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the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

Because the vote today may look bad for
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution. . . . [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.”” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: ‘Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule. ... When the
motion for the previous question is defeated,
control of the time passes to the Member
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of
amendment.”

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House
of Representatives, the subchapter titled
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘“Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous
question, who may offer a proper amendment
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

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

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. 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.

——————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken later.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ELIMINATE PRIVACY NOTICE
CONFUSION ACT

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 5817) to amend the Gramm-
Leach-Bliley Act to provide an excep-
tion to the annual privacy notice re-
quirement, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 5817

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Eliminate
Privacy Notice Confusion Act’.

SEC. 2. EXCEPTION TO ANNUAL PRIVACY NOTICE

REQUIREMENT UNDER THE GRAMM-
LEACH-BLILEY ACT.

Section 503 of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act
(15 U.S.C. 6803) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“(f) EXCEPTION TO ANNUAL NOTICE REQUIRE-
MENT.—A financial institution that—

‘(1) provides nonpublic personal informa-
tion only in accordance with the provisions
of subsection (b)(2) or (e) of section 502 or
regulations prescribed under section 504(b),
and

‘(2) has not changed its policies and prac-
tices with regard to disclosing nonpublic per-
sonal information from the policies and
practices that were disclosed in the most re-
cent disclosure sent to consumers in accord-
ance with this subsection,
shall not be required to provide an annual
disclosure under this subsection until such
time as the financial institution fails to
comply with any criteria described in para-
graph (1) or (2).”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
West Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO) and the
gentleman from California (Mr. SHER-
MAN) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from West Virginia.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and to
add extraneous materials on this bill.

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

There was no objection.

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The amended version of H.R. 5817 rep-
resents compromise language that ad-
dresses concerns raised by some Mem-
bers about the last section of the bill,
which provided certain regulatory re-
lief to State-licensed financial institu-
tions. The bill before the House today
is substantially the same as the legis-
lation that passed the House by voice
vote in April 2010, and we actually de-
bated this bill a week ago.

I would like to thank the sponsors of
H.R. 5817, Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Mr. SHER-
MAN, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. CAPUANO, and
Mr. FRANK, for agreeing to this com-
promise language.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
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I will be brief. We passed substan-
tially the same language unanimously
by voice vote 2 years ago. This bill has
been amended by unanimous consent so
as to be virtually identical with what
was passed 2 years ago. It now has the
support of the ranking member.

I urge an ‘‘aye’ vote and reserve the
balance of my time.

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to yield as much time as he needs
to consume to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. LUETKEMEYER), who is the
primary sponsor of this bill.

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Thank you,
Chairman CAPITO, for yielding.

I rise today in strong support of the
amended version of H.R. 5817, the
Eliminate Privacy Notice Confusion
Act. Under current law, all financial
institutions are required to provide an-
nual privacy notices explaining infor-
mation-sharing practices to customers.
Banks and credit unions are required
to give these notices each year even if
their privacy notice has not changed.
This creates not only waste for finan-
cial institutions but confusion among
and increased costs to consumers.

In his book entitled ‘‘The Financial
Crisis and the Free Market Cure,”
John Allison reports that one bank of-
fered at the end of its privacy notice to
pay $100 to any customer that read its
notice in full. Only one customer took
the bank up on that offer.

Year after year, millions of dollars
are spent on privacy notices that are
either disregarded by or confuse the
customers. Let’s think about this cost
for a second. This outdated require-
ment doesn’t cost only in postage
alone, but also costs in compliance
costs, cost of supplies, printing fees,
and man hours.

I talked to one community bank in
my district that said they spent rough-
ly 70 cents per disclosure. With a min-
imum of 250,000 accounts and cus-
tomers, this one bank spends $175,000 a
year on this requirement. It may not
seem like a lot of money to some of my
colleagues, but I can tell you that
$175,000 is a 1ot of money for a small in-
stitution like this one in my district,
especially when a lot of those costs are
passed on to the customer.

There is some debate over what this
legislation will do. Let me be com-
pletely clear: this legislation will only
remove the Gramm-Leach-Bliley an-
nual privacy notice requirement of an
institution if an institution has not, in
any way, changed its privacy notice or
procedures.
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This legislation does not exempt any
institution from an initial privacy no-
tice, nor does it allow a loophole for an
institution to avoid issuing an updated
notice.

We worked in a bipartisan fashion to
amend this legislation to remove the
stipulations for State-regulated finan-
cial institutions. The amended lan-
guage is now identical to the legisla-
tion that passed the House by a voice



		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-05-06T11:00:17-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




