
Congressional Record
UNUM

E PLURIBUS

United States
of America PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 112th

 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

b This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., b 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

.

H7629 

Vol. 157 WASHINGTON, WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 16, 2011 No. 175 

House of Representatives 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. MARCHANT). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
November 16, 2011. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable KENNY 
MARCHANT to act as speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 5, 2011, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall 
debate continue beyond 11:50 a.m. 

f 

NEW ROUTE FOR STALLED 
KEYSTONE XL PIPELINE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, in to-
day’s Reuters report, ‘‘Secretary of 
State Hillary Clinton Wednesday urged 
claimants to the South China Sea not 
to resort to intimidation to push their 
cause in the potentially oil-rich 
waters, an indirect reference to China 
ahead of a regional leaders’ summit.’’ 

Why are we concerned about crude 
oil in dangerous places of the world? It 
is because we do not have North Amer-

ican energy security, hence the whole 
Keystone XL pipeline debate. 

And we have good news on that front. 
Two days ago, from Lincoln, Nebraska, 
another Reuters article says, ‘‘Ne-
braska and TransCanada agreed on 
Monday to find a new route for the 
stalled Keystone XL pipeline that 
would steer clear of environmentally 
sensitive lands in the State.’’ 

Why is that important? Energy secu-
rity, expediting the permitting process, 
20,000 new jobs immediately, private 
capital, Caterpillar mining trucks, 
Marathon Oil refinery. 

If you live in the Midwest States of 
Missouri, Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, and 
Michigan, this oil goes directly to re-
fineries and that, which decreases our 
reliance on imported crude oil and 
makes us safe and secure and it creates 
jobs. 

Keystone XL is a no-brainer. This ad-
ministration needs to get off the dime 
and move this process. 

f 

BAKED GOODS, PIZZA, AND SODA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Last December, 
an item caught my eye in the Harper’s 
Index: the rank of baked goods, pizza, 
and soda as sources of calories for 
American children—drum roll, please— 
number one, number two, number 
three. That’s how our children get 
most of their calories; first from baked 
goods, then from pizza, then from soda. 
No wonder we have a national epidemic 
of obesity for our children with life-
time health care consequences, start-
ing with diabetes and then heart dis-
ease. It’s why the military is concerned 
that only one in four young people 
qualify for military service, with obe-
sity being a major factor in that dis-
qualification. 

I salute First Lady Michelle Obama 
in her efforts to spotlight healthy eat-

ing, to help families give their children 
more nutritious choices. But we should 
start with what we are feeding the 31.6 
million children in our schools. The ad-
ministration has taken some small but 
important steps with the Federal part-
nership of this largest food program in 
the country to refine what the stand-
ards are for delivering this important 
service to our children. 

Well, the battle has taken a new 
turn, where Congress is poised to inter-
vene to make sure that pizza continues 
to count as a vegetable and that we 
protect more French fries on the tray. 
Overturning this simple, commonsense 
adjustment for rules—which food nutri-
tion experts and child advocates 
strongly support—is going to be buried 
in the Agriculture appropriations bill 
coming forward. The people who defend 
inflicting this on our children site 
issues of cost, waste, and nutrition. 
Well, you don’t need calorie-laden pizza 
crust to deliver nutrients, and waste is 
not a product of giving people healthy 
choices. 

I invite anybody to come with me, 
visit Abernethy School in Portland, Or-
egon, where parents, students, and fac-
ulty have combined to have an innova-
tive food program where kids grow food 
themselves. They prepare it. They 
study it. They’re healthier and happier. 
Come to the University of Portland, 
where Bon Appetit, an innovative food 
service supplier by providing more 
choices and healthier choices, has cut 
food waste 70 percent. 

But the cost argument is the most 
bogus. We’re talking arguably about 
perhaps as much as 14 cents a meal, 
less than $1.4 billion for a year. That is 
less than Congress has decided that it 
will pay Brazilian cotton farmers be-
cause we don’t have the gumption to 
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end illegal cotton subsidies to Amer-
ican farmers. We could produce $25 bil-
lion to $30 billion in savings from di-
rect payments, usually to large agri-
business interests; or, if we stop the ob-
scene process of giving more to crop in-
surance agents than to farmers, reform 
crop insurance, we could yield another 
$8 billion to $12 billion. This is entirely 
within our capacity. If the House goes 
along with this travesty, shame on us. 

The need to protect our children’s 
health has never been clearer. The 
costs have never been more manage-
able. Indeed, this will more than pay 
for itself in savings for lifetime costs of 
health care. It will damage people’s 
health and shorten lives. The ‘‘ketchup 
as vegetable’’ debacle of the Reagan 
era will look tame and sane by com-
parison. I strongly urge the House to 
reject this ill-advised initiative. 

f 

PASS THE BALANCED BUDGET 
AMENDMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. LANCE) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LANCE. Mr. Speaker, as of No-
vember 14, 2011, the United States na-
tional debt is $14.973 trillion, according 
to the Department of the Treasury. 
With pending security auctions this 
month, it is inevitable that the na-
tional debt will reach the unprece-
dented level of $15 trillion in the com-
ing weeks. When the national debt 
reaches $15 trillion, it means the U.S. 
debt-to-GDP ratio will reach 99.7 per-
cent, and our debt will equal $47,900 for 
every living American. 

Since President Obama took office in 
2009, the debt has gone up by $4.3 tril-
lion. In the last 50 years, the Federal 
Government has only managed to bal-
ance its budget five times, most re-
cently with President Clinton, a Demo-
crat, and Republican control of the 
United States House of Representatives 
and Senate. 

Washington now borrows approxi-
mately 40 percent of every dollar it 
spends. Foreign investors hold half of 
our Nation’s public debt and one-third 
of overall debt, not only from China, 
but from Japan, Great Britain, Saudi 
Arabia, and other places as well. 

b 1010 
Admiral Mullen, the recently retired 

chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
has rightly called the national debt 
‘‘the single biggest threat to our na-
tional security.’’ 

While we have made significant 
strides in reducing the cost of govern-
ment over the last few months, much 
more needs to be done. The primary 
focus of this Congress and our new 
leadership has been to restore fiscal 
sanity and fiscal restraint to the Fed-
eral Government. We must remember 
that the money in the Treasury is not 
our money but it is the people’s money, 
and we are charged with being good 
stewards of that money. 

There is only one way to ensure that 
future Congresses and Presidents, re-

gardless of party, are unable to return 
to the reckless, out-of-control spending 
of the past, and that is to pass a bal-
anced budget amendment to the United 
States Constitution. This week, Con-
gress will vote on a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution for the 
first time in 16 years. 

In 1995, following passage by the 
House of Representatives, the United 
States Senate came within one vote of 
sending a version of the balanced budg-
et amendment to the States for ratifi-
cation. Since then, our total national 
debt has almost tripled. Today’s pro-
posal is nearly identical with the one 
that passed the House of Representa-
tives with 72 Democratic votes in 1995. 

Amending our Constitution should 
not be taken lightly. I will support the 
balanced budget amendment because I 
believe it is the right thing to do to 
help get our Nation’s fiscal house in 
order. I would have preferred that the 
balanced budget amendment include a 
spending cap, but we need Democratic 
Members to achieve the necessary two- 
thirds majority required for a constitu-
tional amendment to be sent to the 
States for ratification. That is why the 
amendment we will be considering al-
most mirrors the 1995 text. 

Before coming to Congress, I served 
in the New Jersey State Legislature, 
where I successfully sought reforms to 
ensure that our State government was 
responsible with the people’s money. In 
2008, the people of New Jersey passed 
by State constitutional amendment to 
require voter approval for all issuance 
of State borrowing. I am proud to be 
able to do my part here in Washington 
as well. Most States, including New 
Jersey, are required to balance their 
State budgets. If the Federal Govern-
ment continues to spend what it does 
not have, the balanced budget amend-
ment would provide a much needed 
safeguard to restrict future spending. 

As someone who tries to be a student 
of American history, I know that a bal-
anced budget amendment is not a new 
idea. Thomas Jefferson was a strong 
proponent of the idea. He said: ‘‘I wish 
it were possible to obtain a single 
amendment to the Constitution. I 
would be willing to depend on that 
alone for the reduction of the adminis-
tration of our government.’’ He was re-
ferring to a balanced budget amend-
ment. Those were wise words when spo-
ken, and they are wise words today. 

Passing a balanced budget amend-
ment would also help move us closer to 
much needed economic certainty that 
our Nation desperately needs to boost 
the economy and help create jobs. 

When I was a boy and a young man, 
the fundamental issue confronting the 
Nation was the threat of the Soviet 
Union and international communism, 
the focus of evil in the modern world, 
as President Reagan said. 

The fundamental issue confronting 
the Nation in the 21st century is fiscal 
responsibility. Will our children live in 
a diminished America? Will the prom-
ise of America that each generation 

does better than the generation before 
it continue to exist? Will we continue 
to lead the world, or will leadership 
pass to China or India or to some other 
place? 

This is the great issue confronting 
the people of the United States, and it 
is the great issue confronting us here 
in Congress. Let us get our fiscal house 
in order. Let’s pass a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. 

f 

HONORING LANCE CORPORAL 
NICKOLAS DANIELS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. QUIGLEY) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise with a heavy heart to honor and 
recognize Marine Lance Corporal 
Nickolas Daniels. Lance Corporal Dan-
iels of Elmwood Park, Illinois, was 
tragically killed November 5 at the age 
of 25 while on patrol in the Helmand 
province of Afghanistan. 

I want to pass on my deepest condo-
lences to Nick’s family and those who 
knew him and share with them the 
thanks of a grateful Nation. 

Nick attended Elmwood Elementary 
School and graduated from St. Patrick 
High School in 2004, where he was an 
all-conference linebacker in football. 

Mr. Daniels, after going back to St. 
Pat’s to coach football, joined the Ma-
rines in 2010 to help achieve his goal of 
one day becoming a police officer. Nick 
was well known and respected through-
out the St. Pat’s community. He was a 
very funny, lighthearted person who 
would do anything for those around 
him. Not only was Nick a dedicated 
coach, but, most importantly, he was a 
loving son and grandson, an incredible 
mentor to his younger sister and broth-
ers, and a loving and devoted fiance. 
I’ve been told that Nick poured his 
heart into everything he did and al-
ways wanted to make sure that his 
friends and family were taken care of. 

A decorated marine receiving mul-
tiple citations and a role model in his 
community, Nickolas Daniels was, and 
will remain, a shining example of the 
best this country has to offer. 

We can never repay Nick or his fam-
ily for what they have given to this 
country, but his sacrifice will forever 
be remembered by those he fought to 
protect. 

As I thought about what to say 
today, I realized the inadequacy of 
words in any such effort. I was re-
minded that this feeling was shared by 
an American President who attempted 
to console a family that had lost five 
sons in battle during the Civil War, but 
he captured the essence of the loss as 
he wrote: 

‘‘I feel how weak and fruitless must 
be any word of mine which should at-
tempt to beguile you from the grief of 
a loss so overwhelming. But I cannot 
refrain from tendering you the consola-
tion that may be found in the thanks 
of the Republic they died to save. 
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‘‘I pray our Heavenly Father may as-

suage the anguish of your bereave-
ment, and leave you only the cherished 
memory of the loved and lost, and the 
solemn pride that must be yours to 
have laid so costly a sacrifice upon the 
altar of freedom. 

‘‘Yours, very sincerely and respect-
fully, Abraham Lincoln.’’ 

f 

SUPPORTING RIGHT-TO-CARRY 
LAWS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California (Mr. MCCLINTOCK) for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Speaker, 
today the House will consider H.R. 822, 
a long overdue measure to ensure that 
States recognize the concealed weap-
ons permits issued by other States. 

This very simple measure has un-
leashed a firestorm of protests from 
the political left. I noted one polemi-
cist, who obviously has not read the 
Constitution, wax eloquently of the 
constitutional violation of States’ 
rights enshrined in the 10th Amend-
ment. What nonsense. Article IV of the 
Constitution could not possibly be 
more clear: ‘‘Full faith and credit shall 
be given in each State to the public 
acts, records and judicial proceedings 
of every other State. And the Congress 
may, by general laws, prescribe the 
manner in which such acts, records, 
and proceedings shall be proved, and 
the effect thereof.’’ 

It is precisely this article that re-
quires one State to recognize driver’s 
licenses or birth certificates or arrest 
warrants issued by another State. 
Without it, we are not a Union but 
merely a loose confederation. 

Well, then we’re told this is dan-
gerous and risky to allow honest and 
law-abiding citizens to exercise their 
lawfully issued permits in other States. 
Upon what basis do they make this 
claim? Certainly not upon any empir-
ical data. 

The impact of right-to-carry laws, 
that is, laws that require the issuance 
of a concealed weapon permit to any 
law-abiding citizen, has been studied 
extensively, and the vast preponder-
ance find that crime rates have fallen 
in those States after they’ve adopted 
such laws. No credible study has ever 
found that the enactment of such laws 
has produced an increase in crimes or 
suicides or accidental deaths. 

Overall, States with right-to-carry 
laws have 22 percent lower violent 
crime rates, 30 percent lower murder 
rates, 46 percent lower robbery rates, 
and 12 percent lower aggravated as-
sault rates as compared to the rest of 
the country. Indeed, right-to-carry 
laws have been so successful that no 
State has ever rescinded one. 

So, if the left can’t make a rational 
case on constitutional grounds or on 
empirical grounds, what is the prob-
lem? I suspect it comes down to what 
Ronald Reagan once called this ir-
reconcilable conflict between those 

who believe in the sanctity of indi-
vidual freedom and those who believe 
in the supremacy of the State. 

Years ago, I had the honor to work 
for the legendary chief of the Los An-
geles Police Department, Ed Davis. 
During his 81⁄2 years as chief of the 
LAPD, crime dropped in Los Angeles 
even while, during the same period 
across the rest of the Nation, it was 
ballooning by more than 50 percent. 
Chief Davis founded Neighborhood 
Watch. He was an ardent opponent of 
laws that restrict ownership of fire-
arms by honest citizens. His successful 
philosophy was predicated on the prin-
ciple that, as he put it: ‘‘It’s not the re-
sponsibility of the police department 
to enforce the law. That is the job of 
every citizen. The police department is 
there to help.’’ 

b 1020 

As citizens, we’re an integral part of 
the laws that we enact. That doesn’t 
mean we act as vigilantes, but it does 
mean that each of us has an inalienable 
right to defend ourselves and our fami-
lies from violent predators with what-
ever force is necessary. And if we see a 
child being molested or a woman being 
robbed or an old man being beaten, we 
have a moral responsibility to inter-
vene to the extent that we can. 

A concealed weapon in the hands of 
honest and law-abiding citizens makes 
us all safer. Simply knowing that there 
are responsible citizens among us capa-
ble of responding with force is itself a 
powerful deterrent to crime. That’s the 
well-documented experience of every 
State with a right-to-carry law. But a 
society in which honest and law-abid-
ing citizens are disarmed by their gov-
ernment is a society in which the gun-
man is king. 

This is a truth that ought to be self- 
evident, but it is lost at the altar of 
the authoritarian left, which seems to 
concentrate all power in government at 
the expense of the people. Perhaps the 
best test of the self-evident nature of 
that truth is illustrated in a full-page 
newspaper ad I once saw that offered a 
cut-out sign, which in 150-point type 
said: ‘‘There are no guns in this 
house.’’ The caption under it asked, 
‘‘Would you post this sign in your front 
window?’’ 

f 

THE STOCK ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. WALZ) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to urge and implore my 
colleagues to support the STOCK Act, 
the Stop Trading on Congressional 
Knowledge Act, and I ask also that 
Speaker BOEHNER bring this bill to the 
floor for a vote immediately. 

On Sunday night on CBS, their news 
program ‘‘60 Minutes’’ highlighted the 
potential problem of insider trading on 
Capitol Hill. Unlike all other Ameri-
cans and investors, Members of Con-
gress and their staff are not held le-

gally responsible for profiting from 
nonpublic information they gain from 
their official position serving the pub-
lic. This is absolutely outrageous and 
strikes at the heart of the democracy. 

When I first came to Congress and 
sat down with the author of this bill 
originally, Congressman Baird, and he 
started explaining to me what this was 
about, I, as most Americans, was 
shocked to believe it wasn’t already a 
bill. Why would you allow the breach of 
trust of the American public to believe 
that their Member of Congress could 
potentially be trading on information 
to enrich themselves? It’s not the point 
of, is it happening? The point is if the 
potential lies there. 

At the heart of every relationship is 
trust. If the trust is violated, every-
thing that comes after that is a moot 
point. And this might be the greatest 
understatement ever: the American 
public is understandably frustrated 
with all the bickering and gridlock 
here. They don’t trust institutions, 
they don’t trust their banker, they 
don’t trust corporations, and they 
don’t trust Congress. If you thought we 
couldn’t go any lower than a 9 percent 
approval rating, just have the people 
who watch ‘‘60 Minutes’’ vote now and 
see where they’re at. 

This legislation is a very big step in 
the right direction. It’s about restoring 
the faith and trust in Congress and the 
work of democracy. Ronald Reagan was 
right. We’ve heard about President 
Reagan several times today. Trust but 
verify. That’s what this piece of legis-
lation is about. We want to work with 
Speaker BOEHNER and get this bill 
moving. And let me tell you, it’s very 
simple on what it does. The bill would 
prohibit insider trading on Capitol Hill. 
It will remove loopholes and any confu-
sion about what’s right, wrong, legal or 
illegal. No insider trading by Members 
of Congress and their staff, period. If 
you do it, you break the law and you 
will be held accountable. It’s common 
sense. 

The STOCK Act would prohibit Mem-
bers of Congress and Congressional 
staff from using nonpublic information 
obtained through their official duties 
for personal gain in the stocks in the 
commodities markets. It would also 
prohibit private individuals and firms 
who attempt to mine such information 
from public officials to use it for in-
sider trading. Specifically, the bill is 
simple and short and says this: It re-
quires that the SEC and the CFTC 
write rules that ban using congres-
sional, nonpublic information to make 
trades. It changes the House ethics 
rules to specifically ban Members and 
staff from using nonpublic information 
to make trades. It changes House dis-
closure rules to require Members and 
staff who already file financial disclo-
sures to disclose trades of $1,000 or 
more in a timely fashion, in addition to 
the annual disclosures. And it requires 
political intelligence firms to register 
like lobbyists. These are the people 
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who come to the Hill and use their con-
nections to talk to people, try and un-
derstand what piece of legislation is 
moving, what’s the potential for a po-
tential government contract, and then 
they go back and sell the information 
that’s given to investors. 

That breach of trust, that potential 
to undermine our financial systems, is 
a cancer on the system. It weighs on 
the American public’s trust of their fi-
nance, of corporations, of Congress and 
undermines the democracy. These peo-
ple can still come here but register just 
like lobbyists. 

Let’s make sure that transparency 
and the disinfectant of sunshine shines 
on this. There is no room in this insti-
tution for even the perception of 
wrongdoing. Every Member of Congress 
must be held to a higher standard. It 
doesn’t infringe upon their rights to le-
gally trade, it doesn’t infringe upon 
their rights—their American rights—to 
work hard, be smart, make good in-
vestments, and profit from that. What 
it does prohibit is an unfair playing 
field that penalizes those that play by 
the rules. And like so many of my col-
leagues and millions of middle class 
Americans, I myself am a public school 
teacher. I spent 24 years in the Na-
tional Guard. I tried to do what was 
right by my family and my neighbors. 
I tried to play by the rules, with the 
great understanding that the American 
Dream was you play by the rules, you 
work hard, and you will benefit from 
that. 

This piece of legislation ensures that 
the American people know that we, as 
their representatives in this sacred 
House of the people, are playing by the 
exact same rules, not worrying about 
enriching ourselves, not worrying 
about gaming the system, and making 
sure that their needs are put first. And 
as I said, it’s not whether it happens or 
not, it’s whether the perception is 
there. I urge my colleagues and Speak-
er BOEHNER, move this to the floor and 
let’s vote for it. 

f 

THE HOLOCAUST RAIL JUSTICE 
ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. TURNER) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TURNER of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, the tragedy of the Holocaust 
is etched deep within our minds. All of 
us have heard the stories of human ex-
periments, tortures, and mass execu-
tion. As the entrance to the Holocaust 
Museum here in Washington says, 
‘‘Never again,’’ and others have said, 
‘‘Never forget.’’ 

Sadly, we were provided with a pow-
erful reminder this past week in my 
district that anti-Semitism is very 
much in our midsts. Seventy-three 
years later to the day, the events of 
Kristallnacht, the ‘‘night of broken 
glass,’’ were replayed in my district. 
Cars were burned and anti-Semitic 
scrawlings left on property. 

Today we know the consequences of 
inaction. It was as true then as it is 

today. We know that hatred is out 
there, and we are all too familiar with 
its ability to spread like a cancer. Ten 
million people died at the hands of the 
Nazis, including 6 million Jews. This 
indiscriminate murder is beyond com-
prehension. It is unfathomable. And 
while Hitler and his Nazi henchmen co-
ordinated this horrific event, they were 
not alone, and others who aided, abet-
ted, and profited from this crime 
should be held accountable. 

This morning, I will be joining my 
colleague, ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, chair-
man of the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, who is holding a hearing on 
two important pieces of legislation 
which would make and hold account-
able those entities that aided in the 
Holocaust. The Holocaust Rail Justice 
Act would make the French-owned rail 
company, SNCF, which transported 
Jews in appalling conditions from 
France to Germany, liable for damages. 

I am proud to be a cosponsor of this 
bill. For a generation, Holocaust vic-
tims and survivors have been denied 
justice through a legal loophole bar-
ring lawsuits against sovereign enti-
ties. The rail company, SNCF, has hid-
den behind this legal veil as a way to 
escape liability, even though SNCF’s 
trains, tracks, and employees were 
used. 

There’s no excuse for any person or 
entity that played any role in the Hol-
ocaust. The Nuremberg trials made 
clear that it is not enough that ‘‘we 
were following orders.’’ It is not 
enough today to say that SNCF did not 
engineer the atrocities. SNCF facili-
tated it, and they should be held ac-
countable for their part. 

b 1030 

Chairman ROS-LEHTINEN has intro-
duced another measure which will en-
able Holocaust survivors and heirs and 
beneficiaries of Holocaust victims to 
obtain compensation for insurance 
policies which were taken by Nazi-run 
governments. This bill would provide a 
legal forum for victims to have their 
claims heard—which is small com-
pensation for the atrocities of the Hol-
ocaust—so that the words ‘‘never 
again’’ are more than just words. 

f 

NAMING NEW FEDERAL COURT-
HOUSE IN BUFFALO FOR ROBERT 
H. JACKSON 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. HIGGINS) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, on No-
vember 28 a new Federal courthouse 
will open in western New York. Lo-
cated on historic Niagara Square in 
Buffalo’s central business district, the 
10-story structure will be home to the 
United States Court for the Western 
District of New York. 

The striking profile of the court-
house is a reminder that Buffalo’s fu-
ture is connected to its unique archi-
tectural heritage. As we draw inspira-
tion for our future from this impressive 

building, I can think of no name more 
fitting to grace it than one from our 
past, that of western New York’s only 
Supreme Court Justice, Robert H. 
Jackson. 

Jackson was born and raised near 
Jamestown, New York. He spent the 
first 42 years of his life in western New 
York and for a time lived on Johnson 
Park, which is in the shadow of the 
new courthouse, and he practiced law 
at the historic Ellicott Square Building 
in downtown Buffalo. He was a promi-
nent local attorney, and in 1934, Presi-
dent Roosevelt called him to public 
service in Washington. 

After stints as Assistant Attorney 
General for Tax and Antitrust, Jackson 
was appointed U.S. Solicitor General. 
He personally argued more than 30 
cases before the Supreme Court on 
which he would later sit. Louis Bran-
deis, who was a Supreme Court Justice 
at the time, said of Jackson that he 
was so good he ‘‘should be Solicitor 
General for life.’’ But Jackson was 
soon tapped to head the Justice De-
partment as United States Attorney 
General. He was instrumental in help-
ing President Roosevelt formulate 
America’s national security policies as 
the United States headed toward inevi-
table involvement in World War II. 

In 1941 Roosevelt appointed Jackson 
to the United States Supreme Court. 
He remains to this day the only Su-
preme Court Justice from western New 
York. He served on the Court for 13 
terms and took part in several impor-
tant decisions, none bigger than the 
landmark Brown v. Board of Edu-
cation, which prohibited segregation. 

Justice Jackson was known on the 
Court for personally authoring 
thoughtful and compelling opinions. 
The leading constitutional scholar 
Laurence Tribe called Jackson ‘‘the 
most piercingly eloquent writer ever to 
serve on the United States Supreme 
Court.’’ 

In 1945 President Truman asked 
Jackson to take a leave from the Court 
to serve as the United States Chief 
Prosecutor at the International Mili-
tary Tribunal, the Nuremberg Trials. 
Jackson was the chief prosecutor of the 
Nazi war criminals and was responsible 
for achieving consensus among the al-
lies on the design and implementation 
of the trials. Some believe that the 
year Jackson spent away from the 
Court cost him a chance of being ele-
vated to Chief Justice, but Jackson ar-
gued that Nuremberg was the most im-
portant work of his life. 

True to his western New York roots, 
immediately upon returning from Eu-
rope, Jackson took a train to Buffalo 
to address the University of Buffalo’s 
centennial. He spoke eloquently of the 
subjects of war, international law, and 
the need for countries to work together 
for peace. 

Robert Jackson died in 1954 and is 
buried at Maple Grove Cemetery in 
Frewsburg, New York, not far from his 
childhood home. The Federal Judges 
and the United States Attorney of the 
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Western District of New York have en-
dorsed the naming of the courthouse in 
Jackson’s honor. Chief Judge William 
Skretny called him ‘‘the most distin-
guished jurist and most acclaimed 
legal mind to come out of the Western 
District.’’ And Senior Judge John 
Curtin said of Jackson, ‘‘I think we 
should pick someone from the court 
family in western New York. I can’t 
think of a better choice.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, Justice Jackson’s story 
is uniquely American and it’s uniquely 
western New York. I will soon intro-
duce legislation to name our new 
courthouse for Robert H. Jackson, and 
I invite my colleagues to join to sup-
port this effort. 

f 

KEYSTONE XL PIPELINE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. OLSON) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, before 
spending last weekend in Hawaii and 
now jetting off to Australia and Indo-
nesia, President Obama was criss-
crossing our country on his ‘‘We Can’t 
Wait’’ for Congress to act tour. Along 
the way, he found the time to issue Ex-
ecutive orders that circumvent the will 
of Congress. His justification for this 
end run around Congress? America 
can’t wait for Congress to act to create 
jobs. 

If our President was really interested 
in creating jobs, he would not have 
caved in to election-year politics, 
which was precisely what he did last 
Friday when he punted on approval of 
the proposed Keystone XL pipeline 
until well after next fall’s election. 

When completed, the Keystone XL 
pipeline will bring nearly 1 million bar-
rels of oil per day to the United States 
from Canada. Support for this pipeline 
is wide and varied, including major 
United States labor unions who under-
stand the project will create thousands 
of American jobs and reduce our reli-
ance on Middle Eastern oil. We will 
have greater energy security, which 
means greater national security. 
That’s a win-win-win-win for America. 

There is no dispute that building the 
pipeline will create 20,000 direct Amer-
ican construction jobs and spin off over 
100,000 indirect jobs in the good ‘ol 
USA. Unfortunately, the President is 
putting personal political needs before 
the needs of out-of-work Americans. He 
is blowing an opportunity to ensure a 
stable energy supply from a country 
that likes us while creating jobs right 
here in America. 

The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy and the State Department have 
spent extensive time reviewing the im-
pact of this pipeline. Early proposals 
were revised to address EPA and stake-
holder concerns. After years of study, a 
decision was supposed to be made this 
fall by President Obama. Apparently, it 
was a tough decision for our President. 
He had to choose between two groups 
within his political base—labor unions 
and jobs or environmental activists 
and no jobs. 

There are times when the American 
people expect leadership, leadership 
which requires making tough decisions. 
Regrettably, last Friday, our President 
caved in to environmental and Holly-
wood activists as they surrounded the 
White House in opposition to the Key-
stone pipeline. He chose to postpone a 
final decision on the Keystone XL pipe-
line until January 2013. His reason? 
The administration needed to consider 
alternative routes for the pipeline that 
avoided aquifers in Nebraska. 

But the saga doesn’t end there. Yes-
terday, TransCanada, the builder of the 
pipeline, directly addressed President 
Obama’s concerns by announcing they 
would reroute the pipeline to avoid the 
Nebraska aquifers. Problem solved. 
American people win; right? No. It 
took a few hours for the administra-
tion to announce that the goalposts 
were being moved again. Despite pro-
posing a solution to the President’s 
concerns, the administration an-
nounced that a final decision would not 
come until after the Presidential elec-
tion in 2012. The bottom line: Presi-
dential politics trumped what’s best for 
a nation struggling to recover from the 
worst recession in history. 

America needs a thoughtful leader 
who places the needs of country over 
politics. Canada has an abundance of 
energy they want to sell us, but they 
won’t wait forever, and China is a 
ready customer. Canadian Prime Min-
ister Harper recently indicated that 
with this unnecessary delay, Canada 
must increase its efforts to find a part-
ner to ensure it can supply energy out-
side the United States and into Asia in 
particular. 

This pipeline will help American 
families today. We need these jobs 
today. We need this pipeline today. 

b 1040 

The Chicago Bears need a punter. 
The American people need a leader. 
President Obama should be that leader 
and approve this pipeline today. 

f 

RESTORING OUR ECONOMY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California (Mr. SCHIFF) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, in the 
waning months of the Clinton adminis-
tration, Jason Seligman, a government 
economist, produced a memo for the 
White House that speculated on what 
the effects would be if the United 
States paid off its national debt by 
2012, as many were predicting at the 
time. 

The memo, which was obtained by 
NPR under the Freedom of Information 
Act, was never released publicly, and 
the events of the intervening years 
have rendered it nothing more than an 
historical curiosity, but its mere exist-
ence is both a stark reminder of what 
might have been, and an acknowledg-
ment that the great majority of the 
current debt was built up during the 
last administration. 

In late 2000 no one could have fore-
seen the 9/11 attacks or the wars that 
would follow. These certainly contrib-
uted to the red ink. But profligacy, 
poor strategic choices, and political po-
sitioning are the real drivers of our 
burgeoning budget, which was under $6 
trillion at the time of President Clin-
ton leaving office but is now nearly $15 
trillion. 

Add in a real estate bubble fueled by 
too easy credit and an economy that 
was no longer focused on creating and 
making things here in America, and 
the challenge facing us comes into 
even more clear focus. 

In one week, the bicameral super-
committee is due to present its plan to 
Congress to rein in our out-of-control 
finances and restore the responsible 
stewardship of our economy that pre-
vailed at the end of the Clinton admin-
istration, when government ran sur-
pluses for four straight years. A mere 
month after the supercommittee pre-
sents its plan, just before Christmas, 
we will either bless its work or face the 
real prospect of painful across-the- 
board cuts beginning in 2013. 

I have long supported a realistic ap-
proach and urged the supercommittee 
to go big and consider the full range of 
government spending in making cuts. 
However, I also know that we cannot 
put our fiscal house in order solely 
through spending cuts, and that the 
government is going to have to find a 
way to increase the revenue flowing 
into the Federal Treasury. 

While the choices we will confront in 
the next few weeks will be difficult, 
they’re only the beginning of a process 
that must result in a new economic 
paradigm that will guide Congress and 
the administration in the coming 
years, when we’ll be forced to adjust to 
a much more competitive global envi-
ronment even as we work to put the 
economic downturn of the past 3 years 
behind us. 

As the current wave of pessimism 
surrounding the work of the supercom-
mittee demonstrates, this will not be 
an easy task, nor will it be accom-
plished quickly. If we are to succeed, 
and success is an absolute imperative, I 
believe that we’ll need a new set of 
long-term strategies and policies to ac-
complish five principles. 

First, the U.S. is going to have to be-
come a manufacturer again. We should 
be proud that many of the world’s 
iconic consumer products, like Apple 
iPhones, for example, were designed 
and developed here. But much of the 
benefit to our economy is lost because 
these products are too often manufac-
tured overseas. American workers are 
not benefiting from the manufacture of 
Apple’s category-leading smartphone. 

We need to return to an economy 
where American workers are involved 
in the full life cycle of a product, from 
concept, through design and testing, 
and on to manufacture and marketing. 
To do that, I believe that we need to 
inject some certainty into our cor-
porate tax structure, as well as create 
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a regulatory structure that protects 
workers, consumers, and the environ-
ment, but not in a way that is arbi-
trary or capricious. 

Second, we need to ensure that small 
business remains the catalyst for the 
American economy. Capitalism, by its 
very nature, is highly competitive, and 
most new businesses fail. While govern-
ment cannot change that central truth 
about a market economy, we can foster 
a climate that makes it easier to suc-
ceed by ensuring access to capital, tar-
geted tax incentives, by creating a sup-
portive infrastructure, and devising a 
regulatory framework that offers 
American business the best chance of 
success. 

Third, we’re in a global war for tal-
ent, and we must reorient our immi-
gration structure to attract the most 
promising people from around the 
world. It is no longer a given that a 
young Indian or Chinese entrepreneur 
will want to move to the U.S. if given 
the chance. Combined with the dis-
quieting trend that American univer-
sities are not producing enough home-
grown talent in science, technology, 
engineering, and mathematics, we face 
a daunting challenge. In coming days, 
I’ll be introducing legislation that will 
make it easier for foreign-born grad-
uates in select STEM fields to stay in 
this country by starting a new business 
here and hiring American workers. 

Fourth, America cannot compete 
with the developing world in terms of 
wages, but a highly skilled work force, 
buttressed by a revitalized world class 
infrastructure that reduces the time 
and expense of getting goods to market 
and fosters innovation, will keep us 
competitive. That’s why I support in-
vestments in infrastructure and edu-
cation that will lay the groundwork for 
a newly competitive America while ad-
dressing the current unemployment 
problem acting as a drag on our econ-
omy. 

Working together on these objec-
tives, we can restore the middle class 
dream that hard work and persever-
ance will give the average American 
the chance to live comfortably. As 
President Clinton once observed, 
there’s nothing wrong with America 
that cannot be cured by what is right 
with America. 

f 

NATIONAL ADOPTION WEEK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BRADY) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
thank you for the time to talk about 
something near and dear to my heart, 
families. 

This week is National Adoption 
Week, and as adoptive parents of two 
wonderful boys, my wife, Cathy, and I 
know how blessed an adoptive family 
is. Will, our 13-year old, and Sean, who 
will tell you he’s almost 10, are the 
light of our lives. They’re the gifts that 
give our lives a purpose and a joy we 
never knew before. 

It’s a privilege for me to serve the 
people of the Eighth District of Texas, 
but it is my highest privilege to be 
called Dad because two women in two 
difficult circumstances in two different 
States made the difficult but life- 
changing choice to give Cathy and I 
the greatest gift of all, a family. 

This weekend marks the 12th annual 
National Adoption Day, where judges 
will open their courts for very special 
cases, and tens of thousands of children 
become a part of these forever families. 

In my home State of Texas, there are 
nearly 30,000 children in foster care, 
and half of them could be adopted to-
morrow. I hope that every American 
who has ever thought about sharing 
their blessings with a child thinks 
about these children who just want a 
seat at a Thanksgiving table they can 
call their own. 

I ask every American, do you have 
room for one more at your table? If 
just 1 in 500 of the Americans who were 
polled recently and said they’d be open 
to adopting a foster child did so, no fos-
ter child would only have dreams of a 
forever family; they would have that 
seat at the Thanksgiving Day table. 

Right now the average wait for a fos-
ter child to find a forever family is 
over 21⁄2 years. To a child, that seems 
like forever. And thousands age out of 
the system every year, never having 
found a home. In the greatest Nation 
on God’s green earth, we can do better 
by these kids, one by one, town by 
town. 

A loving, forever family and home 
not only makes a powerful difference 
in the lives of these children, I can 
promise you the joy and love you’ll get 
back will change your family. Being an 
adoptive parent is a gift. Every day is 
a present. The love you share comes 
back to you because adoptions make 
families. It made mine. Maybe it can 
make yours as well. 

f 

HOME BIRTH CONSENSUS SUMMIT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD) for 5 
minutes. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise to recognize an event of critical 
importance to all current and future 
childbearing families in this country. 

For 3 days in October, a national 
summit of maternity care stakeholders 
met in Warrenton, Virginia, to discuss 
the status of home birth within the 
greater context of maternity care in 
the United States. That meeting 
marked the first time a multidisci-
plinary group of maternity care pro-
viders, consumers, and industry leaders 
came together to determine what the 
U.S. maternity care system could do to 
make home birth the safest and most 
positive experience possible for moms 
and babies. 

Given the significant controversy 
over the appropriateness of home birth 
within the groups represented at the 
summit, the fact that this conversa-

tion took place at all is historic. The 
goal of the meeting was not to debate 
the rightness or wrongness of home 
birth, but rather to discuss the sup-
port, care, consultation, collaboration, 
and referrals necessary to protect 
moms and babies in all birth settings. 

According to CDC’s most recent fig-
ures, in 2008, approximately 28,500 
home births took place in the United 
States. While this number represents 
less than 1 percent of all births in our 
country, the last available statistics 
tell us that between 2004 and 2008, the 
number of women giving birth at home 
increased by 22 percent. 

b 1050 
Without compromising quality of 

care, women want and expect to have 
choices for childbirth, including birth 
setting. Women and families are ill- 
served when maternity care profes-
sionals allow conflict between dis-
ciplines to supersede collaboration. 
The safety of birth in all settings must 
be the utmost priority. 

The delegates who met in Virginia 
were charged with finding common 
ground to move the issue of safe home 
birth beyond professional differences 
and toward consensus building. The re-
sult of their effort was a consensus doc-
ument released on November 1 of this 
year. This important document sets 
out nine essential statements of agree-
ment about the ideal system to pro-
mote the safest and most positive birth 
outcomes across all birth settings. 

While I will be submitting the entire 
document into the RECORD, I want to 
highlight the following key points 
agreed upon by all of the delegates at 
the summit: 

First, all childbearing women in all 
maternity care settings should receive 
respectful, women-centered care, in-
cluding opportunities for shared deci-
sionmaking to help each woman make 
the choices that are right for her; 

Second, physiological birth is valu-
able for women, babies, families, and 
society, and appropriate intervention 
should be based on the best available 
evidence to achieve optimal outcomes 
for mothers and babies; 

Third, collaboration within an inte-
grated maternity care system is essen-
tial for optimal outcomes, and when 
necessary, all women and families 
planning a birth center or home birth 
have a right to a respectful, safe, and 
seamless consultation, referral, trans-
port, and transfer of care; 

Fourth, all health professionals who 
provide maternity care in all settings 
should have a license that is based on 
national certification that includes de-
fined competencies and standards for 
education and practice; and 

Fifth, in order to foster effective 
communication and collaboration 
across all maternity disciplines, all 
students and practitioners involved in 
maternity and newborn care must 
learn about each other’s disciplines and 
maternity care in all settings. 

Additionally, the consensus docu-
ment calls for medical liability system 
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reform, a compulsory process with col-
lection of patient data in all birth set-
tings, the elimination of disparities of 
care, and increased consumer partici-
pation. 

The Home Birth Consensus Summit 
document is an important first step in 
protecting and supporting all child-
bearing families across all birth set-
tings, but the discussion must not stop 
there. I encourage all professional or-
ganizations representing providers of 
maternity care and newborn care and 
all childbirth advocacy groups to af-
firm the consensus statement and com-
mit to working together toward its re-
alization. Mothers and babies in this 
country deserve nothing less. 

HOME BIRTH CONSENSUS SUMMIT 
OCTOBER 20–22, 2011 

COMMON GROUND STATEMENTS 
The following statements reflect the areas 

of consensus that were achieved by the indi-
viduals who participated in the Home Birth 
Consensus Summit at Airlie Center in 
Warrenton, Virginia, from October 20–22, 
2011. These statements do not represent the 
position of any organization or institution 
affiliated with those individuals. 

STATEMENT 1 
We uphold the autonomy of all child-

bearing women. All childbearing women, in 
all maternity care settings, should receive 
respectful, woman-centered care. This care 
should include opportunities for a shared de-
cision-making process to help each woman 
make the choices that are right for her. 
Shared decision making includes mutual 
sharing of information about benefits and 
harms of the range of care options, respect 
for the woman’s autonomy to make decisions 
in accordance with her values and pref-
erences, and freedom from coercion or pun-
ishment for her choices. 

STATEMENT 2 
We believe that collaboration within an in-

tegrated maternity care system is essential 
for optimal mother-baby outcomes. All 
women and families planning a home or 
birth center birth have a right to respectful, 
safe, and seamless consultation, referral, 
transport and transfer of care when nec-
essary. When ongoing inter-professional dia-
logue and cooperation occur, everyone bene-
fits. 

STATEMENT 3 
We are committed to an equitable mater-

nity care system without disparities in ac-
cess, delivery of care, or outcomes. This sys-
tem provides culturally appropriate and af-
fordable care in all settings, in a manner 
that is acceptable to all communities. 

We are committed to an equitable edu-
cational system without disparities in access 
to affordable, culturally appropriate, and ac-
ceptable maternity care provider education 
for all communities. 

STATEMENT 4 
It is our goal that all health professionals 

who provide maternity care in home and 
birth center settings have a license that is 
based on national certification that includes 
defined competencies and standards for edu-
cation and practice. 

We believe that guidelines should allow for 
independent practice, facilitate communica-
tion between providers and across care set-
tings, encourage professional responsibility 
and accountability, and include mechanisms 
for risk assessment. 

STATEMENT 5 
We believe that increased participation by 

consumers in multi-stakeholder initiatives 

is essential to improving maternity care, in-
cluding the development of high quality 
home birth services within an integrated ma-
ternity care system. 

STATEMENT 6 
Effective communication and collabora-

tion across all disciplines caring for mothers 
and babies are essential for optimal out-
comes across all settings. 

To achieve this, we believe that all health 
professional students and practitioners who 
are involved in maternity and newborn care 
must learn about each other’s disciplines, 
and about maternity and health care in all 
settings. 

STATEMENT 7 
We are committed to improving the cur-

rent medical liability system, which fails to 
justly serve society, families, and health 
care providers and contributes to: inad-
equate resources to support birth injured 
children and mothers; unsustainable health 
care and litigation costs paid by all; a hos-
tile health care work environment; inad-
equate access to home birth and birth center 
birth within an integrated health care sys-
tem; and, restricted choices in pregnancy 
and birth. 

STATEMENT 8 
We envision a compulsory process for the 

collection of patient (individual) level data 
on key process and outcome measures in all 
birth settings. These data would be linked to 
other data systems, used to inform quality 
improvement, and would thus enhance the 
evidence basis for care. 

STATEMENT 9 
We recognize and affirm the value of phys-

iologic birth for women, babies, families and 
society and the value of appropriate inter-
ventions based on the best available evidence 
to achieve optimal outcomes for mothers and 
babies. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO MEL HANCOCK 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to pay tribute to a great 
American who passed away last week, 
my friend, Mel Hancock. 

Mel served in this body from 1989 to 
1997. He could have easily been re-
elected, but he had pledged to serve 
only 8 years, and he kept his word. 

Mel served the people of southwest 
Missouri with great honor and distinc-
tion. He was one of the most down-to- 
earth people ever to sit in Congress, 
and I can assure everyone that Wash-
ington never changed Mel Hancock one 
bit. He was one of the most conserv-
ative Members here, and if everyone 
had voted as he did, we certainly would 
not be in the astounding hole we are in 
today. 

Mel was a very successful small busi-
ness man. Early in his career, he was a 
salesman for International Harvester 
and actually lived in my hometown of 
Knoxville for a year and a half in 1954 
and 1955. I told him once I was glad he 
moved back to Missouri so I could be in 
Congress. Of course, it was 33 years 
later when we both first ran. 

Mel was 59 when first elected and was 
the oldest freshman of those who were 
elected in 1988. All of the new Members 
very quickly grew to respect and look 
up to him. 

In Missouri, Mel had started a busi-
ness installing security cameras in 
banks. He started with very little, 
worked very long hours, and saw the 
American Dream come true in his own 
life. He saw that as government grew 
bigger and bigger, it took away more 
and more of our freedom and really 
hurt the middle class and those in 
small business. He believed that Big 
Government really helped only those 
who worked for the government and 
very wealthy Big Government contrac-
tors. 

So he took on the establishment in 
Missouri with what came to be called 
the ‘‘Hancock Amendment.’’ This was 
an amendment to limit property taxes, 
and he really just started out as one 
man taking on the government and its 
contractors. But he won, and Missouri 
was a better place for it. The people 
had more control over their own 
money. 

One quick story. I doubt that Mel 
hardly ever went to a movie, but one 
night he and I were invited to the 
world premier of ‘‘Air Force One,’’ a 
movie starring Harrison Ford. It was a 
Hollywood-type opening with bright 
lights and a long red carpet. Most peo-
ple came in tuxedos and long dresses, 
many in limousines. At that time, be-
cause I did not drive long distances in 
Washington, I drove a very cheap choc-
olate brown K-car that I had bought 
used from a rental company. The pas-
senger door made a horrible, very loud 
sound when it opened. I do not believe 
I ever saw Mel laugh as hard as when 
the attendant opened his door of that 
little brown car, making the loud 
noise, so Mel and I could walk in our 
very ordinary suits down that long red 
carpet. He loved the fact that we were 
among the very few who had not come 
in tuxedos and limousines. 

There’s an old saying about ‘‘being 
country before country was cool.’’ That 
was Mel. Mel was possibly the first Tea 
Party person in the best sense of those 
words many years before there was the 
Tea Party of today. Mel ran for Con-
gress on the slogan of ‘‘Give ’em Mel.’’ 
When he won, he became a gift to this 
Nation and to his people. 

Mel was assigned to the very pres-
tigious Ways and Means Committee. 
Most former members of that com-
mittee become lobbyists or highly paid 
consultants. But it was no surprise to 
me that, when he left, he went home to 
be with his family and the people of 
Missouri and never came back. He was 
a kind, honest, hardworking American 
who helped thousands of people. 

Mel Hancock loved his wife, Shug, 
and his children, and he loved his coun-
try. He made this Nation a better place 
by all that he did in his good life. 

f 

HIRING HEROES ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. AL GREEN) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, America continues to be the land of 
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the free because America continues to 
be the home of the brave. I think it 
most appropriate that this House take 
up legislation today that will include 
the Hiring Heroes Act. 

This legislation is exceedingly impor-
tant because our brave heroes, our 
troops, go to distant places, and they 
risk their limbs and their lives to pro-
tect great and noble American ideals. 
They do not ask why. When the clarion 
call comes, they respond by going to 
their various assignments and doing 
their jobs. 

When they leave home, they many 
times will leave home a wife that is 
with child. Many of their children are 
born while they are in distant places 
protecting our great and noble Amer-
ican ideals. They will leave behind 
them children who are about to take 
their first steps. They never get to see 
the first step or hear the first words 
spoken. 

When a troop goes to war, that troop 
has that family with him or her. A 
family goes to war, not directly, but al-
ways indirectly, with the troop that 
goes to war. 

And they do their jobs. They have 
done their jobs in Afghanistan. They 
have done their jobs in Iraq. And they 
will continue to do their jobs. 

But it is sad to note that of those 
veterans who have done their jobs in 
Iraq and Afghanistan, 12.1 percent of 
them are unemployed. This is not a 
partisan issue. This issue transcends 
the lines that generally separate us. If 
they can go to distant places and risk 
their limbs and their lives for us to do 
their jobs for us, we have to provide 
jobs for them when they come home. 

This is about doing the right thing 
for people who answer the clarion call 
to serve without reservation or equivo-
cation. They merit jobs when they 
come home. This is why I’m proud that 
this House will take up legislation that 
will accord tax credits to businesses 
that hire our veterans. 

b 1100 

If a business hires a veteran who has 
been unemployed for 4 weeks, there is a 
$2,400 tax credit available. If that vet-
eran has been unemployed for 6 
months, there is a $5,600 tax credit 
that’s available. If the unemployed vet-
eran has been unemployed for 6 months 
and has a service-connected disability, 
there is a $9,600 tax credit available to 
the business. 

This is the business of America: put-
ting our veterans to work. 

This piece of legislation merits our 
consideration for other reasons as well. 
The legislation will allow approxi-
mately 100,000 veterans of wars of other 
eras to be helped with job training and 
other programs. This piece of legisla-
tion is the least a grateful nation can 
do for those who answer the clarion 
call to serve in distant places. 

I am honored to say I will vote for 
the legislation. I believe in our coun-
try. I believe in the American service 
people—the troops that go to distant 

places. I want to make sure that they 
have every opportunity to recapture 
what they lost when they left their 
homes, left their jobs for years on end. 
If they can leave their jobs here and 
make sacrifices for us, we’ve got to 
make sacrifices here so that they can 
have jobs when they return home. 
America will continue to be the land of 
the free as long as we continue to make 
sure that we have jobs for those who 
are brave enough to serve us in distant 
places. 

God bless America and God bless our 
troops. 

f 

JUDGE RUSTY LADD 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. NEUGEBAUER) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to honor and remember the 
Honorable Judge Rusty Ladd—a great 
man, a tireless public servant, and an 
advocate for the homeless. 

Larry Brown ‘‘Rusty’’ Ladd passed 
away Friday, September 30, 2011, and 
he will be missed by all who knew him. 
I was privileged to know Judge Ladd, 
and I know the legacy he leaves behind 
will not soon be forgotten by his fam-
ily, his friends, or his community, and 
especially Irene and the children. 

Rusty was born in Breckenridge, 
Texas, on August 8, 1952, as the oldest 
son of a cotton ginner. He graduated 
from Lubbock Christian College in 1975 
with a degree in Biblical Studies, and 
joined the police force in 1977. In 1988, 
he graduated from Texas Tech Law 
School and started his own practice as 
a defense attorney in Dallas. He then 
moved back to West Texas as a pros-
ecutor in Amarillo and Plainview. In 
1996, he continued his practice in Lub-
bock as assistant and then deputy dis-
trict attorney at the Lubbock County 
District Attorney’s Office. In 1999, 
Rusty assumed the judge’s bench of the 
Lubbock County Court-at-Law No. 1. 

When he took the bench, he said, 
‘‘I’m a new judge, and in taking the 
bench, I’m going to be able to fulfill 
my oath to defend the laws of the State 
in an absolutely fair and impartial 
way.’’ He was true to his word—serving 
fairly and impartially, compassionate 
when possible and firm when necessary. 

Rusty showed kindness not only in 
the courtroom but also on the streets 
of Lubbock. He opened his heart to the 
homeless in the Lubbock community, 
serving on the homeless committee of 
the Lubbock City Council since 2010 
and volunteering through Carpenter’s 
Church. Rusty dedicated his time and 
effort to serving the poor and the 
marginalized. 

‘‘The thing a homeless person misses 
the most is not food or shelter,’’ Ladd 
said. ‘‘It’s a genuine relationship with 
somebody that’s got a stable life going 
on.’’ His Christ-like attitude toward 
the poor is inspiring, and I hope and 
pray that we can continue the selfless 
acts that he initiated. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in ex-
tending my sincere thanks to Judge 

Rusty Ladd for leaving this world a 
better place than he found it. I am 
truly honored to recognize his accom-
plishments. He will certainly be 
missed, but he will never be forgotten 
by those who knew him and were 
touched by his life. 

f 

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT 
COMPENSATION EXTENSION ACT 
OF 2011 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY) for 5 minutes. 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to express my strong support for 
the Emergency Unemployment Com-
pensation Extension Act of 2011. 

This legislation will extend unem-
ployment insurance one additional 
year, preventing 6 million people 
across our Nation, as well as thousands 
of Nevadans, from losing their unem-
ployment benefits. 

This is especially important in my 
home State of Nevada, which continues 
to struggle with the highest unemploy-
ment rate in the Nation. Nevada’s un-
employed need good-paying jobs that 
can’t be shipped overseas. That’s why 
I’m focused like a laser on creating 
clean energy jobs and cracking down 
on the Chinese Government’s unfair 
trade practices that are cheating Ne-
vadans out of thousands of good-paying 
jobs. 

But Nevadans also need relief in their 
job search. What they don’t need is 
name-calling. Unfortunately, that’s 
what they’re getting in Washington. In 
fact, one of our Representatives had 
the nerve to suggest that unemploy-
ment insurance is creating a Nation of 
hobos. Hobos? Mr. Speaker, no one 
wants to be unemployed. No one wants 
to be out of work. No one wants to be 
called a hobo. 

No one has ever come up to me and 
said, SHELLEY, Congresswoman, I love 
being unemployed. Life on unemploy-
ment is such a picnic. 

No, they’re not saying that. They 
say, SHELLEY, Congresswoman, I want 
a job. Find me a job. I want to work so 
I can take care of my family. 

Mr. Speaker, Nevada’s unemployed 
are not hobos. They’re unemployed 
through no fault of their own, and 
they’re desperate—desperate—to find a 
job. They can’t afford not to work, and 
they can’t afford the kind of elitist and 
insulting attitude representing them in 
Congress. They need all of us in the 
House and the Senate working day and 
night to fix our economy and to put 
people back to work. They don’t have 
time for ideological battles about kill-
ing Medicare by turning it over to pri-
vate insurance companies. They don’t 
have time for vote after vote pro-
tecting taxpayer giveaways to big oil 
companies. 

It’s time to get serious about cre-
ating jobs, and it’s time we get serious 
about extending critical unemploy-
ment insurance for families in Nevada 
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and across our Nation. I ask my col-
leagues to join me in support of this 
much-needed bill. 

f 

GENERAL ELECTRIC 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. WOLF) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WOLF. ‘‘General Electric, the 
Nation’s largest corporation, had a 
very good year in 2010.’’ 

These were the opening words of a 
March 24 New York Times article. The 
article continued to explain that GE 
paid zero taxes in the U.S. in 2010. 
Meanwhile, the Congressional Research 
Service found that the October 2008 
issue of China Taxation magazine pub-
lished top corporate taxpayers in the 
commercial services sector. The Bei-
jing subsidiary of GE was No. 32. 

While we don’t yet have the data re-
garding GE’s tax payments in China for 
2010, it is noteworthy that GE, an 
American company, paid no Federal 
taxes in its home country last year 
while being honored for being a signifi-
cant source of tax revenue to China— 
China with its horrific human rights 
abuses, persecution of people of faith, 
censorship of the press, 
cyberespionage, support of rogue re-
gimes—like President Bashir of Sudan, 
where there is genocide taking place— 
and its increasingly aggressive mili-
tary posture. 

This should give the Congress pause. 
It is particularly alarming in the 

midst of economic troubles at home, 
but my concern does not end there. 

U.S. companies like GE are increas-
ingly sending American jobs to China. 
General Electric’s health care unit re-
cently announced it was moving the 
headquarters of its 115-year-old x-ray 
business from Wisconsin to Beijing. 
Ironically, the head of President 
Obama’s Council on Jobs and Competi-
tiveness is GE chairman Jeffrey 
Immelt. Meanwhile, half of GE’s work-
force is overseas. He is creating jobs, 
but he is creating jobs in China. 

In addition to national security 
ramifications, GE’s posture toward 
China has economic implications here 
at home. 

b 1110 
This week I wrote Defense Secretary 

Leon Panetta, urging him to conduct a 
national security review of the re-
cently announced joint venture be-
tween General Electric, GE, and the 
Chinese firm AVIC to develop avionics 
systems for jets. This partnership is 
troubling for a number of reasons, in-
cluding the rapid advances in Chinese 
aeronautics and space programs and 
the unprecedented Chinese threat from 
cyberattacks and espionage. Yet ac-
cording to an August Washington Post 
article, GE has dismissed concerns 
about providing the People’s Libera-
tion Army with advanced avionics 
technology. Lorraine Bolsinger, chief 
executive of GE Aviation Systems, 
said, ‘‘We are all in, and we don’t want 
it back.’’ 

Wow. Is this true? They don’t want it 
back? They want to give technology to 
the People’s Liberation Army? State-
ments like this fail to acknowledge re-
ality. 

According to a November 4 article 
from The Washington Post, the admin-
istration’s Office of the National Coun-
terintelligence Executive has issued a 
warning that, ‘‘Chinese actors are the 
world’s most active and persistent per-
petrators of economic espionage.’’ 

Prolific Chinese espionage is having 
a real and corrosive effect on job cre-
ation. Given the breadth and scope of 
this espionage, which is well docu-
mented by the U.S. intelligence com-
munity, GE’s public assertion that 
they will be able to fully protect sen-
sitive technology lacks credibility. 
Should the GE-AVIC joint venture pro-
ceed, there is no question that the sen-
sitive technology involved will be com-
pletely compromised by the People’s 
Liberation Army. 

GE has a proud tradition as an Amer-
ican company, and it’s past time for 
companies like GE to bring the jobs 
back to America. To date, there have 
been no plans from this administration 
to do just that; but when the House 
takes up the mini-bus appropriations 
bill later this week, that will change. 
I’ve worked to include provisions to 
help bring back manufacturing jobs to 
the U.S. from China and other coun-
tries. This can help State and local 
governments better compete for these 
jobs. 

American workers are among the 
most skilled in the world. American in-
genuity is our greatest strength. We 
can and must compete. It is time to 
bring the jobs home. 

f 

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. MCCAUL) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MCCAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the balanced budg-
et amendment to the Constitution. 

Our debt burden in this country is so 
heavy, it is no longer simply a finan-
cial issue; it is a moral issue. We have 
spent and spent, racking up astronom-
ical debt that will dampen the Amer-
ican Dream for our children and grand-
children. If we continue on this path, 
we will guarantee that future genera-
tions will have unsustainable tax bur-
dens, monstrous inefficient bureauc-
racies, and a lifestyle so diminished 
that it will no longer resemble the 
America that we all know and love. 

That is not what our Founding Fa-
thers had in mind when they formed 
this great Nation. In fact, in 1798, 
Thomas Jefferson wrote, ‘‘I wish it 
were possible to obtain a single amend-
ment to our Constitution. I mean an 
additional article taking from the Fed-
eral Government the power of bor-
rowing.’’ Thomas Jefferson could never 
in his wildest dreams have imagined 
that our debt would one day top $14 
trillion, threatening our very way of 

life. And unfortunately, this is a prob-
lem that only gets worse—every year 
that we produce a budget, our spending 
grows. 

Ronald Reagan had it right when he 
said, ‘‘No government ever voluntarily 
reduces itself in size. A government 
program is the nearest thing on Earth 
we’ll ever see to eternal life.’’ And that 
was back in the 1980s when our debt 
was a fraction of what it is now. 

Our debt has grown so out of control 
that it not only saddles future genera-
tions with our irresponsibility, but it 
poses a national security threat to our 
country today. Former chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Mike 
Mullen, recently stated that our in-
creasing debt is the biggest threat we 
have to our national security. We are 
playing with fire. And it is time to 
stop, and it is time to do the right 
thing. 

Not only do 49 States have balanced 
budget amendments, but Americans all 
across the country have to balance 
their household budgets. It is time for 
Congress to do the same and balance 
America’s checkbook. 

Some of our friends on the other side 
of the aisle agree. In a recent letter to 
House Members, the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) asked his col-
leagues to buck their leadership and 
vote for the balanced budget amend-
ment. He said, going against it is a 
‘‘strategic mistake,’’ and I agree. His 
party’s leadership evidently disagrees. 
And a recent headline in USA Today 
says it all: ‘‘House Dems will Block 
Balanced Budget Amendment.’’ Unfor-
tunately, they will be on the wrong 
side of history. 

It is time for us to take a stand and 
do the right thing. Let’s stand on the 
side of our children and our grand-
children and on the side of Jefferson 
and Reagan and with those who believe 
that the safety and security of our 
country should come before our short- 
term, insatiable appetite for ever-in-
creasing government spending. The 
time is now. Let’s support the balanced 
budget amendment and put an end to 
the fiscal insanity that threatens this 
great country. 

f 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until noon 
today. 

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 15 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until noon. 

f 

b 1200 

AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the House 

was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mrs. MILLER of Michigan) at 
noon. 

f 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 

J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 
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God of all the universe, we give You 

thanks for giving us another day. 
On this day we are mindful of our 

shared inheritance from a great ances-
tor of faith, who was called by You to 
leave his home and go to a place he 
would be shown by You. 

Bless the Members of this people’s 
House and their Senate colleagues, who 
honor our pioneers of space exploration 
this day with the Congressional Gold 
Medal. We thank You for the spirit of 
exploration that You have placed with-
in us, and which our great Nation and, 
most especially, some of our most he-
roic citizens have utilized to expand 
the horizons of human longing and pos-
sibility through space travel. 

In these difficult times in our his-
tory, most notably for our fellow citi-
zens struggling to make ends meet, 
may the Members of this House imag-
ine solutions that might seem to be as 
unreachable as the Moon once was 
thought to be and work together to ob-
tain the common goal of a working and 
prosperous America. 

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

Amen. 
f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House her approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
WALBERG) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. WALBERG led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows: 

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

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain up to 20 requests 
for 1-minute speeches on each side of 
the aisle. 

f 

WE MUST CUT GOVERNMENT 
SPENDING NOW 

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

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 
Madam Speaker, according to the De-
partment of the Treasury, as of Novem-
ber 14, 2011, the national debt had 
reached $14.973 trillion, and will reach 
$15 trillion in the coming days. This is 
an economic threat to American fami-
lies. 

Since the President took office in 
2009, the deficit has increased by a 

record $4.3 trillion. In order to protect 
America’s future, we must be serious 
about cutting runaway spending, and 
we must act now to promote small 
businesses to create jobs. 

House Republicans have sent to the 
Senate for consideration nearly 90 bills 
to encourage jobs. This legislation 
dealt directly with limiting spending, 
terminating failing housing programs, 
and encouraging job growth and job 
creation. It’s time for the liberals in 
the Senate and the President to do the 
same. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September the 
11th in the global war on terrorism. 
Our sympathy to the family of Steve 
Kodman, assistant solicitor of Aiken, 
Barnwell, and Bamberg. 

f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3010 

Mr. BACA. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to remove my 
name as a cosponsor of H.R. 3010. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE 
MONTH 

(Mr. BACA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BACA. Madam Speaker, I rise to 
honor the contributions of America’s 
first people in recognition of Native 
American Heritage Month. Throughout 
history, Native Americans have made 
countless advances for our Nation and 
our society and our culture. 

The constitutional separation of pow-
ers we have in our government is based 
on the structure of the Iroquois nation. 
Jim Thorpe brought home two Olympic 
gold medals in 1912. Navajo code-talk-
ers helped us win the Pacific campaign 
in World War II. Ira Hayes became a 
national hero, raising the flag at Iwo 
Jima. Jim Plunkett is one of only four 
men to win both the Heisman Trophy 
and the Super Bowl MVP award. 

As a Member of Congress, I’ve intro-
duced a bill to establish Native Amer-
ican Day in California. And in 2009 I in-
troduced legislation signed by Presi-
dent Obama designating the Friday 
after Thanksgiving as Native American 
Heritage Day. 

We must never take for granted the 
rich history and culture of our first 
Americans. This November, I encour-
age everyone to honor the contribu-
tions of our tribal communities and 
recognize Native American Heritage 
Month. 

f 

BACK-DOOR REGULATION 

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

Mr. WALBERG. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to express my opposition to 

the new guidelines from the adminis-
tration that restrict marketing certain 
food and beverage products toward 
children. Instead of principles, these 
guidelines should be treated as what 
they really are: unnecessary regula-
tions. 

As introduced by the administration, 
these rules falsely claim to be vol-
untary. For the first time in our Na-
tion’s history, the food and beverage 
industry and advertising businesses 
will be forced to completely alter the 
way they promote even their healthiest 
products. 

Great Michigan companies like 
Kellogg’s, that already make nutri-
tious products, will be harshly affected. 
Stripping Tony the Tiger off the cereal 
boxes isn’t going to make children 
healthier. What it will do is tack on 
another burdensome regulation for 
Kellogg’s and other companies to deal 
with, destroy an American icon, and 
cost jobs. 

Guidelines with this type of power 
should not circumvent the normal rule-
making process, including review by 
the OMB. These guidelines should be 
withdrawn immediately by the admin-
istration. 

f 

EXTEND UNEMPLOYMENT 
INSURANCE 

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

Mr. STARK. Madam Speaker, last 
year unemployment insurance kept 
over 3 million people, including 1 mil-
lion kids, out of poverty. These bene-
fits are due to expire, and without an 
extension, more than 300,000 Califor-
nians will lose this lifeline. 

Extending unemployment insurance 
is the smart thing to do. It creates 
jobs. People spend their benefits, they 
buy gasoline, groceries, put people to 
work in the communities, send their 
kids to school. 

People scraping by on unemployment 
aren’t looking for a handout. These are 
people who have been working for a 
long time. They are employable. There 
just aren’t jobs, and they’re out there 
looking to find one. We should help 
them. They’re not looking for a hand-
out, they’re looking for a hand up. 

Are we going to tell them we had 
money for wars and bank bailouts, tax 
cuts for millionaires, and not for work-
ers? I don’t think so. 

A constituent frustrated at the grid-
lock in Congress wrote, ‘‘America, 
wake up before it’s too late. Our polit-
ical system doesn’t work.’’ 

Let’s all work together and prove 
this constituent of mine wrong. 

f 

SEND SURPLUS MILITARY 
EQUIPMENT TO BORDER 

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, 
in the vast, wide open, rugged, desolate 
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hinterland, southern border regions be-
tween the safer legal ports of entry, 
the cartels smuggle people and drugs 
into the United States. State and local 
officials do what they can to help the 
Feds protect these areas, but they are 
simply outmanned and out-equipped. 

Madam Speaker, the Border Patrol 
needs help from local officials. Millions 
of pieces of equipment will soon return 
from Iraq. This includes UAVs that 
could be used as eyes in the sky for the 
border defenders. This equipment could 
fill in the massive gaps in surveillance 
of remote areas of the border. 

I’ve introduced the SEND Act that 
would send UAVs, HUMVEES, and 
night surveillance equipment to our 
border governments. Washington could 
partner with border States to protect 
America. Sending surplus military 
equipment to the southern border will 
give Americans a return on their in-
vestment by enhancing our national se-
curity. 

The American people have invested 
billions of dollars in equipment used to 
secure Iraq. Now it’s time to use this 
same equipment to secure the United 
States. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
f 

b 1210 

HIRING OUR VETERANS 

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

Ms. SCHWARTZ. As a daughter of a 
Korean war veteran, I firmly believe 
that we have a responsibility to better 
insure that our Nation’s veterans find 
work when they return home. 

To me, veterans, especially post-9/11, 
are struggling to find employment. We 
can and must do better. Last week, I 
introduced the Hiring Our Veterans 
Act to strengthen current law that I 
introduced and championed success-
fully in 2007 and again in 2009, which 
provided a tax credit to employers to 
hire unemployed veterans. 

Today, the House of Representatives, 
in a bipartisan way, will pass legisla-
tion that builds on this effort and ex-
pands job opportunities for our vet-
erans. It will expand the maximum tax 
credit available to employers who will 
hire disabled veterans who have been 
unemployed for 6 months, and it 
strengthens the hiring tax credit to 
benefit both short-term and long-term 
unemployed veterans. 

This is a huge victory for our brave 
men and women and their families who 
have sacrificed so much for our Nation 
and our freedom. And as we wind down 
two wars, it is our duty and our honor 
to support our veterans and better in-
sure that they have good, stable jobs 
when they return to home. 

f 

MCKEE FOODS 

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

Mr. WOMACK. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to honor McKee Foods, a com-
pany in my district best known for its 
Little Debbie snack cakes. 

McKee Foods is a role model for com-
panies across the country. It is a com-
pany committed to excellence—excel-
lence in customer service, excellence in 
the treatment of its employees, and ex-
cellence in finding a better way, which, 
by the way, is McKee’s motto. 

In 1982, the company built a plant in 
Gentry, Arkansas. Today, the plant is 
the lifeblood of the community. It em-
ploys more than 1,500 people who take 
pride in their work, who are loyal to 
their company, and who believe in 
service to their community. 

McKee has been best known for de-
veloping innovative processes to im-
prove its operations and become a bet-
ter corporate citizen. That’s why the 
company’s recent announcement that 
its Gentry plant produces zero landfill 
waste comes as no surprise. 

Two years ago, McKee’s plant man-
agement team and employees came to-
gether and challenged themselves to be 
better stewards of the environment by 
producing zero landfill waste. True to 
form, the plant teamed up with local 
recycling companies and put in place 
new processes to achieve this goal. 

Madam Speaker, I congratulate 
McKee Foods for its accomplishment. 
It is a tribute to the dedication of the 
company’s leadership and its employ-
ees. 

f 

JULIE MICHELSON 

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

Mr. CICILLINE. I rise today to honor 
Rhode Island’s former attorney gen-
eral, Julius Michelson. Julie passed 
away at his home this past Saturday. 

Julie Michaelson was a brilliant and 
caring man, deeply committed to so-
cial justice and equality. He was an ac-
complished lawyer and a distinguished 
public servant who served our country 
both abroad and at home. 

Julie was a first lieutenant in the 
Army in World War II. A passionate de-
fender of justice, he also served as gen-
eral counselor to the Rhode Island 
AFL–CIO, a State senator in Rhode Is-
land, and State attorney general. 

Julie is credited with playing a key 
role in the passage of our State’s fair 
housing law, which prohibits discrimi-
nation in access to housing. 

I had the pleasure of knowing Julie 
as a friend, a colleague, and a neighbor. 
His role in the community and his 
commitment to justice was unmatched. 
He made the world a better place. 

I offer my sincere condolences to 
Rita and the entire Michelson family. 
Julie Michelson will be greatly missed. 

f 

KEYSTONE XL PIPELINE 

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, this is a 
tale of two jobs programs. 

In the first, the government moves to 
put $500 million in loans in a private 
company. These loans are supposed to 
build a factory and create what the 
Vice President calls permanent jobs. 
The President tours their facilities, the 
Secretary of Energy lauds the com-
pany, top White House officials show 
an interest in the project, OMB worries 
are overruled, and the money is handed 
out. A year later, the company is bank-
rupt and all of the government money 
is lost. 

In the second tale, a private company 
wants to build a pipeline that would 
create 20,000 jobs directly and a hun-
dred thousand jobs indirectly. They 
don’t need a single dime of government 
money. In fact, they’re paying the bill 
for significant government environ-
mental reviews of the project. Even 
though their project is declared safe by 
the State Department, they’re ordered 
to perform another year of environ-
mental studies. 

Solyndra and Keystone XL—we have 
a White House that is eager to waste 
the public’s money on one failing com-
pany but stands in the way of another 
company who doesn’t need a dollar 
from the American taxpayer. Go figure. 

f 

EXTEND UNEMPLOYMENT 
INSURANCE 

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

Mr. LEVIN. More than 400 unem-
ployed Americans have shared their 
story with us in the last 2 weeks. Here 
they are. They illustrate in no uncer-
tain terms the urgent need for Con-
gress to extend Federal unemployment 
insurance through 2012. Without ac-
tion, 2 million Americans will lose 
their benefits by February, as shown in 
this chart. Two million Americans like 
Phil from Clinton Township. He wrote 
to us with a resolve common among 
the stories that we’ve received, and I 
quote: 

‘‘I am by no means unintelligent. I 
am by no means lazy. And I am by no 
means giving up. Without unemploy-
ment benefits, I will not be able to pay 
my bills (including my cell phone so I 
may receive calls from potential em-
ployers) and finding something to eat 
will become increasingly difficult.’’ 

Congress has never allowed the Fed-
eral program to expire with the unem-
ployment rate as high as it remains 
today, and we must not start now. We 
must act now. 

f 

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 

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

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today to ask the Amer-
ican people to let their voice be heard. 
Our crushing national debt and our 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 04:28 Nov 17, 2011 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K16NO7.044 H16NOPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
6T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7640 November 16, 2011 
out-of-control spending is something 
that has been made aware of for so 
many, but it is time to do something 
about it. 

As part of the House Republican plan 
for America’s job creators, we have a 
stated goal: to pay down America’s 
unsustainable debt burden and start 
living within our means. 

Madam Speaker, when I served in the 
Michigan Legislature, we had to live 
under that same requirement of a bal-
anced budget according to the Michi-
gan Constitution. It made for some 
very, very difficult decisions. 

But you know what, Madam Speak-
er? The American people are not only 
ready, they are asking for this reason-
able step to be made for us to insert 
this balanced budget amendment into 
the United States Constitution as well. 
They need to do it in their own lives. 
It’s time government do it as well with 
theirs. 

Living within our means is a require-
ment in their lives. It is a requirement 
for a vast majority of the State govern-
ments. It’s time that the Federal Gov-
ernment do that as well. 

It’s time for your voice to be heard. 
And, frankly, Madam Speaker, it’s 
time for the American people to hold 
accountable those who will not listen. 

f 

VETERANS AND JOBS 
(Mrs. CAPPS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Mrs. CAPPS. Last week we cele-
brated Veterans Day, a time to remem-
ber those who have served our country 
and their families. As a nation, we 
must live up to our obligations and re-
sponsibilities to care for our service-
men and -women from the moment 
they join up and throughout their 
lives. And we have done this through 
the post-9/11 GI Bill and our efforts to 
strengthen TRICARE. 

But now, with over 12 percent unem-
ployment for veterans, there’s so much 
more we must do. And that’s why I sup-
port the putting veterans to work tax 
credit for hiring veterans and wounded 
warriors that will be on the floor 
today, and it’s why I introduced my 
own legislation to help our military 
medics transition into civilian EMT 
jobs so that they can continue their 
service here at home. 

Our commitment to our men and 
women in uniform doesn’t end when 
they return. It lasts a lifetime. I urge 
my colleagues to support these bills so 
we can fulfill our commitment. 

f 

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 
(Mr. ROE of Tennessee asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Madam 
Speaker, this week we will take what I 
believe is one of the most important 
votes we will ever cast in the U.S. Con-
gress on adding a balanced budget 
amendment to the U.S. Constitution. 

With our national debt approaching 
$15 trillion—more than $47,900 for every 
man, woman, and child in this Nation— 
it’s time to get serious about spending. 
That’s why we must succeed where 
other Congresses have failed and send 
this amendment to the States for rati-
fication. According to the CBO, the 
budget submitted by the President ear-
lier this year would, at no time over 
the next 10 years, bring the annual def-
icit below $748 billion. 

This balanced budget amendment 
would require Washington to live with-
in its means just exactly like families 
do, cities, counties, States do every 
day. It simply says that spending can-
not exceed revenues unless three-fifths 
of each Chamber approves. 

Forty-eight States, including my 
home State of Tennessee, already have 
a balanced budget amendment. This is 
just common sense. I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment and 
the principles that it represents: Spend 
less than you take in. 

f 

LOCAL FARMS, FOOD, AND JOBS 
ACT 

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

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Madam 
Speaker, when I moved to Maine 40 
years ago and started a little organic 
farm, growing and selling healthy food 
locally was out of the mainstream. It 
was something that the back-to-the- 
land crowd was into, but here in Wash-
ington the government was pushing 
farmers to, in the words of Agriculture 
Secretary Earl Butz, ‘‘Get big or get 
out.’’ 

It turns out that kind of thinking 
wasn’t good for family farms, it wasn’t 
good for rural communities, and it 
wasn’t good for our Nation’s health. 
That’s why I’ve introduced a bill that 
is intended to make it easier for farm-
ers to sell food locally and regionally, 
make it easier for schools to buy 
healthy local food and easier for us to 
rebuild the local and regional food sys-
tems. 

Over 100 organizations and 53 of my 
colleagues have endorsed the Local 
Farms, Food, and Jobs Act, a package 
of reforms to the farm bill that will 
help move our Nation’s food policy in 
the right direction. 

Everywhere I go, people just want to 
know that the food they put on their 
table is healthy, fresh, and good for 
their family. This bill will help make 
that easier for American families. 

f 

b 1220 

FOOD MARKETING RESTRICTIONS 

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

Mr. GIBSON. I rise to share my dis-
appointment with the recent proposal 
by the administration to restrict food 

and beverage marketing. Like many 
Members of this body, I am concerned 
about the rise in childhood obesity. 
However, the proposed guidelines will 
do little to address the issue. In par-
ticular, I am concerned that this pro-
posal blatantly contradicts existing 
Federal nutrition standards. 

Under the administration’s food mar-
keting restrictions, many healthy 
products could no longer be advertised 
or marketed, including most soups, 
breads, cereals, yogurts, and most 
cheeses. These unreasonable standards 
impact products that are considered 
healthy by the administration’s school 
lunch program, WIC program, and new 
dietary guidelines. 

Any proposal to regulate food should 
be based upon sound nutritional stand-
ards and common sense. We should let 
science, not politics, lead the way. The 
first step is to complete the study 
originally requested by Congress, and 
then we’ll go from there. 

f 

ARMY STAFF SERGEANT ARI 
CULLERS 

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

Mr. COURTNEY. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to honor the service and sac-
rifice of Army Staff Sergeant Ari 
Cullers, who lost his life on October 30, 
2011, while serving in Kandahar prov-
ince in Afghanistan. 

Sergeant Cullers was born 28 years 
ago in New London, Connecticut, and 
later moved with his family to Water-
ford, where he attended school and 
graduated from Waterford High School 
in 2001. As his principal, Don Macrino, 
said, ‘‘He was a hard worker at school, 
but when he got into the service, I 
think that was a place where he felt he 
could really make his mark.’’ 

He joined the Army in 2004 and was 
deployed twice to Afghanistan—the 
first tour in December 2008—and re-
turned again this year in March before 
he perished a few weeks ago. 

Ari Cullers’ passing reminds us of the 
sacrifices that have been made and 
that continue to be made by our mili-
tary overseas. Last Thursday, the day 
before Veterans Day, there was a huge 
outpouring of support from Waterford’s 
townspeople, who lined the streets. 
They knew Ari; his mother, Robin; and 
his brother, Jacob, who himself has 
served a tour of duty in Iraq. There 
were many there who did not know Ari 
but who wanted to pay respect for his 
sacrifice and service. 

I ask my colleagues to join them in 
honoring Ari Cullers’ life and service to 
our Nation and in extending our condo-
lences to his family. 

f 

SANDY PERL 
(Mr. DOLD asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DOLD. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate Sandy Perl for 
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receiving the AJC’s prestigious Judge 
Learned Hand Human Relations Award. 
The Learned Hand Award is presented 
to leaders in the legal profession who 
display the highest principles and 
ideals of humanitarianism and better-
ment of the community. 

In both his professional and commu-
nity activities, Sandy Perl has shown 
that he carries on in this proud tradi-
tion. A native of the 10th District of Il-
linois, Sandy has served in a number of 
leadership roles at his firm and is con-
sistently recognized as one of the top 
lawyers in his industry. 

But what makes Sandy stand out for 
this well-deserved recognition is his 
commitment to civic and charitable 
causes. Through his active leadership 
in organizations such as the Jewish 
Federation and the Golden Apple Foun-
dation, which recognizes excellence in 
teaching, and through his work on 
global issues with the Chicago chapter 
of the AJC and with the American 
Israel Public Affairs Committee, Sandy 
has dedicated himself to improving his 
community and fighting for important 
causes worldwide. 

I want to congratulate my friend 
Sandy Perl on this tremendous honor, 
the Learned Hand Award. 

f 

PASSING THE AMERICAN JOBS 
ACT 

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

Mr. CARNAHAN. It has been 45 
weeks since the Republican Party took 
control of this House, and they still 
haven’t passed a serious jobs bill. In 
fact, it’s just the opposite. They’ve 
blocked proposals that will put mil-
lions back to work—to play political 
games while people are hurting and to 
attack the President’s job instead of 
creating jobs. 

Last week, we honored those who 
have fought to protect our country, 
many of whom are returning to a tough 
job market. That’s why, this week, my 
office held a veterans’ job seminar in 
St. Louis. When our troops return 
home, they deserve our promises kept. 

The American Jobs Act will get more 
than 1 million Americans back to 
work—teachers, firefighters, police, 
construction workers. It will encourage 
small businesses to grow and hire. 

Next week, we will celebrate Thanks-
giving—a holiday that brings families 
and communities together. As well 
next week, I hope those in this people’s 
House, who have so clearly lost touch, 
will hear loud and clear from the peo-
ple they represent and will come back 
with renewed focus to pull together in 
order to tackle the common challenges 
we face as a Nation. 

f 

SMALL PROGRESS IN THE SENATE 
ISN’T SUFFICIENT 

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

Mr. HULTGREN. Madam Speaker, I 
was pleased to see that last week the 
Senate finally followed the House and 
passed one of our pro-growth bills; but 
while repealing the 3 percent with-
holding tax is a step in the right direc-
tion, it’s not enough. We’ve sent them 
more than 20 other bills, each of which 
would stimulate job creation and a pro- 
growth environment. 

These aren’t ideological bills. 
They’re commonsense pieces of legisla-
tion that were passed with bipartisan 
support. They would get government 
bureaucrats off the backs of small busi-
nesses and enable the private sector to 
invest and grow their businesses, put-
ting Americans back to work and get-
ting our economy moving again. 

I hope the Senate will listen to the 
American people and pass the 20 bills 
that we’ve sent to them. 

f 

POST OFFICE CLOSURES 

(Mr. SIRES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SIRES. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to express my deep concern 
about the closure of post offices across 
this country. 

For decades, the post office has sus-
tained and created American jobs in 
every corner of this country. Closing 
these vital institutions will not only 
hurt our economy, but it will devastate 
American families who rely on these 
jobs. 

The closing of thousands of post of-
fices will adversely affect minorities 
who live in low-income neighborhoods; 
it will affect the elderly, who need post 
offices within walking distance in 
order to send letters to their families; 
and it will affect small business owners 
who use the U.S. Postal Service as a 
way to conduct business. Additionally, 
rural communities, the hardest hit by 
the economic downturn, will see the 
greatest number of closures, causing 
their communities to further suffer. 

It has been reported that if 10,000 of 
the smallest post offices were closed 
the postal service would only save 1 
percent of its total yearly budget. Fur-
thermore, the United States Postal 
Service branch closings would mean 
that approximately 5,000 postal em-
ployees would lose their jobs. 

If we are serious about economic re-
covery, we must save post offices, 
which provide jobs to thousands of 
Americans; and we must make the nec-
essary reforms to strengthen our postal 
service. 

f 

THE SENATE MUST PASS 
REPUBLICAN JOBS BILLS NOW 

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Madam 
Speaker, I have breaking news for 
President Obama and Senate Demo-
crats: 

House Republicans have passed more 
than 20 bills that would create much 
needed jobs, but the Democrat-con-
trolled Senate won’t even consider 
them. 

The hardworking people of eastern 
and southeastern Ohio are ready to get 
back to work. In fact, they’ve been 
ready. So I’m serious about creating 
and protecting jobs now. That’s why I 
was proud to introduce the Coal Miner 
Employment and Domestic Energy In-
frastructure Protection Act, which 
would prevent the Obama administra-
tion from enacting more job-killing 
regulations. 

This administration’s war on Amer-
ica’s coal industry will be devastating 
to eastern and southeastern Ohio. Up 
to 27,000 direct and indirect coal jobs 
are at risk from the administration’s 
proposed rewrite of the stream buffer 
zone rule—and that’s just one regula-
tion. 

This bill is part of the House Repub-
lican jobs plan that you can find at 
jobs.gop.gov. I urge the Senate to get 
to work and to pass these important 
bills now. 

f 

MR. DANIEL FOSTER AND LACK 
OF BENEFIT DISBURSEMENT 
FROM DEPARTMENT OF VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS 

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute and 
to revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. I rise today to recognize Mr. 
Daniel Foster, the recipient of a Silver 
Star and a Purple Heart, and who is a 
veteran of both Iraq and Afghanistan. 
However, he has waited more than 1 
year to receive his benefits that he 
both deserves and has earned, because 
the Department of Veterans Affairs has 
lost his benefit application over and 
over and over, person by person. 

As a result of this carelessness with 
Mr. Foster’s files, he was unable to re-
ceive his VA benefit checks for the last 
year, and he was not able to pay the 
mortgage on his disabled father’s home 
in Costa Mesa, California, where he re-
sides with his father. Now the home is 
scheduled to be foreclosed on Novem-
ber 23, the day before Thanksgiving. 

Mr. Foster does not reside in my dis-
trict, but he came and asked for help. 
I am happy to say that Representative 
ROHRABACHER, Mr. Foster’s Represent-
ative, has now opened a case on his be-
half. As a member of the House Armed 
Services Committee, I work every day 
to ensure that our veterans receive the 
benefits they need and deserve. So I 
will continue to follow Mr. Foster’s 
case and will encourage veterans in my 
district who are experiencing these 
types of difficulties to please contact 
us at our Garden Grove office. 
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b 1230 

HONORING THE CORPUS CHRISTI 
VETERANS BAND 

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

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Madam Speaker, 
it is my honor to recognize the Corpus 
Christi Veterans Band, under the direc-
tion of Ram Chavez, for being awarded 
Advocate of the Year by Corpus Christi 
Mayor’s Committee for Veterans Af-
fairs. The Corpus Christi Veterans 
Band performs all around the Coastal 
Bend to honor and pay tribute to 
America’s military troops and vet-
erans. 

The Corpus Christi Veterans Band 
has been performing for over 20 years 
at various ceremonies, receptions, trib-
utes, and funerals and has dem-
onstrated sincere dedication to hon-
oring south Texas veterans. Their flag 
ceremony is one of the most moving 
performances I have ever attended. The 
men and women of the band personally 
fund their group to inspire patriotism 
and remind Americans of the courage 
and sacrifices that our servicemen and 
-women make to keep this great Na-
tion free. 

Their constant dedication and sup-
port of our veterans, our community, 
and our Nation is one that every Amer-
ican can learn from. I’m proud to rep-
resent such a fine group of American 
patriots, the Corpus Christi Veterans 
Band. 

f 

POLLUTING AIR AND WATER WILL 
NOT CREATE JOBS 

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

Mr. HIMES. Madam Speaker, under 
pressure from the American people, the 
Republican majority in this House is 
running around with 15 or 20 bills that 
they claim to be jobs bills which, of 
course, they are not. If you look at 
them, you will see that they are bills 
that allow polluters to dirty our waters 
and to fill our air with toxins. 

Now, the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
which actually studies this stuff, asks 
employers, Why are you not hiring? 
Why have you gotten rid of people? No-
where in those answers do we hear the 
words ‘‘too much regulation.’’ It’s a ca-
nard. Bruce Bartlett, conservative 
economist and member of the Reagan 
administration, said that the Repub-
lican Party is taking advantage of the 
need for jobs to push a deregulatory 
agenda. 

It is time to get serious about jobs 
and not try to fool the American peo-
ple that filling our water with toxins 
and making our air polluted is some-
how good for this country or good for 
jobs. 

f 

OCCUPY WALL STREET PROTESTS 
(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, 8 
days from now is Thanksgiving. We’re 
all going to sit down to a nice plump 
turkey and enjoy ourselves. 

Well, not everybody. All across this 
Nation, we’re seeing people protest. 
They’re young people, middle-aged peo-
ple, and older people—even parents 
with kids—and these folks are mad. 
They’re seeing Wall Street companies 
profit after getting us into the eco-
nomic mess we have; and, at the same 
time, they’re among the millions of 
people in this country who are unem-
ployed, that are still without a job. 
There are four people looking for every 
job out there. It’s not easy. And Con-
gress, the Republicans, are sitting on 
their hands again. We’re coming up to 
the end of the year. 

I want my Republican colleagues to 
take notice: If you continue to push 
the unemployed and struggling Ameri-
cans and, instead, focus on tax breaks 
for corporations and the wealthy, the 
Occupy movement will be in your dis-
tricts, on your doorsteps next Novem-
ber. Unemployment benefits should be 
extended immediately. 

f 

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT 
COMPENSATION EXTENSION 

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

Mr. PETERS. I rise today in support 
of H.R. 3345, an act to continue the cur-
rent Federal unemployment programs 
through next year. If Congress doesn’t 
act by the end of the year, Americans 
who have lost their jobs through no 
fault of their own will begin losing 
their unemployment benefits in Janu-
ary. Tens of thousands of Michiganders 
will lose their benefits by February. 
These benefits are their lifeline for ne-
cessities like groceries, utilities, and 
rent or mortgage payments. Once these 
families can no longer pay for basic ne-
cessities, it will create a ripple effect, 
costing nearly a million U.S. jobs na-
tionwide. 

Poverty is at its highest level since 
1993, and middle class household in-
comes are at their lowest level since 
1997. Unemployment benefits have kept 
over 3 million Americans, including 1 
million children, out of poverty last 
year. And now the Republicans are 
willing to let these necessary benefits 
expire. 

Madam Speaker, as we approach the 
holiday season and millions of Ameri-
cans are worried about paying their 
rent, I urge my colleagues to support 
this bill and keep millions of Ameri-
cans out of poverty. 

f 

TAKING CARE OF VULNERABLE 
AMERICANS 

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

Mr. RANGEL. My colleagues, some of 
you may have read that the protesters 
at Wall Street are now being subjected 
to attacks by the police and law en-
forcement for loitering and other viola-
tions. There is no question in anyone’s 
mind that the right to free speech has 
restrictions and it’s not an open end 
and we have to be considerate of the 
people who are adversely affected. But 
there is also a moral issue, in addition 
to the constitutional issue, that no one 
can challenge that these protesters 
have brought to the attention of the 
American people: the fact that we have 
a moral obligation to take care of 
those people who are vulnerable, take 
care of those people who are sick, take 
care of the people that are aged and 
our children, not just before birth but 
after birth. The fact that we are talk-
ing about turning these questions over 
to 12 Members of Congress—it’s not 
just unconstitutional; it is immoral. 

So I’m calling on the spiritual lead-
ers of our country: Don’t leave this 
vacuum. Bring in the Catholics and 
Protestants and all the religions to say 
there’s something wrong with the for-
mula that we have for the poor. 

f 

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
EXTENSION 

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

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, recently Atlanta Magazine 
gave a voice to the jobless in America. 
The words of one person speaks for mil-
lions. ‘‘Unemployment dehumanized 
the real person,’’ one American writes. 
‘‘You lose the essence of your identity 
and value. You become a number, a 
label, a resume, a failure, a defect, des-
perate, poor, and separated from soci-
ety. Being unemployed is to be silently 
disrespected, on par with being home-
less, mentally ill, or addicted.’’ 

Today we speak for millions of Amer-
icans who will be pushed to the edges 
of our society, locked out and left be-
hind, if we fail to act. 

The jobless in America elected us so 
that they would have a voice in these 
debates. They are not points on a graph 
or numbers on a page. They are human 
beings. We must not abandon the peo-
ple of this Nation. We must pass the 
unemployment insurance extension 
and do it without delay. 

Wake up, Congress. Wake up, and do 
what is right. 

f 

LACK OF JOBS, NOT LACK OF 
DESIRE 

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

Mr. DOGGETT. As families gather 
this next week for Thanksgiving, some 
6 million Americans will be left won-
dering whether they will be able to se-
cure a job before their Federal unem-
ployment coverage expires. They are 
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people like Jesse, a retired Navy vet-
eran in San Antonio who has applied 
for over 300 jobs unsuccessfully. 

Sadly, some Republicans continue to 
blame the unemployment problem on 
the unemployed, even though there are 
about four people for every job opening 
in America today. Too many remain 
jobless, not for lack of wanting to 
work, but for a lack of work. 

Let’s continue to encourage more job 
creation. But for those who lack a job, 
we also must preserve the lifeline of 
extended unemployment benefits. It’s 
only the turkey that ought to be 
carved at Thanksgiving, not the 
unemployed’s ability to share in the 
bounty of America. 

f 

b 1240 

NATIONAL RIGHT-TO-CARRY 
RECIPROCITY ACT 

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

Mr. ALTMIRE. Madam Speaker, 
today the House considers the National 
Right-to-Carry Reciprocity Act. I’m a 
proud cosponsor of this bill because it 
will protect Americans’ Second 
Amendment rights by allowing citizens 
who have a valid permit to carry a fire-
arm in any State in the country with a 
concealed carry law. The Second 
Amendment applies to law-abiding citi-
zens all across America, and this reci-
procity act will protect Americans’ 
rights as they travel throughout the 
country. 

Law-abiding citizens in western 
Pennsylvania should be allowed to ex-
ercise their constitutional rights even 
when they leave the Commonwealth’s 
borders. All Americans have an indi-
vidual right to bear arms that is pro-
tected by the Constitution. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Second Amendment and vote for the 
National Right-to-Carry Reciprocity 
Act. 

f 

JOB CREATION 

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

Mr. LANGEVIN. Madam Speaker, 
first of all, I want to join with my col-
league from Rhode Island, Mr. 
CICILLINE, in extending my condolences 
to the family of Julius Michaelson, 
former attorney general of Rhode Is-
land, a dedicated public servant, some-
one who truly made a difference to the 
people of our State. He made a dif-
ference, and he will be greatly missed. 

Madam Speaker, next week Ameri-
cans will be celebrating Thanksgiving 
with their families. Unfortunately, far 
too many will be preoccupied with the 
uncertainty of being unemployed and 
finding ways just to put food on the 
table. 

Our country currently has a 9 percent 
unemployment rate, and there are four 

unemployed workers for every open job 
right now. In my home State of Rhode 
Island, our unemployment rate con-
tinues to hold steady above the na-
tional average at 10.5 percent. 

Madam Speaker, where is the ur-
gency on job creation? The House just 
returned from its 11th scheduled recess 
of the year. With only 45 days left until 
the end of the year, the Republican-led 
House has failed to take any meaning-
ful action to spur job creation this 
year. 

Our constituents deserve better than 
this. The American people are demand-
ing more than this. Congress must put 
partisan politics aside and focus on 
growing our economy and creating new 
job opportunities and getting this 
country back on track. It is our obliga-
tion to do this, and we need to do it 
now. 

f 

DETROIT JOBS TRUST FUND 

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

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, I am very concerned about re-
ports that the city of Detroit may be 
running out of money as early as April 
of next year. 

One of the problems Detroit is facing 
is that too many of our tax dollars are 
going to pay off debt owed by the city 
and owed by the schools at the very 
time we need to put more police offi-
cers, more firefighters, and more emer-
gency medical providers on the street; 
at a time when we need to hire more 
school teachers and open more schools 
that will truly educate and graduate 
our young people. 

That’s why I’m urging this Congress, 
this House specifically, to adopt the 
Detroit Jobs Trust Fund. And I want to 
thank you personally, Madam Speaker, 
for the leadership and vision in sup-
porting this legislation which would 
allow Federal tax dollars paid by De-
troiters to be invested in Detroit, in-
vested to cut taxes to make our streets 
safer and our schools stronger. This 
will not only help put Detroiters back 
to work; it will help our country be-
cause when you rebuild Detroit, you 
renew America. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 43 
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair. 

f 

b 1303 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mrs. MILLER of Michigan) at 1 
o’clock and 3 minutes p.m. 

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 the motion 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. 

Any record vote on the postponed 
question will be taken later. 

f 

3% WITHHOLDING REPEAL AND 
JOB CREATION ACT 

Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and concur in the 
Senate amendment to the bill (H.R. 
674) to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to repeal the imposition of 
3 percent withholding on certain pay-
ments made to vendors by government 
entities, to modify the calculation of 
modified adjusted gross income for pur-
poses of determining eligibility for cer-
tain healthcare-related programs, and 
for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the Senate amendment is 

as follows: 
Senate amendment: 
Strike title II and insert the following: 

TITLE II—VOW TO HIRE HEROES 

Sec. 201. Short title. 

Subtitle A—Retraining Veterans 

Sec. 211. Veterans retraining assistance pro-
gram. 

Subtitle B—Improving the Transition Assistance 
Program 

Sec. 221. Mandatory participation of members 
of the Armed Forces in the Tran-
sition Assistance Program of De-
partment of Defense. 

Sec. 222. Individualized assessment for members 
of the Armed Forces under transi-
tion assistance on equivalence be-
tween skills developed in military 
occupational specialties and 
qualifications required for civilian 
employment with the private sec-
tor. 

Sec. 223. Transition Assistance Program con-
tracting. 

Sec. 224. Contracts with private entities to as-
sist in carrying out Transition As-
sistance Program of Department 
of Defense. 

Sec. 225. Improved access to apprenticeship pro-
grams for members of the Armed 
Forces who are being separated 
from active duty or retired. 

Sec. 226. Comptroller General review. 

Subtitle C—Improving the Transition of 
Veterans to Civilian Employment 

Sec. 231. Two-year extension of authority of 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to 
provide rehabilitation and voca-
tional benefits to members of the 
Armed Forces with severe injuries 
or illnesses. 

Sec. 232. Expansion of authority of Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to pay employers 
for providing on-job training to 
veterans who have not been reha-
bilitated to point of employability. 

Sec. 233. Training and rehabilitation for vet-
erans with service-connected dis-
abilities who have exhausted 
rights to unemployment benefits 
under State law. 
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Sec. 234. Collaborative veterans’ training, men-

toring, and placement program. 
Sec. 235. Appointment of honorably discharged 

members and other employment 
assistance. 

Sec. 236. Department of Defense pilot program 
on work experience for members of 
the Armed Forces on terminal 
leave. 

Sec. 237. Enhancement of demonstration pro-
gram on credentialing and licens-
ing of veterans. 

Sec. 238. Inclusion of performance measures in 
annual report on veteran job 
counseling, training, and place-
ment programs of the Department 
of Labor. 

Sec. 239. Clarification of priority of service for 
veterans in Department of Labor 
job training programs. 

Sec. 240. Evaluation of individuals receiving 
training at the National Veterans’ 
Employment and Training Serv-
ices Institute. 

Sec. 241. Requirements for full-time disabled 
veterans’ outreach program spe-
cialists and local veterans’ em-
ployment representatives. 

Subtitle D—Improvements to Uniformed Services 
Employment and Reemployment Rights 

Sec. 251. Clarification of benefits of employment 
covered under USERRA. 

Subtitle E—Other Matters 
Sec. 261. Returning heroes and wounded war-

riors work opportunity tax cred-
its. 

Sec. 262. Extension of reduced pension for cer-
tain veterans covered by Medicaid 
plans for services furnished by 
nursing facilities. 

Sec. 263. Reimbursement rate for ambulance 
services. 

Sec. 264. Extension of authority for Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to obtain infor-
mation from Secretary of Treas-
ury and Commissioner of Social 
Security for income verification 
purposes. 

Sec. 265. Modification of loan guaranty fee for 
certain subsequent loans. 

TITLE III—OTHER PROVISIONS RELATING 
TO FEDERAL VENDORS 

Sec. 301. One hundred percent levy for pay-
ments to Federal vendors relating 
to property. 

Sec. 302. Study and report on reducing the 
amount of the tax gap owed by 
Federal contractors. 

TITLE IV—MODIFICATION OF CALCULA-
TION OF MODIFIED ADJUSTED GROSS IN-
COME FOR DETERMINING CERTAIN 
HEALTHCARE PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY 

Sec. 401. Modification of calculation of modi-
fied adjusted gross income for de-
termining certain healthcare pro-
gram eligibility. 

TITLE V—BUDGETARY EFFECTS 
Sec. 501. Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010. 

TITLE II—VOW TO HIRE HEROES 
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘VOW to Hire 
Heroes Act of 2011’’. 

Subtitle A—Retraining Veterans 
SEC. 211. VETERANS RETRAINING ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAM. 
(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than July 1, 2012, 

the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall, in col-
laboration with the Secretary of Labor, establish 
and commence a program of retraining assist-
ance for eligible veterans. 

(2) NUMBER OF ELIGIBLE VETERANS.—The 
number of unique eligible veterans who partici-
pate in the program established under para-
graph (1) may not exceed— 

(A) 45,000 during fiscal year 2012; and 
(B) 54,000 during the period beginning October 

1, 2012, and ending March 31, 2014. 
(b) RETRAINING ASSISTANCE.—Except as pro-

vided by subsection (k), each veteran who par-
ticipates in the program established under sub-
section (a)(1) shall be entitled to up to 12 
months of retraining assistance provided by the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs. Such retraining 
assistance may only be used by the veteran to 
pursue a program of education (as such term is 
defined in section 3452(b) of title 38, United 
States Code) for training, on a full-time basis, 
that— 

(1) is approved under chapter 36 of such title; 
(2) is offered by a community college or tech-

nical school; 
(3) leads to an associate degree or a certificate 

(or other similar evidence of the completion of 
the program of education or training); 

(4) is designed to provide training for a high- 
demand occupation, as determined by the Com-
missioner of Labor Statistics; and 

(5) begins on or after July 1, 2012. 
(c) MONTHLY CERTIFICATION.—Each veteran 

who participates in the program established 
under subsection (a)(1) shall certify to the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs the enrollment of the 
veteran in a program of education described in 
subsection (b) for each month in which the vet-
eran participates in the program. 

(d) AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE.—The monthly 
amount of the retraining assistance payable 
under this section is the amount in effect under 
section 3015(a)(1) of title 38, United States Code. 

(e) ELIGIBILITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this section, 

an eligible veteran is a veteran who— 
(A) as of the date of the submittal of the ap-

plication for assistance under this section, is at 
least 35 years of age but not more than 60 years 
of age; 

(B) was last discharged from active duty serv-
ice in the Armed Forces under conditions other 
than dishonorable; 

(C) as of the date of the submittal of the ap-
plication for assistance under this section, is 
unemployed; 

(D) as of the date of the submittal of the ap-
plication for assistance under this section, is not 
eligible to receive educational assistance under 
chapter 30, 31, 32, 33, or 35 of title 38, United 
States Code, or chapter 1606 or 1607 of title 10, 
United States Code; 

(E) is not in receipt of compensation for a 
service-connected disability rated totally dis-
abling by reason of unemployability; 

(F) was not and is not enrolled in any Federal 
or State job training program at any time during 
the 180-day period ending on the date of the 
submittal of the application for assistance under 
this section; and 

(G) by not later than October 1, 2013, submits 
to the Secretary of Labor an application for as-
sistance under this section containing such in-
formation and assurances as that Secretary may 
require. 

(2) DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY.— 
(A) DETERMINATION BY SECRETARY OF 

LABOR.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—For each application for as-

sistance under this section received by the Sec-
retary of Labor from an applicant, the Secretary 
of Labor shall determine whether the applicant 
is eligible for such assistance under subpara-
graphs (A), (C), (F), and (G) of paragraph (1). 

(ii) REFERRAL TO SECRETARY OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS.—If the Secretary of Labor determines 
under clause (i) that an applicant is eligible for 
assistance under this section, the Secretary of 
Labor shall forward the application of such ap-
plicant to the Secretary of Veterans Affairs in 
accordance with the terms of the agreement re-
quired by subsection (h). 

(B) DETERMINATION BY SECRETARY OF VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS.—For each application relating 
to an applicant received by the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs under subparagraph (A)(ii), the 

Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall determine 
under subparagraphs (B), (D), and (E) of para-
graph (1) whether such applicant is eligible for 
assistance under this section. 

(f) EMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE.—For each vet-
eran who participates in the program estab-
lished under subsection (a)(1), the Secretary of 
Labor shall contact such veteran not later than 
30 days after the date on which the veteran 
completes, or terminates participation in, such 
program to facilitate employment of such vet-
eran and availability or provision of employ-
ment placement services to such veteran. 

(g) CHARGING OF ASSISTANCE AGAINST OTHER 
ENTITLEMENT.—Assistance provided under this 
section shall be counted against the aggregate 
period for which section 3695 of title 38, United 
States Code, limits the individual’s receipt of 
educational assistance under laws administered 
by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs. 

(h) JOINT AGREEMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Veterans 

Affairs and the Secretary of Labor shall enter 
into an agreement to carry out this section. 

(2) APPEALS PROCESS.—The agreement re-
quired by paragraph (1) shall include establish-
ment of a process for resolving disputes relating 
to and appeals of decisions of the Secretaries 
under subsection (e)(2). 

(i) REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than July 1, 2014, 

the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall, in col-
laboration with the Secretary of Labor, submit 
to the appropriate committees of Congress a re-
port on the retraining assistance provided under 
this section. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report required by para-
graph (1) shall include the following: 

(A) The total number of— 
(i) eligible veterans who participated; and 
(ii) associates degrees or certificates awarded 

(or other similar evidence of the completion of 
the program of education or training earned). 

(B) Data related to the employment status of 
eligible veterans who participated. 

(j) FUNDING.—Payments under this section 
shall be made from amounts appropriated to or 
otherwise made available to the Department of 
Veterans Affairs for the payment of readjust-
ment benefits. Not more than $2,000,000 shall be 
made available from such amounts for informa-
tion technology expenses (not including per-
sonnel costs) associated with the administration 
of the program established under subsection 
(a)(1). 

(k) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.—The au-
thority to make payments under this section 
shall terminate on March 31, 2014. 

(l) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS 
DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘appro-
priate committees of Congress’’ means— 

(1) the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs and 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pension of the Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs and 
the Committee on Education and the Workforce 
of the House of Representatives. 

Subtitle B—Improving the Transition 
Assistance Program 

SEC. 221. MANDATORY PARTICIPATION OF MEM-
BERS OF THE ARMED FORCES IN 
THE TRANSITION ASSISTANCE PRO-
GRAM OF DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section 
1144 of title 10, United States Code, is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(c) PARTICIPATION.—(1) Except as provided 
in paragraph (2), the Secretary of Defense and 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall re-
quire the participation in the program carried 
out under this section of the members eligible for 
assistance under the program. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary of Defense and the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security may, under regula-
tions such Secretaries shall prescribe, waive the 
participation requirement of paragraph (1) with 
respect to— 
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‘‘(A) such groups or classifications of members 

as the Secretaries determine, after consultation 
with the Secretary of Labor and the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs, for whom participation is not 
and would not be of assistance to such members 
based on the Secretaries’ articulable justifica-
tion that there is extraordinarily high reason to 
believe the exempted members are unlikely to 
face major readjustment, health care, employ-
ment, or other challenges associated with transi-
tion to civilian life; and 

‘‘(B) individual members possessing special-
ized skills who, due to unavoidable cir-
cumstances, are needed to support a unit’s im-
minent deployment.’’. 

(b) REQUIRED USE OF EMPLOYMENT ASSIST-
ANCE, JOB TRAINING ASSISTANCE, AND OTHER 
TRANSITIONAL SERVICES IN PRESEPARATION 
COUNSELING.—Section 1142(a)(2) of such title is 
amended by striking ‘‘may’’ and inserting 
‘‘shall’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by subsections (a) and (b) shall take effect on 
the date that is 1 year after the date of the en-
actment of this Act. 
SEC. 222. INDIVIDUALIZED ASSESSMENT FOR 

MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES 
UNDER TRANSITION ASSISTANCE ON 
EQUIVALENCE BETWEEN SKILLS DE-
VELOPED IN MILITARY OCCUPA-
TIONAL SPECIALTIES AND QUALI-
FICATIONS REQUIRED FOR CIVILIAN 
EMPLOYMENT WITH THE PRIVATE 
SECTOR. 

(a) STUDY ON EQUIVALENCE REQUIRED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Labor 

shall, in consultation with the Secretary of De-
fense and the Secretary of Veterans Affairs, 
enter into a contract with a qualified organiza-
tion to conduct a study to identify any equiva-
lences between the skills developed by members 
of the Armed Forces through various military 
occupational specialties (MOS), successful com-
pletion of resident training courses, attaining 
various military ranks or rates, or other military 
experiences and the qualifications required for 
various positions of civilian employment in the 
private sector. 

(2) COOPERATION OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.—The 
departments and agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment, including the Office of Personnel 
Management, the General Services Administra-
tion, the Government Accountability Office, the 
Department of Education, and other appro-
priate departments and agencies, shall cooper-
ate with the contractor under paragraph (1) to 
conduct the study required under that para-
graph. 

(3) REPORT.—Upon completion of the study 
conducted under paragraph (1), the contractor 
under that paragraph shall submit to the Sec-
retary of Defense, the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs, and the Secretary of Labor a report set-
ting forth the results of the study. The report 
shall include such information as the Secretaries 
shall specify in the contract under paragraph 
(1) for purposes of this section. 

(4) TRANSMITTAL TO CONGRESS.—The Sec-
retary of Labor shall transmit to the appro-
priate committees of Congress the report sub-
mitted under paragraph (3), together with such 
comments on the report as the Secretary con-
siders appropriate. 

(5) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS 
DEFINED.—In this subsection, the term ‘‘appro-
priate committees of Congress’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, the 
Committee on Armed Services, and the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sion of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, the 
Committee on Armed Services, and the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce of the 
House of Representatives. 

(b) PUBLICATION.—The secretaries described in 
subsection (a)(1) shall ensure that the equiva-
lences identified under subsection (a)(1) are— 

(1) made publicly available on an Internet 
website; and 

(2) regularly updated to reflect the most recent 
findings of the secretaries with respect to such 
equivalences. 

(c) INDIVIDUALIZED ASSESSMENT OF CIVILIAN 
POSITIONS AVAILABLE THROUGH MILITARY EX-
PERIENCES.—The Secretary of Defense shall en-
sure that each member of the Armed Forces who 
is participating in the Transition Assistance 
Program (TAP) of the Department of Defense re-
ceives, as part of such member’s participation in 
that program, an individualized assessment of 
the various positions of civilian employment in 
the private sector for which such member may be 
qualified as a result of the skills developed by 
such member through various military occupa-
tional specialties (MOS), successful completion 
of resident training courses, attaining various 
military ranks or rates, or other military experi-
ences. The assessment shall be performed using 
the results of the study conducted under sub-
section (a) and such other information as the 
Secretary of Defense, in consultation with the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs and the Secretary 
of Labor, considers appropriate for that pur-
pose. 

(d) FURTHER USE IN EMPLOYMENT-RELATED 
TRANSITION ASSISTANCE.— 

(1) TRANSMITTAL OF ASSESSMENT.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall make the individualized 
assessment provided a member under subsection 
(a) available electronically to the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs and the Secretary of Labor. 

(2) USE IN ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs and the Secretary of Labor may 
use an individualized assessment with respect to 
an individual under paragraph (1) for employ-
ment-related assistance in the transition from 
military service to civilian life provided the indi-
vidual by such Secretary and to otherwise facili-
tate and enhance the transition of the indi-
vidual from military service to civilian life. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall take 
effect on the date that is one year after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 223. TRANSITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

CONTRACTING. 
(a) TRANSITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM CON-

TRACTING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 4113 of title 38, 

United States Code, is amended to read as fol-
lows: 
‘‘§ 4113. Transition Assistance Program per-

sonnel 
‘‘(a) REQUIREMENT TO CONTRACT.—In accord-

ance with section 1144 of title 10, the Secretary 
shall enter into a contract with an appropriate 
private entity or entities to provide the func-
tions described in subsection (b) at all locations 
where the program described in such section is 
carried out. 

‘‘(b) FUNCTIONS.—Contractors under sub-
section (a) shall provide to members of the 
Armed Forces who are being separated from ac-
tive duty (and the spouses of such members) the 
services described in section 1144(a)(1) of title 10, 
including the following: 

‘‘(1) Counseling. 
‘‘(2) Assistance in identifying employment and 

training opportunities and help in obtaining 
such employment and training. 

‘‘(3) Assessment of academic preparation for 
enrollment in an institution of higher learning 
or occupational training. 

‘‘(4) Other related information and services 
under such section. 

‘‘(5) Such other services as the Secretary con-
siders appropriate.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-
tions at the beginning of chapter 41 of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended by striking the 
item relating to section 4113 and inserting the 
following new item: 
‘‘4113. Transition Assistance Program per-

sonnel.’’. 
(b) DEADLINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION.—The 

Secretary of Labor shall enter into the contract 
required by section 4113 of title 38, United States 

Code, as added by subsection (a), not later than 
two years after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 224. CONTRACTS WITH PRIVATE ENTITIES 

TO ASSIST IN CARRYING OUT TRAN-
SITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM OF 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. 

Section 1144(d) of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘public or 
private entities; and’’ and inserting ‘‘public en-
tities;’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para-
graph (7); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (5), the fol-
lowing new paragraph (6): 

‘‘(6) enter into contracts with private entities, 
particularly with qualified private entities that 
have experience with instructing members of the 
armed forces eligible for assistance under the 
program carried out under this section on— 

‘‘(A) private sector culture, resume writing, 
career networking, and training on job search 
technologies; 

‘‘(B) academic readiness and educational op-
portunities; or 

‘‘(C) other relevant topics; and’’. 
SEC. 225. IMPROVED ACCESS TO APPRENTICE-

SHIP PROGRAMS FOR MEMBERS OF 
THE ARMED FORCES WHO ARE 
BEING SEPARATED FROM ACTIVE 
DUTY OR RETIRED. 

Section 1144 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(e) PARTICIPATION IN APPRENTICESHIP PRO-
GRAMS.—As part of the program carried out 
under this section, the Secretary of Defense and 
the Secretary of Homeland Security may permit 
a member of the armed forces eligible for assist-
ance under the program to participate in an ap-
prenticeship program registered under the Act of 
August 16, 1937 (commonly known as the ‘Na-
tional Apprenticeship Act’; 50 Stat. 664, chapter 
663; 29 U.S.C. 50 et seq.), or a pre-apprenticeship 
program that provides credit toward a program 
registered under such Act, that provides mem-
bers of the armed forces with the education, 
training, and services necessary to transition to 
meaningful employment that leads to economic 
self-sufficiency.’’. 
SEC. 226. COMPTROLLER GENERAL REVIEW. 

Not later than two years after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Comptroller General 
of the United States shall conduct a review of 
the Transition Assistance Program (TAP) and 
submit to Congress a report on the results of the 
review and any recommendations of the Comp-
troller General for improving the program. 

Subtitle C—Improving the Transition of 
Veterans to Civilian Employment 

SEC. 231. TWO-YEAR EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY 
OF SECRETARY OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS TO PROVIDE REHABILITATION 
AND VOCATIONAL BENEFITS TO 
MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES 
WITH SEVERE INJURIES OR ILL-
NESSES. 

Section 1631(b)(2) of the Wounded Warrior Act 
(title XVI of Public Law 110–181; 10 U.S.C. 1071 
note) is amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 
2012’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2014’’. 
SEC. 232. EXPANSION OF AUTHORITY OF SEC-

RETARY OF VETERANS AFFAIRS TO 
PAY EMPLOYERS FOR PROVIDING 
ON-JOB TRAINING TO VETERANS 
WHO HAVE NOT BEEN REHABILI-
TATED TO POINT OF EMPLOY-
ABILITY. 

Section 3116(b)(1) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘who have been 
rehabilitated to the point of employability’’. 
SEC. 233. TRAINING AND REHABILITATION FOR 

VETERANS WITH SERVICE-CON-
NECTED DISABILITIES WHO HAVE 
EXHAUSTED RIGHTS TO UNEMPLOY-
MENT BENEFITS UNDER STATE LAW. 

(a) ENTITLEMENT TO ADDITIONAL REHABILITA-
TION PROGRAMS.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 3102 of title 38, 

United States Code, is amended— 
(A) in the matter before paragraph (1), by 

striking ‘‘A person’’ and inserting the following: 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A person’’; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(b) ADDITIONAL REHABILITATION PROGRAMS 

FOR PERSONS WHO HAVE EXHAUSTED RIGHTS TO 
UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS UNDER STATE LAW.— 
(1) Except as provided in paragraph (4), a per-
son who has completed a rehabilitation program 
under this chapter shall be entitled to an addi-
tional rehabilitation program under the terms 
and conditions of this chapter if— 

‘‘(A) the person is described by paragraph (1) 
or (2) of subsection (a); and 

‘‘(B) the person— 
‘‘(i) has exhausted all rights to regular com-

pensation under the State law or under Federal 
law with respect to a benefit year; 

‘‘(ii) has no rights to regular compensation 
with respect to a week under such State or Fed-
eral law; and 

‘‘(iii) is not receiving compensation with re-
spect to such week under the unemployment 
compensation law of Canada; and 

‘‘(C) begins such additional rehabilitation 
program within six months of the date of such 
exhaustion. 

‘‘(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)(B)(i), a 
person shall be considered to have exhausted 
such person’s rights to regular compensation 
under a State law when— 

‘‘(A) no payments of regular compensation 
can be made under such law because such per-
son has received all regular compensation avail-
able to such person based on employment or 
wages during such person’s base period; or 

‘‘(B) such person’s rights to such compensa-
tion have been terminated by reason of the expi-
ration of the benefit year with respect to which 
such rights existed. 

‘‘(3) In this subsection, the terms ‘compensa-
tion’, ‘regular compensation’, ‘benefit year’, 
‘State’, ‘State law’, and ‘week’ have the respec-
tive meanings given such terms under section 
205 of the Federal-State Extended Unemploy-
ment Compensation Act of 1970 (26 U.S.C. 3304 
note). 

‘‘(4) No person shall be entitled to an addi-
tional rehabilitation program under paragraph 
(1) from whom the Secretary receives an appli-
cation therefor after March 31, 2014.’’. 

(2) DURATION OF ADDITIONAL REHABILITATION 
PROGRAM.—Section 3105(b) of such title is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Except as provided in sub-
section (c) of this section,’’ and inserting ‘‘(1) 
Except as provided in paragraph (2) and in sub-
section (c),’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(2) The period of a vocational rehabilitation 
program pursued by a veteran under section 
3102(b) of this title following a determination of 
the current reasonable feasibility of achieving a 
vocational goal may not exceed 12 months.’’. 

(b) EXTENSION OF PERIOD OF ELIGIBILITY.— 
Section 3103 of such title is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘in sub-
section (b), (c), or (d)’’ and inserting ‘‘in sub-
section (b), (c), (d), or (e)’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub-
section (f); and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol-
lowing new subsection (e): 

‘‘(e)(1) The limitation in subsection (a) shall 
not apply to a rehabilitation program described 
in paragraph (2). 

‘‘(2) A rehabilitation program described in this 
paragraph is a rehabilitation program pursued 
by a veteran under section 3102(b) of this title.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by subsections (a) and (b) shall take effect on 
June 1, 2012, and shall apply with respect to re-
habilitation programs beginning after such date. 

(d) COMPTROLLER GENERAL REVIEW.—Not 
later than two years after the date of the enact-

ment of this Act, the Comptroller General of the 
United States shall— 

(1) conduct a review of the training and reha-
bilitation under chapter 31 of title 38, United 
States Code; and 

(2) submit to Congress a report on the findings 
of the Comptroller General with respect to the 
review and any recommendations of the Comp-
troller General for improving such training and 
rehabilitation. 
SEC. 234. COLLABORATIVE VETERANS’ TRAINING, 

MENTORING, AND PLACEMENT PRO-
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 41 of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 4104 the following new section: 
‘‘§ 4104A. Collaborative veterans’ training, 

mentoring, and placement program 
‘‘(a) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall award 

grants to eligible nonprofit organizations to pro-
vide training and mentoring for eligible veterans 
who seek employment. The Secretary shall 
award the grants to not more than three organi-
zations, for periods of two years. 

‘‘(b) COLLABORATION AND FACILITATION.—The 
Secretary shall ensure that the recipients of the 
grants— 

‘‘(1) collaborate with— 
‘‘(A) the appropriate disabled veterans’ out-

reach specialists (in carrying out the functions 
described in section 4103A(a)) and the appro-
priate local veterans’ employment representa-
tives (in carrying out the functions described in 
section 4104); and 

‘‘(B) the appropriate State boards and local 
boards (as such terms are defined in section 101 
of the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (29 
U.S.C. 2801)) for the areas to be served by recipi-
ents of the grants; and 

‘‘(2) based on the collaboration, facilitate the 
placement of the veterans that complete the 
training in meaningful employment that leads to 
economic self-sufficiency. 

‘‘(c) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to receive a 
grant under this section, a nonprofit organiza-
tion shall submit an application to the Secretary 
at such time, in such manner, and containing 
such information as the Secretary may require. 
At a minimum, the information shall include— 

‘‘(1) information describing how the organiza-
tion will— 

‘‘(A) collaborate with disabled veterans’ out-
reach specialists and local veterans’ employment 
representatives and the appropriate State 
boards and local boards (as such terms are de-
fined in section 101 of the Workforce Investment 
Act of 1998 (29 U.S.C. 2801)); 

‘‘(B) based on the collaboration, provide 
training that facilitates the placement described 
in subsection (b)(2); and 

‘‘(C) make available, for each veteran receiv-
ing the training, a mentor to provide career ad-
vice to the veteran and assist the veteran in pre-
paring a resume and developing job interviewing 
skills; and 

‘‘(2) an assurance that the organization will 
provide the information necessary for the Sec-
retary to prepare the reports described in sub-
section (d). 

‘‘(d) REPORTS.—(1) Not later than six months 
after the date of the enactment of the VOW to 
Hire Heroes Act of 2011, the Secretary shall pre-
pare and submit to the appropriate committees 
of Congress a report that describes the process 
for awarding grants under this section, the re-
cipients of the grants, and the collaboration de-
scribed in subsections (b) and (c). 

‘‘(2) Not later than 18 months after the date of 
enactment of the VOW to Hire Heroes Act of 
2011, the Secretary shall— 

‘‘(A) conduct an assessment of the perform-
ance of the grant recipients, disabled veterans’ 
outreach specialists, and local veterans’ employ-
ment representatives in carrying out activities 
under this section, which assessment shall in-
clude collecting information on the number of— 

‘‘(i) veterans who applied for training under 
this section; 

‘‘(ii) veterans who entered the training; 
‘‘(iii) veterans who completed the training; 
‘‘(iv) veterans who were placed in meaningful 

employment under this section; and 
‘‘(v) veterans who remained in such employ-

ment as of the date of the assessment; and 
‘‘(B) submit to the appropriate committees of 

Congress a report that includes— 
‘‘(i) a description of how the grant recipients 

used the funds made available under this sec-
tion; 

‘‘(ii) the results of the assessment conducted 
under subparagraph (A); and 

‘‘(iii) the recommendations of the Secretary as 
to whether amounts should be appropriated to 
carry out this section for fiscal years after 2013. 

‘‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section $4,500,000 for the period con-
sisting of fiscal years 2012 and 2013. 

‘‘(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘appropriate committees of Con-

gress’ means— 
‘‘(A) the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs and 

the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pension of the Senate; and 

‘‘(B) the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs and 
the Committee on Education and Workforce of 
the House of Representatives; and 

‘‘(2) the term ‘nonprofit organization’ means 
an organization that is described in section 
501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
and that is exempt from taxation under section 
501(a) of such Code.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
4103A(a) of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘and facili-
tate placements’’ after ‘‘intensive services’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) In facilitating placement of a veteran 

under this program, a disabled veterans’ out-
reach program specialist shall help to identify 
job opportunities that are appropriate for the 
veteran’s employment goals and assist that vet-
eran in developing a cover letter and resume 
that are targeted for those particular jobs.’’. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-
tions at the beginning of chapter 41 of such title 
is amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 4104 the following new item: 
‘‘4104A. Collaborative veterans’ training, men-

toring, and placement program.’’. 
SEC. 235. APPOINTMENT OF HONORABLY DIS-

CHARGED MEMBERS AND OTHER EM-
PLOYMENT ASSISTANCE. 

(a) APPOINTMENTS TO COMPETITIVE SERVICE 
POSITIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 21 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after sec-
tion 2108 the following: 
‘‘§ 2108a. Treatment of certain individuals as 

veterans, disabled veterans, and preference 
eligibles 
‘‘(a) VETERAN.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided under 

paragraph (3), an individual shall be treated as 
a veteran defined under section 2108(1) for pur-
poses of making an appointment in the competi-
tive service, if the individual— 

‘‘(A) meets the definition of a veteran under 
section 2108(1), except for the requirement that 
the individual has been discharged or released 
from active duty in the armed forces under hon-
orable conditions; and 

‘‘(B) submits a certification described under 
paragraph (2) to the Federal officer making the 
appointment. 

‘‘(2) CERTIFICATION.—A certification referred 
to under paragraph (1) is a certification that the 
individual is expected to be discharged or re-
leased from active duty in the armed forces 
under honorable conditions not later than 120 
days after the date of the submission of the cer-
tification. 

‘‘(b) DISABLED VETERAN.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided under 

paragraph (3), an individual shall be treated as 
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a disabled veteran defined under section 2108(2) 
for purposes of making an appointment in the 
competitive service, if the individual— 

‘‘(A) meets the definition of a disabled veteran 
under section 2108(2), except for the requirement 
that the individual has been separated from ac-
tive duty in the armed forces under honorable 
conditions; and 

‘‘(B) submits a certification described under 
paragraph (2) to the Federal officer making the 
appointment. 

‘‘(2) CERTIFICATION.—A certification referred 
to under paragraph (1) is a certification that the 
individual is expected to be separated from ac-
tive duty in the armed forces under honorable 
conditions not later than 120 days after the date 
of the submission of the certification. 

‘‘(c) PREFERENCE ELIGIBLE.—Subsections (a) 
and (b) shall apply with respect to determining 
whether an individual is a preference eligible 
under section 2108(3) for purposes of making an 
appointment in the competitive service.’’. 

(2) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.— 

(A) DEFINITIONS.—Section 2108 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(i) in paragraph (1), in the matter following 
subparagraph (D), by inserting ‘‘, except as pro-
vided under section 2108a,’’ before ‘‘who has 
been’’; 

(ii) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘(except as 
provided under section 2108a)’’ before ‘‘has been 
separated’’; and 

(iii) in paragraph (3), in the matter preceding 
subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘or section 
2108a(c)’’ after ‘‘paragraph (4) of this section’’. 

(B) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sections 
for chapter 21 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended by adding after the item relating to 
section 2108 the following: 

‘‘2108a. Treatment of certain individuals as vet-
erans, disabled veterans, and 
preference eligibles.’’. 

(b) EMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE: OTHER FEDERAL 
AGENCIES.— 

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection— 
(A) the term ‘‘agency’’ has the meaning given 

the term ‘‘Executive agency’’ in section 105 of 
title 5, United States Code; and 

(B) the term ‘‘veteran’’ has the meaning given 
that term in section 101 of title 38, United States 
Code. 

(2) RESPONSIBILITIES OF OFFICE OF PERSONNEL 
MANAGEMENT.—The Director of the Office of 
Personnel Management shall— 

(A) designate agencies that shall establish a 
program to provide employment assistance to 
members of the Armed Forces who are being sep-
arated from active duty in accordance with 
paragraph (3); and 

(B) ensure that the programs established 
under this subsection are coordinated with the 
Transition Assistance Program (TAP) of the De-
partment of Defense. 

(3) ELEMENTS OF PROGRAM.—The head of each 
agency designated under paragraph (2)(A), in 
consultation with the Director of the Office of 
Personnel Management, and acting through the 
Veterans Employment Program Office of the 
agency established under Executive Order 13518 
(74 Fed. Reg. 58533; relating to employment of 
veterans in the Federal Government), or any 
successor thereto, shall— 

(A) establish a program to provide employment 
assistance to members of the Armed Forces who 
are being separated from active duty, including 
assisting such members in seeking employment 
with the agency; 

(B) provide such members with information re-
garding the program of the agency established 
under subparagraph (A); and 

(C) promote the recruiting, hiring, training 
and development, and retention of such mem-
bers and veterans by the agency. 

(4) OTHER OFFICE.—If an agency designated 
under paragraph (2)(A) does not have a Vet-
erans Employment Program Office, the head of 

the agency, in consultation with the Director of 
the Office of Personnel Management, shall se-
lect an appropriate office of the agency to carry 
out the responsibilities of the agency under 
paragraph (3). 
SEC. 236. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PILOT PRO-

GRAM ON WORK EXPERIENCE FOR 
MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES 
ON TERMINAL LEAVE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense 
may establish a pilot program to assess the fea-
sibility and advisability of providing to members 
of the Armed Forces on terminal leave work ex-
perience with civilian employees and contractors 
of the Department of Defense to facilitate the 
transition of the individuals from service in the 
Armed Forces to employment in the civilian 
labor market. 

(b) DURATION.—The pilot program shall be 
carried out during the two-year period begin-
ning on the date of the commencement of the 
pilot program. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 540 days after the 
date of the commencement of the pilot program, 
the Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Armed Services and the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Armed Services and the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs of the House of Representatives an in-
terim report on the pilot program that includes 
the findings of the Secretary with respect to the 
feasibility and advisability of providing covered 
individuals with work experience as described in 
subsection (a). 
SEC. 237. ENHANCEMENT OF DEMONSTRATION 

PROGRAM ON CREDENTIALING AND 
LICENSING OF VETERANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4114 of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘may’’ and 
inserting ‘‘shall’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (1)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘Assistant Secretary shall’’ and 

inserting ‘‘Assistant Secretary for Veterans’ Em-
ployment and Training shall, in consultation 
with the Assistant Secretary for Employment 
and Training,’’; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘not less than 10 military’’ and 
inserting ‘‘not more than five military’’; and 

(iii) by inserting ‘‘for Veterans’ Employment 
and Training’’ after ‘‘selected by the Assistant 
Secretary’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘consult 
with appropriate Federal, State, and industry 
officials to’’ and inserting ‘‘enter into a contract 
with an appropriate entity representing a coali-
tion of State governors to consult with appro-
priate Federal, State, and industry officials 
and’’; and 

(3) by striking subsections (d) through (h) and 
inserting the following: 

‘‘(d) PERIOD OF PROJECT.—The period during 
which the Assistant Secretary shall carry out 
the demonstration project under this section 
shall be the two-year period beginning on the 
date of the enactment of the VOW to Hire He-
roes Act of 2011.’’. 

(b) STUDY COMPARING COSTS INCURRED BY 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR TRAINING FOR MILI-
TARY OCCUPATIONAL SPECIALTIES WITHOUT 
CREDENTIALING OR LICENSING WITH COSTS IN-
CURRED BY SECRETARY OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 
AND SECRETARY OF LABOR IN PROVIDING EM-
PLOYMENT-RELATED ASSISTANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days after 
the conclusion of the period described in sub-
section (d) of section 4114 of title 38, United 
States Code, as added by subsection (a), the As-
sistant Secretary of Labor of Veterans’ Employ-
ment and Training shall, in consultation with 
the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs, complete a study comparing 
the costs incurred by the Secretary of Defense in 
training members of the Armed Forces for the 
military occupational specialties selected by the 
Assistant Secretary of Labor of Veterans’ Em-
ployment and Training pursuant to the dem-

onstration project provided for in such section 
4114, as amended by subsection (a), with the 
costs incurred by the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs and the Secretary of Labor in providing 
employment-related assistance to veterans who 
previously held such military occupational spe-
cialties, including— 

(A) providing educational assistance under 
laws administered by the Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs to veterans to obtain credentialing and 
licensing for civilian occupations that are simi-
lar to such military occupational specialties; 

(B) providing assistance to unemployed vet-
erans who, while serving in the Armed Forces, 
were trained in a military occupational spe-
cialty; and 

(C) providing vocational training or coun-
seling to veterans described in subparagraph 
(B). 

(2) REPORT.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the conclusion of the period described in 
subsection (d) of section 4114 of title 38, United 
States Code, as added by subsection (a), the As-
sistant Secretary of Labor of Veterans’ Employ-
ment and Training shall submit to Congress a 
report on the study carried out under paragraph 
(1). 

(B) ELEMENTS.—The report required by sub-
paragraph (A) shall include the following: 

(i) The findings of the Assistant Secretary 
with respect to the study required by paragraph 
(1). 

(ii) A detailed description of the costs com-
pared under the study required by paragraph 
(1). 
SEC. 238. INCLUSION OF PERFORMANCE MEAS-

URES IN ANNUAL REPORT ON VET-
ERAN JOB COUNSELING, TRAINING, 
AND PLACEMENT PROGRAMS OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR. 

Section 4107(c) of title 38, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘clause (1)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘paragraph (1)’’; 

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

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

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(7) performance measures for the provision of 
assistance under this chapter, including— 

‘‘(A) the percentage of participants in pro-
grams under this chapter who find employment 
before the end of the first 90-day period fol-
lowing their completion of the program; 

‘‘(B) the percentage of participants described 
in subparagraph (A) who are employed during 
the first 180-day period following the period de-
scribed in such subparagraph; 

‘‘(C) the median earnings of participants de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) during the period 
described in such subparagraph; 

‘‘(D) the median earnings of participants de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) during the period 
described in such subparagraph; and 

‘‘(E) the percentage of participants in pro-
grams under this chapter who obtain a certifi-
cate, degree, diploma, licensure, or industry-rec-
ognized credential relating to the program in 
which they participated under this chapter dur-
ing the third 90-day period following their com-
pletion of the program.’’. 
SEC. 239. CLARIFICATION OF PRIORITY OF SERV-

ICE FOR VETERANS IN DEPARTMENT 
OF LABOR JOB TRAINING PRO-
GRAMS. 

Section 4215 of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(3), by adding at the end 
the following: ‘‘Such priority includes giving ac-
cess to such services to a covered person before 
a non-covered person or, if resources are limited, 
giving access to such services to a covered per-
son instead of a non-covered person.’’; and 

(2) by amending subsection (d) to read as fol-
lows: 
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‘‘(d) ADDITION TO ANNUAL REPORT.—(1) In 

the annual report required under section 4107(c) 
of this title for the program year beginning in 
2003 and each subsequent program year, the 
Secretary of Labor shall evaluate whether cov-
ered persons are receiving priority of service and 
are being fully served by qualified job training 
programs. Such evaluation shall include— 

‘‘(A) an analysis of the implementation of pro-
viding such priority at the local level; 

‘‘(B) whether the representation of veterans in 
such programs is in proportion to the incidence 
of representation of veterans in the labor mar-
ket, including within groups that the Secretary 
may designate for priority under such programs, 
if any; and 

‘‘(C) performance measures, as determined by 
the Secretary, to determine whether veterans are 
receiving priority of service and are being fully 
served by qualified job training programs. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary may not use the proportion 
of representation of veterans described in sub-
paragraph (B) of paragraph (1) as the basis for 
determining under such paragraph whether vet-
erans are receiving priority of service and are 
being fully served by qualified job training pro-
grams.’’. 
SEC. 240. EVALUATION OF INDIVIDUALS RECEIV-

ING TRAINING AT THE NATIONAL 
VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT AND 
TRAINING SERVICES INSTITUTE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4109 of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(d)(1) The Secretary shall require that each 
disabled veterans’ outreach program specialist 
and local veterans’ employment representative 
who receives training provided by the Institute, 
or its successor, is given a final examination to 
evaluate the specialist’s or representative’s per-
formance in receiving such training. 

‘‘(2) The results of such final examination 
shall be provided to the entity that sponsored 
the specialist or representative who received the 
training.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (d) of sec-
tion 4109 of title 38, United States Code, as 
added by subsection (a), shall apply with re-
spect to training provided by the National Vet-
erans’ Employment and Training Services Insti-
tute that begins on or after the date that is 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 241. REQUIREMENTS FOR FULL-TIME DIS-

ABLED VETERANS’ OUTREACH PRO-
GRAM SPECIALISTS AND LOCAL VET-
ERANS’ EMPLOYMENT REPRESENTA-
TIVES. 

(a) DISABLED VETERANS’ OUTREACH PROGRAM 
SPECIALISTS.—Section 4103A of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

‘‘(d) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT FOR FULL- 
TIME EMPLOYEES.—(1) A full-time disabled vet-
erans’ outreach program specialist shall perform 
only duties related to meeting the employment 
needs of eligible veterans, as described in sub-
section (a), and shall not perform other non-vet-
eran-related duties that detract from the spe-
cialist’s ability to perform the specialist’s duties 
related to meeting the employment needs of eli-
gible veterans. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary shall conduct regular au-
dits to ensure compliance with paragraph (1). If, 
on the basis of such an audit, the Secretary de-
termines that a State is not in compliance with 
paragraph (1), the Secretary may reduce the 
amount of a grant made to the State under sec-
tion 4102A(b)(5) of this title.’’. 

(b) LOCAL VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT REP-
RESENTATIVES.—Section 4104 of such title is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub-
section (f); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol-
lowing new subsection (e): 

‘‘(e) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR FULL- 
TIME EMPLOYEES.—(1) A full-time local vet-
erans’ employment representative shall perform 

only duties related to the employment, training, 
and placement services under this chapter, and 
shall not perform other non-veteran-related du-
ties that detract from the representative’s ability 
to perform the representative’s duties related to 
employment, training, and placement services 
under this chapter. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary shall conduct regular au-
dits to ensure compliance with paragraph (1). If, 
on the basis of such an audit, the Secretary de-
termines that a State is not in compliance with 
paragraph (1), the Secretary may reduce the 
amount of a grant made to the State under sec-
tion 4102A(b)(5) of this title.’’. 

(c) CONSOLIDATION.—Section 4102A of such 
title is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(h) CONSOLIDATION OF DISABLED VETERANS’ 
OUTREACH PROGRAM SPECIALISTS AND VET-
ERANS’ EMPLOYMENT REPRESENTATIVES.—The 
Secretary may allow the Governor of a State re-
ceiving funds under subsection (b)(5) to support 
specialists and representatives as described in 
such subsection to consolidate the functions of 
such specialists and representatives if— 

‘‘(1) the Governor determines, and the Sec-
retary concurs, that such consolidation— 

‘‘(A) promotes a more efficient administration 
of services to veterans with a particular empha-
sis on services to disabled veterans; and 

‘‘(B) does not hinder the provision of services 
to veterans and employers; and 

‘‘(2) the Governor submits to the Secretary a 
proposal therefor at such time, in such manner, 
and containing such information as the Sec-
retary may require.’’. 
Subtitle D—Improvements to Uniformed Serv-

ices Employment and Reemployment Rights 
SEC. 251. CLARIFICATION OF BENEFITS OF EM-

PLOYMENT COVERED UNDER 
USERRA. 

Section 4303(2) of title 38, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting ‘‘the terms, conditions, 
or privileges of employment, including’’ after 
‘‘means’’. 

Subtitle E—Other Matters 
SEC. 261. RETURNING HEROES AND WOUNDED 

WARRIORS WORK OPPORTUNITY TAX 
CREDITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (3) of section 
51(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by striking ‘‘($12,000 per year in the 
case of any individual who is a qualified vet-
eran by reason of subsection (d)(3)(A)(ii))’’ and 
inserting ‘‘($12,000 per year in the case of any 
individual who is a qualified veteran by reason 
of subsection (d)(3)(A)(ii)(I), $14,000 per year in 
the case of any individual who is a qualified 
veteran by reason of subsection (d)(3)(A)(iv), 
and $24,000 per year in the case of any indi-
vidual who is a qualified veteran by reason of 
subsection (d)(3)(A)(ii)(II))’’. 

(b) RETURNING HEROES TAX CREDITS.—Sub-
paragraph (A) of section 51(d)(3) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause (i), 
(2) by striking the period at the end of clause 

(ii)(II), and 
(3) by adding at the end the following new 

clauses: 
‘‘(iii) having aggregate periods of unemploy-

ment during the 1-year period ending on the hir-
ing date which equal or exceed 4 weeks (but less 
than 6 months), or 

‘‘(iv) having aggregate periods of unemploy-
ment during the 1-year period ending on the hir-
ing date which equal or exceed 6 months.’’. 

(c) SIMPLIFIED CERTIFICATION.—Paragraph 
(13) of section 51(d) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) CREDIT FOR UNEMPLOYED VETERANS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding subpara-

graph (A), for purposes of paragraph (3)(A)— 
‘‘(I) a veteran will be treated as certified by 

the designated local agency as having aggregate 
periods of unemployment meeting the require-

ments of clause (ii)(II) or (iv) of such paragraph 
(whichever is applicable) if such veteran is cer-
tified by such agency as being in receipt of un-
employment compensation under State or Fed-
eral law for not less than 6 months during the 
1-year period ending on the hiring date, and 

‘‘(II) a veteran will be treated as certified by 
the designated local agency as having aggregate 
periods of unemployment meeting the require-
ments of clause (iii) of such paragraph if such 
veteran is certified by such agency as being in 
receipt of unemployment compensation under 
State or Federal law for not less than 4 weeks 
(but less than 6 months) during the 1-year pe-
riod ending on the hiring date. 

‘‘(ii) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—The Secretary 
may provide alternative methods for certifi-
cation of a veteran as a qualified veteran de-
scribed in clause (ii)(II), (iii), or (iv) of para-
graph (3)(A), at the Secretary’s discretion.’’. 

(d) EXTENSION OF CREDIT.—Subparagraph (B) 
of section 51(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(B) after— 
‘‘(i) December 31, 2012, in the case of a quali-

fied veteran, and 
‘‘(ii) December 31, 2011, in the case of any 

other individual.’’. 
(e) CREDIT MADE AVAILABLE TO TAX-EXEMPT 

ORGANIZATIONS IN CERTAIN CIRCUMSTANCES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section 52 

of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amend-
ed— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—’’ before 
‘‘No credit’’, and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(2) CREDIT MADE AVAILABLE TO QUALIFIED 
TAX-EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS EMPLOYING QUALI-
FIED VETERANS.—For credit against payroll 
taxes for employment of qualified veterans by 
qualified tax-exempt organizations, see section 
3111(e).’’. 

(2) CREDIT ALLOWABLE.—Section 3111 of such 
Code is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(e) CREDIT FOR EMPLOYMENT OF QUALIFIED 
VETERANS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If a qualified tax-exempt 
organization hires a qualified veteran with re-
spect to whom a credit would be allowable under 
section 38 by reason of section 51 if the organi-
zation were not a qualified tax-exempt organiza-
tion, then there shall be allowed as a credit 
against the tax imposed by subsection (a) on 
wages paid with respect to employment of all 
employees of the organization during the appli-
cable period an amount equal to the credit de-
termined under section 51 (after application of 
the modifications under paragraph (3)) with re-
spect to wages paid to such qualified veteran 
during such period. 

‘‘(2) OVERALL LIMITATION.—The aggregate 
amount allowed as a credit under this sub-
section for all qualified veterans for any period 
with respect to which tax is imposed under sub-
section (a) shall not exceed the amount of the 
tax imposed by subsection (a) on wages paid 
with respect to employment of all employees of 
the organization during such period. 

‘‘(3) MODIFICATIONS.—For purposes of para-
graph (1), section 51 shall be applied— 

‘‘(A) by substituting ‘26 percent’ for ‘40 per-
cent’ in subsection (a) thereof, 

‘‘(B) by substituting ‘16.25 percent’ for ‘25 per-
cent’ in subsection (i)(3)(A) thereof, and 

‘‘(C) by only taking into account wages paid 
to a qualified veteran for services in furtherance 
of the activities related to the purpose or func-
tion constituting the basis of the organization’s 
exemption under section 501. 

‘‘(4) APPLICABLE PERIOD.—The term ‘applica-
ble period’ means, with respect to any qualified 
veteran, the 1-year period beginning with the 
day such qualified veteran begins work for the 
organization. 

‘‘(5) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section— 
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‘‘(A) the term ‘qualified tax-exempt organiza-

tion’ means an employer that is an organization 
described in section 501(c) and exempt from tax-
ation under section 501(a), and 

‘‘(B) the term ‘qualified veteran’ has meaning 
given such term by section 51(d)(3).’’. 

(3) TRANSFERS TO FEDERAL OLD-AGE AND SUR-
VIVORS INSURANCE TRUST FUND.—There are here-
by appropriated to the Federal Old-Age and 
Survivors Trust Fund and the Federal Disability 
Insurance Trust Fund established under section 
201 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401) 
amounts equal to the reduction in revenues to 
the Treasury by reason of the amendments made 
by paragraphs (1) and (2). Amounts appro-
priated by the preceding sentence shall be trans-
ferred from the general fund at such times and 
in such manner as to replicate to the extent pos-
sible the transfers which would have occurred to 
such Trust Fund had such amendments not 
been enacted. 

(f) TREATMENT OF POSSESSIONS.— 
(1) PAYMENTS TO POSSESSIONS.— 
(A) MIRROR CODE POSSESSIONS.—The Sec-

retary of the Treasury shall pay to each posses-
sion of the United States with a mirror code tax 
system amounts equal to the loss to that posses-
sion by reason of the amendments made by this 
section. Such amounts shall be determined by 
the Secretary of the Treasury based on informa-
tion provided by the government of the respec-
tive possession of the United States. 

(B) OTHER POSSESSIONS.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall pay to each possession of the 
United States which does not have a mirror code 
tax system the amount estimated by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury as being equal to the loss 
to that possession that would have occurred by 
reason of the amendments made by this section 
if a mirror code tax system had been in effect in 
such possession. The preceding sentence shall 
not apply with respect to any possession of the 
United States unless such possession establishes 
to the satisfaction of the Secretary that the pos-
session has implemented (or, at the discretion of 
the Secretary, will implement) an income tax 
benefit which is substantially equivalent to the 
income tax credit in effect after the amendments 
made by this section. 

(2) COORDINATION WITH CREDIT ALLOWED 
AGAINST UNITED STATES INCOME TAXES.—The 
credit allowed against United States income 
taxes for any taxable year under the amend-
ments made by this section to section 51 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to any person 
with respect to any qualified veteran shall be re-
duced by the amount of any credit (or other tax 
benefit described in paragraph (1)(B)) allowed 
to such person against income taxes imposed by 
the possession of the United States by reason of 
this subsection with respect to such qualified 
veteran for such taxable year. 

(3) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.— 
(A) POSSESSION OF THE UNITED STATES.—For 

purposes of this subsection, the term ‘‘possession 
of the United States’’ includes American Samoa, 
Guam, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mar-
iana Islands, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
and the United States Virgin Islands. 

(B) MIRROR CODE TAX SYSTEM.—For purposes 
of this subsection, the term ‘‘mirror code tax sys-
tem’’ means, with respect to any possession of 
the United States, the income tax system of such 
possession if the income tax liability of the resi-
dents of such possession under such system is 
determined by reference to the income tax laws 
of the United States as if such possession were 
the United States. 

(C) TREATMENT OF PAYMENTS.—For purposes 
of section 1324(b)(2) of title 31, United States 
Code, the payments under this subsection shall 
be treated in the same manner as a refund due 
from credit provisions described in such section. 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to individuals who 
begin work for the employer after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 262. EXTENSION OF REDUCED PENSION FOR 
CERTAIN VETERANS COVERED BY 
MEDICAID PLANS FOR SERVICES 
FURNISHED BY NURSING FACILI-
TIES. 

Section 5503(d)(7) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘May 31, 2015’’ 
and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2016’’. 
SEC. 263. REIMBURSEMENT RATE FOR AMBU-

LANCE SERVICES. 
Section 111(b)(3) of title 38, United States 

Code, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) In the case of transportation of a person 
under subparagraph (B) by ambulance, the Sec-
retary may pay the provider of the transpor-
tation the lesser of the actual charge for the 
transportation or the amount determined by the 
fee schedule established under section 1834(l) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395(l)) unless 
the Secretary has entered into a contract for 
that transportation with the provider.’’. 
SEC. 264. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY FOR SEC-

RETARY OF VETERANS AFFAIRS TO 
OBTAIN INFORMATION FROM SEC-
RETARY OF TREASURY AND COMMIS-
SIONER OF SOCIAL SECURITY FOR 
INCOME VERIFICATION PURPOSES. 

Section 5317(g) of title 38, United States Code, 
is amended by striking ‘‘September 30, 2011’’ and 
inserting ‘‘September 30, 2016’’. 
SEC. 265. MODIFICATION OF LOAN GUARANTY 

FEE FOR CERTAIN SUBSEQUENT 
LOANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3729(b)(2) of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)— 
(A) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘November 18, 

2011’’ and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2016’’; and 
(B) in clause (iv), by striking ‘‘November 18, 

2011’’ and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2016’’; 
(2) in subparagraph (B)— 
(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘November 18, 

2011’’ and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2016’’; 
(B) by striking clauses (ii) and (iii); 
(C) by redesignating clause (iv) as clause (ii); 

and 
(D) in clause (ii), as redesignated by subpara-

graph (C), by striking ‘‘October 1, 2013’’ and in-
serting ‘‘October 1, 2016’’; 

(3) in subparagraph (C)— 
(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘November 18, 

2011’’ and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2016’’; and 
(B) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘November 18, 

2011’’ and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2016’’; and 
(4) in subparagraph (D)— 
(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘November 18, 

2011’’ and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2016’’; and 
(B) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘November 18, 

2011’’ and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2016’’. 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 

by subsection (a) shall take effect on the later 
of— 

(1) November 18, 2011; or 
(2) the date of the enactment of this Act. 

TITLE III—OTHER PROVISIONS RELATING 
TO FEDERAL VENDORS 

SEC. 301. ONE HUNDRED PERCENT LEVY FOR 
PAYMENTS TO FEDERAL VENDORS 
RELATING TO PROPERTY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6331(h)(3) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking ‘‘goods or services’’ and inserting 
‘‘property, goods, or services’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by this section shall apply to levies issued after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 302. STUDY AND REPORT ON REDUCING THE 

AMOUNT OF THE TAX GAP OWED BY 
FEDERAL CONTRACTORS. 

(a) STUDY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Treas-

ury, or the Secretary’s delegate, in consultation 
with the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget and the heads of such other Federal 
agencies as the Secretary determines appro-
priate, shall conduct a study on ways to reduce 
the amount of Federal tax owed but not paid by 

persons submitting bids or proposals for the pro-
curement of property or services by the Federal 
government. 

(2) MATTERS STUDIED.—The study conducted 
under paragraph (1) shall include the following 
matters: 

(A) An estimate of the amount of delinquent 
taxes owed by Federal contractors. 

(B) The extent to which the requirement that 
persons submitting bids or proposals certify 
whether such persons have delinquent tax debts 
has— 

(i) improved tax compliance; and 
(ii) been a factor in Federal agency decisions 

not to enter into or renew contracts with such 
contractors. 

(C) In cases in which Federal agencies con-
tinue to contract with persons who report hav-
ing delinquent tax debt, the factors taken into 
consideration in awarding such contracts. 

(D) The degree of the success of the Federal 
lien and levy system in recouping delinquent 
Federal taxes from Federal contractors. 

(E) The number of persons who have been sus-
pended or debarred because of a delinquent tax 
debt over the past 3 years. 

(F) An estimate of the extent to which the 
subcontractors under Federal contracts have de-
linquent tax debt. 

(G) The Federal agencies which have most fre-
quently awarded contracts to persons notwith-
standing any certification by such person that 
the person has delinquent tax debt. 

(H) Recommendations on ways to better iden-
tify Federal contractors with delinquent tax 
debts. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 12 months after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Committee on Finance of the 
Senate, the Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform of the House of Representa-
tives, and the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Government Affairs of the Senate, a report 
on the study conducted under subsection (a), to-
gether with any legislative recommendations. 
TITLE IV—MODIFICATION OF CALCULA-

TION OF MODIFIED ADJUSTED GROSS 
INCOME FOR DETERMINING CERTAIN 
HEALTHCARE PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY 

SEC. 401. MODIFICATION OF CALCULATION OF 
MODIFIED ADJUSTED GROSS IN-
COME FOR DETERMINING CERTAIN 
HEALTHCARE PROGRAM ELIGI-
BILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of section 
36B(d)(2) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of 
clause (i), by striking the period at the end of 
clause (ii) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by adding 
at the end the following new clause: 

‘‘(iii) an amount equal to the portion of the 
taxpayer’s social security benefits (as defined in 
section 86(d)) which is not included in gross in-
come under section 86 for the taxable year.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall take effect on the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(c) NO IMPACT ON SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST 
FUNDS.— 

(1) ESTIMATE OF SECRETARY.—The Secretary 
of the Treasury, or the Secretary’s delegate, 
shall annually estimate the impact that the 
amendments made by subsection (a) have on the 
income and balances of the trust funds estab-
lished under section 201 of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 401). 

(2) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—If, under paragraph 
(1), the Secretary of the Treasury or the Sec-
retary’s delegate estimates that such amend-
ments have a negative impact on the income and 
balances of such trust funds, the Secretary shall 
transfer, not less frequently than quarterly, 
from the general fund an amount sufficient so 
as to ensure that the income and balances of 
such trust funds are not reduced as a result of 
such amendments. 
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TITLE V—BUDGETARY EFFECTS 

SEC. 501. STATUTORY PAY-AS-YOU-GO ACT OF 
2010. 

The budgetary effects of this Act, for the pur-
pose of complying with the Statutory Pay-As- 
You-Go Act of 2010, shall be determined by ref-
erence to the latest statement titled ‘‘Budgetary 
Effects of PAYGO Legislation’’ for this Act, sub-
mitted for printing in the Congressional Record 
by the Chairman of the House Budget Com-
mittee, provided that such statement has been 
submitted prior to the vote on passage. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CAMP) and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CAMP). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill 
under consideration. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I come to the floor today in support 

of permanently repealing the onerous, 
job-killing 3 percent withholding law. 
During House action last month, this 
legislation garnered more than 400 
votes for repeal and passed, as amend-
ed, with an overwhelming 95 votes in 
the Senate last week. 

The legislation, which has been 
championed by Ways and Means Health 
Subcommittee Chairman WALLY HER-
GER and our Democrat colleague EARL 
BLUMENAUER, is supported by President 
Obama and makes clear that when we 
work together, we can find bipartisan 
solutions to the laws and regulations 
that stifle job creation. This legisla-
tion does just that and frees up valu-
able resources businesses can use for 
hiring. 

In addition to the provisions in the 
House-passed 3 percent withholding 
bill, the Senate amendment contains a 
variety of veterans-related provisions— 
a group of Americans clearly deserving 
of our support. 

Finally, the Senate amendment re-
tains another provision passed by this 
House with bipartisan support and au-
thored by one of the newest members 
of the Ways and Means Committee, 
Representative DIANE BLACK. Mrs. 
BLACK’s legislation modifies the in-
come definition for determining eligi-
bility for exchange subsidies, Medicaid, 
and the Children’s Health Insurance 
Program, conforming the definition of 
income in the Democrats’ health care 
law to the standards used by other Fed-
eral low-income programs such as food 
stamps and public housing. In doing so, 
taxpayers save $13 billion, and Med-
icaid funds will not be diverted away 
from serving America’s low-income 
families. 

Madam Speaker, today we can take 
the final step and send this deficit-re-

ducing and job-creating legislation to 
the President’s desk. I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on the Senate 
amendment to H.R. 674, and I look for-
ward to seeing the President sign this 
bill into law. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from California (Mr. HER-
GER) control the balance of my time. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I believe this bill will pass with over-

whelming support. Nearly everyone 
agrees that the 3 percent withholding 
provision should be repealed. It was a 
misguided approach when it was en-
acted by the last Republican Congress 
and it is misguided now. That is why 
we tried to repeal it earlier and ulti-
mately delayed its implementation. Its 
repeal, however, should not be claimed 
as a significant jobs bill. As economist 
Mark Zandi has said, ‘‘I don’t think it’s 
meaningful in terms of jobs. It’s more 
trying to clean up something that 
needs cleaning up.’’ 

The veterans provisions added by the 
Senate are a real jobs bill. They are a 
useful start in helping those who have 
loyally served our Nation find work, 
and I would hope all of us support 
them, including the tax credits to en-
courage businesses to hire veterans. 

Most on our side support these provi-
sions, and they were included in the 
President’s jobs proposal. But no one 
should consider these modest steps as a 
substitute for action on the President’s 
comprehensive jobs plan, which Repub-
licans have so far blocked. 

The President’s jobs plan includes a 
payroll tax cut that would save the av-
erage family $1,500 a year. It includes 
tax credits for hiring the long-term un-
employed, payroll tax cuts for hiring, 
and incentives to invest. It includes an 
infrastructure bank, and $75 billion to 
build roads and schools. That’s a jobs 
agenda that could help many of the 14 
million Americans who are still look-
ing for work. Picking out two of the 
smaller pieces of that agenda and say-
ing you’ve acted on the President’s 
jobs bill is really disingenuous. The 3 
percent withholding repeal and the vet-
erans provisions are things we should 
do, but we must do much more. 
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Millions are counting on us to do 
more. So passage of this bill today rep-
resents a challenge to the majority in 
this House. End your blockade of com-
prehensive jobs legislation as proposed 
by the President of the United States. 

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

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I rise in strong support of H.R. 674. 
Members of this House are well aware 
of why the 3 percent withholding tax 
must be repealed. It threatens to de-
stroy the cash flow of thousands of 

small businesses that sell goods and 
services to the government agencies 
and impose additional costs on cash- 
strapped State and local governments. 

Today I want to talk about the big 
picture and why this is so important 
for job creation. Americans are hurt-
ing. Nearly 14 million are unable to 
find work, and millions more are stuck 
in part-time jobs, even though they 
would like to work more. We are now 
well into the fourth year of this down-
turn, and many Americans are increas-
ingly discouraged about the long-term 
future of our economy. 

America’s job creators are hurting 
too. Today, thousands of small busi-
ness owners will sit down, look over 
their books, and try to discern what 
the future holds. They are uncertain 
about whether there will be sufficient 
demand for their goods and services. 
They are uncertain about how Europe’s 
fiscal crisis will affect our economy 
and whether we will do what is needed 
to address our own debt crisis before 
it’s too late. And they’re uncertain 
about the direction of government pol-
icy, whether Washington will continue 
to hand down new taxes and regula-
tions that stifle economic growth. 

The 3 percent withholding tax is an 
example of the kind of government 
policies that discourage job creation. 
When small business owners are evalu-
ating whether their investments will 
allow them to make a living, it mat-
ters if a new tax is going to cut off 
their cash flow in just over a year. 

Repealing this tax is one important 
step. It sends a message to America’s 
job creators that jobs are our number 
one priority and that Congress is com-
mitted to undoing policies that stand 
in the way of restoring prosperity. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. LEVIN. I yield 2 minutes to the 

gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS), a 
distinguished member of our com-
mittee. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, the most important task we 
face today is helping Americans get 
back to work. People stop me all over 
metro Atlanta and tell me how long 
they’ve been looking for work, how 
many applications they have filled out, 
how many resumes they have sent. 

And with the unemployment rate for 
Iraq and Afghanistan veterans over 12 
percent, Senator TESTER’s amendment 
is a good start. It is a necessary start. 
These are people who want to work, 
who need to work. They don’t want a 
handout; they want a job. 

These men and women put on that 
uniform to serve and protect our coun-
try. We can and must do more to honor 
their service. It is simply the right and 
good thing to do. 

Now, I must say, Madam Speaker, 
that I strongly object to the Repub-
lican effort to stain a bipartisan bill 
with a partisan poison pill, making it 
more difficult for America’s seniors to 
get private health insurance and Med-
icaid. It is not right, it is not fair, and 
it is not just. 
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Mr. HERGER. Madam Speaker, I 

yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK), who has 
been instrumental in working on this 
legislation and coming up with savings 
that we can do to see that it is paid for. 

Mrs. BLACK. Thank you, Chairman 
HERGER. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to 
begin by saying that I am extremely 
proud that my legislation is part of 
this very worthy, bipartisan jobs pack-
age. 

Congress can and should work to-
gether to find common ground and for-
ward solutions-based legislation like 
what we are considering right here. 
Today the House will pass a package 
that not only creates more certainty 
for small business, encourages hiring of 
our Nation’s veterans, but is also paid 
for, thanks to my legislation, that re-
peals a costly glitch in the health care 
law. And this is more than deficit neu-
tral. This legislation will save billions 
of dollars. 

I’ve spoken on the floor of the House 
previously about my cost-saving legis-
lation that is now part of this package. 
When the Affordable Care Act was 
passed, few realized that this legisla-
tion contained a loophole that would 
allow middle class Americans to re-
ceive Medicaid benefits. The new in-
come formula that determines eligi-
bility for government subsidized health 
insurance, the Modified Adjusted Gross 
Income, or MAGI, deviated from other 
Federal assistance programs, failing to 
include Social Security benefits as in-
come. 

Under the health care law, a married 
couple with an annual income of over 
$60,000 could qualify to receive Med-
icaid benefits. Let me put it in more 
stark terms. Changing the income for-
mula could result in individuals whose 
incomes are up to 400 percent of the 
poverty level receiving Medicaid. This 
is unacceptable. I very strongly believe 
that it is our duty to ensure that the 
very scarce Medicaid resources are 
there for those in most need. 

Again, let me state that the Afford-
able Care Act income formula for Med-
icaid, CHIP, and exchange subsidies de-
viated from the eligibility require-
ments for other Federal assistance pro-
grams. Supplemental Social Security 
Income; Supplemental Nutrition Pro-
grams, known as food stamps; Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families; 
and public housing all include the en-
tire Social Security benefit as income. 

My legislation, now a part of this 
package, adds Social Security benefits 
back into the equation, realigning 
Medicaid with the other programs and 
stopping these improper payments be-
fore they occur. 

Closing the loophole in Medicaid will 
save $13 billion over 10 years according 
to the Congressional Budget Office. 
And by adding my legislation into this 
package that includes the 3 percent 
withholding repeal and the veterans 
tax deductions, this package will save 
vital tax dollars. 

Madam Speaker, I’d like to take a 
moment to praise other sections of this 
bill. And on the heels of Veterans Day, 
I cannot think of a better time for Con-
gress to step forward and help our vet-
erans get to work. As a wife, mother, 
and daughter of veterans, I know how 
important it is that we support those 
brave men and women who fought for 
our country. 

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

Mr. HERGER. I yield the gentle-
woman 1 additional minute. 

Mrs. BLACK. I thank the gentleman. 
I hope that this bipartisan, bicameral 

veterans legislation is just the begin-
ning of more veterans bills getting 
passed by Congress. 

Veterans who return home to us and 
seek work should be able to find it. 
With our economic recovery sluggish, 
at best, my colleague Mr. HERGER’s 3 
percent withholding repeal will go a 
long way to create more certainty for 
small business. Taxing business at 3 
percent is something we cannot afford. 

I look forward to this legislation and 
the entire package being signed into 
law by the President as soon as pos-
sible. We should not have to wait for 
these commonsense, bipartisan solu-
tions to go into effect. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, it is 
now my real pleasure to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from California 
(Mr. FILNER), a gentleman who has 
worked so hard on veterans issues. 

Mr. FILNER. Thank you, Mr. LEVIN, 
and I appreciate the time. And thank 
you, Mr. HERGER, for bringing us this 
bill. 

I rise in support of H.R. 674. Every 
day I get phone calls and letters from 
veterans telling me how rewarding 
their service was and what an invalu-
able experience they received in the 
military. But they are confused as to 
why potential employers don’t value 
their time and service and why they 
get rejection letters for jobs they are 
qualified to perform. 

These veterans are highly skilled in-
dividuals who are ready to make an im-
mediate impact to any job. Veterans 
bring real-world experience to any 
company and, unfortunately, employ-
ers fail to see this value. 

In August of this year, the President 
proposed a comprehensive plan to de-
crease the veteran unemployment rate. 
Part of his plan includes a tax credit 
for employers, and I’m happy to see 
that Senator MURRAY included this in 
H.R. 674. It would provide a tax credit 
for firms that hire certain unemployed 
veterans, and these tax credits are a 
win for veterans and a win for the com-
panies. The credits will incentivize 
struggling businesses that need to in-
crease their work force to hire veterans 
while getting a tax deduction. 

b 1320 

The bill also provides veterans with 
training, mentoring, and placement 
services and allows for the appoint-
ment of honorably discharged veterans 

to the civil service. I’m happy to see 
H.R. 674 move forward because it will 
provide individualized assessments for 
servicemembers in the Transitional As-
sistance Program, increase access to 
apprenticeship programs for separating 
servicemembers, provide authority to 
the VA to provide services to service-
members with severe injuries, and 
many other positive programs that will 
help veterans. 

The President’s message was clear. 
We must fight for our servicemembers 
and veterans by enacting legislation 
that will help veterans get jobs. 

I hope that all of my colleagues will 
join me in supporting H.R. 674. 

Mr. HERGER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MILLER), the chairman of 
the Veterans’ Affairs Committee. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

As chairman of the House Veterans’ 
Affairs Committee, I do stand today in 
the strongest possible support of the 
Senate amendment to H.R. 674, which 
includes the provision of the bipartisan 
and bicameral VOW to Hire Heroes Act 
of 2011. 

This bill contains many provisions of 
H.R. 2433, the Veterans Opportunity to 
Work Act, or the VOW Act, which was 
introduced in July and passed the 
House by an overwhelming majority 
just last month. 

The VOW Act honors the 1 percent of 
Americans who, as veterans, have 
signed a blank check in the amount of 
up to and including their lives and pay-
able to the other 99 percent of Ameri-
cans. In return for that investment, too 
many of them, veterans of every work-
ing age generation, are finding them-
selves unemployed or seriously under-
employed due to the current economic 
downturn. Unfortunately, today’s econ-
omy has eliminated millions of jobs, 
many of which will unfortunately 
never return. 

Regardless of the reason, nearly one 
million veterans need help in acquiring 
the skills needed for today’s job mar-
ket. That is what the VOW to Hire He-
roes Act will do in a very comprehen-
sive and cost-effective manner. 

There are millions of jobs going un-
filled right now because employers 
can’t find workers with the right 
skills. I’m proud that a major provision 
of the VOW to Hire Heroes Act will 
give nearly 100,000 veterans a chance to 
gain the new skills that are in demand 
for today’s jobs. And these jobs are not 
just in high-tech fields. Many are in 
the trades. Many are in fields that can-
not be moved overseas, like transpor-
tation. And this bill helps provide the 
training needed to complete and com-
pete for these types of jobs without 
adding new programs. 

In fact, the two major provisions of 
this bill essentially recycle two exist-
ing well-regarded education and train-
ing programs, the Montgomery GI Bill 
and the Vocational Rehabilitation and 
Employment Program. That will make 
use of existing staff and current regula-
tions. 
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As I said, this Act takes a com-

prehensive approach. For those just 
leaving the service, this bill would 
vastly improve the Transition Assist-
ance Program, or TAP, as it’s known, 
by adding personal skills assessment 
and improved skills crosswalks into ci-
vilian occupations. 

The bill would also begin the process 
of working with the States to help 
standardize occupational licensing and 
credentialing, a major bottleneck that 
often wastes millions of dollars spent 
on our military training. 

For the disabled veterans who have 
completed VA’s Voc Rehab and Em-
ployment Program and who have ex-
hausted their unemployment benefits, 
the bill would offer up to an additional 
year of vocational rehabilitation. 

Madam Speaker, I want to thank the 
chair of the Senate Committee on Vet-
erans Affairs, Senator PATTY MURRAY, 
for her insight in including the voca-
tional rehabilitation benefits as part of 
the compromise bill. I have two final 
points. The first is, this bill is paid for 
both mandatory and discretionary. We 
have worked with the veteran services 
organizations in order to find the pay- 
for provisions, and they understand the 
urgency to help veterans become em-
ployed, and I thank them for their sup-
port of this legislation. 

Secondly, Madam Speaker, I would 
like to thank Chairman CAMP. I know 
his plate is full right now, and I thank 
him most sincerely for helping bring 
this to the floor. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to a very distinguished mem-
ber of our committee and a cosponsor 
of the amendment that we now add to 
the original bill, the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. It is a pleasure 
to be on the floor with my partner on 
this legislation, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. HERGER), being able to 
see it finally brought to fruition. It 
was actually made a little better with 
the inclusion of these important provi-
sions for our veterans. 

I am hopeful that we will act with 
dispatch and approve it unanimously. 
But I hope we can also focus on what 
this chapter represents. It was some-
thing, in terms of working with the 
gentleman from California, moving 
this through Congress, that it seemed 
to me that there are three elements 
that we ought to focus on going for-
ward. 

First and foremost, that same spirit 
that has resulted in being able to fix 
and improve this legislation ought to 
be focused on how we rebuild and renew 
America. Because so many of the busi-
nesses and governments that were 
going to be pounded with this 3 percent 
withholding are struggling to deal with 
challenges that they face. 

There are hundreds of thousands of 
veterans that could potentially be at 
work rebuilding and renewing America. 
We are in a precarious position in 
terms of our competitiveness inter-
nationally, with problems of conges-

tion, pollution. I am hopeful that this 
same spirit focused here can be focused 
on this major effort to rebuild and 
renew America that can help revitalize 
the economy while it improves our 
communities. 

Second, we need to take a hard look 
at flaws in how we score legislation. 
This piece of legislation that we were 
looking at, part of the challenge was to 
have some sort of offset because it was 
going to ‘‘cost government money.’’ 
Well, as a practical matter that is not 
the case because the CBO rules never 
take into account how much it would 
cost to implement it. And as a result of 
the hearings with Mr. HERGER, with 
the small business Committee, with a 
whole range of sources, I am absolutely 
confident that it would have cost the 
Federal Government far more to imple-
ment it than it ever would have col-
lected. 

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

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the gentleman an 
additional minute. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. We need to 
make sure going forward we don’t have 
these aberrations that cause us to go 
through these gyrations for something 
that on its face really is not going to 
yield the economic results. 

Finally, I hope we can work together 
in the same sort of spirit, evidenced 
working with Mr. HERGER, Chairman 
CAMP, Ranking Member LEVIN, to deal 
with the broader picture of how we’re 
going to solve the long-term problems 
of our budget deficit and our flawed 
revenue system. We can reform our 
system, give a balanced program that 
both reforms and raises revenues, that 
changes how we do business. I’m con-
vinced that this is within the capacity 
of those of us in Congress, and today’s 
positive vote on this legislation is a lit-
tle indication of how it can be done. 

Mr. HERGER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. STUTZMAN), the chairman 
of the Veterans’ Affairs Subcommittee 
on Economic Opportunity. 

Mr. STUTZMAN. I thank the chair-
man for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, jobs for America’s 
veterans has become a popular topic 
over the past few weeks. The VOW to 
Hire Heroes Act is a vital first step in 
meeting our responsibilities to that 1 
percent of Americans mentioned by VA 
Committee Chairman MILLER in his re-
marks. 

For those who are in the middle of 
their civilian working life, gaining new 
skills is often problematic due to a 
lack of resources to fund education and 
training, while recently discharged vet-
erans have the post 9/11 GI Bill’s gen-
erous resources to acquire the skills 
now in demand. Therefore, I believe the 
most important provision in the VOW 
to Hire Heroes Act offers 99,000 unem-
ployed veterans between the ages of 35 
and 60 the resources to acquire those 
new skills. 

To my colleagues, the veterans provi-
sions in this bill are worthy of your 

support, and I urge you to join me in 
voting ‘‘yes’’ on the VOW to Hire He-
roes Act. 

The Amendment to H.R. 674, includes the 
VOW to Hire Heroes Act of 2011, which re-
flects a Compromise Agreement reached by 
the House and Senate Committees on Vet-
erans’ Affairs (the Committees) on the fol-
lowing bills reported during the 112th Con-
gress: H.R. 2433, as amended, (House Bill); 
and S. 951, as reported (Senate Bill). 

H.R. 2433, as amended, passed the House 
on October 12, 2011. S. 951 was reported fa-
vorably out of the Senate Committee on July 
18, 2011. 

The Committees have prepared the fol-
lowing explanation of certain provisions con-
tained in the amendment to H.R. 674, as 
amended, to reflect a Compromise Agreement 
between the Committees. Differences between 
the provisions contained in the Compromise 
Agreement and the related provisions of the 
House Bill and the Senate Bill are noted in 
this document, except for clerical corrections, 
conforming changes made necessary by the 
Compromise Agreement, and minor drafting, 
technical, and clarifying changes. 

SUBTITLE A—RETRAINING VETERANS 
VETERANS RETRAINING ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
Current Law 
In general, educational assistance under 

the Montgomery GI Bill (Chapter 30 of title 
38 United States Code (U.S.C.)) is limited by 
section 3031 of title 38, U.S.C., to ten years 
following a servicemember’s last discharge 
from active duty in the Armed Forces. 

Senate Bill 
The Senate Bill contains no similar provi-

sion. 
House Bill 
Section 101 of H.R. 2433, as amended, would 

provide an opportunity for unemployed vet-
erans ages 35 to 60 to gain new skills through 
a temporary expansion of eligibility for an 
existing education and training benefit, the 
Montgomery GI Bill (MGIB). This section 
would allow these veterans to enroll in 
courses at community colleges and technical 
training schools for up to 12 months. Edu-
cation payments would be administered 
under the rules governing the existing MGIB 
and would only be payable to veterans en-
rolled in education or training courses that 
lead to an associate degree, certificate, or 
similar qualification, in a high growth occu-
pation as determined by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor (DOL). 

This section would authorize the DOL and 
the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs 
(VA) to enroll up to 100,000 unemployed vet-
erans beginning June 1, 2011, through March 
31, 2014. Veterans would be eligible to receive 
the monthly MGIB benefit that is in effect 
for up to 12 months. Payments under this 
section would terminate after March 31, 2014. 
In addition to the above mentioned age re-
quirement, the veteran must have been dis-
charged under conditions other than dishon-
orable, be unemployed as determined by the 
Secretary of Labor with special consider-
ation given to those who have been unem-
ployed for at least 26 consecutive weeks and 
have no eligibility for other education pro-
grams administered by VA. The House Bill 
includes a provision requiring program par-
ticipants to certify attendance on a monthly 
basis as is done under the existing MGIB. 
This provision was included to minimize 
overpayments to enrollees who do not com-
plete their course of training. This section 
would require DOL and VA to submit a re-
port to the Committees on veteran partici-
pants and their employment status after par-
ticipation. 
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Compromise Agreement 
Section 211 of the Compromise Agreement 

generally follows the House’s position except 
that 99,000 unique beneficiaries would be au-
thorized under the agreement. The agree-
ment removes any of the special consider-
ations for eligibility listed in the House pro-
vision to simplify the administration of the 
program. It also directs VA and DOL to 
jointly carry out this program with a memo-
randum of agreement that includes provi-
sions to create an appeals system for denied 
applicants. To provide VA and DOL with the 
time necessary to administer this section, a 
July 1 effective date is established. The Com-
mittees believe that DOL, through the state 
employment agencies, is the most appro-
priate intake point for unemployed veterans 
to apply for this grant program. DOL is also 
the appropriate entity to determine that an 
applicant is unemployed and whether they 
are currently or had been a participant in 
any other job training programs. Following 
these determinations, DOL would forward 
the application to VA. VA would then deter-
mine an applicant’s veteran status and eligi-
bility for other education programs adminis-
tered by VA under title 38 U.S.C. and title 10 
U.S.C. The Compromise Agreement also pro-
vided up to $2 million in assistance to VA for 
use on information technology systems. This 
is the amount estimated by the Congres-
sional Budget Office to develop and maintain 
information technology systems to support 
this section. Finally, the Compromise Agree-
ment includes the Senate Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor and Pension and 
the House Committee on Education and the 
Workforce in the list of committees that 
would receive the final report on implemen-
tation of this section. 

The Committees understand that many 
veterans are in need of the assistance pro-
vided under section 101, and urge DOL and 
VA to come to an agreement on the adminis-
tration of the program quickly so it can be 
fully implemented and ready to process ap-
plications by the mandated July 1, 2012 start 
date. 

SUBTITLE B—IMPROVING THE TRANSITION 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

MANDATORY PARTICIPATION OF MEMBERS OF 
THE ARMED FORCES IN THE TRANSITIONAL AS-
SISTANCE PROGRAM OF DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE 
Current Law 
Section 1144 of title 10, U.S.C., establishes 

an interagency program known as the Tran-
sition Assistance Program (TAP), which of-
fers basic training on veterans benefits, job 
hunting skills, and other related subjects. 
TAP is delivered via a partnership between 
the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD), 
DOL’s Veterans’ Employment and Training 
Service (VETS), VA, and the U.S. Depart-
ment of Homeland Security (DHS). TAP in-
cludes a wide variety of employment-related 
training lessons as well as a VA benefits 
briefing, and the Disabled Transition Assist-
ance Program for wounded or injured 
servicemembers. Under current law, DOD 
and DHS are required to encourage 
servicemembers to participate in TAP, but 
are not required to mandate their participa-
tion. Only the U.S. Marine Corps has elected 
to require its members to participate in 
TAP. 

Senate Bill 
Section 6 of S. 951, as reported, would 

amend section 1144 of title 10, U.S.C., to re-
quire mandatory participation in TAP for all 
servicemembers with limited exceptions. 
These exceptions would be set forth by the 
Secretaries of DOD and DHS in consultation 
with VA and VETS. 

House Bill 
Section 202 of H.R. 2433, as amended, would 

amend section 1144(c) of title 10, U.S.C., to 

require mandatory participation in TAP 
with limited exceptions. The exceptions 
would allow for enlisted servicemembers who 
are in the pay grades of E–8 and above, and 
officers in pay grades, 0–6 and above to be ex-
empt from mandatory participation. Also, a 
servicemember would be exempt if there is a 
documented operational requirement that 
prevents attendance, or if the servicemember 
submits a written plan, which receives writ-
ten approval from the servicemember’s com-
manding officer, and the servicemember de-
clines in writing to participate in TAP based 
on planned post-service employment or ac-
ceptance to an education program. 

Compromise Agreement 
Section 221 of the Compromise Agreement 

reflects the Senate position with minor 
modifications, and includes a provision to 
exempt servicemembers from TAP if they 
possess a specialized skill that is needed to 
support a unit’s imminent deployment. 

It is the Committees’ intent that, in light 
of this effort, all servicemembers participate 
in at least the most basic components of 
TAP and that waivers not be granted except 
for those who are extraordinarily qualified 
or for those for whom TAP would be unnec-
essary or inappropriate due to other extraor-
dinary circumstances. 
INDIVIDUALIZED ASSESSMENT FOR MEMBERS OF 

THE ARMED FORCES UNDER TRANSITION AS-
SISTANCE ON EQUIVALENCE BETWEEN SKILLS 
DEVELOPED IN MILITARY OCCUPATIONAL SPE-
CIALTIES AND QUALIFICATIONS REQUIRED FOR 
CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT WITH THE PRIVATE 
SECTOR 
Current Law 
Under current practice, DOD provides some 

assessment of servicemembers’ skills related 
to their military occupational specialty 
(MOS); however, the comparison of military- 
acquired skills and civilian requirements is 
not sufficiently robust or detailed, and is not 
sufficiently inclusive of other training and 
skills, beyond MOS-related skills, which may 
qualify a servicemember for civilian employ-
ment. The result is many servicemembers 
who separate from active duty are unable to 
effectively translate their military experi-
ence to an equivalent civilian skill-set. 

Senate Bill 
Section 9 of S. 951, as reported, would re-

quire VA, DOD, and DOL to jointly select a 
contractor to conduct a study to identify 
any equivalencies between the skills devel-
oped by members of the Armed Forces 
through various MOSs and the qualifications 
for various positions of civilian employment 
in the private sector. This section would also 
require Federal Government departments 
and agencies to cooperate with the con-
tractor. 

Following completion of the study, the 
contractor would be required to submit a re-
port to VA, DOD, and DOL. In turn, the sec-
tion would direct the Departments to jointly 
submit to Congress the report, along with 
such comments on the report as the Depart-
ments jointly consider appropriate. 

This section would also require DOD to en-
sure that each member of the Armed Forces 
participating in TAP receives an individual-
ized assessment of the various positions of 
civilian employment for which such member 
may be qualified as a result of the member’s 
MOS. DOD would be required to transmit the 
individualized assessment to VA and DOL for 
use by either Department when providing 
employment related assistance during the 
member’s transition from military service to 
a civilian career. 

House Bill 
The House Bill contains no similar provi-

sions. 
Compromise Agreement 
Section 222 of the Compromise Agreement 

reflects the Senate position with minor 

modifications. Under the study required 
under subsection (a), the Compromise Agree-
ment would require that DOL be the lead 
agency in implementing the study required 
under that subsection. The Committees be-
lieve that DOL is already the lead agency 
under TAP, and the study would be better 
suited to be completed by them and have VA 
and DOD only consult with DOL on its con-
tents where appropriate. The Compromise 
Agreement also expands the range of mili-
tary experiences to be considered in the 
study to include not only the 
servicemember’s MOS, but also non-resident 
training programs, attaining higher ranks, 
and other experiences. The compromise also 
includes the Department of Education in the 
list of federal agencies that shall cooperate 
with the study required under subsection (a). 
In subsection (d) the Committees have 
amended the original provision to require 
DOD to make the individualized assessment 
of each servicemember available electroni-
cally to both DOL and VA so they can use 
this assessment in any future employment 
related assistance they provide the service-
member. It is the Committees’ view that this 
assessment should be stored as part of the 
servicemember’s ‘‘e-benefits’’ account. E- 
benefits is a new online system being devel-
oped by VA and DOD as an online repository 
of servicemembers’ and veterans’ records. 
This portal will allow the veteran to easily 
access this assessment so it can assist them 
with their transition to civilian life after 
discharge. 

TRANSITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
CONTRACTING 

Current Law 
Under section 4113 of title 38, U.S.C, Dis-

abled Veteran Outreach Program Specialists 
(DVOPS) and Local Veteran Employment 
Representatives (LVER) are authorized to 
teach most TAP courses in the United 
States. DVOPS and LVERs are state employ-
ees funded by VETS to provide employment 
services to veterans. The section also pro-
vides the option for VETS to contract with 
instructors to teach TAP. VETS has used 
this option to contract for overseas TAP in-
struction as well as at a limited number of 
locations in the United States. 

Senate Bill 
The Senate Bill contains no similar provi-

sion. 
House Bill 
Section 201 of H.R. 2433, as amended, would 

amend section 4113 of title 38, U.S.C., to re-
quire VETS to contract for all TAP instruc-
tion. This change would not only ensure 
quality instruction for all servicemembers 
but it would allow DVOPS and LVERs to 
focus on their primary mission, which is to 
provide intensive employment services to 
disabled veterans and meet with employers 
to discuss the advantages of hiring veterans. 
The provision would require implementation 
of this provision within two years of enact-
ment. 

Compromise Agreement 
Section 223 of the Compromise Agreement 

follows the House Bill. 
CONTRACTS WITH PRIVATE ENTITIES TO ASSIST 

IN CARRYING OUT TRANSITION ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM OF DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Current Law 
Section 1144(d) of title 10, U.S.C., lists the 

types of personnel and organizations that 
DOL can use in the teaching or facilitating 
TAP classes. These groups include DVOPS 
and LVERs, both civilian employees and uni-
formed members of the Armed Forces, em-
ployees of the Veterans Benefits Administra-
tion, and representatives of veterans service 
organizations. The section also allows DOL 
to enter into contracts with public or private 
entities to teach all or portions of TAP. 
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Senate Bill 
The Senate Bill contains no similar provi-

sion. 
House Bill 
The House Bill contains no similar provi-

sion. 
Compromise Agreement 
Section 224 of the Compromise Agreement 

would amend section 1144(d) of title 10, 
U.S.C., to clarify that when DOL enters into 
contracts with private entities that they 
have experience in teaching courses on pri-
vate sector culture, resume writing, career 
networking, and training on job search tech-
nologies, or in academic readiness and edu-
cational opportunities. It is the Committees’ 
view that when DOL contracts for TAP serv-
ices pursuant to section 223 of the Com-
promise Agreement they should ensure that 
the contractors have pertinent expertise in 
providing quality services to TAP partici-
pants. The Committees also recognize that 
many servicemembers are using their Post– 
9/11 GI Bill benefits soon after they are dis-
charged, and believe that having TAP in-
structors provide more information on the 
type of educational choices that are avail-
able to these servicemembers is an effective 
way to increase use of the Post–9/11 GI Bill 
and to encourage educational choices that 
are in line with the servicemember’s career 
goals or intents. 
IMPROVED ACCESS TO APPRENTICESHIP PRO-

GRAMS FOR MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES 
WHO ARE BEING SEPARATED FROM ACTIVE 
DUTY OR RETIRED 
Current Law 
Under section 1144 of title 10, U.S.C., TAP 

furnishes career counseling, assistance in 
identifying employment and training oppor-
tunities, help in obtaining such employment 
and training, and other related information 
and services to members of the Armed 
Forces who are being separated from active 
duty, and the spouses of such members. How-
ever, it is not explicit what types of training 
are authorized to facilitate a 
servicemember’s transition. 

Senate Bill 
Section 14 of S. 951, as reported, would 

amend section 1144 of title 10, U.S.C., by add-
ing at the end a new subsection that would 
authorize DOD and DHS to permit a member 
of the Armed Forces eligible for assistance 
under the section to participate in a pre-ap-
prenticeship program or an apprenticeship 
program. 

Such a program would be required to be 
registered under the Act of August 1937 
(commonly known as the ‘National Appren-
ticeship Act’; 50 Stat. 664, chapter 663; 29 
U.S.C. 50 et seq.) The section would also au-
thorize DOD and DHS to permit an eligible 
member to participate in a pre-apprentice-
ship program that provides credit toward a 
program registered under the Act of August 
1937. Any such apprenticeship or pre-appren-
ticeship program would be required to pro-
vide participating servicemembers with the 
education, training, and services necessary 
to transition to meaningful employment 
that leads to economic self-sufficiency. 

House Bill 
The House Bill contains no similar provi-

sion. 
Compromise Agreement 
Section 225 of the Compromise Agreement 

follows the Senate Bill. 
REPORT ON THE TRANSITION ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAM 
Current Law 
There is currently no statutory require-

ment for the Comptroller General to com-
plete a study on TAP. 

Senate Bill 
Section 7(b) of S. 951, as reported, would re-

quire DOL to enter into a contract with a 

private entity for audits of TAP. Such audits 
would be required to measure the effective-
ness of TAP, and the contractor would be re-
quired to report on the findings of the audit 
and make recommendations, which DOL 
would be required to implement, to improve 
TAP. 

House Bill 
Section 205 of H.R. 2433, as amended, re-

quires that within one year of enactment 
that the Comptroller General of the United 
States conduct a review of TAP and its effec-
tiveness. 

Compromise Agreement 
Section 226 of the Compromise Agreement 

generally follows the House Bill in that it re-
quires a review to be completed by the 
Comptroller General. However the agree-
ment requires that the study be completed 
within two years of enactment. 

SUBTITLE C—IMPROVING THE TRANSITION OF 
VETERANS TO CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT 

TWO-YEAR EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY OF SEC-
RETARY OF VETERANS AFFAIRS TO PROVIDE 
REHABILITATION AND VOCATIONAL BENEFITS 
TO MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES WITH SE-
VERE INJURIES OR ILLNESSES 

Current Law 
Under section 1631 of the Wounded Warrior 

Act (title XVI of Public Law (P.L.) 110–181), 
VA’s authority to provide rehabilitation and 
vocational benefits to members of the Armed 
Forces with severe injuries or illnesses will 
expire on December 31, 2012. 

Senate Bill 
Section 2 of S. 951, as reported, would 

amend section 1631(b)(2) of the Wounded War-
rior Act by extending through December 31, 
2014, VA’s authority to provide rehabilita-
tion and vocational benefits to certain se-
verely wounded active-duty servicemembers 
in the same manner as provided to veterans. 

House Bill 
The House Bill contain no similar provi-

sion. 
Compromise Agreement 
Section 231 of the Compromise Agreement 

follows the Senate Bill. It is the view of the 
Committees that a two-year extension of 
VA’s authority is necessary to ensure that 
severely wounded active-duty 
servicemembers have continued and uninter-
rupted access to rehabilitation and voca-
tional benefits. 

EXPANSION OF AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS TO PAY EMPLOYERS FOR 
PROVIDING ON-JOB TRAINING TO VETERANS 
WHO HAVE NOT BEEN REHABILITATED TO 
POINT OF EMPLOYABILITY 

Current Law 
Under section 3116 of title 38, U.S.C., VA is 

authorized to make payments to employers 
for providing on-job training to veterans who 
have been rehabilitated to the point of em-
ployability to promote the development and 
establishment of employment and training 
for veterans who have participated in VA’s 
vocational rehabilitation and employment 
programs. VA provides these benefits to vet-
erans with service-connected disabilities to 
enable them to obtain suitable employment. 

Senate Bill 
Section 3 of S. 951, as reported, would 

amend section 3116 of title 38 U.S.C, by strik-
ing the requirement that veterans be reha-
bilitated to the point of employability before 
VA is authorized to make payments to em-
ployers for providing on-job training. 

House Bill 
The House Bill contain no similar provi-

sion. 
Compromise Agreement 
Section 232 of the Compromise Agreement 

follows the Senate Bill. This change will en-
able VA to incentivize employers to provide 
training and employment opportunities to a 

broader number of veterans and allow vet-
erans to obtain on-job training and experi-
ence while they are still in rehabilitation. 
TRAINING AND REHABILITATION FOR VETERANS 

WITH SERVICE-CONNECTED DISABILITIES WHO 
HAVE EXHAUSTED RIGHTS TO UNEMPLOYMENT 
BENEFITS UNDER STATE LAW 
Current Law 
Under sections 3102 and 3103 of title 38 

U.S.C., veterans who have a service con-
nected disability rating of at least 20 percent 
and have an employment handicap or have a 
disability rating of at least ten percent and 
have serious employment handicap are eligi-
ble for vocational rehabilitation benefits. El-
igible veterans are entitled, generally, to 48 
months of benefits during the 12–year, post 
discharge period. These limitations can be 
extended under certain circumstances. 

Senate Bill 
Section 4 of S. 951, as reported, would 

amend section 3102 of title 38, U.S.C., to enti-
tle certain veterans, who have completed a 
rehabilitation program, as set forth under 
chapter 31, to up to 24 months of additional 
vocational rehabilitation and employment 
benefits if they meet certain requirements. 

Under section 4, a person who has com-
pleted a chapter 31 rehabilitation program 
would be entitled to an additional rehabilita-
tion program if the person meets the current 
requirements for entitlement to a chapter 31 
rehabilitation program and has, under State 
or Federal law, exhausted all rights to reg-
ular unemployment compensation with re-
spect to a benefit year, has no rights to reg-
ular compensation with respect to a week, is 
not receiving compensation with respect to 
such week under the unemployment com-
pensation laws of Canada, and begins such 
additional rehabilitation program within six 
months of the date of such exhaustion. 
Under this section, a person would be consid-
ered to have exhausted rights to regular un-
employment compensation under State law 
when no payments of regular unemployment 
compensation may be made under such law 
because the person has received all regular 
unemployment compensation available based 
on employment or wages during a base pe-
riod, or such person’s rights to compensation 
have been terminated by reason of the expi-
ration of the benefit year. 

House Bill 
The House Bill contains no similar provi-

sion. 
Compromise Agreement 
Section 233 of the Compromise Agreement 

follows the Senate Bill. The Committees re-
alize that many veterans who were rehabili-
tated have had difficulty in finding and 
maintaining employment. The Committees 
understand that unemployed service-con-
nected veterans who have passed their cur-
rent eligibility for vocational rehabilitation 
benefits could benefit from additional voca-
tional rehabilitation and employment serv-
ices while seeking meaningful employment. 
The agreement limits the amount of assist-
ance to 12 months, provides an effective date 
of June 1, 2012 and a sunset date of March 31, 
2014. In addition, the agreement includes a 
review of the program and its outcomes by 
the Government Accountability Office 
(GAO). It is the intent of the Committees 
that enrollment in this program be consid-
ered a last resort for unemployed and dis-
abled veterans who have exhausted other fed-
eral training and unemployment benefit re-
sources. 

COLLABORATIVE VETERANS’ TRAINING, 
MENTORING, AND PLACEMENT PROGRAM 

Current Law 
Under Chapter 41, of title 38, U.S.C., the 

Department of Labor is authorized to pro-
vide job counseling, training, and placement 
services to veterans. 
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Senate Bill 
Section 8 of S. 951, as reported, would 

amend chapter 41 of title 38, U.S.C., by in-
serting after section 4104 a new section, 
4104A, which would require DOL to award 
grants to eligible non-profit organizations to 
provide training and mentoring for eligible 
veterans who seek employment. Under this 
provision, DOL would award grants to not 
more than three organizations, for contract 
periods of two years. 

The section would require DOL to ensure 
that the recipients of such grants collabo-
rate with the appropriate DVOPS and 
LVERs, and the appropriate State Workforce 
Investment boards and local boards for the 
areas to be served by the grant recipients. 
DOL would also be required to ensure that 
grant recipients facilitate placement in em-
ployment that leads to economic self-suffi-
ciency for veterans who have completed 
training. 

To be eligible for such grants, a non-profit 
organization would be required to submit an 
application to DOL. The application must in-
clude information describing how the organi-
zation will engage in the collaboration dis-
cussed herein, provide training that facili-
tates job placement for veterans, and provide 
mentorship for each veteran receiving train-
ing. 

Section 8 would also require DOL to pre-
pare and submit to the House and Senate 
Veterans’ Affairs Committees a report that 
describes the process for awarding grants, 
the recipients of such grants, and the col-
laboration described herein. DOL would pro-
vide this report not later than six months 
after the date of enactment of the Hiring He-
roes Act of 2011. 

Additionally, not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment, DOL would be 
required under this section to conduct an as-
sessment of the performance of the grant re-
cipients, DVOPS, and LVERs in carrying out 
activities under this section. Section 8 also 
would authorize appropriations of $4,500,000 
for each of Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013. 

House Bill 
The House Bill contains no similar provi-

sion. 
Compromise Agreement 
Section 234 of the Compromise Agreement 

generally follows the Senate Bill with the 
addition of the Senate Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pension and House 
Committee on Education and Workforce to 
the list of Committees that DOL is required 
to submit the assessment required under 
subsection (d)(2). 

APPOINTMENT OF HONORABLY DISCHARGED 
MEMBERS AND OTHER EMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE 

Current Law 
Chapter 33 of title 5, U.S.C., sets forth the 

examination, certification, and appointment 
process for individuals seeking to enter the 
civil and competitive services in the Execu-
tive branch. The Veterans Recruitment Act 
authorizes non-competitive appointment for 
eligible veterans to positions up to the GS– 
11 level, or equivalent. The Veterans Em-
ployment Opportunities Act (VEOA) can be 
used to appoint those entitled to veterans’ 
preference or veterans who have at least 3 
years of active military service to perma-
nent positions in the competitive civil serv-
ice. Under sections 2108 and 3309(1) of title 5, 
U.S.C., a veteran must have a disability rat-
ing to establish ten-point preference eligi-
bility for a service-connected disability. 

Senate Bill 
Section 10 of S. 951, as reported, would 

amend chapter 33 of title 5, U.S.C., by cre-
ating a new section, 3330d, which would allow 
the head of an Executive agency to appoint 
an honorably discharged servicemember to a 
position in the civil service, without regard 

to certain civil service authorities, within 
the 180 days following such member’s separa-
tion from service. 

Section 10 would also require the Office of 
Personnel Management (OPM) to designate 
agencies to establish a program to provide 
employment assistance to members of the 
Armed Forces who are being separated from 
active duty and to ensure such programs are 
coordinated with TAP. Each designated 
agency would be required to consult with 
OPM and act through its Veterans Employ-
ment and Placement Office (VEPO) in order 
to establish the employment assistance pro-
gram, which would include assistance to 
members of the Armed Forces seeking em-
ployment with that agency. Under the pro-
gram, the agency would also provide 
servicemembers with information regarding 
its employment assistance program and 
would promote the recruitment, hiring, 
training and development, and retention of 
such servicemembers and veterans by the 
agency. If a designated agency does not have 
a VEPO, the agency would be required to se-
lect an appropriate office of the agency to 
carry out the employment assistance pro-
gram. 

House Bill 
The House Bill contains no similar provi-

sion. 
Compromise Agreement 
Section 235 of the Compromise Agreement 

generally follows the Senate Bill with modi-
fications. The Committees expect that en-
actment of this section would further sup-
port servicemembers’ seamless transition 
from the Armed Forces into the civil service 
by granting veteran preference prior to dis-
charge. The Committees also recognize that 
certain servicemembers are unable to receive 
a ten-point preference because of VA’s 
lengthy claims processing system and 
achieving the ten-point preference granted 
to disabled veterans will smooth the transi-
tion to civilian life. 

The agreement strikes all of subsection (a) 
of S. 951, as reported, regarding agency au-
thority to directly appoint veterans within 
180 days of separation from the military and 
inserts new language that amends section 
2108 of title 5, U.S.C., that allows a service-
member to submit paperwork to Federal hir-
ing managers to certify that they expect to 
be discharged under honorable conditions. 
This certification would allow the hiring 
manager to consider the servicemember as a 
veteran who qualifies for veteran preference 
for the purpose of a competitive appoint-
ment to a civil service job. A similar certifi-
cation would be authorized for disabled vet-
erans. Servicemembers would be permitted 
to submit these certifications to hiring man-
agers within 120 days of their discharge. Sec-
tion 235(b) of the Compromise Agreement fol-
lows subsection 10(b) of S. 951, as reported. 

A seamless transition from military serv-
ice to a Federal job opening benefits not only 
servicemembers, but also the Federal Gov-
ernment. It means that a servicemember can 
potentially leverage the skills he or she 
gained while on active duty and apply them 
as a member of the civil service. The Federal 
Government benefits from hiring veterans as 
it allows the Federal Government to con-
tinue to receive services from individuals in 
whom the Federal Government has already 
invested resources for training. Additionally, 
this allows the Federal Government to em-
ploy individuals with a proven history in 
Federal service. 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PILOT PROGRAM ON 

WORK EXPERIENCE FOR MEMBERS OF THE 
ARMED FORCES ON TERMINAL LEAVE 
Current Law 
There is no current statute that provides 

outside work experience to members of the 
Armed Forces on terminal leave. 

Senate Bill 
Section 12 of S. 951, as reported, would au-

thorize DOD to establish a pilot program to 
assess the feasibility and advisability of pro-
viding to certain servicemembers on ter-
minal leave work experience with civilian 
employees and contractors of DOD. The pro-
gram would facilitate a covered 
servicemember’s transition from active duty 
into the civilian labor market. 

Under this section, an eligible servicemem-
ber would be any individual who (1) is a 
member of the Armed Forces; (2) DOD ex-
pects to be discharged or separated from 
service in the Armed Forces and is on ter-
minal leave; (3) DOD determines has skills 
that can be used to provide services to DOD 
that are considered critical to the success of 
its mission; and (4) DOD determines might 
benefit from exposure to the civilian work 
environment in order to facilitate the indi-
vidual’s transition from service in the Armed 
Forces to employment in the civilian labor 
market. The pilot program would be carried 
out during the two-year period beginning on 
the date of the commencement of the pilot 
program. 

Not later than 540 days after the date of 
the enactment of this section, DOD would be 
required to submit to the Committee on 
Armed Services and the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs of the Senate, and to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services and the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs of the House of 
Representatives, a report on the pilot pro-
gram. The report would include the findings 
of DOD with respect to the feasibility and 
advisability of providing such work experi-
ence to qualifying servicemembers. 

House Bill 
The House Bill contains no similar provi-

sion. 
Compromise Agreement 
Section 236 of the Compromise Agreement 

generally follows the Senate Bill. The Com-
mittees believe these servicemembers could 
benefit from being given access to outside 
work experience while technically still on 
active duty. The Committees hope this op-
portunity will better prepare the service-
member for their transition to civilian life. 
ENHANCEMENT OF DEMONSTRATION PROJECT ON 
CREDENTIALING AND LICENSING OF VETERANS 
Current Law 
Under current law, section 4114 of title 38, 

U.S.C., DOL, through the Assistant Sec-
retary of Veterans Employment and Train-
ing (ASVET), is authorized to carry out a 
demonstration project on credentialing for 
the purpose of facilitating the seamless tran-
sition of servicemembers from active duty to 
civilian employment. The section provides 
for the selection of not less than ten MOSs 
for purposes of the demonstration project. 
The selected specialties must involve a skill 
or set of skills required for civilian employ-
ment in an industry with high growth or 
high worker demand. 

After selection of the ten MOSs, DOL is re-
quired to consult with Federal, State, and 
industry stakeholders to identify require-
ments for civilian credentials, certifications, 
and licenses that require a skill or set of 
skills also required by an MOS selected 
under this section. DOL must analyze these 
requirements to determine which may be 
satisfied by the skills, training, or experi-
ence acquired by servicemembers with the 
applicable MOS. 

Following this determination, DOL is re-
quired to cooperate with the appropriate 
government and industry stakeholders to re-
duce or eliminate any barriers to providing a 
civilian credential, certification, or license 
to a veteran who acquired any skill, train-
ing, or experience while serving as a member 
of the Armed Forces with an MOS selected 
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under this section that satisfies the Federal 
and State requirements for the credential, 
certification, or license. 

This program was never carried out be-
cause funding for the pilot program was au-
thorized only by using unobligated funds for 
the administration of job counseling, train-
ing, and placement services for veterans 
under section 4106 of title 38, U.S.C. 

Senate Bill 
Section 13 of S. 951, as reported, would 

amend section 4114 by mandating that DOL 
carry out the demonstration project on 
credentialing. Section 4114 would also be 
amended to require that the ASVET act in 
consultation with the Assistant Secretary 
for Employment and Training when selecting 
the specialties. The number of specialties to 
be selected would also be reduced from ten to 
five. 

The section would also strike subsections 
(d) through (h) of section 4114, concerning a 
task force, consultation, contract authority, 
and duration of the program described under 
current law. New subsection (d) would re-
quire the demonstration project to be carried 
out within a two-year period beginning on 
the date of the enactment of this section. 

Section 13 would also require, not later 
than 180 days after the enactment of the 
Senate Bills, which the ASVET, in consulta-
tion with DOD and VA, study the costs in-
curred by DOD to train servicemembers for 
MOSs compared to those incurred by VA and 
DOL for employment-related assistance to 
veterans. The study would include an anal-
ysis of the costs incurred by VA to provide 
educational assistance to veterans regarding 
civilian credentialing and licensing and the 
costs associated with assistance, vocational 
training, and counseling to unemployed vet-
erans who were trained in an MOS. 

Within the 180-day period after the enact-
ment of the Senate Bill, the ASVET would 
also be required to submit to Congress a re-
port on the study carried out. Required pro-
visions of the report would include the find-
ings of the Assistant Secretary with respect 
to the study and an estimate of the savings 
that would be realized by VA and DOL if 
DOD were to tailor its MOS training(s) to 
satisfy Federal, State, and/or local require-
ments for certain credentials, certifications, 
or licenses. 

House Bill 
Section 301 of H.R. 2433 amends section 4114 

of title 38, United States Code, to reauthor-
ize the demonstration project and direct the 
DOL to conduct a study in cooperation with 
an association of state governors on five to 
ten military occupations to determine bar-
riers to transitioning those skills to civilian 
employment and authorizes $180,000 per year 
to fund the program through September 30, 
2014, and sets reporting requirements. 

Compromise Agreement 
Section 237 of the Compromise Agreement 

contains provisions from both the Senate 
and House Bills. Subsection (a) generally fol-
lows the House Bill by reauthorizing the 
demonstration project and requires that the 
study be conducted in cooperation with an 
association of state governors. The agree-
ment also limits the number of MOS’s to be 
studied to not more than five. Subsection (b) 
of this section adopt a modified version of 
the Senate Bill by removing the language 
that assumes that the Federal Government 
would experience savings if DOD were to tai-
lor its MOS training(s) to satisfy Federal, 
State, and/or local requirements for certain 
credentials, certifications, or licenses. 

DOD has the largest training program in 
the world, training servicemembers in hun-
dreds of occupations. While many of these 
occupations center on combat-related duties, 
the vast majority train servicemembers in 
support roles, many of which are closely re-

lated to skills required in civilian occupa-
tions. 

Despite that close relationship, the Com-
mittees’ have found that servicemembers 
find it difficult to transition directly into 
equivalent civilian occupations. There are 
many reasons for this, but chief among those 
reasons is the plethora of vastly differing 
State laws and regulations that directly im-
pede that transition. 

The Committees believes that it is vital to 
engage the States in an effort to standardize 
laws and regulations, even on a limited 
basis, in an effort to smooth 
servicemembers’ transition to civilian em-
ployment and retain the value of taxpayer 
investment in the military training pro-
gram. The Committees also recognize that 
an unregulated transition for some special-
ties may not be achievable, but expects DOL 
to select military specialties ranging from 
those that are easier to transition from, to 
those that are more difficult. 
INCLUSION OF PERFORMANCE MEASURES IN AN-

NUAL REPORT ON VETERAN JOB COUNSELING, 
TRAINING, AND PLACEMENT PROGRAMS OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Current Law 
Under Section 4107(c) of title 38, U.S.C., 

VETS is required to provide Congress with 
an annual report on the activities of the 
VETS and some performance measure on the 
state grant program that provides funding 
for DVOPS and LVERs. VETS is required 
under the report to provide the number of 
veterans who were served by states and var-
ious other demographic information. 

Senate Bill 
The Senate Bill does not contain a similar 

provision. 
House Bill 
Section 302 of H.R. 2433, as amended, 

amends section 4107(c) by adding a new para-
graph that requires that VETS submit, in its 
annual report to Congress, certain employ-
ment/education/training-related data for vet-
erans placed in jobs by DVOPS and LVERs 
under the State Grant Program. 

Compromise Agreement 
Section 238 of the Compromise Agreement 

generally follows the House Bill. VETS cur-
rently funds the salaries and expenses of 
DVOPS and LVERs at a cost of over $165 mil-
lion per year. Unfortunately, there is little 
statistical accountability built into the sys-
tem to determine if this funding, objectively, 
leads to effective results. Changes include 
modifying the timeline of when VETS needs 
to follow up with the veteran on their em-
ployment status and earnings. These modi-
fications were made to better align this sec-
tion with DOL’s current reporting of per-
formance data from states. The Committees 
hope this section will provide much needed 
transparency on this critical program and 
help promote more effective services to un-
employed veterans. 
CLARIFICATION OF PRIORITY OF SERVICE FOR 

VETERANS IN DEPARTMENT OF LABOR TRAIN-
ING PROGRAMS 
Current Law 
Section 2 of the Jobs for Veterans Act, P.L. 

107–288, required DOL to give veterans, and 
certain spouses of veterans, priority of serv-
ice in all DOL training programs for which 
the veteran or spouse would otherwise qual-
ify. DOL’s interpretation of this requirement 
is to use the proportion of representation of 
veterans in training programs versus the 
general veteran population as a basis for de-
termining that the priority of service re-
quirement of section 4215 of title 38, U.S.C, is 
met. 

Senate Bill 
The Senate Bill does not contain a similar 

provision. 
House Bill 

Section 239 of H.R. 2433, as amended, would 
amend section 4215 of title 38, U.S.C., to clar-
ify the law to ensure that veterans are in-
deed receiving the priority of service envi-
sioned in P.L. 107–288. The section also re-
quires a new section to the VETS annual re-
port, required under section 4107(c) U.S.C., 
which will track this priority of service at 
the local level. The section also clarifies 
that DOL may not use the proportion of rep-
resentation of veterans in training programs 
vs. the general veteran population as a basis 
for determining that the priority of service 
requirement of section 4215 of title 38, U.S.C, 
is met. 

Compromise Agreement 
Section 309 of the Compromise Agreement 

follows the House Bill. The Committees note 
that there are at least 24 job training pro-
grams operated under the Workforce Invest-
ment Act (WIA) for which veterans should 
have priority. Based on DOL statistics, it ap-
pears that DOL interprets the priority of 
service requirement to be met if veterans 
and other covered persons are shown to be 
participating in a DOL training program at a 
percentage roughly equal to the percentage 
of veterans in the general population (around 
nine to ten percent). The Committees believe 
such a proportion-based approach fails to 
meet both the letter and spirit of the law. 
While DOL indicates that veterans comprise 
about eight percent of WIA participants, 
most WIA programs fall well short of the 
rate. Therefore, the Committees believe that 
priority of service must be quantified using 
the number of qualified veteran applicants 
and the number trained relative to the total 
program participants. 
EVALUATION OF INDIVIDUALS RECEIVING TRAIN-

ING AT THE NATIONAL VETERANS’ EMPLOY-
MENT AND TRAINING SERVICES INSTITUTE 
Current Law 
Section 4109 of title 38, U.S.C, establishes 

the National Veterans Employment and 
Training Services Institute (NVTI) to pro-
vide standardized training to DVOPS and 
LVERs in how to assist veterans and dis-
abled veteran in obtaining meaningful em-
ployment. However, there is no statutory re-
quirement that DVOPS and LVERs satisfac-
torily complete the course of training or 
that the employing State agency be in-
formed of an employee’s performance at 
NVTI. 

Senate Bill 
The Senate Bill does not contain a similar 

provision. 
House Bill 
Section 304 of H.R. 2433, as amended, would 

require that at the completion of their train-
ing at NVTI, each trainee would be required 
to take a final examination based on the 
training at NVTI. The results of this exam-
ination would then be sent to the organiza-
tion or group that sponsored the trainee’s at-
tendance at NVTI. 

Compromise Agreement 
Section 240 of the Compromise Agreement 

follows the House Bill with a small modifica-
tion that the results of the examination be 
provided to the organization or group that 
sponsored the trainee’s attendance at NVTI, 
but that the results not be listed as passing 
or failing. However, the Committees strongly 
believe that the information provided to the 
state or agency should indicate whether the 
student’s performance on the exam meets 
minimum standards and that a minimal 
grade should be included. Under the Com-
promise Agreement the requirements of the 
section shall not be enforced until 180 days 
following the passage of the Compromise 
Agreement. 
REQUIREMENTS FOR FULL-TIME DISABLED VET-

ERANS OUTREACH PROGRAM SPECIALISTS AND 
LOCAL VETERANS EMPLOYMENT REPRESENTA-
TIVES 
Current Law 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:40 Nov 17, 2011 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00028 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A16NO7.012 H16NOPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
6T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7657 November 16, 2011 
There is no current statutory requirement 

that full time DVOPS and LVERs only pro-
vide services to veterans and not non-vet-
erans. 

Senate Bill 
The Senate Bill does not contain a similar 

provision. 
House Bill 
Section 305 of H.R. 2433, as amended, 

amends sections 4103A and 4104 of title 38 
U.SC., to require that full-time DVOPS and 
LVERs perform only duties related to pro-
viding employment assistance to veterans. 
Section 305 also requires that VETS conduct 
regular audits to ensure compliance with 
these requirements and authorizes VETS to 
reduce the amount of assistance paid to a 
state to fund DVOPS and LVERs if the state 
is not in compliance with this section. 

Compromise Agreement 
Section 241 of the Compromise Agreement 

generally follows the House Bill. The Com-
mittees continue to hear that unemployment 
center managers divert DVOPs and LVERs 
to non-veterans related work. This practice 
obviously negatively impacts the amount of 
time that veterans unemployment special-
ists can spend on serving veterans. The 
agreement amends the provision to ensure 
that DVOPS and LVERs are allowed to pro-
vide, minor, non-substantive support to non- 
veterans. The Compromise Agreement also 
gives Governors the option of consolidating 
DVOP and LVER positions into one job as 
long as they certify to DOL that no services 
to veterans will be reduced as part of the 
consolidation. The Committees expect VETS 
to provide clear guidance to the states as to 
what constitutes minor, non-substantive 
services. The agreement further requires 
that DOL approve of Governor’s consolida-
tion plan. The Committees believe that in a 
time of fiscal restraint, flexibility in pro-
viding service to veterans so long as services 
do not deteriorate is appropriate. For exam-
ple, at smaller employer center there may be 
only one part-time DVOP and one part-time 
LVER. This provision would permit the con-
solidation of those two positions into one, 
thereby reducing administrative overhead 
while not affecting quality of service to vet-
erans. 
SUBTITLE D—IMPROVMENTS TO UNIFORMED 

SERVICES EMPLOYMENT AND REEMPLOYMENT 
RIGHTS 

CLARIFICATION OF BENEFITS OF EMPLOYMENT 
COVERED UNDER USERRA 

Current Law 
Section 4303 of title 38 U.S.C, for the pur-

poses of the protections under the Uniformed 
Services Employment and Reemployment 
Right Act (USERRA), defines ‘benefit,’ ‘ben-
efit of employment,’ or ‘rights and benefits’. 

Senate Bill 
The Senate Bill does not contain a similar 

provision. 
House Bill 
Section 401 of H.R. 2433, as amended, would 

expand the definition of ‘benefit,’ ‘benefit of 
employment,’ or ‘rights and benefits’ to in-
clude the right not to suffer workplace har-
assment or the creation of a hostile work en-
vironment by including, ‘the terms, condi-
tions, or privileges of employment,’ to con-
form USERRA with the Supreme Court’s de-
cision in Mentor Savings Bank vs. Vinson, 
477 U.S. 57, 63–66 (1986) and DOL’s request for 
such change in its annual report on 
USERRA. 

Compromise Agreement 
Section 251 of the Compromise Agreement 

follows the House Bill. 
SUBTITLE E—OTHERS MATTERS 

EXTENSION OF REDUCED PENSION FOR CERTAIN 
VETERANS COVERED BY MEDICAID PLANS FOR 
SERVICES FURNISHED BY NURSING FACILITIES 
Current Law 

P.L. 101–508, the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1990, reduced VA pension 
for certain veterans in receipt of Medicaid- 
covered nursing home care to no more than 
$90 per month, for any period after the 
month of admission to the nursing care facil-
ity. This authority expired on September 30, 
1992, but has been extended several times, 
most recently through May 31, 2015, in the 
Veterans’ Benefit Act of 2010. 

Senate Bill 
The Senate Bill does not contain a similar 

provision. 
House Bill 
Section 507 of H.R. 2433, as amended, would 

amend section 5503(d)(7) of title 38 U.S.C., to 
extend the authority for limitation of VA 
pension to $90 per month for certain bene-
ficiaries receiving Medicaid-covered nursing 
home care from May 31, 2015. 

Compromise Agreement 
Section 262 of the Compromise Agreement 

follows the House Bill, except that the limi-
tation would be extended until September 30, 
2016 and not May 31, 2016. 

REIMBURSEMENT RATE FOR AMBULANCE 
SERVICES 

Current Law 
Under section 111 of title 38, U.S.C., VA is 

authorized to reimburse certain veterans for 
their transportation by ambulance to and 
from VA medical facilities based on the ’ac-
tual necessary expense.’ 

Senate Bill 
The Senate Bill does not contain a similar 

provision. 
House Bill 
Section 504 of H.R. 2433, as amended, would 

amend section 111(b)(3) of title 38, U.S.C., by 
adding a new subparagraph (C), which would 
authorize VA to pay the lesser of the actual 
amount charged by the ambulance provider 
or the applicable amount in the Medicare fee 
schedule for ambulance services, unless VA 
has entered into a contract for such trans-
portation with the provider. 

Compromise Agreement 
Section 263 of the Compromise Agreement 

follows the House Bill. 
EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY FOR SECRETARY OF 

VETERANS AFFAIRS TO OBTAIN INFORMATION 
FROM SECRTARY OF TREASURY AND COMMIS-
SIONER OF SOCIAL SECURITY FOR INCOME 
VERIFICATION PURPOSES 
Current Law 
Section 6103(1)(7)(D)(viii) of title 26, U.S.C., 

authorizes the release of certain income in-
formation by the Internal Revenue Service 
(IRS) or the Social Security Administration 
(SSA) to VA for the purposes of verifying the 
incomes of applicants for VA needs-based 
benefits. Section 5317(g) of title 38, U.S.C., 
provides VA with temporary authority to ob-
tain and use this information. Under current 
law, this authority expires on November 18, 
2011. 

Senate Bill 
The Senate Bill does not contain a similar 

provision. 
House Bill 
The House Bill does not contain a similar 

provision. 
Compromise Agreement 
Section 264 of the Compromise Agreement 

extends the authority under section 5317(g) 
to authorize the release of certain income in-
formation by IRS or the SSA to VA for the 
purposes of verifying the incomes of appli-
cants for VA needs-based non-service con-
nected pension benefits through September 
30, 2016. The Committees note that this ex-
tension was also included in section 3(c) of 
H.R. 2349, as amended, which passed the 
House on October 11, 2011, and section 708 of 
S. 914, as reported by the Senate Committee 
on June 29, 2011. 

MODIFICATION OF LOAN GUARANTY FEE FOR 
CERTAIN SUBSEQUENT LOANS 

Current Law 

Section 3729(b)(2) of title 38, U.S.C., sets 
forth a loan fee table that lists funding fees 
to be paid by beneficiaries, expressed as a 
percentage of the loan amount, for different 
types of loans guaranteed by VA. Funding 
fee rates have varied over the years, but with 
one exception, have remained constant since 
2004. All funding fee rates are set to be re-
duced on November 18, 2011. 

Senate Bill 
Section 15 of S. 951 would amend the fee 

schedule set forth in section 3729(b)(2) of title 
38 U.S.C., by extending VA’s authority to 
collect certain fees and by adjusting the 
amount of the fees. Specifically, the section 
would amend-section 3729(b)(2)(B)(ii) by 
striking ‘January 1, 2004, and before October 
1, 2011’ and inserting ‘October 1, 2011, and be-
fore October 1, 2014,’ and by striking ‘3.30’ 
both places it appears and inserting ‘3.00.’ 

The section would also amend section 
3729(b)(2)(B)(i) by striking ‘January 1, 2004’ 
and inserting ‘October 1, 2011’ and by strik-
ing ‘3.00’ both places it appears and inserting 
‘3.30.’ The section would also strike clause 
(iii) and re-designate clause (iv) as clause 
(iii). Clause (iii), as redesignated, would be 
amended by striking ‘October 1, 2013’ and in-
serting ‘October 1, 2014.’ 

House Bill 
Section 501 of H.R. 2433, as amended, would 

amend the fee schedule set forth in section 
3729(b)(2) of title 38 U.S.C., by extending VA’s 
authority to collect certain fees and by ad-
justing the amount of the fees. Specifically, 
the section would amend section 
3729(b)(2)(A)(iii) and 3729(b)(2)(A)(iv) by strik-
ing ‘November 18, 2011’, and inserting ‘Octo-
ber 1, 2017’. 

The section would also amend section 
3729(b)(2)(B)(i) by striking ‘November 18, 2011’ 
and inserting ‘October 1, 2017’. The section 
would also strike clauses (ii) and (iii) and re-
designate clause (iv) as clause (ii). Clause 
(ii), as re-designated, would be amended by 
striking ‘October 1, 2013’ and inserting ‘Octo-
ber 1, 2017.’ The section would also amend 
section 3729(b)(2)(C)(i) and 3729(b)(2)(C)(ii) by 
striking ‘November 18, 2011’ and inserting 
‘October 1, 2017’. Finally, the section would 
also amend section 3729(b)(2)(D)(i) and 
3729(b)(2)(D)(ii) by striking ‘November 18, 
2011’ and inserting ‘October 1, 2017’. 

Compromise Agreement 
Section 265 of the Compromise Agreement 

follows the House Bill except that instead of 
inserting ‘October 1, 2017’ for the various ex-
tensions the agreement inserts ‘October 1, 
2016’. 

TITLE V—BUDGETARY EFFECTS 
STATUTORY PAY-AS-YOU-GO ACT OF 2010 

Current Law 
P.L. 111–139, the Statutory Pay-As-You-Go 

Act (PAYGO Act), requires that most new 
spending is offset by spending cuts or added 
revenue elsewhere. 

Senate Bill 
The Senate Bill does not contain a similar 

provision. 
House Bill 
Section 507 of H.R. 2433, as amended, con-

tains language required by the PAYGO Act 
in order for the estimate of budgetary effect 
from the House Budget Committee to be used 
by the Office of Management and Budget on 
PAYGO scorecards. 

Compromise Agreement 
Section 501 of the compromise agreement 

follows the House Bill. 

b 1330 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ALTMIRE). 

Mr. ALTMIRE. Madam Speaker, I 
spoke in favor of repealing the 3 per-
cent withholding provision when it 
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passed the House just last month, and 
I am pleased the Senate has not only 
passed it but has added important pro-
visions to help our brave men and 
women in uniform find work when they 
return home. 

The amended bill provides retraining 
assistance to unemployed veterans as 
well as tax credits to businesses that 
hire unemployed veterans, which is a 
segment of our population that has 
been especially hard-hit by our slug-
gish economy. An estimated 12 percent 
of veterans who have served since the 
attacks of September 11 are unem-
ployed. This is far above the national 
average and is not what our Nation’s 
heroes deserve. 

Our servicemembers have gone above 
and beyond for their country, and this 
legislation is one way for Congress to 
honor their sacrifice and to help them 
succeed here at home. I strongly sup-
port this legislation and urge my col-
leagues to vote in its favor. 

Mr. HERGER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. MULVANEY), the 
chairman of the Small Business Sub-
committee on Contracting and Work-
force. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Last week I came 
to this floor and stood in the well and 
called upon the Senate to do some-
thing, which was to take up this bill— 
this bill that had passed out of our sub-
committee with tremendous bipartisan 
support and that passed out of this 
House with bipartisan support. It’s 
something that went practically unno-
ticed nationwide, especially in the 
media. 

I ask the Senate to simply take this 
bill up because it was not only some-
thing that the House had supported on 
a bipartisan basis, but it was some-
thing that was actually part of the 
President’s jobs bill as well. So, in the 
name of doing the right thing, I come 
to the House floor to thank the Senate 
for actually doing that. While they’re 
at it, they might want to take this op-
portunity to take up the other 19 jobs 
bills that we’ve sent them over the 
course of the last several months. 

The Senate has done the right thing 
here. They’ve taken up a bill that the 
House has sent them, a bill that will 
actually give people the opportunity to 
go back to work. What has happened is 
that both parties have come together 
to try and figure out ways to give folks 
exactly that opportunity. That same 
possibility exists another 19 times over 
in the Senate. The Senate has done the 
right thing with this bill by passing it 
and by sending it back to us. It’s going 
to become law now. 

I call upon the Senate to please do 
the right thing again and take up the 
19 bills that we have sent over so that 
we will have the opportunity to do this 
again before the end of the year. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself 15 seconds. 

The problem is that the 19 bills 
weren’t real jobs bills. So now what the 
Senate has sent us back is an addition 

that is a real jobs bill, though not com-
prehensive. 

I now yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
lady from New York (Mrs. MALONEY). 

Mrs. MALONEY. I thank the gen-
tleman for his leadership, not only on 
the committee but in so many ways in 
this Congress, and for yielding me 
time. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 674 and of the President’s 
veterans jobs bill. 

The 3 percent withholding repeal is 
very important on its own. This was an 
important bill that will help small 
business contractors who would have 
experienced significant cash flow prob-
lems for day-to-day operations had the 
withholding tax gone into effect. It 
also provides important tax credits to 
encourage more employers to hire our 
veterans who are out of work. Well 
over 12 percent of our returning vet-
erans are out of work. This bill pro-
vides additional education and job 
training for veterans to gain additional 
skills and to be successful in an in-
creasingly competitive job market, and 
it takes important steps to help ease 
the transition between military service 
and the civilian workforce. 

I am pleased that we are working to-
gether to repeal this tax burden and 
help our veterans in a comprehensive 
way during these tough economic 
times. I am pleased that this portion of 
the President’s jobs bill is being en-
acted today. I thank all who are sup-
porting it. 

Mr. HERGER. Madam Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LEVIN. I now, with pleasure, 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. BISHOP). 

(Mr. BISHOP of Georgia asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. I thank the 
distinguished gentleman for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to 
thank the Democratic and Republican 
leadership in both the House and the 
Senate for their timely consideration 
of the VOW to Hire Heroes Act of 2011. 

As the House sponsor of the Hiring 
Heroes Act provisions that are in the 
bill, I would also like to thank the 
chairmen and ranking members of the 
House and Senate Veterans’ Affairs 
Committees for their outstanding work 
on this jobs measure, as well as to 
thank the chairs and ranking members 
of the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

Just as this Nation has a responsi-
bility not to leave our soldiers behind 
on the battlefield, we also have an obli-
gation not to forget our veterans when 
they return home. 

Last month the unemployment rate 
for veterans who fought in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan was 12 percent. The youngest 
of veterans, ages 18 to 24, had a 30 per-
cent unemployment rate in October. 
Among African American veterans 
aged 18 to 24, the jobless rate is a strik-
ing 48 percent. These numbers, Madam 

Speaker, are unacceptable. H.R. 674 al-
lows us to honor our veterans by ensur-
ing that they have the resources and 
the tools they need to find suitable and 
sustainable employment. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
674 and to provide our Nation’s vet-
erans with the employment opportuni-
ties that they need and so rightly de-
serve. 

Madam Speaker, as the House sponsor of 
the Hiring Heroes provisions in this bill, I 
would be remiss if I did not also thank House 
Veterans’ Affairs Committee Chair JEFF MIL-
LER; House Veterans’ Affairs Committee Rank-
ing Member BOB FILNER; Senate Veterans’ Af-
fairs Committee Chair PATTY MURRAY; and 
Senate Veterans’ Affairs Committee Ranking 
Member RICHARD BURR for their outstanding 
work on this comprehensive 1 veterans’ jobs 
measure. 

Last week as America celebrated Veterans’ 
Day, patriots all across our great nation hon-
ored our brave veterans with parades, lunch-
eons, and other ceremonies of remembrance. 
The many sacrifices members of our Armed 
Services have made for the freedoms we cur-
rently enjoy certainly warrants a national day 
of recognition and so much more. 

Our patriotic service members have been in-
strumental in building and defending our de-
mocracy. We, as a nation, have a responsi-
bility to pay tribute to them and preserve the 
memory of their service in our history and in 
our hearts and minds. 

Just as this nation has a responsibility not to 
leave our soldiers behind on the battlefield, we 
also must not forget our veterans when they 
return home. In many respects, our soldiers 
need our help even more when they receive 
their discharge papers and return to civilian 
life. 

Last month, the unemployment rate for vet-
erans who fought in Iraq and Afghanistan was 
12.1 percent versus 9.1 percent for the U.S. 
overall. The youngest of veterans, age 18 to 
24, had a 30.4 percent unemployment rate in 
October, an increase from 18.4 percent a year 
earlier. Among black veterans age 18 to 24, 
the jobless rate is a striking 48 percent. These 
numbers are unacceptable. 

H.R. 674 allows us to honor our veterans by 
ensuring they have the resources and tools 
they need to find suitable and sustainable em-
ployment. 

This wide-ranging legislation combines key 
components of President Obama’s American 
Jobs Act, Chairman MILLER’s Veterans Oppor-
tunity to Work Act, and the Hiring Heroes Act. 
I sponsored the bipartisan Hiring Heroes Act 
in the House and Senator PATTY MURRAY in-
troduced the measure in the Senate. 

The bipartisan Hiring Heroes Act provisions 
included in this legislation will ensure that all 
service members transitioning to civilian life 
receive the job training skills they need to find 
a job. This legislation allows service members 
to begin the federal employment process prior 
to separation in order to facilitate a smooth 
transition from the military to jobs at the De-
partments of Veterans Affairs, Homeland Se-
curity, and other federal agencies in need of 
our veterans. 

This bill also makes the Transition Assist-
ance Program—an interagency workshop co-
ordinated by the Departments of Defense, 
Labor and Veterans Affairs—mandatory for 
service members moving on to civilian life. 
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This initiative helps veterans secure 21st Cen-
tury jobs by providing resume writing work-
shops, job search techniques, interview tips, 
and career counseling. 

Other provisions in the VOW to Hire Heroes 
Act will provide nearly 100,000 unemployed 
veterans with up to one-year of additional 
Montgomery GI Bill benefits to qualify for jobs 
in high demand sectors. In addition, the legis-
lation provides tax incentives of up to $5,600 
for hiring veterans, and up to $9,600 for hiring 
disabled veterans, if the veteran has been 
looking for work for six months or longer. 

Madam Speaker, we have an obligation to 
ensure our veterans land on their feet when 
they come home and help them find good 
paying jobs to support their families. These 
heroes have risked the most for our country. 
They shouldn’t be coming home to unemploy-
ment checks. That’s why providing this sup-
port to our nation’s veterans is simply the right 
thing to do, and I look forward to voting in 
favor of this comprehensive veterans’ employ-
ment initiative. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 674 
and to provide our nation’s veterans with the 
employment assistance opportunities that they 
need and so rightly deserve. 

Mr. HERGER. I continue to reserve 
the balance of my time. 

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

It can be stated very briefly. 
The unemployment rate for veterans 

is beyond acceptance, and these bills 
hopefully will help. We need to pass 
more comprehensive legislation so that 
everybody has a chance at a job. For 
those who are unemployed and looking 
for work, we need to act so that, by 
next February, 2 million people will 
not be left without unemployment in-
surance. 

But again, these provisions added by 
the Senate, provisions that were part 
of the President’s bill, will help to ad-
dress this simply inappropriate, unac-
ceptable, unsatisfactory rate of em-
ployment and reemployment for people 
who have served our country so loyally 
and so well. So I support this bill and 
urge its passage. 

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

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Today we have an opportunity to en-
courage job creation by repealing a tax 
that’s looming over small businesses 
and also to improve economic opportu-
nities for the men and women who have 
risked their lives and limbs to serve 
our country in the Armed Forces. 

I urge a strong bipartisan vote for 
this legislation, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Washington, DC, November 14, 2011. 
TO THE MEMBERS OF THE UNITED STATES 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES: The U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce, the world’s largest busi-
ness federation representing the interests of 
more than three million members and orga-
nizations of every size, sector, and region, 
strongly urges you to support H.R. 674 as 
amended, which would fully repeal the bur-
densome 3% Withholding Tax mandate en-
acted in Section 511 of the Tax Increase Pre-

vention and Reconciliation Act of 2005 (P.L. 
109–222). 

H.R. 674 was approved with overwhelming 
bipartisan support in the U.S. Senate last 
week. The Senate passed bill adds language 
to make a technical clarification regarding 
the existing federal levy program in order to 
conform to congressional intent and directly 
address tax delinquency. H.R. 674 originally 
passed in the U.S. House of Representatives 
by a vote of 405 to 16 and is supported by the 
Administration. Given the substantial bipar-
tisan, bicameral support for repealing the 3% 
withholding tax mandate, the Chamber urges 
the House to expeditiously approve H.R. 674 
as amended to give greater certainty to 
those impacted. 

Unless repealed before it takes effect on 
January 1, 2013, the 3% Withholding Tax will 
have a dramatic, negative impact on mil-
lions of honest taxpaying businesses as well 
as state and local governments. Under this 
provision, the Internal Revenue Service 
(IRS) was given new broad sweeping author-
ity to hold hostage 3% of nearly every trans-
action between the public and private sec-
tor—giving the federal government an inter-
est free loan on the backs of many honest 
taxpayers. This mandate is also anti-stim-
ulus in the sense that it removes money 
from local economies and sends it to the 
IRS. 

Additionally, the profit margin for many 
businesses is often less than 3%, meaning 
that the withholding tax will create signifi-
cant cash flow problems for day-to-day oper-
ations as well as draining capital that could 
be used for job creation and business expan-
sion. The 3% Withholding Tax will also drive 
opportunities away from small businesses as 
governments look to consolidate their pur-
chasing with larger companies to make it 
less onerous to comply with the mandate. 
During these difficult economic times, Con-
gress should be pursuing policies that en-
courage, not hamper, business growth and 
job creation in the private sector. 

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce strongly 
supports H.R. 674 as amended, to fully repeal 
the 3% Withholding Tax, and urges you to 
approve this important legislation and send 
it to the President for his signature. 

Sincerely, 
R. BRUCE JOSTEN. 

GOVERNMENT WITHHOLDING 
RELIEF COALITION, 

Washington, DC, November 14, 2011. 
TO THE MEMBERS OF THE UNITED STATES 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES: The Govern-
ment Withholding Relief Coalition and its 
member organizations strongly urge you to 
vote for H.R. 674 as amended, bipartisan leg-
islation to fully repeal the burdensome 3% 
Withholding Tax mandate enacted in Section 
511 of the Tax Increase Prevention and Rec-
onciliation Act of 2005 (P.L. 109–222). 

On November 10, 2011, the U.S. Senate em-
phatically endorsed repeal by approving H.R. 
674 as amended by a vote of 95 to 0. The Sen-
ate amendment clarifies the existing federal 
levy program in order to conform to congres-
sional intent and directly address tax delin-
quency. The Government Withholding Relief 
Coalition supports this targeted approach 
that, unlike the 3% Withholding Tax, will 
not negatively affect honest taxpayers and 
state and local governments. The underlying 
bill to repeal the 3% Withholding Tax man-
date passed in the U.S. House of Representa-
tives by a vote of 405 to 16 last month. The 
Administration has endorsed repealing this 
onerous burden as well. Given the over-
whelming bipartisan, bicameral support and 
the endorsement of the Administration, we 
call on the House to act expeditiously to ap-
prove H.R. 674 as amended to give certainty 
to those impacted—businesses, doctors, 

farmers, state and local governments and 
colleges and universities. 

Unless repealed before it takes effect on 
January 1, 2013, the 3% Withholding Tax will 
have a dramatic, negative impact on mil-
lions of honest taxpaying businesses as well 
as state and local governments, health care 
providers, farmers and colleges and univer-
sities. The profit margin for many businesses 
is often less than 3%, meaning that the with-
holding tax will create significant cash flow 
problems for day-to-day operations as well as 
draining capital that could be used for job 
creation and business expansion. This man-
date is also anti-stimulus in the sense that it 
removes money from local economies and 
sends it to the IRS. 

The mandate is already proving costly and 
will increase exponentially as the implemen-
tation deadline moves closer. If this mandate 
is not repealed, it will cost companies and 
governments at all levels substantial 
amounts of money just to prepare to comply 
with this unnecessary and unfortunate tax 
provision. These exorbitant expenditures 
will be at the expense of hiring new employ-
ees, expanding businesses, and providing gov-
ernment services at a time when neither the 
public nor private sector can afford such un-
necessary costs. 

The Government Withholding Relief Coali-
tion, which represents all sectors of the 
economy, believes it is imperative that the 
3% Withholding Tax be fully repealed to 
limit the damaging impacts to our economy. 
We appreciate bipartisan efforts to repeal it 
and strongly encourage you to vote for H.R. 
674 as amended, to fully repeal the 3% With-
holding Tax once and for all. 

Sincerely, 
Government Withholding Relief Coalition. 
Aeronautical Repair Station Association; 

Aerospace Industries Association; Air Condi-
tioning Contractors of America; Air Trans-
port Association; Airports Council Inter-
national-North America; America’s Health 
Insurance Plans; American Ambulance Asso-
ciation; American Bankers Association; 
American Bus Association; American Clin-
ical Laboratory Association; American Con-
crete Pressure Pipe Association; American 
Congress on Surveying and Mapping; Amer-
ican Council of Engineering Companies; 
American Dental Association; American Gas 
Association; American Health Care Associa-
tion; American Institute of Architects; 
American Institute of Certified Public Ac-
countants; American Logistics Association; 
American Medical Association. 

American Moving and Storage Association; 
American Nursery and Landscape Associa-
tion; American Road & Transportation 
Builders Association; American Society of 
Civil Engineers; American Society of Land-
scape Architects; American Subcontractors 
Association; American Supply Association; 
American Traffic Safety Services Associa-
tion; American Trucking Associations; 
Armed Forces Marketing Council; Associ-
ated Builders and Contractors; Associated 
Equipment Distributors; Associated General 
Contractors of America; Association of Man-
agement Consulting Firms; Association of 
National Account Executives; Association of 
School Business Officials International; Bal-
timore Washington Corridor Chamber; Bio-
technology Industry Organization; Business 
and Institutional Furniture Manufacturers 
Association; CTIA-The Wireless Associa-
tionTM; California Association of Public Pur-
chasing Officers. 

Coalition for Government Procurement; 
Coalition of Higher Education Assistance Or-
ganizations; Colorado Motor Carriers Asso-
ciation; Computing Technology Industry As-
sociation; Construction CPAs/Consultants 
Association (CICPAC); Construction Con-
tractors Association; Construction Employ-
ers’ Association of California; Construction 
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Financial Management Association; Con-
struction Industry Round Table; Construc-
tion Management Association of America; 
Design Professionals Coalition; Edison Elec-
tric Institute; Electronic Security Associa-
tion; Engineering & Utility Contractors As-
sociation; Federation of American Hospitals; 
Financial Executives International; Fin-
ishing Contractors Association; Gold Coast 
Hispanic Chamber of Commerce; Govern-
ment Finance Officers Association; Hawaii 
Transportation Association. 

Heating, Airconditioning & Refrigeration 
Distributors International; IPC—Association 
Connecting Electronics Industries; Inde-
pendent Electrical Contractors, Inc; Inter-
national City/County Management Associa-
tion; International Council of Employers of 
Bricklayers and Allied Craftworkers; Inter-
national Foodservice Distributors Associa-
tion; International Municipal Lawyers Asso-
ciation; Large Public Power Council; Man-
agement Association for Private Photo-
grammetric Surveyors; Mason Contractors 
Association of America; Massachusetts 
Motor Transportation Association; Mechan-
ical Contractors Association of America; 
Medical Group Management Association; 
Messenger Courier Association of the Amer-
icas; Miami Dade County; Mississippi Truck-
ing Association; Modular Building Institute; 
Motor Transport Association of Connecticut; 
Munitions Industrial Base Task Force; Na-
tional Asphalt Pavement Association. 

National Association for Self-Employed; 
National Association of College & University 
Business Officers; National Association of 
Counties; National Association of Credit 
Management; National Association of Edu-
cational Procurement; National Association 
of Energy Services Companies; National As-
sociation of Government Contractors; Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers; Na-
tional Association of Minority Contractors; 
National Association of State Auditors, 
Comptrollers and Treasurers; National Asso-
ciation of State Chief Information Officers; 
National Association of State Procurement 
Officials; National Association of Surety 
Bond Producers; National Association of 
Water Companies; National Association of 
Wholesaler-Distributors; National Auto-
mobile Dealers Association; National Beer 
Wholesalers Association; National Corn 
Growers Association; National Council for 
Public Procurement and Contracting; Na-
tional Defense Industrial Association. 

National Electrical Contractors Associa-
tion; National Electrical Manufacturers As-
sociation; National Emergency Equipment 
Dealers Association; National Federation of 
Independent Business; National Institute of 
Governmental Purchasing; National Italian- 
American Business Association; National 
League of Cities; National Mining Associa-
tion; National Precast Concrete Association; 
National Propane Gas Association; National 
Office Products Alliance; National Railroad 
Construction & Maintenance Association; 
National Ready Mixed Concrete Association; 
National Roofing Contractors Association; 
National School Transportation Association; 
National Small Business Association; Na-
tional Society of Professional Engineers; Na-
tional Society of Professional Surveyors; Na-
tional Utility Contractors Association; Na-
tional Wooden Pallet and Container Associa-
tion. 

New Jersey Chamber of Commerce; North- 
American Association of Uniform Manufac-
turers & Distributors; North Coast Builders 
Exchange; Office Furniture Dealers Alliance; 
Oregon Trucking Association; Owner Oper-
ator Independent Drivers Association; Petro-
leum Marketers Association of America; 
Plumbing-Heating-Cooling Contractors—Na-
tional Association; Printing Industries of 
America; Professional Services Council; Re-

gional Legislative Alliance of Ventura and 
Santa Barbara Counties; Retail Energy Sup-
ply Association; Santa Rosa Chamber of 
Commerce; Security Industry Association; 
Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Busi-
ness Council; Sheet Metal and Air Condi-
tioning Contractors National Association, 
Inc.; Shipbuilders Council of America; Small 
Business & Entrepreneurship Council; Small 
Business Legislative Council. 

South Carolina Trucking Association; 
TechAmerica; Tennessee Trucking Associa-
tion; Textile Rental Services Association of 
America; The Association of Union Construc-
tors; The Distilled Spirits Council of the 
U.S.; The Financial Services Roundtable; 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce; United States 
Telecom Association; Utah Trucking Asso-
ciation; Veterans Business Institute; Vet-
erans Entrepreneurship Task Force; Water 
and Wastewater Equipment Manufacturers 
Association; Women Construction Owners & 
Executives; Women Impacting Public Policy. 

Mr. KIND. Madam Speaker, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 674, the Three Percent With-
holding Repeal and Job Creation Act. 

The Three Percent Withholding Repeal and 
Job Creation Act repeals a burdensome tax 
law that President Bush and Congressional 
Republicans passed in 2006. Fortunately, the 
law has never gone into effect because Demo-
crats have fought it for years, and the Senate 
was successful in voting to repeal it last week. 
Estimates project that the tax actually costs 
more to implement than it raises in new rev-
enue. Thus, it only hurts our local businesses, 
especially in an underperforming economy, by 
restricting cash flow and causing administra-
tive headaches. Eliminating such a barrier will 
allow our businesses to better use their assets 
to grow and hire, which is exactly what our 
economy needs right now. 

Currently, many contractors and small busi-
nesses are strapped for cash and doing every-
thing they can to keep their doors open. In ad-
dition to repealing a burdensome tax, the 
Three Percent Withholding Repeal and Job 
Creation Act also provides incentives to grow 
our stagnant economy by helping businesses 
all over the country hire unemployed veterans. 
Because veterans returning from Iraq and Af-
ghanistan are facing 12.1 percent unemploy-
ment, the Three Percent Withholding Repeal 
and Job Creation Act contains critical vet-
erans’ jobs initiatives that will not only 
incentivize hiring, but will spur economic 
growth by putting veterans back to work and 
investing in small businesses that are strug-
gling in this stagnant economy. 

In a fiscally responsible way, the Three Per-
cent Withholding Repeal and Job Creation Act 
provides meaningful tax incentives to hire 
45,000 unemployed veterans in 2012 and 
54,000 each in 2013 and 2014. It not only 
helps veterans who have been unemployed 
for more than six months, but also those who 
have been unemployed for over four weeks. 
Businesses are further incentivized to hire vet-
erans returning to the workforce with service- 
connected disabilities after six months of look-
ing for a job. 

In addition to providing incentives to hire 
veterans, the Three Percent Withholding Re-
peal and Job Creation Act provides transition 
assistance through a mandatory program for 
servicemembers returning to civilian life. Such 
a vital program will assist returning 
servicemembers in securing 21st Century jobs 
through career counseling and resume-writing 
workshops. 

By helping our veterans transition back to 
civilian life and by creating opportunities for 
them to obtain meaningful employment, we 
show our thanks for their selfless service to 
our country. Furthermore, we instill faith in our 
local businesses to grow and hire by providing 
them support and resources to get through 
this tough economic time. 

This bill is one small but important step in 
upholding our commitment to support the 
troops that have proudly defended our Nation. 
I’m proud to support this legislation for our vet-
erans and our small businesses and govern-
ment contractors. 

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, today the 
House is considering legislation that will repeal 
the onerous requirement that federal, state, 
and local government entities withhold three 
percent of payments to government contrac-
tors. H.R. 674 will also take the first step in 
passing a piece of the President’s American 
Jobs Act, by providing tax credits for busi-
nesses that hire unemployed or disabled vet-
erans, and will help provide servicemembers 
who are leaving the service with job training 
and other skills necessary for starting a career 
outside of the military. 

While I support these initiatives, I am dis-
appointed that my friends in the House and 
Senate are pairing two bipartisan pieces of 
legislation with legislation that will change the 
intent of the Affordable Care Act and roll back 
eligibility for middle-class Americans to qualify 
for tax credits in the new Health Insurance Ex-
changes or Medicaid and CHIP. 

As a veteran myself, I want nothing more 
than to help veterans to find gainful employ-
ment after the military and I believe that as we 
draw near the end of our engagement in Iraq 
and Afghanistan the need for this assistance 
is paramount. I will also gladly help my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle to repeal 
their own three percent withholding require-
ment which we have delayed year after year. 
What I do not support is how we will pay for 
this repeal—on the backs of middle class 
Americans who as a result may find them-
selves paying more for their health care. 

This legislation will add Social Security in-
come back into the calculation of the Modified 
Adjusted Gross Income or MAGI for purposes 
of determining eligibility for the premium tax 
credits in the exchange and for Medicaid and 
CHIP. Some have suggested that excluding 
nontaxable Social Security benefits in the 
MAGI definition was a glitch. This is not so. 
The Affordable Care Act used the definition of 
MAGI that excluded nontaxable Social Secu-
rity benefits because it is typical when deter-
mining eligibility for tax benefits. 

Changing the MAGI definition to add Social 
Security income back in will make 500,000 to 
1 million people ineligible for Medicaid and 
Chip and ineligible for premium tax credits. 
This will impose high costs for health care on 
low-income and middle-income families, early 
retirees and the disabled, and consequently 
could shift them out of Medicaid coverage or 
require increased out-of-pocket costs for 
health coverage. This goes against the very 
intent of the Affordable Care Act. 

Madam Speaker, I oppose the sort of legis-
lating that is before us today as I believe each 
chamber should be allowed to work its will on 
separate items, rather than be forced to ac-
cept bad policy sandwiched between pieces of 
bipartisan legislation. This goes against the 
pledge to openness and transparency my Re-
publican colleagues have claimed to support. 
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While I will lend my support to the legislation 
before us, I cannot continue to accept such 
abuses of procedure. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in support of H.R. 674, repealing the re-
quirement that all levels of government with-
hold 3 percent of payments owed to their con-
tractors throughout the United States. 

If not repealed, small businesses operating 
on the slimmest of margins would see their 
operating budgets once again taking a hit from 
the Federal Government. 

It is important to remember that our neigh-
bors and friends work at these businesses. 

Their jobs depend on these businesses hav-
ing the necessary cash flow to pay their 
wages so they can raise their families and pay 
their bills. 

And we, as a country, are depending on 
these same businesses to create new jobs 
which will help our unemployed friends and 
neighbors, and move our economy forward. 

I am also supportive of simplifying the proc-
ess for employers to hire our unemployed and 
disabled veterans through the Work Oppor-
tunity Tax Credit program. The one-year ex-
tension and simplification will help bring more 
certainty to the hiring process for our job cre-
ators looking to hire veterans who have more 
than proven their worth to anyone looking for 
productive employees. 

A vote in support of H.R. 674 is a vote to 
remove impediments to American job creation 
and expand opportunities for our veterans. I 
urge my colleagues to support the bill. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, three 
weeks ago, this House passed legislation to 
repeal the 3% withholding rule for contractors 
doing business with the federal government 
and an adjustment to the formula used to cal-
culate Medicaid and tax credit eligibility under 
the Affordable Care Act. 

Today’s bill—sent back to us by the Sen-
ate—packages these two initiatives with the 
Veterans Hiring Tax Credit contained in the 
American Jobs Act and several other provi-
sions designed to support veterans looking for 
work. 

Madam Speaker, it’s about time. Finally, if 
only in a small way, we are moving legislation 
to accelerate job creation in this Congress. 
With unemployment rates for today’s returning 
veterans hovering above 12%, these steps are 
the least we can take to support our service 
members transitioning to civilian life. Frankly, I 
would go further and complete consideration 
of the rest of the American Jobs Act without 
further delay. 

As regards the rest of the legislation, it is no 
secret that I would prefer savings from the ad-
justment to the Affordable Care Act formula be 
repurposed to other pressing health care 
needs. That being said, I support the adjust-
ment and have long been a cosponsor of the 
bill to repeal the onerous 3% withholding re-
quirement. 

Accordingly, I will cast a ‘‘yes’’ vote for to-
day’s legislation. 

Mr. HOLT. Madam Speaker, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 674. The provisions contained 
in this amended legislation are a long time 
coming and I am pleased to see this body fi-
nally consider a measure that will have a tan-
gible effect for Americans who are unem-
ployed and underemployed. More importantly, 
these measures will help a particular group of 
Americans who I think we all agree deserve 
our full support: our Nation’s veterans. Right 

now, men and women returning stateside from 
Iraq and Afghanistan face an unemployment 
rate of over 12 percent. Nearly a quarter of a 
million of recently returned veterans are job-
less. This is unconscionable. If we can give 
our men and women the tools they need to 
succeed in combat, then certainly we must 
help them succeed when they return home. 
Moreover, veterans make excellent employ-
ees—I know because I have two working for 
me. Helping our veterans find jobs will put 
some of the finest men and women in the 
country into the American workforce. It’s a 
win-win situation. 

This measure provides tax credits for busi-
nesses who hire veterans—up to $5,600 if the 
veteran has been out of a job for more than 
six months. It also provides a $9,600 tax credit 
if the veteran has a service-connected dis-
ability. It expands Montgomery G.I. benefits for 
education and training opportunities for older 
veterans. And it includes provisions to encour-
age separating service members to seek em-
ployment in civilian federal service. 

Madam Speaker, it is worth noting that 
many of these are measures that President 
Obama proposed in the American Jobs Act. I 
am pleased that we are considering these 
specific provisions today, but dozens of other 
provisions in the Jobs Act would help put an 
even greater number of veterans back to 
work: small business tax cuts, supporting 
teachers and first responders, rebuilding and 
expanding our infrastructure. We must do 
more, and by advancing the proposals cur-
rently idling in this body, we can do more. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this measure to help put our Nation’s 
veterans back to work. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CAMP) that the House suspend the rules 
and concur in the Senate amendment 
to the bill, H.R. 674. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. HERGER. Madam Speaker, on 
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. 

f 

b 1340 

NATIONAL RIGHT-TO-CARRY 
RECIPROCITY ACT OF 2011 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material on H.R. 822. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FRANKS of Arizona). Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 463 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 822. 

b 1341 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 822) to 
amend title 18, United States Code, to 
provide a national standard in accord-
ance with which nonresidents of a 
State may carry concealed firearms in 
the State, with Mrs. MILLER of Michi-
gan in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 

bill is considered read the first time. 
The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 

SMITH) and the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS) each will control 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair-
woman, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

H.R. 822, the National Right-to-Carry 
Reciprocity Act of 2011, was introduced 
by Mr. STEARNS of Florida and Mr. 
SHULER of North Carolina and is co-
sponsored by 245 Members of Congress 
on both sides of the aisle. This land-
mark legislation recognizes the impor-
tance of the Second Amendment and 
makes it easier for individuals with 
concealed carry permits to travel to 
other States. Forty-nine States now 
allow concealed carry permits, and 40 
of these States also extend some degree 
of reciprocity to permit holders from 
other States. 

This bill simply applies the States’ 
reciprocal agreements nationwide. This 
legislation requires States that cur-
rently allow people to carry concealed 
firearms to recognize other States’ 
valid concealed carry permits, much 
like States recognize driver’s licenses 
issued by other States. The bill recog-
nizes the right of States to determine 
eligibility requirements for their own 
residents. 

State, local, and Federal laws and 
regulations regarding how, when, and 
where a concealed firearm can be car-
ried that apply to a resident will apply 
equally to a nonresident. For example, 
many States bar individuals from car-
rying firearms in a bar, at a sporting 
event, or in a State park. Under this 
legislation, all of these restrictions 
will apply to nonresidents as well. 

H.R. 822 also addresses concerns re-
garding the ability of law enforcement 
agencies to confirm the validity of an 
out-of-state concealed carry permit. 
The bill requires a person to show both 
a valid government-issued identifica-
tion document, such as a license or 
passport, and a valid concealed carry 
license or permit. 

State law enforcement agencies can 
verify the validity of an out-of-state 
concealed permit through the Nlets 
system. Nlets is available to law en-
forcement officials in all 50 States 24 
hours a day, 7 days a week. Data from 
the FBI’s annual Uniform Crime Re-
port shows that right-to-carry States, 
or those that widely allow concealed 
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carry, have 22 percent lower total vio-
lent crime rates, 30 percent lower mur-
der rates, 46 percent lower robbery 
rates, and 12 percent lower aggravated 
assault rates, as compared to the rest 
of the country. 

Opponents of this bill have noted 
that some States would be required to 
recognize concealed carry permits 
issued by States with different stand-
ards of eligibility. However, 40 States 
already grant reciprocity to other 
States, including to States with dif-
ferent eligibility requirements. The 
States would not do this if different 
eligibility requirements were a con-
cern. 

The Second Amendment is a funda-
mental right to bear arms that should 
not be constrained by State boundary 
lines. Opposition to this legislation 
comes from those who believe con-
cealed carry permit holders often com-
mit violent crimes, which is demon-
strably false, or from those who want 
to restrict the right of law-abiding citi-
zens to bear arms. This legislation en-
hances public safety and protects the 
right to bear arms under the Second 
Amendment. I urge my colleagues to 
support H.R. 822. 

Madam Chairwoman, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Members of the House, the measure 
that we have under consideration 
today is a very curious one in that 
there is some misunderstanding of 
what the constitutional right to carry 
loaded, hidden guns in public is really 
all about. 

I would begin our discussion pointing 
out that under the proposal before us, a 
concealed firearm permit issued by any 
State would be valid in every State 
that allows a concealed carry provi-
sion. So, for example, a visitor to my 
home State of Michigan would be al-
lowed to carry a loaded, hidden weapon 
in public, even if he has not met the 
minimum requirements to do so man-
dated by our State law. 

Different States have enacted dif-
ferent requirements for carrying con-
cealed weapons within their borders. 
And although Federal law prohibits in-
dividuals with Federal convictions 
from possessing a weapon, 38 of our 
States have chosen to deny concealed 
carry licenses to individuals with con-
victions for certain misdemeanor of-
fenses. 

I would like to start our discussion 
off with the fact that there are so 
many members of law enforcement, so 
many members of the government, so 
many members of our editorials— 
please consider with me, my colleagues 
in the House, that every major law en-
forcement organization in the United 
States of America opposes the measure 
that is on the floor today, H.R. 822. 
Every single organization. These orga-
nizations include the International As-
sociation of Chiefs of Police; the Major 
Cities Chiefs Association, which in-

cludes the 56 largest cities in the 
United States of America; the Police 
Foundation; the National Latino Peace 
Officers Association; and the National 
Organization of Black Law Enforce-
ment Executives. 

b 1350 

We have letters from 600 mayors of 
the cities in the United States. The Na-
tional Network to End Domestic Vio-
lence has sent us letters. There have 
been editorials in the New York Times, 
the Washington Post, and the St. Pe-
tersburg Times, and they have all sub-
mitted letters. 

I conclude my opening remarks by 
observing that there is no constitu-
tional right to carry loaded, hidden 
guns in public. One of the things I hope 
we will be able to persuade you on is 
that the Supreme Court case of 2008, 
entitled, District of Columbia v. Heller 
is the case that the majority of the 
Court ruled, and Justice Scalia wrote 
this decision, that while the Second 
Amendment protects the right of law- 
abiding citizens to use arms in defense 
of their home and bans on carrying in 
public were presumptively lawful, it 
went on to say that the question held 
that prohibitions on carrying con-
cealed weapons were lawful under the 
Second Amendment, that the prohibi-
tions were lawful; and Justice Scalia’s 
majority decision in that landmark 
case rendered 3 years ago stated the 
Second Amendment is not unlimited 
and not a right to keep and carry any 
weapon whatsoever in any manner 
whatsoever or for whatever purpose. I 
cite the Supreme Court decision 128 
2783 of 2008, the District of Columbia v. 
Heller. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair-

woman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT), a sen-
ior member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee. 

Mr. CHABOT. I thank the chairman 
for yielding. 

Madam Chairman, the Second 
Amendment to the United States Con-
stitution states: ‘‘The right of the peo-
ple to keep and bear arms shall not be 
infringed.’’ 

In this modern age when it is very 
common for people to travel to work or 
for pleasure, it has really become rou-
tine, and the National Right-to-Carry 
Act is a commonsense solution to 
adapt to today’s needs. 

This legislation allows people with 
valid, State-issued permits or licenses 
to carry a concealed firearm in any 
other State that has essentially the 
same laws. To be clear, this legislation 
does not create a national licensing 
scheme or agency. It does not super-
sede the laws for firearms use in any 
other State. 

The right of self-defense is a funda-
mental one and has been recognized in 
law for centuries. The Second Amend-
ment dictates that the appropriate way 
to fight crime is to target criminals, 
not law-abiding gun owners. Today we 

have an opportunity to clearly recog-
nize the right to bear arms for our citi-
zens and to allow law-abiding citizens 
to exercise freedom without restrictive 
barriers. Let’s take that opportunity 
today. 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Chairman, I 
am pleased to recognize the former 
chair of the Constitution Sub-
committee of the House Judiciary 
Committee, JERRY NADLER of New 
York, for as much time as he may con-
sume. 

Mr. NADLER. I rise in strong opposi-
tion to H.R. 822, what the Brady Cam-
paign correctly calls the ‘‘Packing 
Heat on Your Street’’ bill. 

America is in dire economic straits. 
Millions of people are out of work. Our 
growth rate is anemic. People are 
clamoring for Congress to pass legisla-
tion to grow the economy and help cre-
ate jobs. And so what is the House of 
Representatives doing? This august 
body is considering gun legislation. 
The disconnect between the Republican 
House majority and the American peo-
ple is beyond belief. It is no wonder 
that Congress’ approval rating is 13 
percent, according to the latest Gallup 
Poll. 

Not only are we wasting our time on 
this issue, what the bill does should 
scare every American. This bill, as 
amended by the Judiciary Committee, 
would let a person with a concealed- 
carry permit issued by one State take 
his or her weapon into any other State 
of which they are not a resident, re-
gardless of the laws of that other 
State. State laws on both gun posses-
sion and concealed carry would be 
overridden. This bill takes away the 
right of the citizens of each State to 
set their own gun control policy. For a 
Republican House majority that sup-
posedly believes in States’ rights, this 
bill is shocking. So, for example, some 
States require firearms training or re-
quire people to be 21 years old to have 
a concealed-carry permit. All such 
rules would be tossed aside by this new 
Federal mandate. 

I tried to protect States by filing an 
amendment with the Rules Committee 
which would have created an exception 
to the bill to let States enforce laws 
against persons convicted of sex of-
fenses against minors from possessing 
guns or having concealed weapons. 
That amendment was not made in 
order. I guess it was more important to 
satisfy the gun lobby than it is to 
make sure our kids are protected from 
violent predators. 

To the extent States want to allow 
their citizens to enter into other 
States with concealed weapons, they 
can do so by entering into reciprocity 
agreements, and many States have 
done so. But why would we force those 
that have not, which have chosen to 
end reciprocity agreements due to lax 
standards of another State, why would 
we force them to accept the concealed- 
carry permit of every other State? 

Because any permit would suffice, 
this bill will create a race to the bot-
tom, with whatever State has the most 
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permissive concealed-carry rules set-
ting national policy. In some States 
you don’t even have to be a resident to 
get a concealed-carry permit. This low-
est common denominator approach will 
only lead to more people carrying more 
hidden weapons—packing heat on your 
street. Knowing there are more con-
cealed handguns all around does not 
make me feel safer. 

Lastly, I want to address the con-
stitutional argument. In Heller, the 
Supreme Court held there is a Second 
Amendment right for persons to bear 
arm. Nowhere did the Court say, how-
ever, that there is an unlimited na-
tional right to carry a concealed hand-
gun. In fact, Justice Scalia recognized 
the legality of reasonable limits on the 
Second Amendment. I can’t imagine a 
more reasonable restriction for States 
to impose than those which govern who 
can carry a concealed firearm in their 
own States. 

I ask that Members reject this deeply 
flawed and dangerous bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair-
woman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FRANKS), the 
chairman of the Constitution Sub-
committee. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. I thank the 
chairman. 

Madam Chair, H.R. 822, initially in-
troduced by Mr. STEARNS of Florida 
and Mr. SHULER of North Carolina and 
supported by more than half of my col-
leagues in the House of Representa-
tives, would allow people with a valid 
permit or license to carry a concealed 
handgun in any other State that per-
mits concealed carry. This is a policy 
akin to allowing licensed drivers from 
one State to drive their car in another 
State so long as they obey the local 
laws. 

Madam Chair, clearly the constitu-
tional right to defend oneself and one’s 
family should not be limited to only 
when you are at home. Criminals have 
always preferred unarmed victims. 
Conversely, law-abiding citizens capa-
ble of defending themselves and their 
fellow citizens demonstrably save inno-
cent lives. 

To give one of countless examples, in 
2007, a man in Colorado named Mat-
thew Murray wrote online: ‘‘All I want 
to do is kill and injure as many Chris-
tians as I can.’’ Murray then went on a 
shooting rampage, first killing two 
young students at a missionary train-
ing center outside Denver; and then at 
a gathering of over 7,000 people in and 
around the New Life Church in Colo-
rado Springs, Colorado, with a rifle and 
a backpack full of ammunition, Mur-
ray entered the church and opened fire, 
killing two sisters. Murray was ulti-
mately stopped and killed by Jeanne 
Assam, a church member and volunteer 
security guard who once worked in law 
enforcement and who had a concealed- 
carry permit. Apart from this armed 
hero’s actions, many more innocent 
citizens would have died that day. 

H.R. 822 includes a number of provi-
sions intended to retain the States’ 

ability to regulate firearm use in their 
own States and increase public safety. 
Nothing in the bill affects a State’s 
ability to set the eligibility require-
ments for its own residents, nor does it 
affect any State laws or regulations re-
garding how, when, or where concealed 
firearms can be carried. It also requires 
people who want to take advantage of 
the Federal grant of reciprocity to be 
properly permitted or licensed by a 
State to carry a concealed weapon and 
to be able to produce both the permit 
or license and a government-issued 
identification document. 

b 1400 

To reiterate Chairman SMITH’s com-
ments, studies have shown that con-
cealed-carry laws are very good public 
policy for our country. Madam Chair, 
the NRA has estimated, based on FBI 
crime report data, that right-to-carry 
States, which widely allow concealed- 
carry, have 22 percent lower violent 
crime rates, 30 percent lower murder 
rates, and 46 percent lower robbery 
rates than States that prohibit or 
greatly restrict concealed-carry. H.R. 
822 will help further extend this trend. 

With that, Madam Chair, I urge my 
colleague to support this bill. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DEUTCH). 

Mr. DEUTCH. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, for all of the talk of 
States’ rights in this Chamber, H.R. 822 
obliterates the rights of State govern-
ments to pass their own gun rules and 
protect their own citizens from illegal 
gun violence. In my own State of Flor-
ida, we have a right-to-carry law, but 
we require those who seek such con-
cealed permits to prove basic com-
petency. 

To protect our families, we deny con-
cealed-carry permits to those con-
victed of felonies, to those committed 
to mental institutions, or those with a 
history of illegal drug use. H.R. 822 de-
nies Floridians the right to protect 
their own families and set their own 
standards. If Floridians wanted gun 
laws as lax as those in Utah, they 
would adopt their own. 

I’m disappointed the Rules Com-
mittee blocked my own amendment to 
amend this bill to ensure that individ-
uals with concealed weapons could only 
cross lines into States that maintain a 
national law enforcement database. 
Without a database system accessible 
24 hours a day with criminal back-
ground information on individuals 
holding concealed weapons permits 
from other States, Florida’s law en-
forcement will be unable to adequately 
protect the public under this bill. It is 
the safety of our communities and our 
families that are at risk as a result. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. STEARNS), the writer, au-
thor, and creator of this legislation. 

Mr. STEARNS. I would say to my 
colleague, I’m from Florida, and I’m 

supporting this bill. In fact, I’m the 
proud sponsor of this bill, ladies and 
gentlemen. I have sponsored this legis-
lation since the 105th Congress—that’s 
almost 14 years ago—because I believe 
it’s long overdue that we take action 
to enhance the fundamental right of 
self-defense for all law-abiding citizens 
of this country. 

I want to thank Mr. TRENT FRANKS 
from Arizona for his assiduous and 
hard work in pushing this through the 
full committee and subcommittee, and 
I also thank Chairman LAMAR SMITH 
for his efforts, too. 

My colleagues, the right—the simple 
right—to defend yourself and your 
loved ones from a criminal is funda-
mental. And it’s not extinguished when 
you simply cross a State border. This 
bill recognizes this important fact by 
establishing the interstate recognition 
of concealed-carry permits in much the 
same way driver’s licenses are recog-
nized. 

Now under this legislation, lawfully 
issued carry permits will be recognized 
in all States that also issue carry per-
mits. There are now 49 States that 
issue these permits. Most of these 
States also recognize permits issued 
from at least some other States, while 
some States recognize all valid permits 
issued by any State. But herein, sim-
ply, lies the problem. The nonuni-
formity of the laws regarding reci-
procity makes it difficult for law-abid-
ing permit holders to know for sure if 
they are obeying the law as they travel 
from State to State. While preserving 
the power of the States to set the rules 
on where concealed firearms can be 
carried, this legislation will establish 
interstate carry permit recognition in 
the 49 permit issuing States. So this 
legislation will simply make it easier 
for law-abiding permit holders to know 
that they are simply in compliance 
with the law when they carry a firearm 
as they travel this wonderful country 
of ours. 

Now consider the outcome if States 
administered driver’s licenses as they 
currently do carry permits. Drivers 
would have to stop at the State line to 
determine whether their license was 
valid before proceeding. Each State 
would recognize some licenses but, of 
course, not all of them. Some States 
would insist that others have precisely 
the same requirements for issuance of 
a license before offering reciprocity. 
And the status of such reciprocity 
would be constantly changing, literally 
day to day. 

So that is the reality of the current 
State reciprocity agreements for carry 
permits today. And only the Congress 
can remedy this interstate muddle. Our 
Union is a strong one, and we are proud 
to be citizens of a Nation who need not 
present papers to cross internal bound-
aries. But the holders of carry permits 
must indeed today worry whether their 
permits are valid before they can safely 
venture out of their home State while 
exercising a fundamental right. Our 
system of federalism beckons this body 
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to remedy this disparity in due process 
and equal treatment under the law. 

Mr. Chairman, over the past 20 years, 
17 States have passed right-to-carry 
laws. In each of these States, oppo-
nents of firearms ownership have made 
dire predictions of mayhem in the 
streets if we simply dared to allow law- 
abiding citizens to carry a firearm for 
their own self-defense. But in each 
case, these predictions were proven to 
be completely false. In fact, during 
that period, violent crime has dropped 
51 percent to a 46-year low—1991 to 
2011—and these are according to the 
FBI Uniform Crime Reports. Statistics 
don’t lie in this case. They are actually 
showing violent crime has dropped, and 
this is one of the reasons. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation will 
not strip States of the ability to pro-
hibit dangerous persons from carrying 
a firearm. Federal law already pro-
hibits a convicted felon or someone 
shown to be a danger from the mere 
possession of a gun, and the carry regu-
lations set up in each State will apply 
to all permit holders, both residents 
and nonresidents. This bill does not set 
up a Federal carry permit system or es-
tablish any Federal regulations of con-
cealed-carry permits. That power re-
mains with the States. Additionally, 
this legislation does not include any 
new Federal gun laws, nor does it call 
for additional Federal regulation of 
gun ownership. In fact, it does not 
allow for new Federal regulation, for it 
amends the part of the Gun Control 
Act that allows only such regulation as 
is necessary, and in this case none. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. SIMPSON). 
The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman 1 additional 
minute. 

Mr. STEARNS. My colleagues, this 
legislation simply guarantees citizens’ 
constitutional rights as affirmed by 
two Supreme Court cases, D.C. v. Hell-
er and McDonald v. Chicago, which 
simply ruled the Second Amendment is 
an individual right. 

This bill will allow law-abiding citi-
zens who already have valid carry per-
mits to carry firearms when they trav-
el to protect themselves and to protect 
their families. These are people who 
have proven themselves to be among 
the most responsible and safe members 
of our communities, and we should not 
deprive them of this fundamental right 
when they simply cross a State border. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important legislation. It’s a long time 
in coming, I’m pleased it’s on the floor, 
and I look forward to its passage. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

I want to just say to my dear friend 
from Florida, CLIFF STEARNS, you can-
not compare licensing concealed-carry 
permits to driver’s licenses, and that’s 
why this idea of yours, with all due re-
spect, has never been passed by the 
Congress before. The reason is that no 
States have the same way to automati-
cally check a driver’s license for con-
cealed-carry. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 
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Mr. CONYERS. I yield myself 15 addi-
tional seconds. 

You cannot compare a carrying con-
cealed weapons check with a driver’s 
license because they are checkable. A 
concealed-carry weapon, there are 
States that don’t even permit the in-
formation to be revealed from their 
database. So you’re making a huge 
error that I hope can be corrected. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentlelady 
from California (Ms. CHU), a member of 
the Judiciary Committee. 

Ms. CHU. This bill is a blatant at-
tempt to override and weaken States’ 
laws on an issue that could endanger 
people’s lives. It hurts my home State 
of California, which developed laws to 
protect residents by developing criteria 
on those who could carry concealed- 
carry weapons. With this bill, that all 
goes away. 

This bill is so bad that it even allows 
drug dealers convicted of selling drugs 
to minors to carry a concealed weapon. 
California would not allow it because 
such permits can only go to those of 
good moral character. But under this 
law, we would have to accept the con-
cealed weapon permit for every other 
State that allows weapons to these 
drug dealers. I offered an amendment 
in the Judiciary Committee to stop 
this, but those on the other side of the 
aisle voted it down. 

With this bill, a person who endan-
gers the lives of our children will be al-
lowed to carry a concealed loaded gun 
nationwide, and you would be power-
less to stop it. It is the individual 
States that are in the best position to 
determine how to best protect its citi-
zens. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to vote 
‘‘no’’ on this dangerous bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
first I would like to yield 15 seconds to 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
FRANKS). 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Chair, I 
just would suggest to my friend, the 
gentleman from Michigan, that he is 
correct, one cannot compare this 
strictly with people and driver’s li-
censes. The fact is, first of all, driving 
a car is not a fundamental right to de-
fense as enshrined in our Constitution. 
Secondly, cars kill many more people 
than guns. And, third, we don’t usually 
defend ourselves with cars. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. AUSTRIA). 

Mr. AUSTRIA. As a former chairman 
of the Ohio Senate judiciary com-
mittee, I helped lead the fight to pass 
the first concealed-carry law in the 
State of Ohio. And I can tell you, even 
with this law and this right, as one of 
the thousands of Ohioans with a con-
cealed-carry permit, I understand the 
need to reinforce our Second Amend-
ment rights by resolving the confusion 

and the problems that exist when trav-
eling between States. 

The National Right-to-Carry Reci-
procity Act does just that; it allows 
Ohioans and others with valid CCW 
permits issued by their home State to 
concealed-carry while visiting any of 
the 49 States where it’s not expressly 
prohibited. 

H.R. 822 is not a Federal takeover. 
The bill preserves States’ rights by re-
quiring residents to comply with their 
home State’s rules for getting a per-
mit. The bill also maintains reci-
procity agreements the States have al-
ready entered into with other States. 

The bill simply strengthens and pro-
tects our constituents’ Second Amend-
ment rights, and that’s why I’ve co-
sponsored this legislation and look for-
ward to its passage. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

I just want, when we decide how 
we’re going to cast our vote on this 
bill, to realize you cannot compare a 
concealed-carry weapon permit with a 
driver’s license. The States do not have 
the ability, they do not have the auto-
mated machinery to do that. Many will 
not even release this information; it’s 
considered a private matter. Con-
cealed-carry permit information can-
not be revealed in many States. 

I now yield 3 minutes to the former 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Crime, a distinguished member of the 
Judiciary Committee, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 822 will harm 
public safety. That’s why law enforce-
ment organizations such as the Inter-
national Association of Chiefs of Po-
lice, the Major Cities Chiefs Associa-
tions, and many other law enforcement 
organizations oppose this bill. 

This bill would allow people to use 
their concealed weapons permit in any 
State in the Union without regard to 
the standards and requirements of 
those other States. This bill even al-
lows people who are ineligible to get a 
concealed weapons permit in their 
home State to go out of State and get 
a permit and use that permit anywhere 
in the country except their home 
State. 

Some States have minimum stand-
ards for those who may be eligible to 
carry a concealed weapon. For exam-
ple, some States require firearms 
training and others deny permits to 
those who are under 21 or those with 
certain convictions for assaulting po-
lice officers, selling drugs to kids, sex 
offenses against children, or domestic 
violence. Standards such as these 
would be overridden by this bill be-
cause permits from States without 
these standards would have to be rec-
ognized. 

Now, many States already recognize 
concealed weapons permits from other 
States. My home State of Virginia rec-
ognizes many States’ concealed weap-
ons permits, but it requires a 24-hour 
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verification. And for this reason, many 
States do not enjoy reciprocity with 
Virginia because 24-hour verification is 
not available. In fact, one State, Colo-
rado, doesn’t even maintain a state-
wide database, so there can be no out- 
of-state verification. As has been indi-
cated, a driver’s license, any time of 
day, you can verify the validity of a 
driver’s license. But the concealed 
weapons permit, many States do not 
have 24-hour verification. 

In overriding the ability of States to 
control the carrying of concealed weap-
ons by nonresidents, this bill would 
create a situation where the weakest 
State laws essentially become the na-
tional law. We would be creating a race 
to the bottom with our public safety 
laws. 

Consideration of this legislation has 
been a challenge because apparently 
many people in this body believe that 
if more people carried guns, the crime 
rate would go down. Reliable studies, 
however, point out that the possession 
of a firearm is much more likely to re-
sult in the death of a family member or 
a neighbor than being used to thwart a 
crime. 

This bill will undermine public safe-
ty. We should let the States decide 
whether or not or under what condi-
tions to allow people who are in their 
State to carry concealed handguns. I 
urge my colleagues, therefore, to vote 
against this legislation. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. STUTZMAN). 

Mr. STUTZMAN. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, rights do not come 
from the government. We are, in the 
words of the Declaration of Independ-
ence, ‘‘endowed by our Creator with 
certain unalienable rights.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, the right to self-de-
fense goes deep and cannot be taken 
away. The right to self-defense is the 
cornerstone for the Second Amend-
ment. It is also the foundation for con-
cealed-carry laws across this country. 

I am proud that my home State of In-
diana has established a responsible 
process for obtaining a lifetime permit. 
Today, 49 States have some sort of 
right-to-carry law. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill ensures that 
permit holders in Indiana like myself 
can exercise our right to self-defense 
when our families travel across our 
great country. If you follow the law, 
your permit from one State will be 
honored by another. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 15 seconds. 

Ladies and gentlemen, forgive my 
passion on the discussion of this sub-
ject, but almost 300 young people of Af-
rican American decent are injured or 
killed by gunfire from age 15 to 24 
every week. 

With that, I yield 2 minutes to my 
colleague, the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. QUIGLEY), a distinguished member 
of Judiciary. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this measure. 

I too offered an amendment which 
failed in committee. My amendment 
would have prevented individuals con-
victed of assaulting a police officer or 
impersonating a police officer from 
carrying concealed loaded guns. Sev-
eral States that allow permits also 
deny them to those who have assaulted 
or impersonated cops. The law enforce-
ment officials of these States have de-
cided that that is what’s best for their 
communities. This bill will wipe those 
protections away and then will go fur-
ther. 

May I remind my friends here who 
are citing the Constitution as their 
nexus for this law that the right to 
keep and bear arms in the interest of 
self-defense of a person at home is not 
unlimited. 

b 1420 
As the Justices wrote in District of 

Columbia v. Heller, the right is not a 
right to keep and carry any weapon 
whatsoever in any manner whatsoever 
for whatever purpose. And, frankly, 
that’s what the National Right-to- 
Carry Reciprocity Act purports. 

So if we’re interpreting the 14th 
Amendment, deeming the Bill of 
Rights applicable to the States in this 
manner as to the right to bear arms, 
then doesn’t that argument also dic-
tate that each State interpret other 
States’ decisions on other laws and 
statutes in the same manner? 

Does this mean that States should 
acknowledge abortion rights from one 
State to the next? 

Does this mean that States should 
acknowledge alcohol laws from one 
State to the next? 

Does this mean that States should 
acknowledge marrying licenses from 
one State to the next, particularly 
when it comes to same-sex marriage? 

I have a feeling that many of my 
friends here today would answer those 
questions with a simple ‘‘no.’’ You see 
my trouble with today’s premise, then. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from North Carolina (Mrs. ELLMERS). 

Mrs. ELLMERS. I rise today in favor 
of H.R. 822. The right to bear arms is a 
staple of our Constitution as a basic 
American right, and we should con-
tinue to protect it while making sure 
our laws remain efficient. 

I am one of 268,000 permit holders in 
North Carolina. This is not only a 
rights issue; more importantly, it is a 
safety issue. As millions of American 
families know, there is no greater 
threat to our families than the ability 
to protect. We must protect our fami-
lies, and it cannot stop at States’ bor-
ders. 

H.R. 822 also does not impact State 
laws governing how concealed firearms 
are possessed or carried. Again, it does 
not jeopardize the States’ rights. 

I call on my colleagues to support 
this important piece of legislation. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 15 seconds. 

There are, my colleagues, over 65 
million handguns in the United States; 
and nearly 100,000 people in America 
every year are shot or killed with a 
firearm. 

I now yield 2 minutes to our distin-
guished Judiciary colleague, a former 
magistrate from Georgia (Mr. JOHN-
SON). 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in opposition to this 
dangerous bill, the National Right-to- 
Carry Reciprocity Act. The 10th 
Amendment of the Bill of Rights of the 
United States Constitution provides as 
follows: ‘‘The powers not delegated to 
the United States by the Constitution 
nor prohibited by it to the States are 
reserved to the States respectively, or 
to the people.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, this bill would over-
ride the laws of almost every State by 
forcing them to accept concealed-carry 
gun permits from every other State, 
even if the permit holder would not be 
allowed to carry a handgun in the 
State where he or she is traveling. This 
is ridiculous. Each State should decide 
who may carry a concealed, loaded gun 
within their borders; and the Federal 
Government should respect the States’ 
rights to do so. 

The irony here is that my friends on 
the Tea Party Republican side of the 
aisle claim to respect States’ rights, 
but then they rush this legislation to 
the House floor, which tramples over 
States’ rights. 

These Tea Party Republicans claim 
they want to create jobs for the mil-
lions of unemployed Americans in our 
Nation, but they are not focusing on 
creating jobs. Instead, they’re bowing 
down to the National Rifle Association 
by moving this piece of special interest 
legislation forward. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
dangerous bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. KLINE), the chairman 
of the Education and Workforce Com-
mittee. 

Mr. KLINE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong, 
strong support of H.R. 822, the National 
Right-to-Carry Reciprocity Act. This 
bill provides important protections for 
gun owners, and its time is past due. 

As a retired marine and avid out-
doorsman, I’m an experienced firearms 
owner and user. I hold a concealed- 
carry permit in the State of Minnesota, 
and I believe individuals have the right 
to keep and bear arms for the protec-
tion of their home, property, family 
and person. They have that right. 

Unfortunately, there have been a lot 
of mischaracterizations surrounding 
this legislation. I’ve heard a lot of it 
here today. To be clear, this bill does 
not create a Federal licensing or reg-
istration system. It does not create 
Federal standards, or infringe on the 
ability of States to make laws for a 
carry permit, and it does not nega-
tively affect States that have permit- 
less carry systems. 
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Mr. Chairman, this bill will protect 

law-abiding gun owners from current 
confusion caused by the wide array of 
State laws and preempt the threat of 
frivolous lawsuits they could face sim-
ply by traveling outside of their home 
State. National Right-to-Carry Reci-
procity provides critical recognition 
that the Second Amendment rights of 
our constituents do not end when they 
cross State lines, and this will enhance 
public safety. 

I urge my colleagues to stand for the 
Second Amendment and to stand for 
the rights of responsible gun owners 
who engage in gun safety, and I urge 
them to support H.R. 822. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to our dear friend, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, the first 
reason this bill should be defeated is 
that it usurps State authority and re-
places it with a lowest-common-de-
nominator Federal directive. 

This is a radical piece of legislation. 
In fact, today 43 States are not in com-
pliance with this law; 38 States today 
prevent people from carrying concealed 
weapons if they have certain dangerous 
misdemeanor criminal convictions; 35 
States require the completion of a 
short gun safety program. 

The Commonwealth of Virginia has 
weakened its gun laws over the past 2 
years, allowing concealed guns in bars 
and renewal of permits by mail. I dis-
agree with these actions, but I would 
never question the general assembly’s 
authority to make these decisions. 

But this bill makes our State legisla-
ture’s judgment irrelevant. This is a 
Federal power grab coming from a ma-
jority that claims to be a defender of 
States’ rights. 

The second reason that this bill 
should be defeated is that our law en-
forcement professionals oppose it. The 
International Association of Chiefs of 
Police, the Major Cities Police Chiefs 
Association, the Virginia Association 
of Chiefs of Police all oppose this bill. 
Why? Because they know that it will 
be nearly impossible for police to 
verify the validity of 49 different carry 
permits, placing officers in potentially 
life-threatening situations. 

Some States don’t even keep 
verifiable databases of those who have 
been issued concealed-carry permits. 
Law enforcement is trying to curb ille-
gal gun smuggling, but this bill allows 
traffickers with concealed-carry per-
mits to transport firearms into des-
tination States and present an unveri-
fiable permit if stopped by police. 

This is a blatant legislative over-
reach, presumably because it was next 
on the NRA’s legislative wish list. 

We should defeat this bill, Mr. Chair-
man. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. ROSS). 

Mr. ROSS of Arkansas. I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 822. 

If you get a driver’s license in Arkan-
sas, it’s recognized in every State in 

the country. And if you have a con-
cealed-carry permit, the same rules 
should apply. Our Second Amendment 
rights to own and bear arms are uni-
versal, and our laws should reflect that 
as best they can. 

The National Right-to-Carry Reci-
procity Act would allow every Amer-
ican citizen with a valid concealed- 
carry permit to carry a concealed fire-
arm in all States that allow them for 
lawful purposes. 

Let me be clear: If your State bans 
concealed firearms, then this law will 
not affect that ban. This bill does not 
change any State laws about when and 
where you can carry a concealed fire-
arm. This bill does not create a new 
Federal licensing system. It simply re-
inforces our Second Amendment rights 
and makes the laws more fair for law- 
abiding gun owners. 

As a strong supporter of the Second 
Amendment, I believe we must pass the 
National Right-to-Carry Reciprocity 
Act now, and I urge my colleagues to 
join me in voting for the bill. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAS-
CRELL). 

b 1430 

Mr. PASCRELL. I had to make a 
choice on this bill, whether I would 
support a disputable constitutional 
issue about whether you can by law 
carry a concealed weapon or move to-
wards the other side to those who op-
pose this. 

Now, who opposes this legislation be-
sides me? Mayors Against Illegal Guns, 
the International Association of Chiefs 
of Police, the Major Cities Chiefs Asso-
ciation, and the Police Foundation op-
pose this bill. Doesn’t this mean any-
thing to you at all? Doesn’t it? Or does 
it? 

I prefer community policing than try 
to put more guns into the hands of 
those people who we don’t even know 
are going to be trained to even use 
them. That’s my preference, Mr. Chair-
man. 

This means my home State of New 
Jersey—this is not Idaho, this is not 
Montana—in fact, we have the most 
densely populated State in the Union. 
There is a different culture. When Clin-
ton argued on behalf of gun possession 
when he was the President of the 
United States, he always made this 
point about the cultural differences in 
different parts of the country. And we 
respect that. 

I’m not against the Second Amend-
ment. I support the Second Amend-
ment. But I don’t want those folks in 
the street who out-arm and out-gun 
our police officers. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. SIMPSON). 
The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield the gentleman 
an additional 15 seconds. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Twelve thousand 
fewer police officers we have in this 
country; 12,000 fewer police officers in 
our streets. We should be worried about 

that as a priority rather than this as a 
priority. 

So I made the decision. The evidence 
is like this against doing this. We 
haven’t had any legislation which took 
away one gun in the past 20 years from 
anybody in this country—not one. So 
we have made the perception being 
that we want to take guns away from 
people. 

How dare you even say it. 
Protect our police. Don’t vote for 

this. 
Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. KINZINGER). 

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. The right 
to keep and bear arms is a real simple 
phrase. Some people have only nega-
tive thoughts. When the words ‘‘gun’’ 
or ‘‘firearm’’ are heard, thoughts im-
mediately turn to criminals; but that’s 
the problem because the debate we’re 
having today isn’t about criminals. It’s 
about the rights of law-abiding citizens 
to bear arms for self-defense. 

Look, Illinois is the only State with-
out concealed-carry, but I’d argue we 
already have concealed-carry. There 
are people that are killed in Chicago 
very often by guns that are already 
concealed but not concealed by law- 
abiding citizens. Illinois is the only 
State that doesn’t allow any form of it 
legally. 

I want H.R. 822 to be a clear sign to 
the Governor of Illinois that now is the 
time to join the rest of the country in 
allowing citizens the right to conceal a 
firearm on their person. We hear so 
much about if we allow people to carry 
guns, more people are going to be 
killed. But that flies in the face of sta-
tistics. 

After 2008, there was a record number 
of guns purchased, but we saw crime 
drop almost everywhere, bar none. 

My point is that law-abiding citizens 
in this country are not the problem. Il-
linois needs to join the rest of the 
country in supporting conceal-carry for 
its citizens. And I believe that this is a 
sign that it’s time to do so now. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentlelady from Florida 
(Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ), a former 
member of the Judiciary Committee. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I rise 
in opposition to H.R. 822, the National 
Right-to-Carry Reciprocity Act. 

This ill-conceived bill is yet another 
distraction from what should be the 
most pressing concern of this Congress, 
putting Americans back to work. 

What’s more disturbing is that this 
bill jeopardizes public safety by man-
dating that States honor even the most 
lax concealed-weapon laws of other 
States. The gentleman from Illinois is 
incorrect: this is about criminals. 

For my constituents in south Flor-
ida, gun control is a serious issue. 
Miami-Dade County has one of the 
highest rates of gun violence in the 
country. In the entire State of Florida, 
there are almost 800,000 permits for 
concealed firearms. Florida’s process 
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for issuing concealed-carry licenses is 
problematic enough, and I would cer-
tainly not suggest foisting it on any 
other State that has stronger safe-
guards that protect its citizens. But 
this bill will do exactly that. 

For States that require age mini-
mums or safety training before getting 
a concealed-weapons permit or that 
prohibits certain violent offenders 
from getting a permit in the first 
place, that all goes out the window if 
this bill is passed into law. What we 
get in return is the worst of the worst, 
a lowest-common-denominator of all of 
the State laws. 

For example, in just one 6-month pe-
riod in 2006, Florida gave concealed- 
carry licenses to more than 1,400 indi-
viduals who had pleaded guilty or no 
contest to felonies, 216 of them had 
outstanding warrants, 128 of them had 
active domestic violence injunctions. 
And under this bill, other States will 
be mandated to honor these permits. 
They will be mandated to allow Flor-
ida’s self-admitted felons to carry con-
cealed weapons in their States. 

This is why the Nation’s leading law 
enforcement organizations strongly op-
pose this bill. It’s also opposed by more 
than 600 members of the bipartisan 
Mayors Against Illegal Guns, including 
many of my local mayors of both par-
ties in south Florida. 

Why would this bill be a higher pri-
ority than creating jobs? This is the 
11th straight month of this Congress, 
and the House majority still has no 
jobs agenda. 

Regardless of how Americans feel 
about guns, the overwhelming majority 
would agree that gun policy is not a 
higher priority than job creation is 
right now. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
this bill, and I urge my friends across 
the aisle to stop putting American 
lives at risk and start putting them 
back to work. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. COBLE), the chair-
man of the Courts Subcommittee of the 
Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 822. 

Conceal-and-carry permits may be 
one of the most scrutinized permits for 
gun owners to receive. Unfortunately, 
the manner in which these permits are 
recognized by various States is con-
fusing and inconsistent. H.R. 822 will 
help resolve this dilemma, Mr. Chair-
man. 

For example, in my home State of 
North Carolina, conceal-and-carry per-
mits from South Carolina and Georgia 
are recognized, but not permits from 
New Mexico. 

Meanwhile, New Mexico readily rec-
ognizes conceal-and-carry permits from 
North Carolina. If enacted, there would 
be no discrepancy over which permits 
are valid. Another reason for sup-
porting H.R. 822 is that it protects 
State sovereignty. States are not re-
quired to issue conceal-and-carry per-

mits, and State laws regarding the use 
and ownership of firearms are explic-
itly preserved. 

I firmly believe that the Second 
Amendment confirms a constitutional 
right for individuals to own a firearm, 
Mr. Chairman. I also believe that own-
ership and use of a firearm carries a 
special level of personal responsibility. 

This bill promotes both of these 
ideals; and if enacted, it will help make 
America safer, which probably explains 
why this bill has 245 cosponsors. 

I thank the chairman for yielding. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 

pleased to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. HOLT). 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, this is an-
other great example of legislation in 
search of a problem. Driven by ideolog-
ical fervor of its sponsors rather than 
by any practical approach to safety, 
H.R. 822 would amend existing Federal 
law to establish a national standard for 
carrying concealed firearms. 

As the sponsors well know, these 
matters have long been the province of 
the States. It’s fascinating how quickly 
the majority ignores the 10th Amend-
ment when the gun lobby comes call-
ing. Why needlessly create a conflict, 
or should I say a shootout, between the 
Second and the 10th Amendments? 

Passage of the Law Enforcement Offi-
cers Safety Act of 2004, which I voted 
for, and which permits qualified law 
enforcement officers to carry concealed 
firearms across States, makes this es-
sentially redundant and unnecessary. 

The bill before us would have the ef-
fect of overriding New Jersey’s own 
laws in this area, which police officers 
and hunters and other citizens tell me 
work well and keep our citizens safe. 

b 1440 

Ask our law enforcement officers. 
They’ll tell you New Jerseyans live 
well within our gun safety laws. We 
don’t need more lax laws. 

Now, others have said today—but 
maybe it’s worth repeating—that this 
body should be focusing on creating 
jobs, not passing ideologically driven, 
special interest legislation that would 
endanger public safety, subvert the 
constitutional order, and go against 
the interests and the declared rec-
ommendations of law enforcement offi-
cers all across the U.S. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair would 
inform the managers that the gen-
tleman from Texas has 91⁄4 minutes re-
maining and that the gentleman from 
Michigan has 21⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LUNGREN). 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I strongly support the Second 
Amendment. For that reason, I signed 
on to the amicus briefs in the Heller 
case and in the McDonald v. City of 
Chicago case, upholding the right to 
bear arms as an individual and con-
stitutional right. I believe that. At the 
same time, as the former attorney gen-

eral of California, I continue to have a 
deep and abiding commitment to pre-
serving States’ rights in the manner 
that the Founders envisioned the no-
tion of federalism. 

Under the 10th Amendment, it is ob-
vious that the Constitution allocates 
what are known generally as police 
powers to the States to protect public 
safety and health. That’s why I object 
to some of our legislation to expand 
the Federal role in tort law and in mar-
riage law, because it’s not just those 
things you necessarily agree with, but 
it’s tougher when it’s those things you 
may disagree with that are left to the 
States. Some people have talked about 
licenses here. You don’t have a right to 
take your license to practice medicine 
or law to the next State. We have not 
required that. We allow States to do 
that. 

Here is the other thing. 
My State is one of the most liberal. 

We have too liberal a law with respect 
to concealed weapons, but the only way 
the liberal State legislature in Cali-
fornia will respond to this is by fol-
lowing Illinois, because it’s the only 
way they can get a limit, as they see 
it, on these sorts of things. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield the gentleman 
an additional 15 seconds. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. My suggestion is, those who are 
concerned about it in my State might 
have to worry about this because our 
legislature will now be tempted to get 
rid of all concealed-weapons permits 
because, unfortunately, under this leg-
islation, that’s the only thing they can 
do to police the eligibility of those who 
get concealed-weapons permits. 

So this does cut both ways, and at 
least I think we ought to understand 
that States’ rights is a legitimate ar-
gument here on this floor. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Utah (Mr. MATHESON). 

Mr. MATHESON. I would like to 
thank my colleague from Florida (Mr. 
STEARNS) for introducing the bill be-
fore us today. 

Mr. Chairman, I support this bipar-
tisan legislation for two reasons. One, I 
believe that our gun laws should ensure 
that a responsible, law-abiding indi-
vidual is able to exercise his Second 
Amendment right to carry firearms. 
Two, this bill simplifies what is now a 
piecemeal system of existing reciprocal 
agreements among the States. 

There are millions of concealed-carry 
permit holders in this country, includ-
ing thousands in my State. They com-
ply with State law to gain a State per-
mit so that they can legally carry 
weapons for self-defense. By passing 
this bill, we will ensure that, when 
they travel to other States, they will 
be able to exercise their right to self- 
defense while away from home. This 
bill does not create a federal licensing 
or registration system. It does not 
allow a concealed-weapon permit hold-
er to carry a concealed weapon in 
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States like Illinois, which do not allow 
concealed carry. 

I think that addresses the criticism 
of this legislation that it would over-
ride a State’s ability to determine who 
can carry concealed weapons within 
that State’s borders. Permit holders 
who want to take their weapons with 
them to another State are required to 
be aware of and abide by that State’s 
rules. 

As a strong supporter of Second 
Amendment rights, I support this legis-
lation, and I urge its adoption. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. GIBSON). 

Mr. GIBSON. I thank the chairman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong 
support of H.R. 822, the National Right- 
to-Carry Reciprocity Act. 

This bill is about freedom. It’s about 
the Constitution and our Bill of Rights. 
This bill is about the Second Amend-
ment right. As with all of the amend-
ments contained in the Bill of Rights, 
these were born out of our experiences 
with King George and out of a desire to 
prevent such abuses of power in our Re-
public. Indeed, at the outset of hos-
tilities during the Revolution, the Brit-
ish Army marched to Concord to con-
fiscate our guns and extinguish our 
freedoms. 

The Founders put the Second Amend-
ment in the Bill of Rights to assure our 
right to keep and bear arms and safe-
guard our liberty. At least in my dis-
trict, this is a nonpartisan bill. Repub-
licans, Democrats and independents 
alike support the Second Amendment 
and hold dear our Bill of Rights. 

The premise of H.R. 822 is very sim-
ple. If a citizen is permitted to carry a 
concealed weapon in one State, other 
States that have a concealed-carry law 
will honor and recognize it, supporting 
and strengthening the Second Amend-
ment. I urge my colleagues to support 
it. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE). 

Mr. GOODLATTE. I thank the chair-
man for yielding and for his leadership 
on this issue. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong 
support of H.R. 822, the National Right- 
to-Carry Reciprocity Act of 2011. 

This bipartisan bill has 245 cospon-
sors, and it enhances Americans’ right 
to self-defense by enabling millions of 
permit holders to exercise their right 
to self-defense while traveling outside 
their home States. 

The Second Amendment is in the 
United States Constitution, and we are 
all taking an oath in this body to up-
hold the United States Constitution, 
including rights under the Second 
Amendment. The 10th Amendment is 
certainly an important right as well, 
but it does not trump the right or the 
responsibility of this body to protect 
rights under the Second Amendment. 

Forty-nine States have laws that per-
mit their citizens to carry a concealed 

firearm in some fashion or another. 
Unlike driver’s licenses, however, con-
cealed-carry permit holders in one 
State are not always authorized to 
carry their firearms when traveling 
outside their home States. 

H.R. 822 remedies this problem by 
granting concealed-carry permit hold-
ers reciprocity between States. The 
firearm owner must abide by all appli-
cable State laws when carrying in a 
foreign jurisdiction. This bill affirms 
that the Second Amendment protects 
the fundamental individual right to 
keep and bear arms and that the States 
cannot unreasonably infringe upon 
that right. 

In McDonald v. Chicago, the Supreme 
Court concluded that the due process 
clause of the 14th Amendment incor-
porates the Second Amendment right 
recognized by the Supreme Court in 
the District of Columbia v. Heller. 

This bill does not create any kind of 
Federal bureaucracy that may concern 
some people. It simply extends to them 
their Second Amendment rights when 
they travel in other States. H.R. 822 
recognizes that right, and I urge my 
colleagues to support this measure. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Texas has 41⁄4 minutes remaining. 
The gentleman from Michigan has 21⁄4 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the distin-
guished gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
WOODALL). 

Mr. WOODALL. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

I love the Second Amendment. I got 
my first gun from Santa Claus when I 
was 6 years old. The first handgun I 
ever fired wasn’t my dad’s or my un-
cle’s or my grandfather’s—it was my 
mother’s. I got my first concealed- 
carry application filled out as a fresh-
man in law school. I lived in a bad 
neighborhood and needed it for self pro-
tection. I’ve had it for the last 20 years. 
I love the Second Amendment. 

But if the Second Amendment pro-
tects my rights to carry my concealed 
weapon from State to State to State, I 
don’t need another Federal law that 
says, yeah, I really mean it. It’s al-
ready protected. If the Second Amend-
ment doesn’t protect my right to carry 
a concealed weapon from State to 
State to State, then the Ninth and 10th 
Amendments leave that responsibility 
to individuals and the States to regu-
late on their own. 

I came to Congress to protect free-
dom. I don’t believe the Second 
Amendment was put in the Bill of 
Rights to allow me to shoot targets. I 
don’t believe the Second Amendment 
was put in the Bill of Rights to allow 
me to hunt for deer and turkey. I think 
the Second Amendment was put in the 
Bill of Rights so that I could defend my 
freedom against an overbearing Fed-
eral Government. 

I don’t want the Federal Government 
in any issue of the law where the Con-
stitution does not require it. 

And it does not require it here. 

Don’t tell me it’s an Interstate Com-
merce Clause issue; we dismiss that on 
my side of the aisle regularly. Don’t 
tell me it’s necessary and proper; we 
dismiss that on our side of the aisle 
regularly. And don’t tell me it’s full 
faith and credit because we dismiss 
that on our side of the aisle regularly. 
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The temptation to legislate is great. 
The temptation is great. I absolutely 
believe in the intent of this legislation. 
I want the right to carry from coast to 
coast. Georgia has already orches-
trated reciprocity agreements with 25 
States. We’ve got 24 more to go. The 
Second Amendment exists so that we 
can keep and bear arms to defend our-
selves against government, no matter 
how well-intended. Rather than arms, I 
ask my colleagues to use their voting 
cards today to defend us against the 
overreach of the Federal Government, 
no matter how well-intended. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I have listened to this debate. This is 
a reciprocity vote that allows me to 
carry my weapon, as I have carried it 
for the last 50 years, from one State to 
another as long as I have a permit and 
they do also. 

But more than that, I am a little bit 
resentful when I hear on the floor that 
this is ‘‘the will of the NRA.’’ Now, I 
am proud to have been a lifetime mem-
ber of the NRA—since I could vote. I 
am a member today. I participate in 
their board meetings, and I am proud 
of that organization. It is probably one 
of the leading organizations. But to 
cast that in the form of ‘‘they are not 
the people of America’’ is wrong. The 
greatest strength the NRA has is its 
members. There is talk about how 
strong they are as a lobbying group. 
The lobbying group is the citizen, the 
citizen that wants to carry his arm, as 
permitted, across State lines, as they 
do with a driver’s license. 

This is a good piece of legislation. 
I’m glad we are having this discussion. 
There can be differences of opinion. 
But don’t take it away from myself to 
go from Alaska with my permit and go 
into the other 48 States, I believe it is, 
that have permits and I can’t use my 
permit. That’s wrong. Let’s vote for 
this legislation. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Florida (Mrs. ADAMS), a member 
of the Judiciary Committee. 

Mrs. ADAMS. I rise in support of 
H.R. 822. 

As a former law enforcement officer 
and a State representative, I have dealt 
with issues relating to our Second 
Amendment right. 

It’s interesting when I hear some of 
the blurring between gun purchasing 
and a concealed-carry permit. I have 
done both. And as a law enforcement 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 01:09 Nov 17, 2011 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K16NO7.056 H16NOPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
6T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7669 November 16, 2011 
officer, I would like to know, if some-
one would tell me, ‘‘Hey, I have a con-
cealed-carry permit and I have a weap-
on,’’ rather than finding it either by 
accident or having it pointed at me. So 
I stand in great support of this piece of 
legislation. I do believe that it is good 
legislation. It will not harm the people, 
as I have heard here on the floor. 

And I have heard that we aren’t 
working on jobs. Well, I beg to differ 
that issue because we have passed over 
20 bills sitting in the Senate that have 
not been heard that would relate to 
jobs. So, yes, we are working on jobs 
and the economy, and we also are 
working on other issues that are 
brought to us from our constituents. 

I stand in great support of H.R. 8122. 
Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself the balance of my time. 
H.R. 822 is important legislation that 

recognizes that Americans’ ability to 
exercise their fundamental constitu-
tional rights should not disappear at 
their State’s border. The parade of 
horribles that have been alleged by 
some of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle are simply not true. 
Federal law already prohibits felons, 
domestic abusers, and illegal drug 
users from possessing a firearm. This 
legislation does not change that. If a 
person is prohibited from possessing a 
firearm under Federal law, they cannot 
carry a concealed weapon under this 
bill. 

The arguments we have heard so 
often today against this legislation are 
against guns in the hands of violent 
criminals generally, not against le-
gally permitted concealed weapons. 
Concealed-carry laws have shown that 
concealed weapons actually lower vio-
lent crime rates in a jurisdiction. H.R. 
822 simply permits law-abiding Ameri-
cans to take their Second Amendment 
rights with them when they travel. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bipartisan piece of legislation, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Chair, I rise today 
in strong opposition to H.R. 822, the National 
Right-to-Carry Reciprocity Act of 2011. 

By forcing each state to recognize every 
other state’s concealed carry permits, this leg-
islation would create serious safety challenges 
for communities and law enforcement officials 
across the country. Further, it seriously in-
fringes upon individual states’ rights to set 
minimum standards based on local needs and 
concerns. 

This legislation has been called the ‘‘lowest 
common denominator approach’’ to public 
safety. Currently, states use widely varying cri-
teria to determine who is allowed to carry a 
concealed firearm. At least 38 states prohibit 
individuals convicted of certain dangerous mis-
demeanor crimes from obtaining concealed 
carry permits; 35 states require completion of 
a gun safety program or other proof of com-
petency in order to receive a permit; at least 
36 states have age restrictions; and 29 states 
will not award concealed carry permits to alco-
hol abusers. 

Forcing national reciprocity would allow indi-
viduals who would be denied a permit in their 
home state to apply for a permit in a less re-

strictive state. It jeopardizes the safety of po-
lice officers making routine stops, who may 
not have the resources to verify the validity of 
an unfamiliar, out-of-state concealed carry per-
mit. 

Mr. Chair, right now states can determine 
their own concealed carry regulations. They 
can choose to enter into reciprocity agree-
ments with other states, and they can choose 
to end those agreements. They can choose to 
only allow residents of the state to obtain con-
cealed-carry permits, or they can opt to issue 
licenses to both residents and non-residents. 
They can chose, as Illinois has so sensibly 
done, not to allow concealed carry at all. 

Different states have different crime fighting 
concerns and priorities, and this legislation is 
a dangerous attempt to override state laws. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in opposing this 
bill. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chair, I 
rise in strong support of H.R. 822, the National 
Right-to-Carry Reciprocity Act of 2011. 

This important, bipartisan, legislation rein-
forces fundamental rights enshrined in the 
U.S. Constitution by allowing any person with 
a valid, state-issued concealed firearm permit 
to carry a concealed firearm in any state that 
issues concealed firearm permits. 

As an avid hunter and outdoorsman, and as 
a lifetime member of the National Rifle Asso-
ciation, I can share with personal experience 
the frustration of my fellow hunters and out-
doorsmen the absurdity of having to know 
which states recognize visiting permit holders 
from other states and which states that do not. 

Our country should not force its law-abiding 
citizens to check in their fundamental right to 
self-defense at the state line. 

The National Right-to-Carry Reciprocity Act 
would clarify this matter by requiring states 
that allow concealed carry to recognize each 
other’s permits, similar to how states recog-
nize each other’s driver’s licenses. 

Right-to-carry laws also help deter crime. 
Presently, 40 states have right-to-carry laws. 
Based on crime data from the FBI, right-to- 
carry states have 22 percent lower total violent 
crime rates in comparison to the rest of the 
country. 

In my home state of Texas, violent crime 
has dropped 20 percent and the murder rate 
has dropped 31 percent, since the enactment 
of its right-to-carry law in 1996. 

This legislation is also in-line with recent rul-
ings found by the U.S. Supreme Court. In 
2008 in District of Columbia v. Heller and 
again in 2010 in McDonald v. City of Chicago, 
the high court found the right to possess a 
firearm for self-defense cannot be infringed. 

I am a proud co-sponsor of the bill and have 
co-sponsored similar legislation in previous 
Congresses. 

I call on my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle to stand up in support of the U.S. Con-
stitution and the millions of hunters and out-
doorsmen in our country and vote in favor of 
this bill. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chair, I rise in strong op-
position to H.R. 822, the National Right-to- 
Carry Reciprocity Act. 

I share the view of many Californians that 
states have a responsibility to enact common-
sense measures to keep deadly weapons out 
of the hands of children, criminals and individ-
uals with a history of serious mental illness. I 
am appalled that this bill would supersede rea-
sonable state standards and subject California 

to weaker and oftentimes dangerous gun laws 
of other states. 

As the leading Democrats on the Judiciary 
Committee stated in their dissenting views to 
this bill: 

H.R. 822, the ‘National Right-to-Carry Re- 
ciprocity Act of 2011,’ is a dangerous bill that 
would override the laws of almost every 
state by obliging each to accept concealed 
handgun carry permits from every other 
state, even if the permit holder would not be 
allowed to carry or even possess a handgun 
in the state where he or she is traveling. The 
law tramples federalism and endangers pub-
lic safety. 

For example, in California, we believe—and 
it is the law—that if you’re a convicted sex of-
fender, you should lose your right to own a 
gun. But under this bill, an individual in Cali-
fornia convicted of misdemeanor sexual bat-
tery could carry a firearm. 

In California, it is the law that gun owners 
should have some basic training to ensure 
guns are stored safely and away from chil-
dren. But under this bill, individuals with no 
knowledge of how to handle a firearm could 
keep and carry a gun in California. 

In California, we believe—and it is the law— 
that gun owners should have a clean criminal 
record. But under this bill, a man convicted of 
multiple counts of domestic violence could 
walk the streets of California with a concealed 
handgun. 

This is not a trivial issue. In January 2008, 
a Florida man, Michael Leopold Phillips, killed 
his wife and then turned the gun on himself, 
committing suicide. Mr. Phillips had a long his-
tory of spousal abuse; he had been arrested 
on three occasions for domestic violence, and 
an ex-wife had issued a restraining order 
against him years earlier. But Florida has 
some of the most relaxed gun laws in the 
country, and Mr. Phillips was granted a con-
cealed carry permit by the state even though 
he had documented history of abusing 
women. 

I believe that California should have every 
right, with the full force of our laws behind 
them, to keep guns out of the hands of people 
like Mr. Phillips. 

The Republican leadership likes to preach 
its fidelity to the overarching principle of 
states’ rights—but this bill shows their fidelity 
to states’ rights is subject to a test of political 
convenience. When it comes to a state’s right 
to decide how to protect its citizens from gun 
violence, the Republican leadership has ceded 
its principles to the gun lobby. 

This bill is an affront to federalism and an 
assault on public safety. I urge my colleagues 
to vote no on this dangerous legislation. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chair, I rise in strong op-
position to the National Right-to-Carry Reci-
procity Act, which preempts the laws of almost 
every state by obliging each to accept con-
cealed handgun carry permits from every 
other state, even if the permit holder would not 
otherwise be allowed to carry or even possess 
a handgun in the state where he or she is 
traveling. Presently America’s economy is 
struggling. Many of our citizens are devastated 
by unemployment and crime rates are an 
issue of national concern. Therefore, extend-
ing handgun laws simply does not seem log-
ical. 

I am greatly perturbed by the negative rami-
fications that this bill will have on individual 
state’s abilities to protect their citizens from 
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gun violence. For example, states such as Ari-
zona, California, Connecticut, Delaware, Flor-
ida, Hawaii, Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mas-
sachusetts, Michigan, Nebraska, New Jersey, 
Nevada, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, Tennessee, 
Texas, Utah, Wisconsin, and Wyoming require 
gun safety training as a requirement to obtain 
a concealed carry permit. North Dakota re-
quires certain permit applicants only to pass 
an open book exam to satisfy its requirement. 
My state, New York prohibits carrying by indi-
viduals younger than 21 years of age. H.R. 
822 eliminates the authority of states to select 
who may be eligible to carry a concealed load-
ed gun in public. Who can decide the best 
protective policies for each state besides the 
officials elected to represent it? 

Additionally, H.R. 822 can potentially endan-
ger the lives of our valued law enforcement of-
ficers who strive to protect our citizens. Out of 
state carrying permits are extremely difficult to 
verify since a national permit database does 
not exist and officers tend to have difficulties 
establishing the validity of these particular per-
mits. Such an impediment can lead to an es-
calating situation during traffic stops or other 
high risk situations that could end fatally. Law 
enforcement officers work diligently to ensure 
that streets are safe for our citizens but H.R. 
822 makes this task more difficult in numerous 
ways for these esteemed officers. It is our re-
sponsibility to protect these law enforcement 
officials who put their lives at risk on a daily 
basis to ensure the safety of our citizens. 

Supporting this bill will indubitably reverse 
the efforts by officials in New York to reduce 
already challenging crime rates. Supporting 
this bill will jeopardize the safety of my con-
stituents, New York residents and citizens na-
tionwide. Our constituents depend on us to 
maintain a safe country for them and the gen-
erations after them. Voting in support of this 
bill will put all of our lives at risk. I urge my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to vote 
‘‘no’’ on this Bill. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. Chair, my 
home slate of Michigan is one of 49 in the na-
tion that currently has a law that allows indi-
viduals to receive a license to carry a con-
cealed weapon. 

Some warned that right-to-carry laws would 
lead to an increase in crime, but the facts bear 
out that just the opposite is true. Violent crime 
has gone down substantially across the nation 
as more and more states instituted right-to- 
carry laws. 

When criminals know that law abiding citi-
zens have the ability to defend themselves 
they have to think twice before victimizing 
people. This legislation simply allows those 
who have gotten the training to receive a per-
mit to carry in their home state to use that per-
mit in other states. 

The bill also requires that concealed weap-
ons permit holders abide by the local laws in 
the state where they choose to exercise this 
right and thus is not a federalization of gun 
laws. 

Just as another state cannot deny drivers li-
cense holders from Michigan the ability to 
drive in that state, they should not deny con-
cealed carry permit holders from Michigan the 
right to carry. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this legislation that strengthens the 
Constitutional rights of all Americans. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chair, I am strongly opposed 
to the National Right to Carry Reciprocity Act 

of 2011. This misguided bill is unworkable in 
practice and will compromise officer safety 
and public security. Furthermore, this bill fla-
grantly treads on the rights of states to legis-
late and enforce public security within their 
own states. 

It is very troubling that at the very time 
where we all have the responsibility to be 
more aware of our public security, my col-
leagues have introduced a bill that values Wild 
West ‘‘shoot ’em up’’ swagger over reasonable 
measures to protect public safety. 

This bill will make it easier for criminal gun 
traffickers to travel to gun markets across the 
country with loaded weapons, without concern 
for any police scrutiny. Gun traffickers who 
have concealed carry permits would be able to 
bring cars or backpacks full of loaded guns 
into destination states and simply present their 
permit if stopped. As a practical matter, to ar-
rest the traffickers, law enforcement would 
have to observe them in the act of selling 
guns. Far too many U.S.-purchased weapons 
make it into the hands of criminals in Latin 
America, and H.R. 822 would only exacerbate 
this problem. 

Mr. Chair, while I support gun rights for law 
abiding citizens for sport and collection, I sim-
ply cannot support this bill. 

I hope my colleagues will join with me and 
the California Police Chiefs Association, along 
with other national law enforcement organiza-
tions, to defeat this misguided and destructive 
legislation. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chair, I rise to op-
pose the severely flawed H.R. 822, the Na-
tional Right-to-Carry Reciprocity Act. 

This bill would make it difficult for states and 
local governments to enforce their firearms 
laws and puts the safety of the public and law 
enforcement at risk. State and local regula-
tions of firearms vary dramatically. Some 
states have no standards for carrying a fire-
arm beyond the minimum federal require-
ments. In Maryland, alcoholics and drug ad-
dicts, those convicted of certain crimes, or 
those with a propensity for violence or mental 
instability, among other things, may not obtain 
a permit to carry a firearm. This bill would re-
quire Maryland to accept concealed carry gun 
permits from other states even when the per-
mit is not in compliance with Maryland law. 

Since there is no national database for con-
cealed carry licenses, it is difficult for states to 
authenticate conceal carry licenses from out of 
state. This is one of the reasons Maryland cur-
rently does not recognize any out-of-state per-
mits. The inability to quickly and accurately 
verify the validity of out of state concealed 
carry permits creates additional risk for law 
enforcement officers. William McMahon, the 
President of the Maryland Chiefs of Police As-
sociation, recently called this legislation ‘‘dan-
gerous and unacceptable.’’ 

I urge my colleagues to join me in opposing 
this misguided bill. 

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Chair, I rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 822, the Na-
tional Right-to-Carry Reciprocity Act of 2011, 
which was introduced by my good friend, Rep-
resentative CLIFF STEARNS from Florida. H.R. 
822 is a sorely needed, commonsense reform 
to the enforcement of the concealed firearms 
permitting process. For too long, law-abiding 
citizens have been forced to struggle with con-
flicting and often confusing state laws. When 
traveling, many gun owners are sometimes 
forced to choose between safety and obeying 

the incompatible laws of another state, even if 
they have a valid permit in their home state. 

In practice, the current system makes the 
permitted carrying of a concealed weapon 
legal on one side of an arbitrary line on a map 
and illegal on the other. Mr. Chairman, it 
makes no more sense for a state to deny the 
concealed-carry permit of another state than it 
would to deny a drivers license in the same 
scenario. This is simply another example in a 
long line of bureaucratic infringements on indi-
viduals’ abilities to exercise their constitu-
tionally protected Second Amendment rights. 

Mr. Chair, I commend Mr. STEARNS for his 
leadership on this issue. The Founding Fa-
thers envisioned a country in which the gov-
ernment existed in order to ensure the rights 
to ‘‘Life, Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happi-
ness,’’ not to create a litany of rules and regu-
lations that ultimately hinders the pursuit of 
any of them. 

Mr. Chair, the American people are de-
manding a country in which they can freely ex-
ercise the rights guaranteed to them in the 
United States Constitution, and I believe H.R. 
822 is a terrific step in the right direction. I 
urge my colleagues to support the Second 
Amendment’s rights of law abiding citizens ev-
erywhere and vote in favor of H.R. 822. 

The Acting CHAIR. All time for gen-
eral debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute printed in 
the bill shall be considered as an origi-
nal bill for the purpose of amendment 
under the 5-minute rule and shall be 
considered read. 

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as 
follows: 

H.R. 822 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National Right- 
to-Carry Reciprocity Act of 2011’’. 
SEC. 2. RECIPROCITY FOR THE CARRYING OF 

CERTAIN CONCEALED FIREARMS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 44 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 926C the following: 

‘‘§ 926D. Reciprocity for the carrying of cer-
tain concealed firearms 
‘‘(a) Notwithstanding any provision of the 

law of any State or political subdivision thereof 
(except as provided in subsection (b)), a person 
who is not prohibited by Federal law from pos-
sessing, transporting, shipping, or receiving a 
firearm, and who is carrying a valid identifica-
tion document containing a photograph of the 
person, and a valid license or permit which is 
issued pursuant to the law of a State and which 
permits the person to carry a concealed firearm, 
may possess or carry a concealed handgun 
(other than a machinegun or destructive device) 
that has been shipped or transported in inter-
state or foreign commerce, in any State, other 
than the State of residence of the person, that— 

‘‘(1) has a statute that allows residents of the 
State to obtain licenses or permits to carry con-
cealed firearms; or 

‘‘(2) does not prohibit the carrying of con-
cealed firearms by residents of the State for law-
ful purposes. 

‘‘(b) The possession or carrying of a concealed 
handgun in a State under this section shall be 
subject to the same conditions and limitations, 
except as to eligibility to possess or carry, im-
posed by or under Federal or State law or the 
law of a political subdivision of a State, that 
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apply to the possession or carrying of a con-
cealed handgun by residents of the State or po-
litical subdivision who are licensed by the State 
or political subdivision to do so, or not prohib-
ited by the State from doing so. 

‘‘(c) In subsection (a), the term ‘identification 
document’ means a document made or issued by 
or under the authority of the United States Gov-
ernment, a State, or a political subdivision of a 
State which, when completed with information 
concerning a particular individual, is of a type 
intended or commonly accepted for the purpose 
of identification of individuals.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-
tions for such chapter is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 926C the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘926D. Reciprocity for the carrying of certain 
concealed firearms.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall take effect 90 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 3. GAO AUDIT OF THE STATES’ CONCEALED 

CARRY PERMIT OR LICENSING RE-
QUIREMENTS FOR NON-RESIDENTS. 

(a) The Comptroller General of the United 
States shall conduct an audit of— 

(1) the laws and regulations of each State that 
authorize the issuance of a valid permit or li-
cense to permit a person, other than a resident 
of such State, to possess or carry a concealed 
firearm, including a description of the permit-
ting or licensing requirements of each State that 
issues concealed carry permits or licenses to per-
sons other than a resident of such State; 

(2) the number of such valid permits or li-
censes issued or denied (and the basis for such 
denials) by each State to persons other than a 
resident of such State; and 

(3) the effectiveness of such State laws and 
regulations in protecting the public safety. 

(b) Not later than 1 year after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Comptroller General 
shall submit to Congress a report on the findings 
of the study conducted under subsection (a). 

The Acting CHAIR. No amendment 
to the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute shall be in order 
except those printed in House Report 
112–283. Each such amendment may be 
offered only in the order printed in the 
report, by a Member designated in the 
report, shall be considered read, shall 
be debatable for the time specified in 
the report equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. WOODALL 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 1 printed in 
House Report 112–283. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 5, line 25, strike ‘‘that—’’ and insert 
‘‘that does not have in effect an agreement 
with the State that issued the license or per-
mit providing for reciprocal treatment of 
such licenses or permits issued by the 2 
States, and that—’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 463, the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. WOODALL) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

The amendment I have introduced 
today, because I have such apprecia-
tion for the goal of H.R. 822, says: Un-
derstanding what we are trying to get 
is reciprocity across the Nation for all 
of those States and for all of those citi-
zens that have already labored in the 
vineyards to achieve reciprocity, let’s 
leave those State agreements in place. 
If we must take more Federal responsi-
bility, let’s not take it from those 
areas where the States are working, 
where the process is working. If you 
live in my next-door neighbor State, in 
Alabama, you already recognize 22 
other States’ permits; in Georgia, we 
recognize 23; in Florida, to our south, 
33. The system is working today. Legis-
latures are working out these agree-
ments today. If we must expand the 
size and scope of the Federal reach in 
the gun law legislation, let’s not tram-
ple on those agreements that already 
exist to achieve this goal that so many 
share. 

I absolutely support the goal of H.R. 
822, which is to ensure that all Ameri-
cans have concealed-carry reciprocity 
across the Nation. That is already hap-
pening today, Mr. Chairman, through 
State legislatures, through State at-
torneys general, through State Gov-
ernors negotiating these agreements. 
My amendment would leave those 
agreements in place and preserve the 
rights of States to continue to legislate 
and regulate in this area. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in opposition to the amendment. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

This amendment undercuts the uni-
form eligibility standard that forms 
the foundation of this legislation. The 
underlying bill allows individuals with 
valid State-issued permits to carry a 
concealed firearm in all other States 
that also authorize concealed carry. 
This Second Amendment right to bear 
arms is, therefore, limited by this 
amendment. 

Forty-nine States authorize con-
cealed carry, and 40 of those States 
have reciprocity agreements with all or 
some of the other concealed-carry 
States. But these agreements vary 
from State to State, creating a patch-
work of laws that limits reciprocity, 
creates confusion for gun owners, and 
undermines the Second Amendment. 
The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia keeps this patch-
work in place by exempting States 
with reciprocity agreements from the 
bill. The amendment prevents individ-
uals from taking advantage of nation-
wide concealed-carry reciprocity unless 
the State they reside in has a separate 
agreement with the State they wish to 
travel to. 

While I appreciate my colleague’s 
dedication to the concept of States’ 

rights, I think it is misapplied to this 
legislation. H.R. 822 upholds States’ 
rights in several important ways: 

First, it does not apply to those ju-
risdictions that prohibit concealed 
carry, such as Illinois and the District 
of Columbia; 

Second, the bill does not affect a 
State’s right to set eligibility require-
ments for its own residents; 

Third, H.R. 822 does not impact State 
laws governing how concealed firearms 
are possessed or carried within the var-
ious States. All State, Federal, and 
local laws that prohibit, for example, 
carrying a concealed handgun in a pub-
lic building or a place of worship apply 
equally to any nonresident concealed- 
carry holder; and 

Fourth, this legislation does not cre-
ate any authority for the Federal Gov-
ernment to regulate concealed-carry 
permits. No Federal agency has any 
role in the implementation or over-
sight of this bill which is left, right-
fully, up to the States. But, most im-
portantly, this bill respects and pro-
tects an individual’s right to bear arms 
while they are traveling. 

In two recent decisions, the U.S. Su-
preme Court affirmed that the Second 
Amendment endows individuals with 
the right to keep and bear arms, and 
this right is based in large part on the 
right to defend one’s self. Americans 
don’t need to simply defend themselves 
in their homes. They must also be able 
to defend themselves outside their 
homes and while traveling to other 
States. 

b 1500 
Eighty percent of violent crime oc-

curs outside the home, according to the 
Justice Department. Americans cannot 
fully be empowered to defend them-
selves if they are prevented from exer-
cising all their Second Amendment 
rights. H.R. 822 advances the Second 
Amendment right to bear arms, and I 
regret, I believe this amendment in-
fringes upon that right. 

For these reasons, I oppose the 
amendment, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Chairman, in 
closing, I thank the chairman of the 
committee for his work on these issues. 
I agree with so much of what he had to 
say, that it is absolutely true that the 
merit of this legislation is that it 
eliminates the patchwork of reci-
procity agreements that go on across 
this country. And the price we pay for 
eliminating that patchwork is tram-
pling upon the work of the States. 

Now, I’m a freshman in this House, 
Mr. Chairman, and I think small gov-
ernment conservatives in previous Con-
gresses have lost their way, particu-
larly during the Bush administration. 
They went along with a huge expansion 
of government regulation, with the 
very best of intentions. They went 
along with the huge expansion of the 
size of government, with the very best 
of intentions. They increased the regu-
latory burden of the Federal Govern-
ment, with the very best of intentions. 
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And this bill today is brought with the 
very best of intentions. But when pre-
vious Congresses have gone along with 
the very best of intentions, personal 
freedom and liberty have been eroded, 
even with the very best of intentions. 

Mr. Chairman, the only thing that 
happens if the Woodall amendment 
passes today is that agreements that 
already exist for reciprocity, and any 
future agreements made for reci-
procity, will be held supreme over a 
unified Federal standard. I ask my col-
leagues, my Republican colleagues and 
my Democratic colleagues, isn’t it 
worth it? Isn’t sacrificing a uniform 
framework worth it to protect the 
rights of State legislatures and the 
work of citizens across this country 
that they have put in to protect, pre-
serve, and promote Second Amendment 
rights across this Nation. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 

how much time do I have remaining? 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

has 2 minutes remaining. 
Mr. SMITH of Texas. I yield 30 sec-

onds to the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. JOHNSON). 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman, for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
Congressman WOODALL’s amendment. I 
would point out that currently States 
have the ability to enter into reci-
procity agreements with other States. 
This legislation, should it pass, would 
take that ability away. It would man-
date that there be this reciprocity 
agreement, and that’s usurpation of 
States’ rights. 

I have no problem with the Second 
Amendment, by the way, and the NRA 
is a lobbying organization which is 
quite powerful here in Washington, DC. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

The whole point of this bill is to 
allow those who have concealed-carry 
permits to freely carry their weapons 
into other States that also have and 
recognize concealed-carry permits. 

If we were to accept this amendment, 
in my judgment, we would be infring-
ing upon the Second Amendment. I feel 
that the Second Amendment should be 
enforced. We ought to interpret it 
broadly. We ought to allow individuals 
to take advantage of their Second 
Amendment rights, travel freely from 
one State to another without restric-
tions except for the restrictions that 
are required locally by their State and 
local governments. 

I mentioned awhile ago that one rec-
ognition of State prerogatives that we 
have in the bill is that, for example, if 
one State does not allow individuals 
who have concealed-carry permits to 
go into a public building or a sports 
event or some other type of location, 
they are not going to be allowed to do 
so even if they have a concealed-carry 
permit from out of State. 

So, once again, we need to respect 
the right that is given to us by the Sec-

ond Amendment in a complete, full 
way. We need to allow individuals with 
concealed-carry permits to travel free-
ly from State to State. This underlying 
bill does that, with one exception: the 
State of Illinois does not recognize con-
cealed-carry permits. You would not be 
able to carry a weapon into that State. 
But except for that one State, we need 
to embrace the Second Amendment in 
every way that we can practically, rec-
ognize the Supreme Court has done the 
same thing, and allow individuals to 
travel with those concealed-carry per-
mits. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. WOODALL). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia will be 
postponed. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MRS. MCCARTHY 

OF NEW YORK 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 2 printed in 
House Report 112–283. 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 5, line 25, strike ‘‘that—’’ and insert 
‘‘that has in effect a law providing that the 
provisions of this section shall apply with re-
spect to the State, and—’’ 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 463, the gentlewoman 
from New York (Mrs. MCCARTHY) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York. 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

I would like to thank my colleague 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) for work-
ing with me on this issue. I rise totally 
in opposition to H.R. 822. 

It saddens me, but it does not sur-
prise me, that we’re here having this 
debate today. H.R. 822 is an unneces-
sary and seriously flawed piece of legis-
lation. This bill overrides the decisions 
of States and forces them to recognize 
concealed-carry gun permits from 
every other State. 

Almost every State currently allows 
carry permits, but States differ sub-
stantially in regards to their permit-
ting requirements. They have different 
minimum age requirements. Some 
States require safety training before 
receiving a permit, and some States 
bar people convicted of certain crimes. 
These different requirements have been 
put in place by the elected legislatures 
of the States who did so with an under-

standing of the specific needs of their 
communities. H.R. 822 erases all of that 
and creates an unworkable system. 

Under this bill, States with strong 
gun safety laws, such as New York, 
California, and Massachusetts, would 
allow out-of-State visitors, potentially 
as young as 18, to walk down our 
streets armed and dangerous. There are 
States in our Nation that don’t require 
a background check before issuing a 
concealed-carry permit. There are 
States in our Nation that don’t require 
any firearm training before letting 
people walk around with a concealed 
weapon. These are decisions that those 
States made for themselves. I don’t 
want those decisions imposed upon the 
communities I represent, and neither 
should anybody else. 

Also, police officers would be faced 
with the task of attempting to deter-
mine the authority of permits from 48 
other States on the fly and in poten-
tially tense situations. Simply put, 
this bill is anticommunity, antisafety, 
and antipolice. 

And, finally, the bill attempts to 
solve a problem that simply does not 
exist. Many States have chosen to 
enter into these agreements with other 
States to honor each other’s concealed- 
carry permits. Nothing is stopping a 
State from recognizing a permit from 
any other State. The fact that States 
have not done so represents a delib-
erate choice to only enter into agree-
ments with States that they feel have 
the proper approach to issuing con-
cealed-carry permits. 

The Federal Government should not 
be second-guessing the decision of the 
States in this matter. It saddens me 
but does not surprise me. We are here 
today discussing not how to make 
Americans safer and reduce gun vio-
lence, but, instead, we’re talking about 
how to weaken our gun laws and con-
sidering a bill that takes local deci-
sions out of the hands of local officials. 

The gun manufacturing lobby will 
try to say otherwise, but I fully sup-
port the Constitution, as my colleague 
mentioned before. I believe in the 
rights afforded in the Second Amend-
ment, and I support law-abiding gun 
owners. In the absence of a perfect, 
nonviolent society, however, we must 
make laws to protect the public. I 
know this firsthand. After all, it was a 
man with a concealed handgun that 
took the life of my husband and grave-
ly wounded my son on the Long Island 
Railroad back in 1993. 

Now, you may hear arguments today 
about interstate commerce as a jus-
tification for this bill, but this bill has 
nothing to do with interstate com-
merce. This bill is simply about the 
Federal Government overriding the 
States’ laws about who can carry a 
concealed weapon. 

You may also hear comparisons to 
State-issued driver’s licenses, which 
are recognized nationwide. But if we 
want to compare guns to cars, as the 
gun lobby often likes to do, let’s have 
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this conversation. Cars and their use 
are among the most heavily regulated 
consumer products and activities in 
the United States due to the safety 
risk they pose. 

One thing that does surprise me, 
though, is why so many supporters of 
this bill who have been so vocal about 
defending States’ rights in the past are 
now choosing, in this instance, to 
trample on States’ rights. 

b 1510 

Federalism dictates that some things 
should remain with the States and 
some things should be addressed at the 
national level. 

Going back to the matter of inter-
state commerce, I’m sure all Ameri-
cans would love to see the House ad-
dress interstate commerce in a more 
direct way, which is getting Americans 
back to work and growing the econ-
omy. We should be talking about how 
to create jobs and prepare the next 
generation to succeed in the global 
economy. Instead, we’re talking about 
how to trample on States’ rights, 
weaken gun laws, and make America 
less safe, all to please our country’s 
powerful gun lobby. So, as I said, it 
saddens me, but it does not surprise me 
that we’re having this debate today. 

I have an amendment under which 
States would be required to proactively 
opt-in to the agreements called for by 
H.R. 822. The intent of this amendment 
is to require that States affirmatively 
pass legislation enacting the provisions 
of H.R. 822 before the bill can go into 
effect in that State. This would restore 
States’ rights, something I believe in. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment and oppose H.R. 822. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

This amendment frustrates the basic 
purpose of H.R. 822. It requires that 
States pass legislation to implement 
the bill’s provisions. 

The Supreme Court, in two recent 
cases, has recognized a fundamental in-
dividual right to bear arms that is 
largely based on the right to defend 
oneself and one’s family. Over 80 per-
cent of violent crime occurs outside of 
one’s home, according to the Depart-
ment of Justice. This means that for 
the right to bear arms in self-defense 
to have any meaning, law-abiding citi-
zens with permits should be able to 
carry firearms outside of their homes 
and sometimes across State bound-
aries. 

Under current law 40 States have es-
tablished a patchwork of reciprocal 
agreements that can be confusing for 
concealed-carry permit holders to navi-
gate. H.R. 822 provides uniformity to 
our concealed-carry laws by creating 
nationwide reciprocity for concealed- 

carry permit holders. By contrast, this 
amendment allows States to opt out of 
H.R. 822’s Federal grant of reciprocity. 
And it provides that only States that 
choose to pass laws implementing the 
legislation must recognize out-of-state 
concealed-carry permits. This amend-
ment would, in effect, just continue the 
status quo and so would be of no help 
to individuals with concealed-carry 
permits. 

Since 2004 police officers have en-
joyed the right to use a concealed- 
carry permit to take a firearm across 
State lines. And, in 2010, President 
Obama signed legislation to include 
other law enforcement personnel who 
could take advantage of this ability. It 
is ironic that some of these groups now 
want to deny this same right to law- 
abiding citizens with concealed-carry 
permits. 

According to a 2009 Zogby poll, 83 
percent of those polled said they sup-
ported concealed-carry laws—83 per-
cent. Over 4 million Americans across 
the country have qualified for a con-
cealed-carry permit. They, most likely, 
endorse this legislation. 

I appreciate the gentlewoman from 
New York’s mentioning States’ prerog-
atives, and I hope she will express the 
same sentiments about other pieces of 
legislation. H.R. 822 retains the States’ 
ability to regulate firearms in their 
own States by making clear that all 
State regulations regarding how a fire-
arm is carried continue to apply to 
both residents and nonresidents, and 
by keeping in place the State’s own 
permitting process. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
opposing this amendment, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
MCCARTHY). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from New York will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS 
OF FLORIDA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 3 printed in 
House Report 112–283. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 6, line 1, insert ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(1)’’. 
Page 6, line 4, strike ‘‘(2)’’ and insert ‘‘(B)’’. 
Page 6, line 5, strike the period and insert 

‘‘; and’’. 
Page 6, after line 5, insert the following: 
‘‘(2) provides for the issuance of such a li-

cense or permit, and requires the applicant 
for such a license or permit to complete and 
submit the application to the State in per-
son.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 463, the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

My amendment would exempt States 
from right-to-carry reciprocity when 
the State does not require individuals 
to apply for and complete a carry per-
mit application at their local law en-
forcement station. 

The United States Congress should 
never be in the business of stripping 
States of the right to make their own 
decisions about whether to recognize 
other States’ permits. States have put 
forward a considerable amount of time 
trying to determine just what is best 
for their citizenry in reference to safe-
ty. By overriding State-based con-
cealed-carry laws and forcing States to 
recognize concealed-carry permits from 
every other State, we’re putting our 
State and local law enforcement in 
grave danger. 

Two nights ago the sheriff in my 
county and I discussed this matter. I 
might add he is a Republican sheriff 
who is a friend of mine. We discussed 
this matter, and we concluded that it’s 
going to be very difficult to get people 
to want to become police officers. Not 
only are they being attacked in ref-
erence to their organizing efforts, but 
now we are going to make it difficult 
for them to do their jobs. 

This amendment closes a loophole 
that would otherwise be created by 
H.R. 822. 

Almost every State allows concealed- 
carry in some form, but States differ in 
how they implement their concealed- 
carry policies, including having, as has 
been mentioned, different age require-
ments, training requirements, and ex-
cluding individuals guilty of certain 
crimes. One of these major discrep-
ancies is addressed in this amendment 
and would force a State wishing to en-
force H.R. 822’s State reciprocity re-
quirement to make certain carry per-
mit applications are completed at an 
individual’s local law enforcement sta-
tion. 

In my home State of Florida, con-
cealed-carry permits may be granted to 
nonresidents, and all applicants are al-
lowed to apply by mail. It is so easy 
that a staffer in one of our offices was 
able to complete the form in less than 
30 minutes. If H.R. 822 passes, residents 
and nonresidents of Florida would be 
able to apply by mail from almost any-
where in the country and use their con-
cealed-carry permits throughout the 
country. 

Mr. Chairman, gun violence con-
tinues to grow at astounding levels in 
the United States. When the Surgeon 
General was Mr. Satcher, he called it 
an epidemic and even said that it was 
a health crisis so many people were 
killing each other with weapons. 
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Mr. CONYERS. Will the gentleman 

yield? 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield to 

the gentleman from Michigan. 
Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gen-

tleman for his amendment. I rise in 
support of it and observe that last 
year, over 70 percent of Utah’s con-
cealed-carry permits were issued to 
nonresidents. I commend the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. Chairman, the last thing we need 
is to tell sovereign States that they are 
no longer free to make the decision to 
require an in-person interview when 
making a gun permit determination. 
At least 10 States grant law enforce-
ment broad discretion to deny permits 
to carry concealed, loaded guns based 
on an applicant’s record or other fac-
tors. Fourteen other States grant law 
enforcement more limited discretion. 
In addition, at least 14 States require 
applicants to show good moral char-
acter. Many of these States require ap-
plicants to present themselves in per-
son for interviews. For example, appli-
cants in New York must complete an 
in-person interview to receive their 
carry permit. 

By contrast, Utah applicants, as has 
been pointed out by the ranking mem-
ber, can submit their application by 
mail and can complete the 
fingerprinting and firearm safety train-
ing requirements outside of the State. 
In comparison, Utah’s driver’s license 
application specifically requires, and 
rightly so, that applicants submit the 
application in person, that it be nota-
rized, and that the employee initial the 
application upon submission. Utah also 
grants permits to nonresidents, poten-
tially allowing individuals nationwide 
to apply for a permit by mail. 

b 1520 
Supporters of H.R. 822 claim that 

concealed-carry permits should be 
treated like driver’s licenses. My 
amendment, however, points out that 
this is yet another instance of my 
friends’ hypocrisy. First-time drivers 
applying for licenses in Utah and Flor-
ida must appear in person and pass a 
written and road test. 

While Utah and Florida are free to make the 
decision that they will not require in-person 
appearances for concealed carry permit appli-
cants, it should not be the job of Congress to 
impose this decision on other states. 

Mr. Chair, H.R. 822 is a dangerous bill, and 
quite frankly will do nothing to create a single 
job across the nation. 

Americans are hurting, they want jobs, and 
to be able to provide for their families. 

I urge my colleagues to support my amend-
ment, which will help to close a dangerous 
loophole created by H.R. 822. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
This amendment would effectively 

gut the bill, though the intent is actu-
ally somewhat unclear. 

As written, the amendment allows a 
visitor to carry a handgun under the 
provisions of the bill only in States 
that require applications to be com-
pleted and submitted in person; how-
ever, few States have such a require-
ment for nonresidents. 

This amendment would create unnec-
essary confusion. For example, Florida 
accepts applications by mail, but the 
State of Washington does not. If this 
amendment were adopted, a Virginia 
resident who held a valid permit could 
carry a handgun in Washington, which 
requires everyone to apply in person, 
but not in Florida, which has no con-
cerns about issuing permits by mail. 

It is possible that the amendment 
was intended to allow interstate carry 
under the bill’s provisions only for 
holders of permits that were issued in 
person. The problem is that isn’t how 
the amendment is drafted. If it were, it 
would still effectively gut the bill be-
cause so few States require in-person 
application. 

The fact is that any application or 
fingerprinting requirements for a resi-
dent or a nonresident to obtain a con-
cealed-carry permit are in addition to 
all the other requirements, including a 
national instant-background check 
that the applicant must go through 
first to legally purchase the gun. 

Despite what some opponents of H.R. 
822 would have you believe, not every-
one who owns a gun is a criminal. And, 
in fact, there is overwhelming evidence 
to show that concealed-carry laws have 
resulted in lower crime rates in most 
States. Typically, most criminals don’t 
bother with legally purchasing a gun 
and then making sure they have a valid 
permit before they carry it concealed; 
they just do it. That’s why we call 
them criminals. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Florida will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON 
LEE OF TEXAS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 4 printed in 
House Report 112–283. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I have 
an amendment at the desk, Mr. Chair-
man. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 6, line 1, insert ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(1)’’. 
Page 6, line 4, strike ‘‘(2)’’ and insert ‘‘(B)’’. 
Page 6, line 5, strike the period and insert 

‘‘; and’’. 
‘‘(2) maintains a complete database of all 

permits and licenses issued by the State for 
the carrying of a concealed handgun, and 

makes that database available to law en-
forcement officers from all States 24 hours a 
day.’’. 

Page 6, after line 5, insert the following: 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 463, the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

I am hoping that there will be no 
Member that will oppose a common-
sense amendment that allows our law 
enforcement officers to be more pro-
tected. 

One might think, as I point to this 
picture of a nurse giving a young man 
an immunization shot and the young 
man squinting, that I would be more in 
tune with this legislation to have a law 
enforcement officer or a policeman 
dressed in their uniform. 

I put a child here because I wanted to 
emphasize the fact that, can we have 
any disagreement that if we put our 
law enforcement officers in jeopardy, 
many of them leave behind families. Or 
I might use as an example this young 
child is squinting in pain from immuni-
zation. That won’t harm them, but a 
person recklessly having stolen maybe 
someone’s gun that comes with the na-
tional concealed law, the right-to-carry 
law, may not have a squinting child 
but, rather, a dead child. 

Let me give you an example of the 
legislation or the amendment that I 
have in real time. A North Harris po-
lice officer in 2008 had a traffic stop. 
Before he went to this individual that 
he was stopping, he dutifully went to a 
dispatcher, a database to find out who 
this might be. Tragically, it was not 
soon enough because a gun was taken 
and he was shot dead. He leaves behind 
a wife and two children, albeit the fact 
that I have a child here, because I’m 
simply trying to create a simple 
amendment to this bill that will pro-
tect our law enforcement. 

What does my amendment do? It en-
sures that a comprehensive database is 
created to provide a listing of individ-
uals from each State who possess per-
mits and licenses to carry concealed 
weapons. This amendment would also 
require that the concealed-weapons 
database be available to law enforce-
ment officers in all States 24 hours a 
day. Thank goodness, because of Fed-
eral funding, many of our law enforce-
ment officers have their laptops, many 
of them even their iPads, and so this 
database is a simple process. 

It is interesting or it should be 
known that 36 States are especially ad-
versely impacted by this bill because 36 
States do not grant any reciprocity. 
Twenty-seven States recognize con-
cealed-carry permits from only select 
States. So a 24-hour database, I believe, 
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would do what Republicans and Demo-
crats say they want to do: protect law 
enforcement officers. 

Failing to implement a national sys-
tem that would allow law enforcement 
officials to check the status of individ-
uals who are legally allowed to carry a 
concealed gun will result in a routine 
situation, such as a traffic stop, becom-
ing a life-threatening situation. If an 
officer discovered a gun during a rou-
tine traffic stop, the officer might 
quickly and accurately determine this 
guy is legal as to whether the driver or 
lady possesses a valid out-of-state per-
mit. 

Oh, yes, we can offer reciprocity, but 
does the officer on the street walk 
around and look at the car that’s com-
ing across the border of their State and 
a sign says, We have reciprocity, I am 
from such and such, I’m okay. It is 
nearly an impossible task for the offi-
cer to verify the validity of 48 different 
carry permits—are we going to have a 
national carry permit—in the middle of 
what could be a tense situation. 

Even if that person is legally car-
rying it based upon the permit from 
another State, according to the major-
ity’s report on this bill, only 18 States 
maintain an electronic database of 
concealed-carry permits that are im-
mediately accessible to other law en-
forcement agencies. Seven States can-
not provide any real-time access to 
this basic information to out-of-state 
agencies, and two States do not even 
maintain a database for their own pur-
poses. This amendment gives our local 
law enforcement a plausible chance to 
verify whether out-of-state concealed- 
carry permits are legitimate. 

Mr. Chairman, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
has 1 minute remaining. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I yield 
to my ranking member on this amend-
ment. 

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gentle-
lady for yielding. And I am in full sup-
port of the logical and rational ap-
proach that she is taking in supporting 
a database. 

I plead with my colleagues to join us 
in a bipartisan sense to support an 
amendment that would create a com-
prehensive mechanism so that all per-
mits and licenses for carrying con-
cealed weapons would be available on a 
24-hour-a-day basis. I congratulate the 
gentlelady on her amendment. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I thank 
the gentleman for his kindness. 

Who can oppose such a simple amend-
ment, particularly when it is noted 
that some States do not have this elec-
tronic database? 

The officer who went to his dis-
patcher, who was doing the right thing, 
he lost his life. He left behind children. 
Do we want squinting children getting 
an immunization shot or getting shot? 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of my 
amendment #4 to H.R. 822, the ‘‘National 

Right-to-Carry Reciprocity Act of 2011.’’ My 
amendment ensures that a comprehensive 
database is created to provide a listing of indi-
viduals from each State who possess permits 
and licenses to carry concealed weapons. 
This amendment would also require that the 
concealed weapons database be available to 
law enforcement officers in all States 24-hours 
a day. 

Failing to implement a national system that 
would allow law enforcement officials to check 
the status of individuals who are legally al-
lowed to carry a concealed gun could result in 
a routine situation, such as a like traffic stops, 
becoming life-threatening situation. 

If an officer discovered a gun during a rou-
tine traffic stop, the officer must quickly and 
accurately determine whether the driver pos-
sesses a valid out-of-state permit. It is a near-
ly impossible task for the officer to verify the 
validity of 48 different carry permits, in the 
middle what could be a tense or dangerous 
situation. 

According to the Majority’s report on this bill, 
only 12 states maintain an electronic database 
of concealed carry permits that are imme-
diately accessible to other law enforcement 
agencies. 7 states cannot provide any real 
time access to this basic information to out-of- 
state agencies, and 2 states do not even 
maintain a database for their own purposes. 

This amendment gives state and local law 
enforcement a plausible chance to verify 
whether out-of-state concealed carry permits 
are legitimate 

Consider for a moment, a police officer in 
Houston, Texas has just pulled someone over 
for speeding. The driver, who is a resident of 
Missouri, gives the officer a concealed carry 
permit from Utah, which is a state that grants 
concealed carry permits to nonresidents. 
Under our current system it is impossible for 
the officer in Houston to instantly confirm 
whether or not the driver from Missouri has a 
valid right to carry a concealed weapon. 

State and local law enforcement should al-
ways be aware of who is carrying loaded, hid-
den guns in their communities. A local sheriff 
or police chief would benefit from knowing 
how many people carrying a concealed weap-
on have entered their jurisdiction from out-of- 
state, and who those people are. 

My amendment would give the officer the 
ability to garner this information from a com-
prehensive database; this would allow the offi-
cer to have an advantage when approaching 
a vehicle with a potentially armed driver. 

As it stands officers would have to distin-
guish between real and fake carry permits 
issued not only by their own state, but by 
every state. And in many cases, officers would 
have to determine whether a person is entitled 
to carry a gun, which would depend on their 
state of residence and is nearly impossible to 
verify quickly. 

The comprehensive database provides the 
officer with an information safety net, although 
my amendment will not address the significant 
flaws in this legislation; this is an attempt to 
ensure that law enforcement officers have an 
additional tool at their disposal. 

In addition, state authorities would also have 
information on whether or not the individuals 
applying for licenses in their state have ever 
had a license revoke in a different state. 

Under this bill, local law enforcement will 
have a difficult time verifying out-of-state per-
mits in real time. Pass this amendment to give 

our local law enforcement officials a fighting 
chance. 

A comprehensive database would save 
lives, as state officials could use this database 
to determine whether they would be issuing a 
permit to an individual, who may have had 
their permit revoked in another state. 

THE STORY OF MARQUS 
In 2005, a man named Marqus had his con-

cealed carry permit revoked by Philadelphia 
Police after he had been charged with at-
tempted murder. During the revocation hear-
ing, he attacked an officer. 

After this incident Marqus was able to attain 
a new permit from Florida despite his record 
of violence. He then used his Florida permit to 
carry a loaded gun in Philadelphia. 

Marqus who under Philadelphia law re-
gained his right to carry a concealed weapon 
in Philadelphia only because of a reciprocity 
agreement with the state of Florida, would 
eventually, use this right to carrying a con-
cealed weapon to shoot a teenager in the 
chest thirteen times killing him in the streets of 
Philadelphia. Philadelphia did its job, they re-
voked a license of a violent individual. 

Florida if they had access to the type of 
database I am proposing today may have re-
considered issuing a license to Marqus. How-
ever, if Florida continued to issue licenses to 
individuals that a state, such as Texas, did not 
agree believe have licenses. Under the current 
law the State of Texas would be able to re-
voke their reciprocity agreement. H.R. 822 
takes away the States ability to determine how 
to best protect their citizens from those who 
they have determined should not be allowed 
to carry concealed weapons. 

Currently, each state has its own eligibility 
standards. Those criteria include determining 
the following: At least 38 states, including 
Texas, prevent people from carrying con-
cealed weapons if they have certain dan-
gerous misdemeanor criminal convictions be-
yond domestic violence misdemeanors, which 
prohibit gun possession under federal law. 

Over 50 percent of states, including Texas, 
require those seeking permits to complete a 
safety training program, many of these pro-
grams include live fire training, or other proof 
of competency prior to the issuance of a carry 
permit. As well as, and age restriction such as 
prohibiting anyone 

Although it is often argued that guns do not 
kill people, people kill people. Well, it can also 
be said we should not make it any easier to 
put a powerful and lethal weapon in the hands 
of those who have histories of violence and 
abuse. 

Every sheriff and police officer in the coun-
try would have to honor concealed carry per-
mits from all 50 states but first they would 
need to be able to verify the validity of each 
state’s different type of permit. Knowing local 
laws and recognizing when someone is break-
ing them already keeps our law enforcement 
busy. But H.R. 822, as written, would not give 
police a way to ensure out-of-state permits 
were valid or up to date. 

Some state permits look as simple as a li-
brary card, and would be just as easy to forge. 
A national database would result in a uniform 
approach on who has a valid permit to carry 
a concealed weapon. The fact that each state 
has its own requirements is indicative of how 
complex this issue really is and with one 
measure Congress would eliminate the right of 
States to set their own public safety laws. If 
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this measure passes every state will be com-
pelled to honor every other State’s permit to 
carry concealed and loaded guns, regardless 
of how different each state’s standards or cri-
teria to secure a permit may be. 

States should have the right to know wheth-
er the individuals carrying concealed weapons 
have valid permits or licenses to carry or pos-
sess concealed weapons. This measure would 
require that one central database be created, 
which encompasses the information of each 
person from each state who has a current, 
valid permit or license to carry or possess a 
concealed handgun—and requires that this 
comprehensive database be accessible to law 
enforcement in any state 24 hours a day. 

I believe that an amendment creating a 
comprehensive listing of licensed individuals 
from each State, in one main location that is 
accessible at any time of day is a necessary 
tool that will protect the public and the safety 
of law enforcement officers. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. GOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from South Carolina is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. GOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

This amendment seeks to require 
States to maintain a database of all 
concealed-carry permits that would be 
accessible to law enforcement officers 
24 hours a day. This amendment, aside 
from being a version of NCIC for law- 
abiding citizens, is unnecessary for a 
number of reasons. 

The State-issuing authority already 
maintains a database of concealed- 
carry permits, and a number of States 
make these databases accessible to law 
enforcement through the Nlets System, 
which law enforcement in all 50 States 
can use to determine whether someone 
visiting from another State is carrying 
a valid concealed permit. This system 
is available to law enforcement officers 
24 hours a day, 7 days a week. 

Law enforcement officers can also 
contact other States to determine 
whether a person has a criminal back-
ground, a warrant out for their arrest, 
or other information that will help de-
termine whether someone poses a safe-
ty threat to themselves or the general 
public. 

b 1530 
But the fundamental flaw of this 

amendment is that it continues to 
place conditions and restraints on law- 
abiding citizens all the while ignoring 
the obvious, which is that people in-
tent on doing harm do not register 
their firearms nor call ahead to report 
their travel schedule. 

No database has yet been created 
which can determine whether a person 
with a firearm intends to use it in a 
criminal matter, whether the firearm 
is carried illegally or not, so officers 
are trained to be careful in every situa-
tion and have the authority to take 
necessary precautions to ensure the 
safety of those on the scene of an in-
vestigative stop. 

This amendment, as is true with 
many other amendments that we have 

and will consider today, is premised on 
the flawed view that concealed-carry 
permit holders pose a threat to public 
safety. People intent on committing il-
legal acts will not go to the trouble of 
obtaining a concealed-carry permit, 
and statistics back that up. 

I oppose the amendment, Mr. Chair-
man, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON 
LEE). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Texas will be 
postponed. 

The Chair understands that amend-
ment No. 5 will not be offered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. JOHNSON OF 

GEORGIA 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 6 printed in 
House Report 112–283. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 6, line 14, after the period insert the 
following: ‘‘Notwithstanding the preceding 
sentence, the possession or carrying of a con-
cealed handgun in a State shall be subject to 
any law of the State that limits the eligi-
bility to possess or carry a concealed hand-
gun to persons who have received firearm 
safety training that includes a live-fire exer-
cise.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 463, the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. JOHNSON) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I rise in support of my amendment to 
this dangerous bill, the National Right- 
to-Carry Reciprocity Act. 

My amendment is about protecting a 
State’s right to decide who may carry 
a concealed, loaded handgun within its 
borders. It would require the possession 
of or carrying of a concealed handgun 
in a State be subject to that State’s 
law regarding firearm safety training, 
including live-fire exercise. 

Currently, at least 34 States require 
applicants to complete a firearm safety 
training course or present proof of 
equivalent experience in order to ob-
tain a concealed-carry permit; 19 
States require live-fire instruction to 
obtain a carry permit. However, some 
States only require minimal training 
such as an Internet-only instruction. 
Even worse, however, are the States 
that do not require any firearm train-
ing to obtain a concealed-carry permit. 

This bill would override State laws 
and require States to allow out-of- 
State residents to carry loaded, con-
cealed weapons in public, even if they 
have not met basic licensing or train-
ing requirements mandated for car-
rying in that State. This does not 
make any sense. 

By federally mandating recognition 
of all out-of-State concealed handgun 
permits, H.R. 822 would allow individ-
uals who do not meet a State’s live-fire 
firearm training standards to carry 
concealed weapons within their borders 
and prohibit States from ever restrict-
ing carrying by those individuals. 

According to the Violence Policy 
Center, since May 2007, at least 385 peo-
ple, including law enforcement officers, 
have been killed by individuals with 
concealed-carry permits. None of these 
incidents involved self-defense. Some 
of these incidents included mass shoot-
ings—the most recent occurring in 
July at a child’s birthday party at a 
Texas roller rink—claiming the lives of 
89 innocent victims. This illustrates 
why States should have the right to de-
termine who is eligible to carry fire-
arms within their borders. They know 
what is best for their communities. 

This bill is all about the National 
Rifle Association and its needs, not 
about the American people and putting 
them back to work. Congress should 
not put its stamp of approval on this 
dangerous and misguided legislation. 

States that require a person to dem-
onstrate that they know how to use a 
firearm or meet minimum training 
standards before obtaining a concealed- 
carry permit should not be forced to 
allow out-of-State visitors to carry 
concealed weapons if they do not meet 
that State’s concealed licensing re-
quirements, especially if a State re-
quires that individuals undergo live- 
fire training to ensure they know how 
to properly operate a firearm. This is 
common sense. 

This is a commonsense amendment, 
and it will keep Americans safe. It sim-
ply would require the possession or car-
rying of a concealed handgun in a 
State be subject to that State’s law re-
garding firearm safety training, includ-
ing live-fire exercises. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment and oppose the underlying 
bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in opposition to the amendment. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

This amendment allows States to 
prohibit nonresidents from carrying a 
concealed firearm if they did not take 
part in a firearm safety class that in-
cluded a live-fire exercise as part of the 
permitting process. This amendment 
would, for the first time ever, insert 
the Federal Government into the 
State’s concealed-carry permitting 
process. H.R. 822, by contrast, protects 
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each State’s ability to set its own eligi-
bility requirements for concealed-carry 
permits. 

Thirty-seven States require some de-
gree of firearms training. The gen-
tleman from Georgia’s home State, in-
terestingly, does not require any train-
ing and, thus, under this amendment, 
its citizens would not be able to enjoy 
the Federal grant of reciprocity pro-
vided by H.R. 822. 

The States carry out their training 
requirements in a number of ways. 
Some States allow applicants to cer-
tify their proficiency through class-
room training, while other States rec-
ognize prior military or police service 
to meet these requirements. Virginia, 
for example, provides eight different 
ways to meet the training require-
ments. 

This amendment is silent on a num-
ber of important issues. Is prior mili-
tary or law enforcement service suffi-
cient to meet the live-fire require-
ment? Does an applicant need to go 
through this training each time they 
renew their permit or is it sufficient to 
have completed a course the first time 
they applied? These ambiguities give 
us more reason to oppose this amend-
ment. 

We know that concealed-carry laws 
do reduce crime. A study by John Lott 
and David Mustard found that when 
concealed-carry laws went into effect, 
murders fell by over 7 percent and 
rapes and aggravated assaults fell by 5 
and 7 percent, respectively. These find-
ings have been confirmed by 18 other 
studies, but none have found that con-
cealed carry increases crime. 

The benefit of concealed-carry laws 
should not be measured only by the in-
stances of self-defense, but also by the 
number of crimes that are prevented 
from occurring in the first place. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Georgia has 1 minute remaining. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. 

I agree wholeheartedly with my col-
league from Texas, Chairman SMITH. 
This legislation does, in fact, insert the 
Federal Government into State licens-
ing of firearms, and it does it in a big 
way. It actually eviscerates the States’ 
ability to regulate how or the quali-
fications for applicants to be able to re-
ceive a concealed-carry permit. 

As I stated earlier, 34 States require 
applicants to complete a firearms safe-
ty training course; unfortunately, 
Georgia does not. But that does not 
mean that that is right or proper. I be-
lieve that other States can certainly 
have a more conscientious approach to 
gun licensing, and certainly States 
have had a right to do that, and I want 
to preserve that right. 

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
am glad that the gentleman from Geor-
gia agrees with me that this amend-
ment does insert the Federal Govern-
ment into the States’ concealed-carry 
permitting process. I would simply say 
that that admission and the fact that 
that is the case is enough reason to op-
pose this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. JOHNSON). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia will be 
postponed. 

b 1540 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. COHEN 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 7 printed in 
House Report 112–283. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 6, line 14, after the period insert the 
following: ‘‘Notwithstanding the preceding 
sentence, the possession or carrying of a con-
cealed handgun in a State under this section 
shall be subject to any State law limiting 
the eligibility to possess or carry a concealed 
handgun to individuals who have attained 21 
years of age.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 463, the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. COHEN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Before I came to Congress, I was a 
member of the Tennessee Senate for 
probably an inordinate amount of 
years before I graduated to this august 
body. It took me 24 years to matricu-
late. But during those 24 years, I 
worked on much important legislation 
to help the people of Tennessee. 

One of the things I helped the people 
in Tennessee with is I wrote the Right 
to Carry bill in Tennessee. The fact is 
this was a difficult bill to pass; it was 
a difficult bill to craft. There were peo-
ple with different opinions of what 
should be in the bill, and we debated it. 
We went back and forth on what should 
be in it. We took votes and certain 
things passed and certain failed, and 
we came up with a bill we thought was 
a good bill. 

I always felt that people who could 
take a gun and have enough vision and 
calmness of hand and hit a target at 
some pace, not have a criminal record, 
and pass a written test of limited chal-
lenge, should have a right to carry a 

gun. In fact in Tennessee, very few peo-
ple with the right to carry a gun have 
committed crimes and used their guns 
improperly. 

But the fact is we worked on this law 
and we had certain restrictions, and 
one of the restrictions is you had to be 
21 years of age, the same age that you 
have to be to buy a beer or to drink. 
And 36 other States came to that same 
decision that you should be 21 before 
you can get a permit to carry a gun. 

Eight States have differed: Alabama, 
Delaware, Indiana, Iowa, Maine, Mon-
tana, New Hampshire, and South Da-
kota. So you’ve got a southern State in 
there, you’ve got an eastern State, a 
couple of Big Tens, a couple out in the 
Big Sky world, and some in the east. 
And they decided you only had to be 18, 
those eight States. 

This bill, if passed, would tell the 
citizens in those 37 States and the leg-
islators in those 37 States that argued 
and determined that 21 was the right 
age that it would be the right age in 
your State for the people who are resi-
dents of your State, but if somebody 
from one of those other eight States 
came into your State and was less than 
21, they could carry a gun when your 
citizens couldn’t. Because their State 
decided 18 was sufficient, your laws 
made no difference; and you’d have 
teenagers carrying guns in States that 
had determined that it was not the ap-
propriate age. 

Twenty-one is the right age to drink, 
and I’m not submitting that it should 
be less at this time, but the fact is the 
brain doesn’t really develop to a cer-
tain extent until you’re out of your 
teens; and that is why much of the 
crime and the violent crime is com-
mitted by people 18 to 20. They are 
only 5 percent of the population, but 20 
percent of the homicides in violent 
crime are committed by people from 18 
to 20. And if you pass this bill, you’ll 
have people 18 to 20 going into States 
and having a right to carry a gun when 
the citizens of that State won’t have it. 
That makes no sense. 

In 2007, the most recent year in which 
we have data, there were 13,000 people 
who lost their lives in this country to 
accidents involving alcohol; but there 
were 31,000 people, over twice as many, 
who lost their lives because of gunfire. 

It doesn’t make sense that we would 
not only trample on the laws of the dif-
ferent States but also the work of the 
legislators such as me who worked 
hard within the legislative bodies, 
within the give-and-take of Senate and 
House and conference committees to 
come up with what we thought was the 
policy of our State to have that over-
ridden by the folks here in this United 
States House of Representatives, the 
Senate would be concurring, to pass a 
bill to say your laws make no dif-
ference, and 18- and 19- and 20-year-olds 
from Alabama and South Dakota and 
Maine and New Hampshire are going to 
be able to come in your State and 
carry a gun when your citizens won’t 
be able. 
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It should be up to each of the States 

to decide that, and what we’re getting 
to is the lowest common denominator, 
which isn’t right. 

So the fact is these laws should be 
left up to the States. The States right 
now can have reciprocity agreements. 
Tennessee didn’t have one when we 
passed our bill in 1996, but in 2003 they 
got one. But the State of Tennessee de-
cided on its reciprocity, not the United 
States Congress. And States have reci-
procity agreements, and they’re all 
going to be overridden. Some are more 
liberal than others—Tennessee is the 
most liberal—but other States have got 
restrictions. They’re all going to be set 
aside because of this. 

I would hope that the Members who 
come from the 37 States that require 
your citizens to be 21 would not allow 
people under 21 to come into your 
State and have teenagers who are most 
likely to commit crimes with guns to 
come into your State with a concealed- 
carry permit. 

Mr. CONYERS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. COHEN. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Your experience in your State legis-
lature and your legal experience really 
have impressed me that your amend-
ment, and we haven’t talked about this 
today on H.R. 822, is extremely impor-
tant. I hope my colleagues will join 
with you. 

Mr. COHEN. I thank the gentleman. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. GOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from South Carolina is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. GOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

This amendment prohibits persons 
who are legally permitted to carry a 
concealed weapon between the age of 18 
and 21 from taking advantage of H.R. 
822’s grant of reciprocity. We continue 
to believe, Mr. Chairman, that adults 
who reach the age of 18—which is the 
age of majority for well nigh every-
thing in this country, save alcohol—are 
capable of being responsible just as 19- 
year-olds and 20-year-olds are. They 
can vote. More importantly, they can 
serve in the military where they are 
highly trained to handle firearms in 
very critical situations. 

Fewer than 10 States allow people 
under 21 to receive a concealed-carry 
permit. One State allows this if a weap-
on is necessary for the person’s job, 
such as law enforcement, and another 
if a person gets permission from law 
enforcement. 

This amendment eliminates the cur-
rent practice of many States, including 
the amendment sponsor’s home State 
of Tennessee, recognizing concealed- 
carry permits of nonresidents between 
the ages of 18 and 21, even though their 
own residents must be 21 to conceal 
carry. 

In fact, 14 States recognize all valid 
permits issued by any States, including 
those States that permit persons be-
tween the ages of 18 and 21. As many as 
10 additional States recognize 18-year- 
old permit holders from other States 
with which they have reciprocity. 

Mr. Chairman, America trusts our 
brave men and women under the age of 
21 to volunteer for duty and to defend 
our country. What this amendment 
says, however, is you can carry a gun 
and defend this country overseas, but 
you can’t carry a gun and defend your-
self once you get back. This is not con-
sistent with the Second Amendment, 
nor is it reflective of our views with re-
spect to what 18-year-olds can and 
should be permitted to do. What is 
good enough to defend the foundations 
of this Republic and us, I hasten to 
add, should be sufficient to defend one-
self. 

Mr. COHEN. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GOWDY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. COHEN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Based on your argument, you would 
think that the state that the laws of 
the 37 States have that limit gun per-
mits to people that are 21 should be 
abolished. Why does your legislation 
not go further and trample on the 
States’ rights and say that you can 
only have a limitation of age 18 and 
say that you cannot have a limitation 
of age 21? 

Mr. GOWDY. The only thing that this 
debate today has given me cause for 
celebration for is I now know my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
are familiar with the concept of States’ 
rights because I have not heard them 
talk about it for the first 11 months. 

Do you suppose Tennessee should 
have a different version of the First 
Amendment or the Fourth Amendment 
or the Fifth Amendment or the Eighth 
Amendment? So why are we treating 
the Second Amendment like it is in the 
constitutional trash heap? 

Mr. COHEN. No. What I’m saying to 
you, sir, is your belief is obviously that 
the Second Amendment is an indi-
vidual right so that the States that 
have laws that say you have to be 21, 
those laws should be abolished and we 
should limit it to 18. 

For the record, I have talked about 
States’ rights on medical tort liability, 
and I’ve talked about States’ rights on 
medical marijuana. 

Mr. GOWDY. Reclaiming my time, 
the gentleman from Tennessee is right. 
He has from time to time mentioned 
States’ rights, which puts him in a 
very lonely position on his side of the 
aisle. 

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

b 1550 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. COHEN). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Tennessee will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON 
LEE OF TEXAS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 8 printed in 
House Report 112–283. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 6, line 21, strike the close quotation 
marks and the following period. 

Page 6, after line 21, insert the following: 
‘‘(d) A person may not, under this section, 

carry or possess a concealed handgun in a 
State, unless the person provided at least 24 
hours notice to the designated law enforce-
ment agency of the State of the intention of 
the person to carry or possess a concealed 
handgun in the State.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 463, the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

I thank you for your courtesies, and 
I am delighted to have seen my good 
friend engage in a dialogue and a col-
loquy with my friend from Tennessee. 
Maybe I might even get the same cour-
tesies because this is a very important 
issue that also deals with constitu-
tional questions. 

I am back with my young man who is 
getting his immunization shot, with a 
nurse looking over him, because I want 
people to know that this is about fam-
ily, that it’s about the fact as to 
whether or not we make a statement 
on behalf of protecting law enforce-
ment, of protecting our families, and 
not fall upon the spear of the Second 
Amendment and the National Rifle As-
sociation. 

To my ranking member and dear 
friend, even the supercommittee is not 
without ghosts riding through. I under-
stand they had a deal, and then Mr. 
Norquist comes riding through. When-
ever we want to talk about getting to-
gether on guns and the Second Amend-
ment, the NRA comes riding through. 
So we’ve got the NRA, and we’ve got 
Mr. Norquist, and we can’t ever get any 
bipartisanship because the ghosts keep 
riding through. 

My amendment is a very simple one, 
and it speaks, again, to protecting the 
lives of our officers, and what it says is 
having the State have a designated en-
tity, a designated agency, that requires 
an individual coming into another 
State with a concealed-carry permit to 
provide at least 24 hours advance no-
tice to law enforcement agencies of 
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their intention to carry or possess a 
concealed handgun in another State. 
States must retain their ability to 
know which individuals are allowed 
under this newly proposed bill to pos-
sess and carry a concealed weapon. 

Now, my friend did not engage with 
me in a dialogue, the gentleman, I be-
lieve, from South Carolina. 

But just imagine a trooper with a 
traffic stop on, say, for example, I–45 in 
the State of Texas—it could be I–95 in 
Maryland—at 3 a.m. The car has a Col-
orado license plate, and the driver sup-
plies a Colorado driver’s license. The 
State trooper goes back to his car, and 
he can instantly validate this person is 
from Colorado with respect to the li-
cense plate and the license. Upon re-
turning to the car, the trooper notices 
that the driver has a concealed weapon 
on his hip. The driver hands over his 
Colorado concealed-carry permit. The 
trooper has no ability to determine the 
validity of that permit. Therefore, if 
that person had been required to notify 
a State agency in Texas or in Mary-
land, that information might be read-
ily accessible. 

I heard a comment about the NLET 
process. You can go to the NLET. Only 
12 States have allowed electronic ac-
cess to their concealed-carry databases 
known as NLET. It does not respond, in 
essence, to the other 38 States. 

My friends, we are recklessly passing 
a bill that we think is sorely needed. It 
does not in any way have anything to 
do with jobs. It doesn’t have anything 
to do with protecting innocent chil-
dren. It has nothing to do with making 
sure our law enforcement is safe. I am 
simply adding an amendment that 
would make it better. When you’re 
coming into our State, let’s let our law 
enforcement know, and let’s provide 
safety to the American people. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. GOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from South Carolina is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. GOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

This amendment is based on the 
premise that any person who possesses 
a gun, including an American who le-
gally purchases a gun and obtains a 
concealed-carry permit, is a criminal 
and must seek permission to exercise 
his or her constitutional rights. It 
would be nice, indeed, if we could get 
those who harbor criminal intentions 
to call ahead of time and inform local 
law enforcement of their plans. It 
would, in fact, be ideal if they would 
let us know which store they were 
going to rob, which home they were 
going to invade, which car they in-
tended to steal. 

That typically doesn’t happen, Mr. 
Chairman, and to require law-abiding 
citizens to call ahead is mind-boggling. 

Do we have to call ahead when we 
plan to assert our First Amendment 
rights? Do we have to call ahead and 
inform States we’re traveling through 

of our intention to rely upon our 
Fourth Amendment rights? What about 
Miranda? Do we call ahead and reserve 
our Miranda reservations? Do we need 
to tell them which road we’ll be trav-
eling on, Mr. Chairman—and who do 
they call and what do they tell them 
when they call? Do they describe the 
gun? Do they tell them what caliber? 

What is law enforcement supposed to 
do with this information? Does anyone 
really think criminals ever call ahead 
and announce their intentions? What 
happens if a person fails to provide no-
tice, Mr. Chairman? What is the des-
ignated law enforcement agency ex-
pected to do with this information— 
maintain a database of all entering 
nonresidents and track the person’s 
movements inside the State? 

Should a nonresident with a con-
cealed-carry permit engage in criminal 
activity within the State, is the State 
then liable for not preventing it? 

Would a person who lives in Mary-
land but works in Virginia be required 
to call every day, Mr. Chairman? 

What if it’s an emergency trip—the 
birth of a grandchild? A sickness in the 
family? Do we just postpone our trip so 
we can meet the requirements of this 
amendment or do we sacrifice our right 
to travel in self-defense because we 
didn’t call quickly enough? 

This is a practical nightmare. It’s a 
constitutional abomination. I urge my 
colleagues to oppose it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Texas has 11⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I’m so 
glad my dear friend rose to speak to 
the new phenomenon of apples and or-
anges. 

My friends, I am not coddling crimi-
nals. We know this is a distinctive bill 
that is not addressing the question of 
criminals who come to do us harm. 
What we are suggesting is that guns 
kill, and we are suggesting that people 
use guns to kill. 

On that lonely, dark road at 3 a.m., 
when that trooper identifies your driv-
er’s license but can’t identify whether 
or not you have a legitimate con-
cealed-weapon permit to carry, then we 
are asking for you to have help. We’re 
asking for there to be 24-hour notifica-
tion. I am sure there will be the possi-
bility of waivers, but don’t tell me that 
a law enforcement entity, once known 
that they can go to the documentation 
that has the notification that someone 
is coming in from another State with a 
concealed weapon, will not find it use-
ful. In fact, it will help this law en-
forcement officer tell this individual 
carrying legally, On your way, sir; On 
your way, ma’am. Thank you. Or, in es-
sence, we might catch someone who 
has a concealed weapon and a permit 
from another State, but that person is 
rushing across the State to get away 
from a wife or a husband and has been 
in a violent domestic abuse or a domes-
tic violence altercation. 

So let me just say, for all of the 
laughers, guns kill, and it is a shame 

that we allow the ghost of the NRA to 
ride into this place and just smack 
down common sense. Save the lives of 
children because guns kill. Save the 
lives of law enforcement officers who 
leave behind children, because guns 
kill. Don’t fool around with the NLET 
process, which doesn’t even work. Let’s 
notify. I ask for the support of my 
amendment. 

Mr. Chair, I rise today in support of my 
amendment No. 8 to H.R. 822, the ‘‘National 
Right-to-Carry Reciprocity Act of 2011.’’ My 
amendment ensures that any person seeking 
to possess a concealed weapon in a state 
other than the state that issued the concealed 
carry permit must provide at least 24 hours 
advance notice to law enforcement agencies 
of their intention to carry or possess a con-
cealed handgun in another State. 

States must retain their ability to know 
which individuals are allowed, under this newly 
proposed bill, to possess and carry concealed 
weapons within their borders. This measure 
would require an individual to notify out of 
state law enforcement, 24 hours in advance, 
of their intention to possess or carry a con-
cealed weapon into the borders of a State in 
which those individuals are not licensed. 

In its current form, the bill will have a dif-
ficult time verifying out of state permits in real 
time, endangering their lives, and the lives of 
the public. State and local law enforcement 
must always be aware of who is carrying load-
ed, hidden guns. This information will give law 
enforcement a fighting chance as they protect 
their communities. 

I believe that an amendment requiring 
prompt and adequate notification to law en-
forcement officials regarding an out of state in-
dividual’s intention to carry a concealed weap-
on is necessary to protect the safety of the 
public and to protect the safety of the men 
and women who protect the public. 

According to the Majority’s report on this bill, 
only 12 states maintain electronic databases 
of concealed carry permits that are imme-
diately accessible to other law enforcement 
agencies. 7 states cannot provide any real 
time access to this basic information, and 2 
states do not even maintain databases. 

Currently, there are several states that have 
implemented time requirements to ensure the 
safety of their citizens when dealing with a va-
riety of weapons. This amendment will create 
a standard that is sure to provide law enforce-
ment with the information desperately needed 
to keep the public safe from unknown harms. 

This is a fundamental states rights issue. 
The measure before us today takes away a 
state’s right to set their own criteria for deter-
mining who should be allowed to carry a fire 
arm within their borders. 

Texas has robust handgun concealed carry 
laws and these laws would only undermine the 
criteria established by my home state. This 
measure would bolster the protections that 
Texas and many other states seek to imple-
ment to protect their citizens from gun vio-
lence. Texas standard to attain a permit is cur-
rently higher than current federal law and the 
requirements of a number of other states. 

As it stands Texas already honors the per-
mits of 39 other states; which only empha-
sizes that this can be address at the state 
level. One of my main concerns is that the 
lives and safety of men and women working in 
the line of duty will be compromised if we fail 
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to effectuate this amendment requiring a 24- 
hour advance notice of out of state individuals 
carrying concealed weapons. 

Law enforcement officers put their lives on 
the line for us every day. Since 2009 least 122 
law enforcement officers have been shot and 
killed, with an average of one officer killed by 
gunfire each week. Since the beginning of 
2011, guns have killed at least 30 law enforce-
ment officers. It is important that the very men 
and women who put their lives on the line are 
the very men and women who have instant 
access to information on whether on not the 
individual they are approaching during a rou-
tine traffic stop is armed. 

In 2009, Houston Police Officer Timothy 
Abernathy was shot and killed during a routine 
traffic stop. An 11 year Veteran of the Houston 
Police Department, Officer Abernathy stopped 
a vehicle for a minor traffic violation. This 
should have been routine, but the suspect 
shot Officer Abernathy in the head, killing him. 
Officer Abernathy was 43 years old. 

Gun violence is dangerous to all Americans. 
In 2010, approximately 8,775 people were 
killed by firearms. 6,000 of those deaths were 
caused by handguns. In 2010, 152 of those 
killed by guns were law enforcement officers. 
Each year, there are approximately 16,000 as-
saults on police officers, and many of those 
attacks utilize firearms. 

The facts are quite simple. If we are going 
to ask state and local law enforcement officials 
to put their lives on the line every day for the 
safety of our communities, we owe it to them 
to know who is carrying a loaded and con-
cealed weapon. Establishing a database of in-
dividuals with concealed carry permits could 
save a life. 

I urge my colleagues to support my amend-
ment to H.R. 822 in order to ensure that we 
act fervently to protect the lives of those who 
risk their lives for the general public on a daily 
basis. Again, this amendment will strengthen a 
State’s ability to continue its efforts to protect 
the safety of its citizens and law enforcement 
officials. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON 
LEE). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Texas will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. CICILLINE 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 9 printed in 
House Report 112–283. 

Mr. CICILLINE. I have an amend-
ment at the desk, Mr. Chairman. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 6, line 21, strike the close quotation 
marks and the following period. 

Page 6, after line 21, insert the following: 
‘‘(d) Subsection (a) shall not apply with re-

spect to the possession or carrying of a con-
cealed handgun in a State on the basis of a 
license or permit issued in another State, 

unless the Attorney General of the State, 
the head of the State police, and the Sec-
retary of State of the State have jointly 
issued a certification that the laws of both 
States which provide for the issuance of such 
a license or permit are substantially simi-
lar.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 463, the gentleman 
from Rhode Island (Mr. CICILLINE) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

As a founding member of the bipar-
tisan Mayors Against Illegal Guns, co-
chaired by Mayor Menino of Boston 
and Mayor Bloomberg of New York, I 
rise today in strong opposition to the 
National Right-to-Carry Reciprocity 
Act. 

This dangerous legislation threatens 
public safety by undermining the abil-
ity of States and localities to reduce 
gun violence by limiting the carrying 
of loaded concealed weapons within 
their borders. 

This bill has nothing to do with hon-
oring the Second Amendment. It, in-
stead, completely dishonors the rights 
of local communities and State govern-
ments to make decisions to protect the 
well-being and safety of their citizens. 
This bill prevents States from respond-
ing to the unique needs of their com-
munities as they determine the eligi-
bility criteria for carrying a loaded 
concealed weapon. It instead forces 
them to accept standards set in other 
States. 

b 1600 

As a result, this bill strips away rea-
sonable limitations properly enacted 
by States and imposes upon every 
State, except Illinois, the least restric-
tive standard in the country for car-
rying a concealed loaded gun. The im-
plications of this bill are drastic and a 
radical departure from well-settled 
practice and law that assigns primary 
responsibility for public safety to 
States and localities. 

In Rhode Island and in many States 
like it, this bill would decimate the 
strong concealed-carry framework de-
veloped by duly elected officials within 
the State. These officials enacted re-
quirements that they believe most ef-
fectively prevent dangerous individuals 
from carrying a concealed firearm 
within their borders. 

Rhode Island does not have any reci-
procity agreements recognizing any 
other State permits; and our height-
ened standards require applicants to be 
at least 21 years old, of good character, 
not an abuser of alcohol, to complete a 
firearm safety training course that in-
cludes a live-fire examination, and to 
show good cause for needing a con-
cealed-carry permit. To further provide 
for our unique public safety needs, 
Rhode Island also grants broad discre-
tion to local law enforcement officials 
in the process of approving or denying 

a concealed-carry permit. As a result, 
Rhode Island ranks among the States 
with the lowest gun death rates, less 
than half the national average. 

Under this bill, Rhode Island would 
be forced to recognize concealed-carry 
permits from all States, regardless of 
how lax the other States’ standards. 
This would leave my fellow Rhode Is-
landers subject to the whims of the 
other States’ concealed-carry permits 
and actually prioritize the rights of 
out-of-State concealed-carry permit 
holders over the rights of Rhode Island-
ers within our own borders. For exam-
ple, while Rhode Island requires safety 
training that includes a live-fire exam 
in order to acquire a concealed-carry 
permit, there are 10 States that have 
no training requirements whatsoever. 
While Rhode Island prevents alcohol 
abusers from obtaining these permits, 
only 28 States have such a standard in 
place. 

The commonsense provisions of 
Rhode Island State law and the laws of 
similarly situated States prevent dan-
gerous individuals from carrying load-
ed concealed weapons. Such protec-
tions would be completely undermined 
by this law. This bill is a clear and un-
deniable threat to public safety and 
will facilitate a new path that allows 
more and potentially dangerous indi-
viduals to carry concealed loaded guns 
within our borders and against our 
will. This must not be allowed. 

Because this bill presents such an in-
disputable threat to public safety in 
many States, I have introduced this 
amendment which would require that, 
at the very least, prior to granting rec-
iprocity in a State, the attorney gen-
eral, the head of a State police, and the 
secretary of State jointly certify that 
the laws of a nonresident permit holder 
State are substantially similar to its 
own. This would provide States an op-
portunity to preserve adherence to 
their core requirements that restrict 
concealed-carry weapons but not allow 
them to deny permits from States that 
match their standards. It would, at a 
minimum, ensure that we respect the 
decisions and judgments made by local 
and State governments on this key 
public safety issue. 

The certification process will not be 
burdensome to States. In fact, some 
States, including South Dakota and 
Nebraska, already incorporate this 
type of process in determining eligi-
bility for engaging in reciprocity 
agreements with other States. 

I urge my colleagues to support my 
amendment and protect the citizens of 
this country from the imposition of 
dangerously lax standards for the car-
rying of concealed weapons in direct 
contradiction to the decision of local 
and State governments charged with 
protecting the lives and safety of their 
citizens. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in opposition to the amendment. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

This is one of three amendments 
under consideration today that would 
allow the States to opt out of the na-
tionwide concealed-carry system that 
H.R. 822 seeks to establish. This under-
mines the bill’s goal of creating na-
tional uniformity in our concealed- 
carry laws. 

This amendment provides that every 
State attorney general, head of police, 
and secretary of State must certify 
that the concealed-carry eligibility 
laws of every other State are substan-
tially similar to their own before the 
State can participate in this legisla-
tion’s grant of reciprocity. This is obvi-
ously intended to be overly burden-
some both to those with concealed- 
carry permits and to the States them-
selves. It is also simply a way for State 
officials who do not support the Second 
Amendment right to bear arms to de-
cide that their State will not recognize 
out-of-State concealed-carry permits. 

The amendment also incorrectly as-
sumes that there are critical dif-
ferences between the States’ eligibility 
requirements, which is simply not the 
case. Each State has a vested interest 
in making sure that those with a pro-
pensity towards violence are not grant-
ed a concealed-carry permit. Every 
State conducts a thorough background 
check so that unqualified individuals 
will not be able to carry a concealed 
firearm. The eligibility standards used 
by the States are more similar than 
not. The fact that there may be small 
differences among the States’ eligi-
bility laws should not allow a State to 
prohibit the exercise of Second Amend-
ment rights within its boundaries. 

Also, Federal and State laws gov-
erning the purchase of a firearm must 
be complied with before a person can 
even apply for a concealed-carry per-
mit. In order to purchase a firearm or 
take advantage of the reciprocity ex-
tended by H.R. 822, a person convicted 
of a felony or a domestic violence mis-
demeanor cannot legally purchase a 
firearm under Federal law. A person 
must also be cleared through the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation’s National 
Instant Criminal Background Check 
System, or NICS, before they can pur-
chase a firearm. 

Data from the FBI’s annual Uniform 
Crime Report show that right-to-carry 
States, those that widely allow con-
cealed-carry permits, have 22 percent 
lower total violent crime rates, 30 per-
cent lower murder rates, 46 percent 
lower robbery rates, and 12 percent 
lower aggravated assault rates as com-
pared to the rest of the country. This 
amendment allows the current patch-
work of concealed-carry laws to con-
tinue and ignores the right to bear 
arms guaranteed by the Second 
Amendment. 

For those reasons, I oppose this 
amendment, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Rhode Island has 30 seconds re-
maining. 

Mr. CICILLINE. Just very quickly, 
the purpose is not, of course, to overly 
burden State governments but, instead, 
to respect the judgments and decisions 
they’ve made in weighing the equities 
and making determinations as to what 
is the right criteria, to give respect to 
the duly elected officials in States who 
have made those judgments. It happens 
in South Dakota. It happens in Ne-
braska. It’s not unduly burdensome. 
It’s really about respecting the people 
in State government and in local gov-
ernments who have the responsibility 
to protect the public health, safety, 
and well-being of residents of States. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 

if you respect and support the full 
right of individuals to enjoy the rights 
under the Second Amendment to the 
Constitution to bear arms, you will op-
pose this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CICILLINE). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Rhode Island will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. REICHERT 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 10 printed 
in House Report 112–283. 

Mr. REICHERT. I have an amend-
ment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. ll. GAO STUDY OF THE ABILITY OF STATE 

AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT TO 
VERIFY THE VALIDITY OF OUT-OF- 
STATE CONCEALED FIREARMS PER-
MITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 
of the United States shall conduct a study of 
the ability of State and local law enforce-
ment authorities to verify the validity of li-
censes or permits, issued by other States, to 
carry a concealed firearm. 

(b) REPORT TO THE CONGRESS.—Within 1 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Comptroller General shall submit to 
the Committee on the Judiciary of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on the 
Judiciary of the Senate a written report 
which contains the results of the study re-
quired by subsection (a). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 463, the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. REICHERT) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Today we are considering a national 
reciprocity law for firearms licenses 
and permits. I have always supported 
Second Amendment rights for people to 
carry and keep firearms. 

I come at this from a little bit of a 
different perspective. I was a police of-
ficer for 33 years. I worked the streets 
for 6 years in a patrol car, SWAT com-
mander, hostage negotiator. I have had 
guns pointed at me. I have looked down 
the barrel of a shotgun. I have looked 
down the barrel of a rifle. I have heard 
the shots fly by. I have been at the 
other end of the gun, too. Fortunately, 
I have not had to fire at anyone, but in 
protection of the people in my commu-
nity, I have experienced being at both 
ends of a firearm. 

So I understand and I get the con-
cerns of cops, my brothers and sisters 
in law enforcement. What we want to 
make sure today is that those law en-
forcement officers across this country 
that protect us—and they’re protecting 
us while we’re in the Capitol today— 
are equipped and prepared to enforce 
this law. 

I have a concern, so my amendment 
would require that the GAO look into 
whether or not law enforcement offi-
cers are able and have the ability to 
verify the validity of out-of-State con-
cealed firearms permits and licenses. 
Within 1 year of enactment, the results 
of this study will be reported to the 
House Judiciary Committee and the 
Senate Judiciary Committee. 

Our State and local law enforcement 
across this country every day put their 
lives on the line. They put the badge 
on. They put their uniforms on. They 
walk out into the street. They go out 
in their patrol cars and are putting 
their lives on the line. It’s a risk and 
responsibility that they will gladly ac-
cept. They want to come home safely, 
of course, to their families, but they 
know the risks when they leave their 
home. They know the risks when they 
put on the badge. We owe it to them to 
ensure the underlying bill does not cre-
ate any unintended consequences or ad-
ditional safety concerns. 

b 1610 

Right now it is unclear whether 
every cop in every jurisdiction across 
this Nation can efficiently determine 
the validity of concealed-firearms per-
mits. Each State decides how best to 
store that information and have access 
to its own concealed-carry permit in-
formation, but maybe not that of other 
States. 

Only 12 States right now are partici-
pating in a program that allows elec-
tronic access to a joint concealed-carry 
database. In the remaining 38 States, 
law enforcement officers are required 
to contact appropriate local officials 
over the phone or by email. This meth-
od is not timely enough and not effec-
tive. We must understand how long it 
takes for law enforcement officers to 
determine whether or not a State con-
cealed-carry permit is legitimate or 
fraudulent. This is critical to both the 
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safety of the cops patrolling our neigh-
borhoods and protecting the rights of 
law-abiding citizens. 

This GAO study will help us better 
understand the impact of national reci-
procity for concealed firearms on our 
Nation’s law enforcement and their 
ability to effectively enforce the law. 
We must pass this amendment to en-
sure that our cops have the adequate 
tools to enforce this law. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 

claim the time in opposition. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Michigan is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. CONYERS. I merely wanted to 
ask our distinguished colleague from 
Washington if I understood correctly 
that the GAO would conduct a study 
about the ability of the State and local 
law enforcement to verify the validity 
of out-of-state concealment after this 
bill is passed? 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. REICHERT. I thank the gen-

tleman for yielding. 
The question is whether or not this 

study is tied to the passage of the bill. 
No, the study is not tied to the passage 
of the bill. The study will begin upon 
passage of the bill, and the report must 
be filed before 1 year is up. 

Mr. CONYERS. I see. Could I ask the 
gentleman why we wouldn’t conduct 
the study in front of the bill rather 
than after the bill? 

Mr. REICHERT. The way that this 
amendment is presented, it’s presented 
allowing the study to go on as law en-
forcement encounters this new law and 
will then know what challenges they 
face as they look to enforce the law. 
We won’t know all of those things until 
the law is in place. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, may I suggest 
that perhaps our responsibility as Fed-
eral legislators might be to determine 
the impact of this proposal on public 
safety before we pass it, not years later 
after we pass it. 

Would the gentleman concede that 
that might be the more appropriate 
path that we normally take? 

Mr. REICHERT. Yes, sir. That is 
what my amendment is intended to do, 
to gather that information so we can 
appropriately revise the current poli-
cies that may exist in police depart-
ments across the country and sheriff’s 
offices across the country. 

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH), the 
distinguished chairman of the Judici-
ary Committee. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 1 minute. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank the gentleman from 
Washington, a former sheriff himself, 
for yielding me time; and I appreciate 
his offering this amendment, which re-
quests a study by the Government Ac-

countability Office on the ability of 
State and local law enforcement agen-
cies to verify the validity of non-
resident concealed-carry permits. 

The study requested by the gentle-
man’s amendment will provide addi-
tional assurance that nonresident per-
mit information can be verified by law 
enforcement officers across the coun-
try. 

I urge my colleagues to support his 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
REICHERT). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments 
printed in House Report 112–283 on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 1 by Mr. WOODALL of 
Georgia. 

Amendment No. 2 by Mrs. MCCARTHY 
of New York. 

Amendment No. 3 by Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida. 

Amendment No. 4 by Ms. JACKSON 
LEE of Texas. 

Amendment No. 6 by Mr. JOHNSON of 
Georgia. 

Amendment No. 7 by Mr. COHEN of 
Tennessee. 

Amendment No. 8 by Ms. JACKSON 
LEE of Texas. 

Amendment No. 9 by Mr. CICILLINE of 
Rhode Island. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. WOODALL 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
WOODALL) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the ayes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 140, noes 283, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 843] 

AYES—140 

Ackerman 
Akin 
Amash 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Becerra 
Berman 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Broun (GA) 
Butterfield 
Capuano 

Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Crowley 

Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Dold 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 

Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Harris 
Hastings (FL) 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Keating 
Kildee 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 

Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Nadler 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 

Rothman (NJ) 
Ruppersberger 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Smith (WA) 
Stutzman 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh (IL) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 

NOES—283 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 

DeGette 
DeLauro 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hochul 
Holden 
Honda 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
Kind 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
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Owens 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 

Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Runyan 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Speier 

Stark 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walz (MN) 
Waters 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woolsey 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—10 

Bachmann 
Bishop (UT) 
Burgess 
Gardner 

Giffords 
Kaptur 
Meeks 
Paul 

Schmidt 
Shimkus 

b 1644 

Mr. ROSKAM, Ms. MATSUI, Ms. LEE 
of California, Ms. BROWN of Florida, 
Messrs. CANTOR, HONDA, and WEST-
MORELAND changed their vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. JACKSON of Illinois, CLY-
BURN, BRADY of Pennsylvania, CAR-
NEY, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, 
Messrs. TIERNEY, VAN HOLLEN, 
OLVER, KING of New York, SHER-
MAN, BLUMENAUER, FARR, DAVID 
SCOTT of Georgia, GEORGE MILLER 
of California, WAXMAN, PERL-
MUTTER, KEATING, ISRAEL, Ms. LO-
RETTA SANCHEZ of California, Ms. 
LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of California, and 
Ms. TSONGAS changed their vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MRS. MCCARTHY 

OF NEW YORK 

The Acting CHAIR (Mrs. CAPITO). 
The unfinished business is the demand 
for a recorded vote on the amendment 
offered by the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. MCCARTHY) on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed and 
on which the noes prevailed by voice 
vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 147, noes 274, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 844] 

AYES—147 

Ackerman 
Amash 
Andrews 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berman 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Dold 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 

Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Keating 
Kildee 
King (NY) 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 

Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woodall 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NOES—274 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amodei 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 

Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 

Gallegly 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hochul 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 

Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 

Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—12 

Bachmann 
Bishop (UT) 
Ellison 
Gardner 

Giffords 
Kaptur 
Kind 
Lynch 

McCollum 
Paul 
Schmidt 
Shimkus 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1648 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS 

OF FLORIDA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 148, noes 277, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 845] 

AYES—148 

Ackerman 
Andrews 

Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 

Becerra 
Berman 
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Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Dold 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 

Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 

Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NOES—277 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 

Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 

Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hochul 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 

Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 

Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 

Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Webster 
Welch 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—8 

Bachmann 
Gardner 
Giffords 

Kaptur 
Paul 
Poe (TX) 

Schmidt 
Shimkus 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1654 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON 

LEE OF TEXAS 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON 
LEE) on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 139, noes 284, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 846] 

AYES—139 

Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berman 

Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 

Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 

Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Dold 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 

Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
Meeks 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 

Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NOES—284 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 

Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 

Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hochul 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
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Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 

Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 

Sessions 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Webster 
Welch 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—10 

Bachmann 
Bilbray 
Gardner 
Giffords 

Kaptur 
Paul 
Schmidt 
Shimkus 

Waters 
Woodall 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1657 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. JOHNSON OF 

GEORGIA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. JOHNSON) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 144, noes 281, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 847] 

AYES—144 

Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berman 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 

Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 

Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 

Conyers 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 

Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
Meeks 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 

Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NOES—281 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 

Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 

Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hochul 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 

McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Shuler 

Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—8 

Bachmann 
Gardner 
Giffords 

Gohmert 
Kaptur 
Paul 

Schmidt 
Shimkus 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1701 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. COHEN 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. COHEN) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 150, noes 276, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 848] 

AYES—150 

Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 

Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Crowley 

Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Dold 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
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Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 

Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 

Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NOES—276 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 

Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hochul 
Holden 

Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 

Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 

Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Webster 
Welch 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—7 

Bachmann 
Gardner 
Giffords 

Kaptur 
Paul 
Schmidt 

Shimkus 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There are 30 seconds remaining. 

b 1705 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON 

LEE OF TEXAS 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON 
LEE) on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 123, noes 299, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 849] 

AYES—123 

Ackerman 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berman 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 

Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 

Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 

Keating 
Kildee 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
Meeks 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moran 
Nadler 

Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 

Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Waxman 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NOES—299 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 

Dingell 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hochul 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Inslee 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
Kind 

King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moore 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
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Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 

Schilling 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (PA) 

Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Watt 
Webster 
Welch 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Andrews 
Bachmann 
Barton (TX) 
Gardner 
Giffords 

Gutierrez 
Kaptur 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Paul 

Schmidt 
Shimkus 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1708 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. CICILLINE 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CICILLINE) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 146, noes 277, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

Roll No. 850 

AYES—146 

Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berman 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 

Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Dold 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 

Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Himes 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 

Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 

Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 

Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NOES—277 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Donnelly (IN) 

Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hochul 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 

Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schock 

Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 

Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—10 

Bachmann 
Gardner 
Giffords 
Hinojosa 

Kaptur 
Paul 
Schmidt 
Shimkus 

Smith (WA) 
Wilson (SC) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (Mr. WESTMORE-

LAND) (during the vote). There is 1 
minute remaining. 

b 1712 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIR. Under the rule, 

the Committee rises. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mrs. 
CAPITO) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
WESTMORELAND, Acting Chair of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 822) to amend title 
18, United States Code, to provide a na-
tional standard in accordance with 
which nonresidents of a State may 
carry concealed firearms in the State, 
and, pursuant to House Resolution 463, 
reported the bill back to the House 
with an amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on the 
amendment to the amendment re-
ported from the Committee of the 
Whole? 

If not, the question is on the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
Mr. CICILLINE. Madam Speaker, I 

have a motion to recommit at the 
desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. CICILLINE. I am opposed. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Cicilline moves to recommit the bill 

H.R. 822 to the Committee on the Judiciary 
with instructions to report the same back to 
the House forthwith with the following 
amendment: 

Page 5, after line 3, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. LIMITATIONS ON RECIPROCITY FOR 

CHILD SEX OFFENDERS, DOMESTIC 
VIOLENCE OFFENDERS, AND KNOWN 
OR SUSPECTED TERRORISTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2 of this Act shall 
not apply to a person— 

(1) who has been convicted in any court of 
a sex offense against a minor; 

(2) who has been subject within the past 10 
years to a court order which restrained the 
person from harassing, stalking, or threat-
ening a spouse, family member, an intimate 
partner, or a child of an intimate partner; or 

(3) whom the Attorney General determines 
is known or reasonably suspected to be or 
have been engaged in conduct constituting, 
in preparation for, in aid of, or related to 
terrorism. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In subsection (a): 
(1) INTIMATE PARTNER.—The term ‘‘inti-

mate partner’’ has the meaning given that 
term in section 921(a)(32) of title 18, United 
States Code. 

(2) TERRORISM.—The term ‘‘terrorism’’ 
means international terrorism (as defined in 
section 2331(1) of title 18, United States Code) 
and domestic terrorism (as defined in section 
2331(5) of such title). 

Mr. GOWDY (during the reading). 
Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to dispense with the reading. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Rhode Island is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CICILLINE. Madam Speaker, 
with nearly 14 million unemployed 
Americans and our Nation’s economy 
continuing to struggle, it is disheart-
ening that we stand here today divided, 
engaging in heated debate about ex-
panding the ability of people to carry 
concealed weapons and ignoring the 
most important issue confronting our 
country, the jobs crisis. We’re debating 
an effort to undermine the ability of 
States to protect residents from the 
scourge of gun violence, and we have 
before us a bill that will effectively 
preclude States from limiting who can 
carry a concealed weapon within its 
borders and for what purpose. 

While many of my colleagues and I 
are seriously opposed to the passage of 
the underlying bill, there still remains 
an opportunity for us to find common 
ground. There’s a chance for us to 
unite around a reasonable and com-
monsense amendment which would pre-
vent the privileges in this bill from 
being extended to some of the most 
dangerous individuals into in our soci-
ety, individuals who have or intend to 
inflict great harm upon our commu-
nities and our Nation. 

Let me be clear, this is the final 
amendment, and passage of this 
amendment will not kill the bill. It 
will be incorporated into the final lan-
guage and be immediately voted upon. 

While many of us may disagree with 
the underlying intent of this bill, it’s 

hard to imagine anyone would disagree 
that there are certain individuals that 
should not be afforded the right to 
carry concealed, loaded weapons across 
State lines. It’s hard to imagine that 
anyone would advocate for preserving a 
path for terrorists, child sex offenders, 
stalkers, and domestic abusers to 
transport a loaded gun into another 
State. Yet these glaring loopholes are 
present in the underlying bill. And if 
my amendment is not passed by this 
body, this dangerous and appalling 
pathway for violence will remain. 

For far too long, terrorism has in-
spired fear in our country and threat-
ened the happiness and safety of our 
citizens. While we continue to live in a 
world that requires constant vigilance 
and full awareness of the danger of fu-
ture terrorist attacks, there is not a 
single provision in H.R. 822 that would 
prevent suspected or known terrorists 
who acquire concealed-carry permits in 
one State with lax regulations from 
carrying that same concealed loaded 
weapon into another State with more 
stringent regulations. 

In addition, many current States’ 
concealed-carry laws do not suffi-
ciently protect victims of domestic vi-
olence. A 2007 investigation found that 
Florida’s licensing system had granted 
concealed-carry permits to more than 
1,400 people who had pleaded guilty or 
no contest to a felony, 128 people with 
active domestic violence injunctions, 
and six registered sex offenders. 

In fact, in 2010 Gerardo Regalado, a 
man who had a record of violent behav-
ior against women, was able to obtain 
a concealed-handgun permit in Florida. 
He then went on to commit the worst 
mass killing in Hialeah, Florida’s his-
tory when he killed his estranged wife 
and three other women at a local res-
taurant. H.R. 822 will force other 
States to recognize Florida’s con-
cealed-carry permits, the same permit 
held by Gerardo Regalado. 

Finally, there are no protections in 
H.R. 822 to prevent individuals con-
victed of a sex offense against a minor 
from carrying a concealed loaded gun 
into a State whose requirements might 
have otherwise prevented that indi-
vidual from acquiring a concealed- 
carry permit. Child sex offenders, indi-
viduals who create unimaginable last-
ing harm in our communities, should 
not be allowed to continue to perpet-
uate fear in the hearts of our children 
and families. H.R. 822 will force other 
States to recognize permits issued to 
these individuals who pose danger to 
our children. All too often, guns legally 
end up back in the hands of criminals, 
and nothing in this underlying bill 
would impede child sex offenders or do-
mestic violence offenders from car-
rying their loaded concealed guns 
across State lines. 

In the simplest of terms, my amend-
ment would preclude child sex offend-
ers, domestic violence offenders, and 
known or suspected terrorists from en-
joying the privilege of concealed-carry 
reciprocity authorized in the under-

lying bill. We owe this commonsense 
amendment to our brave law enforce-
ment officials and first responders, who 
bear the greatest responsibility in pro-
tecting us from terrorist attacks. 

b 1720 
We owe this to our Nation’s children, 

whose innocence is threatened by dan-
gerous individuals who prey on them. 
We owe this to the victims of abuse, 
who deserve some consolation that the 
law will not send their abusers legally 
armed into another State to continue 
stalking, threatening, and perpet-
uating abuse. 

Now is the time for our Chamber to 
unite. Let’s demonstrate to the Amer-
ican people that we can use common 
sense and come together to do what is 
right. While there is no question that 
the Second Amendment embodies the 
right to bear arms, our citizens also 
enjoy the right to be free from the ter-
ror of gun violence. 

I urge all Members to support this 
motion. 

Mr. GOWDY. Madam Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the motion to recom-
mit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from South Carolina is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GOWDY. Thank you, Madam 
Speaker. 

A well-regulated militia, being nec-
essary to the security of a free State, 
the right of the people to keep and bear 
arms, shall not be infringed. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend. 

Members are reminded to not traffic 
the well while another Member is 
under recognition. 

Mr. GOWDY. Madam Speaker, the 
Second Amendment to our Constitu-
tion was drafted, debated, and ratified 
in precisely the same manner as the 
First Amendment, the Fourth Amend-
ment, the Fifth, the Sixth, and other 
amendments our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle hold sacrosanct. 

And consistent with this belief that 
liberty and the right to arm one’s self 
are inextricably linked, it is settled 
law that our Constitution protects the 
right to travel. It protects the right to 
self-defense. It protects the right to de-
fend the lives of others. Not once, 
Madam Speaker, but twice the Su-
preme Court has held the right to keep 
and bear arms is a fundamental indi-
vidual right. And those rights do not 
know any geographic boundary. Our 
right to defend ourselves does not ebb 
and flow with the vicissitudes of our 
travel or because we transverse a State 
line. 

Despite the fact that these rights are 
protected in the Constitution, there 
are still those who seek to treat the 
Second Amendment as a constitutional 
second-class citizen. Sometimes those 
efforts to denigrate the constitutional 
status of the Second Amendment are 
overt and sometimes they are obscure. 
And as much as we appreciate the re-
newed—and I’m sure short-lived—in-
fatuation with States’ rights embraced 
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by some of our colleagues on the other 
side, let me ask you simply this: 

What limits are you willing to accept 
with regard to the First Amendment? 
Does your State want reporters to have 
to pass a test so they can exercise their 
First Amendment? Do you want 50 dif-
ferent versions of freedom of religion? 

What about the Fourth Amendment? 
Is one State free to dispose of the ex-
clusionary rule because it doesn’t agree 
with it? Do we have 50 different 
versions of what is a reasonable search 
and seizure? 

What about the Fifth Amendment? 
Do we have 50 different versions of Mi-
randa? 

What about the Eighth Amendment? 
Are there 50 different versions of cruel 
and unusual punishment? 

We are delighted, Madam Speaker, to 
have our colleagues rediscover the 
beauty of the 10th Amendment and the 
concept of State rights. Eventually, we 
hope the same for the Second Amend-
ment. 

This motion to recommit is offered 
to jettison the underlying bill and fur-
ther relegate the Second Amendment 
to a constitutional scrap heap. All of 
these amendments were dealt with in 
committee, and the matters of State 
law classifications are just that, State 
law. The fact that certain State legis-
latures refuse to protect their citizens 
does not mean this body will refuse or 
abdicate its responsibility to defend 
the Second Amendment. 

This bill, H.R. 822, has 245 cosponsors, 
more than half the Members of this 
body, and it enjoys that wide and di-
verse support because it is emblematic 
of our forefathers’ genius. They gave us 
the fundamental right to travel. They 
gave us the fundamental right to pro-
tect ourselves. They gave us the funda-
mental right to protect others. And 
they gave us the fundamental obliga-
tion to defend liberty. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
motion, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CICILLINE. Madam Speaker, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on the motion to 
recommit will be followed by 5-minute 
votes on passage, if ordered, and the 
motion to suspend the rules on H.R. 
674. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 161, noes 263, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 851] 

AYES—161 

Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 

Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 

Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NOES—263 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 

Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 

Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Hochul 
Holden 

Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 

McMorris 
Rodgers 

Meehan 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 

Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—9 

Bachmann 
Dreier 
Gardner 

Giffords 
Kaptur 
Paul 

Schmidt 
Shimkus 
Shuster 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1743 

Ms. HOCHUL changed her vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

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

vice, and there were—ayes 272, noes 154, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 852] 

AYES—272 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amodei 
Austria 
Baca 

Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 

Berkley 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
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Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Gutierrez 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hochul 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
Kind 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 

Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—154 

Ackerman 
Amash 
Andrews 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berman 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 

Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 

Costa 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Dold 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 

Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Keating 
Kildee 
King (NY) 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 

Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 

Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner (NY) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woodall 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—7 

Bachmann 
Gardner 
Giffords 

Kaptur 
Paul 
Schmidt 

Shimkus 

b 1751 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York and 
Mr. CUMMINGS changed their vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

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

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

3% WITHHOLDING REPEAL AND 
JOB CREATION ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and concur in 
the Senate amendment to the bill (H.R. 
674) to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to repeal the imposition of 
3 percent withholding on certain pay-
ments made to vendors by government 
entities, to modify the calculation of 
modified adjusted gross income for pur-
poses of determining eligibility for cer-
tain healthcare-related programs, and 
for other purposes, on which the yeas 
and nays were ordered. 

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

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CAMP) that the House suspend the rules 
and concur in the Senate amendment. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 422, nays 0, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 853] 

YEAS—422 

Ackerman 
Adams 
Aderholt 

Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 

Amash 
Amodei 
Andrews 

Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 

Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 

Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Olver 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
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Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quayle 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 

Sánchez, Linda 
T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 

Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Webster 
Welch 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Bachmann 
Duncan (TN) 
Gardner 
Giffords 

Hall 
Kaptur 
Paul 
Posey 

Ross (FL) 
Schmidt 
Shimkus 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing. 

b 1800 
So (two-thirds being in the affirma-

tive) the rules were suspended and the 
Senate amendment was concurred in. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 
2112, CONSOLIDATED AND FUR-
THER CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2012 
Ms. FOXX, from the Committee on 

Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 112–290) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 467) providing for consideration of 
the conference report to accompany 
the bill (H.R. 2112) making consolidated 
appropriations for Agriculture, Rural 
Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies pro-
grams for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2012, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 

f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3086 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to remove my name as a cosponsor of 
H.R. 3086. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FLEISCHMANN). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on motions to suspend the 
rules previously postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

H.R. 3004, de novo; 
H.R. 2660, de novo; 
H.R. 2415, de novo; 
H.R. 1791, de novo. 

f 

PRIVATE FIRST CLASS 
ALEJANDRO R. RUIZ POST OF-
FICE BUILDING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill (H.R. 3004) to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 260 California Drive in 
Yountville, California, as the ‘‘Private 
First Class Alejandro R. Ruiz Post Of-
fice Building’’. 

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

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

TOMBALL VETERANS POST 
OFFICE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill (H.R. 2660) to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 122 North Holderrieth Boule-
vard in Tomball, Texas, as the 
‘‘Tomball Veterans Post Office’’. 

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

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

TROOPER JOSHUA D. MILLER 
POST OFFICE BUILDING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill (H.R. 2415) to designate the facility 

of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 11 Dock Street in Pittston, 
Pennsylvania, as the ‘‘Trooper Joshua 
D. Miller Post Office Building’’. 

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

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

ALTO LEE ADAMS, SR., UNITED 
STATES COURTHOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill (H.R. 1791) to designate the United 
States courthouse under construction 
at 101 South United States Route 1 in 
Fort Pierce, Florida, as the ‘‘Alto Lee 
Adams, Sr., United States Court-
house’’. 

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

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
DENHAM) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

GOP JOBS OFFENSIVE: ROLLING 
BACK JOB-KILLING REGULATIONS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. CARTER) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. CARTER. Thank you, Mr. Speak-
er. 

We’re all glad to be back in the cap-
ital city to talk about the regulations 
that are drowning our country, and we 
have got some legislation that’s going 
to try to do something about that. 

I see that some of my colleagues are 
here to join me in talking about these 
things. I’ve been on the floor of this 
House now for the last 18 months ex-
plaining to people how these regula-
tions are killing jobs in this country. 
And really what it cuts down to what 
we need to turn this country around, 
we don’t need big stimulus spending. 
That didn’t work. We tried that. We 
don’t need the government to tell us 
how to run our business. We need the 
people to be able to run their business 
with the government getting out of the 
way. 

And so we have today several bills 
that we think are going to be very im-
portant to tell us just exactly how we 
can make sense out of this over-
whelming amount of regulations. 
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Thousands of regulations just this 

year have been proposed, many of 
which will kill hundreds of thousands 
of jobs across the country. 

I have two of my colleagues that are 
here. I will first recognize my friend 
from Kentucky—I think he has some-
where to go—to tell us a little bit 
about a solution that he has proposed. 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Thank you, 
Judge CARTER. I appreciate your hold-
ing this tonight and your flexibility in 
allowing me some time to share as 
we’ve talked about before at times on 
the floor various aspects of the growth 
of the regulatory State. 

The issue is not being against regula-
tion or for regulation. The issue is hav-
ing transparency and accountability. 
We’ve seen in this administration and 
the last administration, the adminis-
tration before that, an ever-increasing 
reach in agencies where they’re 
stretching the law, whether it’s the 
Clean Air Act of 1972 that’s being 
stretched to proportions far beyond the 
original intent of Congress or issues re-
lated to the Clean Water Act that 
stretch beyond the bounds of science, 
to unfunded mandates in No Child Left 
Behind from the last administration. 
We can think of a wide variety of these 
issues. 

For me, I think the American public 
wakes up when it hits them in the 
pocketbook, when it hits you and me in 
the pocketbook. In our case, you prob-
ably experienced the same thing in 
Texas. 

The year that I was sworn into Con-
gress, a consent decree was forced upon 
our local community for nearly a bil-
lion dollars in storm water compliance 
that was not only beyond the needs of 
the community, it was beyond the eco-
nomic capability of the community to 
comply. 

That was based on a rule issued by an 
interpretation of a law that had been 
passed 8 years before in a different Con-
gress, in a different political climate. 
And again, our citizens, the citizens of 
the Fourth District of Kentucky, citi-
zens of districts across the United 
States, had no recourse but to comply 
with this. 

One of my constituents walked in as 
we wrestled with different aspects of 
not limiting regulation but providing 
accountability, providing the oppor-
tunity for the voters, our citizens, to 
be able to hold the government ac-
countable for what it does, walked in 
and said to me, ‘‘JEFF, why can’t you 
guys vote on this?’’ And we had a rev-
elation in a different way to come back 
and address the issue of regulatory 
transparency. 

Standardization is important, but it 
needs to be at a place that the Amer-
ican people agree with and support and 
is practicable from the standpoint of 
cost. And the economic cost is often 
not incurred in this. We have towns 
across the United States, across the 
Ohio Valley whose compliance cost 
with just that regulation alone is more 
than what the budgets of the commu-

nities are on an annual basis. It’s un-
reasonable, and there is no recourse. 

So we went back and we researched 
and found a portion in the Congres-
sional Review Act of 1995 that we sug-
gested changing. And to the shock of 
many of my constituents, only one reg-
ulation has ever been repealed in the 
history of the Congress. That was the 
Clinton-era ergonomics rule that had 
the House, the Senate, and a President 
who would sign that. 

b 1810 

So you have to get, in effect, a ma-
jority in the House, a supermajority in 
the Senate, and then have a Chief Ex-
ecutive who is willing to change that 
or to prevent that regulation from 
going into effect. 

What we wanted to do was something 
a little bit different. It’s done in indus-
try; it’s done in business. In effect, it’s 
done in virtually all competitive 
sports, where, if something gets out of 
bounds or out of expectation, the game 
stops. In production, on the assembly 
line, when the red light comes on, the 
line stops, and people have to take an 
extra look at what the issue is. In this 
case, what we wanted to do was have a 
simple process to restore transparency 
and congressional accountability of 
what the executive branch does, which 
was the genesis of the REINS Act. It’s 
really a very simple thing. 

The REINS Act stands for Regula-
tions from the Executive in Need of 
Scrutiny. It’s H.R. 10 in this Congress. 
The number on the chart up there was 
from the last Congress, H.R. 3765. Basi-
cally, what it does is it requires Con-
gress to approve all new major rules so 
that ‘‘major rule’’ is defined as one 
that has $100 million or more in cumu-
lative economic impact across our 
country. 

What our bill will do is really very 
simple. 

Once a rule comes to the end of its 
60-day comment period, it would have 
to come back up to Capitol Hill for a 
stand-alone, up-or-down vote under a 
joint resolution in the House, in the 
Senate, and then be signed by the 
President of the United States. It’s 
making the point that for any major 
rule, a rule that reaches into the pock-
etbooks of all hardworking, taxpaying 
Americans, they have a right to be able 
to hold their elected Representatives 
and Senators accountable for the posi-
tion that they take on that direct eco-
nomic impact. 

For me, I think it’s fine. There are 
times that America will stand up and 
say, Yes, we agree with this, and this is 
the right thing to do. There are other 
times, particularly in hard economic 
times like today, when the last thing 
that we want to do is increase that reg-
ulatory burden, that out-of-pocket cost 
on America’s citizens. 

To give you an idea of this, the cost 
in 2009 alone for the compliance of reg-
ulation on our economy was $1.75 tril-
lion. If some significant portion of that 
regulatory process were streamlined, 

that would be creating jobs and, ulti-
mately, more taxpayers. 

Mr. CARTER. Let me point out that 
the $1.75 trillion is more than the en-
tire income tax for that year that was 
collected by this country. So, when you 
talk about a burden, it’s more than the 
entire tax burden of our Nation for 
that year. 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. I think the 
gentleman has a great point. In fact, it 
comes down, I think, to about $10,000 
for every man, woman, and child in the 
United States of America for the cost 
of regulatory compliance. 

To your point, why it’s so critical 
now is that we’ve seen agencies in the 
last administration and in this admin-
istration that have gone into over-
reach. Most importantly, what we saw 
happen in the last Congress was a 
Democratic supermajority in the 
House, in the Senate, with a liberal 
Democratic President, who was out to 
keep his campaign promises. I can re-
spect that. The American people spoke 
in that election, but they also spoke in 
the election that followed last year in 
that they did not agree with the over-
reach, be it legislative or on the regu-
latory side; and they made a change, 
certainly, in this body. 

The administration proceeded at that 
point to attempt to enact cap-and- 
trade rules—an energy tax on every 
American—by regulation. When the 
Congress in a Democratic super-
majority could not pass those bills in 
order to send them to the President’s 
desk, they were intent on doing it by 
executive order. 

It’s the same thing that we see hap-
pening potentially with the card check- 
forced unionization bill. It could not 
pass in the last Congress, so we see at-
tempts to move that by regulation. 
There are issues with unfunded man-
dates on our schools. We’re even seeing 
an extension of that inside the Depart-
ment of Education, which further ham-
strings already strapped local school 
districts. It could not get through the 
United States Congress, so we’re seeing 
attempts to do that by regulation. 

What the REINS Act would simply do 
is say, Stop, Mr. President. Stop, Cabi-
net Secretary. You have to have the 
advice and the consent of the rep-
resentatives of the American people be-
fore you’re going to move for some-
thing that’s going to hit us that hard. 
We have 197 cosponsors on the bill so 
far. Two hearings were held on this in 
the Judiciary Committee. It was passed 
out of the Judiciary Committee 2 
weeks ago. We had a markup in the 
Rules Committee to go over some tech-
nical pieces inside of the bill regarding 
the timelines on vote triggers. It 
passed out of the Rules Committee; and 
we’re looking for a vote here, hopefully 
in the very near future, to see it passed 
and sent over to the United States Sen-
ate. 

I appreciate what the gentleman 
from Texas is doing to champion this 
move to not only awaken the American 
people to the huge economic impact of 
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overregulation, but to present a wide 
variety of legislative fixes that you and 
many of our colleagues have authored 
to stem this tide of overreach of the 
government and to allow our economy 
to stand up in energy, in manufac-
turing, and agriculture. With that, I 
thank you. 

Mr. CARTER. I thank the gentleman 
from Kentucky for the work you’ve 
done on the REINS Act. 

This is a good bill. This needs to be 
passed by Congress. I hope that our col-
leagues over on the Senate sides, when 
they grab ahold of this, get excited 
about it and realize that regulations 
impose more burdens on the American 
people than this Congress does. In 
many instances, they come to us and 
say—Why did you pass this law that 
puts this burden on us?—when the real 
issue is they don’t understand that it 
was done by regulations, by people who 
were not elected, unlike the Members 
here. We have to answer to our boss, 
and our boss is the American people. 
Unfortunately, with regard to these 
regulations done by the executive 
branch agencies, I guess the only boss 
they have to answer to is the Presi-
dent. 

In many instances, they’re even inde-
pendent of the President. Some of 
these regulations are not thought out 
in the real world. They’re, in fact, 
thought out in the minds of somebody 
who sits at a desk and just thinks, This 
has got to be a good idea. Sometimes 
these good ideas overwhelm us in costs 
and, quite frankly, interfere with our 
lives. 

So we’ve been talking about this. The 
American people are talking about it. 
When you go home, they want to know, 
What are you going to do about allow-
ing the businesspeople to have an idea 
of what the playing field is going to 
look like? because these regulations 
are changing the rules every time we 
look up. 

This leads us into what, I think, is 
another excellent piece of legislation 
that I’m proud to be a part of. My 
friend from Wisconsin (Mr. RIBBLE) is 
the actual originator of this bill, and I 
jumped on it with him because I 
thought it was a good idea. 

So I’m going to yield to my friend 
and let him have a chance to explain 
this to you and what his idea was and 
why we both got into this mess of try-
ing to make it clear for those who 
would make our economy grow, just 
exactly what the playing field looks 
like. 

Mr. RIBBLE. I want to thank my 
friend from Texas. Thank you so much 
for allowing me to join you on the floor 
today. 

I spent my entire adult life running 
my own business, so this is something 
that I’ve had the opportunity—or 
maybe the misfortune—to deal with 
firsthand. I found it interesting that, 
just a few weeks ago, on October 25, 
Politico ran an article which said right 
here: ‘‘Regulations: Top Issue for Small 
Businesses.’’ In fact, they cite a Gallup 

Poll that, indeed, 41 percent of small 
business owners said that government 
was somehow related to the biggest 
problem facing their companies. More 
small business owners view the costs of 
complying with government regula-
tions as a bigger problem than any 
other issue. 

I’ve heard this time and time again. 
Just recently, I was up in northern 

Wisconsin, in Rhinelander, Wisconsin, 
where three other Members of Congress 
and myself held an all-day session with 
the timber industry. We invited Chief 
Tidwell, from the U.S. Forest Service, 
to come in to talk about harvesting 
timber in our national forests. I had a 
timber manager come up to me who 
harvests timber up in the Wisconsin 
North Woods. 

She said to me, Congressman, I want 
to show you something. If I do a timber 
sale here that’s regulated by one of the 
counties here in northern Wisconsin, 
this is the contract that I have to fill 
out to harvest timber. That’s the coun-
ty contract. 

Then she said, But do you know 
what, Congressman? If the State of 
Wisconsin manages that timber sale, 
the contract gets about twice as long, 
and I have to manage that contract. 
However, if the Federal Government 
manages the timber sale, this is the 
contract that we have to fill out for 
the Federal Government. 

There are pages and pages and pages 
of bureaucrat red tape just to allow 
them to harvest timber that’s owned 
by the taxpayer. 

So I thought, after hearing a lot of 
these things and after having run my 
business, that maybe what this country 
needs more than anything—and I cer-
tainly support Congressman DAVIS’ 
REINS Act. I think it’s exactly the 
right thing to do. But I’ll take it a lit-
tle step further. 

You and I together put together a 
bill called the Regulatory Moratorium 
and Jobs Preservation Act. This bill 
simply does one thing. It says that the 
government can’t promulgate any new 
rules until unemployment goes below 
7.8 percent, because you and I know 
full well, in talking to all the busi-
nesses in our own districts, that unem-
ployment and regulatory environment 
are connected. They’re linked together. 

b 1820 

Now I will have colleagues from the 
other side of the aisle say to me, Well, 
Congressman, you know full well that 
this is all about demand, that demand 
is causing the problem; and without de-
mand, people aren’t going to hire. And 
I would say back that every single page 
of regulation, every single page of try-
ing to comply, every single page has to 
be responded to by some business 
owner, and that means that response 
will have a direct cost to it. 

As you pile on cost after cost after 
cost, there have been 24,000 new rules 
promulgated on the American business 
owner since 2004, nearly 1 million pages 
of new regulations. Every single page, 

page after page after page, adds costs. 
And every single time the cost of any 
good or service goes up, there are fewer 
customers that can afford that prod-
uct, so demand must go down. So every 
time we add a new regulation, costs go 
up, demand goes down. 

Finally, we’ve come to a new end 
game here with over 9 percent unem-
ployment. So we wanted to connect our 
bill to unemployment so that we can 
show the American people, prove to the 
American people the empirical evi-
dence that if we would put a hold on 
new rules and regulations, if we would 
inject certainty in this regulatory en-
vironment where business owners knew 
what future costs were going to be, 
they could measure future costs be-
cause they know that government 
won’t promulgate a new rule, they will 
begin to hire again. That new con-
fidence will be there, a new certainty 
will be there, and unemployment will 
go down. 

Then, here’s what I suspect will hap-
pen: As unemployment goes down, the 
American people will demand from 
Congress that we extend this rule until 
unemployment reaches 6 percent, or we 
get to full employment as we find this 
out. 

Now, this rule does not remove a sin-
gle safety net. This rule does not re-
move anything that’s already there. I 
have heard people say, Well, you are 
just trying to destroy the environment, 
as if I don’t want to breathe clean air, 
as if I don’t want to drink clean water, 
as if I want my grandchildren to swim 
in lakes and streams that are polluted. 
It’s ridiculous on its face. I want to 
breathe clean air like every American. 
I want to drink clean water like every 
American. I want to eat safe food like 
every American. And this bill will do 
nothing to remove any of those protec-
tions whatsoever. What it will do, 
though, is stop the administration 
from, by executive fiat, creating rules 
and regulations that haven’t been cre-
ated by this Congress. It will stop. 

I was listening as my colleague from 
Kentucky was speaking, and I was 
struck by something. I was struck by 
this: Article I, section 1 of the United 
States Constitution says, ‘‘All legisla-
tive powers herein granted shall be 
vested in a Congress of the United 
States, which shall consist of a Senate 
and House of Representatives.’’ Now, 
that word ‘‘all,’’ three simple letters, is 
pretty inclusive. ‘‘All,’’ it means all of 
them. And what the REINS Act does, it 
says that any rule that gets promul-
gated, the Congress, the duly elected 
Representatives of the citizens of the 
United States, get to say whether that 
makes a law or not. We get to say be-
cause the Constitution gave us, the 
Members in this body and the Members 
in the U.S. Senate, the authority to 
execute legislative power, not some 
Federal agency. And this REINS Act 
will reel it in. 

My bill and your bill, Representative 
CARTER, will extend this control by the 
Congress, and it will simply return the 
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power back to our legislative, duly 
elected Members of Congress. 

Mr. CARTER. Reclaiming my time, 
you just said a magic word that I want 
to repeat—‘‘responsibility.’’ Our 
Founders designed our form of govern-
ment so that we defined rights in our 
Bill of Rights, but it also points out 
where the responsibility lies. And I 
would argue that these creations of 
regulatory acts, it allows people to 
avoid being responsible. They pass a 
law in Congress for the timber indus-
try, and they give the authority to a 
branch of the executive to write rules 
to implement that legislation, and it 
allows this Congress to hide from those 
regulations. It’s one of the reasons I’ve 
been talking up here for a year and a 
half now about regulations. 

We all know our rights. It’s time for 
those of us who have accepted a posi-
tion of responsibility to be responsible. 
And when an unknown bureaucrat in a 
cubbyhole somewhere in the vast jun-
gle of offices in this town can write a 
regulation that affects the very lives of 
American citizens—and he’s going to 
get his paycheck. Nobody elected him. 
He’s not going to get fired. You don’t 
get run off for writing that regulation. 
He has been assigned to do rules and 
regulations. He doesn’t take responsi-
bility for it. He’s hiding as a bureau-
crat back there as civil servant. 

It’s time for the Congress to step 
back up, based on the Articles of the 
Constitution that you just read, and 
take our responsibility. And then those 
of us who answer to the people every 2 
years and every 6 years—they’re our 
bosses. They’re the people who have 
hired us for this job. And when they 
have one of these regulations, they 
have somebody they can go to and say, 
You need to be responsible for imple-
menting the regulatory moratorium 
and for stopping these regulations. 
They are killing us. 

Let me just give you some examples 
real quickly that we’ve gathered on 
just some stuff that—these are current 
events. This is like looking back at 
current events for the last 6 or 8 
months. 

EPA greenhouse gas regulations, the 
potential job loss as a result of those 
regulations, 1.4 million jobs; new util-
ity regulations, 1.4 million jobs; off-
shore oil and gas lease delays, 504,000 
jobs; offshore drilling permitorium— 
they say they are going to introduce 
permits, but then they just don’t ever 
get right around to doing it—430,000 
jobs; reclassification of coal ash as haz-
ardous—it affects this area right here— 
316,000 jobs; the new boiler regs that 
are coming out, 60,000 jobs; the Alaska 
drilling delays, 57,000 jobs; the new ce-
ment kiln regulations, 15,000 jobs. Just 
that little block adds up to 4,182,000 
jobs that regulations are going to add 
to the unemployment rolls at a time 
when we have got unemployment at 9 
percent. 

And, by the way, I like the concept 
that you introduced and explained to 
me: Go back to what the unemploy-

ment was at the time that this admin-
istration came into being, 7.8 percent. I 
think that’s more than reasonable. 

Mr. RIBBLE. I couldn’t agree more. 
As a matter of fact, unemployment has 
never been lower since the day Presi-
dent Obama was sworn into office. 

I’m a freshman Member of Congress. 
I had the privilege of sitting in this 
Chamber for the President’s State of 
the Union address. And the President 
said in that State of the Union address 
that he was going to ask for a regu-
latory review of the executive branch. 
He wanted to know what they were 
going to be doing, and he would make 
jokes about some of the ridiculous reg-
ulations. 

And what we’ve done now—we’ve got 
one more President who’s followed the 
traditions of dozens of Presidents who 
have ordered another study. In the 
meantime, the American people suffer 
while we study something that we al-
ready know. This is not so much about 
whether the government can create 
jobs. It’s about whether the govern-
ment is obstructing job creation, which 
is exactly what’s happening. And that’s 
why we decided to pick that number. 

Mr. CARTER. I think that’s creative 
thinking. We need to get unemploy-
ment below 7.8 percent. But it’s a good 
point to start, and it gives us an oppor-
tunity to target what I honestly be-
lieve and a lot of economists agree 
with: The real solution to this situa-
tion we’re in with our country right 
now is to get Americans back to work. 

The President believes one more 
stimulus. The last one didn’t work. The 
massive spending, the trillions of dol-
lars of additional debt we’ve accumu-
lated in the last 3 years didn’t quite 
work. It wasn’t quite big enough. We 
need to do it just one more time. And 
this time it will push it over the top. 
Well, I just don’t think that the Amer-
ican people are buying it. They’re 
watching the current events of today, 
where we loan money to companies 
that didn’t have a concept that was 
going to pay for itself, and they’re 
going broke; where we threw money at 
a problem instead of putting some 
common sense into the problem. 

b 1830 

As a businessman, you nailed it. And 
you were one. For a while in my life I 
was a small businessman. You’ve got to 
know what’s around the corner. You 
can’t hire somebody if there’s unknown 
around the corner. Because when you 
hire them, you get around the corner, 
you might have to fire them because 
that unknown is going to make it to 
where it’s not profitable for you to 
have this person who you hope will 
make your business more profitable. 
They would make it less profitable. 

People don’t seem to understand 
around here. They think people hire 
people because somebody gives them a 
tax incentive or there’s some incentive. 
Somebody gives them a little extra 
money this month. No, you hire some-
one to make your business more profit-

able. It’s about prospering in your busi-
ness. If you don’t need somebody to 
prosper your business, you’re not going 
to hire them. And all of the incentives 
in the world aren’t going to make you 
hire somebody that doesn’t make your 
business work. Whether you’re a little 
bitty business or the biggest business 
in the world, that’s the way it works. 

So the reality is, as they plan—and, 
you know, there was a time, I read an 
article on this, there was a time when 
business planning was relatively short 
term. In fact, one of the things that 
came out of the Great Depression was 
the concept of long-term planning, 
both short-term, mid-term, and long- 
term planning for a businessman be-
cause you needed to know not only 
what was around the next 2 years, or 
the next 5 years. You needed to know 
around at least the next 10 years. 

That’s one of the reasons why when 
we have these tax bills that we have 
passed that will just end on a certain 
day, well, if you know it’s going to end, 
you have to plan around it. You plan to 
avoid it, but when that drop-dead date 
comes up like we’ve got on the Bush 
tax cuts they call them around here, 
businessmen are looking at those and 
asking: What’s that going to mean to 
my bottom line? I don’t know, so I’m 
not hiring. I’m not expanding my busi-
ness. I’m not building a building be-
cause I don’t know what that means. 
Unknown regulations in the minds of 
regulators could change my world, 
could absolutely shake my world. 

So this—and right at this time in 
this economy, when the number one 
thing you hear from every businessman 
you talk to is the unknown, whether it 
be the new financial regulations which 
have made financing unknown, wheth-
er it be the hidden tax increases in the 
health care bill, or whether it be regu-
lations that we don’t understand that 
we were surprised to get, we don’t 
know what’s going to happen, so we’re 
not doing anything. We’re sitting with 
our hands in our pockets, hope there’s 
a little money in those pockets while 
we sit there, and we’re not doing any-
thing until we know what is going on. 
That’s why this moratorium is per-
fect—perfect. 

Mr. RIBBLE. I think there is some-
thing salient here that we really need 
to hit on. We, you and I, believe, as do 
many of our colleagues and, more im-
portantly, small business owners and 
large business owners alike believe 
that this type of bill will actually in-
crease employment. The very inter-
esting point about this is it doesn’t 
cost the taxpayer a penny. What this 
will cause is businesses that have now 
been putting their money in the bank 
and have been holding it because of 
fear, we will unleash that money back 
into the private sector to create jobs 
and get this economy going, and not a 
single penny of taxpayer dollars will be 
expended as a result of this. This is a 
simple thing. 

You know, since the President talked 
to us back in January, over 70,000 pages 
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have been added to the Federal Reg-
ister. Seven thousand pages. 539 rules 
have been deemed significant under Ex-
ecutive Order 12866. Stop and think 
about these numbers: 116.3 million 
hours of annual paperwork burden 
being added. And all of this continues 
to create that uncertainty. Why would 
you as a business owner spend any 
money when you have no clue what 
that future cost will be. 

And just recently, I was talking to 
some friends of mine in my district at 
Thilmany Pulp and Paper Company in 
Kaukauna, Wisconsin, the hometown 
where my roofing company is; and they 
were sharing with me their concerns 
about the EPA clean-air ruling and a 
new rule called Boiler MACT. They 
said if that rule was promulgated, Wis-
consin’s paper industry would be deci-
mated. But what is really most trou-
bling is the fact that this is a revision 
of a rule that they just put in place a 
few years ago. So the entire paper in-
dustry in Wisconsin had to upgrade 
their boilers, spend millions of dollars 
of investment; and then a few years 
later the EPA came back and said, 
whoops, we made a mistake, we need to 
move the bar up again. 

And rightfully so, these business 
owners are calling their Congressman. 
This time it’s me. I’m sure you’ve 
heard from them in your own district, 
asking: Well, if we spend another $50 
million or $60 million, what assurance 
do we have that the EPA won’t move 
the bar next year? And then we have to 
spend it again and again and again. At 
what point is clean air clean air? And 
that’s the problem. 

I’ll tell you, it would be very simple, 
when you start talking in the millions 
and millions of dollars, it’s very simple 
to lose thousands and thousands of 
jobs. This is exactly where our national 
economy is at right now. There has 
been an onslaught of regulations 
dumped on the American entrepreneur. 

Let’s talk a little bit about access to 
credit. I’ve been very critical about the 
Dodd-Frank bill. I understand the in-
tent was to get at Wall Street, and I 
appreciate the intent of getting at the 
things that caused our economic crisis 
back in 2008. 

But what actually happened is it got 
at Main Street. So small business 
banks in my hometown of Appleton, 
they are now spending money and in-
vesting money and hiring regulatory 
analysts when they ought to be hiring 
commercial lenders. You know, most 
jobs created in this country are created 
by small businesses. But in reality, it’s 
really small businesses under 5 years 
old, businesses that need access to 
credit. 

I often wonder would someone like 
Steve Jobs be able to emerge in this 
type of environment today, building 
computers in his garage. I’m sure 
there’s some rule against that now. 
You can’t imagine. I chuckled the 
other day when I saw a famous tele-
vision host on MSNBC standing with 
her hard hat by the Hoover Dam saying 

we need big projects like this; we need 
big thinking like this. Franklin Roo-
sevelt ushered in these great programs 
to create jobs and generate energy. 
This was the boom day of the American 
mind. I had to chuckle thinking there’d 
be no way with the current EPA that 
you could ever, ever build the Hoover 
Dam today. It just wouldn’t happen. 
The environmental rules alone 
wouldn’t allow for it. 

Mr. CARTER. Absolutely. You’d be 
dealing with the EPA. You’d be dealing 
with fish. You’d be dealing with the 
situation on endangered species, and 
that’s clear down to the microscopic 
animals that you can’t even see. All 
that. There’s no way the Hoover Dam 
would get built like that. 

There was a thing on the History 
Channel, I guess it was the night before 
last that I watched, about the building 
of the Alaskan highway. We had gone 
to war with Japan, and everybody 
looked at the United States and said 
my gosh, the Aleutian Islands, a part 
of the Alaskan—at that time Alaskan 
Territory, they’re right close to the 
Japanese, and they’re probably going 
to invade those islands. And how are 
we going to get materials, supplies, and 
men up to Alaska? There was no road 
between the United States and Alaska. 

Nobody checked a single regulatory 
act. Nobody did anything but say: Get 
every bulldozer we’ve got and head for 
the border. We’re cutting a road 
straight up through Canada. We’ll de-
sign it on the way up there. We’ll direc-
tion it on the way up there. They took 
off and they built a road. It was a grav-
el road, but it was the first road that 
connected the lower 48 to Alaska. 

I looked at that thing and I said: My 
gosh, they wouldn’t have gotten a mile 
and a half before they would have been 
enjoined by every kind of group on 
God’s green Earth in this country 
under the present regulations we have 
in place, not even expanded regulations 
which are getting worse, the present 
regulations. 

So when the President made that fa-
mous statement now that I’ve enjoyed 
very much, he laughed and said that I 
found out shovel-ready today is not 
really shovel-ready. And it’s exactly 
the same regulations we’re talking 
about here that keep it from being 
shovel-ready. 

We’re building about a 21-mile 
stretch of highway in my home coun-
ty—trying to build one. We’ve been at 
it for 8 years. The money’s in place. 
Section 1 has got bulldozers sitting on 
the ground because section 1 has been 
approved, and we’re still trying to get 
21 miles of road built through regula-
tions. 

I will say now, after a little work on 
our part, some regulators are being 
pretty reasonable, and we want to 
thank them for it. But the days of the 
Hoover Dam and the Alaskan highway 
will never come back, not with the reg-
ulatory environment we have here. 
What we’re trying to do is not let this 
thing expand any further. We’re not 

trying to kill species. We’re not trying 
to mess up the air, like you said, or the 
water. We’re trying to say we’ve got a 
good situation in place. 

b 1840 
By the way, Mr. President, if it’s a 

national security issue or a national 
emergency, submit it to us. Tell us 
what the emergency is. Let’s visit with 
it, and if that’s the case, this Congress 
will be reasonable. If we need review of 
the courts and the individuals need re-
view of the courts, we provide that in 
here. It’s very respectful of other peo-
ple’s consideration on these rights. For 
a small bill, there’s a lot of good think-
ing in this bill. 

Let me just read you something. This 
came out in the Columbus Dispatch. 
This is a quote from there: 

Obama’s massive intrusions into the heart 
of the Nation’s economy have not helped: 
Buying auto manufacturers and running 
roughshod over bankruptcy law and investor 
rights in the process, taking over the sixth 
of the economy devoted to health care, im-
posing a new regulatory regime on the finan-
cial sector and spending hundreds of billions 
of borrowed dollars with no very great ben-
efit. 

Add to this the recent actions of the Demo-
crat-controlled National Labor Relations 
Board. Perhaps its most damaging move has 
been to bring legal action against aircraft 
manufacturer Boeing Company for building a 
manufacturing plant in South Carolina. The 
NLRB seeks to punish a company for cre-
ating new jobs, at a time when unemploy-
ment is more than 9 percent and the Nation’s 
economic growth barely registers. 

The chilling effect on other companies that 
are considering building new plants is incal-
culable. 

These moves have cowed, usurped, para-
lyzed or blocked the private-sector decision- 
making that is necessary to get the Nation 
moving again. 

That’s a quote from the Columbus 
Dispatch on 9/5/11, this year. And that’s 
a perfect statement of a big picture of 
the regulatory burden that’s made the 
papers. But you can have just as much 
trouble with one bug. So, as we deal 
with this, we’ve got to have something 
that says King’s X until we get this 
economy back rolling. 

I will once again yield to my friend, 
and you tell me if you’ve got other 
things you want to talk about. 

Mr. RIBBLE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I just thought it would be inter-
esting, the President was in here just a 
few weeks ago with his jobs bill, and I 
was struck—I actually came into the 
Chamber with the intent of not really 
being critical but to try to find out 
what is it that we could agree on so we 
could maybe, for the good of the Amer-
ican people, move those things forward. 
But I was struck that the President 
didn’t mention energy a single time. 

Now, we’ve lost millions of jobs in 
the energy sector. Just recently, the 
President decided to punt on Keystone, 
the TransCanada pipeline which would 
have created thousands of jobs by even 
the lowest estimate, thousands of high- 
paying union jobs. Fully, labor was 
supportive of it, and he decided to kind 
of punt on that and not let jobs. 
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It seems like the President’s jobs 

plan is really at the regulatory agen-
cies where, since he’s been sworn into 
office, employment has increased 13 
percent. While the private sector is 
shedding millions of jobs, the President 
has decided to hire thousands of people 
at Federal regulatory agencies. Now, I 
guess it is may be so they can imple-
ment the 3,573 new rules that have been 
put in place since January 2010. 

We have to get to a place where we 
understand the connection between 
employment, the connection between 
costs and jobs, and just American com-
petitiveness. How in the world can we 
have businesses compete in this day 
and age when there’s a constant on-
slaught from the Federal Government? 

I thought I might read a quote from 
CNBC. We asked several CEOs leading 
up to the President’s speech what bold 
steps President Obama could take to 
reduce the 9.1 percent unemployment 
rate. John Schiller, chairman and CEO 
of Energy 21 said: 

If the government would get out of the way 
from a regulation standpoint and let us, 21, 
do what we do good, you’ll see us continue to 
hire and grow this economy. I think that’s a 
message from across the board. 

And I believe it is a message. For 
some reason, it just doesn’t seem like 
the executive branch fully understands 
how this economy actually works. Ob-
stacle after obstacle after obstacle, 
layer upon layer of new rules and regu-
lations, and each one of them hurting 
job growth and employment in this 
country. 

David Park, President and CEO of 
Austin Capital, said: 

Regulations have companies running 
scared. They are coming at businesses, and 
some new regulations are already taking a 
toll while others will soon. This could be a 
real deterrent to future entrepreneurs. 

And since most jobs are created by 
entrepreneurial companies under 5 
years old, the difficulty of actually 
even forming and starting a company 
today is burdensome, and it’s hugely 
complex, all because of this endless 
stream of control and regulations as if 
Washington, D.C., as if you and I, 
Judge, have all the answers. We don’t 
have the answers. The answers are 
found in the private sector. The an-
swers are found in the citizens of this 
great country. 

Recently, we passed a bill just the 
other day on ballast water. I sit on the 
Transportation Committee, and I no-
ticed while reading the bill that the 
Federal Government was going to pro-
mulgate rules for ballast water for 
ships that come into the United States 
and traverse throughout the Great 
Lakes. Now, my home is in Appleton, 
Wisconsin, just near Lake Michigan, 
just south of Green Bay, Wisconsin. 

We have the Port of Green Bay there, 
and the concern was—I was reading the 
bill—that the Federal Government ex-
empted themselves, that they were cre-
ating a whole new level of bureaucracy, 
red tape and rules that they were going 
to promulgate on private shipping com-

panies but not on themselves. So a 
Federal science ship or an EPA vessel 
could traverse the whole globe and not 
have to manage ballast water the same 
way that everybody else did. So I added 
an amendment, and this body passed it, 
that said that if the Federal Govern-
ment is going to promulgate rules on 
private shipping companies, they have 
to live by those same rules themselves. 
It’s high time that the Federal Govern-
ment begins to treat the government 
the same way they treat the private 
sector. I think if we start doing that 
type of thing, some of these problems 
will begin to go away. 

Mr. CARTER. That’s good common 
sense. Thank you for doing that. We 
appreciate it. 

Congressman RIBBLE, I understand 
you have some support for this bill in 
the Senate. Would you like to tell us a 
little bit about that? 

Mr. RIBBLE. Yes. There’s a com-
panion bill that is going through the 
Senate right now. It’s the identical 
piece of legislation. It was crafted by 
Senator RON JOHNSON, a colleague of 
mine from the great State of Wis-
consin. We thought it would be good 
for us to do a project together. We talk 
quite often, and the idea of attaching 
the moratorium to unemployment was 
Senator JOHNSON’s idea. I thought it 
was a terrific idea. And he now has a 
companion piece of legislation. He told 
me that there are more than 20 cospon-
sors in the U.S. Senate. 

And this bill now has over 70 cospon-
sors here in the House of Representa-
tives, and it continues to move for-
ward. I’m very optimistic that we’re 
going to be able to pass this bill 
through this Chamber and send it on 
over to the United States Senate where 
I hope reason will rule the day, that 
they will see this doesn’t remove a sin-
gle safety, it doesn’t restrict any safe-
ty or put something out of the way 
that’s currently in place. It just says 
let’s give the American entrepreneur, 
the American job creator, some breath-
ing space. Let’s give them some room 
to just have some certainty for the 
time being, until unemployment starts 
to get going and the engine of our 
economy starts moving again. 

And I hope that, and I challenge the 
United States Senate, after we send 
this piece of legislation over to them, 
that with most haste that they go 
ahead and pass it. And if they can’t 
pass it, let’s for sure let the U.S. Sen-
ate have a chance and Members of that 
Chamber to vote on it. They kind of 
have a method over there where they 
can protect Members from having to 
make tough decisions. They just table 
a piece of legislation and don’t even 
vote on it. And I would challenge the 
Senate majority leader that when we 
send H.R. 2989 over there, that they 
would actually bring it to a vote, and 
let’s have our U.S. Senate stand up and 
say whether they agree with this or not 
and have them go officially on the 
record about whether they believe that 
regulations are a problem in this econ-
omy or not. 

Mr. CARTER. And when the Amer-
ican people hear that once again we’ve 
got over 20 bills that could have done 
something to turn this economy 
around that have been tabled, I hope 
they will ask themselves, Why did the 
Senate table my job? Because every-
thing’s about jobs. When you table a 
piece of legislation, you’re tabling 
somebody’s job. 

b 1850 

One of the things that a lot of people 
don’t understand—and that’s just be-
cause they don’t think about it; once 
they start thinking about it, they can 
understand it—that they hear some-
thing like the pipeline. I happen to 
have spent every summer of my life 
from the time I was 15 until I grad-
uated from law school working on pipe-
lines. I have worked on pipelines in 
Texas, Louisiana, and overseas in the 
Netherlands in Europe, and in Belgium. 
So I’m an old laborer on the pipeline. 
When you hear ‘‘pipeline,’’ you think 
the pipeline of the pipeline. But the 
number of people involved in laying a 
pipeline and the number of assorted 
jobs you don’t even think about that 
are involved in that are overwhelming. 
In many instances, you’ve got to cut 
roads out to where the pipeline is going 
to be. So you’ve got road builders in-
volved, you’ve got gravel haulers, and 
in some instances asphalt layers, if the 
farmer will let you. 

You’ve got the pipe. The pipe indus-
try is making pipe. The welders are 
welding the joints. The people that are 
surveying are surveying the project. 
The heavy machinery is digging the 
ditch. Many individuals are cleaning 
the ditch with hand shovels because 
it’s got to be a certain way, or you get 
a process which can cause the pipe to 
have an electrical charge on it. Engi-
neers are engineering it; scientists are 
studying it. The product that’s going 
to flow down that pipeline is being 
tested so that you see what stress lev-
els you’re going to have. It creates 
jobs, not just a pipe; but there are hun-
dreds and hundreds of industries that 
are tied to just laying a pipeline. 

If you’re drilling an oil well, the 
same thing. Those offshore drill rigs, 
you know who got hurt bad on that? 
The guys that feed those people out 
there on those rigs and the helicopter 
pilots that fly the food out there. I 
mean, it shut down restaurants and 
closed down helicopter businesses in 
the gulf coast when we had the morato-
rium. We forget those little guys that 
are providing those services for the big 
ExxonMobil or some other platform 
out there. But in reality, there’s thou-
sands of small businesses connected to 
any major project like that. 

A minimum number of jobs for that 
construction on the pipeline, it’s been 
estimated, is 25,000 jobs. I can tell you, 
unless the world has changed a whole 
lot since I was a kid, it’s the best-pay-
ing job for a laborer that I could find in 
the State of Texas for a kid my age. I 
worked until I was 26 years old on 
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those things in the summertime, and it 
still was the best-paying part-time job 
I could find anywhere in the State of 
Texas, or even better, in Europe. 

So the point being that there is a 
domino effect when there is a big 
project like this, or the lumber indus-
try you were describing in your State, 
or the shipping industry on the Great 
Lakes. It’s not just ships that are in-
volved in the shipping industry. It’s 
hundreds of other professions that are 
involved in the shipping industry. 

And when we start thinking about 
that concept, when you go out and hit 
the big guy—people around this coun-
try have got this idea that big guys, 
big things are bad, and they don’t real-
ize that it takes hundreds and some-
times thousands of little guys to keep 
the big guy’s project going. They’re all 
making a living and they’re all raising 
their families and having their homes 
based upon that project. This is the 
concept of what capitalism does and 
free enterprise does for our country. 

And when the regulators stop some-
thing like that pipeline, or when they 
put a moratorium on it until after the 
election so you don’t have to talk 
about it during election time, that 
hurts little guys as well as big guys. 
And it’s a wrong concept. We’ve got to 
make this country once again prosper, 
and it takes a lot of things to make it 
prosper. So we’re just asking for the 
government not to be one of the hin-
drances. And I think that’s what makes 
this a great bill. 

We’re just about out of time. I want 
to thank you for joining me and ex-
plaining the bill and allowing me to be 
an original cosponsor with you on this 
bill so we can work this together. I will 
do everything within my power to as-
sist you in getting this bill to this floor 
and passed through this House; and 
hopefully Senator JOHNSON will get it 
done over in the Senate, and we’ll help 
him where we can. And it will be good 
for America to say time out, time out 
on these regulations. 

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

f 

RIGHT TO VOTE UNDER ATTACK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GONZALEZ) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

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

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the sub-
ject of my Special Order tonight. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, thank 

you for recognizing me, and I thank 
the Democratic leader, Ms. PELOSI, for 
giving me this time. I thank my col-

leagues for listening and for joining me 
in a few minutes. But I am also very 
sorry to be here in a certain respect. 
I’m sorry because I stand here tonight 
to talk about threats to the right of 
American citizens in States across this 
great country to go to the polls and 
cast a ballot in our elections. 

The single most fundamental aspect 
of our democracy—or any democracy— 
is the right to vote, and that right is 
under attack. Mr. Speaker, there is no 
right mentioned more often in the Con-
stitution than the right to vote. In the 
past 207 years we have amended the 
Constitution 15 times. Seven of those 
amendments—almost half of the 
amendments—over the last two cen-
turies are about protecting, in the 
words of the 14th Amendment, the 
right to vote. 

Minorities, women, adults over 18 
years of age, poor citizens, and of 
course citizens of our Nation’s Cap-
ital—at least if only for the Presi-
dential election—all of these groups’ 
right to vote has been enshrined in our 
Constitution. That’s why it is so trou-
bling to see dozens of States passing 
laws that will make it harder for citi-
zens of the United States to vote. 
Whether by denying them the oppor-
tunity to vote after church on Sunday 
before the election day—perhaps be-
cause they cannot take time off work 
on election Day—or requiring them to 
spend time and money to procure a 
birth certificate and a photo ID, the 
only thing that these laws will do is to 
weaken our democracy. They are just 
plain wrong. 

Hopefully, I will be joined by some of 
my colleagues. But I do want to spend 
a little bit of time explaining to the 
American public and to my colleagues 
what this is all about. And I’m going to 
start off by the photo ID voter require-
ment which is being passed obviously 
out of the legislature in the State of 
Texas and to be enacted for the 2012 
election. 

What is it exactly? Well, people will 
say, you mean, you just have to have a 
photo ID? It is not just any photo ID; 
it has to be one that meets all the re-
quirements of a particular State’s 
laws. So you would say, well, how oner-
ous could that possibly be? As I’ve said, 
it is not just any government-issued 
photo ID that will be accepted on elec-
tion day. It has certain requirements. 
So, much to my surprise, I recently 
found out that basically my identifica-
tion and my voting card that all Mem-
bers of Congress use would not be suffi-
cient, would not meet the requirements 
in the great State of Texas. But it 
should not come as any surprise, be-
cause if you are a veteran and you have 
a photo ID that allows you to go to the 
Audie Murphy Memorial Veterans Hos-
pital in San Antonio, Texas, in my dis-
trict, that photo ID will not suffice 
under Texas law. If you’re a student in 
one of our State-supported institutions 
that has your photo on there, has your 
name, all that information, that is not 
going to meet the requirements in the 
State of Texas. 

So you would ask, why would we pass 
these laws? What is the need? What is 
the requirement? Because we all know, 
whether you’re in the State legislature 
or in this great House of Representa-
tives at the Federal level, we don’t pass 
unnecessary laws. So there must be a 
purpose behind these photo ID laws as 
well as other laws that are restricting 
the rights of individuals to exercise the 
right to vote. 

It is to stop fraud. The photo ID, its 
whole purpose is to stop people from 
impersonating an eligible voter. 

b 1900 
Now, you would say, so that must be 

happening across this great country 
and that’s why we need this law. Peo-
ple are impersonating other people. 
People that shouldn’t be voting might 
be impersonating an eligible voter. So 
let’s discuss that, the reason for the 
photo ID in these many States. 

I’m going to give you the example of 
the State of Kansas. The secretary of 
state pushed an ID law on the basis of 
a list of 221 reported instances of voter 
fraud. This all was supposed to have oc-
curred in Kansas since the year 1997. So 
from 1997, for about 13 years, there 
were 221 reported instances of voter 
fraud. When the newspaper, the Wich-
ita Eagle, looked into the local cases 
cited by the secretary of state, they 
found almost all of them were honest 
mistakes. None were attempted to be 
perpetrated by someone impersonating 
someone who they were not. 

A great example of that, and I have 
to read you the excerpt from the Wich-
ita Eagle of October 29, 2010: 

Republican Kris Kobach, who has built his 
campaign for secretary of state around the 
issue of voter fraud, raised the specter of the 
dead voting in Kansas. 

Kobach said in a news conference Thursday 
that 1,966 deceased people were registered to 
vote in Kansas. 

‘‘Every one of those 1,966 identities is an 
opportunity for voter fraud waiting to hap-
pen,’’ he said. Furthermore, he said, some 
were still casting ballots. He gave an exam-
ple of one person—Alfred K. Brewer, a Re-
publican, registered in Sedgwick County 
with a birth date listed of January 1, 1900. 
Brewer, according to the comparison of So-
cial Security records and Kansas voter rolls, 
had died in 1996 yet had voted in the August 
primary, Kobach said. 

Reached Thursday at his home where he 
was raking leaves, Brewer, 78, was surprised 
some people thought he was dead. 

‘‘I don’t think this is heaven, not when I’m 
raking leaves,’’ he said. 

Those are example after example. No 
one can give you a specific example of 
voter fraud based on someone imper-
sonating someone who they should not 
be on Election Day. 

Now, between the years 2002 and 2007, 
a major Department of Justice, at the 
Federal level of course, had a probe 
into voter fraud. The result was failure 
to prosecute a single person for going 
to the polls and impersonating an eligi-
ble voter. Zero prosecutions. After tre-
mendous amounts of manpower, time, 
energy, and money, nothing happened. 

Now, the Brandon Center for Justice, 
the cases for voter fraud, what is it? So 
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if you have a law that is addressing a 
particular offensive-type behavior that 
obviously hurts this great Republic of 
ours, such as voter fraud, surely we 
must have demonstrated, tangible, 
verifiable cases out there. 

The Washington Post, in an editorial, 
was looking at the number of alleged 
voter fraud. And these are not all 
predicated on voter ID. It could be 
some other type of fraud that’s being 
perpetrated. But if you took all of the 
cases that have ever been alleged, this 
is the percentage of the total votes 
cast of those that might be suspect; be-
cause you’ve got to remember, there’s 
going to be a price we’re going to pay 
for this law, and that is it’s going to 
disenfranchise the eligible voter in pur-
suit of the phantom illegal voter. 

In Missouri, if you took all of their 
complaints, it would amount to, when 
compared to the total voter turnout, 
0.0003 percent. In New York, it would 
amount to 0.000009 percent. In New Jer-
sey, it would be 0.0002 percent. 

So where is the voter fraud? What are 
we trying to address in passing these 
laws by the different State legisla-
tures? 

We had a recent occurrence, and this 
was not even a voter ID case, but this 
is where the secretary of state in Colo-
rado, Mr. Gessler, was dropping voters 
from the voting list and not forwarding 
ballots for voting based on that par-
ticular voter not having voted in 2010. 
It didn’t matter if they voted pre-
viously to that. If they did not vote in 
2010, then they were dropped from the 
rolls. 

And what was the reason for that? 
Well, there’s potential voter fraud, po-
tential of fraud. But they could not— 
that secretary of state, when they fi-
nally went to court, could not address, 
could not demonstrate, could not offer 
into evidence one case of voter fraud, 
not one. Based on his suspicions or con-
jecture. 

In 2006, in the great State of Texas, 
my home State, the Texas attorney 
general had a press release, and it was 
entitled, ‘‘Let’s Stamp Out Voter 
Fraud in Texas.’’ Sounds good. Sounds 
like a good thing to do. He could not 
name one, not one single case of fraud 
that would have been stopped by a 
voter ID law in the State of Texas. 

I would yield at this time to my col-
league, the great Representative from 
the great State of New Jersey, RUSH 
HOLT, for such time as he may con-
sume. 

Mr. HOLT. I thank my friend from 
Texas, and I thank him very much for 
setting aside some time for this impor-
tant issue. 

You know, more than a century ago, 
the Supreme Court described the right 
to vote as the most fundamental right 
in our government because it is the 
preservative of all other rights. Indeed, 
that’s true. And many years later, half 
a century ago, President Lyndon John-
son said that ‘‘the vote is the most 
powerful instrument ever devised by 
man for breaking down injustice.’’ 

The vote is the lifeblood of self-gov-
ernment, and it’s one of the most pow-
erful ways that citizens can affect 
change. The integrity of the electoral 
process is fundamental to ensuring 
that the voice of the people is heard. 

I often say that a self-governing 
country such as ours works only if you 
believe it does. And we must make sure 
that every American knows that every 
vote counts, that every vote will be 
counted and that, you know, recog-
nizing how complicated—it’s not as 
simple as we would all like to believe— 
how complicated it is, that we, at the 
Federal level and at the State level, 
are doing everything we can to protect 
the franchise, to protect the franchise 
of each citizen to cast his vote. And it’s 
not just that we want to protect this as 
a right; it’s something we should desire 
for the sake of our country, that we get 
the diversity of opinion. 

Well, what’s happening right now is 
in State after State there’s legislation 
that’s intended to exclude some opin-
ions, exclude some individuals, exclude 
some groups. Of course, this is some-
thing this country has seen in the past 
and worked diligently—yes, through 
Federal law—to correct. It was known 
as a poll tax. There were also literacy 
tests, quite clearly intended to exclude 
African Americans from not just their 
right to vote, but from their obligation 
and their privilege of voting. 

What happens if laws are enacted to 
diminish the integrity and the accessi-
bility of the ballot box for particular 
sectors of society? What happens if 
those disenfranchised voters typically 
vote for candidates representing one 
party? 

Well, I came of age in the throes of 
the civil rights movement, when our 
colleague Representative JOHN LEWIS, 
then a young man who had been tapped 
by Martin Luther King, Jr. to become 
a leader in the movement, was beaten. 
I often say he’s the only Member of 
this Chamber who had his skull 
cracked, literally, to try to earn the 
right for everyone, every citizen to 
vote. 

In the aftermath of those bloody con-
frontations, Congress said there is a 
role for the Federal Government. The 
Voting Rights Act of 1965 was passed, 
and it’s made an enormous difference. 

But we can’t sit back. We can’t rest 
because right now, in State after State, 
there is effort to exclude some people. 
If you require people to jump through a 
lot of hoops, maybe not a lot of money, 
but spend some money, to me, that’s a 
poll tax. 

b 1910 

That is illegal, unconstitutional. We 
thought we had gotten away from it. 
We thought we had gotten away from 
so-called literacy tests where people 
had to jump through some truly unrea-
sonable hurdles in order to vote, where 
prospective voters were quizzed to ask 
how many bubbles there are in a bar of 
soap. Hurdles that could not be 
crossed. 

Well, you know, it sounds reasonable 
when you say you don’t want anyone 
who’s not eligible to be showing up to 
vote. But where are those people? In 
State after State, these ID require-
ments are put in place to deal with a 
problem that doesn’t exist, and mil-
lions of Americans are being excluded 
from voting in order to deal ostensibly 
with this problem of fraud at the poll-
ing place. 

Now, I don’t doubt that in some 
ways, subtle or otherwise, there is 
some fraud. But I have not heard of a 
single immigrant coming across the 
border, walking through the desert of 
our southern States so that they could 
sneak in and cast a ballot some place. 

There are tough laws and severe pen-
alties for people who vote fraudulently 
in the name or address that is intended 
to deceive. But very few people have 
been caught doing that. There are very 
few examples of prosecutions or appre-
hensions or, for that matter, even sus-
picions of this happening. And yet all 
of these laws that are being passed are 
ostensibly to deal with that problem. 
It’s a problem that doesn’t exist in 
nearly 5 million Americans by esti-
mates from such people as the Brennan 
Center of the law school at NYU. Five 
million people might be excluded from 
this. 

So I thank my friend from Texas for 
engaging in this discussion tonight. In-
deed, this is the right that preserves all 
other rights. What could be more im-
portant? It is cynical, it is disingen-
uous, it is un-American what people 
are doing in a very systematic way to 
exclude large groups of people from 
voting to solve a problem, an imagi-
nary problem that’s been trumped up. I 
believe it’s been trumped up just so 
that they could exclude large numbers 
of people from voting. 

I thank my friend for raising this 
critically important question. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. I thank my col-
league from New Jersey, and I appre-
ciate his words of encouragement here 
to address what is going on in this 
country as we speak. As a matter of 
fact, there are other laws that are 
awaiting legislative action in different 
States. 

I return still because I think people 
have a legitimate and good faith ques-
tion about what are these laws sup-
posed to address. And it’s supposed to 
be about fraud. Mr. Speaker, let me ad-
dress the claim of fraud once more. 

There is no voter fraud that is going 
to be stopped by denying a 96-year-old 
woman in Tennessee her voter ID card 
because her last name doesn’t match 
the name on her birth certificate, and 
she doesn’t have a copy of her marriage 
certificate showing the change. There 
is no voter fraud that will be stopped 
by denying Floridians the right to vote 
after church on Sunday before election 
day. 

Is that because there is no fraud? Not 
really. Fraud isn’t about voters going 
to polls when they’re not eligible. It’s 
about the two individuals in the State 
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of Maryland who were indicted earlier 
this year for organizing deceptive 
robocalls to keep voters from the polls. 
It’s about the robocalls last month in 
the State of Ohio telling people that 
the election was on a Wednesday. This 
is about the group in Houston, Texas, 
that just hosted a man who said that 
registering the poor to vote is un- 
American and ‘‘like handing out bur-
glary tools to criminals.’’ That’s the 
fraud that’s really perpetrated on 
Americans today. 

It’s an old story of keeping people 
away from the polls when we should be 
encouraging them to vote. These new 
voter ID laws and law curtailing early 
voting or election day registration 
won’t stop this kind of fraud, and the 
kind of fraud that would stop simply 
does not exist. 

The previous administration, as I 
noted earlier, nearly broke the civil 
rights division of the Department of 
Justice in its quest to find this kind of 
voter fraud that voter ID would stop. 
They couldn’t find any because it does 
not happen. But these laws will have a 
powerful effect. They will deny mil-
lions of Americans the right to partici-
pate in this democracy. 

So we know what the law is. We 
know what it is intended to address, 
but doesn’t really exist which is that 
kind of fraud. But what is the cost? 

Mr. Speaker, all of us in this Cham-
ber understand that when we pass leg-
islation, we always look at the cost- 
benefit aspect of it. In other words, 
does the good really outweigh the bad? 
Is it worth the investment because 
there’s going to be some consequence. 
In this case, it would not pass any kind 
of scrutiny if we really look at what 
it’s going to cost Americans and how 
it’s going to benefit Americans. 

Now, the NAACP in a brief from No-
vember 1 of this year cited the fol-
lowing information: 11 percent of eligi-
ble voters in this country, 11 percent of 
eligible American citizen voters, 21 
million strong, don’t have updated 
State-issued photo IDs. So who’s going 
to be impacted? Potentially 21 million 
eligible American citizen voters. 

But of that 21 million, 25 percent will 
be African Americans, 14 percent are 
families or individuals that earn less 
than $35,000 a year, 18 percent will be 
seniors over the age of 65. But even 20 
percent will be individuals between the 
ages of 18 and 29. 

So I was asking a colleague, why do 
we do the analysis? What is the benefit 
and what is the cost? And many times 
we’ll say, well, the cost is beneficial 
because it’s worth that kind of invest-
ment if we get any kind of return. 

Let me point out the fallacy of these 
laws when we actually apply the test 
because when we talk about numbers, 
they are mere numbers in the abstract; 
but these are real American voters 
that will be denied their right to vote 
when they go to that polling place and 
are informed that they need a State- 
issued photo ID. 

There is no more fundamental right 
than that of voting, and a barrier that 

stops 1 percent of the people from vot-
ing is not acceptable merely because 99 
percent of the people are still able to 
vote. Think of that proposition. 

b 1920 

You simply are saying, well, if we 
just deny 1 percent, 2 percent, 3 per-
cent, or 5 percent, you still have 90- 
something percent of the population, of 
the registered and eligible voters, who 
are still going to be able to vote. But 
think in terms if that were your vote 
or if that were a family member’s vote. 
Every vote is precious in this country, 
and there is no evidence to support 
that what you’re addressing is a wide-
spread problem that will disenfranchise 
many, many thousands—hundreds of 
thousands and even millions—of Amer-
ican voters. That’s what we’re facing 
here today. That’s what the analysis 
shows. 

So, even if the lies of any scrutiny 
would show that this is ill-conceived, it 
will not produce the result that you’re 
seeking because the problem that 
you’re trying to remedy does not exist. 
There is a price that will be paid, and 
the price will be paid by many dis-
proportionately—by seniors and mi-
norities and by those who may not be 
in the upper economic scales of this 
country. 

It is now my honor to yield such time 
as he may consume to my colleague 
from the great State of Florida, who 
can tell us many things about the Flor-
ida experience, Congressman TED 
DEUTCH. 

Mr. DEUTCH. I thank my friend for 
yielding, and I thank him for the op-
portunity to come and join with him 
tonight to address an issue of great 
concern to many Americans. 

We’re here tonight because Repub-
lican State legislatures across the Na-
tion are passing laws to make it harder 
for people to exercise their right to 
vote. The story they tell is one of 
rampant voter fraud that threatens the 
integrity of our elections and the very 
foundation of our democracy. It’s a 
scary story. Imagine—just imagine— 
mobs of illegally registered voters en-
tering our poll booths and hijacking 
our elections. 

However, there is something far scar-
ier than the story that’s being told— 
and that’s the reality. It’s the reality 
that our electoral system is not under 
siege by voter fraud but, instead, by an 
historically deliberate and ongoing ef-
fort to suppress the votes of America’s 
minorities, seniors, students, and other 
traditionally Democratic voters. 

Now, while this is a nationwide 
trend, there is no question that the re-
cent voting law passed in Florida takes 
the cake for radically infringing on 
voting rights. Ask any Floridian. Flor-
ida doesn’t have a history of voter 
fraud. Florida has a history of voter 
suppression. This is a State that didn’t 
ratify the 19th Amendment, guaran-
teeing women the right to vote, until 
1969. This is the State where, in 2000, 
Secretary of State Katherine Harris 

eliminated 57,000 votes, mostly of mi-
norities, simply because their names 
resembled those of persons convicted of 
crimes. They were wiped from the vot-
ing rolls. Now, our current Governor, 
Governor Scott, wasn’t in Florida in 
2000 when George Bush’s legal team 
fought to stop counting the votes, 
when Katherine Harris certified elec-
tion results without including the re-
count from my own Palm Beach Coun-
ty, and when the Supreme Court 
stopped a manual recount of votes. 
Florida is the State where thousands of 
seniors, whom I am so privileged to 
represent today, headed to the polls on 
election day in 2000 and never had their 
voices heard. 

That was hard work. It was hard 
work silencing the voices of the voters. 
HB 1355, the Florida election law, the 
voter suppression law, makes it child’s 
play. 

Florida is the State where, in 2008, 
when Governor Charlie Crist extended 
early voting hours, Republican officials 
decried the fact that better access to 
voting would likely cost them the elec-
tion. Now Florida is the State that is 
serving as a model for Republican leg-
islatures across the country that are 
looking for ways to suppress turnout at 
the polls. 

HB 1355 eliminates the ability of vot-
ers to update their addresses or names 
at the polls due to marriage, divorce, 
or even military base relocation. Those 
voters now have to cast provisional 
ballots, which will likely go uncounted. 

HB 1355 also cuts early voting from 14 
days to 8 because of the fact that the 
United States of America is one of the 
few democracies in the world where not 
declaring election day a national holi-
day is simply not restrictive enough. 

HB 1355 also allows absentee ballots 
to be arbitrarily tossed out of elections 
because of poor handwriting. The men 
and women I represent who may suffer 
from Parkinson’s disease or arthritis 
or from the aftereffects of a stroke will 
have their votes thrown out because 
their quivering hands make their sig-
natures look sloppy. 

Perhaps most disturbing is how HB 
1355 cripples the ability of third-party 
groups, like the Boy Scouts and the 
League of Women Voters and the 
NAACP, to run voter registration 
drives. In fact, any third party, includ-
ing high school civics teachers, that of-
fers to help students register to vote 
must turn in the registration forms 
within 48 hours or face fines. 

By passing HB 1355, Florida has pro-
vided States across the country with a 
blueprint for the voter suppression of 
minorities, seniors, students, and other 
Democratic voters. 

The voter fraud bogeyman may be a 
scary story, but it cannot compare to 
the very real and very blatant voter 
suppression efforts of Republican legis-
latures across America. Perhaps, be-
cause they know they can’t win fairly, 
they need to suppress voters, not be-
cause of imaginary voter fraud, but be-
cause of real Americans—real Ameri-
cans who have seen the true colors of a 
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Republican agenda that ends Medicare, 
that slashes education, that eliminates 
jobs, and that limits economic oppor-
tunity for working families. Real 
Americans have had enough, and they 
have the right to express themselves by 
exercising the most basic, the most 
fundamental right in our Nation—the 
right to vote. 

I thank you for organizing this op-
portunity tonight for us to make very 
clear to all who are watching that we 
won’t let them take that right away. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. I thank my col-
league from Florida. 

At this time, I yield to a dear friend 
and colleague who is also from the 
great State of Florida, Congresswoman 
DEBBIE WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, for such 
time as she may consume. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

It’s really wonderful that the gen-
tleman from Texas has organized this 
opportunity to have Members come to 
the floor and highlight our concerns 
and our commitment to protect the 
fundamental right and the very bed-
rock of our Democratic principles—the 
right to vote. 

I am pleased to stand with so many 
of my colleagues who all share my deep 
concern over the organized, insidious 
effort now underway in many States to 
disenfranchise millions of Americans 
and to silence their voices in our de-
mocracy. These efforts are purported 
to combat so-called rampant voter 
fraud; yet no investigative effort to 
date has found voter fraud to be a 
major problem in our Nation, so no one 
should fall for this ruse. As my col-
league from Florida just outlined, 
every American should understand and 
be concerned about the political dis-
enfranchisement that is going on in 
many States, including in my home 
State of Florida. State legislatures are 
attempting to impose voting restric-
tions that are the modern day equiva-
lent of poll taxes and literacy tests. 

Now, let me be clear. The foundation 
of our participatory democracy, of our 
democratic society, is rooted in the 
right to vote, in the right to choose our 
elected leaders, to have representation 
in government, to have input on the 
major policies of the day—the right to 
have our voices heard. That’s why 
more than 250 years ago we threw off 
the shackles of the British Empire that 
denied American colonists representa-
tion in Parliament. 

The fight toward universal suffrage 
has been long and arduous, but it is a 
fight worth fighting. As May Wright 
Sewall, a leader of the women’s suf-
frage movement in 19th century Amer-
ica, said: 

Universal suffrage is the only guar-
antee against despotism. Just as those 
who came before us have fought to gain 
and retain the right to vote, we, too, 
must stand vigilantly against those 
who seek to limit it. Each time I cast 
a ballot, I am reminded that it is a 
right not to be ignored. Less than a 
century ago, the women who came be-
fore us were denied the right to have 
their voices heard. Women during that 

time were confronted by a wealth of ar-
guments against our right to suffrage. 
Women did not want the vote or 
women were already represented by 
their husbands or—one of my favor-
ites—a woman’s place is in the house. 

b 1930 
Well, I would agree with that last 

statement, if we’re talking about the 
House of Representatives, with the 
note that a woman’s place is also in 
the Senate, the Governor’s office, and 
in all seats of government. The women 
who fought for my right to vote were 
beaten, jailed, ostracized, and tor-
mented. But still, they kept on and 
persevered because they knew that the 
women of our great Nation should not 
be deprived this fundamental right. So, 
no, we will not stand by and allow any-
one’s voting rights to be threatened, 
not on our watch. And many of our col-
leagues also know this fight too well. 

Despite the passage of the 14th and 
15th Amendments, giving citizens equal 
protection under the law and the right 
to vote regardless of their race, African 
Americans still faced more than a cen-
tury of overt voter suppression. And 
while we made huge gains with the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965, a seminal 
moment in our Nation’s history where 
we declared that truly no election law 
can deny or abridge voting rights be-
cause of race or color, we cannot afford 
to sit back and just declare the fight 
over. 

The struggle for universal suffrage is 
not over. We cannot allow State legis-
latures to drag our Nation backwards 
in what is nothing more than a polit-
ical quest to protect their governing 
majority’s interests. 

A little more than 10 years ago, Flor-
ida experienced election day turmoil 
that reminded us all how important it 
is to remain on guard against dis-
enfranchisement. The many irregular-
ities that occurred in my home State 
during the 2000 elections were a painful 
reminder of how rights can be denied. 

The Commission on Civil Rights re-
port on the 2000 election in Florida 
found ‘‘widespread voter disenfran-
chisement.’’ As Commissioner Chair-
person Mary Frances Berry stated at 
the time, ‘‘It is not a question of a re-
count or even an accurate count, but 
more pointedly the issue is those whose 
exclusion from the right to vote 
amounted to a ‘no count.’ ’’ 

In the last year, scores of States, in-
cluding Florida, have passed laws re-
stricting access to the polls. A recent 
Brennan Center report found that these 
changes in State voting laws will like-
ly suppress the vote of more than 5 
million voters nationwide. We need 
look no further than my own home 
State of Florida to see the threat 
against universal suffrage. The Florida 
law passed last spring restricts both 
voter registration and voting opportu-
nities. It was championed by Governor 
Rick Scott and passed by the Repub-
lican-led legislature which has over-
whelming majorities in both the House 
and the Senate. 

First, it restricts the ability of non-
partisan organizations or individuals 

from helping citizens register to vote. 
It fines people in groups up to $1,000 per 
voter if registration isn’t turned in 
within 48 hours. Just the other day, a 
teacher was sanctioned and is now 
being prosecuted because she didn’t 
turn in her students’ voter registra-
tions within the new amended time 
frame that voter registration cards 
have to be turned in. And now she is 
being subjected to a significant fine per 
vote. 

As a result of this law, the League of 
Women Voters, a champion of non-
partisan voting rights for over seven 
decades, has suspended its voter reg-
istration operations in Florida because 
they can’t take the risk to think that 
they would be bankrupted by this abso-
lutely unfair, terrible law. 

Second, the Florida law rolls back 
early voting opportunities, including 
the Sunday before an election. It elimi-
nates voting on the Sunday before an 
election. And I can tell you firsthand 
how important weekend early voting is 
for the thousands of seniors who live in 
my district and for millions all across 
the State. 

Also in 2008, African Americans and 
Hispanics, who together make up 
roughly one-quarter of Florida voters, 
accounted for more than half of all vot-
ers on the final Sunday of early voting. 
So do we think it’s a coincidence that 
that group of voters, which voted over-
whelmingly for Democratic candidates, 
now suddenly has their right to vote on 
that particular Sunday removed from 
them? 

As far as we have come in our society 
in broadening the scope of civil rights, 
we cannot afford to revert to a time 
when it was acceptable to limit the 
rights of a select few. We are not 
meant to have a government of some 
people, by some people, for some peo-
ple. I hope my colleagues will join me 
in ensuring that we uphold President 
Abraham Lincoln’s democratic ideal of 
government for all the people, elected 
by all the people. 

I thank the gentleman from Texas 
for the opportunity to speak tonight. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. I thank my col-
league from Florida. 

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to enter into colloquy with my 
colleagues from Florida and New Jer-
sey. I guess I’m just going to pose the 
question: So what if just a few people 
are denied access to the ballot box? It’s 
just a few. And after all, we’re trying 
to see if there’s any kind of provable, 
tangible fraud going on. Now, they 
haven’t been able to prove any fraud 
based on identification, of course. But 
you pointed out in your remarks what 
happened in Florida in 2000. 

How many votes in Florida actually 
determined who was going to be Presi-
dent of the United States of America? 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 537. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. And we’ve already 
touched on estimates of how millions 
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of eligible American citizen voters 
don’t have a current State-issued ID. 
The number is in the millions. And in 
Florida, it was less than 600 votes. 

I don’t know the experience in New 
Jersey. But it would seem—and I went 
over this earlier, and I don’t know if 
my colleagues were here—we passed 
laws in this Chamber, and we always 
try to demonstrate that we’re trying to 
remedy a situation that is true in ex-
istence. And the manner in which we 
do it—we look at cost benefits. We 
can’t prove fraud; but I can assure you, 
we can prove beyond a shadow of a 
doubt that people will be denied access 
to the polls. 

Mr. HOLT. I thank my friend from 
Texas. 

The history of America has been a 
history of expanding the franchise, the 
opportunity, the right to vote. And it’s 
based on this principle that we often 
talk about in this Chamber but maybe 
don’t pay enough attention to, which is 
the principle of equality under the law. 
We’re not just saying that, Yes, every-
body can vote—well, unless you are dis-
abled, and you can’t get into the poll-
ing place. Or everybody can vote ex-
cept, well, if you’re 75 years old, 85 
years old, you are no longer driving, 
and you have let your driver’s license 
expire, and, no, you haven’t gotten 
down to the Department of Motor Ve-
hicles to get another one. Or we’ll let 
everybody vote—well, as long as you 
pay a tax or if your grandfather voted 
or if you can cross these hurdles. 

Our history has been a history of say-
ing everybody is equal under the law. 
And we don’t put artificial hurdles in 
place. The 15th Amendment said you 
can’t deny African Americans the right 
to vote. In 1915, the Supreme Court 
said, The grandfather clauses are un-
constitutional, which would outlaw ex-
emptions from literacy requirements 
for voters whose grandfathers had been 
eligible to vote at the time of the Civil 
War. 

The 19th Amendment said women can 
vote. The 23rd Amendment said citi-
zens of the District of Columbia could 
vote in Presidential elections. The 24th 
Amendment outlawed poll taxes. And 
in 1965, as I referred to earlier, in the 
aftermath of the march across the Ed-
mund Pettus Bridge in Selma, the Vot-
ing Rights Act was passed, which pro-
hibits discrimination on the basis of 
race or language-minority status. It 
prohibits the use of suppressive tactics 
in various poll tests. 

I could go on. The 18-year-old vote, 
the Americans with Disabilities Act, 
which requires equal access to voting 
places, the National Voter Registration 
Act, the ‘‘Motor Voter Act,’’ these are 
all based on the principle of equality 
under the law. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I would be happy to yield. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank 

you. 
In answer to the gentleman from 

Texas’ question, what’s wrong with it, 

is this is supposed to be a country that 
affords everyone—regardless of any 
category that you fall into—the oppor-
tunity to vote. The voter suppression 
laws that have been passed by Repub-
lican legislatures, championed by Re-
publican Governors across the country, 
have systematically targeted specific 
groups of individuals based on their 
propensity to vote differently than the 
legislators who support those laws 
would like to see them vote. 

In other words, they are essentially 
blocking access to the polls for people 
who vote against their interests, 
against Republican interests. Blocking 
anyone’s access to the polls is unac-
ceptable to begin with, but insidiously 
trying to influence the outcome of an 
election through systematically chang-
ing the law to prevent people who are 
likely to go to the polls to vote for 
your opponent is the most heinous 
form of antidemocratic policy. I mean, 
it’s the kind of policy that you would 
see in countries that we abhor, coun-
tries that we criticize. 

b 1940 
For example, let’s take the photo ID 

laws, and we have a photo ID law in 
Florida. There are photo ID laws across 
the country. You may have told the 
story about the 96-year-old woman 
from Tennessee. I’m sure you’ve al-
ready talked about that this evening. If 
you look at the statistics, which you 
may have gone over as well, 11 percent 
of Americans don’t have a photo ID—11 
percent. Twenty-five percent of African 
Americans don’t have a photo ID, and I 
don’t know the number, I was looking 
for the statistic for Hispanics. 

It is unacceptable to say that the 
only way you can identify somebody is 
by requiring them to carry a photo 
identification in order to vote. That’s 
just ridiculous. Modern technology 
today allows for signature matches. All 
of our supervisors of elections have the 
signatures on file either in the old- 
fashioned way, written on a piece of 
paper, or scanned into a computer 
where they can match the signatures. 
That’s how they have done it for many 
years in Florida until they imposed the 
photo ID law. All photo ID laws are an 
obstacle in the path of an individual 
who is more likely to go and vote for 
someone who is not a Republican. I’m 
sorry, elections should be won fair and 
square. 

Mr. HOLT. And continuing to answer 
the gentleman’s question: Who cares? 
Why does it matter? My friend from 
Florida has talked about how millions 
can be disenfranchised, excluded by the 
photo ID laws. Additionally, State 
after State has made it more difficult 
to conduct voter registration drives. So 
people who are eligible, who should be 
voting, are prevented from or hindered 
in their registration. And hundreds of 
thousands, we expect, would be ex-
cluded because of registration drives. 
And there are other restrictions, too, 
that I will talk about in a moment. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I just 
want to tell a story on that very spe-

cific restriction. We had the Repub-
lican secretary of state in Florida re-
cently ask the attorney general to 
start assessing $50 fines for each of the 
76 voter registration applications that 
were submitted by a high school teach-
er in Santa Rosa County. There was no 
indication of foul play. The applica-
tions were of individuals who appeared 
to be eligible Florida voters. They were 
high school kids who were 18 and were 
eligible to vote. But because Florida 
has changed the law under the Repub-
lican voter suppression law that re-
quires registration to be turned in 
within 48 hours, and it used to be 10 
days, this teacher got fined because she 
was trying to help her students reg-
ister to vote and didn’t get them in 
under the new time limit. 

Mr. HOLT. So I ask the gentlelady, 
how many other patriotic Americans 
are going to be deterred from asking 
their friends, their neighbors—in this 
case, maybe students—from registering 
for fear that they’ll be prosecuted if 
they don’t dot the I’s just right? 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Ex-
actly. The League of Women Voters in 
my State, Mr. HOLT, has registered vot-
ers in Florida for seven decades and 
suspended their voter registration ac-
tivity after this law passed because 
they can’t take the risk. The organiza-
tion would become bankrupt. Can you 
imagine, the League of Women Voters 
no longer registers people to vote in 
the State of Florida. 

Mr. HOLT. And then in other 
States—who cares, my friend asks—in 
other States, they’re making it harder 
to cast absentee ballots. So that’s 
going to exclude people. 

You know, you don’t have to be a 
conspiracy theorist to see behind this a 
purpose of exclusion. This is not, Oh, 
we’re just trying to clean up the proce-
dures here to make sure that it’s all 
neat and tidy. No, this is deliberate ex-
clusion. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Well, the curious 
thing, and I know the gentlelady from 
Florida has already pointed it out, 
there is no doubt that certain segments 
of voters are being targeted. This isn’t 
an even application whose con-
sequences will be felt across equally all 
sectors or segments of the voting popu-
lation. We know what is really going 
on, and it is an asserted, directed ef-
fort. And some people may find it ex-
ceedingly hard to believe that that’s 
what these laws will actually accom-
plish rather than the lofty goal of 
somehow eliminating, addressing voter 
fraud when we’ve already stated that 
you don’t have any demonstrable evi-
dence that the fraud is occurring. 

Now, I do want to say in Texas, we 
just had this new photo ID law passed, 
and so I went to the Secretary of 
State’s Office and I went to the Depart-
ment of Public Safety which is charged 
and tasked with the duty of providing 
this election ID, photo ID. Now, this is 
the amazing thing. The Department of 
Public Safety in the State of Texas has 
not been appropriated one extra dollar 
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for this added burden. They are not 
going to have extended hours. They are 
going to have the regular hours. 
They’re not going to have any mobile 
units of any type. They will continue 
using their existing facilities which are 
already taxed to the limit by individ-
uals who are going in there just for 
regular business. 

Now, this is the State of Texas. You 
may not believe this, but I think Flor-
ida is a pretty big State. New Jersey, 
not as big. But you can have a distance 
of 100 miles from some of our towns to 
the nearest DPS office. Now, why 
would that be important? You don’t 
have a Texas driver’s license, so that 
tells you you’re going to have to get 
someone to drive you to the DPS sta-
tion. And then you’re going to be in the 
same line. Maybe they’ll queue it a lit-
tle differently, whatever it is, but I’ll 
tell you now, the Texas experience is 
no different than most other States 
where you stand in line for inordinate 
amounts of time. If we’re talking about 
the elderly, if we’re talking about 
those who have some sort of a physical 
handicap, they can still go out and 
vote because they’re so proud of the 
right to vote that they’ve been exer-
cising for 60-plus years. 

I would yield to the gentlelady from 
Florida. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank 
you. 

Because in some States it’s equally 
as bad. It is certainly bad enough in 
Texas they’re not putting more funding 
in to make sure those people have more 
access to get those photo IDs. But in 
some States, because of the budget 
cuts, they’re systematically, in com-
munities that have large African 
American populations and large His-
panic populations, shutting down driv-
er’s license offices, so it’s even harder 
for those communities to go and get a 
photo ID. 

This has been insidious. The dis-
turbing thing about this is that it’s 
clear that these Republican legisla-
tures, led by Republican Governors, 
just don’t think that they can win an 
election on the merits. And so they 
need an insurance policy because, in 
the event voters actually decide that 
no, Republicans aren’t interested in 
creating jobs, no, they’re not inter-
ested in getting the economy turned 
around, and, gee, maybe I’d like to ac-
tually go to the polls and vote for the 
candidate of my choice, they are using 
the insurance policy of voter suppres-
sion laws to make sure that people who 
are likely to go to the polls and vote 
for someone other than them can’t do 
it. It’s un-American. It’s unacceptable. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. I believe we still 
have at least 5 minutes, and I surely 
wanted to reference an article that was 
written by our colleague from Georgia, 
JOHN LEWIS. Mr. HOLT, I think, has al-
ready referred to Mr. LEWIS’ illus-
trative career in the civil rights move-
ment and such, but I would like to read 
the last couple of paragraphs because 
coming from JOHN LEWIS it is special 

because he’s lived the worst of times 
and he knows that it’s been a progres-
sion, a slow one, and we’re not there 
yet. To somehow return to those old 
days under the guise of some sort of 
voter fraud, which again has not been 
demonstrated, we know the cost is 
going to far exceed the benefits. 

This is what he said: 
These restrictions purportedly apply to all 

citizens equally. In reality, we know that 
they will disproportionately burden African 
Americans and other racial minorities, yet 
again. They are poll taxes by another name. 

The King Memorial reminds us that out of 
a mountain of despair we may hew a stone of 
hope. Forty-eight years after the March on 
Washington, we must continue our work 
with hope that all citizens will have an un-
fettered right to vote. Second-class citizen-
ship is not citizenship at all. 

We’ve come some distance and have made 
great progress, but Dr. King’s dream has not 
been realized in full. New restraints on the 
right to vote do not merely slow us down. 
They turn us backward, setting us in the 
wrong direction on a course where we have 
already traveled too far and sacrificed too 
much. 

b 1950 

Mr. Speaker, how much time re-
mains? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JOHNSON of Ohio). The gentleman has 
approximately 51⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. I’d like to yield 
time to each of my colleagues as we 
close out the Special Order. 

I would first recognize the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT). 

Mr. HOLT. I thank the gentleman. 
So, as efforts are made to put hurdles 

in the way to require proof that is dif-
ficult or expensive to get, that is, if of-
fices are closed, and open periods for 
absentee ballots are shrunk, and early 
voting is discontinued as it has been in 
some States—in fact, Florida, Georgia, 
Ohio, Tennessee, and West Virginia 
have succeeded enacting bills that re-
duce early voting—all of this serves 
only to reduce the dignity of Ameri-
cans by saying the principle of equality 
applies except for some people, some 
people as I said, who might have phys-
ical disabilities or might be elderly or 
might be low income. 

But, more than that, it deprives us of 
a working democracy. The reason, the 
history of America has been a history 
of expanding the franchise so that we 
could have a more stable, productive 
democracy. We want everyone to vote. 
It makes this a richer country in every 
way. 

I thank the gentleman for setting 
aside this time. I can’t think of a more 
important topic to be debated in this 
great Chamber. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. I thank my col-
league for his participation and his 
words. 

I would yield to my colleague from 
Florida. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding, and 
thank you for the opportunity for call-
ing us together on this very important 
topic. I just want to close out my time 

very briefly by saying to the gentlemen 
from Texas and New Jersey that we are 
not going to lay down and just allow 
these laws to stand, that there are civil 
rights organizations, as we speak, pur-
suing these laws because we know that 
they are violations of people’s, of indi-
viduals’ constitutional rights. 

We know they are violations of the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965. We know 
that the Justice Department is review-
ing many of these laws because they 
have to be precleared under the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965. So people should 
know that while we are here expressing 
grave concern, we are certainly not 
only using our voices to fight these in-
sidious laws; we are standing up for the 
franchise, standing up for the right to 
vote and making sure that, as Demo-
crats, we go to bat to make sure every 
eligible voter has an opportunity to 
cast their vote for the person that is 
the individual that they want to rep-
resent them in this representative de-
mocracy. We are standing against indi-
viduals who try to fix the outcome of 
elections by blocking people’s access to 
the polls. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. I thank my col-
league from Florida, I thank the 
Speaker, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BACA. I want to recognize my col-
leagues, Mr. HOYER and Mr. GONZALEZ, for or-
ganizing this special order hour. 

The United States is the land of opportunity, 
and it functions on the premise that every 
American citizen has natural given rights out-
lined in our Constitution. 

Maybe the most important of these rights is 
the right to make our voices heard in the vot-
ing booth. 

Unfortunately, some states in our great na-
tion have passed laws that actively work to 
suppress this sacred right. 

The Republican leadership in Wisconsin, 
Kansas, South Carolina, Tennessee, and 
Texas have all passed measures that dras-
tically change Voter-ID requirements. 

In Wisconsin—elderly and disabled voters 
will no longer be able to use their Social Secu-
rity identification to vote. 

In Texas—student IDs will no longer be rec-
ognized at the polls. 

These types of measures have the potential 
to impact 5 million voters in the United States. 

Those impacted are most likely to be the 
youth, minority, elderly, disabled, and low-in-
come voters. 

Some claim that the reason for such meas-
ures is to combat ‘‘voter fraud.’’ But there is 
absolutely no evidence to prove this theory 
true. 

Since October 2002—86 individuals have 
been convicted of federal crimes relating to 
election fraud, while over 196 million ballots 
have been cast in federal general elections. 

Voter fraud is exceedingly rare, and when it 
does happen, it’s doesn’t occur at the polls 
through impersonation. 

It happens through misinformation about 
polling locations, voter roll purges, or even 
ballot stuffing and electronic voting system 
manipulation. 

There are 21 million Americans who do not 
have government-issued photo identification. 
They do not deserve to have their rights 
stripped away from them. 
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This number includes 18 percent of the el-

derly, 16 percent of Latinos, 25 percent of Afri-
can American, 20 percent of young people, 
and 15 percent of people who earn under 
$35,000 yearly. 

These misguided laws clearly create a dis-
proportionate burden on racial minorities, sen-
iors, young people, and low-wage workers. 

The fees to obtain an ID can range from 
$20 to $100, and the costs of getting the re-
quired paperwork such as birth certificates, 
passports or naturalization papers can be 
costlier. 

Many foreign-born Americans—who are le-
gally allowed to vote—lack papers such as 
birth certificates required to obtain a driver’s li-
cense or state ID. 

These laws go against the fundamental 
foundations of our democracy. 

They are unconstitutional and violate a citi-
zen’s right to voice their opinion through the 
form of a ballot. 

Every citizen should easily be able to have 
their say in an election. 

These laws are voter suppression—plan 
and simple—and we will no longer stand for it. 

Many compare these laws to the poll taxes 
adopted by Southern states to discourage Afri-
can-Americans from voting after the Civil War. 

Have we really reverted back to this men-
tality? 

We’ve made so much progress as a nation 
of equality for all, but these laws are making 
us take a step backwards. 

Simply put, this is a threat to our democratic 
process. 

Our right to vote should not be determined 
by any political agenda. 

Many countries around the world do not 
have the universal right to vote as we have 
here. 

Americans are able to speak freely, and 
write about their issues or concerns without 
fear of being reprimanded. 

Politically, they voice their opinions through 
the vote, and stripping or limiting that natural 
born right is in complete violation of how I can 
be here today. 

It is an infringement on our democracy. 
I know that if we come together—we can 

and will do better than this. 
Again—I thank Whip HOYER and CHC 

Chairman GONZALEZ for organizing this special 
order. 

f 

INTEGRITY IN GOVERNMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it is 
always my privilege to be recognized to 
address you here on the floor of the 
House of Representatives. And I find it 
a bit ironic that I’m watching the Rep-
resentatives from Florida, New York 
and Texas speak to the Speaker pro 
tem just previous to you about the 
election situation. I’m thinking about 
the 2000 election when it was re-
ported—not substantiated to my satis-
faction—but reported that as many as 
25,000 people from New York voted both 
in New York and in Florida either for 
a President from Texas or one from 
Tennessee where the Speaker pro tem 
momentarily ago was from. That’s a 

bit of an irony as I listen to this dis-
cussion that’s going on about the elec-
tion process here in the United States. 

And I think there’s too little concern 
on the part of my colleagues whom I do 
respect and appreciate and count as 
friends in many respects. I think 
there’s too much focus on how you get 
more warm bodies to the polls as many 
times as possible and not enough on 
the legitimate vote. 

Now as I listened, the gentleman 
from Texas said there’s no demon-
strable evidence that fraud is occur-
ring. I would disagree. I think convic-
tions are demonstrable evidence, and 
the convictions particularly in Troy, 
New York, of election fraud. I have 
seen it in the State of Iowa in a fashion 
that didn’t result in convictions, but I 
have conviction that it happened. We 
have paid too little attention to elec-
tion fraud in the case that I mentioned 
of people voting in the State of New 
York and in the State of Florida. If 
they do both, they surely can’t be law-
fully voting in each of the States. They 
may not be lawfully able to vote in ei-
ther State, but voting in both States. 

And how does that happen, Mr. 
Speaker? This is an unexamined sub-
ject matter on the part of my col-
leagues from the other side of the aisle. 
How does it happen that people can 
vote someplace where they don’t re-
side? How does it happen that people 
can vote when they’re not citizens? 
How does it happen that they can vote 
when they’re not qualified to vote? 
How does it happen that they can vote 
in more than one jurisdiction for the 
same election, not necessarily simulta-
neously, but possibly simultaneously? 

And I can answer those questions to 
some degree how that is, Mr. Speaker. 
It works this way: the voter registra-
tion lists within the States are not in-
tegrated among the States. And so if 
an individual is registered to vote in 
New York, they can also be registered 
to vote in Florida, or any adjoining 
State for that matter, New Jersey, 
Connecticut, you name it. All we have 
to do is go in and register in one State 
and go register in the other State. 

In fact, in my own State, it was the 
case—and probably is not still the 
case—that the voter registration list 
does not integrate itself county to 
county in a definitive way. If John Doe 
registers to vote in Washington County 
and goes over to register to vote as 
John M. Doe in Jefferson County, 
there’s two registrations there, and 
John Doe can vote in both counties, 
both by absentee. 

In fact, in my State where there’s 99 
counties, it’s possible to vote in 99 
counties simultaneously by absentee. If 
you just simply register yourself to 
vote, put up an address that is perhaps 
a false address, but an address of some-
one else, and if the voter registration is 
unique in any way—the initial could 
change, it could be ‘‘John,’’ it could be 
‘‘Jonathan,’’ the middle name can 
change, and that’s all it would take. 
The same person could vote multiple 

times in a State. Now think how many 
times that can happen when they’re 
crossing the State lines. 

No one has yet calculated how many 
times an individual could vote in the 
United States if they really wanted to 
game the system. And we do hear cred-
ible stories of buses taking people 
across the State lines and buses taking 
people from precinct to precinct to 
vote multiple times. And who have 
been the advocates for same-day reg-
istration? Who have been the advocates 
for lowering the integrity of the vote 
itself? It’s been the people on the other 
side of the aisle. It’s been the Demo-
crats. 

The things that Republicans bring to 
establish credibility and integrity in 
the vote are undermined by the Demo-
crats on the other side of the aisle, Mr. 
Speaker. And why? Because they say 
that people are disenfranchised from 
their vote. And I would argue that le-
gitimate voters, American citizens who 
respect the law and vote one time, one 
place in their legal residence, are 
watching their vote be canceled out by 
illegitimate votes. That happens in 
this country. Because we don’t have 
convictions for people voting in mul-
tiple locations for the same election 
isn’t an indication that it doesn’t hap-
pen. We do have some convictions. 

We don’t have large numbers of con-
victions as the gentleman from Texas 
may have implied but not specifically 
said. And the reason for that is because 
our voting laws are so open, so lax, and 
so insecure that it’s nearly impossible 
to get a conviction. 

For example, in the State of New 
Mexico, if I were working the voting 
booths as an election worker in New 
Mexico, and I opened the polls up at, 
say, 8 o’clock in the morning, and I’m 
sitting there for the list of people that 
come in, and they say, I’m John Doe, 
I’m Jane Doe, I’m Jim Smith, if one of 
them walks in and says, I’m STEVE 
KING and I live at the address where I 
live, and I have not yet voted, I am 
compelled, even as an election worker, 
to let that false and fraudulent indi-
vidual vote under my name. It’s 
against the law in New Mexico and 
other States to challenge an illegit-
imate voter even when you know that 
they are illegitimate, even to the ex-
tent that they allege they are the per-
son who is checking them off the list. 
They still have to let them vote, and 
they can’t challenge them. 

b 2000 

That’s how open these laws are. 
That’s the kind of thing that you have 
promoted, the kind of thing that you 
won’t defend, the kind of thing that I 
will yield to if you’ve got a defense for 
opening up and eroding the integrity of 
the vote in the United States. 

And many of these are State laws, I 
recognize that, but we give direction 
and leadership. We have the HAVA Act, 
the Help America Vote Act, that 
opened it up even more. And I think 
the gentleman from New York, who 
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spoke within the last half hour—and I 
do agree on this. There should be a 
paper trail so we can audit the votes 
that are cast. Now, we’ve agreed on 
that. We’ve worked together on that 
cause. We have not arrived at that as 
far as a conclusion for this Congress is 
concerned that can be passed into law, 
but I think there should be a paper 
trail. And the gentleman from New 
York and I are in conceptual agree-
ment on that, Mr. HOLT. I appreciate 
that push. I do think it’s out of the 
right spirit of his head and his heart, 
but it might also be from suspicion 
that the people that produce the elec-
tronic voting machines—they may be 
Republicans, they may be Democrats, 
and that seems to color our judgment. 
Mine is. Don’t give anybody a chance 
to cheat. And don’t let the electronic 
voting machines be offered in such a 
way that some programmer can jigger 
the machine to give an advantage to ei-
ther party. 

I think of the election situation that 
took place in Florida in the year 2000. 
I spent 37 days focusing on that. I was 
the chairman of the Iowa State Senate 
State Government Committee. It was 
my job to see to it that Iowa didn’t be-
come a Florida, the fiasco in Florida. 
So, therefore, I chased all the way 
through the Internet, everything that I 
could find, all the research that I could 
come up with on the election processes 
State by State, 37 days of focus. And 
then after that, not quite as focused, 
but I followed through on legislation 
which passed the Iowa Senate, and I 
discovered a significant amount of 
election fraud in this country. This is 
in the year 2000, well before the Amer-
ican public had heard of ACORN. I 
found, I believed, a significant amount 
of election fraud. 

There were a pair of brothers in Flor-
ida that had done research on election 
fraud in Florida, the Collier brothers, 
both of them now passed away. They’ve 
written a book on this and did a video 
on it, as I recall. And part of that video 
was walking into the maintenance shop 
where they took care of the machines 
that counted the punch-card ballots, 
the notorious punch-card ballots that 
were prevalent in Florida in the year 
2000. And they have the video of the 
former election commissioner, who had 
retired from that and handed it over of 
course to his successor and gone to 
work maintaining the vote-counting 
machines, the machines that you 
would feed in a stack of punch-card 
ballots and it would run through, and 
the machine would read it and it would 
spit the number out the other side. And 
on that video—and it was available at 
the time. I don’t know if it’s available 
now. The man walked through his shop 
and pulled out of the drawer a gear. 
And he said, here’s how we do this, we 
just grind one tooth off of this gear, 
and then every time 10 ballots go 
through it kicks an extra one in on our 
side. On videotape, there it was. And of 
course they got nervous afterwards and 
tried to do what they could to suppress 
it. 

Those kinds of things have gone on in 
America. They have gone on in Florida. 
They’ve gone on in other States. And 
the people that advocate for or defend 
more open election laws and process 
are, whether they realize it or not, ena-
bling election fraud in this country. I 
want it to be as clean as possible, as le-
gitimate as possible. I don’t want a sin-
gle qualified vote to be canceled out by 
an unqualified vote, let alone one 
that’s designed to be fraudulent. I 
don’t want buses going across State 
lines loaded with people that are in 
there to do same-day registration to 
vote and disappear. 

We had voters in Iowa that registered 
from a hotel room where the campaign 
had out-of-State workers. People don’t 
live in hotels in these kinds of neigh-
borhoods. It may happen in the inner 
city. It doesn’t happen in a hotel in the 
neighborhoods I’m talking about in 
Iowa. These are people that come and 
stay a couple days, or 4 or 5 days, 
maybe a week, and they’re gone again. 
These are folks that have a home of 
their own. It isn’t a residence. When 
you register to vote from a hotel, 
where they didn’t have a single guest 
that stayed longer than 2 weeks in the 
last year, we’re pretty sure that if 
that’s the hotel where they put their 
campaign workers that came from out 
of State, it’s a pretty good bet that 
those votes that were registered in 
that hotel are votes from people that 
are not legitimate to vote within that 
precinct, within that district, or prob-
ably, in almost each of those cases, 
within the State. 

Here’s another one, the statement 
made by the gentleman from Texas: If 
you have no Texas driver’s license, you 
have to get someone to take you to the 
polls. Well, is that person a recluse? 
Don’t they have an opportunity for an 
absentee ballot? Do they ever go to 
town, for example? And if they do, 
can’t they time their trip to the gro-
cery store to go on election day and 
vote? 

And the concern about the primary 
part of this, yes, I think there are some 
fraudulent primaries that take place, 
and there are some that are stacked up 
that I’d like them revisited. I’d like to 
see the Granite State revisit their pri-
mary process that lets people go to the 
polls and vote and—say the Democrats 
go to the polls and vote in the Repub-
lican primary. We in Iowa have a cau-
cus system for our President, and there 
we require that they be registered ei-
ther as Democrats or Republicans. 
They have to pick one or the other. 
And they don’t get to switch sides that 
easily, although it is possible in the 
State of Iowa. 

But here’s what needs to happen in 
this country. We need to have voter 
registration lists that are free of dupli-
cates, free of the deceased, and free of 
felons where the law applies. And they 
need to be certified to be citizens, not 
a motor-voter law that people go in 
that don’t speak English, that get their 
driver’s license and then they ask them 

a question, check this box, check that 
box. If they don’t understand English, 
they don’t know what they’re saying 
yes to. They don’t realize that they are 
under penalty of perjury if they claim 
to be a citizen and they are not. And so 
they will say yes; they get the nod; 
now they’re registered to vote. Now a 
noncitizen—quite often illegal—is in a 
position to cast a ballot. 

And we saw 537 votes be the dif-
ference in the State of Florida in the 
year 2000 on who would be the Presi-
dent of the United States; the Com-
mander in Chief and the leader of the 
free world decided by 537 votes in the 
State of Florida. Now, every time they 
recounted those votes in Florida, I 
think that Republicans on this side and 
Democrats on this side will agree that 
it came back to that same number. 
And if you’ve got some other narrative, 
again, I’ll yield to you, you can tell me 
what your narrative is. But the con-
sensus now, after all this analysis, is 
we’ve got a legitimate vote there. 
George Bush was not the appointed 
President; he was the elected Presi-
dent. But it was very, very close in the 
year 2000 and it did pivot on Florida. 
But how far apart would that election 
have been if one could actually know 
which of the votes were fraudulent and 
which were not? 

The last time I came to the floor I 
heard the minority whip come to the 
floor and make the statement that we 
didn’t have evidence—again, as we’ve 
heard from the gentleman from 
Texas—no demonstrable evidence that 
fraud is occurring. And the gentleman 
from Maryland’s statement was close 
to that, although not exact. I’d argue 
the opposite. We have ACORN—ACORN 
that admitted to more than 400,000 
fraudulent voter registrations, more 
than 400,000 confessed-to fraudulent 
registrations. 

This is the acorn that I carry in my 
pocket, Mr. Speaker. I carry it in my 
pocket every day to remind me what 
happens to this country if we let orga-
nizations like ACORN or advocates 
that seek to diminish the integrity of 
the vote take over. If they do that, 
then they erode the faith of the Amer-
ican people in the election. You can 
have fraudulent elections, but as long 
as we believe that they’re legitimate, 
the American people are going to ac-
cept the results because we do have 
great faith in this constitutional Re-
public, which is guaranteed to us from 
Article IV, Section 4 of the Constitu-
tion, by the way, shall guarantee a re-
publican form of government. 

But this country respects the elec-
tion process, and that’s why we accept 
the results of the election process. And 
if we lose faith in the election process, 
legitimate or not, then the very bed-
rock that the foundation of our coun-
try—the Constitution—sets on crum-
bles and the Constitution itself crum-
bles, and we crumble into some form of 
anarchy because we will have lost our 
integrity in our election process. 

Now, is it too much to ask that if 
someone goes to the polls that they 
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would bring with them a picture ID? I 
wonder if any of those folks have ever 
gotten on an airplane or if they’ve ever 
gone to rent a movie and they’re asked 
for an identification to support their 
credit card when they rent a movie. 
That’s not too much to ask. I’ve never 
heard anyone come to this Congress 
and say: I demand my civil liberties. I 
demand that I be able to rent a movie 
without any identification, without 
any credit card. Why can’t we just do 
that on my word? I’ll walk in and sign 
this paper that says, I’m Joe Blow and 
I live at 100 Exotic Avenue and I want 
to rent an exotic movie, and I don’t 
want to have to have identification to 
do that. We’ve never had anybody ask 
for that this Congress. They know they 
don’t have a civil right to do business 
in this country without identification. 

b 2010 
If the merchant requires that identi-

fication, they willingly supply it. And 
yet to choose the next leader in the 
free world, the Commander-in-Chief, 
the President of the United States, the 
advocates that have stood on the floor 
have said to the effect of, anybody that 
walks up there and attests that they 
are a living, breathing human being 
and that they live somewhere, they can 
vote and they can register on the spot, 
and they can vote and they can walk 
away not showing any identification 
whatsoever. And in some cases it just 
takes someone to attest to that they 
are the individual that they say they 
are. 

So they don’t really even need to 
misrepresent themselves. They can 
walk up and say, I’m Joe Blow, I want 
to vote here, and I live in this precinct. 
They sometimes will lie about where 
they live, but they can actually say 
who they are. And then they can walk 
to the next precinct and say, I’m Joe 
M. Blow, and then I’m Joe N. Blow at 
the next precinct and O. Blow and P, Q, 
R, right on down the line. They could 
put a number in for their middle name 
and vote in 99 counties in the State of 
Iowa, and they can do it in many of the 
other States as well. 

We do not have the integrity in our 
election process that we need. I know 
that it’s being gamed. I also know that 
we’re not getting the convictions and 
the prosecutions because we don’t have 
the structure in place even to get those 
convictions because we’ve eroded the 
integrity to the point where there’s not 
a basis there to bring that kind of a 
prosecution. 

But then we watch George Soros in-
vest in the campaigns of multiple sec-
retaries of state across the country. 
And where was it? Swing States. And 
what happened in those close elections 
where George Soros was a campaign 
contributor? 

We know what happened. Those real 
close elections, in the last minute 
votes showed up that were surprises, 
and the election turned. We have at 
least one Senator down the aisle in my 
neighborhood that arrived in that fash-
ion, Mr. Speaker. 

And so I am disturbed about the re-
sults of these elections if they do not 
reflect the actual will of the American 
people, the actual will of the people 
within the jurisdiction that should be 
voting for those candidates; and I be-
lieve we need to enhance the integrity 
of the ballot. 

I would shorten the terms that a per-
son could be asking for an absentee 
ballot, and I would tighten the condi-
tions and so that if it’s reasonable for 
you to vote in person on election day, 
do so. These elections should not be a 
drawn out, 45- or 90-day absentee ballot 
affair. The more we do the absentee 
ballots, the more we cast our ballots 
from afar, the more likely it is we’re 
voting for a candidate who’s passed 
away during the campaign, and the less 
likely it is we will know all the things 
we need to know to make a reasoned 
judgment about that candidate. 

In fact, at spots we have elected a 
United States Senator who was, who 
had passed away in a tragic plane acci-
dent. And I regret that that happened, 
but the people went to the polls and 
voted to elect that person who was 
passed away. 

I’m for a voter registration system 
that’s free of duplicates, deceased and, 
where the law applies, felons. I’m for a 
picture ID, a government-issued pic-
ture ID that has legitimacy, and I’m 
opposed to motor voter. I’m opposed to 
satellite voting, and I’m opposed to 
same-day registration. 

And all of these components of the 
election process, I add to that again, 
there needs to be a paper trail for the 
ballots. Let’s have integrity. Let’s 
have a certification that they be citi-
zens from the secretaries of state of 
each of the States. And then, if we 
don’t have enough integrity in our bal-
lots, something’s got to happen where 
we crunch the databases of the voter 
registration against those of the other 
States to find out how many duplicates 
there really are. And there would be 
many. 

So I have less faith in this than most 
of the American public does; and if 
they had the exposure to what I’ve had 
the exposure to, I would submit, Mr. 
Speaker, that there wouldn’t be the 
confidence in this election process that 
the American public has; and that lack 
of confidence might result in a dif-
ferent kind of a result here within this 
Congress and within the States. I think 
that they would impose more integrity 
in the ballot process. 

And so I didn’t come here to speak 
about that. I listened to the gentlelady 
and the gentleman that spoke in the 
previous period and felt that I had to 
express the other viewpoint. I actually 
came here, Mr. Speaker, to talk about 
how we transform this economy here in 
the United States. 

And being from Iowa, I’ve listened to 
the economic proposals of each of the 
Presidential candidates. I listened to 
them make their pitch for their vision 
for America. And I said last January, 
February, March and on throughout 

the summer, clear into August, at 
least, that we don’t have a Presidential 
candidate on the Republican side of the 
aisle that’s put together an economic 
recovery plan. Yes, they have pieces. 
Yes, they have components, and they 
do tweak it around the edges, and 
they’ll argue that one piece or another 
is what it takes to bring our economy 
back around to where it belongs. 

Well, I’ve watched this economy de-
volve downward, and it has. It’s a deep 
trough. But worse than the deep trough 
is the length of this trough that we’re 
in. And it is an economic fact that if 
you look at the patterns of economic 
growth and decline throughout the his-
tory of the free market world, one will 
see that whenever there has been a 
Keynesian economic theory applied, 
the more vigor with which it is applied, 
the longer is the trough for a recovery. 

If one will look at the grandest ex-
periment of Keynesian economics we 
had seen up till this point it was 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s new deal 
that he unleashed on the American 
people, starting at the beginning of his 
term. The Stock Market crashed in Oc-
tober of 1929, and we saw Herbert Hoo-
ver caught up in the throes of that cli-
mactic shift economically that was a 
global trend. 

Herbert Hoover had—everything he’d 
touched had turned to gold up to that 
point. He believed that he could steer 
government to solve the problem. Well, 
he went to work to try to steer govern-
ment, and it went the other way on 
him. 

Cool Cal Coolidge had a pretty good 
handle on it earlier, in the previous 
century, and that was: Don’t just stand 
there, do nothing, because the free 
market system will recover itself. 

Well, instead we had Smoot-Hawley; 
we had trade protectionism. We had 
then the New Deal that flowed out of 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt. We had bil-
lions of dollars that ultimately were 
spent throughout that period of time, 
at least in today’s dollars. And the CCC 
camps, the WPA programs, the TVA, 
the list went on and on and on that 
came out of Roosevelt. Throw another 
plan at it, throw some more money at 
it, borrow some money, grow the Fed-
eral Government and put money into 
the hands of people. And if you do that, 
the theory was, according to John 
Maynard Keynes, who was the most in-
fluential economist of his time, and his 
curse lingers on us in this Congress 
today, that if you would get money 
into the hands of people, they would 
spend it and that would stimulate the 
economy and the economy would re-
cover. In other words, we could spend 
ourselves into prosperity, according to 
John Maynard Keynes. 

Now, Franklin Delano Roosevelt 
bought into the Keynesian economic 
theory with more vigor than George W. 
Bush bought into the Henry Paulson 
stimulus plan, or should I say the 
TARP plan. $700 billion tossed in there 
to pick up toxic debt was the plan. But 
back in the thirties it was FDR’s plan 
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to follow Keynes’ directive, which was 
put money into the hands of people and 
get them to spend and you’ll stimulate 
the economy, because they believed 
that our economy was consumer-driv-
en. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, every Keynesian 
experiment that I know of in history, 
and that includes Roosevelt’s New 
Deal, it includes the Japanese, and it 
absolutely includes Barack Obama’s 
economic stimulus plan, plans his ap-
proach to this. 

And by the way, the President, Presi-
dent Obama has told us directly, face- 
to-face, that he believes that Roosevelt 
lost his nerve; that he should have 
spent a lot more money in the thirties; 
that because he lost his nerve and 
didn’t spend more it brought about a 
recession within a depression, and un-
employment went up because Roo-
sevelt didn’t borrow and spend enough 
government money. 

Well, I know what it’s like to com-
pete with a government that has more 
money than the private sector has. I 
know what it’s like to try to hire 
somebody off of unemployment. I know 
what it’s like to train employees, put 
them on a benefits plan, and have them 
finally in a place where they can be a 
full-time employee that can yield a re-
turn on the work that they’re doing 
and you can count on them being to 
work every day, and look at how their 
career is laid out working for your 
company, and have the Federal Gov-
ernment or the State government, or 
the county government, or even the 
city government come in and outbid 
you for those services. 

And how do they do that? 
Well, they do that by looking around 

and thinking, here’s this trained em-
ployee. What’s it take to get them? 
And they will up the ante until they 
can hire this trained employee, and in-
evitably that employee will take the 
offer of the higher paycheck and a ben-
efits package that competes or exceeds 
the one that you can offer from the pri-
vate sector and go to work for the gov-
ernment where they don’t have the re-
sponsibility, where they don’t have to 
work as hard, where the hours are more 
predictable, where the risk of employ-
ment is less and it’s more stable. 

I recognize that. But better wages 
and better benefits and all of those 
comforts that come with a government 
job work against the private sector. 

b 2020 

And so private sector employers then 
find themselves faced with having to go 
out and hire more help and train more 
help and see that those employees roll 
over into the government employment. 

The real downside, though, is this. 
Where does the government come up 
with the money to pay more wages and 
pay better benefits, which they have 
been increasingly doing over the last 
generation? By raising taxes. The gov-
ernment raises taxes. It raises taxes to 
get the revenue to bid against the pri-
vate sector. And then the government 

comes out and makes an offer that says 
we’re going to extend unemployment 
benefits out to 99 weeks. 

Now, it makes it harder yet for the 
private sector to recover because 
they’re competing with the govern-
ment’s offer, the government’s offer to 
hire employees away or the govern-
ment’s offer to pay people not to work. 
And where does that money come 
from? This Federal Government bor-
rows it. 

This Federal Government borrows it. 
It borrows it from the Chinese, borrows 
it from the Saudis, borrows it from 
multiple countries around the world. 
And about 50 percent of it, to be fair, 
comes from investors within the 
United States domestic funds that are 
invested into U.S. Treasury bills, for 
example. 

So a government that believes that it 
can stimulate an economy by stimu-
lating consumption and completely ig-
nores the part of the equation that re-
quires that there be production for the 
economy to function. And I would 
point out that if no one is producing 
any food, clothing, or shelter, if no one 
is producing any transportation links 
out there in the private sector, if no 
one is making available any of the rec-
reational facilities that will attract 
those dollars, there’s not production. If 
there’s not production, there’s no place 
for anyone to spend their money. 

This economy is production-driven, 
not consumption-driven. And we must, 
to grow out of this economic situation 
that we’re in, we must produce goods 
and services that have a marketable 
valuable, both domestically and 
abroad. When we do that, and we will 
eventually do that, this country will 
grow out of this problem that we are 
in. 

But we must get government off of 
our back. We must keep a competitive 
tax rate for the rest of the world. We 
must reduce our regulations. We must 
stimulate our entrepreneurs. 

And this Republican side of the aisle 
has now for about 3 years been saying, 
Where are the jobs? Mr. President, 
where are the jobs? 

Well, I’ve heard that echo many 
times in this Chamber and across 
through the media outlets in the coun-
try. 

But I would submit that there is 
something else out there that’s re-
quired before there will be any jobs, 
and that’s the prospect of profit. Inves-
tors, employers, entrepreneurs must 
have a prospect for profit before they 
will invest their money or put their 
time in or take the risk of hiring em-
ployees, especially with ever more reg-
ulations, especially with ObamaCare 
pouring down over everything that we 
do. We are not going to get to a recov-
ery until investors, entrepreneurs, and 
employers can see an opportunity for 
profit and begin to realize that profit 
because you can’t write paychecks for 
employees from deficit spending very 
long. You must have profit in order to 
pay employees. 

So if there’s going to be jobs, and we 
want Americans to go to work, you 
must have profit in order to fund the 
wages. And I don’t know why I don’t 
hear that from anybody else. It’s as if 
this word ‘‘profit’’ is a dirty word. No, 
it is a very good thing. America is a 
country that has to build itself on prof-
it, on free enterprise, capitalism. 

I just took a look in my desk drawer 
today. There are flash cards in there 
that were published in 2008. These are 
the flash cards that enable one to be 
trained for naturalization here in the 
United States. So if you want to be-
come an American citizen, and you 
come to America legally, get yourself a 
green card, and what you do is you 
have to take the test. And part of that 
test is, what’s the economic system? 
Free enterprise capitalism. That’s on 
the test. It’s a little head’s up, Mr. 
President. I hope you could pass that 
test. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate your atten-
tion, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

f 

UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) is recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the 
opportunity to be here this evening 
sharing some observations. 

It is, of course, always interesting to 
have shared the floor with my good 
friend from Iowa listening to his view 
of the universe, and even wincing a lit-
tle bit as I hear him talk about the 
vilified public employees, where they 
don’t have to work as hard and they 
get lots more money than the private 
sector. 

It’s interesting that most inde-
pendent studies suggest that for many 
categories of public employees, they 
are not above the market. And it’s sort 
of a fantasy land, I think, to have this 
disdain that was overwhelmingly re-
jected in Ohio when voters had a 
chance to put a stamp of approval on 
the fairly radical agenda of Governor 
Kasich, our former colleague here in 
the House of Representatives. Things, 
by the way, that Kasich and his fellow 
traveler, Governor Walker in Wis-
consin, didn’t talk about during the 
election. 

But turning their guns on public em-
ployees, voters in Ohio had a chance to 
give their verdict. And it’s interesting 
that they overwhelmingly repudiated 
this notion, the lack of value of public 
employees, the fact that they’re slack-
ers, laggards, and that what they do is 
not worthy of public support. 

It wasn’t the public health nurse, the 
firefighter, the teacher, the marine, 
the person in the Navy that almost 
wrecked the economy. Many of these 
people are providing essential services. 
They are extraordinarily hardworking, 
and I’m happy to invite my friend from 
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Iowa to come meet some very hard-
working public employees in Iowa and 
in Portland, Oregon. 

I think those generalizations are 
really very unfortunate. It’s feeding 
what we see in terms of the back-and- 
forth now. It’s actually why there are 
people who have been motivated by the 
Occupy Wall Street movement. 

But I’m here tonight to deal with one 
very specific focus that I think needs 
some more attention, and that has to 
do with the Postal Service. 

You know, this is one of the areas 
today where people are zeroing in. You 
will hear some talk of folks that would 
feel much better if we just privatize 
the Postal Service, get out of the busi-
ness. Let the private sector provide 
this service to American households 
and commerce and we’ll all be better 
off. 

I think it’s important for us to take 
a step back and look at some of the 
facts and look at some of the con-
sequences. 

You know, the United States Postal 
Service has a long and storied career. 
It’s the second oldest Federal agency. 
In fact, the predecessor was actually 
created by the Continental Congress, 
and Ben Franklin was the Postmaster 
there just as he was America’s first 
Postmaster. 

The Postal Service is one of those ac-
tivities that maybe some of my col-
leagues on the floor kind of overlooked 
when they had this great ceremony of 
reading the Constitution early in the 
session, and then proceed to act as 
though they really aren’t paying atten-
tion to the Constitution. 

Well, article I, section 8, explaining 
the Congress’ powers, one of them spe-
cifically is to establish post offices and 
post roads. 

This was one of the unique institu-
tions that helped bring America to-
gether, and it is still bringing America 
together today. It is in fact a vast and 
sprawling enterprise. It employs more 
people than the entire auto industry in 
the United States, what we used to call 
the Big Three. It’s the second largest 
nonmilitary employer in this country. 
It has more installations than Wal- 
Mart, Starbucks, and McDonald’s put 
together, even though a number of 
them have been closed over the years. 

There’s a reason that we have made 
this investment for 235 years. There’s a 
reason that there are hundreds of thou-
sands of dedicated employees. There is 
a reason why we have the broad sweep, 
and that is this critical element of 
holding our country together. 

It is a backbone of commerce. We 
talked today about the economy of the 
future. E-commerce is a large and 
growing area. It relies upon the Postal 
Service for much of its efficiency, and 
I will talk a little bit about that later. 

b 2030 

It’s also a tremendous resource for 
the American public. Before I get back 
to my home in Portland, I can drop my 
tax payment in the mail here in Wash-

ington, D.C., for 44 cents, with great 
confidence that that’s going to arrive 
in a timely fashion and that my bill 
will be paid. 

I think it’s interesting to look at the 
large national direct mail marketing 
industry that involves advertising and 
shipping worth billions of dollars a 
year. Again, it is very important to a 
large number of Americans. In fact, 
some of my colleagues who would just 
turn the Postal Service over to provide 
this activity for the American public, 
like to UPS, like to FedEx, actually 
rely on the Postal Service for that last 
connection. There is actually an impor-
tant partnership between these carriers 
and the Postal Service. 

Now, there is no doubt that if we 
completely privatized, turned it over, 
got it out of the way that there would 
be some people who would benefit. Peo-
ple who live in very large cities and 
people who are big businesses that can 
negotiate certain types of services may 
actually see a little bit of rate reduc-
tion, and they may be able to tailor the 
service to their needs. For them, the 
free market may provide a modest ben-
efit—maybe—but the more important 
question is: 

What would happen for the rest of 
America, the other 99 percent, particu-
larly rural and small town America? 

Does anybody think that you would 
be able to send a letter from the Flor-
ida Keys to Nome, Alaska, for 44 cents 
if, all of a sudden, government weren’t 
there providing that universal service? 
A mandate? 

I don’t think so. 
We would also lose the personal 

touch that is cherished by so many. We 
are hearing the outcries now. I hear it 
in Oregon where there are dozens of 
communities that are being considered 
to lose their postal service. Every rural 
and small town American community 
will feel that bite—higher costs, less 
service, loss of jobs, loss of community 
identity, loss of connectivity. 

I would urge some of my colleagues 
to take the time to listen to rural post-
masters and letter carriers about the 
role that they play in these far-flung 
parts of America. They are an impor-
tant part of the local economy. It is a 
place where community members gath-
er. There are opportunities for them to 
be in touch with loved ones and to be 
in touch via the magic of e-commerce. 
They have far more choices and oppor-
tunities. 

Before we jettison that element, I 
think it is important to consider how 
important that is to our national infra-
structure—and that’s what it is. It is 
not just, arguably, the largest source 
of nonmilitary, family-wage jobs in 
America. I don’t think Walmart is nec-
essarily the criterion that most people 
want for family-wage jobs, for health 
care and retirement benefits. There 
was a time when that’s what most peo-
ple in the middle class, if not took for 
granted, at least aspired to, and most 
of us growing up in post World War II 
America saw that. Even people with 

limited education who were willing to 
work hard and be able to follow 
through, they had that. Well, more and 
more the norm is that that is unusual. 

I hope that we don’t reach the point 
where we lower the standard. Two- 
thirds of a million family-wage jobs 
with decent retirement security, with 
decent benefits, with people who are 
providing an essential service is impor-
tant, but it’s the infrastructure that 
ties America together that, I think, is 
even more important. 

Now, there are many things that are 
involved with the Postal Service that 
are hidden away that people simply 
don’t pay any attention to. 

In part, I guess I would just reference 
the exemplary service that is provided 
by most postal employees. In fact, I 
know a number of postal employees 
who are highly regarded by the people 
on their routes—they are recognized on 
their birthdays; they get Christmas 
presents; people look forward to them; 
they rely on the service; they appre-
ciate it. Postal employees are involved 
with a wide range of activities in terms 
of helping people with their income tax 
reforms, food drives, checking on 
housebound friends and neighbors. 
When something is amiss, it’s often a 
postal employee who understands it 
first. 

I think it is important that we take 
a deep breath and look at the service 
that’s provided, that we look at what 
difference it makes for America, that 
we look at what it means as an exam-
ple of where we’re going as a country. 

I think one of the items that should 
be acknowledged is that this so-called 
crisis that we are facing is much like 
the summer’s debt ceiling crisis in that 
it’s manufactured—in the same way 
that we were always going to pay the 
debts that the United States had al-
ready incurred. But some people were 
raising doubts. They created a political 
firestorm. It encouraged the downgrade 
in the eyes of some, in one rating agen-
cy, of the United States debt. We were, 
in fact, going to pay our bills, but it is 
possible to manufacture a crisis. 

The post office is facing a continu-
ation of a theme that has plagued its 
existence ever since Washington de-
cided to trap the United States Postal 
Service between being a business and 
government control—business de-
mands, government control. Back when 
the Postal Service ceased being a for-
mal government agency, there were 
certain conditions that were nego-
tiated because, for years, the post of-
fice was a government agency. The 
public benefit that was recognized was 
taken into account. There is no ques-
tion that the post office provided sub-
sidized mail service. 

Some people remember the 3-cent 
stamp. Some people remember—I guess 
there aren’t many people who remem-
ber now—that the Postal Service 
helped launch the aviation industry in 
this country in 1918 when airmail serv-
ice began between New York City and 
Washington, D.C. The post office was a 
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part of helping create that part of our 
infrastructure. The post office helped 
with the development of the trans-
continental railroad service that 
served cities large and small. There 
was a synergy that was involved there. 

Then, in 1970, the Postal Reorganiza-
tion Act changed the post office from 
being a department of the Federal Gov-
ernment to being an independent agen-
cy. It created a board of governors. It 
authorized the Postal Service to bor-
row from the public, and it phased out 
the government appropriation for oper-
ations. By 1982, that public benefit, 
that national connection, was entirely 
eliminated. There are also other items 
that were involved with that negotia-
tion. At the time, there were hundreds 
of thousands of employees, past and 
current, who were part of a Federal 
employee retirement system and its 
successor system that followed on in 
the eighties. 

b 2040 

Their retirement was a responsibility 
of the Federal Government. It had been 
a responsibility for the Federal Gov-
ernment for over 180 years. 

Well, there were negotiations at that 
time about how much the Postal Serv-
ice would have to pick up in terms of 
that liability, even though it was a 
longstanding responsibility of the Fed-
eral Government and the way the post 
office operated. There was a very sig-
nificant payment that the new post of-
fice paid into the old retirement sys-
tems by virtue of employees who were 
Federal employees. 

Well, you could make the argument 
that you want to completely privatize 
it and cut it loose, but that was a long-
standing Federal obligation. A deal was 
cut; a number was picked. And it was, 
I think, arguably a pretty generous 
deal on the part of the Federal Govern-
ment, on the part of Congress in terms 
of what they were forcing the post of-
fice to pay. 

It’s not unlike what has happened 
more recently when the post office has 
been required—unlike other businesses 
or government agencies—to prefund 
health payments for future employees. 
Tens of billions of dollars have been ex-
tracted from the Postal Service and 
current operations to deal with some-
thing that’s going to be far in the fu-
ture, something that, again, as I say, 
the Federal Government doesn’t do; 
private employers don’t do. 

You can argue about how everybody 
would be better off if that happened, 
but it is an example of creating an arti-
ficial crisis. And these tens of billions 
of dollars that were extracted in the 
early deal or the tens of billions of dol-
lars that are now flowing because of 
the 2006 act have destabilized the Post-
al Service at a time when it’s clear 
that the Postal Service, itself, is 
stressed. 

Revenues have dropped for a variety 
of reasons. In part, there’s E-com-
merce. There are a number of things 
that we routinely now email that we 

would have mailed even a couple of 
years ago. And, of course, with the bub-
ble bursting in the economy, its near 
meltdown, we have seen economic ac-
tivity decline. So the post office has 
faced some $20 billion in lost revenue 
over the last 4 years; and it’s some-
thing that, in fact, needs to be ad-
dressed. 

But we ought to understand what the 
dynamic is, that by forcing the post of-
fice to prefund its future health care 
payment benefits for the next 75 years 
in an astonishing 10-year time frame 
was something that was calculated to 
stress the Postal Service, even if the 
economy hadn’t collapsed. You know, 
without the provisions of that 2006 leg-
islation, the Postal Service would be 
operating at a surplus, even with the 
challenges today. 

Well, there are interesting pieces of 
legislation that are floating around. I 
must confess, I am a little partial to 
looking at some of the proposals that 
are coming forward that would help 
take the post office off life support and 
allow us to move on to addressing 
these larger issues. There are certain 
variations that Congress could have 
dealt with in the past, policy ques-
tions. Should it cost the same to mail 
a letter from here to the White House 
as it does from Key West to Nome, 
Alaska? Can we have some variability 
in pricing? That is a legitimate ques-
tion. There may be some arguments for 
doing that. 

But the Congress over the years has 
hamstrung the post office, on one hand 
arguing that it should not have public 
support, it should operate like a busi-
ness; and then turning around and de-
nying the Postal Service the flexibility 
that private business has in terms of 
setting rates, differential rates. 

In terms of moving into certain prod-
uct lines, in an enterprise that we 
value that has this vast infrastructure 
that is in place, hundreds of thousands 
of dedicated employees, over 30,000 lo-
cations, a tradition of service, and 
connectivity to America 6 days a week, 
we would think maybe give them a lit-
tle opportunity to be creative. Well, 
what we have found is that there is 
very little interest in allowing them to 
actually operate like a business. 

I do hope that my colleagues, as they 
look at the reform proposals that are 
coming forward and look at whether or 
not we’re going to give them some 
flexibility to use the resources they al-
ready have and not penalize them with 
draconian and unrealistic require-
ments, take a look at what these pro-
posals’ impact will have on rural and 
small-town America. You know, not 
everybody has access to high-speed 
Internet that make email and reading 
your favorite magazine online very dif-
ficult. There are 26.2 million Americans 
that still lack access to broadband 
services, with over three-quarters of 
those people living in rural areas. 

I mentioned that in my State of Or-
egon, there are over 40 post offices that 
are listed for possible closure. People 

should think about those impacts. Over 
half of the people in these communities 
are located more than 10 miles from 
the next nearest post office; some are 
as far as 33 miles away. What are the 
impacts of having customers drive an 
hour round trip to visit the nearest 
post office? Is that reasonable? It’s a 
little frustrating for me that, as we 
have looked at some of these impacts, 
the attention that is paid to rural and 
small-town America has not been, I 
think, given its due. 

One of the areas is the proposal of 
eliminating 6-day service. Let’s con-
sider how important Saturday mail de-
livery is for communication, mar-
keting, and mailers, utilized by mil-
lions of citizens across the country, 
again, especially in rural areas. There 
are millions of Americans now who are 
using the Postal Service to deliver pre-
scription medications, a service that 
relies on moving the mail 6 days a 
week, not lying dormant in mail proc-
essing facilities for 2, 3 days or, depend-
ing on how holidays will fall, maybe 
longer. It will have negative impacts 
on people being able to sign for pack-
ages if they’re not home during the 
week. Think about these details. 

Think about what’s going to happen 
if you eliminate Saturday delivery for 
the post office. Customers are likely to 
see private carriers charge much high-
er surcharges to have them deliver that 
option or drive long distances to pick 
up their mail after renting out a pri-
vate post office box for that purpose. 
Saturday service distinguishes the 
product line that we allow the Postal 
Service to have and I think further di-
minishes their ability to be more self- 
supporting. Of course, eliminating the 
6-day service is going to eliminate 
80,000 middle class jobs. 

And they do so with some real ques-
tion about how much of the savings is 
actually going to occur. The Postal 
Regulatory Commission was set up as 
part of this mechanism to establish an 
independent post office. They do some 
outstanding work. There are some real-
ly bright people. The Regulatory Com-
mission found that the Postal Service 
has miscalculated the potential savings 
by about $1.4 billion a year when they 
talk about eliminating 6-day service. 

b 2050 

They found that the Postal Service 
additionally failed to account for near-
ly half a billion in lost revenue that 
would come from cutting back Satur-
day service. And as the president of 
Hallmark noted in a congressional 
hearing last year, such reductions in 
service could lead to a death spiral 
where service reductions and a declin-
ing consumer base are self-reinforcing. 

The Postal Commission found that 
eliminating 1 day of mail service would 
cause 25 percent of all first class and 
priority mail to be delayed, often by 2 
days. This has serious consequences 
that ought to be, I think, examined 
carefully before we move forward in 
this direction. 
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This is not to suggest, Mr. Speaker, 

that the post office should be immune. 
Like any business or government agen-
cy, we all, in these difficult times, in 
changing circumstances, need to con-
sider new ways of doing business. And 
my conversations with people in the 
Postal Service, with men and women 
who work there, postal supervisors, let-
ter carriers, the postmasters, they all 
have ideas. They all are interested in 
being part of a solution, and I hope 
that Congress approaches this in the 
same fashion. 

Last but not least, part of this infra-
structure that ties this together needs 
to be looked at in a broad context. We 
have all been deeply concerned about 
national security in the aftermath of 9/ 
11, the anthrax situation we had here 
and potential pandemics where there 
are health crises—how are we going to 
deal with people quickly in times of 
need to get them information, to check 
on people, to distribute potential medi-
cines? You know, the Postal Service 
with two-thirds of a million employees, 
a nationwide network of over 30 facili-
ties, people who have equipment, who 
have know-how, knowledge of the com-
munity, the same way they help people 
with the right tax forms or immigra-
tion, could also be a resource in time of 
natural disaster, epidemic, or ter-
rorism. 

Let’s think big. Let’s think fairly. 
Let’s not have an artificial crisis. Let’s 
deal meaningfully with this critical re-
source that America has developed 
over the last 235 years, not scapegoat 
the employees, not scapegoat the man-
agement and have Congress be able to 
have it both ways, saying treat it like 
a business but not giving them the 
flexibility. I think it’s time to take a 
deep breath, look at the resource and 
what it means for America, particu-
larly rural and small town. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for the op-
portunity to share some observations 
on this important topic, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

f 

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 30 min-
utes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, we are 
living in interesting times. As I under-
stand it, that’s a bit of a Chinese curse: 
May you live in interesting times. 
Well, we’re here, not exactly as perhaps 
the Founders would have hoped, where 
we would have an executive branch 
that just declares, without consulting 
Congress, that he’s going to commit 
American military to an action with-
out knowing really who he’s helping in 
Libya, without knowing exactly what’s 
going to happen once we finish helping 
them, and without knowing just how 
much we’re going to suffer and just 
how much our closest allies, like 
Israel, are going to suffer after this 
President unilaterally, without con-

sulting Congress, commits our most 
valuable asset, American lives, not to 
mention the Treasury and American 
equipment. 

For those who have ears and those 
who have eyes, they understand that 
when the President says, Oh, but we’re 
not to worry, eventually we’ll turn it 
over to NATO, and then has a gran-
diose announcement we’re turning it 
over to NATO, that actually the United 
States military is 65 percent of NATO’s 
military, because there’s supposed to 
be a regular order to things. And, in 
fact, Republicans ran last year saying 
we’re going to get back to regular 
order. One of the things we went 
through for the preceding 4 years with 
the Democratic majority and Speaker 
PELOSI in charge was the Democratic 
majority came to the House floor over 
and over with bills that had not gone 
through committee process, and then 
they were brought to the floor with no 
opportunity to make any amendments 
whatsoever. 

Well, one of the things we have done 
this year, we’ve had lots of amend-
ments. We’ve had an incredibly open 
process on the floor compared to what 
had happened the preceding 4 years 
when there were more closed rules than 
there had been in the history of the 
country, meaning no input, basically 
shutting out almost half of America 
that Republicans represented. It was 
‘‘our way and no highway.’’ That’s not 
the way regular order was supposed to 
go. 

And we were assured by our own lead-
ership, of course, that, once we had the 
majority, it was back to regular order. 
And then over and over, big things had 
to be dealt with. Not that they couldn’t 
have been foreseen. It could be reason-
ably foreseen that a continuing resolu-
tion was going to have to occur. And lo 
and behold, it came upon us in the 
spring as if it had never been con-
templated, and we were told there was 
no time for regular order on these 
things. We just have to do it. Can’t 
have amendments. Can’t cut off fund-
ing for ObamaCare even though we cut 
off funding for some other things that 
otherwise would be considered legis-
lating; but since it was part of the bill 
as it came directly from committee, we 
were told it was okay. So the Rules 
Committee waived any point of order 
objections. Now, that’s inside baseball; 
but the bottom line is, even though we 
have done a better job of allowing 
amendments here on the floor, we still 
haven’t gotten back to regular order. 
We have gone from one crisis to an-
other crisis and have had to tell Amer-
ica, gee, this is another crisis so we 
don’t have time to go through regular 
order. 

As I understand it, tomorrow most 
likely, possibly Friday, we’re going to 
have a balanced budget amendment 
brought to the floor. It was part of the 
debt ceiling agreement that was nego-
tiated the end of July, the end of the 
summer session before the August re-
cess. We were going to have a vote on 

a balanced budget amendment, but 
there was no specification as to what 
balanced budget amendment it would 
be. 

Well, along the lines of the so-called 
regular order, we have had a balanced 
budget amendment. We’ve had hearings 
on it. We’ve had it marked up out of 
subcommittee, committee, and it came 
to the full Judiciary Committee and we 
had a long, protracted markup. In 
other words, markup is simply the 
hearing where anybody can bring any 
amendment and we have debate, full 
debate, and anybody on the committee 
who has any amendment they want to 
bring to that bill, they can bring it to 
the bill. That’s regular order. We had 
that in committee on the balanced 
budget amendment. And our good 
friend from Virginia who has been such 
a long-suffering valiant warrior for a 
balanced budget amendment, it was his 
bill, House Joint Resolution 1. 

b 2100 
I had an amendment to that resolu-

tion that actually changed the cap on 
spending from 20 percent of gross do-
mestic product to a cap of 18 percent of 
the gross domestic product, and that 
amendment passed. 

That’s regular order. That’s how you 
do it. Some of us had amendments that 
didn’t get passed, but we still had the 
chance to bring them to speak on 
them, debate on them, have every 
other Member on the committee who 
wished to speak on every amendment 
be heard. Those things make for long, 
drawn-out hearings, and that’s what we 
had. That’s called regular order. That’s 
because everybody who is involved can 
have input. And that’s what we had. 

After that long, protracted process, 
we voted out of committee, affirma-
tively bringing out of committee, vot-
ing out of committee with a majority 
of those on the committee voting for 
the ultimate product. After that long, 
arduous debate and voting process, we 
voted out of committee a balanced 
budget amendment. 

Now I’m given to understand the 
Rules Committee has taken up a dif-
ferent balanced budget amendment, 
and we’re told we didn’t need to go 
through regular order for that. We’re 
bringing a balanced budget amendment 
that did not come out of committee 
and that was not voted out of com-
mittee. 

And, gee whiz, it reminds me a great 
deal of the outlandish hearings that 
the Energy and Commerce Committee 
had when they came forth with a 1,000- 
page health care bill in the last Con-
gress. And there was a lot of strong- 
handedness that brought that bill out 
of committee, and it was clear from the 
polls that that was not what America 
wanted. But, then, by the time Speaker 
PELOSI, Leader REID down the Hall, and 
President Obama had their say, that 
1,000-page bill that was voted out of 
committee turned into, ultimately, a 
2,000-page bill. 

And that came to the floor not under 
regular order, because it just appeared. 
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Nobody knew who had written it. But 
when we took the majority, we were 
going to do better. America would be 
able to see the debates, listen to the 
debates, see who was taking what posi-
tion, see who was pushing what amend-
ments, see what got voted out of com-
mittee and would have some confidence 
that that would be what would come to 
the floor. 

Well, this week we’re going to take 
up a balanced budget amendment that 
didn’t come out of committee, but 
we’re told we’ve got to vote for it be-
cause it’s another crisis. We’ve got to. 
It doesn’t have a spending cap on it, 
not even the 20 percent of GDP that 
was amended down to 18 percent—none 
of that. Regular order would mean that 
we bring something to the floor that 
was voted out of committee. 

At some point, we have got to get 
back to regular order which was prom-
ised to the American people if they 
would put us back in charge. And it’s 
good politically for both parties be-
cause each side gets to show in com-
mittee and here on the floor what 
amendments they’re pushing for. They 
pushed for them in committee and 
pushed for them here on the floor. So 
by the time a law gets passed, it’s been 
fully debated and talked about. 

That was one of the problems with 
the last majority. They were shoving 
bills down our throats, down America’s 
throats, without any real debate. And 
that’s how you could get a comment 
from a Speaker like, gee, we’ve got to 
pass the bill to find out what’s in it. 
That’s because it never went through a 
subcommittee process, a committee 
process, came to the floor without full 
and open amendment debates. No, we 
just bypassed all that. 

And one of the things that has hurt 
this country and has hurt this Congress 
is we haven’t gotten back to regular 
order like we were supposed to. We’ve 
done a lot better, a whole lot better, 
because of all the amendment debate. 
But we haven’t gotten back to regular 
order. 

So we’re going to bring a balanced 
budget amendment to the floor that’s 
different from the one that was fully 
debated, have a full opportunity for 
amendment at committee; but we’re 
not going to have that opportunity on 
the floor. No, sir, not going to have it. 
We’re told we can’t have a spending cap 
in the one we’re going to have on the 
floor. Why? Well, not because the com-
mittee voted it down—they didn’t; not 
because the body voted not to have it 
here in Congress, but because we’re 
told that what came out of committee 
cannot be what comes to the floor. 

I recall people previously saying that 
regular order makes for better law and 
allows the House to work its will. Well, 
how is it that we’re not going to be 
taking up the balanced budget amend-
ment that came out of committee? 
That’s regular order. That’s the House 
working its will. What staff member 
decided that we weren’t going to get to 
have a spending cap that we could de-
bate and vote on? 

We know that staff members had a 
lot to do with ObamaCare, or the Presi-
dent’s health care bill, because there’s 
a provision in there that exempted the 
Speaker’s staff from having to be under 
ObamaCare when all the rest of us were 
going to have to be under it, including 
Members. So you kind of figure they 
must have staff writing that one. 

Well, what staff member decided that 
we couldn’t bring to the floor the bal-
anced budget amendment that came 
through regular order out of com-
mittee? That balanced budget amend-
ment was fully debated, a full oppor-
tunity to amend in committee, but reg-
ular order means we would have that 
same opportunity with the whole body 
here. Well, who was it, a staff member? 
Who was it that just decided we can’t 
do what the body decided was the will 
of the committee and the will of the 
House? Who intervened? I really don’t 
know. 

The right thing to do would be to 
bring the balanced budget amendment 
with the spending cap. Now, there were 
all kinds of amendments addressing the 
spending cap. Some folks didn’t want 
it. They lost. There was the provision 
for a supermajority to raise taxes on 
that bill that was voted out of com-
mittee. Well, that’s not in the balanced 
budget amendment. Why? I don’t know 
why. We’re told we’re bringing to the 
floor a balanced budget amendment 
that appeared, and we didn’t have any-
thing to do with bringing it out of com-
mittee. We were told that we’ve got to 
pass this one because it’s the only one 
that has a chance to pass, even though 
the Senate says they’re going to bring 
it down, even though we’ve got Demo-
cratic leadership saying they’re going 
to bring it down. 

If people on the other side of the aisle 
in the House and the majority in the 
Senate say they’re going to bring it 
down, then why aren’t we bringing to 
the floor a balanced budget amendment 
that a majority voted for and debated 
and amended and voted down amend-
ments and passed it out to come to the 
floor in that order? 

How is it that we’re trying, once 
again, in the House, as a majority, to 
strive to pass a bill to hit a mark that 
we think maybe there might be some 
chance that the Senate may pass as 
well, when we’re told that it’s not ev-
erything we believe in, but we’re not 
going to get everything we believe in 
because we’re going to try to do some-
thing the Senate will do? 

b 2110 

Well, if we’ve been told repeatedly 
that the Democrats are not going to 
assist, that the Senate is going to vote 
it down, then why not bring to this 
floor what we believe in our hearts as 
a majority ought to be passed? 

It’s going to make it real confusing a 
year from now in November for voters 
when the Republican majority in the 
House is going to have to go back, as 
the Founders envisioned, and face our 
constituents, and even though we were 

in the majority, we didn’t bring to the 
floor the things that we believed in; we 
brought to the floor things we were 
hoping maybe the Senate would agree 
to go along with. 

We’re bringing to the floor what’s 
called a minibus that’s going to have 
some appropriations in it, but actually, 
it went through the conference process. 
Yet the underlying bill that passed out 
of the House was not a bill that a ma-
jority in the House really thought 
would be the best; it was a bill that we 
thought maybe the Senate would pass. 
So we compromised with ourselves in 
the majority in the House, thinking if 
we compromised with ourselves in the 
House that maybe the Senate would 
vote through just what we passed. But 
no, they didn’t; they compromised with 
us further after we compromised with 
ourselves trying to hit the mark that 
we thought they would pass. 

So it goes to conference committee 
and we’re further required to com-
promise with ourselves. What was the 
sense of that? And now we have to vote 
on a bill, an appropriations bill where 
we didn’t even start out hitting the 
mark we thought was best, but, rather, 
hitting the mark that we thought, gee, 
maybe the Senate would pass? It’s 
going to be confusing to voters because 
we’re going to say, Here are the things 
we believe in, next year in November, 
and they’re going to say, Why didn’t 
you pass that? And apparently the re-
sponse is supposed to be, Well, because 
we were trying to pass something we 
thought the Senate would pass. And 
the voters are going to respond, Well, 
what about the principle you told us in 
November of 2010 you were going to 
stand on? 

And unless we get back to the reg-
ular order in this body, we’re going to 
be in trouble, because we need to be 
able to show the voters in America we 
passed in the House what we believed 
with all our hearts was best for Amer-
ica. We were going to cut spending, so 
we cut spending. We cut over $4 trillion 
over 10 years. We ought to be able to 
tell the American public that, but in-
stead we have to tell them, Well, no, 
we were trying to hit a mark that 
wasn’t too high because we were hop-
ing the Senate would just pass it with-
out the need for a conference. That’s 
why it will be confusing to voters, 
Well, I know you’re saying that you be-
lieved in those things, but that’s not 
what you passed. 

It’s time to start passing what we as 
the majority in the House believe is 
right and force the Senate to pass what 
they think is right. The big giveaway 
spending bills, force them to pass 
those. Don’t come down here and com-
promise with ourselves and have a 
spending bill that we think—even 
though it spends more than we think is 
appropriate—we think, gee, maybe the 
Senate will go along because that looks 
to the American public like we’re just 
like the Democratic-controlled Senate. 
But if we stand firm on principle in 
this body and we say, Here’s what we 
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believe in; here’s what went through 
regular order; here’s what was passed 
out of the Judiciary Committee; here’s 
the balanced budget amendment, and 
we took it to the floor and we have 
wide open amendments, wide open de-
bates, the American public could see 
this body at work, and we would pass 
what we believe is right for America 
and then force the Senate to pass what 
they believe is right for America and 
not continue to give the Democrat ma-
jority—who want to spend like crazy— 
in the Senate, we keep giving them 
cover because we won’t stand on what 
we believe and pass that here in the 
House. That’s what we ought to be 
doing. 

And that balanced budget amend-
ment ought to be the one that came 
out of the Judiciary Committee. It 
ought to have a spending cap. It ought 
to have a supermajority in order to 
raise taxes. That was on that bill. Oh, 
it was debated. There were efforts to 
strike that part out. There were a lot 
of amendments—some to strike things 
like that out, some to put other things 
in, some to make it weak. But we 
fought those off successfully in com-
mittee and we came out of committee 
with a good, strong balanced budget 
amendment, and that’s what ought to 
come to the floor, not the weak-kneed 
one we’re going to get. Because a bal-
anced budget amendment with no cap 
on spending unfortunately looks like a 
prescription for spiraling-upward taxes; 
because we’ve seen even with a con-
servative majority in the House, it’s 
just tough to cut spending because 
we’re told we’ve got to spend to get the 
Senate to go along with these bills. 

It’s time to take the tough stands. 
America’s in trouble. It’s in big trou-
ble. And as we fight these battles, it 
doesn’t help to have people jumping on 
a bandwagon that really wasn’t the 
bandwagon they showed themselves to 
really believe in previously. And by 
that, I’m talking about Secretary Pa-
netta, Secretary of Defense. He wrote 
this scathing letter talking about how 
if the sequestration occurs, hundreds of 
billions are cut from defense, it could 
mean the loss of—I believe it was a 
couple hundred million of our military, 
which is a little ironic coming from the 
current Secretary of Defense, because 
the people on this side of the aisle be-
lieve in a strong defense. We all believe 
that it is our number one job to pro-
vide for the common defense, because if 
we don’t do that, all these other things 
just go away and we’re overtaken by 
people that want to bring down our 
way of life. 

But if you look to what Secretary 
Panetta was participating in back in 
the Clinton administration, you get a 
little better look at what really was 
believed at the time. You know, we’ve 
had President Clinton and those tout-
ing his time as President claiming, gee, 
he’s the one President that actually 
cut the Federal workforce. No, he 
didn’t. He cut the military. He didn’t 
cut the Federal workforce. He cut the 

military. That’s the only area he cut. 
And we paid a massive price after 9/11 
because we had to gear back up because 
we once again found having a strong 
defense is important. Reagan tried to 
warn us about that. He said people 
don’t get attacked because they’re per-
ceived as being too strong. They get at-
tacked when people perceive them as 
being weak. And that’s how we were 
perceived. 

But let’s see, in January of 1993, 
when now-Secretary of Defense Pa-
netta started as a part of the Clinton 
administration, there were 1,761,481 
members of the United States military. 
In July of 1994, Secretary Panetta 
started as the Chief of Staff for Presi-
dent Clinton, and that continued 
through January of 1997. So let’s take a 
look. From the time Secretary Panetta 
started as a part of the Clinton admin-
istration, we went from 1,761,481 mem-
bers of the military to, in January of 
’97 when he left the Clinton adminis-
tration, 1,457,413 members. That’s a 
304,068 drop in members of the military 
while he was part of the Clinton admin-
istration. Seems to fall a little bit on 
deaf ears when you have a Secretary 
crying about cuts to the military when 
he presided over a far more draconian 
cut to that same military when he was 
in charge or was part of the Clinton ad-
ministration. 
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The problem is, we can’t afford mas-

sive cuts to our defense. And at the 
very time they’re okay with that, the 
President goes down to Australia and 
says we’re going to commit some 
troops down here too. We’ve got troops 
this President’s committing all over 
the place, without any regard, like in 
Libya or Egypt, to the outcome of 
what is being done, what’s going to 
happen at the end. And we’re going to 
pay a severe price. 

We need to stand for a solid defense. 
And if we get back to a regular order in 
this body, where things are voted out 
of subcommittee, after full chance to 
amend, voted out of the full com-
mittee, with full chance to amend and 
debate, brought to the floor as they 
come out of committee, and fully de-
bated, and fully amended here on the 
floor, America will see who stands for 
what, and it will be easier for the vot-
ers in the next election, and it will be 
easier for all of us to tell what it is the 
American voters are wanting because 
they will have had a clear view of just 
exactly what they’re getting. 

I really enjoyed Mark Levin’s book, 
Liberty and Tyranny. I think it ought 
to be a textbook. Let me just finish 
with this quote from Ronald Reagan 
that Mark puts in his book: 

How can limited government and fiscal re-
straint be equated with lack of compassion 
for the poor? How can a tax break that puts 
a little more money in the weekly paychecks 
of working people be seen as an attack on 
the needy? Since when do we in America be-
lieve that our society is made up of two dia-
metrically opposed classes, one rich, one 
poor, both in a permanent state of conflict 

and neither able to get ahead except at the 
expense of the other? Since when do we in 
America accept the alien and discredited 
theory of social and class warfare? Since 
when do we in America endorse the politics 
of envy and division? 

That’s what the President’s preach-
ing right now. It needs to stop. It’s 
time to provide for the common de-
fense, get back to regular order in this 
body, and the country will be better off 
for it. 

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

f 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House re-
ports that on November 15, 2011 she 
presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the fol-
lowing bill. 

H.R. 2447. To grant the congressional gold 
medal to the Montford Point Marines. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 22 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, November 17, 2011, at 10 a.m. 
for morning-hour debate. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

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

3869. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Bacteriophage of 
Clavibacter michiganensis subspecies 
michiganensis; Exemption from the Require-
ment of a Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2009-0538; 
FRL-8891-3] received October 18, 2011, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

3870. A letter from the Principal Deputy, 
Department of Defense, transmitting Report 
to Congress on Impact of Domestic Violence 
on Military Families, pursuant to Public 
Law 111-84, section 569 (123 Stat. 2315); to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

3871. A letter from the Principal Deputy, 
Department of Defense, transmitting a letter 
authorizing Brigadier General Scott M. Han-
son, United States Air Force, to wear the in-
signia of the grade of major general; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

3872. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Suspen-
sion of Community Eligibility [Docket ID: 
FEMA-2011-0002] [Internal Agency Docket 
No.: FEMA-8203] received November 8, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

3873. A letter from the Senior Counsel for 
Regulatory Affairs, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — TARP Conflicts of Interest (RIN: 
1505-AC05) received November 8, 2011, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Financial Services. 
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3874. A letter from the President and 

Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, transmitting a report involving U.S. 
exports to various countries, pursuant to 12 
U.S.C. 635(b)(3)(i); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

3875. A letter from the NACIQI Executive 
Director, Department of Education, trans-
mitting the annual report of the National 
Advisory Committee on Institutional Qual-
ity and Integrity for Fiscal Year 2011, pursu-
ant to 20 U.S.C. 1145(e); to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

3876. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Legislation, Regulation and En-
ergy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Energy Conservation Program: Compliance 
Date Regarding the Test Procedures for 
Walk-In Coolers and Freezers and the Cer-
tification for Metal Halide Lamp Ballasts 
and Fixtures [Docket No.: EERE-2011-BT-CE- 
0050] (RIN: 1904-AC58) received October 25, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

3877. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting the bien-
nial report on the quality of water in the 
Colorado River Basin (Progress Report No. 
23), pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1596; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

3878. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans; Iowa; Prevention 
of Significant Deterioration; Greenhouse Gas 
Tailoring Rule Revision [EPA-R07-OAR-2011- 
0470; FRL-9484-5] received October 25, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

3879. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval of Air Quality Im-
plementation Plans; California; South Coast; 
Attainment Plan for 1997 PM2.5 Standards 
[EPA-R09-OAR-2009-0366; FRL-9482-9] re-
ceived October 25, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3880. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Regulation of Fuel and Fuel 
Additives: Alternative Test Method for 
Olefins in Gasoline [EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0558; 
FRL-9482-1] received October 18, 2011, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

3881. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Testing of Certain High 
Production Volume Chemicals; Third Group 
of Chemicals [EPA-HQ-OPPT-2009-0112; FRL- 
8885-5] (RIN: 2070-AJ86) received October 18, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

3882. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans; California; 2008 
San Joaquin Valley PM2.5 Plan and 2007 
State Strategy [EPA-R09-OAR-2010-0516; 
FRL-9482-2] received October 18, 2011, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

3883. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting Transmittal No. 11-44, pursuant to 
the reporting requirements of Section 
36(b)(1) of the Arms Export Control Act, as 
amended; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. 

3884. A letter from the Director, Bureau of 
Economic Analysis, Department of Com-

merce, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Direct Investment Surveys: Align-
ment of Regulations With Current Practices 
[Docket No.: 110321207-1206-01] (RIN: 0691- 
AA78) received October 27, 2011, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

3885. A letter from the Director, Inter-
national Cooperation, Department of De-
fense, transmitting Pursuant to Section 27(f) 
of the Arms Export Control Act and Section 
1(f) of Executive Order 11958, Transmittal No. 
12-11 informing of an intent to sign the 
Project Arrangement; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

3886. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification of intent to obli-
gate funds for purposes of Nonproliferation 
and Disarmament Fund (NDF) activities, 
pursuant to Public Law 102-511, section 
508(a); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3887. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a report on progress toward a 
negotiated solution of the Cyprus question 
covering the period June 1 through July 31, 
2011 pursuant to Section 620C(c) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 as amended; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3888. A letter from the Corporation Agent, 
Legion of Valor of the United States of 
America, Inc., transmitting a copy of the Le-
gion’s annual audit as of April 30, 2011, pur-
suant to 36 U.S.C. 1101(28) and 1103; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

3889. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Army, Civil Works, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a letter regarding the 
dredged material disposal for the Mid-Chesa-
peake Bay Island Ecosystem Restoration 
Project; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

3890. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Army, Civil Works, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a recommendation for 
the authorization of the Cedar River, Cedar 
Rapids, Iowa flood risk reduction project; to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

3891. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone; Giannangeli Wedding Fireworks, Lake 
St. Clair, Harrison Township, MI [Docket 
No.: USCG-2011-0721] (RIN: 1625-AA00) re-
ceived October 24, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

3892. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Special 
Local Regulations for Marine Events; Tem-
porary Change of Dates for Recurring Marine 
Events in the Fifth Coast Guard District, 
Wrightsville Channel; Wrightsville Beach, 
NC [Docket No.: USCG-2011-0629] (RIN: 1625- 
AA08) received October 24, 2011, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

3893. A letter from the Attorney, Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Safety Zone; 
Corporate Party on Hornblower Yacht, San 
Francisco, CA [Docket No.: USCG-2011-0690] 
(RIN: 1625-AA00) received October 24, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

3894. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the 
Department’s report entitled, ‘‘26th Annual 
Report of Accomplishments Under the Air-
port Improvement Program for Fiscal Year 
(FY) 2009’’; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

3895. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Oil Pollution Prevention; 
Spill Prevention, Control, and Counter-
measure (SPCC) Rule-Compliance Date 
Amendment for Farms [EPA-HQ-OPA-2011- 
0838; FRL-9481-4] (RIN: 2050-AG59) received 
October 18, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

3896. A letter from the Program Manager, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting the Department’s ‘‘Major’’ 
final rule — Medicare Program; Inpatient 
Hospital Deductible and Hospital and Ex-
tended Care Services Coinsurance Amount 
for CY 2010 [CMS-8043-N] (RIN: 0938-AQ14) re-
ceived November 3, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

3897. A letter from the Chairman, Defense 
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, transmit-
ting the second periodic Report to Congress 
on Infrastructure Needs in the Department 
of Energy’s Aging Defense Nuclear Facili-
ties; jointly to the Committees on Energy 
and Commerce and Armed Services. 

3898. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting legislative proposals; jointly to the 
Committees on Veterans’ Affairs, Financial 
Services, the Judiciary, and House Adminis-
tration. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. UPTON: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 2405. A bill to reauthorize 
certain provisions of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act and the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act relating to public health prepared-
ness and countermeasure development, and 
for other purposes, with an amendment 
(Rept. 112–286). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. UPTON: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 2937. A bill to amend title 
49, United States Code, to provide for en-
hanced safety and environmental protection 
in pipeline transportation, to provide for en-
hanced reliability in the transportation of 
the Nation’s energy products by pipeline, 
and for other purposes, with an amendment 
(Rept. 112–287, Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri: Committee on 
Small Business. H.R. 585. A bill to amend the 
Small Business Act to provide for the estab-
lishment and approval of small business con-
cern size standards by the Chief Counsel for 
Advocacy of the Small Business Administra-
tion (Rept. 112–288). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas: Committee on the Ju-
diciary. H.R. 527. A bill to amend chapter 6 of 
title 5, United States Code (commonly 
known as the Regulatory Flexibility Act), to 
ensure complete analysis of potential im-
pacts on small entities of rules, and for other 
purposes, with an amendment (Rept. 112–289, 
Pt. 1). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri: Committee on 
Small Business. H.R. 527. A bill to amend 
chapter 6 of title 5, United States Code (com-
monly known as the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act), to ensure complete analysis of poten-
tial impacts on small entities of rules, and 
for other purposes, with an amendment 
(Rept. 112–289, Pt. 2). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 
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Ms. FOXX: Committee on Rules. House 

Resolution 467. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the conference report to accom-
pany the bill (H.R. 2112) making appropria-
tions for Agriculture, Rural Development, 
Food and Drug Administration, and Related 
Agencies programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2012, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 112–290). Referred to the House Cal-
endar. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. LANKFORD (for himself, Mr. 
ISSA, Mr. KELLY, Mr. MEEHAN, and 
Mr. PIERLUISI): 

H.R. 3433. A bill to amend title 31, United 
States Code, to provide transparency and re-
quire certain standards in the award of Fed-
eral grants, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

By Ms. MCCOLLUM (for herself and Mr. 
ELLISON): 

H.R. 3434. A bill to authorize a replacement 
for the lift bridge in Stillwater, Minnesota 
with necessary taxpayer protection measures 
to promote fiscal responsibility; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, and in addition to the Committee on 
Natural Resources, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Ms. SPEIER (for herself, Ms. BASS 
of California, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. 
BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, 
Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr. CLAY, 
Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, 
Ms. DELAURO, Ms. EDWARDS, Mr. 
ELLISON, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Ms. HAHN, Mr. JACKSON of 
Illinois, Ms. LEE of California, Ms. 
MATSUI, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Ms. NORTON, Ms. PINGREE of 
Maine, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. RICHARDSON, 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms. LINDA T. 
SÁNCHEZ of California, Ms. SCHA-
KOWSKY, Ms. SUTTON, Mr. THOMPSON 
of California, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. WALZ 
of Minnesota, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. 
HONDA, Mr. HEINRICH, Mr. SCOTT of 
Virginia, Ms. WATERS, Mrs. MALONEY, 
Mrs. LOWEY, Ms. MOORE, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, Mr. BACA, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. 
DEGETTE, and Mr. ANDREWS): 

H.R. 3435. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to improve the prevention of 
and response to sexual assault in the Armed 
Forces, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. DEFAZIO (for himself, Mr. 
SCHRADER, and Mr. BLUMENAUER): 

H.R. 3436. A bill to expand the Wild Rogue 
Wilderness Area in the State of Oregon, to 
make additional wild and scenic river des-
ignations in the Rogue River area, and to 
provide additional protections for Rogue 
River tributaries, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BUTTERFIELD (for himself, 
Mr. KISSELL, Mr. WATT, Ms. LEE of 
California, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 
JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Ms. DELAURO, Mrs. EMER-
SON, Ms. MOORE, Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. 
SCOTT of Virginia, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. 
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Ms. CLARKE 
of New York, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. CLARKE of Michigan, 

Ms. NORTON, Ms. WATERS, Mr. JOHN-
SON of Georgia, Mr. AL GREEN of 
Texas, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. CLEAVER, 
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms. SEWELL, Mr. 
MILLER of North Carolina, Mr. 
BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
RUSH, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. PRICE of North Caro-
lina, Mr. FARR, Mr. CLAY, Mr. LEWIS 
of Georgia, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. 
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms. RICHARD-
SON, Mr. PASTOR of Arizona, Mr. 
MEEKS, Ms. EDWARDS, Ms. BASS of 
California, Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Geor-
gia, Mr. ELLISON, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, Mr. RICHMOND, Ms. WILSON 
of Florida, Mr. CONYERS, and Mr. 
FATTAH): 

H.R. 3437. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Agriculture to establish the Eva M. Clayton 
Fellows Program to provide for fellowships 
to conduct research and education on the 
eradication of world hunger and malnutri-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, and in addition to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. FILNER: 
H.R. 3438. A bill to require the Department 

of Defense to meet the annual goal for par-
ticipation in procurement contracts by small 
business concerns owned and controlled by 
veterans with service-connected disabilities; 
to the Committee on Armed Services, and in 
addition to the Committee on Small Busi-
ness, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. FLAKE (for himself and Mr. 
MCINTYRE): 

H.R. 3439. A bill to require the President to 
impose sanctions on foreign financial insti-
tutions that conduct transactions with the 
Central Bank of Iran if the President deter-
mines that the Central Bank of Iran has en-
gaged in certain transactions relating to the 
proliferation of chemical, biological, or nu-
clear weapons or support for acts of inter-
national terrorism; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. FLAKE (for himself, Mr. BISHOP 
of Utah, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. 
AKIN, Mr. POMPEO, Mr. BROUN of 
Georgia, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. 
FARENTHOLD, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. 
HULTGREN, and Mr. WALSH of Illi-
nois): 

H.R. 3440. A bill to provide for certain over-
sight and approval on any decisions to close 
National Monument land under the jurisdic-
tion of the Bureau of Land Management to 
recreational shooting, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. FLEISCHMANN: 
H.R. 3441. A bill to repeal the Department 

of Energy’s weatherization assistance pro-
gram; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas (for herself, Ms. JACKSON LEE 
of Texas, and Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts): 

H.R. 3442. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act with respect to payment 
for partial hospitalization services under the 
Medicare program; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, and in addition to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. KINGSTON (for himself and Mr. 
WESTMORELAND): 

H.R. 3443. A bill to reform the H-2A pro-
gram for nonimmigrant agricultural work-
ers, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KINGSTON (for himself and Mr. 
WESTMORELAND): 

H.R. 3444. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to clarify eligibility for the 
child tax credit; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. LOEBSACK: 
H.R. 3445. A bill to provide priority consid-

eration to local educational agencies that es-
tablish high quality entrepreneurship edu-
cation programs for secondary schools, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Mr. 
HOLT, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. 
PIERLUISI, and Mrs. CHRISTENSEN): 

H.R. 3446. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to establish an annual produc-
tion incentive fee with respect to Federal on-
shore and offshore lands that are subject to 
a lease for production of oil or natural gas 
under which production is not occurring, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources. 

By Mr. QUIGLEY: 
H.R. 3447. A bill to require proprietary in-

stitutions of higher education to derive not 
less than 10 percent of such institutions’ rev-
enues from sources other than veterans’ edu-
cation benefits or funds provided under title 
IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965; to 
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force. 

By Mr. RENACCI (for himself, Mr. CAR-
NEY, and Mr. WELCH): 

H.R. 3448. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the deduction for 
dividends received from a controlled foreign 
corporation by any corporation that has in-
creased wages or placed property in service 
for the year; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. RYAN of Ohio (for himself, Mr. 
CRITZ, Mr. MANZULLO, Ms. KAPTUR, 
Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. JONES, Mr. MUR-
PHY of Connecticut, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Georgia, and Mr. KISSELL): 

H.R. 3449. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Defense to develop a defense supply chain 
and industrial base strategy, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 
H.R. 3450. A bill to authorize the Adminis-

trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency to make grants to assist commu-
nities in complying with environmental re-
quirements, to authorize the use of penalty 
amounts collected under laws administered 
by the Environmental Protection Agency to 
finance the grants, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committees on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, and Agri-
culture, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas (for herself, Ms. JACKSON LEE 
of Texas, Ms. LEE of California, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, 
Ms. CLARKE of New York, Ms. BASS of 
California, Mr. SABLAN, Mr. 
PIERLUISI, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. SMITH of Texas, 
Ms. NORTON, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. 
ISRAEL, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. 
MEEKS, Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:36 Nov 17, 2011 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00085 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A16NO7.056 H16NOPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
6T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7714 November 16, 2011 
JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. CLEAVER, 
and Ms. RICHARDSON): 

H. Con. Res. 88. Concurrent resolution hon-
oring Brigadier General Hazel Winifred 
Johnson-Brown, the first African-American 
woman to hold the rank of General in the 
United States Armed Forces; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, and in addition to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. GRAVES of Missouri: 
H. Res. 468. A resolution expressing support 

for the designation of a ‘‘Small Business Sat-
urday’’ and supporting efforts to increase 
awareness of the value of locally owned 
small businesses; to the Committee on Small 
Business. 

By Mr. ROE of Tennessee: 
H. Res. 469. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives that 
the Patient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act is unconstitutional; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary, and in addition to the 
Committees on Energy and Commerce, Ways 
and Means, Education and the Workforce, 
Natural Resources, House Administration, 
Rules, and Appropriations, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

f 

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. LANKFORD: 
H.R. 3433. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 9 
No Money shall be drawn from the Treas-

ury, but in Consequence of Appropriations 
made by Law; and a regular Statement and 
Account of the Receipts and Expenditures of 
all public Money shall be published from 
time to time. 

By Ms. MCCOLLUM: 
H.R. 3434. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18, which gives 

Congress the power ‘‘To make all Laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for car-
rying into Execution the foregoing powers.’’ 

By Ms. SPEIER: 
H.R. 3435. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 

granted to Congress under Article 1, Section 
8 of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. DEFAZIO: 
H.R. 3436. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 (relating to 

the power to make all laws necessary and 
proper for carrying out the powers vested in 
Congress), and Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 
(relating to the power of Congress to dispose 
of and make all needful rules and regulations 
respecting the territory or other property 
belonging to the United States). 

By Mr. BUTTERFIELD: 
H.R. 3437. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 

Under Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the 
Constitution, Congress has the power to col-
lect taxes and expend funds to provide for 
the general welfare of the United States. 
Congress may also make laws that are nec-
essary and proper for carrying into execution 
their powers enumerated under Article I. 

By Mr. FILNER: 
H.R. 3438. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The constitutional authority of Congress 

to enact this legislation is provided by Arti-
cle I, section 8 of the United States Constitu-
tion (clauses 12, 13, 14, 16, and 18), which 
grants Congress the power to raise and sup-
port an Army; to provide and maintain a 
Navy; to make rules for the government and 
regulation of the land and naval forces; to 
provide for organizing, arming, and dis-
ciplining the militia; and to make all laws 
necessary and proper to execute these pow-
ers. 

By Mr. FLAKE: 
H.R. 3439. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, grants Congress the 

power to regulate commerce with foreign na-
tions. 

By Mr. FLAKE: 
H.R. 3440. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2. 
The Congress shall have Power to dispose 

of and make all needful Rules and Regula-
tions respecting the Territory or other Prop-
erty belonging to the United States; and 
nothing in this Constitution shall be so con-
strued as to Prejudice any Claims of the 
United States, or of any particular State. 

By Mr. FLEISCHMANN: 
H.R. 3441. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, clause 1. 

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas: 

H.R. 3442. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, section 8 of the Constitution of 

the United States. 
By Mr. KINGSTON: 

H.R. 3443. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 
The Congress shall have the Power . . . To 

establish an uniform Rule of Naturalization, 
and uniform Laws on the subject of Bank-
ruptcies throughout the United States 

By Mr. KINGSTON: 
H.R. 3444. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 
The Congress shall have Power to lay and 

collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, 
to pay the Debts and provide for the common 
Defence and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States. 

By Mr. LOEBSACK: 
H.R. 3445. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause I of the Con-

stitution which grants Congress the power to 
provide for the general Welfare of the United 
States. 

By Mr. MARKEY: 
H.R. 3446. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8 

By Mr. QUIGLEY: 
H.R. 3447. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The constitutional authority on which this 

bill rests is found in Article I, Section 8 of 
the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. RENACCI: 
H.R. 3448. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: ‘‘The Con-

gress shall have Power to lay and collect 
Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay 
the Debts and provide for the common 
Defence and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States.’’ 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18: ‘‘The Con-
gress shall have Power To make all Laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for car-
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers, 
and all other Powers vested by the Constitu-
tion in the Government of the United States, 
or in any Department or Officer thereof.’’’ 

By Mr. RYAN of Ohio: 
H.R. 3449. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, section 8, Clause 14; To make 

Rules for the Government and Regulation of 
the land and naval Forces. 

Article 1, section 8, Clause 18; To make all 
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
‘Trying into Execution the foregoing Powers, 
and all other Powers vested by this Constitu-
tion in the Government of the United States, 
or in any Department or Officer thereof. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 
H.R. 3450. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 100: Mr. GINGREY of Georgia and Mr. 
BOUSTANY. 

H.R. 265: Ms. LEE of California. 
H.R. 266: Ms. LEE of California. 
H.R. 267: Ms. LEE of California. 
H.R. 303: Mr. ROE of Tennessee. 
H.R. 329: Mr. TONKO. 
H.R. 374: Mr. FINCHER and Mr. BOUSTANY. 
H.R. 436: Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois and Mr. 

FITZPATRICK. 
H.R. 531: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, 

Mr. SCHRADER, and Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.R. 631: Mr. CONYERS. 
H.R. 692: Mr. ROHRABACHER. 
H.R. 708: Mr. GERLACH. 
H.R. 718: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina, 

Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. RIGELL, and Mr. TOWNS. 
H.R. 719: Mr. OLSON. 
H.R. 721: Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr. MCCAUL, 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. 
CALVERT, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. GAR-
RETT, and Mr. BARTON of Texas. 

H.R. 812: Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. MANZULLO, 
and Ms. BORDALLO. 

H.R. 835: Ms. HAYWORTH and Ms. HAHN. 
H.R. 885: Mr. CARNAHAN. 
H.R. 890: Mr. CHABOT. 
H.R. 972: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
H.R. 1050: Mr. WITTMAN. 
H.R. 1081: Mr. SCHIFF and Mr. LANCE. 
H.R. 1092: Mr. MCCOTTER. 
H.R. 1148: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. PETERSON, Mr. 

COURTNEY, Mr. KISSELL, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. 
FILNER, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. ROSS of Florida, 
Ms. SPEIER, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 
BISHOP of New York, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. 
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MCGOVERN, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. SMITH of 
Washington, Mr. POLIS, Mr. REHBERG, and 
Mr. HOLDEN. 

H.R. 1164: Mr. JONES and Mr. DUNCAN of 
Tennessee. 

H.R. 1175: Mr. MICHAUD. 
H.R. 1182: Mr. AMASH and Mr. ROONEY. 
H.R. 1219: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-

fornia and Mr. KEATING. 
H.R. 1221: Mr. FORBES, Mr. VISCLOSKY, and 

Mr. LOBIONDO. 
H.R. 1288: Mr. ALTMIRE. 
H.R. 1295: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. 
H.R. 1297: Mr. AMODEI. 
H.R. 1307: Mr. JONES and Mr. DUNCAN of 

Tennessee. 
H.R. 1330: Mr. ANDREWS. 
H.R. 1351: Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. 
H.R. 1385: Mr. MEEHAN and Mr. MARINO. 
H.R. 1417: Ms. CLARKE of New York. 
H.R. 1449: Mr. COURTNEY. 
H.R. 1513: Ms. HANABUSA, Mr. JOHNSON of 

Illinois, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, and Mr. 
MCDERMOTT. 

H.R. 1546: Mr. DENT. 
H.R. 1558: Mrs. BONO MACK. 
H.R. 1571: Mr. DUFFY. 
H.R. 1580: Mr. DESJARLAIS and Mr. WHIT-

FIELD. 
H.R. 1639: Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky and Mr. 

BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 1653: Mr. YARMUTH and Mr. ROSS of 

Florida. 
H.R. 1661: Mr. CICILLINE. 
H.R. 1697: Mr. BROOKS. 
H.R. 1738: Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. MCNERNEY, 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, and Mr. ROE of 
Tennessee. 

H.R. 1755: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. 
H.R. 1815: Mr. PIERLUISI and Mr. JONES. 
H.R. 1834: Mr. WOMACK and Mr. KISSELL. 
H.R. 1897: Ms. FUDGE, Mr. RAHALL, Mrs. 

CAPPS, and Mr. ISRAEL. 
H.R. 1903: Ms. BROWN of Florida. 
H.R. 1905: Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. KINGSTON, and 

Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 1941: Mr. COURTNEY and Ms. BALDWIN. 
H.R. 2051: Mr. LATTA. 
H.R. 2069: Mr. TONKO. 
H.R. 2070: Mr. PALAZZO and Mr. JONES. 
H.R. 2105: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska and Mr. 

HULTGREN. 
H.R. 2182: Mr. MCCAUL and Mr. CASSIDY. 
H.R. 2214: Mr. COHEN, Ms. JENKINS, Mr. 

ROSS of Florida, Mr. WEBSTER, Ms. HERRERA 
BEUTLER, Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois, Mr. KING 
of Iowa, and Mr. RIBBLE. 

H.R. 2299: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 2304: Mr. SCALISE. 
H.R. 2335: Mr. BERG and Mr. ISSA. 
H.R. 2367: Mr. GALLEGLY. 
H.R. 2412: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 2414: Mr. HULTGREN. 
H.R. 2499: Ms. TSONGAS. 
H.R. 2505: Mr. LANCE, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, 

and Mr. LATHAM. 

H.R. 2508: Ms. HANABUSA, Mr. COSTA, and 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. 

H.R. 2528: Mr. BRADY of Texas. 
H.R. 2538: Mrs. BONO MACK. 
H.R. 2541: Mr. WALBERG. 
H.R. 2557: Mr. ELLISON. 
H.R. 2559: Mr. STARK. 
H.R. 2580: Mr. CRITZ. 
H.R. 2600: Mr. FARENTHOLD, Ms. HAYWORTH, 

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois, Mr. CLARKE of 
Michigan, and Mr. HECK. 

H.R. 2632: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 2674: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. 
H.R. 2697: Mr. MATHESON. 
H.R. 2733: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. JONES. 
H.R. 2772: Mr. MCINTYRE. 
H.R. 2815: Mr. DEUTCH. 
H.R. 2827: Mrs. BIGGERT and Mr. RIBBLE. 
H.R. 2866: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 
H.R. 2885: Mr. NUNNELEE and Mr. HECK. 
H.R. 2893: Mr. ROSS of Florida. 
H.R. 2900: Mr. LAMBORN and Mr. HUNTER. 
H.R. 2918: Mr. BOREN, Mr. KELLY, and Mr. 

MANZULLO. 
H.R. 2945: Mr. CHABOT. 
H.R. 2966: Ms. HIRONO. 
H.R. 2967: Mr. PASCRELL. 
H.R. 2970: Mr. LEVIN. 
H.R. 2982: Ms. GRANGER. 
H.R. 2992: Mr. MANZULLO and Mr. KELLY. 
H.R. 3012: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 3057: Mrs. ELLMERS, Mr. GRAVES of 

Missouri, Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. JACK-
SON of Illinois, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, and Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. 

H.R. 3059: Mr. PAULSEN. 
H.R. 3066: Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. 
H.R. 3087: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 3096: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 
H.R. 3097: Mr. POE of Texas and Mr. CAL-

VERT. 
H.R. 3142: Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. COBLE, Mr. 

GINGREY of Georgia, and Mr. MCINTYRE. 
H.R. 3151: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 

ISRAEL, and Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 3158: Mr. LATHAM and Mr. REHBERG. 
H.R. 3162: Mr. BONNER and Mr. REED. 
H.R. 3168: Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. KING of Iowa, 

Mr. WEST, and Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
H.R. 3178: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. 

FARR, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
LIPINSKI, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. MORAN, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. STARK, Ms. LEE of Cali-
fornia, Mr. PAYNE, and Mr. ELLISON. 

H.R. 3180: Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. WOMACK, Mr. 
CARTER, Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas, and Mr. 
BARTLETT. 

H.R. 3187: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CARSON of 
Indiana, Mr. BILBRAY, Mrs. BONO MACK, Mr. 
MCCARTHY of California, and Mr. DIAZ- 
BALART. 

H.R. 3193: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. ROE of Ten-
nessee, and Mr. GOHMERT. 

H.R. 3200: Mr. MCNERNEY and Mr. 
LOEBSACK. 

H.R. 3210: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. HUN-
TER, Mr. MANZULLO, and Mr. PAULSEN. 

H.R. 3211: Mr. KLINE. 
H.R. 3243: Mrs. LUMMIS and Mr. NUNNELEE. 
H.R. 3245: Mr. JONES. 
H.R. 3250: Ms. SEWELL, Ms. MOORE, Ms. 

NORTON, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms. JACKSON LEE 
of Texas, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. JACKSON 
of Illinois, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, and Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 

H.R. 3264: Mr. AMASH. 
H.R. 3266: Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. ACKERMAN, 

Mr. DOGGETT, Ms. LEE of California, and Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts. 

H.R. 3286: Ms. TSONGAS and Ms. MATSUI. 
H.R. 3288: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY and Mr. 

KEATING. 
H.R. 3323: Mrs. HARTZLER. 
H.R. 3324: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 3339: Mr. ROSKAM. 
H.R. 3349: Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 
H.R. 3350: Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 
H.R. 3351: Mr. RYAN of Ohio and Mr. LATTA. 
H.R. 3356: Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. 
H.R. 3365: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 
H.R. 3379: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska and Mrs. 

LUMMIS. 
H.R. 3388: Mr. CICILLINE. 
H.R. 3402: Ms. HAHN and Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 3405: Ms. BROWN of Florida. 
H.R. 3409: Mr. STIVERS and Mr. HARRIS. 
H.R. 3410: Mr. KELLY. 
H.R. 3425: Mr. SCOTT of Virginia and Mr. 

GRIJALVA. 
H.J. Res. 78: Mr. HINCHEY and Mr. 

MCDERMOTT. 
H.J. Res. 80: Mr. MORAN. 
H.J. Res. 83: Mr. SHERMAN. 
H.J. Res. 85: Mr. NUGENT, Mr. CRAWFORD, 

Mr. HARPER, Mr. WALSH of Illinois, Mrs. 
LUMMIS, Mr. GUINTA, Mr. HUIZENGA of Michi-
gan, Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. WALBERG, Mr. 
RIBBLE, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. FRANKS of 
Arizona, Mr. BROOKS, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. 
LAMBORN, and Mr. BILBRAY. 

H. Res. 98: Mr. FLEMING, Mr. WALSH of Illi-
nois, Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. RIBBLE, and Mr. 
FRANKS of Arizona. 

H. Res. 111: Mr. ROYCE. 
H. Res. 374: Mr. KLINE. 

f 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 3010: Mr. BACA. 
H.R. 3086: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
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