republicans voted against the
bailout last fall. All Republicans and 11
Democrats voted against the stimulus
bill. So, again, we can’t be blamed for
the things that the Democrats have
carried out in this session of Congress.

We are for accountability, and we
want to see the administration and the
Democratically controlled House get
these things under control. But they
keep doing things that make it worse
and worse and worse.

I believe, as do many of my col-
leagues, that we need to be focusing on
holding all programs that get Federal
dollars accountable. However, there is
absolutely no effort going on in this
Congress to scrutinize programs that
are controlled by the Federal Govern-
ment.
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As my colleague from Georgia point-
ed out, we have such great examples of
the wonderful way that the Federal
Government spends money, such as
FEMA and other areas where the pub-
lic knows a big disaster has been made.

But I want to point out again that
this is the wrong way to go. We’ve said
this from the beginning—again, with
the bailouts last year. And we’re ask-
ing now: What is the exit strategy from
all of the sweeping government in-
volvement in the private sector? What
is the exit strategy?

Is it going to be week after week
after week that we’re going to see an-
other bill that tries to cover up the
mistakes that the Democrats have
brought to us over and over again?

This moves in the wrong direction
from an exit strategy. It makes the
Treasury Secretary, with approval of
the members of the Federal Financial
Institutions Examination Council, in
consultation with the chairperson of
the TARP Congressional Oversight
Panel, the arbiters of what is reason-
able or excessive compensation for cov-
ered institutions. They don’t even de-
fine that in this bill. They leave it up
to the Treasury regulators, the bank
regulators, who created this problem to
begin with. What kind of a system is
that?

It’s a little crazy to say that we’re
going to give the people who created
this problem more authority, more re-
sponsibility. They’re going to define
what is unreasonable or excessive.

I asked yesterday, ‘‘Can we define
those things?’’ No. We leave that up to
the Treasury Department. But it was
the Treasury Department who decided
that the AIG bonuses were just fine. In
fact, they promoted them. So are they
going to say that they are going to
give big bonuses under this? That
doesn’t make any sense.

The best approach to protecting the
taxpayers’ investment in private busi-
nesses is through stronger oversight
and accountability, not by further en-
trenching government in the oper-
ations and management of hundreds of
businesses across America.

I say again, Senator LEVIN says he
wants to consider defense executive
pay cuts. Are we going to go into every
single business in this country and de-
cide? Is the Congress going to do that,
is the Treasury Department going to
do that?

We know that the bill a week ago to
tax bonuses 90 percent—those at AIG—
was clearly unconstitutional. My guess
is that this bill is going to be decided
that way also.

We also know there was this big hue
and cry and, again, outrage, outrage,
outrage, expressed on the floor of this
House about that bill, and the bill is
going nowhere. After all the outrage,
then the President says, Oh, maybe we
went too far. The Senate buried the
bill. Nobody’s going to do anything
about it. I'm wondering if that’s going
to happen to this too. And that’s what
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should happen to this bill—the same
thing that happened to the bill last
week.

But is it going to be a bill a week
where we deal with this? Again, we try
to make Republicans look bad because
they are standing up for the Constitu-
tion, they’re standing up for the people
of this country. They are trying to rein
in the government. Again, we don’t
say, We’re here from Washington, and
we’re here to save you.

The Congressional Oversight Panel
that they want to put in charge of this,
along with the Treasury Department,
was never intended, nor is it author-
ized, to set policy.

So here we have, again, a situation
where we’re going to mix the executive
with the legislative. We know the Su-
preme Court has ruled in the past that
that is unconstitutional. But this ma-
jority doesn’t seem to care about the
Constitution. They don’t mind that
they took an oath to uphold the Con-
stitution. Day after day after day we
see violations of the Constitution. This
happens to be the latest one.

I want to point out again what one of
my colleagues said earlier. There’s a
rush to judgment here. This bill was in-
troduced on March 23. So, here we are,
continuing to rush in. Fools rush in
where angels fear to tread is something
my mother taught me a long time ago.
I'm wondering if we need to think a lit-
tle bit before we rush into areas where
we might be treading on thin ice.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I
would inquire of my friend from North
Carolina whether she has any other
speakers.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I don’t have
any other speakers, but I do have a
closing statement.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I would reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. The other side of the
aisle, I think, is trying to demonize
this issue. It’s constantly trying to say
that Republicans favor the rich and
that they favor the poor and are look-
ing after the taxpayers.

Their vote later today on the budget
is going to prove they’re not looking
after the taxpayers. They’re not con-
cerned about our children and grand-
children. They’re simply concerned
with politicizing every issue they can
possibly politicize. And I think that I
have a perfect example of that stated
by one of their own.

Yesterday, the D.C. Examiner pub-
lished an article on the underlying
measure that this rule deals with, and
I will place it in the RECORD at this
point.

[From the Washington Examiner, Mar. 31,

2009]
BEYOND AIG: A BILL To LET BIG
GOVERNMENT SET YOUR SALARY
(By Byron York)

It was nearly two weeks ago that the
House of Representatives, acting in a near-
frenzy after the disclosure of bonuses paid to
executives of AIG, passed a bill that would
impose a 90 percent retroactive tax on those
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bonuses. Despite the overwhelming 328-93
vote, support for the measure began to col-
lapse almost immediately. Within days, the
Obama White House backed away from it, as
did the Senate Democratic leadership. The
bill stalled, and the populist storm that
spawned it seemed to pass.

But now, in a little-noticed move, the
House Financial Services Committee, led by
chairman Barney Frank, has approved a
measure that would, in some key ways, go
beyond the most draconian features of the
original AIG bill. The new legislation, the
“Pay for Performance Act of 2009, would
impose government controls on the pay of all
employees—not just top executives—of com-
panies that have received a capital invest-
ment from the U.S. government. It would,
like the tax measure, be retroactive, chang-
ing the terms of compensation agreements
already in place. And it would give Treasury
Secretary Timothy Geithner extraordinary
power to determine the pay of thousands of
employees of American companies.

The purpose of the legislation is to ‘‘pro-
hibit unreasonable and excessive compensa-
tion and compensation not based on perform-
ance standards,” according to the bill’s lan-
guage. That includes regular pay, bonuses—
everything—paid to employees of companies
in whom the government has a capital stake,
including those that have received funds
through the Troubled Assets Relief Program,
or TARP, as well as Fannie Mae and Freddie
Mac.

The measure is not limited just to those
firms that received the largest sums of
money, or just to the top 25 or 50 executives
of those companies. It applies to all employ-
ees of all companies involved, for as long as
the government is invested. And it would not
only apply going forward, but also retro-
actively to existing contracts and pay ar-
rangements of institutions that have already
received funds.

In addition, the bill gives Geithner the au-
thority to decide what pay is ‘‘unreasonable’’
or ‘‘excessive.” And it directs the Treasury
Department to come up with a method to
evaluate ‘‘the performance of the individual
executive or employee to whom the payment
relates.”

The bill passed the Financial Services
Committee last week, 38 to 22, on a nearly
party-line vote. (All Democrats voted for it,
and all Republicans, with the exception of
Reps. Ed Royce of California and Walter
Jones of North Carolina, voted against it.)

The legislation is expected to come before
the full House for a vote this week, and, just
like the AIG bill, its scope and retroactivity
trouble a number of Republicans. “It’s just a
bad reaction to what has been going on with
AIG,” Rep. Scott Garrett of New Jersey, a
committee member, told me. Garrett is par-
ticularly concerned with the new powers
that would be given to the Treasury Sec-
retary, who just last week proposed giving
the government extensive new regulatory
authority. ‘“This is a growing concern, that
the powers of the Treasury in this area,
along with what Geithner was looking for
last week, are mind boggling,” Garrett said.

Rep. Alan Grayson, the Florida Democrat
who wrote the bill, told me its basic message
is ““you should not get rich off public money,
and you should not get rich off of abject fail-
ure.”” Grayson expects the bill to pass the
House, and as we talked, he framed the issue
in a way to suggest that virtuous lawmakers
will vote for it, while corrupt lawmakers will
vote against it.

““This bill will show which Republicans are
so much on the take from the financial serv-
ices industry that they’re willing to actually
bless compensation that has no bearing on
performance and is excessive and unreason-
able,” Grayson said. ‘““We’ll find out who are
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the people who understand that the public’s
money needs to be protected, and who are
the people who simply want to suck up to
their patrons on Wall Street.”

After the AIG bonus tax bill was passed,
some members of the House privately ex-
pressed regret for having supported it and
were quietly relieved when the White House
and Senate leadership sent it to an uncere-
monious death. But populist rage did not die
with it, and now the House is preparing to do
it all again.

I will quote briefly from the article.
This is a quote—and I probably will say
that more than once because I think
it’s very important to continue to
make sure this is a quote:

‘“‘Representative ALAN GRAYSON, the
Florida Democrat who wrote the bill,
told me its basic message is, ’you
should not get rich off public money,
and you should not get rich off of ab-
ject failure.’

‘““GRAYSON expects the bill to pass the
House and, as we talked, he framed the
issue in a way to suggest that virtuous
lawmakers will vote for it, while cor-
rupt lawmakers will vote against it.

“This bill will show which Repub-
licans are so much on the take from
the financial services industry that
they’re willing to actually bless com-
pensation that has no bearing on per-
formance and is excessive and unrea-
sonable,” GRAYSON said. “We’ll find out
who are the people who understand
that the public’s money needs to be
protected, and who are the people who
simply want to suck up to their pa-
trons on Wall Street.”” That’s the end
of the quote from the D.C. Examiner.

I certainly hope that the gentleman
from Florida wasn’t inferring that I, a
Republican who opposes this bill, am a
‘“‘corrupt lawmaker.”

None other than Thomas Jefferson in
his manual, which is our guide here—
Mr. Speaker, I know you are familiar
with Mr. Jefferson’s manual. It is what
we use to guide us—not just day by

day, but minute by minute on this
floor.
Mr. Jefferson said: ‘“The con-

sequences of a measure may be con-
demned in the strongest terms; but to
arraign the motives of those who pro-
pose to advocate it is not in order.”
Just because a Member chooses to op-
pose legislation, whether it be for rea-
sons of policy or principle, they should
not be disparaged by their colleagues,
who wrestle with the very same voting
decisions every day.

We’re seeing things which are un-
precedented in our history. Just yes-
terday, the President of the United
States fired the CEO of what was once
the largest corporation in the world.
Some of us are concerned about where
this is going. Some of us think this is
simply the wrong thing to do.

It’s easy to demonize the high-flying
Wall Street fat cats who contributed
mightily to our current situation. It’s
politically expedient to criticize cor-
porate CEOs who seem tone deaf to the
problems experienced daily by our con-
stituents. But just because we’re elect-
ed every 2 years doesn’t mean that we
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leave our principles at the door when
we enter this Chamber.

Ambition is a good thing, but not
when you impugn the motives of those
who disagree. Those of us who have
some experience understand that such
words quoted from the D.C. Examiner,
if they had been spoken on the floor,
would have been considered inappro-
priate. They are just as inappropriate
off the floor as they are on the floor.

Mr. Speaker, this rule is wrong. The
underlying bill is wrong. The efforts to
continue to involve our government in
places it has no business in is wrong.

We need to do everything we can at
this time—and we know we have people
in this country hurting. Republicans
are very, very sensitive to that. But
the last thing in the world we need to
do is to cut out the basis of this coun-
try—to weaken the very things that
have made us the greatest country in
the world. And involving ourselves
more and more in controlling private
enterprise will do nothing but to weak-
en this country more, to get our gov-
ernment involved.

It’s the wrong way to go. I urge my
colleagues to vote against this rule and
to vote against the underlying bill.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

I would urge an ‘‘aye’ vote on this
rule. So we will begin with that. The
rule is designed and provides for seven
amendments to a bill that limits exec-
utive compensation that is excessive,
unreasonable, and not performance-
based.

If an executive of an institution
that’s been loaned money or in which
it has had capital advanced by the
United States of America, by the peo-
ple of America, and pays $5 million, $10
million, $20 million for no reason, in an
excessive manner, then that kind of
bonus is restricted.

The people’s money as we've ad-
vanced it is to get the institutions
back on track and not to pay execu-
tives exorbitant salaries. The people
across the country expect that, number
one. So I support the rule and I support
the underlying bill.

Now there are a lot of reasons we got
into this position where the govern-
ment and the people of this country
have had to assist the financial sys-
tem—not the least of which was some-
thing like the Gramm-Leach-Bliley,
which dropped regulations; or an inat-
tention by the Bush administration to
regulations within the financial sys-
tem. But we are where we are.

President Bush and Secretary
Paulson asked for a huge advance to
the financial system to keep it upright.
We did that. As a Democrat and as a
Democratic Congress, advancing $700
billion to a Republican President and
his Treasury Secretary to put the fi-
nancial system back on track was not
the first thing I wanted to do. But they
made a good case. Their pleas were
heard. And we did that.
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Now we’ve got to make sure that peo-
ple within that system don’t take ad-
vantage of the good graces of the
American people. And that’s the pur-
pose of this bill.

It provides for guidelines and regula-
tions. There will be amendments, Mr.
Speaker, that will potentially limit
this to bigger banks—not to smaller
community banks.

I would agree with my friend from
North Carolina that whether it’s on
this floor or out in public, hyperbole
and rhetoric can impugn somebody’s
character. She’s concerned about Mr.
GRAYSON. I would say there are others
on her side who call people un-Amer-
ican because of the way they vote here.

I would just say to you, Mr. Speaker,
and to the Members of this Chamber,
that our words do really matter, and
we do need to keep an eye on what we
say. We really do have to watch our-
selves and not get caught up in the
heat of debate.

This bill is appropriate at this time
to manage the lending that this coun-
try has done. As companies pay back
their TARP advances, they’re no
longer subject to this. The manage-
ment payments and salaries are subject
to the board of directors and their
shareholders.

But at this point in time, with those
particular institutions, we are both
lenders and shareholders, and we cer-
tainly have a say over the compensa-
tion of the management.

I urge an ‘“‘aye’ vote on the rule and
on the underlying bill.

I yield back the balance of my time,
and I move the previous question on
the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SALAZAR). The question is on the reso-
lution.

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

Ms. FOXX. 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.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

Record votes on the postponed ques-
tions will be taken later.

———

FEDERAL RETIREMENT REFORM
ACT OF 2009

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
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(H.R. 1804) to amend title 5, United
States Code, to make certain modifica-
tions in the Thrift Savings Plan, the
Civil Service Retirement System, and
the Federal Employees’ Retirement
System, and for other purposes.
The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The text of the bill is as follows:
H.R. 1804
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 ‘“‘Federal Retirement Reform Act of
2009”°.
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
TITLE I—PROVISIONS RELATING TO
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT
Subtitle A—Thrift Savings Plan
Enhancement
101. Short title.
102. Automatic enrollments.
103. Qualified Roth contribution pro-
gram.
104. Authority to establish self-directed
investment window.
Sec. 105. Reporting requirements.
Sec. 106. Acknowledgement of risk.
Subtitle B—Other Retirement-Related
Provisions
Sec. 111. Credit for unused sick leave.
Sec. 112. Exemption of certain CSRS repay-
ments from the requirement
that they be made with inter-

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

est.
113. Computation of certain annuities

Sec.
based on part-time service.

Sec. 114. Treatment of members of the uni-
formed services under the
Thrift Savings Plan.

Sec. 115. Authority to deposit refunds under
FERS.

Sec. 116. Retirement credit for service of

certain employees transferred
from District of Columbia serv-
ice to Federal service.

TITLE II—SPECIAL SURVIVOR INDEM-
NITY ALLOWANCE FOR SURVIVING
SPOUSES OF ARMED FORCES MEM-
BERS

Sec. 201. Increase in monthly amount of spe-
cial survivor indemnity allow-
ance for widows and widowers
of deceased members of the
Armed Forces affected by re-
quired Survivor Benefit Plan
annuity offset for dependency
and indemnity compensation.

TITLE I—PROVISIONS RELATING TO
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT

Subtitle A—Thrift Savings Plan Enhancement

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE.

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘“‘Thrift
Savings Plan Enhancement Act of 2009°.

SEC. 102. AUTOMATIC ENROLLMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 8432(b) of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by striking
paragraphs (2) through (4) and inserting the
following:

‘“(2)(A) The Board shall by regulation pro-
vide for an eligible individual to be auto-
matically enrolled to make contributions
under subsection (a) at the default percent-
age of basic pay.

‘“(B) For purposes of this paragraph, the
default percentage shall be equal to 3 percent
or such other percentage, not less than 2 per-
cent nor more than 5 percent, as the Board
may by regulation prescribe.

‘“(C) The regulations shall include provi-
sions under which any individual who would



		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-05-13T09:00:45-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




