
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3553 June 7, 2011 
AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 

PROPOSED 
SA 389. Mr. KOHL submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, to amend the Public Works and 
Economic Development Act of 1965 to reau-
thorize that Act, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 390. Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mr. 
COBURN, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. 
BROWN of Massachusetts, Mr. MORAN, Mr. 
THUNE, Mr. ENZI, Ms. AYOTTE, and Mr. 
ISAKSON) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by her to the bill S. 782, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 391. Mr. MORAN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 392. Mr. TESTER (for himself, Mr. 
CORKER, Mrs. HAGAN, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. BEN-
NET, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. CARPER, Mr. KYL, and 
Mr. COONS) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 782, supra. 

SA 393. Mr. DURBIN proposed an amend-
ment to amendment SA 392 proposed by Mr. 
TESTER (for himself, Mr. CORKER, Mrs. 
HAGAN, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. BENNET, Mr. BLUNT, 
Mr. CARPER, Mr. KYL, and Mr. COONS) to the 
bill S. 782, supra. 

SA 394. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 395. Mr. CORNYN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 396. Mr. CORNYN (for himself and Mr. 
KYL) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 782, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 397. Mr. CORNYN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 398. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 399. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 400. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 401. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 402. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 403. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 404. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 405. Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts (for 
himself and Ms. SNOWE) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 406. Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself and 
Ms. LANDRIEU) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S. 
782, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 407. Mr. CARDIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 408. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 409. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 410. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 411. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 412. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 413. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 414. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 782, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table . 

SA 415. Mr. BARRASSO (for himself and 
Mr. GRAHAM) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
782, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 389. Mr. KOHL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 782, to amend the 
Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 1965 to reauthorize that 
Act, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, insert the following: 
SEC. lll. NOPEC. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘No Oil Producing and Export-
ing Cartels Act of 2011’’ or ‘‘NOPEC’’. 

(b) SHERMAN ACT.—The Sherman Act (15 
U.S.C. 1 et seq.) is amended by adding after 
section 7 the following: 
‘‘SEC. 7A. OIL PRODUCING CARTELS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—It shall be illegal and a 
violation of this Act for any foreign state, or 
any instrumentality or agent of any foreign 
state, to act collectively or in combination 
with any other foreign state, any instrumen-
tality or agent of any other foreign state, or 
any other person, whether by cartel or any 
other association or form of cooperation or 
joint action— 

‘‘(1) to limit the production or distribution 
of oil, natural gas, or any other petroleum 
product; 

‘‘(2) to set or maintain the price of oil, nat-
ural gas, or any petroleum product; or 

‘‘(3) to otherwise take any action in re-
straint of trade for oil, natural gas, or any 
petroleum product; 

when such action, combination, or collective 
action has a direct, substantial, and reason-
ably foreseeable effect on the market, sup-
ply, price, or distribution of oil, natural gas, 
or other petroleum product in the United 
States. 

‘‘(b) SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY.—A foreign state 
engaged in conduct in violation of subsection 
(a) shall not be immune under the doctrine 
of sovereign immunity from the jurisdiction 
or judgments of the courts of the United 
States in any action brought to enforce this 
section. 

‘‘(c) INAPPLICABILITY OF ACT OF STATE DOC-
TRINE.—No court of the United States shall 
decline, based on the act of state doctrine, to 

make a determination on the merits in an 
action brought under this section. 

‘‘(d) ENFORCEMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General of 

the United States may bring an action to en-
force this section in any district court of the 
United States as provided under the anti-
trust laws. 

‘‘(2) NO PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION.—No pri-
vate right of action is authorized under this 
section.’’. 

(c) SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY.—Section 1605(a) 
of title 28, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘or’’ after 
the semicolon; 

(2) in paragraph (6), by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(7) in which the action is brought under 

section 7A of the Sherman Act.’’. 

SA 390. Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mr. 
COBURN, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. 
BARRASSO, Mr. BROWN of Massachu-
setts, Mr. MORAN, Mr. THUNE, Mr. ENZI, 
Ms. AYOTTE, and Mr. ISAKSON) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by her to the bill S. 782, to 
amend the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 to reauthorize 
that Act, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE lll—FREEDOM FROM RESTRIC-
TIVE EXCESSIVE EXECUTIVE DEMANDS 
AND ONEROUS MANDATES 

SEC. lll1. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Freedom 
from Restrictive Excessive Executive De-
mands and Onerous Mandates Act of 2011’’. 
SEC. lll2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) A vibrant and growing small business 

sector is critical to the recovery of the econ-
omy of the United States. 

(2) Regulations designed for application to 
large-scale entities have been applied uni-
formly to small businesses and other small 
entities, sometimes inhibiting the ability of 
small entities to create new jobs. 

(3) Uniform Federal regulatory and report-
ing requirements in many instances have im-
posed on small businesses and other small 
entities unnecessary and disproportionately 
burdensome demands, including legal, ac-
counting, and consulting costs, thereby 
threatening the viability of small entities 
and the ability of small entities to compete 
and create new jobs in a global marketplace. 

(4) Since 1980, Federal agencies have been 
required to recognize and take account of 
the differences in the scale and resources of 
regulated entities, but in many instances 
have failed to do so. 

(5) In 2009, there were nearly 70,000 pages in 
the Federal Register, and, according to re-
search by the Office of Advocacy of the 
Small Business Administration, the annual 
cost of Federal regulations totals 
$1,750,000,000,000. Small firms bear a dis-
proportionate burden, paying approximately 
36 percent more per employee than larger 
firms in annual regulatory compliance costs. 

(6) All agencies in the Federal Government 
should fully consider the costs, including in-
direct economic impacts and the potential 
for job loss, of proposed rules, periodically 
review existing regulations to determine 
their impact on small entities, and repeal 
regulations that are unnecessarily duplica-
tive or have outlived their stated purpose. 

(7) It is the intention of Congress to amend 
chapter 6 of title 5, United States Code, to 
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