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House of Representatives

The House met at noon and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. BENTIVOLIO).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 16, 2013.

I hereby appoint the Honorable KERRY
BENTIVOLIO to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

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

———
MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 3, 2013, 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 1:50 p.m.

———
BENGHAZI INVESTIGATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. WOLF) for 56 minutes.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, Deuter-
onomy 16:20 tells us:

Justice, justice shalt thou pursue.

As we quietly mark the 10-month an-
niversary of the Benghazi terrorist at-
tacks last week, I know many people
wondered if there will ever be any clear
resolution to this investigation, let
alone justice.

There are less than 3 weeks remain-
ing before the Congress departs for the
August recess. When we return in Sep-

tember, we will be only 2 days away
from the 1-year anniversary of the
Benghazi attacks. This looming anni-
versary should stand as a stark re-
minder of the many unanswered ques-
tions that remain about what actually
happened that night and how the ad-
ministration chose to respond or not
respond to the Americans under as-
sault during that 8-hour period.

That is why, over the next 3 weeks, 1
will be coming to the floor regularly to
remind the American people about the
key questions that remain to be an-
swered. I will also be sending a series of
letters to the State Department, the
Defense Department, and the CIA for-
mally requesting responses to some of
these questions. While I am skeptical
the administration will be forthcoming
with answers, I do hope that these
questions will underscore, for the Con-
gress and the American people, the
woefully incomplete status of the
Benghazi investigation.

I have long been concerned that the
current investigative strategy would
not yield the necessary answers. That
is why, for the last 8 months, I have ad-
vocated creating a bipartisan select
committee to thoroughly investigate
the Benghazi attacks. My bill, H. Res.
36, has 160 cosponsors, as well as the
support of many family members of the
Benghazi victims, the Special Oper-
ations community, and the Federal
Law Enforcement Officers Association,
which represent the Diplomatic Secu-
rity agents who were at the consulate
in Benghazi.

Perhaps the most telling sign of the
incomplete state of the Benghazi inves-
tigation is the fact that not one of the
survivors of the Benghazi attack from
the consulate or the annex has publicly
testified before Congress. Despite near-
ly a full year of multiple committee in-
vestigations, not one witness has been
brought before a committee to publicly
testify under oath about what hap-
pened that night.

Instead of learning the details of the
attack and the U.S. response in public
hearings, the American people may in-
stead read about it in one of the books
that have been announced in recent
weeks. It is clear that the survivors
from the consulate and the annex have
worked with authors on two separate
books that are scheduled to be pub-
lished over the next year.

The first, ‘“Under Fire: The Untold
Story of the Attack in Benghazi,” de-
scribes in vivid, minute-by-minute de-
tail the assault on the U.S. consulate,
according to an excerpt that was pub-
lished in Vanity Fair magazine this
month. This excerpt contains impor-
tant new information about the level of
sophistication of the attack and how
the terrorists apparently had detailed
inside knowledge of the American con-
sulate. It also noted that each of the
terrorists’ vehicles flew the ‘‘black flag
of jihad.” The report makes clear this
attack was the result of careful plan-
ning and intelligence-gathering by the
terrorists, not some spontaneous at-
tack on a target of opportunity.

A second, $3 million book deal, sched-
uled for publication in 2014, was an-
nounced last month with four unnamed
U.S. security contractors who were
based at the annex and responded to
the attacks that night. I suspect, given
the critical role played by the contrac-
tors in responding to the consulate at-
tack and later in defending the annex,
that these individuals have important
information that deserves to be heard
by the Congress and by the American
people. I also wonder, Mr. Speaker,
whether any of the $3 million they’re
earning from the book deal will be
shared with Ty Woods’ widow and child
or the parents of Glen Doherty, who did
so much to save our Americans.

I can’t help but ask why the Congress
has not asked—or subpoenaed—these
individuals to testify before the House
committees that have been inves-
tigating this over the past year. If
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these questions are not answered, the
American people will never know what
took place in Benghazi.

———

THE FARM BILL AND
POLLINATORS

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Last week’s
farm bill debacle in the House of Rep-
resentatives highlighted a fundamental
disconnect. My friends in the Repub-
lican majority felt that nutrition for
poor people was not a priority because
they were concerned about increasing
government dependence for lower-in-
come Americans.

Yes, there are more people receiving
SNAP, or what we used to call food
stamp benefits, because that’s how the
system is supposed to work. After our
Nation suffered a near collapse of the
economy, and with a much larger popu-
lation of over 313 million people, we
would expect that, in the face of per-
sistent unemployment and job 1loss,
more people would be on food stamps.
We want them to get this assistance. It
helps those families and it helps the
economy.

Yet, by the same action, my friends
passed the most expensive farm bill
provisions in our Nation’s history. Just
like the direct payment program,
which gave 75 percent of the payments
to 10 percent of all farmers, the new
price targets and crop insurance pro-
grams manipulate the market, con-
centrate wealth in the hands of the
few, and fail to implement any basic
reforms such as means testing and pay-
ment limits. The irony was not lost on
many who watched the price tag go up
and the benefits be concentrated in the
hands of those who need it the least.

The bill lacked meaningful reform.
The long overdue elimination of direct
payments was coupled with a lavish in-
crease in a new entitlement, shallow
loss provisions of crop insurance. It
locked in the currently high com-
modity prices as a threshold going for-
ward. There were additional direct pay-
ments for cotton and a refusal to re-
form egregious sugar provisions. Sub-
sidies for wealthy farmers are sup-
ported over innovation, research, and
conservation. The bill lavished support
on those that needed it the least, while
stripping out nutrition support
through the SNAP program, because
they didn’t want to foster dependence,
all while a blind eye was turned to
abuses in the lavish crop insurance pro-
gram where fraud is 50 percent higher
than in the maligned SNAP, or food
stamp program.

I am hopeful that if this bill goes on
to conference, we’ll be able to reduce
the costs, provide adequate support by
reinstituting nutrition programs, and
address long overdue reform for crop
insurance.

At the same time, there would be
some provisions that could actually
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bring people together. For years, I've
been working in areas of protecting the
pollinators. There are 250,000 little spe-
cies that pollinate our food and help
create $200 billion worth of food crops
worldwide. One in every three forks of
foods that we eat is due to pollination,
as well as the flowers we enjoy, fruits,
chocolate, and even tequila. Many of
these things depend on these humble
workers. Yet we’ve watched real
threats to the critical habitat for polli-
nators. I'm hopeful that we can add a
simple, nonpartisan provision that will
make a difference for these protec-
tions.

Neonicotinoids are insecticides which
have been linked to large bee die-offs.
In one instance, it happened to 50,000
bees in Oregon last week. These insec-
ticides have been banned for 2 years in
Europe. I'm hopeful that as the farm
bill goes forward, we can address put-
ting a temporary ban on their sale here
in the United States, taking a deeper
dive on the impact they have on polli-
nators and, indeed, on the entire food
chain for this very persistent substance
that has the potential of affecting the
impact not just of the health of bees
but of our families as well. I'm also
hopeful that we’ll have a farm bill that
can include low- or no-cost provisions
like pollinating protection to bring
people together to strengthen agri-
culture. These are vital parts of nature
and of our food chain.

In the past, the farm bill wasn’t a
partisan battlefield. If we can focus on
providing help for people who need it
the most, rather than lavish subsidies
for people that need it the least, and
focus on innovation, conservation, and,
yes, pollinator protection, things like
this can strengthen our food supply,
save money, protect the environment,
and maybe enable us to make some
progress in an area so far that looks
embarrassingly remote.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until 2
p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 11
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

O 1400
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at 2
p.m.

———
PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer:

Eternal God, we give You thanks for
giving us another day.

We ask discernment for the Members
of this people’s House, that they might
judge anew their adherence to prin-
ciple, conviction, and commitment,
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lest they slide uncharitably toward an
inability to listen to one another and
work cooperatively to solve the impor-
tant issues of our day.

Give them the generosity of heart,
and the courage of true leadership, to
work toward a common solution, which
might call for compromise, even sac-
rifice on both sides. We pray that their
work results not in solutions where
some are winners and some losers, but
where all Americans know in their
hearts that we are winners.

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

Amen.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Ms. FOXX led the Pledge of Alle-
giance 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.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. Under clause 5(d) of
rule XX, the Chair announces to the
House that, in light of the resignation
of the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY), the whole number of the
House is 434.

———

JOBS REPORT MISLEADING

(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. Mr.
Speaker, according to Investor’s Busi-
ness Daily:

From the media to Wall Street, June’s jobs
report is being spun as a major positive, a
sign the economy is back on track. Maybe
the pundits should look at the actual num-
bers, which are abysmal. At June’s pace of
195,000 new jobs a month, it will take 11
months to get back to where we were in 2007.
It’s even worse when you consider all of the
net addition to June jobs—repeat, all—were
part time. The underemployment rate shot
up from 13.8 to 14.3 percent. This isn’t a solid
jobs report. It’s a crisis.

House Republicans have passed legis-
lation to promote jobs. Building the
Keystone pipeline alone can create
nearly 200,000 jobs. In the Midlands of
South Carolina, the earthmover tires
made by Michelin Corporation are
shipped to Alberta, Canada, for oil sand
recovery. At 12 feet high and $60,000 for
each tire, there are over 300 jobs in
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Lexington, with another 300 persons
building engines for Alberta at MTU in
Graniteville of Aiken County.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism.

Happy 40th birthday today, South
Carolina Attorney General Alan Wil-
son.

————
THE OBAMACARE TRAIN WRECK

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

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, my col-
leagues, building a stronger economy
for all Americans is our top priority
here in the House. That’s why we’re
working to simplify the Tax Code, ex-
pand energy production, and hold the
administration accountable for abuses
at agencies like the IRS. It’s why,
while Senate Democrats have done
nothing, the House has passed a bipar-
tisan plan to make college more afford-
able. And it’s why we’ll vote tomorrow
to make sure that families and individ-
uals get the same break from
ObamaCare that the President wants
for big businesses.

Over the weekend, the Democratic
leader in the Senate said the Presi-
dent’s health care law ‘‘has been won-
derful” for our country. Are you Kkid-
ding me? If ObamaCare is so wonderful,
why are health care prices exploding?
Why are millions of Americans getting
kicked out of their plans? Why are so
many workers losing their jobs or get-
ting their hours cut?

The law isn’t wonderful. It’s a train
wreck. You know it, I know it, and the
American people know it. Even the
President knows it. That’s why he pro-
posed delaying his mandate on employ-
ers.

But it’s unfair to protect big busi-
nesses without giving the same relief
to American families and small busi-
nesses. The bills by Congressman TIM
GRIFFIN and TOoDD YOUNG will address
this problem by delaying both the em-
ployer mandate and the individual
mandate. I hope Democrats and Repub-
licans alike will vote to do what’s fair
and protect all Americans from this
disastrous law.

———

OBAMACARE

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, employers
need more than a 1l-year delay of
ObamaCare’s economic train wreck.
The President’s flawed legislation must
be repealed in its entirety.

ObamaCare is already increasing
health care costs, depressing hiring,
and destroying full-time work. Waiting
a year to implement some of its con-
fusing, wrongheaded policies will not
stop the damage or provide job creators
with the certainty they need to figure
out whether they can afford to keep
their employees. That will come only
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when ObamaCare is replaced by com-
petitive, patient-centered health care
reforms.

The American people and the Amer-
ican economy deserve better than ex-
cuses for unworkable laws. They de-
serve health care policies that are
transparent, responsive, and focused on
them. This week, House Republicans
will take action to protect every Amer-
ican—individuals, families, and those
who manage or work with businesses—
from the President’s costly broken law.
If the employer mandate is being de-
layed, so should the individual man-
date. It’s basic fairness. It’s fairness for
all.

————
WEST, TEXAS

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

Mr. FLORES. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow
marks the 3-month anniversary of the
fertilizer plant explosion in West,
Texas. This catastrophic event injured
hundreds, took 15 lives, and cost tens
of millions of dollars in damage. Since
that tragic day, the State of Texas and
the entire community of West have
been working tirelessly to rebuild and
to recover.

FEMA originally denied Texas Gov-
ernor Rick Perry’s request for a major
disaster declaration. Since then, the
Governor has filed an appeal for the
President to reconsider this decision. I
am pleased to be joined by a substan-
tial bipartisan majority of the Texas
congressional delegation as we urge the
President to support this appeal on be-
half of the citizens of West and
McLennan County.

It is our hope that the President hon-
ors the commitment he made on April
25—to help the citizens of West recover,
rebuild, and reclaim their community.
We must help ease the burdens this
community continues to face through
the recovery process.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that all Ameri-
cans keep the community of West in
their prayers. God bless America.

————

THE PRESIDENT’S HEALTH CARE
MANDATE DELAYS

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

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, some of
the Affordable Care Act’s oldest and
strongest supporters are now coming
out against the bill. Yesterday, the
three largest unions in the country
wrote a letter to Speaker PELOSI and
Leader REID and said that the Presi-
dent’s health care takeover would ‘‘de-
stroy the foundation of the 40-hour
workweek that is the backbone of the
American middle class.” Their con-
cern—my concern—is that the em-
ployer mandate will force small busi-
nesses to move their employees to part
time in an effort to avoid additional
expenses.
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While I wish they had realized this
before spending so much time and so
much money on getting the law passed,
at this point I couldn’t agree with
them more.

This week, it is very important that
we pass the bills to delay the indi-
vidual mandate and delay the employer
mandate for a year. This will give us
time to consider how to keep the Af-
fordable Care Act from destroying our
economy.

To quote the union’s letter:

Time is running out. We have a problem.
You need to fix it. The unintended con-
sequences of the Affordable Care Act are se-
vere.

Further quoting:

We can no longer stand silent in the face of
the elements of the Affordable Care Act that
will destroy the very health care and well-
being of millions of hardworking Americans.

By passing these two bills this week,
we will take an important step in mini-
mizing the damage from the Affordable
Care Act.

———

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BENTIVOLIO) laid before the House the
following communication from the
Clerk of the House of Representatives:

JuLy 16, 2013.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule IT of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
July 16, 2013 at 1:25 p.m.:

Appointments:

World War I Centennial Commission

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS.

———

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
DEMOCRATIC LEADER

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable NANCY
PELOSI, Democratic leader:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, July 15, 2013.
Hon. JOHN BOEHNER,
Speaker, U.S. Capitol,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER: Pursuant to sec-
tion 13101 of the Health Information Tech-
nology for Economic and Clinical Health
(HITECH) Act (P.L. 111-5), I hereby re-
appoint Mr. Paul Egerman of Weston, Massa-
chusetts to the HIT Policy Committee for a
term of three years.

Thank you for your attention to this ap-
pointment.

Sincerely,
NANCY PELOSI,
Democratic Leader.

————
RECESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair

declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 5 p.m. today.
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Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 11 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

——
O 1700
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. HOLDING) at 5 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 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.

———

SMALL AIRPLANE
REVITALIZATION ACT OF 2013

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1848) to ensure that the Federal
Aviation Administration advances the
safety of small airplanes, and the con-
tinued development of the general
aviation industry, and for other pur-
poses, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 1848

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 ‘“Small Airplane
Revitalization Act of 2013”.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:

(1) A healthy small aircraft industry is inte-
gral to economic growth and to maintaining an
effective transportation infrastructure for com-
munities and nations around the world.

(2) Small aircraft comprise nearly 90 percent
of FAA type certified general aviation aircraft.

(3) General aviation provides for the cultiva-
tion of a workforce of engineers, manufacturing
and maintenance professionals, and pilots, who
secure the Nation’s economic success and de-
fense.

(4) General aviation contributes to well-pay-
ing manufacturing and technology jobs in the
United States, and these products are exported
in great numbers, providing a positive trade bal-
ance.

(5) Technology developed and proven in gen-
eral aviation aids in the success and safety of
all sectors of aviation and scientific competence.

(6) The average small airplane in the United
States is now 40 years old and the regulatory
barriers to bringing new designs to market are
resulting in a lack of innovation and investment
in small airplane design.

(7) Over the past decade, the United States
has typically lost 10,000 active private pilots per
year, partially due to a lack of cost-effective,
new small airplanes.

(8) General aviation safety can be improved by
modernizing and revamping the regulations for
this sector to clear the path for technology
adoption and cost-effective means to retrofit the
existing fleet with new safety technologies.

SEC. 3. FAA SAFETY AND REGULATORY IMPROVE-
MENTS FOR GENERAL AVIATION.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FAA SAFETY AND REG-

ULATORY IMPROVEMENTS FOR GENERAL AVIA-
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TION.—The Administrator shall advance the
safety and continued development of small air-
planes by reorganizing the certification require-
ments applicable to small airplanes to streamline
the approval of safety advancements.

(b) REGULATIONS.—The Administrator shall
issue a final rule based on the FAA’s Part 23
Reorganization Aviation Rulemaking Committee
(established in August 2011) by December 31,
2015. The final rule shall meet the following ob-
jectives of the Part 23 Committee:

(1) Create a regulatory regime for small air-
planes that will improve safety and decrease
certification costs.

(2) Set broad, outcome-driven safety objectives
that will spur innovation and technology adop-
tion.

(3) Replace current, prescriptive requirements
contained in FAA rules with performance-based
regulations.

(4) Use FAA-accepted consensus standards to
clarify how the part 23 safety objectives may be
met by specific designs and technologies.

(c) CONSENSUS-BASED STANDARDS.—The Ad-
ministrator shall use acceptable consensus-based
standards whenever possible in the spirit of the
National Technology Transfer and Advance-
ment Act of 1996 (15 U.S.C. 3701 note), while
continuing traditional methods for meeting part
23.

(d) SAFETY COOPERATION.—The Administrator
shall lead the effort to improve general aviation
safety by working with leading aviation regu-
lators to assist them in adopting a complemen-
tary regulatory approach for small airplanes.
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act, the following definitions apply:

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-
trator’ means the Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Administration.

(2) CONSENSUS STANDARDS.—The term ‘‘con-
sensus standards’ means standards developed
by voluntary organizations which plan, develop,
establish, or coordinate wvoluntary standards
using agreed-upon procedures, both domestic
and international. These standards include pro-
visions requiring that owners of relevant intel-
lectual property agree to make that intellectual
property available on a nondiscriminatory, roy-
alty-free or reasonable-royalty basis to all inter-
ested parties. These bodies have the attributes of
openness, balance of interest, due process, an
appeals process, and CONSENnsus.

(3) FAA.—The term “FAA’ means the Federal
Aviation Administration.

(4) GENERAL AVIATION.—The term ‘‘general
aviation” means all aviation activities other
than scheduled commercial airline operations
and military aviation.

(5) PART 23.—The term ‘“‘part 23’ means part
23 of title 14, Code of Federal Regulations.

(6) SMALL AIRPLANE.—The term ‘‘small air-
plane” means FAA type certificated airplanes
that meet the parameters of part 23 of title 14,
Code of Federal Regulations.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI) and the gentle-
woman from Nevada (Ms. TITUS) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous materials on H.R.
1848.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PETRI. I yield myself such time
as I may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
1848, the Small Airplane Revitalization
Act of 2013.

I'd like to commend my colleague,
Congressman MIKE POMPEO, for intro-
ducing this bill, along with Congress-
men DAN LIPINSKI, SAM GRAVES, RICH-
ARD NOLAN, and ToDD ROKITA.

I will insert into the RECORD a letter
of support for H.R. 1848 from the Air-
craft Owners and Pilots Association,
Experimental Aircraft Association,
General Aviation Manufacturers Asso-
ciation, National Air Transportation
Association, and National Business
Aviation Association, as well as a sepa-
rate letter of support from the Na-
tional Air Traffic Controllers Associa-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, we’re considering H.R.
1848 today because general aviation is
vital to our country. The general avia-
tion industry includes nearly 600,000 pi-
lots, employs 1.3 million people, and
contributes approximately $150 billion
annually to the U.S. economy. In fact,
the general aviation industry is one of
the few remaining U.S. manufacturing
industries that provide a trade surplus
for the U.S., and it has a presence in
every one of our 435 Congressional dis-
tricts.

However, over the last several dec-
ades, the general aviation industry has
experienced unique challenges, includ-
ing a steady decline in new pilots,
flight activity, and the sale of new air-
craft. In part, these challenges are due
to overly prescriptive and outdated
certification processes, which greatly
increase the costs of bringing new
products to market and, ultimately, in-
crease the costs for consumers.

The bill before us is intended to ad-
dress these challenges by streamlining
the certification process for small air-
planes, making it more efficient and ef-
fective, while also protecting the im-
portant safety oversight function of
the FAA.

The goal is to improve safety at a
fraction of the cost. For example, the
leading cause of fatalities in general
aviation is due to ‘loss of control.”
There are several existing technologies
available to mitigate loss of control,
such as an angle of attack indicator.
However, in an FAA-certified airplane,
the purchase and installation of this
equipment is about $5,000; whereas, the
exact same piece of equipment in a
noncertified experimental airplane is
about $800. So right now, the FAA’s
complicated and costly small airplane
certification process provides a dis-
incentive to certify new airplanes and
safety equipment. This is just one ex-
ample of how the Small Airplane Revi-
talization Act will improve safety at a
fraction of the cost.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

AOPA, EAA, GAMA, NATA, NBAA,
July 9, 2013.

DEAR MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE
ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE:
We write in support of the Small Aircraft
Revitalization Act (H.R. 1848). We urge you
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to support passage of the measure when it is
marked up by the House Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee on Wednesday,
July 10, 2013.

H.R. 1848 directs the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration (FAA) to modernize and revamp
the regulatory structure for small, certified
aircraft—commonly referred to as Part 23
Aircraft—by December 31, 2015. This legisla-
tion will help industry and FAA develop and
adopt more effective, consensus based com-
pliance standards that will spur manufactur-
ers’ investment in new aircraft designs and
help put critical lifesaving equipment into
the existing fleet of airplanes. This will im-
prove safety and also revitalize the lighter
end of general aviation which has faced sig-
nificant challenges in recent years.

H.R. 1848 is based on the recommendations
of a recently completed FAA Aviation Rule-
making Committee (ARC). The ARC devel-
oped these recommendations over an eight-
een month period with input from over 150
government and industry experts from
around the world. The FAA and the general
aviation community have identified imple-
mentation of these recommendations as key
to improving general aviation safety.

H.R. 1848 has broad, bipartisan support and
merits favorable consideration by members
of the House Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture Committee. Thank you in advance for
your consideration of the Small Aircraft Re-
vitalization Act.

Sincerely,

Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association
(AOPA), Experimental Aircraft Asso-
ciation (EAA), General Aviation Manu-
facturers Association (GAMA), Na-
tional Air Transportation Association
(NATA), National Business Aviation
Association (NBAA).

NATIONAL AIR TRAFFIC

CONTROLLERS ASSOCIATION (NATCA),

Washington, DC, July 9, 2013.

Good Afternoon.

NATCA supports H.R. 1848, the Small Air-
craft Revitalization Act which is scheduled
for mark up tomorrow by the House Trans-
portation and Infrastructure Committee.
H.R. 1848 is based on the recommendations of
a recently completed Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration (FAA) Aviation Rule-making
Committee (ARC).

We support H.R. 1848 and thank you in ad-
vance for your consideration.

JOSE L. CEBALLOS,
Director, Government Affairs.

Ms. TITUS. I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
1848, the Small Airplane Revitalization
Act of 2013. H.R. 1848 would require the
Federal Aviation Administration to up-
date its part 23 small airplane design
regulations by December 31, 2015.

Last week, the Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee ordered H.R.
1848 reported favorably to the House by
a voice vote.

In June, an FAA-chartered Part 23
Aviation Rulemaking Committee, or
ARC, submitted its comprehensive re-
port with recommendations for rewrit-
ing and reorganizing part 23 to the
agency. Representatives from the FAA,
international regulatory agencies, air-
craft manufacturers, general aviation
pilot groups, and labor unions all par-
ticipated in the ARC. Its work followed
a 2009 FAA report on the Small Air-
plane Certification Process and ful-
filled requirements in section 312 of the
FAA reauthorization bill.
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Mr. Speaker, prior to the Part 23
ARC, the agency’s most recent com-
prehensive review of part 23 was almost
30 years ago, in 1984. Part 23 has not
kept up with the times. These regula-
tions are prescriptive in nature, often
written to address out-of-date tech-
nologies. As a result, they are creating
cost barriers for certifying new air-
planes and retrofitting older aircraft
with new safety-enhancing modifica-
tions. The need to improve the process
for retrofitting older aircraft is par-
ticularly urgent, given the 40-year-old
average age of the U.S. general avia-
tion fleet. Small airplane manufactur-
ers and part suppliers across the coun-
try are limited in their ability to inno-
vate with new technology because of
these outdated regulations. This bill
will allow these manufacturers to inno-
vate more quickly and bring more safe-
ty technology online.

H.R. 1848 will fast-track the Part 23
ARC’s work by requiring the FAA to
draft a new regulation that emphasizes
performance-based safety objectives.
These new regulations make the ret-
rofit of new technology more straight-
forward and also remove barriers to
bringing new, safer airplane designs to
market. It will help small business, and
I urge support.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker,I yield such
time as he may consume to our col-
league from the Fourth District of
Kansas (Mr. POMPEO).

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the general avia-
tion industry and ask my fellow Mem-
bers to support the Small Aircraft Re-
vitalization Act. This commonsense,
broadly bipartisan regulatory reform
bill will spur economic growth, im-
prove aviation safety, and help
strengthen the health of the lighter,
entry-level segment of the industry.

Mr. Speaker, there is no better rea-
son to support this legislation than it
saves lives and improves lives. Think
about that. We can do both in one fell
SWOOoD.

Let’s first talk about how the bill im-
proves lives. I represent Wichita, Kan-
sas. It is the Air Capital of the World.
It is home to Cessna and Learjet and
Beechcraft and dozens and dozens and
dozens of suppliers to those great avia-
tion businesses with such great avia-
tion histories. It’s the home of the Na-
tional Institute for Aviation Research
and the National Center for Aviation
Training.

There are engineers, machinists, re-
searchers, flight instructors, fixed base
operators, among others, that all de-
pend on a healthy general aviation in-
dustry. And then there are the opera-
tors in the industry and general avia-
tion. This vital productivity tool for
both small and large companies is
critically important.

Sixteen years ago, I joined the Kan-
sas general aviation industry, building
a business with three of my colleagues,
founding a company called Thayer
Aerospace, a machine shop in Wichita,
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Kansas. We made parts for the thriving
aircraft industry, but the downturn in
2008 was a tremendous blow to Wichita,
in particular, and general aviation,
more generally. We experienced thou-
sands and thousands of layoffs and dra-
matic downsizing all across the region.
The downturn exacerbated the unique
challenges that the lighter, entry-level
segment of general aviation had been
experiencing over the past several dec-
ades.

Today, the average general aviation
airplane is 40 years old. That means
most of the new aircraft were built in
the 1960s and 1970s, with designs of that
same vintage. Current general aviation
production represents less than 2 per-
cent of the existing fleet.

We’ve had an over 10,000-person-per-
year decline in active private pilots
over this last decade. The steady de-
cline in new pilots, flight activity, and
the sales of new small general aviation
airplanes that result from that are in-
dicators of significant problems in the
industry.

To tackle this problem, this bill, the
Small Aircraft Revitalization Act, re-
quires the FAA to implement the
FAA’s part 23 certification process and
modernize it no later than 2015. The
FAA Part 23 Reorganization Aviation
Rulemaking Committee (ARC), com-
posed of aviation authorities and in-
dustry representatives from around the
world, has worked over the last 18
months to create a regulatory environ-
ment that will contribute to revital-
izing the health and safety of new and
existing airplanes.

These changes will remove lots and
lots of barriers and it will improve
lives. Let me tell you how it will save
lives.

The gentleman from Wisconsin
talked about safety and innovation
being retarded by the absence of a
streamlined regulatory process. He
spoke of this example of ‘‘loss of con-
trol.” That creates more than three
times the cause of aviation accidents
than any other single cause.

Since the dawn of aviation, we’ve
taught pilots how to avoid that; but be-
cause they remain a significant safety
problem, there’s tremendous interest
in technology and interventions to re-
solve it. And yet today’s part 23 makes
that more difficult. By putting these
technologies into the new and existing
fleet, it’s widely believed that the safe-
ty of light general aviation aircraft
could see dramatic improvements.

We need to cut this red tape. It will
create savings for sure, but, more im-
portantly, it will save lives. This is a
commonsense and important reform.

America’s general aviation industry
is not asking for a single handout, not
one subsidy. It’s simply asking for a
streamlined set of regulations that will
permit them to get their airplanes,
their designs to market more quickly,
and still doing so safely.

I want to thank Chairman SHUSTER
and Chairman LOBIONDO for their sup-
port, and my original cosponsors, Mr.
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NOLAN, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. GRAVES of
Missouri, and Mr. ROKITA, and all the
folks of the Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee on both sides of
the aisle that have allowed this bill to
get this far and make it to the floor.

I urge support of all of my colleagues
this evening and hope we’ll have a
unanimous vote on behalf of this bill.

Ms. TITUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. NOLAN).

(Mr. NOLAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. NOLAN. Mr. Speaker, first I'd
like to thank Representative POMPEO
for sponsoring this important legisla-
tion. And of course, thanks to our
Chairman SHUSTER and Ranking Mem-
ber RAHALL and to both my Democratic
and Republican colleagues on the com-
mittee for bringing this Small Aircraft
Revitalization Act to the floor of the
Congress in such an expeditious and bi-
partisan manner.

Mr. Speaker, by streamlining and
modernizing the rules and regulations
that govern our small aircraft indus-
try, we’ll be encouraging the invest-
ment necessary to generate thousands
of new American jobs.
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What this legislation does, in effect,
is put together a regulatory regime
that will be specifically tailored for the
small aircraft industry that will allow
the industry to develop performance
and outcome-based ways of achieving
important safety standards. It allows
them to put together consensus regula-
tions that are developed by industry,
government regulators, and private
nonprofit associations, and enables the
industry to unleash technologies of the
future, creating jobs.

I'm so proud of Cirrus Aircraft in my
district in Duluth, Minnesota. They’ve
developed a parachute that is attached
to the airplane and, like a skydiver, if
the airplane stalls in the sky, you can
pull a ripcord and parachute the plane
down to safety.

These are the kinds of technologies
that have the potential to be released
through this legislation. What it does,
in short, is enable the designers, engi-
neers, manufacturers, creators, and
skilled workers to release all their bril-
liance, creating the best, safest air-
plane technologies going forward into
the future.

So I applaud the committee and my
colleagues in Congress for bringing this
forward in such an expeditious manner,
and I strongly urge all my colleagues
to support this important piece of leg-
islation.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from the 25th District of Texas,
Representative ROGER WILLIAMS.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, the
general aviation industry is a vital
part of the economy in Texas’ 25th Dis-
trict. Between the Dallas/Fort Worth
International Airport and Austin-
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Bergstrom Airport, there are dozens of
smaller regional airports.

Passing H.R. 1848 is not only impor-
tant to those in general aviation, it is
vital. As my colleagues have men-
tioned, this industry includes nearly
600,000 pilots, employs 1.3 million peo-
ple, and contributes approximately $150
billion annually to the U.S. economy.
But because the current regulations
are overly strict and dated, our econ-
omy and workforce is struggling.

General aviation fosters a robust
workforce of engineers, manufacturers,
maintenance professionals, and pilots,
and it is within the FAA’s power to en-
sure the success and sustainability of
this important industry. They can do
this by modernizing the regulatory re-
quirements to improve safety, decrease
cost, and set new standards for compli-
ance in testing, just as H.R. 1848 re-
quires.

Mr. Speaker, I'm a small business-
man. I can tell you this is good for
jobs, it’s good for the economy, and,
most importantly, it’s good for Amer-
ica.

Ms. TITUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. BARROW).

Mr. BARROW of Georgia. I thank the
gentlelady for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 1848, the Small Airplane Revi-
talization Act of 2013. This bill im-
proves safety, lowers costs, and stimu-
lates private sector innovation, all
while cutting red tape.

We need to do everything we can to
keep our economy growing. For the
last year and a half, representatives
from the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion and the aviation industry have
worked together to make recommenda-
tions for regulations that will keep us
safe in the sky and grow our economy
back on the ground. This bill adopts
those recommendations.

I'm proud to stand with the bipar-
tisan group of Congressmen who have
helped bring this bill to the floor
today, including Mr. POMPEO, Mr.
LIPINSKI, Mr. ROKITA, Mr. NOLAN, and
my cochair of the General Aviation
Task Force, Mr. GRAVES. This bill fol-
lows in the tradition of the General
Aviation Caucus in the House to work
together in a bipartisan fashion. That’s
the way things should be done around
here, and this bill is proof that good
things can happen when Republicans
and Democrats work together.

I encourage all my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation.

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

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, in closing, I
would like to reiterate that this bill is
about good government, about creating
a regulatory environment that im-
proves safety at a fraction of the cost,
and ultimately about helping to revi-
talize an American industry.

I strongly urge all of my colleagues
to support this bill, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. RADEL. Mr. Speaker, thank you
for the opportunity to speak on this
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important legislation that will get the
FAA out of the way for small aircraft
owners and manufactures.

In my home state of Florida, general
aviation is a booming industry. We
have 130 public-use airports, nearly
52,000 pilots, and more than 25,000 gen-
eral aviation aircraft. Southwest Flor-
ida, my home, is an especially popular
area for small aircraft. Anyone flying
into the Fort Myers airport, over the
beautiful beaches and the big blue
Gulf—can appreciate why so many re-
tired Air Force and airline pilots move
to Florida and continue to take to the
skies.

Unfortunately, the burdens placed on
small aircraft manufacturers and own-
ers stop them from enjoying flying.
When government bureaucrats become
more focused on their own job security
than the safety of pilots, it is time for
a change. This important legislation
will save pilots money and time while
ensuring safety in our skies and it de-
serves your support.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
PETRI) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1848, as
amended.

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. POMPEO. 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 motion will be post-
poned.

————

DOUGLAS A. MUNRO COAST
GUARD HEADQUARTERS BUILDING

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2611) to designate the head-
quarters building of the Coast Guard
on the campus located at 2701 Martin
Luther King, Jr., Avenue Southeast in
the District of Columbia as the ‘‘Doug-
las A. Munro Coast Guard Head-
quarters Building’’, and for other pur-
poses.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 2611

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

SECTION 1. DESIGNATION.

The headquarters building of the Coast
Guard on the campus located at 2701 Martin
Luther King, Jr., Avenue Southeast in the
District of Columbia shall be known and des-
ignated as the ‘“‘Douglas A. Munro Coast
Guard Headquarters Building”’.

SEC. 2. REFERENCES.

Any reference in a law, map, regulation,
document, paper, or other record of the
United States to the building referred to in
section 1 shall be deemed to be a reference to
the ‘‘Douglas A. Munro Coast Guard Head-
quarters Building”’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
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Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI) and the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 2611.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the bill before us, H.R.
2611, would designate the United States
Coast Guard headquarters in Wash-
ington, D.C., as the Douglas A. Munro
Coast Guard Headquarters Building.

Douglas Munro was born in Van-
couver, Canada, of American parents
on October 11, 1919, and grew up in
Washington State. He attended the
Central Washington College of Edu-
cation for a year and left to enlist in
the United States Coast Guard in 1939.
He served the country during World
War II, rising to the rank of signalman
first class.

Douglas Munro was killed in action
at Guadalcanal on September 27, 1942,
shielding 500 United States marines
from enemy fire during an evacuation.
He volunteered to head the boats for
the evacuation, and he placed himself
and his boats as cover for the last ma-
rine to leave. During this time, Doug-
las Munro was fatally wounded. Re-
portedly, he remained conscious long
enough to say four words: ‘“Did they
get off?”’

Douglas Munro was awarded the
Medal of Honor and the Purple Heart.
The bravery and sacrifice of Douglas
Munro saved hundreds of marines, and
he should be honored and remembered.
I think it’s appropriate to ensure that
he will always be remembered by nam-
ing the United States Coast Guard
headquarters in his honor.

Therefore, I support the passage of
this legislation, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his remarks.

The timing on this bill could not be
more appropriate. Later this month,
we will cut the ribbon for the new
Coast Guard building, the first building
the Coast Guard has ever owned.

Next month, Coast Guard employees
will begin moving into the building lo-
cated on the old Saint Elizabeths Hos-
pital campus in southeast Washington,
D.C. It is only fitting that the Coast
Guard should be moving into a building
named for one of their own, Signalman
First Class Douglas Albert Munro. Sig-
nalman First Class Munro is the U.S.
Coast Guard’s only Medal of Honor re-
cipient. The Coast Guard specifically
requested that I write this bill in time
for the opening of the Coast Guard
headquarters.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

I want to express my appreciation to
my good friends on the other side for
promptly passing this bill in com-
mittee last week and then seeing to it
that it got to the floor this week.

Munro died heroically on Point Cruz,
Guadalcanal, after succeeding in his
volunteer assignment to evacuate a de-
tachment of marines that had been
overwhelmed by the enemy. Signalman
First Class Munro had an outstanding
record as an enlisted man and was pro-
moted rapidly through the various rat-
ings to a signalman first class. In addi-
tion to being a Medal of Honor recipi-
ent, Signalman First Class Munro was
also posthumously awarded the Purple
Heart Medal and was eligible for the
American Defense Service Medal, the
Asiatic-Pacific Area Campaign Medal,
and the World War II Victory Medal.
He, indeed, was a hero.

Signalman First Class Munro is an
excellent example of the commitment
to service and bravery that our men
and women of the Coast Guard still
provide today, much of it here at home.
It is an honor to be the lead sponsor of
this bill to name the building in honor
of a true American hero.

The new Coast Guard headquarters
building that would be named for Sig-
nalman First Class Douglas A. Munro
will be a l.1-million-square-foot build-
ing and will house up to 3,700 members
of the U.S. Coast Guard and civilian
employees. This building, which will be
the first office building completed for
the Department of Homeland Security
headquarters consolidation, will mark
the first time that a Federal agency
will be located east of the Anacostia
River.

I Dbelieve Signalman First Class
Douglas A. Munro’s outstanding serv-
ice to his country and his unique status
as the only member of the U.S. Coast
Guard to win the Medal of Honor en-
sures that it is particularly fitting to
name the new U.S. Coast Guard head-
quarters the Douglas A. Munro Coast
Guard Headquarters Building.

I urge my colleagues to support this
measure, and I want to say in closing,
Mr. Speaker, that we honor Signalman
First Class Munro by naming a first
class, extraordinary, state-of-the-art
building after him. But in honoring
Signalman First Class Munro, I think
we also honor members of the Coast
Guard. These are, to coin a cliche, real
unsung heroes in our society. They are
the men and women who save men and
women and children every year right
here in our country as part of their du-
ties here. In a real sense, when we
name this building for the only Medal
of Honor winner, I think it will make
Americans understand there are many
heroes of the Coast Guard who also
serve them every day of every year.

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

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to join me in supporting
this legislation, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
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the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
PETRI) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2611.

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. PETRI. 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 motion will be post-
poned.

———

AVAILABILITY OF PIPELINE SAFE-
TY REGULATORY DOCUMENTS

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2576) to amend title 49, United
States Code, to modify requirements
relating to the availability of pipeline
safety regulatory documents, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 2576

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

SECTION 1. AVAILABILITY OF PIPELINE SAFETY
REGULATORY DOCUMENTS.

Section 60102(p) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘1 year” and inserting ‘3
years’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘guidance or’’; and

(3) by striking ‘‘, on an Internet Web site’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI) and the gentle-
woman from Nevada (Ms. TITUS) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous materials on H.R.
2576.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
bill before us, H.R. 2576. This bill is a
correction of an unintended con-
sequence of the bipartisan Pipeline
Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job
Creation Act of 2011. It is sponsored by
Chairman DENHAM of the Sub-
committee on Railroads, Pipelines, and
Hazardous Materials, along with full
committee Chairman SHUSTER, Rank-
ing Member RAHALL, and sub-
committee Ranking Member BROWN.

Last Congress, section 24 of the Pipe-
line Safety Act included a good-faith
provision intended to make the pipe-
line safety regulations and guidance of
the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
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Safety Administration, or PHMSA,
more transparent. It did so by requir-
ing any document or portion thereof
incorporated by reference into the new
regulations and guidance of PHMSA to
be made available free of charge on the
Internet. In so doing, however, an unin-
tended consequence of this language
was created that, contrary to the in-
tent of Congress, has adversely im-
pacted the ability of PHMSA to move
forward with its regulatory agenda by
placing practical barriers on PHMSA’s
ability to rely on the state-of-the-art
technical standards written by stand-
ards developing organizations, referred
to as SDOs. This bill simply corrects
this unintended outcome and preserves
the intellectual property rights of
these organizations while still meeting
the goals of a transparent government
with free access to standards for non-
commercial purposes.

Specifically, the bill allows for stand-
ards to be made free of charge but
strikes ‘“‘on an Internet Web site,”
which allows PHMSA and SDOs more
leeway to comply with the law. It also
gives industry and PHMSA extra time
to comply by making it effective 3
years from enactment instead of 1
year.

Finally, the bill limits the applica-
bility of the provision to only pipeline
safety organizations. I believe that this
bipartisan technical correction will
provide PHMSA with the flexibility
needed to continue to fully leverage its
partnership with standards developing
organizations and save the government
money by not requiring PHMSA to de-
velop its own technical standards for
rulemaking.

I reserve the balance of my time.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, July 11, 2013.
Hon. BILL SHUSTER,
Chairman, Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN SHUSTER: I write con-
cerning H.R. 2576, a bill to amend title 49,
United States Code, to modify requirements
relating to the availability of pipeline safety
regulatory documents, and for other pur-
poses, which was ordered to be reported out
of your Committee on July 10, 2013. I wanted
to notify you that the Committee on Energy
and Commerce will forgo action on H.R. 2576
so that it may proceed expeditiously to the
House floor for consideration.

This is being done with the understanding
that the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce is not waiving any of its jurisdiction,
and the Committee will not in any way be
prejudiced with respect to the appointment
of conferees or its jurisdictional prerogatives
on this or similar legislation.

I would appreciate your response to this
letter, confirming this understanding, and
ask at a copy of our exchange of letters on
this matter be included in the Congressional
Record during consideration of H.R. 2576 on
the House floor.

Sincerely,
FRrRED UPTON,
Chairman.
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COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE, HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, July 11, 2013.
Hon. FRED UPTON,
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce,

Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
letter regarding H.R 2576, a bill to amend
title 49, United States Code, to modify re-
quirements relating to the availability of
pipeline safety regulatory documents, and
for other purposes, which was ordered to be
reported out of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure on July 10, 2013. I
appreciate your willingness to support expe-
diting floor consideration of this legislation.

I acknowledge that by forgoing action on
this legislation, the Committee on Energy
and Commerce is not waiving any of its ju-
risdiction and will not in any way be preju-
diced with respect to the appointment of
conferees or its jurisdictional prerogatives
on this or similar legislation.

I appreciate your cooperation regarding
this legislation and I will include our letters
on H. R. 2576 in the Congressional Record
during floor consideration of this bill.

Sincerely,
BILL SHUSTER,
Chairman.

Ms. TITUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

On January 3, 2012, President Obama
signed into law the Pipeline Safety,
Regulatory Certainty, and Job Cre-
ation Act of 2011. Section 24 of that act
states that, effective January 3, 2013,
the Secretary of Transportation may
not issue ‘‘guidance or a regulation
that incorporates by reference any doc-
uments or portions thereof unless the
documents or portions thereof are
made available to the public free of
charge or on an Internet Web site.”

Then, in the last Congress, the Sub-
committee on Railroads, Pipelines, and
Hazardous Materials held a number of
hearings on pipeline safety, one of
which highlighted a current regulation
that required pipeline operators to de-
velop and implement public education
and awareness programs. The regula-
tion did not explain what should be
contained in the education programs,
however. Instead, it pointed readers to
an industry-developed standard. But in
order to read the standard, you had to
pay the drafters more than $1,000. If
you’re a small community, $1,000 is a
lot of money for access to just one of
many pipeline safety standards.

I and many of my colleagues have
concerns about the Federal Govern-
ment issuing a regulation that requires
whoever wants to read it—particularly
local communities, first responders,
and private citizens—to have to pur-
chase it from a private association.
Fortunately, the 2011 act resolved this
situation.

Following enactment of section 24,
DOT held a public workshop and
Webcast with more than 70 industry,
safety, and government representatives
present to discuss options for imple-
menting the new law. Nearly 200 other
entities participated in the Webcast.
Additional comments were provided
through the Federal Register notice,
including by the Small Business Ad-
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ministration, which noted many con-
cerns of small businesses with the con-
tinued use of incorporation by ref-
erence.

Since the workshop, several stand-
ards development organizations have
agreed in writing to electronically post
on the Internet all of the consensus
standards that the Pipeline and Haz-
ardous Materials Safety Administra-
tion incorporates by reference into the
Federal pipeline safety regulations.
Those include ASTM International, the
Manufacturers Standardization Soci-
ety, the Gas Technology Institute,
NACE International, the National Fire
Protection Association, the American
Petroleum Institute, the American Gas
Association. I will include their letters
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

I also will insert letters from the
Pipeline Safety Trust, Dakota Rural
Action, and Columbia law professor
Peter Strauss expressing the need for
public availability of the standards in
the RECORD.

Unfortunately, some organizations
have expressed concerns about posting
their standards on the Internet. This
has in turn held up progress of several
important safety rulemakings that
were mandated in the 2011 pipeline law.
So in the spirit of bipartisanship, and
not wanting to hold up the rulemaking
process, I believe the law should be
modified to provide DOT with addi-
tional time to implement it and with
additional flexibility to determine how
best to make the standards widely
available to the public. I believe that,
even with these changes that are in the
law, the law will continue to address
the transparency and openness con-
cerns of the safety community.

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

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION, PIPELINE AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS SAFETY ADMINISTRA-
TION,

Washington, DC, March 4, 2013.
Re incorporation by reference of voluntary
consensus standards for pipeline safety
regulations.
Mr. JAMES THOMAS,
President, ASTM International,
West Conshocken, PA.

DEAR MR. THOMAS: As you know, the prac-
tice of incorporating voluntary consensus
standards allows pipeline operators to use
the most current industry technologies, ma-
terials, and management practices available
on today’s market. New or updated standards
often further innovation and increase the use
of new technologies that improve the safety
and operations of pipelines and pipeline fa-
cilities.

On January 3, 2012, President Obama
signed into law the Pipeline Safety, Regu-
latory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of
2011 (P.L. 112-90) (the Act). Section 24 of the
Act states that, effective January 3, 2013,
PHMSA may not issue ‘‘guidance or a regu-
lation that incorporates by reference any
documents or portions thereof unless the
documents or portions thereof are made
available to the public, free of charge, on an
Internet Web site.”

In support of Section 24 of the Act, we
thank ASTM International (ASTM) for
agreeing to electronically post on the Inter-
net all ASTM consensus standards that
PHMSA incorporates by reference into the
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federal pipeline safety regulations after Jan-
uary 3, 2013. It has also agreed to post on the
Internet any updated, revised, or new ASTM
consensus standards that PHMSA proposes
during rulemaking to incorporate by ref-
erence. While ASTM has discretion in how
they accomplish this objective, it has agreed
that, at a minimum, these voluntary con-
sensus standards will be: Electronically post-
ed on an Internet Web site; Available to the
public; and Free of charge.

ASTM has agreed to notify PHMSA imme-
diately if it is no longer able or capable of
meeting the above minimum posting require-
ments. We request that you also notify us if
any standards are removed from your elec-
tronic archives, if you have such an archives.
The voluntary consensus standards devel-
oped by ASTM play a critical role in safe-
guarding pipeline safety, and PHMSA is tre-
mendously appreciative of the constructive
role ASTM is playing in ensuring their con-
tinued use in the federal pipeline safety reg-
ulations.

After you review the terms of this agree-
ment, please sign below and return a copy to
PHMSA. If you have questions, please con-
tact Mike Israni at 202-366-4571.

Sincerely,
JEFFREY D. WIESE,

Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION, PIPELINE AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS SAFETY ADMINISTRA-
TION,

Washington, DC, March 4, 2013.
Re incorporation by reference of voluntary
consensus standards for pipeline safety
regulations.

Mr. ROBERT O’NEILL,

Ezxecutive Director, Manufacturers Standardiza-
tion society,

Vienna, VA.

DEAR MR. O’NEILL: As you know, the prac-
tice of incorporating voluntary consensus
standards allows pipeline operators to use
the most current industry technologies, ma-
terials, and management practices available
on today’s market. New or updated standards
often further innovation and increase the use
of new technologies that improve the safety
and operations of pipelines and pipeline fa-
cilities.

On January 3, 2012, President Obama
signed into law the Pipeline Safety, Regu-
latory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of
2011 (P.L. 112-90) (the Act). Section 24 of the
Act states that, effective January 3, 2013,
PHMSA may not issue ‘‘guidance or a regu-
lation that incorporates by reference any
documents or portions thereof unless the
documents or portions thereof are made
available to the public, free of charge, on an
Internet Web site.”

In support of Section 24 of the Act, we
thank the Manufacturers Standardization
Society (MSS) for agreeing to electronically
post on the Internet all MSS consensus
standards that PHMSA incorporates by ref-
erence into the federal pipeline safety regu-
lations after January 3, 2013. It has also
agreed to post on the Internet any updated,
revised, or new MSS consensus standards
that PHMSA proposes during rulemaking to
incorporate by reference. While MSS has dis-
cretion in how they accomplish this objec-
tive, it has agreed that, at a minimum, these
voluntary consensus standards will be: Elec-
tronically posted on an Internet Web site;
Available to the public; and Free of charge.

MSS has agreed to notify PHMSA imme-
diately if it is no longer able or capable of
meeting the above minimum posting require-
ments. We request that you also notify us if
any standards are removed from your elec-
tronic archives, if you have such an archives.
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The voluntary consensus standards devel-
oped by MSS play a critical role in safe-
guarding pipeline safety, and PHMSA is tre-
mendously appreciative of the constructive
role MSS is playing in ensuring their contin-
ued use in the federal pipeline safety regula-
tions.

After you review the terms of this agree-
ment, please sign below and return a copy to
PHMSA. If you have questions, please con-
tact Mike Israni at 202-366-4571.

Sincerely,
JEFFREY D. WIESE ,

Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION, PIPELINE AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS SAFETY ADMINISTRA-
TION,

Washington, DC, March 4, 2013.
Re incorporation by reference of voluntary
consensus standards for pipeline safety
regulations.
Mr. EDDIE JOHNSTON,
Managing Director, Gas Technology Institute,
Des Plaines, IL.

DEAR MR. JOHNSTON: As you know, the
practice of incorporating voluntary con-
sensus standards allows pipeline operators to
use the most current industry technologies,
materials, and management practices avail-
able on today’s market. New or updated
standards often further innovation and in-
crease the use of new technologies that im-
prove the safety and operations of pipelines
and pipeline facilities.

On January 3, 2012, President Obama
signed into law the Pipeline Safety, Regu-
latory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of
2011 (P.L. 112-90) (the Act). Section 24 of the
Act states that, effective January 3, 2013,
PHMSA may not issue ‘‘guidance or a regu-
lation that incorporates by reference any
documents or portions thereof unless the
documents or portions thereof are made
available to the public, free of charge, on an
Internet Web site.”

In support of Section 24 of the Act, we
thank the Gas Technology Institute (GT1)
for agreeing to electronically post on the
Internet all GTI consensus standards that
PHMSA incorporates by reference into the
federal pipeline safety regulations after Jan-
uary 3, 2013. It has also agreed to post on the
Internet any updated, revised, or new GTI
consensus standards that PHMSA proposes
during rulemaking to incorporate by ref-
erence. While GTI has discretion in how they
accomplish this objective, it has agreed that,
at a minimum, these voluntary consensus
standards will be: Electronically posted on
an Internet Web site; Available to the public;
and Free of charge.

GTI has agreed to notify PHMSA imme-
diately if it is no longer able or capable of
meeting the above minimum posting require-
ments. We request that you also notify us if
any standards are removed from your elec-
tronic archives, if you have such an archives.
The voluntary consensus standards devel-
oped by GTI play a critical role in safe-
guarding pipeline safety, and PHMSA is tre-
mendously appreciative of the constructive
role GTI is playing in ensuring their contin-
ued use in the federal pipeline safety regula-
tions.

After you review the terms of this agree-
ment, please sign below and return a copy to
PHMSA. If you have questions, please con-
tact Mike Israni at 202-366-4571.

Sincerely,
JEFFREY D. WIESE,
Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION, PIPELINE AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS SAFETY ADMINISTRA-
TION,

Washington, DC, March 4, 2013.
Re incorporation by reference of voluntary
consensus standards for pipeline safety
regulations.

Ms. HELENA SEELINGER,

Senior Director, NACE International,

Houston, TX.

DEAR MS. SEELINGER: As you know, the
practice of incorporating voluntary con-
sensus standards allows pipeline operators to
use the most current industry technologies,
materials, and management practices avail-
able on today’s market. New or updated
standards often further innovation and in-
crease the use of new technologies that im-
prove the safety and operations of pipelines
and pipeline facilities.

On January 3, 2012, President Obama
signed into law the Pipeline Safety, Regu-
latory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of
2011 (P.L. 112-90) (the Act). Section 24 of the
Act states that, effective January 3, 2013,
PHMSA may not issue ‘‘guidance or a regu-
lation that incorporates by reference any
documents or portions thereof unless the
documents or portions thereof are made
available to the public, free of charge, on an
Internet Web site.”

In support of Section 24 of the Act, we
thank NACE International (NACE) for agree-
ing to electronically post on the Internet all
NACE consensus standards that PHMSA in-
corporates by reference into the federal pipe-
line safety regulations after January 3, 2013.
It has also agreed to post on the Internet any
updated, revised, or new NACE consensus
standards that PHMSA proposes during rule-
making to incorporate by reference. While
NACE has discretion in how they accomplish
this objective, it has agreed that, at a min-
imum, these voluntary consensus standards
will be: Electronically posted on an Internet
Web site; Available to the public; and Free of
charge.

NACE has agreed to notify PHMSA imme-
diately if it is no longer able or capable of
meeting the above minimum posting require-
ments. We request that you also notify us if
any standards are removed from your elec-
tronic archives, if you have such an archives.
The voluntary consensus standards devel-
oped by NACE play a critical role in safe-
guarding pipeline safety, and PHMSA is tre-
mendously appreciative of the constructive
role NACE is playing in ensuring their con-
tinued use in the federal pipeline safety reg-
ulations.

After you review the terms of this agree-
ment, please sign below and return a copy to
PHMSA. If you have questions, please con-
tact Mike Israni at 202-366-4571.

Sincerely,
JEFFREY D. WEISE,

Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety.

NACE INTERNATIONAL,
THE CORROSION SOCIETY,
Houston, TX, March 13, 2013.

Mr. JEFFREY D. WIESE,

Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety,
U.S. Department of Transportation, Pipe-
line and Hazardous Materials Safety Ad-
ministration, Washington, DC.

DEAR JEFF: Thank you for your letter re-
ceived on March 4, 2013, seeking agreement
by NACE International on action to be taken
in concurrence with the Pipeline Safety,
Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act
of 2011 (PL. 112-90), Section 24.

NACE International agrees with the action
requested in the letter, with a proviso that
PHMSA will notify NACE International
prior to issuing proposed rulemaking that
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references NACE standards. This proviso is
made in response to the statement that
NACE ‘. .. has also agreed to post on the
Internet any updated, revised, or new NACE
consensus standards that PHMSA proposes
during rulemaking .. .” NACE has many
standards available to NACE members, but
publicly posts only standards that are ref-
erenced by PHMSA. To ensure that NACE
proactively posts the NACE standards cov-
ered in our agreement, NACE personnel
would need to know of their IBR status from
PHMSA.
Jeff, thank you for your service to pipeline
safety.
Kind regards,
HELENA SEELINGER,
Sr. Director, Membership Services,
Public Affairs, & Standards.
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION, PIPELINE AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS SAFETY ADMINISTRA-
TION,
Washington, DC, March 4, 2013.
Re incorporation by reference of voluntary
consensus standards for pipeline safety
regulations.

Mr. JAMES SHANNON,
President, National Fire Protection Association,
Quincy, MA.

DEAR MR. SHANNON: As you know, the prac-
tice of incorporating voluntary consensus
standards allows pipeline operators to use
the most current industry technologies, ma-
terials, and management practices available
on today’s market. New or updated standards
often further innovation and increase the use
of new technologies that improve the safety
and operations of pipelines and pipeline fa-
cilities.

On January 3, 2012, President Obama
signed into law the Pipeline Safety, Regu-
latory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of
2011 (P.L. 112-90) (the Act). Section 24 of the
Act states that, effective January 3, 2013,
PHMSA may not issue ‘‘guidance or a regu-
lation that incorporates by reference any
documents or portions thereof unless the
documents or portions thereof are made
available to the public, free of charge, on an
Internet Web site.”

In support of Section 24 of the Act, we
thank the National Fire Protection Associa-
tion (NFPA) for agreeing to electronically
post on the Internet all NFPA consensus
standards that PHMSA incorporates by ref-
erence into the federal pipeline safety regu-
lations after January 3, 2013. It has also
agreed to post on the Internet any updated,
revised, or new NFPA consensus standards
that PHMSA proposes during rulemaking to
incorporate by reference. While NFPA has
discretion in how they accomplish this ob-
jective, it has agreed that, at a minimum,
these voluntary consensus standards will be:
Electronically posted on an Internet Web
site; Available to the public; and Free of
charge.

NFPA has agreed to notify PHMSA imme-
diately if it is no longer able or capable of
meeting the above minimum posting require-
ments. We request that you also notify us if
any standards are removed from your elec-
tronic archives, if you have such an archives.
The voluntary consensus standards devel-
oped by NFPA play a critical role in safe-
guarding pipeline safety, and PHMSA is tre-
mendously appreciative of the constructive
role NFPA is playing in ensuring their con-
tinued use in the federal pipeline safety reg-
ulations.

After you review the terms of this agree-
ment, please sign below and return a copy to
PHMSA. If you have questions, please con-
tact Mike Israni at 202-366-4571.

Sincerely,
JEFFREY D. WIESE,

Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ENERGY API,
STANDARDS DEPARTMENT,
Washington, DC, May 1, 2013.
Re incorporation by reference of voluntary
consensus standards for pipeline safety
regulations.

Mr. JEFFREY D. WIESE,

Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety,
U.S. Department of Transportation, Pipe-
line and Hazardous Materials Safety Ad-
ministration, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. WIESE: Thank you for your
March 4, 2013 letter regarding incorporation
by reference of voluntary consensus stand-
ards for pipeline safety regulations. As you
know, API made the decision in the fall of
2010, well before the passage of the Pipeline
Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Cre-
ation Act of 2011, to place all of API’s
Govemment-cited and safety-standards on
API’s website for free public viewing. This
site can be found at http:/www.api.org/publi-
cations. It is our understanding that this ac-
tion fully meets the intent of the Act.

It is API’s policy to maintain this website
and to include on this website any API con-
sensus standards that PHMSA proposes dur-
ing formal rulemaking to incorporate by ref-
erence into Federal regulations, to ensure
that all users of the website have access to
API’s most up to date best industry prac-
tices.

Again, thank you for your letter of March
4, 2013, and please let me know if you have
any further questions.

Sincerely,
DAVID MILLER.
Director, Standards.
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION, PIPELINE AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS SAFETY ADMINISTRA-
TION,
Washington, DC, March 4, 2013.

Re incorporation by reference of voluntary
consensus standards for pipeline safety
regulations.

Ms. CHRISTINA SAMES,
Vice President, Operations and Engineering,
American Gas Association, Washington, DC.

DEAR MS. SAMES: As you know, the prac-
tice of incorporating voluntary consensus
standards allows pipeline operators to use
the most current industry technologies, ma-
terials, and management practices available
on today’s market. New or updated standards
often further innovation and increase the use
of new technologies that improve the safety
and operations of pipelines and pipeline fa-
cilities.

On January 3, 2012, President Obama
signed into law the Pipeline Safety, Regu-
latory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of
2011 (P.L. 112-90) (the Act). Section 24 of the
Act states that, effective January 3, 2013,
PHMSA may not issue ‘‘guidance or a regu-
lation that incorporates by reference any
documents or portions thereof unless the
documents or portions thereof are made
available to the public, free of charge, on an
Internet Web site.”

In support of Section 24 of the Act, we
thank the American Gas Association (AGA)
for agreeing to electronically post on the
Internet all AGA consensus standards that
PHMSA incorporates by reference into the
federal pipeline safety regulations after Jan-
uary 3, 2013. It has also agreed to post on the
Internet any updated, revised, or new AGA
consensus standards that PHMSA proposes
during rulemaking to incorporate by ref-
erence. While AGA has discretion in how
they accomplish this objective, it has agreed
that, at a minimum, these voluntary con-
sensus standards will be: Electronically post-
ed on an Internet Web site; Available to the
public; and Free of charge.
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AGA has agreed to notify PHMSA imme-
diately if it is no longer able or capable of
meeting the above minimum posting require-
ments. We request that you also notify us if
any standards are removed from your elec-
tronic archives, if you have such an archives.
The voluntary consensus standards devel-
oped by AGA play a critical role in safe-
guarding pipeline safety, and PHMSA is tre-
mendously appreciative of the constructive
role AGA is playing in ensuring their contin-
ued use in the federal pipeline safety regula-
tions.

After you review the terms of this agree-
ment, please sign below and return a copy to
PliMSA. If you have questions, please con-
tact Mike Israni at 202-366-4571.

Sincerely,
JEFFREY D. WIESE,

Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to join me in supporting
this legislation, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.
Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of H.R. 2576.

This bill represents a commonsense tech-
nical fix to section 24 of the Pipeline Safety,
Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of
2011.

The changes made by H.R. 2576 will pro-
vide the Department of Transportation’s Pipe-
line and Hazardous Materials Safety Adminis-
tration with the flexibility necessary to find a
balanced solution between the use of stand-
ards incorporated by reference in its safety
regulations and the need to increase trans-
parency and access to those standards.

The National Technology Transfer and Ad-
vancement Act of 1995 requires federal agen-
cies to use voluntary consensus standards de-
veloped by the private sector as part of any
federal regulation rather than allow the agen-
cies to create their own government specific
standards.

This law created a foundation for a public-
private partnership that has been tremen-
dously beneficial. It has saved the federal gov-
ernment money by drawing on the vast tech-
nical expertise of the private sector and by
creating “buy-in” from the parties who will ulti-
mately be regulated—increasing compliance
and lessening the cost of enforcement.

While this partnership is extremely valuable
and should not be weakened in anyway, it is
also important that the public have access to
these standards, especially if they are going
make their way into a regulation.

| believe there is a middle ground to be
found here. In fact, the Administrative Con-
ference of the United States offers a number
of recommendations that federal agencies
should consider.

One such recommendation is that federal
agencies should work with standards develop-
ment organizations to make their copyrighted
materials reasonably available to interested
parties during the rulemaking process. This
could be accomplished by posting a read-only
copy of the standard online for a limited period
of time.

The bottom line is DOT needs to find a path
forward so that the safety of the nation’s pipe-
lines is not eroded and the most up-to-date
standards are utilized. H.R. 2576 provides
DOT with the flexibility to find that path. | urge
my colleagues to support HR. 2576.



July 16, 2013

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, when
| was Chair of the Subcommittee on Railroads,
Pipelines and Hazardous Materials, | held a
number of hearings on pipeline safety, one of
which highlighted an American Petroleum In-
stitute-developed (API) standard which was in-
corporated by reference in a pipeline edu-
cation and awareness regulation. But in order
to comprehend the regulation, interested par-
ties had to obtain the API standard, which cost
more than $1,000. One thousand dollars is a
lot of money, particularly for small commu-
nities, local emergency responders, and pipe-
line safety advocates, for just one of the many
pipeline safety standards referenced in regula-
tions issued by the Pipeline and Hazardous
Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA).

Fortunately, Congress resolved the situation
in the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty,
and Job Creation Act of 2011. Section 24 of
the Act prohibited the Secretary of Transpor-
tation, effective January 3, 2013, from issuing
“guidance or a regulation that incorporates by
reference any documents or portions thereof
unless the documents or portions thereof are
made available to the public, free of charge,
on an Internet Web site.”

Since enactment of the legislation, all but
one organization has agreed in writing to elec-
tronically post on the Internet all of their con-
sensus standards that PHMSA incorporates by
reference into the federal pipeline safety regu-
lations, including:

ASTM International; The Manufacturers
Standardization Society; The Gas Technology
Institute; NACE International; The National
Fire Protection Association; The American Pe-
troleum Institute; The American Gas Associa-
tion.

Many other organizations have submitted
letters to PHMSA expressing the need for
public availability of the standards. | ask unan-
imous consent that the letters from the Pipe-
line Safety Trust, Dakota Rural Action, and
Columbia Law Professor Peter Strauss be in-
cluded in today’s RECORD.

One organization, however, has expressed
concern about posting their standards on the
Internet. This has, in turn, held up progress of
several important safety rulemakings that were
mandated in the 2011 pipeline law.

So in an effort to move these important
rulemakings forward, | believe the law should
be modified to provide DOT with additional
time to implement it and with additional flexi-
bility to determine how best to make the
standards widely available to the public.

| believe that even with these changes the
law will continue to address the transparency
and openness concerns of the safety commu-
nity.

| urge my colleagues to support H.R. 2576.

PIPELINE SAFETY TRUST,
Bellingham, WA, July 15, 2013.

Hon. CORRINE BROWN,

Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Railroads,
Pipelines, and Hazardous Materials, U.S.
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

Dear Ms. Brown: We would like to thank
the Transportation & Infrastructure Com-
mittee and the Energy & Commerce Com-
mittee for their efforts during the passage of
the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty,
and Job Creation Act of 2011 (the 2011 Act) to
ensure that the public can actually freely
read all the regulations that Congress man-
dates and that PHMSA then creates through
the rulemaking process that could impact
public safety and the health of the environ-
ment. A review of the Code of Federal Regu-
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lations under which PHMSA operates finds
the following numbers of incorporated stand-
ards:

STANDARDS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE IN 49 CFR
PARTS 192, 193, 195
(As of 6/9/2010)

CFR Part Topic Standards*

Natural and Other Gas .
Liquefied Natural Gas ..
Hazardous Liquids ........

*Note: Some standards may be incorporated by reference in more than
one CFR Part.

Before passage of the Act most all of the 85
standards that had been incorporated into
the rules had to be purchased if a member of
the public wanted to know what the regula-
tions required. PHMSA has estimated the
cost to purchase a set of these standards to
be between $8,500-$9,500.

The 2011 Act took the important step of en-
suring public access to these standards by re-
quiring that they be ‘‘made available to the
public, free of charge, on an Internet Web
site.” This made good sense since web-based
access is the most convenient and cost effec-
tive way for the government to share impor-
tant information with the public.

Unfortunately, what was not fully realized
at the time this provision was passed, was
the financial difficulties it could pose to
some of the standard developing organiza-
tions that have created a business model
based on selling such standards back to the
regulated industries and the public. This cre-
ated an uncomfortable conflict between what
was right in terms of public access and
transparency, and how to continue to en-
courage private standards to be created and
updated.

In the end all the standard developing or-
ganizations but one, ASME, found a way to
meet the obligations of the Act. We thank
these organizations for working hard to pro-
vide public access to their standards and the
associated understanding and trust in the
system. Unfortunately, to date ASME has
been unwilling to move forward to provide
transparency to their standards like all the
other organizations have been willing to do.
This refusal on ASME’s part has caused
many important pending rules to be poten-
tially put on hold since they contain ASME
standards, which PHMSA cannot make avail-
able without ASME’s support and assistance.
That brings us to where we are today, ex-
tending the implementation period for this
important transparency issues from 1 to 3
yvears to allow PHMSA to release pending
rules and find a way to make all these stand-
ards ‘‘available free of charge’ to the public.

We hope that all the standard developing
organizations that have designed ways to
freely share their standards don’t take this
delay as a sign of a lack of commitment to
this effort and remove their standards from
public access. We also hope that ASME and
PHMSA will continue their discussions to
find a way to truly make these important
parts of the federal regulations easily and
freely available to the public.

We note that in H.R. 2576 the requirement
that these standards be made available ‘“‘on
an Internet Web site”” has been removed.
This may not be a significant change as long
as PHMSA fulfills the continuing Congres-
sional intent that these standards be ‘‘made
available to the public, free of charge.”
Clearly ‘‘free of charge’ means exactly what
it says, that a requester incurs no expense in
obtaining any incorporated standard. In no
way can the current PHMSA rule, as spelled
out in 49 CFR 192. 7 and 195.3, of requiring
people who want to review a standard to
travel to the PHMSA office in Washington
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DC be considered ‘‘free of charge’ at no cost
to the requester.

Again, we thank you for your efforts to en-
courage public access and transparency re-
garding the regulations that are meant to
protect their safety and the health of our
shared environment.

Sincerely,
CARL WEIMER,
Executive Director.
DAKOTA RURAL ACTION,

WESTERN ORG. OF RESOURCE COUNCILS,

July 11, 2012.

Docket ID PHMSA-2012-0142: imple-
menting incorporation by reference
(IBR) requirements of section 24

We regretfully are not able to attend the
public workshop on July 13 due to expenses
of travel. We request that you consider these
comments as you would comments sub-
mitted in person.

We the undersigned organizations are writ-
ing to urge you to oppose any weakening or
repeal of Section 24 of H.R. 2845, the ‘‘Pipe-
line Safety, Regulatory Certainty and Job
Creation Act of 2011.”” Section 24 assures that
future agency pipeline safety rules that in-
corporate standards by reference will require
that those standards be made publically
available for free on the Internet.

Western Organization of Resource Councils
(WORQC) is a regional network of seven grass-
roots community organizations with 10,000
members and 38 local chapters: including Da-
kota Rural Action in South Dakota, the Da-
kota Resource Council in North Dakota, and
the Northern Plains Resource Council in
Montana, which have members affected by
the Keystone I pipeline and the proposed
Keystone XL pipeline.

Dakota Rural Action is a grassroots family
agriculture and conservation group that or-
ganizes South Dakotans to protect our fam-
ily farmers and ranchers, natural resources
and unique way of life. We are a member
group of WORC and represent over 950 South
Dakotans across the state. Many of our
members in South Dakota have been directly
impacted by numerous pipeline projects,
with anticipation of more being constructed.

Representing the public interest, we strive
to create a more fair and open government.
Secret laws, or a government that only al-
lows access to laws by a segment of the pub-
lic able to pay for it, goes in direct opposi-
tion to the values of a participatory democ-
racy. Congress has repeatedly recognized the
need for public access to information with
the Administrative Procedures Act, the Fed-
eral Register Act, the National Technology
Transfer and Advancement Act, the Elec-
tronic Freedom of Information Act, and,
most recently, with Section 24 of the Pipe-
line Safety, Regulatory Certainty and Job
Creation Act of 2011.

As of June 2010 there were 85 standards ref-
erenced in 46 CFR 192, 193, 195. For a citizen
to have access to these referenced standards
they would have to pay private organizations
upwards of $2,000. These associated costs are
an insurmountable burden for an average cit-
izen, making it practically impossible for
the public to knowledgeably comment in a
rulemaking proceeding, or to propose
changes to regulations that already incor-
porate referenced standards.

There is no reasonable excuse for failing to
provide standards and supporting informa-
tion that are part of existing or proposed
regulations implementing federal law at no
charge to the public. The fact that these
standards were developed by private associa-
tions of companies subject to the laws and
regulations in question does not entitle the
regulated industry or any private entity
serving that industry to profit from exclu-
sive access to information and language
meant to protect public health and safety.

Re
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Anything short of full implementation of
Section 24 of the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory
Certainty and Job Creation Act of 2011 would
amount to deliberate action by PHMSA to
block public participation in our govern-
ment, directly contradicting the principles
and values of access and transparency of the
Administration and expressed by Congress in
enacting section 24.

MEREDITH REDLIN,
Chair, Dakota Rural
Action.
LANA SANGMEISTER,
Chair, Western Orga-
nization of Resource
Councils.
COLUMBIA LAW SCHOOL,
New York, NY, July 12, 2012.
Re PHMSA workshop in incorporation by
reference.

GENTLEFOLK: I appreciate the opportunity
to file these comments in support of your
workshop. If I may very briefly summarize
their gist, there are three important propo-
sitions I would impress on you:

A sharp distinction should be drawn be-
tween Standards Development Organization
(SDO) standards that are genuinely ‘‘tech-
nical” in character and those that, like the
API standards on public hazard warnings,
have a policy character that draws their
force from normative conclusions, not tech-
nical expertise, and may serve to promote-
industrial interests.

It is important to distinguish as well be-
tween SDOs that are professionally centered
and broadly representative of the areas for
which they develop standards, and those
that, like API, are industrial associations or,
like Underwriters Laboratories, businesses
with an economic stake in the use of their
standards beyond supporting standards de-
velopment and publication—as by providing
necessary testing or certification services.

Finally, and perhaps most importantly,
one should distinguish between standards
that are converted into legal obligations by
the fact of their incorporation, and stand-
ards that are simply identified in guidance
or regulations as one means, but not the ex-
clusive and necessary means, by which inde-
pendently stated regulatory requirements
can be met. While the statute your workshop
is concerned with addresses guidance docu-
ments as well as legal obligations, the ra-
tionale for requiring free public access to the
former is much weaker. Once agency action
has made conformity to a standard manda-
tory, it is no longer a voluntary consensus
standard. Law is not properly subject to
copyright; but guidance is not law. Perhaps
ways can be found to achieve the effect of
guidance yet that will not require SDOs to
surrender their understandable interest in
finding financial support for their standards-
development activities through the sale of
copyright-protected standards serving that
role, and thus remaining voluntary con-
sensus standards.

The problem of incorporation by reference
of standards development organization vol-
untary standards into federal regulatory ma-
terials has attracted significant attention in
recent months. It was the subject of a major
study by the Administrative Conference of
the United States, resulting in recommenda-
tions drawing on an extensive study made by
Emily Bremer, a staff attorney. Subse-
quently, on behalf of myself and others, I
filed a petition for rulemaking on the sub-
ject with the Office of Federal Register.
When OFR published this petition in the
Federal Register with requests for com-
ments, an FDMS docket of more than 160
items resulted. Subsequently, OMB held a
workshop with NIST and sought com-
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mentary on possible revision of its circular
A-119; an FDMS docket of more than 60
items resulted. A major new book thor-
oughly explores the practice of standard-set-
ting, with emphasis on implications for
international trade but attention as well to
the ways in which American practice differs
from that of European nations.

From all these materials, a number of
propositions fairly clearly emerge:

The creation of voluntary consensus stand-
ards had its origin in considerations quite
independent of governmental regulation, and
they remain a necessary element of today’s
market economies, permitting market par-
ticipants to deal confidently with one an-
other. They are extremely valuable for this
reason. This reality is dominant, and is inde-
pendent of governmental use of standards for
regulatory purposes. Indeed, it appears that
the great bulk of voluntary consensus stand-
ards are not incorporated into law, as such,
and for them no issue whatever of inhibition
on copyright arises. To the extent SDO via-
bility depends on the sale of these standards,
it remains untroubled. The SDO commentary
in the two FDMS dockets just mentioned
consistently obscures this reality. It is writ-
ten as if every standard SDOs produce is
threatened by the proposition that those
that are incorporated as law should be pub-
licly available to those affected.

By influencing the markets for affected
goods, those who participate in the setting of
standards, may gain significant competitive
advantages over those who do not. This is
particularly true for non-consensus stand-
ards and for industry-centered, corporate-
membership standards-generating organiza-
tions like the American Petroleum Institute,
whose membership is more than 500 oil and
natural gas companies. Industrial standard-
setters like API may be contrasted to, say,
ASME—which has 125,000 members and no
corporate members—or the many other SDOs
having tens of thousands of individual, pro-
fessional members. For the latter, the issue
of possibly gaining a competitive advantage
is rarely present. It is more likely that the
interests of small businesses that will need
to adhere to the standards adopted will be
represented and heard. Gaining competitive
advantage may also be the result for an indi-
vidual business, such as Underwriters Lab-
oratories, whose testing and certifying sub-
sidiaries may profit from the conversion of
UL’s preferred standards into legal obliga-
tions.

European standards organizations are typi-
cally organized along hierarchical lines, both
national (the British Standards Institute)
and European (CEN, CENELEC), so that on
any given matter, only one standard will
emerge. Their processes for generating
standards involve wide participation by all
interested groups—even to the extent that
the participation of socially important but
resource-poor groups may be subsidized. Eu-
ropean technical standards are typically
framed as independent of the regulations to
which they relate, and are not in themselves
legally binding. Since they only serve to de-
fine one assured method for establishing reg-
ulatory compliance, not an exclusive meth-
od, they merely create a presumption that
one complying with them has complied with
the substantive norms of the regulation. Al-
though showing that one has met the stand-
ard is usually the more efficient path to
demonstrating regulatory compliance, citi-
zens remain free to prove their compliance
in a different way.

The pattern of standard setting in the
United States is ‘‘decentralized and charac-
terized by extensive competition among
many standard-setting bodies, operating
with little government oversight and no pub-
lic financial support. [It] comprises
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some 300 trade associations, 130 professional
and scientific societies, 40 general member-
ship organizations, and at least 150 consortia
which together have set more than 50,000
standards. Spurred by competition,
these organizations have developed numer-
ous standards of the highest technical qual-
ity, but the fragmentation also . . . results
in conflicting standards and hence poor
interoperability . . .

“The shift of rulemaking to the inter-
national level turns this fragmentation into
a problem for the effectiveness of American
interests in the global market place. Coordi-
nation and cooperation do not arise sponta-
neously among competing standard-setters,
and . . . [there is] a long tradition of keeping
government at arms’ length. . . . In the ab-
sence of government control or any other
central monitoring and coordinating agent,
the American system for product standard-
ization is characterized by extreme plu-
ralism and contestation. . . . ANSI remains
a weak institution, even though it formally
is the sole representative of U.S. interests in
international standards organizations.
Private U.S. standards organizations, which
derive 50 to 80 percent of their income from
the sale of their proprietary standards docu-
ments . . . fear that a more centralized sys-
tem would rob them of these revenues and
eclipse their power and autonomy. . ..
“Rather than reach out to community inter-
ests, as European standards organizations do
‘‘as a prerequisite for genuine openness and
due process. . .. most American standards
organizations contend that willingness to
pay is the best measure of interest in the
process and see no need for financial assist-
ance,” and in some contexts the sum that
must be paid—even by federal agencies wish-
ing to participate—is quite high. Some
American standard-setters, the American
Petroleum Institute, for example, clearly
present themselves as industry representa-
tives. This is not too problematic for stand-
ards that serve only to govern technical
issues important to relations among indus-
trial participants needing a confident basis
for their dealing. Yet acceptance of industry
representatives as standard-setters is ques-
tionable in matters that are not technical in
nature and also involve public interests,
such as pipeline hazard warnings or imposi-
tions on small businesses who are the nec-
essary customers of the industry.

Competition benefits the users of stand-
ards only if adherence to them is not manda-
tory. One way in which a standards organiza-
tion can defeat its competitors under the
American system, and obtain a monopoly
over standards (and their sale) is by having
them incorporated by reference, not as one
means for regulatory compliance (as in Eu-
rope) but as binding law, that must be com-
plied with and can result in sanctions if de-
parted from. With that monopoly, too, the
standards organization acquires the power to
charge a non-market price. The legislation
that is the subject of this hearing resulted
from the exercise of just that power. One of
the comments in response to our petition to
the Office of Federal Register for rulemaking
reports that another standards association
was charging two-and-a-half times as much
for a standard that had been incorporated as
law, as for its subsequent standard on the
same matter, that had not yet been sub-
stituted for the first by amendatory rule-
making. Over half the incorporated stand-
ards in CFR predate 1995. Since SDOs uni-
formly update their standards on a relatively
short cycle, most if not all of these earlier,
still incorporated standards will presump-
tively have been replaced by the issuing
SDO. Yet, if they are still law, they remain
mandatory. Sale of outdated but still com-
pulsory standards may improve the SDO’s
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bottom line, but it cannot rationally be as-
cribed to the business model for sustaining
fresh standards development.

Commercial advantage also inheres in
standards generated by businesses that prof-
it from compliance determinations. On the
Comma2000 website where Underwriters Lab-
oratories offers its standards for sale, its
Standard for Manual Signaling Boxes for
Fire Alarm Systems, 52 pages long in all,
costs $502 in hard-copy and $402 for a use-re-
stricted pdf version; $998 ($798) purchases a
three year subscription that includes revi-
sions, interpretations, etc. However, the text
of this standard incorporates by reference
five other UL standards, whose purchase
would add five times these amounts (as each
of these referenced standards is identically
priced). And even this would not complete
the picture; one of these five referenced
standards (746C, Standard for Polymeric Ma-
terials—Use in Electrical Equipment Evalua-
tions) itself references 27 unique others,
whose individual prices are often hundreds of
dollars higher—for a total cost well in excess
of $10,000. Standards in the libraries of pro-
fessional engineering SDOs are more likely
to sell in the $50 range. Comments in the
FDMS dockets tend to assert that all stand-
ards are sold at reasonable prices, without
giving concrete details. Neither OFR nor the
incorporating agency exercises control over
the reasonableness of price at the moment of
incorporation. And, once incorporation has
occurred, any opportunity for price control
by the OFR or the incorporating agency van-
ishes. Of course, if standards were treated
merely as guidance, not law, market forces
would operate as one control; and agencies
could more freely remove a standard from its
compliance guidance if persuaded its price
had become unreasonable—either in general,
or in its application to wvulnerable small
businesses.

This last point suggests the appropriate-
ness of turning to what is arguably the most
objectionable feature of the statute that is
the subject of this workshop: it applies
equally to standards treated as guidance
identifying a satisfactory but not mandatory
means of complying with an independently
stated regulatory obligation, and to stand-
ards incorporated in a manner that makes
them the law itself—mandatory obligations
in and of themselves. In my judgment, these
two situations are quite different, both in
law and in their implications for agency effi-
ciency and effective regulation.

SDO standards converted into law—a man-
datory obligation—by the manner of their
incorporation suffer all the possible deficits
mentioned above

They end the competition among American
voluntary consensus standard-setters that is
identified by many as a particular strength
of our system in relation to others.

Correspondingly, they confer monopoly
pricing power on the SDO whose standard
has been converted from a voluntary con-
sensus standard into an involuntary, manda-
tory obligation.

They significantly limit agency capacity
to respond to new developments, since
changing a mandatory standard set by rule
will require fresh rulemaking, with its proce-
dural costs and obstacles. That this occurs in
practice may be seen in the simple fact that
over half of incorporated standards are more
than seventeen years old—some, indeed, no
longer ‘‘available” in any form, reasonably
or not.

The income streams resulting from law-
forced purchases of mandatory but outdated
standards may be convenient for the SDOs
receiving them, but bear no relationship ei-
ther to sound industrial practice (adherence
to the contemporary standard should be pref-
erable) or to the SDO business model for sup-
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porting the
standards.

Law is not subject to copyright. The Copy-
right Office knows this; it has been hornbook
American law from the inception. The argu-
ments here are most eloquently made in the
FDMS docket comments of the ABA Section
of Administrative Law and Regulatory Prac-
tice, and would be tedious to repeat at
length. Moreover, this proposition is wholly
independent of the policy concerns SDOs
raise to argue that it should not be the case.
It simply is the case and the consequence is
that if an agency has converted a voluntary
consensus standard into a legal obligation, it
cannot fail to inform the public what is its
legal obligation. (SDOs should perhaps for
this reason resist agencies’ conversion of vol-
untary standards into legal obligations; and
the question whether the agency must com-
pensate the SDO for doing so is an open one.
Some argue that the benefit to the SDO from
the imprimatur of incorporation will exceed
any detriment to its bottom line—
incorporations typically involves only part
of the standard involved, and most busi-
nesses will wish to purchase the standards in
their full, convenient form. Moreover, incor-
porated standards make up only a fraction of
an SDO’s armamentarium.) When Minnesota
enacted the Uniform Commercial Code, the
ALI (its drafter) retained its copyright for
purposes of selling the UCC as such, but Min-
nesota was obliged to make its new code pub-
lic, and was not obliged to pay ALI when it
did so.

When an agency proposes incorporation by
reference that will create legal obligations,
it is strongly arguable that it must at that
time make the standard proposed to be in-
corporated available to commenters in the
rulemaking process. Contemporary adminis-
trative law caselaw and Executive Order
12,866 each impose transparency standards
more demanding than might appear from the
simple text of 5 U.S.C. §553. One cannot com-
ment on a standard whose content is un-
known. As the Pipeline Safety Trust ob-
served in its FDMS comments, ‘‘incor-
porating standards by reference, the way it
is done now, has turned notice and comment
rulemaking into a caricature of what it was
intended to be.”

Since agency guidance of means by which
one might successfully comply with inde-
pendently stated regulatory obligations is
not law, an agency’s identification of a
standard as one such means leaves interested
parties an option whether to refer to the
standard or not. It creates no legal obliga-
tion to reveal the contents of the standard
used as guidance, and the SDO’ s copyright is
secure. It is of course also possible that there
will be other identifiable means of regu-
latory compliance—the reputed strength of
the American SDO process—so that recogni-
tion of the SDO’s copyright in relation to
the guidance given creates no monopoly
power.

Use of standards as guidance also permits
ready upgrading of the guidance as soon as
standards are revised; the troubling problem
of outdated standards enduring as legal obli-
gations (because fresh rulemaking has not
been undertaken) need not arise.

It is, then, regrettable that the statute you
are discussing draws no distinction between
incorporation by reference as mandatory ob-
ligation, and its use to provide guidance. The
most useful result of your workshop, in my
judgment, would be to push hard for the rec-
ognition of this distinction—by interpreta-
tion of your statutory obligations, if that
seems possible, or by working for amend-
ment. But I can find no fault with, and much
reason to support, the obligation PHMSA
has been placed under to assure free public
access, both at the stage of proposal and at

continuing development of

H4501

the stage of adoption, to standards whose in-
corporation by reference is used to create
legal obligations. The effect of that use of in-
corporation is to transfer lawmaking into
private hands that operate in secret; and
“‘delegations of public power to private
hands [undermine] the capacity to govern.”
Respectfully submitted,

PETER L. STRAUSS,

Betts Professor of Law.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
PETRI) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2576.

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. PETRI. 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 motion will be post-
poned.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 6:30 p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 37 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

——
O 1830

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. HULTGREN) at 6 o’clock
and 30 minutes p.m.

———

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. 2576, by the yeas and nays;

H.R. 1848, by the yeas and nays;

H.R. 2611, by the yeas and nays.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining
electronic votes will be conducted as 5-
minute votes.

———

AVAILABILITY OF PIPELINE SAFE-
TY REGULATORY DOCUMENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 2576) to amend title 49,
United States Code, to modify require-
ments relating to the availability of
pipeline safety regulatory documents,
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 Wisconsin (Mr.
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PETRI) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 405, nays 2,
not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 354]
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YEAS—405
Aderholt Denham Joyce
Alexander Dent Kaptur
Amash DeSantis Kelly (PA)
Amodei DesJarlais Kennedy
Andrews Diaz-Balart Kildee
Bachmann Doggett Kilmer
Bachus Doyle Kind
Barber Duckworth King (IA)
Barletta Duffy King (NY)
Barr Duncan (SC) Kinzinger (IL)
Barrow (GA) Duncan (TN) Kirkpatrick
Barton Edwards Kline
Beatty Ellison Kuster
Becerra Ellmers Labrador
Benishek Enyart LaMalfa
Bentivolio Eshoo Lamborn
Bera (CA) Esty Lance
Bilirakis Farenthold Langevin
Bishop (GA) Farr Lankford
Bishop (NY) Fattah Larsen (WA)
Bishop (UT) Fincher Larson (CT)
Black Fitzpatrick Latham
Blackburn Fleischmann Latta
Blumenauer Fleming Lee (CA)
Bonamici Flores Levin
Bonner Forbes Lewis
Boustany Fortenberry Lipinski
Brady (PA) Foster LoBiondo
Brady (TX) Foxx Loebsack
Braley (IA) Frankel (FL) Lofgren
Bridenstine Franks (AZ) Long
Brooks (AL) Frelinghuysen Lowenthal
Brooks (IN) Gabbard Lowey
Broun (GA) Gallego Lucas
Brown (FL) Garamendi Lujan Grisham
Brownley (CA) Garcia (NM)
Bucshon Gardner Lujan, Ben Ray
Burgess Garrett (NM)
Bustos Gerlach Lynch
Butterfield Gibbs Maffei
Calvert Gibson Maloney,
Camp Gingrey (GA) Carolyn
Cantor Gohmert Maloney, Sean
Capito Goodlatte Marchant
Capps Gosar Massie
Capuano Gowdy Matheson
Cardenas Granger Matsui
Carney Graves (GA) McCarthy (CA)
Carson (IN) Graves (MO) McCaul
Carter Grayson McClintock
Cartwright Green, Gene McCollum
Cassidy Griffin (AR) McDermott
Castor (FL) Griffith (VA) McGovern
Castro (TX) Grijalva McHenry
Chabot Guthrie McIntyre
Chaffetz Gutiérrez McKeon
Chu Hahn McKinley
Cicilline Hall McMorris
Clarke Hanabusa Rodgers
Cleaver Hanna McNerney
Clyburn Harper Meadows
Coble Harris Meehan
Coffman Hartzler Meeks
Cohen Hastings (FL) Meng
Cole Hastings (WA) Messer
Collins (GA) Heck (NV) Mica
Collins (NY) Heck (WA) Michaud
Conaway Hensarling Miller (FL)
Connolly Higgins Miller (MI)
Conyers Himes Miller, Gary
Cook Holding Miller, George
Cooper Honda Moore
Costa Hoyer Moran
Cotton Hudson Mullin
Courtney Huelskamp Mulvaney
Cramer Huffman Murphy (FL)
Crawford Huizenga (MI) Murphy (PA)
Crenshaw Hultgren Nadler
Crowley Hurt Napolitano
Cuellar Israel Neal
Culberson Issa Neugebauer
Cummings Jackson Lee Noem
Daines Jeffries Nolan
Davis (CA) Jenkins Nugent
Davis, Danny Johnson (GA) Nunes
Davis, Rodney Johnson (OH) Nunnelee
DeGette Johnson, E. B. O’Rourke
Delaney Johnson, Sam Olson
DeLauro Jones Owens
DelBene Jordan Palazzo

Pallone Ruiz Thompson (CA)
Pascrell Runyan Thompson (MS)
Pastor (AZ) Ruppersberger Thompson (PA)
Paulsen Rush Thornberry
Payne Ryan (OH) Tiberi
Pearce Ryan (WI) Tierney
Pelosi Salmon Tipton
Perlmutter Sanchez, Linda Titus
Perry T. Tonko
Peters (CA) Sanchez, Loretta Tsongas
Peters (MI) Sanford Turner
Peterson Sarbanes Upton
Petri Scalise Valadao
Pingree (ME) Schakowsky
Pittenger Schiff Van Hollen
Pitts Schneider v g
easey

Pocan Schock Vela
Poe (TX) Schrader Vela

. elazquez
Polis Schwartz Visclosky
Pompeo Schweikert W
Posey Scott (VA) agner
Price (GA) Scott, Austin Walberg
Price (NC) Scott, David Walden .
Quigley Sensenbrenner Walorski
Radel Serrano Walz
Rahall Sessions Waters
Rangel Sewell (AL) Watt
Reed Sherman Waxman
Reichert Shimkus Weber (TX)
Renacci Shuster Webster (FL)
Ribble Simpson Welch
Rice (SC) Sinema Wenstrup
Richmond Sires Westmoreland
Rigell Slaughter Whitfield
Roby Smith (NE) Williams
Roe (TN) Smith (NJ) Wilson (FL)
Rogers (AL) Smith (TX) Wilson (SC)
Rogers (KY) Smith (WA) Wittman
Rogers (MI) Southerland Wolf
Rokita Speier Womack
Rooney Stewart Woodall
Ros-Lehtinen Stivers Yarmuth
Roskam Stockman Yoder
Ross Stutzman Yoho
Rothfus Swalwell (CA) Young (AK)
Roybal-Allard Takano Young (FL)
Royce Terry Young (IN)

NAYS—2
Dingell Shea-Porter
NOT VOTING—26
Bass Grimm Luetkemeyer
Buchanan Herrera Beutler = Lummis
Campbell Hinojosa Marino
Clay Holt McCarthy (NY)
DeFazio Horsford Negrete McLeod
Deutch Hunter Rohrabacher
Engel Keating Smith (MO)
Fudge Kelly (IL) Wasserman
Green, Al Kingston Schultz
[J 1858

Mr. DINGELL changed his vote from
‘“‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

Messrs. PASTOR of Arizona,
DESANTIS, WOODALL, and
HUIZENGA of Michigan changed their
vote from ‘“‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

SMALL AIRPLANE
REVITALIZATION ACT OF 2013

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 1848) to ensure that the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration advances
the safety of small airplanes, and the
continued development of the general
aviation industry, and for other pur-
poses, as amended, on which the yeas
and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
PETRI) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, as amended.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 411, nays 0,
not voting 22, as follows:

[Roll No. 355]

YEAS—411
Aderholt Davis (CA) Huffman
Alexander Dayvis, Danny Huizenga (MI)
Amash Davis, Rodney Hultgren
Amodei DeGette Hurt
Andrews Delaney Israel
Bachmann DeLauro Issa
Bachus DelBene Jackson Lee
Barber Denham Jeffries
Barletta Dent Jenkins
Barr DeSantis Johnson (GA)
Barrow (GA) DesJarlais Johnson (OH)
Barton Diaz-Balart Johnson, E. B.
Bass Dingell Johnson, Sam
Beatty Doggett Jones
Becerra Doyle Jordan
Benishek Duckworth Joyce
Bentivolio Duffy Kaptur
Bera (CA) Duncan (SC) Keating
Bilirakis Duncan (TN) Kelly (PA)
Bishop (GA) Edwards Kennedy
Bishop (NY) Ellison Kildee
Bishop (UT) Ellmers Kilmer
Black Enyart Kind
Blackburn Eshoo King (IA)
Blumenauer Esty King (NY)
Bonamici Farenthold Kinzinger (IL)
Bonner Farr Kirkpatrick
Boustany Fattah Kline
Brady (PA) Fincher Kuster
Brady (TX) Fitzpatrick Labrador
Braley (IA) Fleischmann LaMalfa
Bridenstine Fleming Lamborn
Brooks (AL) Flores Lance
Brooks (IN) Forbes Langevin
Broun (GA) Fortenberry Lankford
Brown (FL) Foster Larsen (WA)
Brownley (CA) Foxx Larson (CT)
Bucshon Frankel (FL) Latham
Burgess Franks (AZ) Latta
Bustos Frelinghuysen Lee (CA)
Butterfield Gabbard Levin
Calvert Gallego Lewis
Camp Garamendi Lipinski
Cantor Garcia LoBiondo
Capito Gardner Loebsack
Capps Garrett Lofgren
Capuano Gerlach Long
Cardenas Gibbs Lowenthal
Carney Gibson Lowey
Carson (IN) Gingrey (GA) Lucas
Carter Gohmert Lujan Grisham
Cartwright Goodlatte (NM)
Cassidy Gosar Lujan, Ben Ray
Castor (FL) Gowdy (NM)
Castro (TX) Granger Lummis
Chabot Graves (GA) Lynch
Chaffetz Graves (MO) Maffei
Chu Grayson Maloney,
Cicilline Green, Al Carolyn
Clarke Green, Gene Maloney, Sean
Cleaver Griffin (AR) Marchant
Clyburn Griffith (VA) Massie
Coble Grijalva Matheson
Coffman Guthrie Matsui
Cohen Gutiérrez McCarthy (CA)
Cole Hahn McCaul
Collins (GA) Hall McClintock
Collins (NY) Hanabusa McCollum
Conaway Hanna McDermott
Connolly Harper McGovern
Conyers Harris McHenry
Cook Hartzler McIntyre
Cooper Hastings (FL) McKeon
Costa Hastings (WA) McKinley
Cotton Heck (NV) McMorris
Courtney Heck (WA) Rodgers
Cramer Hensarling McNerney
Crawford Higgins Meadows
Crenshaw Himes Meehan
Crowley Holding Meeks
Cuellar Honda Meng
Culberson Hoyer Messer
Cummings Hudson Mica
Daines Huelskamp Michaud



July 16, 2013

Miller (FL) Richmond Speier
Miller (MI) Rigell Stewart
Miller, Gary Roby Stivers
Miller, George Roe (TN) Stockman
Moore Rogers (AL) Stutzman
Moran Rogers (KY) Swalwell (CA)
Mullin Rogers (MI) Takano
Mulvaney Rokita Terry
Murphy (FL) Rooney Thompson (CA)
Murphy (PA) Ros-Lehtinen Thompson (MS)
Nadler Roskam Thompson (PA)
Napolitano Ross Thornberry
Neal Rothfus Tiberi
Neugebauer Roybal-Allard Tierney
Noem Royce Tipton
Nolan Ruiz Titus
Nugent Runyan Tonko
Nunes Ruppersberger Tsongas
Nunnelee Rush Turner
O’Rourke Ryan (OH) Upton
Olson Ryan (WI) Valadao
Owens Sa:lmon Van Hollen
Palazzo Sanchez, Linda V.
Pallone T. argas
Pascrell Sanchez, Loretta Veasey
Pastor (AZ) Sanford Vela
Paulsen Sarbanes Velazquez
Payne Scalise Visclosky
Pearce Schakowsky Wagner
Pelosi Schiff Walberg
Perlmutter Schneider Walden
Perry Schock Walorski
Peters (CA) Schrader Walz
Peters (MI) Schwartz Waters
Peterson Schweikert Watt
Petri Scott (VA) Waxman
Pingree (ME) Scott, Austin Weber (TX)
Pittenger Scott, David Webster (FL)
Pitts Sensenbrenner Welch
Pocan Serrano Wenstrup
Poe (TX) Sessions Westmoreland
Polis Sewell (AL) Whitfield
Pompeo Shea-Porter Williams
Posey Sherman Wilson (FL)
Price (GA) Shimkus Wilson (SC)
Price (NC) Shuster Wittman
Quigley Simpson Wolf
Radel Sinema Womack
Rahall Sires Woodall
Rangel Slaughter Yarmuth
Reed Smith (NE) Yoder
Reichert Smith (NJ) Yoho
Renacci Smith (TX) Young (AK)
Ribble Smith (WA) Young (FL)
Rice (SC) Southerland Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—22
Buchanan Herrera Beutler Marino
Campbell Hinojosa McCarthy (NY)
Clay Holt Negrete McLeod
DeFazio Horsford Rohrabacher
Deutch Hunter Smith (MO)
Engel Kelly (IL) Wasserman
FuFlge Kingston Schultz
Grimm Luetkemeyer

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.

O 1905

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

DOUGLAS A. MUNRO COAST
GUARD HEADQUARTERS BUILDING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 2611) to designate the head-
quarters building of the Coast Guard
on the campus located at 2701 Martin
Luther King, Jr., Avenue Southeast in
the District of Columbia as the ‘“‘Doug-
las A. Munro Coast Guard Head-
quarters Building”’, and for other pur-
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poses, 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 Wisconsin (Mr.
PETRI) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 411, nays 0,
not voting 22, as follows:

[Roll No. 356]

YEAS—411
Aderholt Cummings Holding
Alexander Daines Honda
Amash Dayvis (CA) Hoyer
Amodei Dayvis, Danny Hudson
Andrews Davis, Rodney Huelskamp
Bachmann DeGette Huffman
Bachus Delaney Huizenga (MI)
Barber DeLauro Hultgren
Barletta DelBene Hurt
Barr Denham Israel
Barrow (GA) Dent Issa
Barton DeSantis Jackson Lee
Bass DesJarlais Jeffries
Beatty Diaz-Balart Jenkins
Becerra Dingell Johnson (GA)
Benishek Doggett Johnson (OH)
Bentivolio Doyle Johnson, E. B.
Bera (CA) Duckworth Johnson, Sam
Bilirakis Duffy Jones
Bishop (GA) Duncan (SC) Jordan
Bishop (NY) Duncan (TN) Joyce
Bishop (UT) Edwards Kaptur
Black Ellison Keating
Blackburn Ellmers Kelly (PA)
Blumenauer Enyart Kennedy
Bonamici Eshoo Kildee
Bonner Esty Kilmer
Boustany Farenthold Kind
Brady (PA) Farr King (IA)
Brady (TX) Fattah King (NY)
Braley (IA) Fincher Kinzinger (IL)
Bridenstine Fitzpatrick Kirkpatrick
Brooks (AL) Fleischmann Kline
Brooks (IN) Fleming Kuster
Broun (GA) Flores Labrador
Brown (FL) Forbes LaMalfa
Brownley (CA) Fortenberry Lamborn
Bucshon Foster Lance
Burgess Foxx Langevin
Bustos Frankel (FL) Lankford
Butterfield Franks (AZ) Larsen (WA)
Calvert Frelinghuysen Larson (CT)
Camp Gabbard Latham
Cantor Gallego Latta
Capito Garamendi Lee (CA)
Capps Garcia Levin
Capuano Gardner Lewis
Cardenas Garrett Lipinski
Carney Gerlach LoBiondo
Carson (IN) Gibbs Loebsack
Carter Gibson Lofgren
Cartwright Gingrey (GA) Long
Cassidy Gohmert Lowenthal
Castor (FL) Goodlatte Lowey
Castro (TX) Gosar Lucas
Chabot Gowdy Lujan Grisham
Chaffetz Granger (NM)
Chu Graves (GA) Lujan, Ben Ray
Cicilline Graves (MO) (NM)
Clarke Grayson Lummis
Cleaver Green, Al Lynch
Clyburn Green, Gene Maffei
Coble Griffin (AR) Maloney,
Coffman Griffith (VA) Carolyn
Cohen Grijalva Maloney, Sean
Cole Guthrie Marchant
Collins (GA) Gutiérrez Massie
Collins (NY) Hahn Matheson
Conaway Hall Matsui
Connolly Hanabusa McCarthy (CA)
Conyers Hanna McCaul
Cook Harper McClintock
Cooper Harris McCollum
Costa Hartzler McDermott
Cotton Hastings (FL) McGovern
Courtney Hastings (WA) McHenry
Cramer Heck (NV) McIntyre
Crenshaw Heck (WA) McKeon
Crowley Hensarling McKinley
Cuellar Higgins McMorris
Culberson Himes Rodgers
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McNerney Reed Smith (TX)
Meadows Reichert Smith (WA)
Meehan Renacci Southerland
Meeks Ribble Speier
Meng Rice (SC) Stewart
Messer Richmond Stivers
Mica Rigell Stockman
Michaud Roby Stutzman
Miller (FL) Roe (TN) Swalwell (CA)
Miller (MI) Rogers (AL) Takano
Miller, Gary Rogers (KY) Terry

Miller, George Rogers (MI)

Thompson (CA)

Moore Rokita Thompson (MS)
Moran Rooney Thompson (PA)
Mullin Ros-Lehtinen Thornberry
Mulvaney Roskam Tiberi
Murphy (FL) Ross Tierney
Murphy (PA) Rothfus Tipton
Nadler Roybal-Allard Titus
Napolitano Royce Tonko
Neal Ruiz Tsongas
Neugebauer Runyan Turner
Noem Ruppersberger Upton
Nolan Rush Valadao
Nugent Ryan (OH) Van Hollen
Nunes Ryan (WI) V.
Nunnelee Salmon arsas
O’Rourke Sanchez, Linda Veasey
Olson T. Vel%
Owens Sanchez, Loretta ¥ C1a%duez
Palazzo Sanford Visclosky
Pallone Sarbanes Wagner
Pascrell Scalise Walberg
Pastor (AZ) Schakowsky Walden
Paulsen Schiff Walorski
Payne Schneider Walz
Pearce Schock Waters
Pelosi Schrader Watt
Perlmutter Schwartz Waxman
Perry Schweikert Weber (TX)
Peters (CA) Scott (VA) Webster (FL,)
Peters (MI) Scott, Austin Welch
Peterson Scott, David Wenstrup
Petri Sensenbrenner Westmoreland
Pingree (ME) Serrano Whitfield
Pittenger Sessions Williams
Pitts Sewell (AL) Wilson (FL)
Pocan Shea-Porter Wilson (SC)
Poe (TX) Sherman Wittman
Polis Shimkus Wolf
Pompeo Shuster Womack
Posey Simpson Woodall
Price (GA) Sinema Yarmuth
Price (NC) Sires Yoder
Quigley Slaughter Yoho
Radel Smith (MO) Young (AK)
Rahall Smith (NE) Young (FL)
Rangel Smith (NJ) Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—22
Buchanan Grimm Luetkemeyer
Campbell Herrera Beutler =~ Marino
Clay Hinojosa McCarthy (NY)
Crawford Holt Negrete McLeod
DeFazio Horsford Rohrabacher
Deutch Hunter Wasserman
Engel Kglly (IL) Schultz
Fudge Kingston

0 1914

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1962

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to remove the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. DUFFY)
from H.R. 1962.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARR). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.



H4504

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2359

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
have the name of Mr. BIsHOP of Utah
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 2359.

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

There was no objection.

———

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2319

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent to have my
name removed as a cosponsor to H.R.
2319.

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

There was no objection.

—————

ARMANDO TORRES

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise in support of a marine who des-
perately mneeds our help. Corporal
Armando Torres was kidnapped in Mex-
ico more than 2 months ago. Minimal
attention here in the U.S. and in Mex-
ico has allowed Armando’s Kidnappers
to think that we’ve given up. They are
wrong. The United States does not give
up and does not leave one of our own
behind. The kidnapping of a TUnited
States citizen and a marine will not be
tolerated. Armando served our country
honorably, and now it is our duty to
serve him well now.

Mr. Speaker, as you know, the bond
between marines can never be broken.
In the coming days, marines here in
the House will come together on this
floor for their brother. I invite all
Members to join us and show that we
will not rest until we bring Armando
home.

————

RECOGNIZING WATERVLIET ARSE-
NAL ON ITS 200TH ANNIVERSARY

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

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize the Watervliet Arse-
nal, which celebrated its 200th anniver-
sary on July 14.

Watervliet is the Nation’s oldest,
continuously operated arsenal, having
begun its manufacturing of military
hardware during the War of 1812.

For 200 years, the arsenal has pro-
duced critical weapons, parts and ma-
terial that have been indispensable to
our Nation’s defense. Earlier this year,
the Secretary of the Army recognized
the arsenal’s high quality and essential
work by designating it as a Center of
Industrial and Technological Excel-
lence.
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The Army’s Benet Laboratories, re-
nowned for its research and develop-
ment and work with advanced mate-
rials and composites, is also located at
the facility. Let me offer a special con-
gratulations to the arsenal’s employ-
ees, who, despite senseless sequestra-
tion-related furloughs, continue to pro-
vide manufacturing, engineering, and
quality assurance for our Nation’s can-
nons and mortars. They have developed
skills and expertise over the course of
decades, many coming from families
that have worked at the arsenal for
generations, pouring their talents into
this powerful success story. They are
truly the lifeblood of the Watervliet
community and the Greater Capital
Region of upstate New York.

————

AUTHORITY FOR MANDATE DELAY
ACT

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, this week, the House will
debate H.R. 2667, the Authority for
Mandate Delay Act. This bill will delay
enforcement of the ObamaCare man-
date—employers with 50 full-time em-
ployees who do not offer government-
approved coverage must pay a $2,000
fine annually for an employee. On July
2, the administration announced a
delay. And while their authority to
unilaterally change the law is ques-
tionable, the mandate remains a prob-
lem.

Earlier today, an employer in Penn-
sylvania told me that in order to ad-
dress compliance costs, the employer
would opt to close 1 day a week. This is
not rhetoric.

In May of 2012, 71 Fortune 100 compa-
nies responded to a House Ways and
Means survey. They estimated savings
up to $28.6 billion in 2014 by elimi-
nating coverage for their 5.9 million
employees, paying the $2,000 annual
fine. This would impact more than 10.2
million employees and dependents.

It appears that the administration
has begun to understand that the em-
ployer mandate provides a perverse in-
centive for companies to drop their em-
ployees from health plans that are oth-
erwise working.

I urge my colleagues to support H.R.
2667.

———

ERIC “WITH” HOLDER—FAST AND
FURIOUS—AND ANOTHER VICTIM

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, at a
House Judiciary hearing, Eric “With”’
Holder, the Attorney General, admit-
ted to me that more people were going
to die because of Operation Fast and
Furious. That’s the Justice Depart-
ment and ATF gunrunning scheme that
sent hundreds of U.S. automatic weap-
ons to criminal drug cartels in Mexico.
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Recently, Mexican Police Chief Liucio
Rosales Astorga of Hostotipaquillo,
Mexico, was ambushed and gunned
down by assassins as he was driving his
son to school. His wife and two body-
guards were also shot. The automatic
weapon used to shoot him was a Fast
and Furious gun smuggled to Mexico
by the U.S. Government. Reportedly,
over 200 Mexican nationals have been
killed by Fast and Furious weapons.

American guns are at the side of
these puddles of blood. Chief Astorga’s
son will be fatherless because of this
government’s recklessness. Meanwhile,
Attorney General Eric ‘“With’’ Holder
keeps stonewalling justice and with-
holding information on this
gunrunning scheme.

Mr. Speaker, somebody needs to go
to jail. And that’s just the way it is.

——————

RECOGNIZING MRS. VIOLET B.
HANNA ON HER 100TH BIRTHDAY

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

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to extend my sincerest congratu-
lations and happy birthday wishes to
Mrs. Violet B. Hanna, who will be cele-
brating her 100th birthday on July 23.

Born in Los Angeles on July 23, 1913,
to Albert Wogatzke and Ella
Bussjaeger, Violet is the oldest daugh-
ter of nine children. She married Wil-
liam Hanna on August 6, 1936. She lov-
ingly raised a family of two children,
has seven grandchildren, and six great-
grandchildren. She has enjoyed won-
derful health all of her life. She was
raised on a farm, was a straight A stu-
dent, and was so devoted to family that
after graduating from high school, she
gave up a full scholarship to Occidental
College to start working in L.A. to sup-
port the rest of her family in Imperial
Valley.

Violet has witnessed momentous
changes in our Nation’s history. Her
life reflects a contribution to that his-
tory. I hope her century of memories
brings much pride and joy to herself
and family members.

I ask my colleagues to join me in
congratulating Violet on this remark-
able milestone. I wish her a special day
shared in the company of her family
and friends, and all the best in the
years ahead.

——
AMERICAN ACHIEVEMENTS

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

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker,
this week in history we celebrate the
achievement of Neil Armstrong’s Moon
landing in 1969, a shining example of
American innovation and perseverance.

In conquering space, America sent a
message to the world that we can
achieve any task that we set our mind
to. Today, 40 years later, we as Ameri-
cans face similar challenges, not on the
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surface of the Moon, but around our
Nation. Our generation is tasked with
recapturing the American spirit that
put a man on the Moon by saying
““yes’” to American ingenuity in the
21st century. In that vein, Mr. Speaker,
we as lawmakers must enact legisla-
tion that makes that goal a reality—
things like enacting commonsense laws
like the Made in America Act, which
fosters a new era for American manu-
facturing and protects American jobs,
or, once and for all, declaring energy
independence for our Nation.

Now is our moment to honor the ac-
complishment and legacy of the Moon
landing by ensuring continued success
and independence of America for gen-
erations to come.

———
TRAYVON MARTIN

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE. As a mother and
an American, I am well aware that this
Nation is a nation of laws. And our sys-
tem of justice speaks, and the reason
why we are a democracy is because we
adhere to that. But I'm proud of my
constituents and others in Houston,
Texas, who saw the need to petition
and to be able to join the family of
Trayvon Martin in praying to petition
their Federal Government. That is
America, Mr. Speaker—that all Ameri-
cans have a right to come and petition
their government.

Thank you for being peaceful. Thank
you for being prayerful. Thank you for
being ready to speak in tones seeking
justice, but doing it in a way that is re-
spectful of our system, and ready to be
able to achieve what your desires are
through continuing to pray and be
peaceful. In Houston, Texas, that is
what occurred. And I want to say
thank you for that peace and that re-
spect of the dignity and democracy
that America is, and the respect for
Trayvon Martin’s family.

——
TRAYVON MARTIN

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

Ms. WILSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
Trayvon Martin, a young constituent
of mine that lived only blocks away
from me, was brutally murdered in
Sanford, Florida.

I know within my heart and will al-
ways know that things should have
been different. But I accept the law. I
was one of the loudest voices calling
for a fair trial for Trayvon after he was
profiled racially. He was followed, he
was harassed, and he was shot in the
heart.

On Sunday, in Miami-Dade County,
all of the churches held prayer serv-
ices. All of the churches prayed for the
Martin and Fulton families. All of us
are so saddened because we have lost
our son, our son Trayvon, who was only
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16 years old. He had only been 17 for 2
weeks.

God bless our justice system, that
they will see that it should not end
here. We must make sure that justice
prevails for Trayvon Martin.

———
0 1930
WE ALL ARE ONE

(Mrs. BACHMANN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. BACHMANN. Mr. Speaker, I am
a mother of five biological children and
of 23 wonderful foster children. My
heart is broken, as my colleague’s
heart is broken, over any teenager
whose life is taken away from them.

But I believe without a shadow of a
doubt that it doesn’t matter the color
of a person’s skin in the United States
when it comes to justice. Lady Justice
has a blindfold over her eyes because
justice is colorblind. Justice shouldn’t
look at the color of our skin or our eth-
nicity or our financial background.

Facts have to be recognized as facts.
Law has to be recognized as law. No
matter if we are White or Black or His-
panic or Asian, whatever our back-
ground, justice must be served. That’s
why we need to stand up and stand up
for justice in this country, not have
justice that is separate for Blacks or
separate for Hispanics or separate for
Whites. We all need to be one under our
law.

————

IMMIGRATION REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, we are
here to talk about something that is a
rather important subject. Immigration
has helped make us the greatest Nation
in the world, and we want that to con-
tinue. We do not ever want our borders
closed; we want them secured.

Here to help in this conversation is
my friend, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. BARLETTA), to whom I
yield such time as he may consume.

Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve the problem is simple: we need to
secure our borders first. You wouldn’t
replace your carpet at home if you still
had a hole in the roof.

When you take that position, the
question you are usually asked by peo-
ple who support open borders is: Well,
what do you want to do about the 11
million people who are here illegally?

I usually answer that question with
another question: What do you want to
do with the 22 million Americans who
couldn’t find work this morning when
they woke up? What do you want to do
about the legal immigrants who came
to America for an opportunity, with
the opportunity that America promises

H4505

for those who come here for a better
life? What do you want to do about the
high school dropout who has to wash
dishes and may lose their job? Where
do they go? What do you want to do
about the single mom who works three
jobs just to put food on the table so she
could feed her family? What happens to
her?

Why when we talk about immigra-
tion reform is it always about the 11
million illegal immigrants who came
here knowingly breaking America’s
laws? What about the legal Americans?
What about the American workers?
Where is their voice in this debate?
Who’s speaking for them?

When it comes down to immigration
reform, I believe the answer is simple:
let’s secure America’s borders first and
protect America’s workers.

Mr. GOHMERT. 1 appreciate my
friend from Pennsylvania’s comments.

It is interesting, and it really is
heartbreaking, when you see so many
people, like all of the masses that were
here in Washington, to protest over the
ObamaCare bill. Anyway, it is rather
dramatic. The unions are now coming
out. Of course union leaders were all
for ObamaCare. Many of us said back
at the time: Do you know what, when
the union members find out what the
union leaders have done to them in
supporting ObamaCare, they are going
to be exceedingly upset.

Now when you look at the results of
ObamaCare forcing so many people to
part-time work—as my friend from
Pennsylvania was alluding to, people
now have been relegated to part-time
work—they may lose that. When you
combine the devastation of ObamaCare
and people that are losing their jobs
and are being forced to part-time work
and now having to do more than one
part-time job with less benefits, and
then you add on it the Senate bill, es-
pecially for African Americans here, it
is absolutely devastating. It is a dev-
astating one-two punch to the gut of
America when you look at the Senate
bill and how many Americans will be
really troubled to find employment.

We have other people that are here
that also wish to be heard. I yield such
time as he may consume to my friend
from Louisiana, Dr. FLEMING.

Mr. FLEMING. I want to thank my
friend, LOUIE GOHMERT—Judge Goh-
mert—for having this hour together
speaking on this important subject. My
friend also is my neighbor. Our dis-
tricts neighbor one another.

We have constituents who see this
issue, I think, very consistently, that
is, that when we poll them, when we
talk to our constituents, they are very
clear on the issue of immigration. They
say first and foremost, Congressman
FLEMING, whatever you do, do what
Congress and the Presidents have not
been willing to do, and that is secure
the border and put internal security in
that will prevent the visa overstays
that are 40 percent of those.

We have two lingering questions on
the whole issue of immigration:
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One is, is immigration good for
America? I would suggest to you that
immigration has been good for Amer-
ica. All of our Forefathers, they were
immigrants. They came here with the
idea that they would receive religious
liberty, they would receive opportunity
when it comes to the economy, and
they were quite willing and happy to
contribute to that.

But do you know what, there was no
safety net. You had to dig it out of the
land yourself. Over the years, particu-
larly by the mid-60s, this Nation began
to develop a very, very steep safety net
program, now 80 different welfare pro-
grams.

This has been looked at very closely
by the Heritage Foundation. What they
tell us is that by having open borders,
such as what we have now and will
have in the future if we were to pass
something like the Senate amnesty
bill, that the cost to Americans would
go up. One study I recently read said
that for every household that receives
amnesty, it is going to cost the hard-
working taxpayers of America $12,433.

So I would suggest to you that immi-
gration can be a good thing for the
economy—not open-border immigra-
tion, not illegal immigration, but legal
immigration. What do I mean by that?
That means that we allow a guest-
worker program where people can come
in and work our farms, work our trees.
I have a lot of that in my district. But
also the high end, the STEM workers—
the scientists, technology people, engi-
neering, math—where they can con-
tribute so much to our country. Physi-
cians coming from Asia, so many of
those can do many good things.

The other thing is trust. We have a
trust deficit in this country right now.
I've spoken about it before. We have
the Dodd-Frank Act, which is barely
implemented even after 3 years. Much
of it probably will never be imple-
mented. We have ObamaCare, which is
about 3 years old. Much of it can’t be
implemented. We have a President who
couldn’t get Cap and Trade passed, so
he’s trying to pass regulations to do
that. We have a President who couldn’t
get the DREAM Act passed, so he
rolled out a regulation to make it
occur as an end run around Congress.
We have a President who has tried to
convert the NLRB from a very bal-
anced board to really manage labor
unions and their relationship with
management to a very pro-union polit-
ical tool for government.

So when we have a situation like
that, what we really have is a Presi-
dent that picks and chooses the laws
that he wants to enforce and he wants
to obey and he wants to acknowledge
and ignore the rest. By passing all of
these massive comprehensive bills that
Senators and Members of Congress
don’t even read before they are passed,
all we are doing is offering a smor-
gasbord to the President that he can
pluck just the parts that he wants, and
he could add some more if he chooses
to do that.
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Well, that makes him no longer a
President. That makes him a ruler, and
that is not the kind of government we
have. We have a balance between three
branches of government. That’s the
way our Founding Fathers determined
it to be, and that’s the way it should be
today.

I join my colleagues, I think, in this
understanding, and that is that such
legislation that passes from this House,
or from the Senate for that matter, if
in fact it creates an open border, a po-
rous border, or in any way creates am-
nesty or a pathway to citizenship and
we have not dealt with and certified,
made verifiable borders that are under
secure control by our government, a
sovereign government, and that we
handle the visa overstay problems that
we monitor and protect from that, if
we have not done that, then we have
not done our constitutional duties as
Members of the House of Representa-
tives.

I thank my friend so much. And my
other friends—we are filled with Mem-
bers here who are ready to talk on this
issue passionately—I think you are
going to hear a lot more from this
group that’s here tonight as we talk
more about this issue.

I would just say, lastly, that we need
to decide what is important for Amer-
ica first. We should determine what is
good for the American citizens and the
taxpayers. We certainly want to handle
anybody who is here illegally in a hu-
mane way; but on the other hand, our
first and most important responsibility
is to the American citizens who are
hardworking taxpayers.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded that it is not in
order to engage in personalities toward
the President.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I appreciate very much my friend
from Louisiana. We do border at our
State lines there. We can be just the
best of friends and never worry about
somebody being moved into the other
person’s district for redistricting pur-
poses. But I appreciate so much the
perspective. As a person who spent his
professional life and his training all
geared toward helping others, admin-
istering to others, and addressing their
needs, I appreciate that perspective of
an excellent physician here.

At this time, I would also like to
yield such time as he may consume to
my friend, the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. KING).

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas for pulling this to-
gether and for yielding.

I recognize the admonishment from
the Speaker. I don’t think, though,
that we are constrained from raising
objection when the President of the
United States willfully violates his
oath of office. It is not a personality
issue; it is a constitutional issue.

I would direct, Mr. Speaker, the at-
tention to article II, section 3, in the
United States Constitution that says
that the President shall take care that
the laws be faithfully executed.
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I have pointed out to folks of less
education than anybody in this room
that that doesn’t mean you execute the
law in a fashion you give it the death
penalty. What it really means instead
is that you carry it out, you enforce
the law.

I know that the President has taken
an oath to do that, and he understands
it. He gave a speech at a high school
here in Washington, D.C. on March 28,
2011. When they asked him: Why don’t
you enact the DREAM Act by execu-
tive order, he said: I know you want me
to do that, but I don’t have the con-
stitutional authority to do that.
You’ve been studying the Constitution
in high school and you know this: that
the legislature, that’s Congress, passes
the laws; the President’s job in the ex-
ecutive branch is to enforce the laws,
and the judicial branch is to interpret
the laws.

Well, that is pretty clean and con-
cise, and it is appropriate to be coming
from a former adjunct professor of law
at the University of Chicago; but he
forgot his own lesson, and he forgot his
own lesson a number of times, not only
with immigration, but No Child Left
Behind—waived it. It is just a directive
from the United States Congress signed
by a previous President, and he waived
No Child Left Behind.

How about welfare-to-work, that long
battle that lasted about 2 years here
and resulted in who-knows-how-many
vetoes by Bill Clinton, but he finally
signed it. There was not room in there
for the President to waive the work
side of welfare, but he did it anyway.
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When it comes to the immigration
law, the directive there is that, when
law enforcement encounters people
who are unlawfully present in the
United States, they are compelled to
place them in removal proceedings.
They shall be placed. That’s the law. It
doesn’t say ‘“‘may.” We have had to now
mount litigation against the President
of the United States, in the name now
of Janet Napolitano, to compel him by
pleading to the court to keep his own
oath of office.

All of this is about expanding the de-
pendency class in America. This is
about making government bigger. It is
about what the end result is—higher
taxes. It’s about borrowing more
money from the Chinese and the Saudis
to run our government. The President
got to the point where he didn’t like
his own law, ObamaCare, and an-
nounced in this pretty-hard-to-figure-
out way—I wasn’t actually watching
the Web site of the second in command
of the U.S. Treasurer when the an-
nouncement came out—that we’re
going to extend ObamaCare and the
mandate on employers by another
year. He has no constitutional author-
ity to do that either. The ObamaCare
legislation says that the employer
mandate shall be enacted each month
after December 31, 2013. It doesn’t say
“may.” It says ‘‘shall.” The only way
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the President gets any of this author-
ity that I've mentioned is by coming
back to Congress and asking us to ap-
prove it.

Now, when you see the rule of law un-
dermined, Mr. Speaker, and when you
see that the lines between article I, the
legislative branch, and article II, the
executive branch, are willfully blurred
by the President of the United States,
it eventually brings out a constitu-
tional crisis. In the middle of all this
constitutional crisis, we have, accord-
ing to the people who want to grant
amnesty, 11 million people who are un-
lawfully present in the United States.
The law refers to them as ‘‘illegal
aliens.” The President has said, I will
not enforce the law against them un-
less they have committed a felony or
three mysterious misdemeanors.

They have pushed legislation in the
United States Senate that says, really,
this: other than those exceptions that
I've mentioned—those who have com-
mitted felonies and have been caught
at it, and I suppose if they would admit
to it that would be another category in
which they’d be disqualified—and other
than those who have committed those
mysterious misdemeanors, setting that
aside, everybody who came to America
before December 31, 2011, gets legalized,
however they got here. Of course, espe-
cially if they arrived here illegally and
if they overstayed their visas, they get
legalized under the Senate Gang of
Eight bill. Then, for those who would
arrive after December 31, 2011, there is
an implied promise that they have as
much moral standing as the people who
would receive the amnesty in the act of
the law, so the implication powerfully
is they also would receive their am-
nesty in their due time.

So that is the definition, Mr. Speak-
er, of perpetual amnesty—amnesty
that goes on forever. We are still work-
ing on restoring the rule of law since
Ronald Reagan’s 1986 amnesty act. We
are working to restore it. If this Gang
of Eight bill is passed or if legalization
passes this Congress, what that says is
all of those years of seeking to restore
immigration law after the ’86 amnesty
act are all wasted. All of that labor, all
of that effort, all of that preaching on
principle and going back to the con-
stitutional core is all wasted if we le-
galize people here. It’s also retroactive
amnesty. Anybody who is here or any-
body who could ever get here, other
than those exceptions that I men-
tioned, gets the path to citizenship.
Whether you make it one more step or
one less step, it’s the same thing. It’s a
path to citizenship.

“Amnesty.” We should understand
what it is. To grant amnesty is to par-
don immigration lawbreakers and to
reward them with the objective of their
violations. That’s “‘amnesty.” I will de-
bate anyone at any time on amnesty.
I'm ready to do that any time myself,
and I've defined ‘“‘amnesty’ for a long
time. The American people understand
what it is even if they don’t articulate
it exactly the way that I suggested.
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Not only is it perpetual amnesty for
anybody who is here and for anybody
who would come here, it’s also retro-
active amnesty, which means, of those
folks who were deported in the past,
the bill actually sends an invitation
through the language in the law that
says we didn’t really mean it. We real-
ly didn’t mean it. It’s retroactive. Why
don’t you reapply and come to the
United States. We’ll put you in the
same path as those other folks who
jumped in ahead of the line and vio-
lated the law—committed the crime of
crossing the border if they crossed it il-
legally or overstayed their visas—com-
mitted a violation of a civil mis-
demeanor, which is still serious. Then
of those who worked here, most all of
them, if they were unlawfully present
in the United States and if they law-
fully could not work in the United
States, committed document fraud in
order to pull that off. The bill also
grants amnesty for those who com-
mitted document fraud, and it grants
amnesty for those who knowingly and
willfully hired people who are unlaw-
fully present in the United States and
legally can’t work. That’s the situation
we’re dealing with.

Mr. Speaker, we’re dealing with the
destruction of the rule of law at least
with regard to immigration law. If we
can’t reconstruct respect for the rule of
law in the years since 1986, how in the
world would anybody think we could
reconstruct the rule of law in the years
since 2013? How could anybody think
that because they want enforcement in
the future that they have to sacrifice
the rule of law today? How could they
think that sacrificing the rule of law
today doesn’t mean that you’ve sac-
rificed the rule of law for the duration
of the life of this Nation at least with
regard to immigration? If you can
make the argument that the rule of
law can be set aside forever with regard
to immigration, how then do you make
the argument that there isn’t some
other sector of the law that has as
much merit as those folks whom
they’re trying to get legalized now?

There isn’t anybody under the bill in
the Senate or under the amnesty provi-
sions that have been proposed here in
the House who isn’t going to be put in
front of the line of those people who
are in a foreign country politely and
respectfully waiting their turns. There
are at least 5 million people in various
visa categories who have respected
American law, and they’re waiting in
their home countries for the oppor-
tunity to come into the United States.
We need to respect them. We need to
respect the millions of legal immi-
grants who have followed the law to
come into the United States lawfully
and to follow the path of citizenship
lawfully.

I will give you an example, Mr.
Speaker, of just last Friday when I was
invited to speak before the State con-
vention of the American Legion. They
held it in Sioux City, Iowa. I was privi-
leged to be there, and I gave a speech
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and talked about history and patriot-
ism and those things that one would in
that scenario. At the conclusion of this
speech, I presented the medals to an
American veteran who had not received
the medals that he had earned. The
certifications were not in order, and we
had put those certifications back in
order and had acquired all of his med-
als that he had had coming. We put
them on a framework, and I presented
them to this man. The man’s name is—
it’s in the press in Sioux City now, I'm
sure—Raul Macias.

He came into the United States from
Mexico at age 22. He married an Amer-
ican and was nationalized as an Amer-
ican citizen. He joined the Army at age
31 and was deployed over into Germany
as a cold warrior when we were lined
up against the Soviet Union. At one
point, he wandered across the border
into Bast Germany and was picked up
by those folks wearing those uniforms.
Thankfully, they released him and let
him come back. He served our country,
and he served our country proudly and
honorably.

After all of the words that I said on
Friday and after I presented him the
medals, I also presented him the micro-
phone and said, This is your oppor-
tunity to speak. He said three words in
his acceptance speech: ‘“‘Thank you,
America.”

That’s a man who did it the right
way—the kind of people we need to re-
spect by the millions in this country
who did it the right way.

It’s no respect to them if we destroy
the rule of law. Legalization is destruc-
tion of the rule of law, and legalization
is a path to citizenship. We must pre-
serve, protect, defend, restore, and re-
furbish the rule of law with our immi-
gration policy in the House. We are the
last stop. We are the defense. We are
the redoubt for the rule of law right
here. I'm glad to count a lot of people
in this Congress my friends. I'm glad to
count those who stand for the rule of
law as my closest friends.

I appreciate the gentleman from
Texas.

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you. I appre-
ciate those observations so much, and
it brings to mind our colleague from
down in central Texas who is also a
former district judge. He and I share
that, but he was a district judge twice
as long as I was.

So many people say, Well, you’ve got
to have compassion. Despite the allega-
tions from friends on the other side, we
have compassionate Republicans, and
our hearts break for people. For one
thing, there are all of those people who
are out of work who really want to
work now, and we haven’t created that
environment—through ObamacCare,
through the welfare state, through the
problems with not respecting and ad-
hering to the law when it comes to se-
curing the border. The government has
the obligation, from both a Biblical
perspective and a secular perspective,
of enforcing the law and of making
sure the people within its boundaries
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are protected who are lawfully there.
That is the obligation.

Sometimes defendants would come
before me as they’d come before Judge
CARTER, from central Texas, during his
days on the bench. They’d know you
were a Christian, and they’d bring a big
Bible and try to play on your senses—
well, you’ve got to have compassion.
I've got a big Bible here, and God has
worked in my life, so now don’t sen-
tence me harshly. Judge CARTER had
one gentleman come before him who
said, Judge, I know you’re a Christian,
so you’ve got to have forgiveness, and
you’ve got to forgive me. Judge CARTER
replied, Sir, individually, I do forgive
you, but the State of Texas sentences
you to 20 years in prison.

There is a difference. Individually,
you can have that compassion and
should, but when you’re acting as the
government, people expect you to have
respect for the law, adherence to the
law, so that there is a country in which
people can come and feel safe, at least
reasonably so, and understand that the
law is going to be applied across the
board.

We have also been joined by our
friend from Alabama. I am proud to
have had him join Congress back 2%
years ago in the great sweep, so I yield
to my friend Mr. BROOKS from Ala-
bama.

Mr. BROOKS of Alabama.
you, Mr. GOHMERT.

I have a firm belief that, if the people
understand the truth, then they’ll
make the right decision. There have
been a number of arguments advanced
by the other side on this immigration—
illegal alien debate that are misleading
at best, and I'm going to touch on a
couple of them with your permission.

First and foremost, there is the argu-
ment advanced that our economy is
going to do better, and, hence, Ameri-
cans will do better. Half of that is
right. Bear in mind that the Senate
Gang of Eight bill legalizes, at a min-
imum, 11 million illegal aliens who are
now present in the United States of
America. Also bear in mind that, over
the next decade, according to the De-
partment of Homeland Security report,
the Senate Gang of Eight bill will bring
into America lawfully, roughly, 33 mil-
lion foreigners who are not here pres-
ently. Now put those numbers to-
gether—11 million legalized plus 33 mil-
lion to come in lawfully. That totals 44
million lawful workers added to the
American workforce. That is out of 144
million total number of people who are
employed in the United States econ-
omy, according to the June—last
month—of 2013 Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics.

If you look at these numbers—if you
bring in 44 million people—of course
America’s gross national product and
gross domestic product are going to in-
crease, but the misleading part of it is
this: that does not necessarily trans-
late into a higher standard of living for
Americans and foreigners who are law-
fully in America. Let me explain.

Thank
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The key is not the total GNP or GDP
for our country. The key is the total
GNP and GDP per capita. If our gross
domestic product goes up a little bit
but the population goes up a great
amount, then we, individually—Amer-
ican families, individually—are now
living under lower economic condi-
tions. Stated differently, our standard
of living has declined; and, in that
vein, rather than just making an argu-
ment, I want to share some data that
buttresses that argument.

The Congressional Budget Office,
which has been rather kind in my judg-
ment to its evaluation of the Senate
Gang of Eight legislation, issued a re-
port called ‘‘The Economic Impact of
S. 744.”
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This report was issued just last
month in June of 2013. I'm going to
quote for the record parts of that re-
port:

S. 744 would lower per capita gross na-
tional product by seven-tenths of 1 percent
in 2023.

So over the next 10-year period of
time, rather than our GNP growing per
capita and America doing better indi-
vidually, it declines under this bill. It’s
not just stagnant, the kind of stagna-
tion that we have suffered for the last
5 or 6 years or so. There is a decline in
GNP per capita, which means that the
amount of money each American
household has to spend to take care of
their daily needs goes down because of
the Senate Gang of Eight bill, because
it is both legalizing and admitting into
our country a total of 44 million for-
eigners who are going to be seeking
jobs that Americans already have or
that Americans want.

Further in the report:

Average wages for the entire labor force
would be one-tenth of 1 percent lower in
2023"° because of Senate bill 744. By 2016, just
3 years from now, that would be four-tenths
of a percent lower, where our wages again
are going down.

Also notably, in another admission,
S. 744 will ‘‘slightly raise the unem-
ployment rate through 2020.”

So not only do we have a suppression
because of this amnesty, because of
this open-borders nature of the Senate
Gang of Eight bill of individual in-
comes, we also have more Americans
who are unemployed, according to the
Congressional Budget Office

I think that their numbers, quite
frankly, are rather kind to the Gang of
Eight bill. I think it’s going to be much
worse. In that vein, let me share some
other data points. According to The
Heritage Foundation report that was
issued a few months ago:

Unlawful immigration appears to depress
the wages of low-skill U.S. born and lawful
immigrant workers by 10 percent, or $2,300
per year. Unlawful immigration also drives
many our most vulnerable U.S. foreign work-
ers out of the labor force entirely.

That’s a big number, a drop in wages
of $2,300 per year for low-skill Amer-
ican born and lawful immigrant work-
ers.
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Here’s another study, a 2009 study by
the Pew Hispanic Center that con-
cluded that there were 7.8 million ille-
gal aliens who were holding jobs in
America. Okay? Stated differently,
that’s 7.8 million job opportunities
that Americans have lost. Why? Well,
quite frankly, because illegal aliens are
often willing to work under the table,
get paid under the table; because ille-
gal aliens are often willing to work for
less than Americans are; quite frankly,
because illegal aliens are often willing
to look the other way with respect to
the worker safety laws that we have
imposed in order to protect our Amer-
ican workers from bodily harm. There
were 7.8 million job opportunities that
were lost. The Federation for American
Immigration Reform thinks that num-
ber is low. They have it at 8.5 million
job opportunities lost to American citi-
zens, and that’s today before the Gang
of Eight bill gets implemented.

Harvard professor George Borjas
found in a study released in April of
2013, again just a few months ago:

Illegal immigration reduces the wage of
native workers by an estimated $99- to $118
billion a year.

Let me read that again:

Illegal immigration reduces the wage of
native workers by an estimated $99- to $118
billion per year and generates a gain for
businesses and other users of immigrants of
$107- to $128 billion per year.

Is it any wonder the United States
Chamber of Commerce is spending mil-
lions of dollars to try to induce Amer-
ica to go with the Gang of Eight bill
that will legalize 11 million foreigners
and add another 33 million foreigners
over the next decade? They see profits
coming from this increase in the size of
the workforce, which in turn will de-
crease the wages that they pay not
only to illegal aliens, but also to lawful
immigrants, and also to American citi-
zens. So that’s where the United States
Chamber of Commerce is coming from.
They certainly have a financial inter-
est.

Now I want to emphasize something.
We should not be debating bringing in
these mass numbers of foreigners into
the American workforce in this kind of
context. America currently suffers a 7.6
percent unemployment rate. Asian
Americans suffer a 5 percent unemploy-
ment rate. White Americans suffer a 6.6

percent unemployment rate. Even
worse, Hispanic Americans suffer a 9.1
percent unemployment rate. Even

worse, African Americans suffer a 13.7
percent unemployment rate. And even
worse, American teenagers suffer a 24
percent unemployment rate.

Does it make sense to anybody that
when we have unemployment in so
many different segments of our econ-
omy so high that we should legalize an-
other 11 million workers and bring in
an additional 33 million workers over
the next decade to compete for jobs
when Americans are having such a dif-
ficult time in this economy not only
getting jobs, but getting quality jobs?

That having been said, Mr. Speaker, 1
would submit that it is a myth that the
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economy is going to become better be-
cause of this large importation and le-
galization of immigrants. Sure, Amer-
ica’s GDP will go up, but that’s not the
issue. The issue is whether the quality
of life for individual Americans goes
up, and under this legislation, virtually
every study I have seen, in fact, says
that it goes down. That’s one of the
reasons why we have to stop this.

I've got one other myth that I would
like to talk about. The whole premise
of this immigration law debate is that
the laws need dramatic changing, they
aren’t working. I would submit that
that’s not the case at all. The problem
is not so much with our immigration
laws. Sure, there’s some tweaking that
can be done in order to make sure that
we admit into our country those indi-
viduals who have particular skill sets
or educational levels or wealth that
will enhance our economy. Sure, we
can do that kind of tweaking. But it’s
a myth to say that we have 11 million
illegal aliens in America because of our
laws. That’s not the case at all. We
have 11 million illegal aliens in Amer-
ica, quite frankly, because the White
House, the executive branch of our gov-
ernment, has absolutely refused to en-
force the laws that are on the books.
And I’'m not talking about just this ad-
ministration. I'm talking about 20
years of neglect by the White House
and the executive branch.

Let me share some numbers with you
on that point, and then I'll defer back
to my good colleague, Mr. GOHMERT.

In 2011, the number of Border Patrol
returns plus illegal aliens deported by
court order was 715,495 individuals.
That’s an important point to note.
Okay?

You’ve heard the myth that this ad-
ministration deports more than any
administration in history, or words to
that effect. That’s kind of true, but it’s
misleading because that’s only half of
the number that you need to look at.
It’s not just the deportations by order
that you look at. It is also how many
times has our Border Patrol caught in-
dividuals and returned them. So in
2011, we have roughly 715,000 Border Pa-
trol returns plus deported by court
order.

Let’s go back to 2008, the last Presi-
dent before the current President. Dur-
ing that year, you put those two num-
bers together, and it was 1.1 million
that the Border Patrol returned plus
deported by court order. That’s a big
number—64 percent more returned
than in 2011, the most recent year for
which I have information.

A decade ago, it was again 1.1 million
Border Patrol returns plus deported by
court order—62 percent more than this
administration in 2011. In 1993, two dec-
ades ago, 1,285,952 illegal aliens were
returned pursuant to Border Patrol re-
turns or deported by court order—=80
percent more than in 2011. In 1983, it
was 950,000—33 percent more than 2011.
In 1973, four decades ago, it was 585,000.
And in 1963, it was 77,000 Border Patrol
returns plus deported by court order.
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And I want to note something about
the gap between 1963 and 1973. You’ll
remember these welfare programs that
got passed as a part of the Great Soci-
ety program where America started
paying foreigners to come into our
country where they start accessing
welfare benefits? I would submit that
that is a huge incentive for why these
individuals have come to America who
previously would not have come here
under illegal terms. But because we’ve
got laws in place that pay and
incentivize illegals to come here, that
is, in fact, a major reason why they’re
here.

Nonetheless, the myth that the laws
are the problem, is not it. It’s a lack of
enforcement of the laws on hand. And
the myth that this administration has
been really good at returning illegals,
that’s true only if you look at half of
the problem. If you look at the whole
problem, then, quite frankly, this ad-
ministration in 2011 was doing far
worse than previous administrations
have done or as has been done in 2003,
one decade ago, two decades ago, three
decades ago, and four decades ago.

Mr. GOHMERT. I thank the gen-
tleman from Alabama. Those were real-
ly amazing numbers that you provided,
and we’ll talk about those further.

Mr. Speaker, at this time, I would
like to yield to my friend from Min-
nesota (Mrs. BACHMANN) for such time
as she may consume.

Mrs. BACHMANN. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas, Representative
Louis GOHMERT, and I also thank my
colleagues who preceded me and all the
marvelous comments they have given:
Mr. BROOKS from Alabama and the sta-
tistics that he has just given and all
the other stories.

I look at the context of this issue,
Mr. Speaker, and the issue of dealing
with the whole strata of illegal immi-
gration. What are we talking about?
There are so many aspects. One of
those aspects, of course, is the issue of
why in the world isn’t America’s bor-
der secure today? This is something
that is incomprehensible to the Amer-
ican people because there is something
that the American people should de-
mand and that they have a right to ex-
pect, and it is that their country has a
secure border at every level. Not only
just at the point of entry, but for peo-
ple who come into the United States on
a lawful, legal visa. The American peo-
ple have a right to expect that those
people also will stay for the time that
we have granted those people and that
they will not overstay.

The one thing that we’ve learned, Mr.
Speaker, is that 40 percent of the prob-
lem of illegal immigration, 40 per-
cent—4 out of 10—people are over-
staying their visas. That included some
of the terrorists that were involved in
the 9/11 bombing. That’s why this is so
important.

We aren’t talking just about an aca-
demic exercise, Mr. Speaker. We are
talking about a national security issue.
We’re also talking about an economic
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security issue. Because for those of us
who are here on the floor this evening
having this conversation, we were
elected by the American people. We
were elected by American citizens who
have the privilege to vote in this coun-
try. We are elected by Americans, and
we are here representing the interests
of American citizens. And it is Amer-
ican citizens, Mr. Speaker, who have
the obligation to pay for all of the pro-
grams that we fund here in this Cham-
ber because our Constitution provides
that all of the spending begins right
here in the House of Representatives.

Spending is something we’re pretty
good at. We spend a lot in this House.
As a matter of fact, it wasn’t too long
ago I was sworn in. I took the oath of
office right here in this Chamber, and
America was $8.67 trillion in debt, Mr.
Speaker, on that January in 2007 when
I took my oath of office.

We were horrified. How were we ever
going to pay off $8.67 trillion in debt?
2007. Today that number has been run-
ning, and officially, according to our
Treasury Department, it is something
under $17 trillion. But that’s kind of
unusual because that number has actu-
ally stayed exactly the same, according
our Treasury Department, for about 56
days running.
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Of course we know that isn’t true. We
overspend by billions of dollars every
day. The number is actually something
pretty close to $17 trillion. So let’s
think about that: $8.67 trillion and,
today, $17 trillion in debt. Why do I
bring that up? Who cares about these
numbers? They’re so big, we can’t even
comprehend them. Well, I care. I'm a
mother. I have five great children and
23 foster children, and parents across
America are scared to death about the
kind of America their children will in-
herit, because any fair-minded person
realizes you can’t spend more money
than you take in, otherwise you go to
the poor house and you declare bank-
ruptcy. And we don’t want our children
in that position where they declare
bankruptcy.

Maybe that explains part of the rea-
son why we have 22 million people in
this country today who are looking for
full-time work, and they can’t find it.
Twenty-two million people looking for
full-time work, and what are we doing
here in Congress? The Senate can’t
wait to give amnesty to illegal aliens,
so we’ll have a minimum of 11 million
immediately who’d have legalization
status in this country; and we would
have, as Mr. BROOKS said, up to 44 mil-
lion people before long in this country.

So now what are those 22 million
Americans supposed to do? Mr. Speak-
er, I say it is America first, and the in-
terests of the American people first.
The American people need jobs. They
deserve jobs. It’s Americans first that
we need to think about. So we have un-
employed. We have a terrible debt
that’s growing, and we have less than
anemic economic growth.
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One thing Mr. BROOKS mentioned,
when President Obama took office in
2008, the average household income was
somewhere around $565,000 a year. It was
shocking to learn after 4 years in of-
fice, the average household is now
looking at something like $50,000 a
year. That’s a tremendous loss in in-
come for the average American. As Mr.
BROOKS told us earlier, Mr. Speaker,
about $1,300 a year is attributable in
lost income strictly because wages are
depressed because illegal aliens are
working for less than the American
people.

I say, Mr. Speaker, it’s the American
people first. It is American wages first.
It is American benefit packages first.
What in the world are we doing, Mr.
Speaker, if we aren’t thinking about
how we can create more jobs for the
American people first. And higher
wages for the American people first.
And more benefits for the American
people first.

Why did the President 2 weeks ago
have to unilaterally have a press con-
ference, or release a press statement—
that’s apparently the way he governs
these days—and say that his employer
mandate for big businesses will have to
be delayed a year? Why did he have to
do that? Because he knows it simply
doesn’t work.

And yet if we have legalization for il-
legal aliens in the United States, we
will see that very quickly we will have
literally tens of millions of new people
who’ll have access to all of these bene-
fits because it’s not cheap, you see.
Amnesty costs a fortune, you see. Be-
cause this year alone, Mr. Speaker,
we’re looking at $564 billion a year. Do
illegal aliens pay taxes? Yes, they do.
They pay sales taxes, gas taxes, var-
ious forms of taxes. But when you take
what illegal aliens are paying into the
U.S. Treasury versus the benefits that
they take out, that means that Amer-
ican citizens have to cough up an extra
$66 billion a year. It is a net drawdown
on the U.S. Treasury. You see, it has
consequences, Mr. Speaker, not only
for the Treasury but for the American
people, for my children, for Represent-
ative GOHMERT’s children, and I dare
say for your children as well, Mr.
Speaker.

This is something we have to realize,
that by year 13 of the bill that’s al-
ready being considered in the United
States Senate, it won’t be $56 billion a
year that illegal aliens are costing the
U.S. Treasury. It will be over $100 bil-
lion a year. And when those illegal
aliens come into retirement age, be-
cause you see the average age of an il-
legal alien is 34 years of age with less
than a 10th grade education, by the
time those illegal aliens come into
their retirement years, it’s not $56 bil-
lion a year that it will cost the tax-
payers. It is adjusted for inflation, $150
billion a year because we’re talking
very expensive retirement packages.

So you see, Mr. Speaker, at the worst
possible time when baby boomers like
myself are getting to the point of draw-
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ing down the Social Security benefits
that we earned and the Medicare bene-
fits that we earned and accessing
whether it’s ObamaCare or the 80-other
means-tested welfare programs, at the
worst possible time, Mr. Speaker, this
Chamber is looking at adding over 40
million new illegal aliens into the sys-
tem to redistribute wealth from Amer-
ican citizens who worked hard and
earned that money, to redistribute it
to illegal aliens that we have given le-
galization status so that they can have
Social Security and Medicare and
ObamaCare and 80 different means-
tested welfare programs.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you this: When we
go from $8.6 trillion in debt to nearly
$17 trillion in debt, we’ve doubled it in
about 6, 7 years’ time, and then you
add in 40-some million new illegal
aliens, you up the benefit package from
ObamaCare, all while we’re seeing in-
creased levels of unemployment, we’re
seeing lower rates of increases in GDP,
I ask you, Mr. Speaker, how compas-
sionate is that to American children
that are born in this country? How
compassionate is it when their wages
have gone, the average household, has
gone from $55,000 down to $50,000? How
compassionate will it be, Mr. Speaker,
when our children can’t even afford to
have a savings account anymore be-
cause they’re scraping by and their
wages are lowered and their benefits
are lowered and the jobs are fewer and
inflation is going sky high? How is that
compassionate?

Because, you see, I remember, Mr.
Speaker, that my parents left me a
country that was better than the one
that they inherited from their parents.
And my grandparents, Mr. Speaker, in-
herited a better country than my great
grandparents left for them, and so on
and so forth going back in time.

You see, I can’t fathom, Mr. Speaker,
nor can I fathom that Mr. GOHMERT
also would do anything that would
leave less than a better country for the
next generation because, you see,
that’s what this is about. We were sent
here by the American people to be
about America first and, Mr. Speaker,
about our children first, and whether
this America that they inherit will be
a better America.

And that’s why this discussion that
Mr. GOHMERT brought to the country
tonight is so vitally important, and we
can’t stand by and watch our country
change forever and watch our children
shortchanged. And so I'm going to
yield back to the gentleman from
Texas because he has profoundly put in
front of the American people the issue
that will structurally change our coun-
try forever. You see, Mr. Speaker,
there’s no going back once we go down
this road. And I know I've heard the
gentleman from Texas speak on this
many times so eloquently. I thank the
gentleman for all he has done.

Mr. GOHMERT. Those are wonderful
points, and it brings back to mind what
someone has said before. The example
of being on an airplane, the instruction
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we’re all given when you get on an air-
plane is if there’s a loss of cabin pres-
sure, you lose oxygen, then you must
put your own mask on before you help
others. Let’s face it, America is strug-
gling right now in a number of ways,
but particularly economically. This is
the worst recovery from any recession
we’ve ever had, the longest, the poorest
recovery from any recession. We’'re
still struggling, having millions and
millions of Americans out of work; and
it’s not because of a lack of compassion
that we say we need to follow the law,
we need to respect the law. It is out of
respect for the rule of law, for this
country. We’re in a position as govern-
ment, we have got to make sure that
we follow our oath, that we do the best
we can to make this country as strong
as possible because we know there is no
other country in the world that has as
many people wanting to come visit or
live in this country. This is number
one in the world for people wanting to
come visit or live.

But if we do not keep it viable, keep
it strong, get the mask on, get the oxy-
gen flowing again, get the patient
strong again, then this is not going to
be a place that others in the world are
going to want to flee to as a refuge. It
is very critical what we do here.

My friend from Minnesota brings up
the point about taxes being paid. Con-
gress some years back passed—and
there are a couple of different kinds of
child tax credits where actually if
you’re an American that’s authorized
to file income tax and you have a So-
cial Security number, then you can
claim those child tax credits. So we
have people who are getting more
money back because of the tax credit
than they actually paid in, and Con-
gress made clear you have to have a
Social Security number in order to do
that. But as I understand it, there were
some people at the IRS who in between
line dancing sessions had determined
that, you know what, there’s a lot of
money out there by people who don’t
have Social Security numbers that if
we got them to pay taxes, even though
they’re not legally here, if we got them
to pay taxes, think about all the extra
money that’ll flow into the Treasury.

So why don’t we, as a regulatory
body, and we know Congress didn’t au-
thorize it, but why don’t we just give
them a tax ID number, even if they’re
illegally here, so they can be paying in
all of the taxes to help the country.
And an analysis earlier this year by
different groups indicated that we may
be, because the IRS authorized people
to pay taxes into the system with tax
ID numbers rather than Social Secu-
rity numbers, we’re probably paying
out between $1 billion and $4 billion to
people who are claiming child tax cred-
its that are not authorized to claim
those because they’re illegally here.

We had newspaper reporters go out,
people in the media, go out and do
their own investigations and find a
house here or a house there where a
whole bunch of different people are
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claiming that they live and that chil-
dren are living there by the scores that
aren’t actually living there. And so it
comes back and raises the issue, like
Mr. BROOKS was pointing out and my
friend, Mrs. BACHMANN, was pointing
out that it doesn’t necessarily follow
that just because you give people legal
status, all of a sudden you’re going to
be flooded with new tax dollars coming
in.

I also want to point out there’s this
issue that keeps coming up about com-
passion. There is no more compas-
sionate people in the world than the
American people as a group. You’ll find
individuals extremely compassionate
around the world. I've been in places
where I'm deeply moved by how won-
derful they are; but as a Nation of peo-
ple, this is the most compassionate Na-
tion in the history of the world. And
individually, people in this Nation have
done more to assist those suffering
around the world, and it would seem to
be the healthiest thing to do as a Na-
tion, to make sure there is respect for
our law, adherence to our important
laws, and then make the country
healthy.

Capital, we know—money, that is—
investment money comes in. It flows,
as the saying goes, capital is a coward.
It flows into countries where it feels
the safest. Make this country a strong
country again economically so then we
are able to go, as so many churches
have, to Latin American countries, to
countries around the world, and reach
in and help them not by giving them a
fish, as the old adage goes, but by
teaching them to fish and providing
them a means to have food and to
make a living. That’s a compassionate
kind of thing.

There is no reason that Mexico
should not be one of the top 10 or even
top five economies in the world; and if
we were the proper kind of neighbor,
we would lure the hardest working
Mexicans into America. We would help
them have a strong, vibrant economy.
But that will never happen until they
have respect for and adherence to the
law, and that means ending corruption.
So it is critically important we live up
to our oaths here. Some of us have
even paid parking tickets we didn’t
owe because we had a Park policeman
that didn’t know the law.
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It doesn’t matter. The law is impor-
tant to respect and to follow, and we
cannot become a healthy Nation until
we have that out of the Government of
the United States.

We have a couple of minutes left, and
I'd like to yield to my friend, Mrs.
BACHMANN, to finish our time.

Mrs. BACHMANN. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas.

I wanted to add on to the child care
tax credits that you were speaking of.

There’s also another redistribution of
wealth item in the Tax Code. It’s called
the earned income tax credit. It’s one
of the largest redistribution of wealth
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programs that we have in the United
States. We give away to people who are
virtually paying no taxes under the In-
come Tax Code, income taxes, $70 bil-
lion a year. So people who aren’t pay-
ing into the system now for income
tax, they’re receiving $70 billion a year.
The estimate is that, after amnesty,
once we grant amnesty to illegal
aliens, we’ll raise that to $80 billion a
year. So we’re going to increase the
cost.

So what we’re seeing happening, by
granting amnesty to illegal aliens,
we’re importing a group of individuals
who are tax consumers, revenue con-
sumers out of the Treasury. And one
thing that we need in this country are
more people who are paying into the
system, not people who are taking out
of the system.

But bottom line, we need to have a
country where America comes first,
where the American people know that
our borders are secured, that our laws
will be upheld, and that the American
people will come first.

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

————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2668, FAIRNESS FOR AMER-
ICAN FAMILIES ACT; AND PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2667, AUTHORITY FOR MAN-
DATE DELAY ACT

Mr. BURGESS (during the Special
Order of Mr. GOHMERT), from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 113-157) on the
resolution (H. Res. 300) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2668) to
delay the application of the individual
health insurance mandate; and pro-
viding for consideration of the bill
(H.R. 2667) to delay the application of
the employer health insurance man-
date, and for other purposes, which was
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

————
MAKE IT IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BENTIVOLIO). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2013, the
gentleman from California (Mr.
GARAMENDI) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker,
thank you for the opportunity to dis-
cuss this evening jobs, putting Ameri-
cans back to work, building our foun-
dation for economic growth.

For many, many days now, in fact,
for more than 2 years, the Democrats
in the House have been discussing a
project which we call Make It In Amer-
ica. These are strategies that we’re
putting forth to develop more jobs in
America, to rebuild our manufacturing
industry, and to bring wealth back to
the United States.

I would love to comment on the
issues that I've heard earlier with just
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my colleagues on immigration, but I'll
let that go. I would just say one thing.
The last comment that was made about
the earned income tax credit, I would
remind my colleagues that that was a
Ronald Reagan program. Take that for
what you might.

Back to Make It In America. These
are the basic issues. We talk about
trade policy, fair trade policy, not giv-
ing away our opportunities; tax policy,
to encourage manufacturing and jobs
here in United States; energy policy,
how we’re going to renew our energy
system, become energy independent,
the role of clean fuels, the role of re-
newable fuels and gas; the labor mar-
ket, education.

Perhaps the most important of all of
these is a well-educated workforce. If
we have that, many of these other
issues would fall into place—the role of
research in creating tomorrow’s econ-
omy, tomorrow’s businesses, the things
that need to be made in the future.

But tonight we want to talk about,
not the least on this, it just happens to
be the lowest on this list, and that is
infrastructure. It’s one of those critical
investments. It’s the foundation upon
which the economy grows or not. If we
have a solid infrastructure—transpor-
tation systems, water systems, sanita-
tion systems, communication systems,
research facilities, educational facili-
ties, that’s all part of the infrastruc-
ture. Some of it is private; much of it
is public investment. But this is one of
the fundamental investments, along
with these other issues here, that our
economy has traditionally made over
the years. And unfortunately, in the
current situation, we seem to be falling
off the power curve that created the
foundation for the American economy
upon which to grow.

So today, we’re going to really focus
on this infrastructure issue, not a new
issue. Actually, George Washington, I
think he was our first President, told
his Cabinet Secretary, Treasury Sec-
retary, to develop a plan to grow the
economy, called, A Plan for Manufac-
tures.

Alexander Hamilton came back to
Washington with a plan. One of the
many points that he raised and sugges-
tions that Alexander Hamilton made
was to create infrastructure. He said
the Federal Government ought to build
canals, ports, and roads, fundamental
infrastructure upon which the Amer-
ican economy would grow. And those
things were done right back at the very
beginning of this country. So from the
very earliest days, the Federal Govern-
ment has been involved in building in-
frastructure.

Now, tonight, joining me are two of
my colleagues, Mr. DELANEY from the
great State of Maryland and Mr. CAS-
TRO from Texas. They’re going to talk
about infrastructure. And I'd like now
to turn to Mr. DELANEY, who has a pro-
posal that, actually, the President of
the United States suggested in his
American Jobs Act program, a program
that he put forth more than a year ago
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that the Republican Congress has done
nothing with. So Mr. DELANEY has
picked up one of the suggestions that
the President made, made it whole, and
has presented legislation on an infra-
structure bank.

Mr. DELANEY, please join us and tell
us about how the infrastructure bank
would work and what it would do for
America.

Mr. DELANEY. I will do that.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for allowing
us this time this evening.

And I want to thank my good friend
and colleague from California for orga-
nizing our discussion here this evening
and his work on Make It In America.
It’s important work, and it’s work we,
as a Congress, should be focused on.

I think my colleague from California
knows that I'm very passionate about
the infrastructure investments that we
need to be making as a country. I,
quite frankly, believe it’s our number
one domestic economic policy chal-
lenge and opportunity, and I say that
for three reasons:

First, it is the easiest way to get
Americans back to work with jobs that
have a good standard of living, which
should be one of our main focuses as a
Congress.

Second, making a smart and signifi-
cant investment in our infrastructure,
in our road and transportation infra-
structure, in our logistics, in our com-
munications and in our energy and
water infrastructure, making a smart
and significant investment in this in-
frastructure will improve the overall
competitiveness of the United States,
which is the number one thing we
should be focused on when we think
about our future in the context of a
global and technology-enabled world.

The third reason I favor infrastruc-
ture investments is because they pencil
out; in other words, the data over-
whelmingly suggests that an invest-
ment in infrastructure has a very, very
good payback to the economy.

Just to put the infrastructure situa-
tion in this country in context, I want
to cite a recent report done by the
American Society of Civil Engineers;
and they do a survey of our infrastruc-
ture every 2 years. The report recently
came out and they provided us a grade.
They actually grade each component of
our infrastructure. Our cumulative
grade as a country—and remember,
this is the wealthiest, most successful
country in the history of the world.
Our cumulative grade for our infra-
structure was a D-plus. And the civil
engineers estimate that we have to
make an investment of at least $2 tril-
lion to $3 trillion to bring our infra-
structure up to a grade that we deem
successful—$2 trillion to $3 trillion.

In addition, there’s an argument that
the existing investments we make in
infrastructure, even if they were to be
increased, the programs that we have,
the very, very important infrastruc-
ture programs we have as a country,
like investing or making sure the high-
way trust fund is funded at the level
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that’s appropriate and consistent with
historical averages, even if we were to
make these investments, which I clear-
ly believe we should and I know my
colleague from California believes we
should, there’s still a very strong argu-
ment, or the data would suggest, that
we will continue to accumulate an in-
frastructure gap. In other words, the
amount that we need to invest in our
infrastructure to make us competitive
will continue to grow. And so this is a
very, very significant problem.

And to put this problem in further
context, we need to remember that in-
frastructure is services and invest-
ments for the common good. They’re
public services, and they’re historically
made by governments, the Federal
Government, the State governments
and local governments.

And we all know that governments
are under fiscal pressure right now.
Both our Federal Government and our
local governments are under pressure.
So we need, as we think about invest-
ing in our infrastructure, to not just be
funding the existing programs that we
have up to the levels that they deserve
to be funded at—and that should be a
main priority of this Congress—but we
also need to be thinking about new and
creative and fiscally sensitive and sus-
tainable ways of investing in our infra-
structure across the long term.

Our infrastructure problem is a
multidimensional problem, meaning
there’s lots of reasons we have this
problem, so we need numerous tools to
solve the problem. And one of those
tools, I think, exists in legislation
that’s been filed that we led—it was
filed several weeks ago in the Con-
gress—that right now has 18 Repub-
lican and 18 Democratic cosponsors, so
it’s truly bipartisan legislation. We
also have 25 groups that have sup-
ported the legislation, outside groups
representing both parties typically in
the terms of their orientation.

The Partnership to Build America
Act creates the American infrastruc-
ture fund, which is designed to be a
large-scale infrastructure financing ca-
pability that can finance many of the
projects my colleague from California
will talk about tonight, Mr. Speaker.
But what’s important about the Amer-
ican infrastructure fund is it’s funded
without any appropriations from the
government. Instead, it’s funded by
providing corporations with an incen-
tive to invest.

Under the Partnership to Build
America Act, the American infrastruc-
ture fund is capitalized with $50 billion
of capital. The capital comes from the
fund selling bonds that are not guaran-
teed by the Federal Government. They
are long-term, 50-year, and they pay a
1 percent interest rate, so they’'re very
attractive, low-cost capital that, if put
into the American infrastructure fund,
will allow it to provide $750 billion of
loan guarantees to local governments
and direct loans, if necessary, to local
governments—3$750 billion of funding
capacity.
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Over a b0-year life, we expect that
money to turn two to three times, and
so that could be up to $2 trillion of fi-
nancing without any appropriations
from the Federal Government. The $50
billion that capitalizes the American
infrastructure fund comes from selling
these bonds not guaranteed by the Fed-
eral Government, 50-year bonds, 1 per-
cent interest.

As an incentive to get companies to
buy these bonds, we’re proposing that
they get a tax break on their ability to
repatriate their overseas earnings.

We’ve all talked about the issue we
have with our Tax Code and how it’s
created a situation where U.S. corpora-
tions are accumulating significant
amounts of cash overseas. Under the
American infrastructure fund, they
have a way of bringing back up to 10
percent of that capital in a way that
we know will create American jobs by
investing in our infrastructure.

So we put forth the American infra-
structure fund as a solution to the
problems that my colleague from Cali-
fornia is discussing, as an innovative
financing solution to deal with the in-
frastructure problems that this coun-
try has, and to do it in a way that’s ad-
ditive to the existing programs that
exist and can be done in a way that is
fiscally responsible in light of the fis-
cal pressures that the country has.

So this is some of the work that
we’ve been doing in our office to ad-
vance that important work that my
friend from California is talking about
this evening.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. DELANEY, that
is a fascinating way of bringing capital
to this program. California has numer-
ous high-technology companies, Apple
and many, many others. All of them
come to us, representatives from Cali-
fornia, and they complain about the re-
patriation. They’d like to bring those
earnings from overseas back to the
United States. They’ve got maybe $1
trillion sitting out there, if I recall the
number. Maybe that’s about—I don’t
know. Whatever the number is, a lot of
dollars. They want to bring it back,
but they don’t want to pay the 35 per-
cent corporate tax.

So you’re suggesting that they could
bring that back in a way that they
wouldn’t face that tax, but the money
that came back would be—at least a
portion of it would be used to finance
this infrastructure bank.

Have I got this pretty much correct
here?

Mr. DELANEY. That’s right. And the
estimates are up to almost $2 trillion
of cash.

Mr. GARAMENDI. I understated it.
Two trillion dollars sitting offshore.

Mr. DELANEY. Two trillion dollars.
And that reflects a significant problem
with our Tax Code, which we’ll reserve
for another session for discussion.

Mr. GARAMENDI. That’s this thing
called taxes, number 2 up here.

Mr. DELANEY. Exactly, which is a
long discussion.

But under the Partnership to Build
America Act, the American infrastruc-
ture fund is capitalized by selling $50
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billion of bonds, and we sell them to
corporations; and they’re not guaran-
teed by the Federal Government, so
there’s no taxpayer risk. For every dol-
lar of those bonds the company buys,
they can bring back a certain amount
of their overseas earnings. We estimate
that to be 4 to 1, but it’s actually de-
termined by an auction that will be
done by the fund.

So if $560 billion of bonds are sub-
scribed to by some of the companies in
your State, some of the companies in
my State, Maryland—because the dis-
trict I represent, part of the district I
represent, Montgomery County, Mary-
land, has the 270 transportation cor-
ridor that is filled with information
technology companies and bio-
technology companies very similar to
the kind of companies that are in your
district, so some of them may be from
Maryland as well.
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But if they buy $50 billion of bonds,
then they can bring back $200 billion
from overseas tax free.

The bonds, again, are nonguaranteed
by the government, 50-year, 1 percent
interest. So they’re not an attractive
investment. The ability to bring back
that money tax free is the incentive for
them to do it. They get to bring back
money and invest it in our economy.
We get $60 billion to capitalize a fund
that could provide $2 trillion, provide
the capital base to provide $2 trillion of
financing over 50 years without any
cost to the taxpayer.

So I think you summarized it per-
fectly.

Mr. GARAMENDI. I think you did. I
was trying to grasp the totality of it. It
is a process in which now this is a piece
of legislation; it’s here in the House. I
would hope that our colleagues on the
Republican side that control the pas-
sage of legislation, even the taking up
of legislation in committee, would look
at this and go, oh, you mean we can ac-
tually build $200 million or $2 trillion
of infrastructure over a 50-year period
without any appropriation, with no
taxpayer dollars, other than some
amount that’s foregone in the repatri-
ation.

Very interesting, a very, very excit-
ing proposal; and I would hope we take
it up.

I am sure that there will be questions
about, well, who gets the money, who
decides which projects are going to be
selected.

Mr. DELANEY. Right. Under our leg-
islation, the States make the deter-
mination. The American Infrastructure
Fund has to develop an allocation proc-
ess that every State has an allocation
based on their economic science.

Mr. GARAMENDI. California being
the most populous State——

Mr. DELANEY. You would have the
largest allocation.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Oh, I like that al-
ready.

Mr. DELANEY. Yes, I knew you
would enjoy that feature of the legisla-
tion.
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But in all seriousness, we have good
bipartisan support. I have 20 of my Re-
publican colleagues on the bill with 20
Democratic colleagues; 18 are on it of-
ficially right now. We have received
very constructive feedback from all of
my colleagues. They have all worked to
make the legislation better. We are
looking forward to continue to build
good bipartisan support. I think we
both know that when the private sector
and government work well together on
economic challenges we get very good
economic outcomes.

I want to thank you for giving me
this time.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. DELANEY,
thank you very, very much. Obviously,
Maryland is very well represented with
some innovative thinking from their
Representatives.

Infrastructure banks are not new.
This is a new way of financing it, and
a very exciting one. Thank you so very
much for joining us this evening.

Mr. DELANEY. We all build on each
other’s ideas.

Mr. GARAMENDI. We will continue
to work on this, and we will talk about
it again in the future.

California is the most populous
State. I didn’t say ‘‘popular,” although
I would certainly say that. Texas being
the second biggest in geography.

We now have our new Representative
from Texas joining us, Mr. CASTRO.
Thank you so very, very much. Texas
likes to talk about all the good things
they are doing. One good thing they did
was to send you here. So, Mr. CASTRO,
please join us and talk to us about
Texas and infrastructure.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. First of all,
thank you, Congressman, for your lead-
ership on this issue and on this legisla-
tion Make It In America. Thank you to
Congressman DELANEY for all of the
work that he’s doing on infrastructure.

In Texas, infrastructure obviously is
very important to us. We have a State
that, obviously, is incredibly large in
land mass, second only to Alaska. We
have, for example, the most number of
bridges of any State in the Nation,
miles and miles of interstate highways
and roads.

So I stand here tonight with you to
reaffirm the point that we must never
neglect our infrastructure of transpor-
tation; building out our roads, our
highways, our waterways, our mass
transit systems, making sure that
Americans can get to where they want
to go by air, by land, by sea. We must
make sure that our infrastructure of
transportation keeps up also and is
competitive with that of places in Eu-
rope and in Asia, particularly for com-
mercial purposes.

But also, Congressman, I wanted to
point out that just as there is an infra-
structure of transportation, there is in
America another kind of infrastruc-
ture, and that is an infrastructure of
opportunity that allows each of us to
pursue our American Dreams. So, for
example, just as there are streets and
highways that help us get to where we
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want to go on the road, there is an in-
frastructure of opportunity in America
that allows us to get to where we want
to go in life. That infrastructure of op-
portunity would include, for example,
great public schools and universities, a
strong health care system in an econ-
omy that’s built around well-paying
jobs so that people can support them-
selves and their family members.

In fact, when we ask the question
here in Congress: What is it that dis-
tinguishes America from among the
nations of the world, I would argue
that it is the fact that over the genera-
tions, Americans have come together
to build out that infrastructure of op-
portunity that allows each of us, no
matter our race, our class, where we
come from, allows each of us to chase
our American Dream.

I think all of us understand, and I
think you would agree with me, I have
never met any American who has asked
for a guarantee of success in our Na-
tion. Folks don’t ask for a guarantee of
success. What they ask for is the op-
portunity to pursue that success. So we
must continue building not only the
roads that we need and the highways,
but also the great schools and univer-
sities, a strong health care system, and
as you mentioned, with the American
Jobs Act making sure that Americans
can go to work and support themselves
and their family.

I will just wrap up with this. There
has been a lot of debate around here,
and I know in the last hour there was,
about immigration. There is a big de-
bate about how to handle our immigra-
tion issue. That is a challenge and has
been a challenge for this Congress.

But if you put aside the debate over
what to do with folks who are here,
whether it is visas or permanent legal
residency, whatever it is, and we just
ask ourselves, why is it for a few hun-
dred years now that America has been
the destination Nation for people from
literally every corner of the Earth,
why is that, I would argue it is because
we have built up a place, a society of
opportunity where people can pursue
their dreams.

Congressman, I think you would
agree with me, in all of the immigrants
I've met, whether they came from Eu-
rope or Asia or Mexico or somewhere
else, I’ve never heard anybody tell me
that the reason they came to our coun-
try was because they were looking for
the lowest corporate tax rate. People,
in fact, come here because they are
looking to be part of a system of oppor-
tunity that as Americans we have built
up together. We must make sure, all of
us in Congress, working as Republicans
and Democrats united for our country,
make sure that when somebody asks 50
years from now or 100 years from now,
where is it on Earth that people want
to be, that the answer is still ‘‘the
United States of America.” We must
build out the infrastructure of trans-
portation and the infrastructure of op-
portunity to achieve that answer.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. CASTRO, thank
you so very, very much. Often, in fact,
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I've talked about infrastructure in a
physical way, that is, the physical fea-
tures of roads and water systems. But
your discussion of infrastructure being
the infrastructure of opportunity,
which does include those things, it also
includes this one, which is education, a
critical element in the process of edu-
cation. If we are going to build infra-
structure of opportunity, this is where
opportunity starts for virtually every-
body in this country: the opportunity
to get a good education.

Part of that is the physical building
itself. Obviously, it is the teachers, the
way in which the subjects are taught,
and access, access to not only K
through 12, but also higher education.
This is one of the things that when we
talk about physical infrastructure, we
need to talk about the classroom itself,
about the facility, air-conditioning, as
well as the communication systems,
computers and other kinds of commu-
nication systems.

So the infrastructure of opportunity,
what a wonderful theme, what a won-
derful way of describing America and
this discussion we’ve heard before we
came on the floor about immigration.
You could not be more correct.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Thank you,
Congressman.

I would point out, for example, in
Texas, we have our challenges. In Cali-
fornia, for example, you have nine re-
search universities, which are the top-
tier universities. In New York, they
have about seven. In Texas, we only
have three right now, so we have a long
way to go to catch up.

We are trying to catch up. In fact,
there was a bit of good news. Governor
Perry today signed a bill that would
merge two schools, two colleges, two
universities, in what is known as the
Texas Valley in south Texas, and ulti-
mately will create a medical school.

That is very important for a few rea-
sons. I want to use real quick this ex-
ample in the Texas Valley in south
Texas along the Texas-Mexico border,
which is often in conversation here in
Congress. It is a place of about between
1 million and 1% million folks, very
hardworking people, wake up early in
the morning, go to work, put in a hard
day’s work without complaint, and
then go home to their families, often
go home and say prayers of thanks to
God for what He has given them.

In that area known as the Texas Val-
ley, cities like Edinburg and McAllen
and Weslaco and Brownsville, did you
know that you still can’t get a medical
degree anywhere in that area, any-
where south of San Antonio, my home-
town? You can drive the 4 hours be-
tween San Antonio and the Texas-Mex-
ico border and not be able to get a med-
ical degree. You can’t get a law degree
anywhere between San Antonio and the
Texas-Mexico border. And there are
only a handful of Ph.D. programs.

So when I speak of missing pieces,
literally, of the infrastructure, to me
the Texas Valley is one example of
that. I know many folks like Congress-
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man HINOJOSA, Congressman CUELLAR,
Congressman VELA, they’re working
very hard to change those things; but
those changes have been slow in com-
ing.

I will also point out with regard to
the infrastructure of transportation,
which is part of the infrastructure of
opportunity, something that is also
missing. For example, when you try to
drive—my fiancee is from a small town
called Alton, Texas, right near Mission,
a few miles from the Texas-Mexico bor-
der—when you drive from San Antonio
down to the Valley, you drive those 4
hours or so and there is no continuous
interstate highway that you can take
without stopping in town after town.

So you can imagine what that means
to a traveler, but even more so what it
means for commercial enterprises, for
our businesses that are trying to do
trade, trying to get their goods to Mex-
ico, or importing their goods from
Mexico. Those things are very, very
important; and we’ve got to continue
to do this great work that you’ve been
a leader on.

Mr. GARAMENDI. I thought for a
moment you were going to go into
more detail about your own personal
emotions as you stop in every one of
these towns on your way to see your
fiancee, but we’ll let that go for an-
other time.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Well, I’'ve got
a story tomorrow. I think I'm going to
join the folks about immigration on
the immigration issue and what I've
learned visiting those places.

Mr. GARAMENDI. There’s much to
learn about that. But, again, if you go
back to our Make It In America agen-
da, these issues, the labor market and
education, fit into that infrastructure
of opportunity.

I've always said that if you’re going
to build an economy and have social
justice, there are five things you must
always do:

First, you must have the best edu-
cation system in the world that’s avail-
able to everybody so that they can
climb that ladder, as you were saying
earlier, that they have that oppor-
tunity;

Second, that you have a great re-
search system, and we do. Actually, we
have 10 campuses of the University of
California. Some of the State univer-
sities are now picking up some of the
research agenda also. But anyway, the
research;

And then you need to make things
coming out of that. That’s the manu-
facturing. And that may be a computer
program, or it could be an automobile.
But you need to be making things, add-
ing, creating value;

The infrastructure being the fourth;

And the fifth being you’ve got to be
willing to change. You can’t do what
you did yesterday; you need to deal
with things of tomorrow.

There are many other pieces to this.
We talked a little bit about education
here and the way it works.

This was a statistic that was given
earlier. Mr. DELANEY went through this
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very quickly. But for every dollar you
invest in the physical infrastructure,
you are going to get back immediately
about $1.57 as that money churns
through the economy as the concrete is
purchased, as it is put in place, men
and women are doing that work, and
then that churns back through the
economy, actually giving great stimu-
lation to the economy. Not our words.
These are Mark Zandi’s words, the
chief economist of Moody’s Analytics.

This is a very, very well-known
thing. So if we want to really move the
economy, we can take Mr. DELANEY’S
idea about an infrastructure bank, not
an appropriation, invest and put people
to work and give a boost to the econ-
omy; and in doing so, you also create
better tax flow into the government.

The other thing, and this is some-
thing that I know Texas is working on,
as is California, and that’s rail trans-
portation. If I recall correctly, Fort
Worth is the headquarters of BNSF
Railway. This is just a picture of a new
Amtrak train that was manufactured
in Sacramento. Part of the infrastruc-
ture investment that is now being
made here in the Northeast Corridor
between Washington and Boston, this
new train is 100 percent American-
made.

Back in the stimulus bill, about 80-
some trains were proposed to be pur-
chased, about a half a billion dollars,
and they wrote into it ‘‘must be Amer-
ican-made.”” So Siemens, a German
company, came to Sacramento where
they had a light rail shop, decided they
could build a heavy-duty locomotive
and make it 100 percent American-
made.
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So this one is now being tested—the
first model out—and there will be some
80 of these on the Northeast corridor,
increasing the speed, the movement,
the transportation system. For all of
America, rail transportation—light
rail, heavy rail, and even high-speed
rail—are ways in which we move our
physical transportation, and if we
cause those products to be made in
America, we also increase our manu-
facturing base. Again, it’s part of the
American program of making it in
America by using infrastructure.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. I think you’re
absolutely right on that. For example,
Congressman GARAMENDI, last week,
San Antonio received word that, in a
year, our exports went up 33 percent.
There was a 33 percent increase in ex-
ports.

Mr. GARAMENDI. From the city and
region of San Antonio.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. In San Anto-
nio. Coming from San Antonio. So
these channels for getting our products
to different markets are absolutely
vital to continuing that success.

Mr. GARAMENDI. There are so many
different things that we could talk
about in this process.

This is a piece of legislation that, ac-
tually, I've introduced for the last cou-
ple of years. This particular piece of
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legislation, H.R. 1524, says, if it’s your
tax money—the American taxpayers’
money—then it ought to be used to
purchase American-made equipment.
That’s exactly what happened with the
earlier stimulus bill in the manufac-
turing of these locomotives in Cali-
fornia, but there are some 200 different
suppliers all around the Nation who are
supplying that.

We can really boost the economy in
the transportation system but also in
the energy system—solar, wind. All of
those are subsidized, as is oil and coal,
with American taxpayer money, either
with a tax credit or a subsidy or a di-
rect payment, and if we said, Okay, but
you must produce that product in
America—as with the wind turbines,
make them in America, as well as simi-
larly with solar panels and other kinds
of equipment. So these are all things
that fit into this.

The theme that you hit on early on,
I think, is so very, very important, and
that is the infrastructure of oppor-
tunity. I really like that. I think that,
as we go about our business here of
passing laws or not, we ought to keep
in mind that our task is to create that
opportunity.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. I think, Con-
gressman, when we think about issues
that come up here, issues that some-
times succumb to the gridlock that is
Congress these days—for example, on
the student loan issue—that’s why it’s
so important that we make sure that
we do right by students and not allow
that student loan interest rate to dou-
ble. In these tough economic times, it’s
hard enough for families to scrounge
up the money to help send their kids to
college and for the kids to work a job
or two and go to class. They’re often in
this work-school tug-of-war where
many of them work part-time or full-
time and at the same time take their
15 hours or 12 hours to graduate in a
decent number of years. The least that
Congress can do is make sure that we
set a student loan rate that is afford-
able and reasonable for the economic
times that we live in.

Those things are not handouts. Those
are investments to make sure that
you’ve got a well-educated population.
These are loans, after all. They’'re pay-
ing these back. It’s also, I think, their
government saying, Look, we’re going
to lend you this money at a decent
rate—we’re going to make sure it
comes at a reasonable rate—and you’re
going to pay it back to us, but from
that, we’re going to get folks who are
engineers, who are police officers and
firefighters and doctors and all of the
things that keep our society moving
and keep this country the greatest Na-
tion on Earth.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. CASTRO, you
put that so very well. It’s a critical in-
vestment that the American public
makes in the next generation so that
this economy can move forward.

There is also—we’ve been debating
this on the floor—a bill that passed out
of here that would set the student loan
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interest rate as a variable rate, much
like a home mortgage variable rate.
Watch out, as we know what happened
with the variable rates that went on. It
was interesting that that particular
bill would actually create income, a
large amount of income if I remember
the numbers—some $30 billion over the
next 10 years of income. So it was like
wait a minute. Are we really just doing
this to get the money back or are we
looking at this as a profit center? I
think it was a serious mistake, first, to
do a variable interest rate. That would
move it up, quite possibly, to more
than what the doubling of the 3.4 per-
cent would be to, maybe, 8, 9 percent,
10 percent. Bad idea—and it’s looking
at the problem incorrectly.

The way to look at it is just as you
said. This is a way for the American
public to make an investment in a stu-
dent at a low-interest cost to the stu-
dent but sufficient to repay the Federal
Government, not as a profit center but
as a repayment. There are some admin-
istrative costs to be sure. That’s how
we ought to look at this because it is a
crucial investment, the most impor-
tant investment of all—the educational
investment.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas.
agree more.

Just personally, I started college in
the fall of 1992—21 years ago now. In
1991 or 1992, my mom made less than
$20,000, and she was getting ready to
send two twin sons—of course I have
my brother—off to Stanford University
in northern California. You can imag-
ine how daunting that was, but there is
no way that my brother and I could
have gone to college and graduated
without student loans—without Per-
kins loans, without Stafford loans. It
was the same thing for law school. So
these are vital. I mean, that’s just my
own story. There are literally millions
of stories like that across the country.

Mr. GARAMENDI. And a very sound
investment was made in you and your
brother, who I believe is the mayor of
San Antonio.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. That’s right.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Indeed.

There is much to be said. I'm just
going to share with you, and perhaps
you have a similar situation from your
own experience.

This weekend, I was back in my dis-
trict in northern California, in Yuba
City and Marysville. Now, the Feather
River, which is one of the major riv-
ers—tributaries—of the Sacramento
River, goes right between these two
towns, with Marysville on the east side
and Yuba City on the west side. This is
one of the most dangerous places in
America. The Feather River and the
Yuba River, which come together at
that place, have a long history of dead-
ly floods. What the citizens need there
is the help of the Federal Government
to complete the levee and enhance the
levees around their communities.

We had a major debate here on the
floor last week with the Energy and
Water bill in which the Ryan budget—

I couldn’t
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that is the Republican budget—was
seen in its fullness for the first time.
What that budget called for was a dimi-
nution—in fact, a very, very significant
cut—in the infrastructure investment
for the Army Corps of Engineers. The
Army Corps of Engineers builds the
levees, the locks and other major pub-
lic works. Sequestration took $250 mil-
lion of construction out of the Army
Corps of Engineers, and right now con-
struction projects that were scheduled
are not taking place. In addition to
that, the proposed budget in the actual
appropriation bill even further reduced
the money available to the Army Corps
of Engineers to build the levees to pro-
tect communities all across the United
States. At the very same time, money
was shifted from the Corps of Engi-
neers—from the levees and the things
that are necessary to protect American
citizens and others who are here from
devastating floods—to build more nu-
clear weapons.

What in the world is that all about?

We’ve got 5,600 nuclear weapons now.
The money was shifted. They all
worked, and there is no way we would
ever use all of them unless you want to
end life on the Earth. Yet that was a
priority issue—nuclear weapons versus
levees to protect Americans. It is the
wrong priority, but it is a fundamental
example of the infrastructure needs
and the wrongheaded priorities that
sometimes find their way into legisla-
tion.

Unfortunately, that bill passed. That
is the statement of the House of Rep-
resentatives. Now, every Democrat
voted against it, but it did pass the
House. That now will go over to the
Senate, and the Senate, I am sure, will
never set that priority the same as
this; but in a conference committee, we
are now looking at a tug-of-war be-
tween nuclear weapons and levees to
protect Americans. Hopefully, the lev-
ees will win. We’ll see. That’s one ex-
ample.

When I went home this weekend, peo-
ple asked me, ‘“What was that all
about?” I said, ‘“That was about bad
priorities and an austerity budget
working together.”

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. We know, of
course, Congressman, that the seques-
ter was taking a meat cleaver rather
than trying to do real smart cuts, so I
agree with you on that.

With respect to the work of the Army
Corps of Engineers, the important
work that they do, it is often felt in
San Antonio and in Texas, of course,
during everything that happened with
Hurricane Katrina in New Orleans and
all of the important work they had
done around that. So you’re right. I
think that Americans expect that they
will be in homes that are not going to
flood and that there is going to be in-
frastructure in place to make sure that
water doesn’t come up and run them
out of their homes and ruin their
homes and their properties.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Also, without ade-
quate levees, you clearly slow down
economic development.
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Now, not every city has a flood prob-
lem; although, certainly, in the great
Midwest, you see this in all of the cit-
ies along the Missouri and the Mis-
sissippi and Ohio Rivers. So, in that en-
tire huge basin, which is more than 60
percent of the United States, there are
serious flood issues. This extends—and
certainly we see it on the east coast—
to Superstorm Sandy, and you men-
tioned Katrina. All across this Nation
the issue of flood protection is critical.

In my own district, Sacramento,
there is a portion of Sacramento that,
I think, is now rated as the most dan-
gerous city in the United States. It is
the Natomas area of Sacramento. With
the rebuilding of the levees in New Or-
leans, I think now Natomas, Sac-
ramento, is rated as the most dan-
gerous. We are talking about a flood
situation that could occur, because the
levees are substandard, in which the
river would break. We have floods in
the winter, so the water temperatures
are in the 45- to b0-degree tempera-
tures. If that were to break, the inun-
dation would be immediate, and it
would be 20 feet. The survival time is
measured in minutes, not in hours.
When that water hits you, you get
hypothermia and you’re dead.

So it is an extreme problem. We need
to rebuild those levees. The community
is taxing itself to a fare-thee-well to do
it, but the Federal Government is
backing away from its previous com-
mitment. The rest of the story is that
the economic development potential in
that community is stifled. It’s not just
housing. It’s all kinds of economic de-
velopment, as the Sacramento Inter-
national Airport is in that area.

With the lack of money to build the
levees, human life is at risk—several
tens of thousands of people—and eco-
nomic development. So these things
come together—infrastructure being
the foundation upon which the econ-
omy grows and, in some cases, cer-
tainly in the case of levees, upon which
people’s lives depend.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. You make an
important point about neglect of that
infrastructure, not only with levees
and with waterways, but you and I are
both aware, as is the country, of the
tragic examples over the last several
years—in Minnesota, for example, in
the bridge collapse, and more recently
in Washington, I believe, in that bridge
collapse. Those are lessons to this Con-
gress that we cannot neglect our infra-
structure. It 1is vital. I mentioned
Texas. By that same report that Con-
gressman DELANEY mentioned, we have
about 1,300 bridges that have been de-
clared functionally obsolete. That’s
1,300 functionally obsolete bridges in
Texas. That’s one in six. So those are
things that we’ve got to attend to here.

It also begs the point: whether it’s
building out the infrastructure of
transportation or building out the in-
frastructure of opportunity, that
doesn’t happen by itself. It doesn’t hap-
pen by accident. It doesn’t happen by
luck. The United States Government
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and the Congress must make those
smart investments. We must continue
to make those investments if we are
going to be the land of opportunity not
just 5 years from now or 20 years from
now but 50 and 100 years from now.

Mr. GARAMENDI. I think it’s about
time for us to wrap up, but I want to
engage the public. I don’t know how
many people are watching C-SPAN this
evening. I would like to think there are
some 300 million, but I suspect that’s
overstating it a ways.

I would ask the public to comment to
you and me about their infrastructure
in their communities. What do they
need in their communities? How do
they think it could be financed? As to
Mr. DELANEY’s proposal for an infra-
structure bank based upon the repatri-
ation of foreign earnings, does that
make sense?
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Does it make sense to do what the
President said, which is to appropriate
$60 billion right now to build infra-
structure? There are many different al-
ternatives.

But I'd love to hear from the public,
and here’s how they can do it. I'm
going to use yours down here too. Stay
in touch, stay informed, stay con-
nected. You can go to Facebook.com/
RepGaramendi or RepCastro. Either
way, RepGaramendi, RepCastro. Twit-
ter: Twitter.com/RepGaramendi or
RepCastro. Or you can go to our Web
site, Garamendi.house.gov.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Well, my
Twitter, the House one, that’s right. It
should probably be JCastro.

Mr. GARAMENDI. I think there’s
more than one Castro. There’s only one
Garamendi around. So probably
JCastro.house.gov. That’s the Web site,
and they can get in touch that way and
keep informed.

So I welcome people. If anybody out
there is watching this discussion about
infrastructure, how it can be financed,
why it’s important, what it means for
economic development, education,
what it means for social justice and op-
portunity—if you like the theme, the
infrastructure of opportunity, you can
contact me and I'll pass it on to Mr.
CASTRO, or you can go directly to
JCastro@house.gov or Facebook.com/
RepGaramendi, RepCastro.

I want to thank you, Mr. CASTRO and
Mr. DELANEY, for joining me this
evening.

Next week we’ll take up one of the
other issues that we have. We’ll prob-
ably talk next week about energy and
how we can improve the energy situa-
tion to meet the climate change.

GEOTHERMAL ENERGY

Mr. GARAMENDI. I do have one
more thing that I really must do before
I close down, and that is talk about
geothermal energy and one of the com-
munities I represent, Lake County.

We have a critical natural resource
opportunity in this Nation, and it’s be-
neath the soil, beneath the ground. It
happens to be the heat of the Earth. It
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finds its way to the surface in many
places around the world, and it cer-
tainly does in my district in Lake
County.

That heat comes from the geo-
thermal, and it is an extraordinary
natural resource and it is clean energy.
It’s one of the most abundant natural
resources that can be found anywhere,
and it’s often overlooked. It has the
ability to become one of the key future
sources of energy. We’ll talk about it
much more next week.

But I do want to talk about its use
here in the United States. It is environ-
mentally friendly. Dry steam and flash
geothermal plants emit just 5 percent
of the carbon dioxide and less than 1
percent of the nitrous oxide of tradi-
tional fossil fuel coal-powered plants.
The binary geothermal installation
emissions are near zero. More impor-
tantly, geothermal energy is cost effec-
tive.

Over the last two decades, the cost of
generating geothermal power has de-
creased by 25 percent. Additionally,
geothermal can be produced domesti-
cally. In California, the Imperial Val-
ley, the Lake County area, are two of
the most used geothermal resources.
Nevada has enormous resources, and
there are many other places within the
United States. And it can be sent—the
same resource is available in many
parts of the world. So we as a world
and certainly as a State and Nation
ought to be moving more aggressively
to harness our geothermal resources.

It’s also a good jobs place, creating
more than $117 million in annual
wealth in the geothermal region of
Sonoma, Mendocino, and Lake Coun-
ties.

It’s also a tax source. Lake County
and Samoa County receive over $11
million in annual tax revenues directly
from the geyser’s geothermal field. And
Lake County has saved millions of dol-
lars in the disposal cost by funneling 8
million gallons of wastewater back
into the ground for the harnessing of
geothermal resources.

So I draw the attention tonight of
the Nation to the potential of geo-
thermal and the success that it’s had
in my district in Lake County and in
my neighboring county of Sonoma.

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

————
IMMIGRATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. DUFFY) is recognized for 30
minutes.

Mr. DUFFY. Mr. Speaker, tonight,
we want to have a conversation about
immigration and immigration reform
because we recognize that in 1986, when
Congress and the President came to-
gether for immigration reform, it
didn’t work. It didn’t work for immi-
grants; it didn’t work for our border;
and it didn’t work for America. Just
recently, we’ve seen that our Senate
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has come forward with proposed legis-
lation, and that too doesn’t work. It’s a
proposal that doesn’t secure our bor-
der. It’s a proposal that won’t work
long term for America.

We’re here to address the problems
that we face in this country with real
solutions that work for people and
work for our country. We’re here to say
that we’re with you. If you want to
work hard and you want to contribute
to our American economy, we’re with
you. If you want to obey our laws and
if you want a shot at our free enter-
prise system, we’re with you. If you be-
lieve that America has a right to se-
cure her borders, to know who’s com-
ing in and out of our country, we’re
with you. If you want to pay taxes and
pledge allegiance to America, we’re
with you. And if you want your shot at
the American Dream, we’re with you.

We’re a party that looks at the big
problems in our country, and we come
out with big solutions to fix those
problems. We’re not a party of ‘‘no.”
We are a party of solutions. That’s why
I’'m honored to be here tonight with a
few of my fellow colleagues to talk
about the solutions in regard to immi-
gration, solutions that are going to
work. And that’ why I'm honored right
now to yield to the gentleman from II-
linois for his thoughts on immigration.

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Wisconsin for organizing the time and
bringing us all together. This is an im-
portant discussion.

When I think back to somebody
who’s a big hero of mine, Ronald
Reagan, I think back to the eighties, of
course, and I think of what Ronald
Reagan talked about. He discussed
America as a shining city on a hill, a
city that everybody around the globe
looks at and says “I want to live
there.”” Or they look at the United
States and say, ‘‘that is a country that
I want my country to look like.”
That’s frankly the Republican Party.

And I understand that over the last
few years, the Republican Party hasn’t
necessarily done a great job of mes-
saging that. That’s our fault. But I
look at somebody like Ronald Reagan,
and I look at the vision he has put out
for America and I say, You know what?
That is the Republican party that I
joined. That’s the Republican party
that I believe in, the party that be-
lieves that a kid in the inner city of
Chicago should have the same oppor-
tunity as a kid raised in the best sub-
urbs of Chicago. That’s what we be-
lieve.

So when we talk about this really
controversial issue of immigration—
you have Americans on both sides of
the issue, and Americans that have
gotten ginned up on either side of this
issue that are speaking to this with
anger—I think something we have to
do as a Nation and something that I
think we need to do here right now is
to say, Let’s have this conversation
about immigration, but let’s do it in a
way where we can discuss what Amer-
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ica wants to be and what America is
about and how to give most people
around the world the opportunity to be
in America.

I think most Americans would agree
that the first thing we have to do is en-
sure that we have a safe border, not
only just because of the idea of immi-
gration and ensuring that we have a
system that works for everybody, but
because—look, on a porous border you
have an opportunity for terrorists to
come through with weapons that we
don’t want in the United States of
America. We’ve seen in our schools—I
visited a place called Rosecrance the
other day in Rockford, Illinois, that
has teenagers that are suffering from
drug addiction. Do you know what the
cheapest drug they can get a hold of is
now? You’d think maybe marijuana,
right? It’s actually heroin. Do you
know where most of the heroin is com-
ing through? It’s coming through the
border of Mexico.

So I think when we talk about border
security, we’re not talking about it in
an angry way. We're just saying as a
sovereign Nation, we have a right to
determine our immigration policy, and
you can’t determine immigration pol-
icy with a porous border. Once we do
that, once we have honest border secu-
rity and we’re honest with the Amer-
ican people, then we have to have this
discussion about how do we passion-
ately and compassionately deal with
folks that want the American way, as
well.

That’s a conversation I'm looking
forward to having tonight over the
next few minutes. And as we move on,
I'd like to yield to the gentleman from
Colorado, a great Member of Congress,
Mr. CORY GARDNER.

Mr. GARDNER. I thank the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. Speaker, we’re all together on
the same issue tonight on the House
floor as we discuss the important issue
of immigration inform. Many of us
elected in 2010 and elected in 2012, we
came to Congress because we wanted to
find ways to make America work, to
get this country working again, to find
ways to get government out of the way
and create an economy that’s strong
and growing so people can find the jobs
that they want to help feed their fami-
lies, to send their kids to school with-
out putting themselves into bank-
ruptcy, and to make sure that we do
indeed have a better tomorrow than we
do today.

So it is starting with those funda-
mental beliefs that we all came here to
achieve, to build a stronger country, to
make life work for the American fami-
lies, that we recognize a Nation of im-
migrants, a Nation that provides an op-
portunity for people around the world,
that beacon of hope to be a place for
families to succeed, to achieve their
dreams about the American Dream and
indeed the American spirit.

So it is through those very values of
compassion for the poor, compassion
for people who want to build a stronger
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Nation here at home, and the fairness
that we know we can do it with to
build a system of laws that will stand
strong not just for 1 year or 10 years or
20 years, but moving forward beyond
that, a system of laws that we know
will make sure that people who want to
be a great part of a healthy American
economy indeed have that very oppor-
tunity.

Tonight, as we kick off a discussion
on immigration and we join people
around the country who have differing
opinions, as the gentleman from Illi-
nois recognized, differing opinions on
what to do, how to do it, when to do it,
recognizing, though, that indeed we
must do something to address a system
that is broken in a way that meets
those objectives of American values:
compassion, fairness, and maintaining
the rule of law in this country.

I look forward to our conversation
tonight, and I look forward to solu-
tions for the American people that we
can all be proud of, knowing that this
is not going to be an easy task, but one
that we will address with all due and
necessary urgency.

We are joined tonight by our col-
league from North Carolina (Mr. HUD-
SON).

Mr. HUDSON. I thank my colleague,
Mr. Speaker. It’s an honor to be here
tonight.

I'm a new Member of Congress. I was
elected just last year. I ran for Con-
gress the first time I had ever run for
office because I want to come up here
and fight for people, because there are
folks back home that are frustrated,
they feel like their government is not
being responsive to their needs. So I'm
here to represent them and be a voice
for those people.

I think of the homebuilder in Mon-
roe, North Carolina, who told me he’s
just struggling to keep his head above
water and he’ll take any Kkind of work
just to keep his crew intact so he can
keep them together. He’ll do remod-
eling work or anything. He’s not even
worried about profit so much as being
able to keep afloat.

I think about the families across the
Eighth District of North Carolina who
are looking to us for solutions. That’s
why I’'m here tonight to join this con-
versation, to talk about immigration
reform. The key to immigration re-
form, as far as I’'m concerned is, we’ve
got to look at compassion and we’ve
got to look at fairness.

When it comes to fairness, we are a
Nation of immigrants, but we’re also a
Nation of laws. So we’ve got to make
sure we’re enforcing the law in this
country and we’re respecting the rule
of law when we’re looking at making
changes to immigration policy.

We also need to look with compas-
sion on those who have come here to
the United States seeking that Amer-
ican Dream when we try to determine
what we’re going to do going down the
road.

But I think the key to this is the ap-
proach we’re taking here in the House
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of Representatives. The Senate has
passed an immigration bill. It’s a bill
that was cobbled together behind
closed doors. It was a bill that in my
opinion went too far too fast. We’re
taking a much more thoughtful ap-
proach here in the House. We’re going
to go through the committee process.
We’re going to bring legislation to the
floor so that we can debate these key
issues affecting immigration as single
issues and let the American people
take part in this conversation and tell
us what they think about issues like
border security.

Now, the key to immigration reform
in my opinion is we’ve got to secure
the borders first, and any legislation
that we pass out of this Chamber, any
agreement we make with the Senate on
immigration, we’ve got to have a trig-
ger so that no other pieces of this im-
migration puzzle fall into place until
we’ve got that border secure. So we’re
going to work hard to make sure that’s
part of our solution.

There are actually five pieces of leg-
islation that have already passed out of
the Judiciary and Homeland Security
Committees. I serve on the Homeland
Security Committee. We passed the
Border Security Results Act of 2013.
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What this does is it requires the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security to develop
a comprehensive strategy to secure the
border. What a radical concept: let’s
actually have a plan. And so what
we’re saying in the House is: give us a
plan. We want the Department of
Homeland Security to work with the
border sheriffs to come up with a plan
to secure that border and come back to
Congress and say, here’s what we need.
Here’s the sections where we need
fences. Here’s the other types of tech-
nology, whether it be drones or other
types of technological monitoring.
These are the pieces of the puzzle we
need to secure the border.

And a key to this is we have to have
a metrics so we can measure whether
the border is secure or not. Currently,
we know the numerator, but we don’t
know the denominator. We know how
many folks we’re stopping coming
across the border, but we don’t know
how many we aren’t rounding up. And
if you talk to any of the border sher-
iffs, you’ll know that we’re not any-
where close to being secure. So that’s a
key component of this legislation.

I look forward to talking more about
some of the legislation that came out
of the Judiciary Committee, some of
the pieces of this immigration reform
puzzle that we need to discuss.

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. I thank
the gentleman for your statements and
everybody here for your statements. I
am a member of the International
Guard. Just 2% months ago, I actually
did missions on the border between
Mexico and Texas. I fly a reconnais-
sance airplane, and the goal was to
look for folks who had crossed ille-
gally. In most cases, we were looking
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60 miles into Texas. We were finding
dozens of people. Each time we would
look somewhere, we’d catch 60 to 100 a
night.

I felt bad for the folks who were
hunkered down, who had crossed the
border that were told by some coyote
that they paid their entire life’s saving
to, told by some coyote that ushered
them over that once you step foot in
America, you’ll be just fine. And then
they realize that the journey actually
begins. What you’d see in many cases
was the Border Patrol, who do very
tough, hard work, would apprehend
most of these folks. In some cases, a
couple of them would scatter, and
they’d be left alone. They’d be left 15
miles away from the nearest town,
with no water, with no food, and with
no idea where to go.

I think of that, and I think of the ad-
ministration saying the border is al-
ready secure. I think what that leads
to is there is an epic lack of trust in
Washington right now. That’s why ac-
tually the four of us came to Wash-
ington, because we recognize there’s a
huge lack of trust in D.C.

So this idea that we’re going to say
from on high in Washington, we’re
going to just deem the border secure at
some point, when the administration
has already deemed it secure, is I think
where the lack of trust is and why
there’s so much emotion tied into this.
I think this is a beginning step in hav-
ing a great discussion about how to ac-
tually tackle this problem in a way
that both sides can agree with and that
is fair to the American people and to
folks who want to live the American
life.

Mr. DUFFY. It is that very point. It
is that lack of trust with the American
people and Washington, D.C. That’s
why we want to go through a step-by-
step approach, analyzing immigration
and immigration reform.

The gentleman from North Carolina
said we’re here to fight for people.
We’re here to fix a broken system, and
we’re here to make it work. We want to
have a reform bill that is going to ac-
tually be fair—be fair to those who
have come to participate in our econ-
omy, but be fair to people who are
Americans that say we are a country of
laws, and we also are a country of im-
migrants.

I think the key first step is border se-
curity. We have to debate, negotiate,
discuss what does border security
mean. Once we agree on what border
security is, and once we secure the bor-
der, we can go to the next phase, which
is to say we have millions of people
who have come into our country,
what’s the fair way to treat them. In
my opinion, and I am open to hearing
feedback from all kinds of people as we
have this conversation and debate, I
haven’t dug my heels in. But, number
one, we have to say, do you get to go to
the head of the line and become a U.S.
citizen when you’ve come here without
documentation? I don’t know that
that’s the first step after border secu-
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rity. But what I do think we have to
say is if you’ve come here and you’ve
participated in our economy, we can
offer some kind of legal status, a legal
status that isn’t citizenship, but it’s a
legal status that says we’re not going
to arrest you in the middle of the
night. We’re not going to separate you
from your grandparents or your Kids.
You can stay in our country because
the border is secure. We’re not going to
have to address this problem 10 years
from now or 20 years from now or 25
years from now. We’ve addressed the
border, which means that we’ve ad-
dressed the inflow of people coming to
our country illegally.

When that happens, we can offer
those without documentation a status
that says you can stay here and you
can work; but if you want to become a
citizen, you’re going to have to get to
the back of the line. You don’t get a
special pathway into the front of the
line. You can go to the back and you
can become a citizen, but you can stay
here legally. And by staying here le-
gally, you can pay your taxes, but that
doesn’t mean you can vote. And it also
doesn’t mean that you can collect off
the entitlement system that we have
here in America.

I think as we have that conversation
with those who are here without docu-
mentation and those who care about
the laws in America, we can have a
conversation that actually works for
everybody and everybody can agree to.
I look forward to that conversation, on
finding a pathway and a consensus for-
ward that works for everybody.

With that, I yield to the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. GARDNER. The gentleman from
Wisconsin brought up a great point,
and that is the issue of a step-by-step
process. That is exactly what the
House is undertaking. There are at
least four bills right now that are
working their way through the Judici-
ary Committee, dealing with every-
thing from an E-Verify system that
can actually work and be used by em-
ployers around this country to know
that they are hiring people who are le-
gally eligible for employment in this
country. But we also have the oppor-
tunity to address one of the other con-
cerns that I hear at town meetings and
in private conversations in grocery
stores across my district, and that’s so
many people who say, Do we need to do
anything other than just enforcing ex-
isting laws? Do we really need new
laws?

We have to give serious consideration
to that question because the answer is,
yes, we do need immigration reform.
Because of the 11 million people in this
country who we believe are undocu-
mented today, 42 percent of them are
here, they came here legally, entered
the country legally, but overstayed
their visa. So how do we reform the
visa system to actually make it work
so we know the integrity of the process
is what it needs to be?

How do we create a system for those
in agriculture to know that they have
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a workforce that is readily available to
harvest that fall’s crops? Or if you’re a
dairy farmer, there’s no one season for
a dairy farmer, it’s year round, so the
availability of a workforce with the
skills that they need, but the certainty
that they need. It’s those laws that we
have to reform to enforce and rebuild
the trust of the American people in a
step-by-step process. Because if we do
this, we can actually create a system
of laws that avoids the mistakes of the
1986 law through enforcement first,
border security first, and making sure
then that we deal with the situation at
hand and the people who do want to be
a part of a healthy American economy.

Mr. HUDSON. I appreciate my col-
league pointing out some of the legisla-
tion that the Judiciary Committee has
already passed because I think it is im-
portant to understand that the House
of Representatives is taking a different
approach when it comes to immigra-
tion reform. So we passed the Border
Security Results Act out of Homeland
Security. We have also passed the
Legal Workforce Act, which is the bill
that reforms the E-Verify system,
which gives us a much more workable
E-Verify program, that gives our em-
ployers the certainty and the assur-
ance that they can verify the citizen-
ship of potential employees.

The second piece of legislation that
came out of the Judiciary Committee
already is the Skills Visa Act. This has
to do with what’s called the H-1B visas.
These are for your high-skilled work-
ers. These are for folks in math,
science, and technology who may come
to the United States to go to univer-
sity to learn these skills and get on
this career path, but then they don’t
have a visa to stay here. Most industri-
alized nations in the world, 80 percent
of the visas they give out are based on
work skills and needs of the workforce.
Here in the United States, it’s about 12
percent of the visas we give out. We
have a lottery to give out visas; and to
me, that’s ridiculous. We need to re-
form the system so we’re giving out
visas to the type of people that we
want to attract to this country. So the
Skills Visa Act is legislation we’re con-
sidering here in the House that will do
that.

The third piece of legislation is
called the SAFE Act. One of the issues
we’ve talked about, we have to enforce
the rule of law. Frankly, we don’t have
enough Federal agents enforcing the
law. So what we need to do is empower
States and municipalities, local gov-
ernments that want to enforce the im-
migration law to be able to do that.
That’s what the SAFE Act does.

And then the fourth piece is the agri-
culture guest worker, AG Act. That is
a critical piece for our economy. There
are at least 11 million undocumented
workers here in this country that we
know of. Many of those folks don’t
want citizenship. What they want is
the ability to work here legally. If we
have an ag worker program that actu-
ally works, this is the H-2A program.
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Frankly, when I'm home, and I go
home every weekend and meet with our
local folks and I see farmers across our
my district, I ask them, How many of
you are using H-2A program? You’d be
amazed how few use the program, be-
cause it’s not workable.

And so as my colleague from Colo-
rado asked the question that he hears
at town hall meetings, Do we really
need to do immigration reform, yes, we
do. We can’t just secure the border
with a fence and technology if we still
have that attraction, that need for ille-
gal workers to fill jobs in this country.
We’ve got to have a pathway to bring
in legal workers, whether it’s in agri-
culture or home-building, or some of
the more high-skilled types of jobs. We
need a legal pathway to fill those posi-
tions; otherwise there’s going to be
this tug of illegals that will continue
to happen.

So we can build a 10-foot wall, but
someone is going to invent an 11-foot
ladder. So it has to be a comprehensive
approach. That’s why we need the ag
guest worker program, as well. So as
you can see, we in the House are look-
ing at this step by step. We are looking
at what are the actual problems so we
can address them in a very thoughtful
way so that we aren’t just rushing to
get a big bill, as was once said by a
former Speaker of this House, Let’s
pass this bill so we know what’s in it.
Well, we don’t want to make that mis-
take again. We don’t need a big, huge,
comprehensive bill. We need to look at
these issues in a very thoughtful, com-
prehensive way.

Mr. DUFFY. I appreciate the gen-
tleman from North Carolina’s com-
ments. And you look around at immi-
grants that come to America, why do
they come? They've come for the
American Dream. They’ve come for a
better life for themselves. They’ve
come for a better life for their chil-
dren. They’ve come to the land of op-
portunity because they want that op-
portunity. They want to work hard.

I'm from Wisconsin. Many people
may not want to recognize this, but if
you look at our dairy farms around
Wisconsin, there are a lot of immi-
grants who have come here without
documentation that work on our
farms. And it’s hard, tough work; and
they do it because they want an oppor-
tunity.

I travel around and do a lot of town
halls, and I know my colleagues do
town halls and coffees. I would ask the
gentlemen from Colorado and Illinois
what you guys hear in your town halls,
what people think about immigration
and the problems and the solutions you
face in your communities.

Mr. GARDNER. I thank the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. The conversa-
tions I hear are from all angles. So
whether it’s from somebody whose fam-
ily came here when they were very
young—I know of an instance of a
young woman who came into this coun-
try with her family when she was a
baby. She has gone to school in the
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same class, same school system for 12
years, eventually graduating as a sen-
ior, number one in her class. She was
brought here as a child. When she
asked me about what we were going to
do, I said, Your situation is an example
of why we need immigration reform, so
have secure borders and we know the
laws are being enforced and to avoid
putting you in this situation.

Years later, that conversation is re-
peating. We don’t have the reform yet,
and we are still looking for that re-
form. And how many years have to go
by before we can actually say we have
secured the border, we are enforcing
the law? And we know in 10, 20, 30
years, the visa program is solved, the
E-Verify system is working. That labor
needs, whether it is housing construc-
tion, agriculture, are being met in a
system that encourages compliance
with the law as part of a healthy Amer-
ican economy instead of an under-
ground or a way that does it in a law-
breaking fashion.

I will tell you one other story.
There’s a doctor in the eastern plains
of Colorado who was here with all of
his proper documentation. Unfortu-
nately, his mother was ill and he need-
ed to leave the country or was hoping
to leave the country to say good-bye to
her. But under our system of laws, if he
left this Nation, he couldn’t come
back. The only doctor in the county,
but he couldn’t go away to say good-
bye to his mom because he couldn’t re-
turn. We need some common sense.

Mr. DUFFY. That’s a powerful story.

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. That’s a
great story. I just had a town hall
meeting in Rockford, Illinois, yester-
day. You get folks from all ends of the
political spectrum. That is the great
thing about our democracy is we can
have that respectful conversation.

You have everything from folks who
say, Look, all you have to do is enforce
existing laws, put more people on the
border. Then you have a lot of people
who say, Hey, we need to not have any
more border enforcement and just
allow everybody here to become U.S.
citizens.

I think the answer is, frankly, in the
middle of that. When you talk to folks,
and it doesn’t matter if they’re on the
right or left or somewhere in between,
everybody has a heart. Everybody
cares about people. And when you talk
about the fact, as Mr. GARDNER men-
tioned, there are people here who are 5
years old, through no fault of their
own, sometimes 12 years old, or now
they’re getting ready to go to college
and they realize they’re not here le-
gally, this is something we ought to
have a lot of compassion for and under-
stand.
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And I think we’ve got to take some
of the anger out of it on all sides of the
aisle and just have a grown-up discus-
sion and say, What do we have to do to
fix the problem here? What do we have
to do to fix the issue? Because, frankly,
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I don’t know how long I'll be in poli-
tics, but I don’t ever want to have to
address this again. And I think that’s
the thing. And that’s what I hear at my
town hall meetings is, you know, when
you really get past kind of the initial
arguments, folks say, We just really
don’t trust Washington, but, unfortu-
nately, you’re the ones that have to
solve this problem.

Mr. DUFFY. And I hear similar
things, and that’s why people say, Take
it slow. Talk about it. Talk to us.

Let’s do what’s right. Let’s do what
works for the very people that you
talked about. Some call them the
Dreamers, people who are here at 17
years old or 14 years old and know no
other country, but they're here.
They’re part of our communities, our
society, and our schools. Let’s do
what’s right by them, but also let’s do
what’s right for our next generation by
securing this border.

I want to talk about just one story. I
have a good friend back in Ashland,
Wisconsin. He came here legally, but it
goes to the work ethic of those who
come for opportunity and the Amer-
ican Dream.

It’s Bah Lee. He owns a nail shop in
Ashland, Wisconsin, and he was raised
in an orphanage in Vietnam. And the
sister nuns, as he tells the story, saved
money in the orphanage and they sent
him to America. And he couldn’t speak
the language, and I think he was in
Texas where he got a job in a fast-food
restaurant.

And from fast-food, he got a job as a
painter. And all the painters got mad
at him because he was such a fast
painter and they were, like, Slow down.
You’re making us all look bad. He said,
No, I’'m here to paint. In very short
order he was the highest-paid painter;
doesn’t speak the language very well,
from Vietnam, but man, could he
paint.

He saved money, sent money back to
the sister nuns in Vietnam to help the
orphanage but saved money himself,
and he opened up a nail salon. And
after that nail salon, another nail
salon, and he sold them and he built
them and he sold them.

Eventually, he said, I don’t like the
hot weather anymore, so he moved up
to northern Wisconsin, where he
bought a building on Main Street, Ash-
land; right? And he opened up Cali-
fornia Nails.

And during the day, Lee does nails,
and at night—it’s an old 1900 building.
It was barren up there. He built five
apartments, by himself, at night, in
the upstairs of his office building. And
then in the downstairs, which was not
the nicest location and smelled, he
ripped it out and built new apartments
downstairs.

But a guy that worked all day and all
night for his shot at the American
Dream, helping his people back at
home, but helping our community,
showing what immigrants do to make
America better. And it’s that story,
which is the American story, that I'm
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fighting for, to have a system that ac-
tually works for people who are here
legally and people who want a shot at
what we have to offer.

And with that, I yield back to the
gentleman from North Carolina for his
comments on what he hears in his town
halls on where we need to go with re-
gard to immigration reform.

Mr. HUDSON. I appreciate that. And
I think it’s many of the same things.

First of all, people don’t trust Wash-
ington to actually address this prob-
lem. We’ve got a pretty bad track
record here in the Congress.

I think the other thing, though, I
hear from my farmers, from my home-
builders, that they need labor, and
we’ve got to have a legal pathway to
get that done. And so we’ve just got to
do it in a way that’s fair and respects
the rule of law.

If any of you would like to close, 1
believe we’re getting near the end of
our time.

Mr. DUFFY. For a few more mo-
ments, I'm going to yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. Well,
thank you. And as we do wrap up our
time, I just want to say thank you to
those paying attention today and to
my fellow Members here.

This is an important issue. This is
the very beginning of a long discussion
that we need to have because this is
too important to get wrong. This is too
important to rush, because America’s
the greatest country in the world and
this is something we ought not ever
forget. And in the process of doing
that, we ought to remember that we’re
an America that many of us come from
immigrants and an America that,
frankly, is proud of where we’ve come
from.

So with that, I want to thank the fel-
low Members of Congress here with me
to talk about this. And this is the very
beginning of, I'm sure, a long discus-
sion about where we go from here.

Mr. DUFFY. I know our time is
short, and I appreciate the discussion,
and I'm about to yield back to the
Speaker. And we may have a few more
minutes we can actually continue this
discussion tonight, but my time is
done.

I yield back the balance of my time.

————
IMMIGRATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. GARD-
NER) for 10 minutes.

Mr. GARDNER. I thank the gen-
tleman, the Speaker, for the additional
time to continue this conversation, and
thank you as well to Members for this
opportunity to discuss what is truly
one of the biggest issues this Congress,
this Nation faces.

I recently was talking to a reporter
back home about the immigration de-
bate taking place. They were asking
about the Senate bill, asking about
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what the House was doing. And they
said, Well, aren’t you acting with
speed? Do you feel no urgency?

And my response was, Don’t mistake
the issue of speed with urgency, be-
cause I think the House feels every bit
as urgent as this issue truly is and
truly deserves the attention of how ur-
gent the matter is before all of us. But
because of that, because of the urgency
to do it right, it is going to take time,
a deliberative process through this
body to make sure that we create that
step-by-step opportunity for the people
who are here legally, for people who
want to come into this Nation legally,
to create the border security, the bor-
der enforcement, and then to have an-
swers for every person in this Nation.
And so as we create this process, this
debate, as it moves forward, every bit
as urgent as any other American before
us, any other person who’s desiring to
be a part of this country, the urgency
that we all feel to make sure that this
happens.

And so to the gentleman from Illinois
or Wisconsin or North Carolina, thank
you.

I yield to anyone who wishes to con-
tinue tonight.

Mr. HUDSON. Well, I’'m happy to
jump in. I thank my colleague from
Colorado for giving us this oppor-
tunity.

I think the problem is just the gen-
eral distrust in the way Washington
does things, and you only have to look
at the process we just went through to
understand why; because any problem
that we ever face as a Nation, Congress
can solve it by very quickly passing a
big piece of legislation with a great
title and saying the problem is solved.

Unfortunately, in 1986, when we
passed immigration reform it didn’t
solve the problem. It gave amnesty
now with a promise of border security
later that we never saw, and I believe
that’s the same thing that happened
with the Senate bill. We very quickly
put out a bill that has a great title,
thousands of pages that I doubt many
folks have even read, and saying the
problem is now solved.

And then you immediately hear the
pundits and the folks who talk on TV
about what happens in Washington
saying, Well, the House, since you
aren’t quickly moving a huge bill with
a nice title, you don’t care. But the
truth is we do care, but we’re here to
represent the people of the United
States of America that sent us here,
and we’re going to do this in a very
thoughtful way, and we’re going to do
immigration reform the right way so
that we don’t have to do it again in an-
other 20 years.

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. The big
picture of this is we’re getting into a
lot of the details we need to. But I
want to just, as I give my last state-
ment of the night, I just want to say
this.

You know, America is the land of op-
portunity. America is growing at less,
frankly, organically, with folks just
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here, than we need to to continue to be
a powerful economy in the world, so
this is a discussion that we have to
have. It is a discussion that is required
if we’re going to be, in 20, 30, 40, 50
years, the most powerful country in
the world.

I don’t have kids yet, but I sure hope
when I do that my grandkids can live
in a world where America is un-
checked, the power in the world. They
never have to worry about some of the
problems that previous generations
have had to worry about.

This reminds me, and as I've heard
folks on, frankly, the other side of the
aisle that have said many times, you
know, they use very emotional state-
ments to talk about what the Repub-
lican Party believes. I've heard us
called the Party of No. I've heard us
called, you know, taking food from the
mouths of children, not caring about
anybody but the rich. I’ve heard it all.

Look, I'll admit this in some cases,
in many cases, the Republican Party
has not done a good job of messaging.
I remember seeing an ad on television
where a pizza company talked about
how they used to do it wrong and now
they want to do it right.

Well, here’s what we need do and
here’s what my passion is: to let the
people know that, frankly, the Repub-
lican Party is the party of opportunity.
We’re the party that, as I mentioned
earlier, believes that a kid born in the
worst of circumstances should be able
to pull himself out of those cir-
cumstances and be one of the most suc-
cessful people in the world, including
President of the United States if he or
she wants to be. That’s what we be-
lieve.

That’s, when we go forward in this
debate and any other debates, that’s
the message that I think is important
to get out. Let’s quit calling each other
names. Let’s quit trying to use cheap
shots. Let’s just have a grown-up dis-
cussion and say we both, all sides of
the aisle, want a successful America;
we just see how to get there dif-
ferently. And let’s have a discussion as
adults, as Members of Congress, and,
frankly, as Americans should have a
discussion.

Mr. DUFFY. Mr. Speaker, I think it’s
important for all of us to stand strong,
stand tall and lead, listen, commu-
nicate on this very important issue.
And I know that’s what we want to do
here tonight is throw out ideas, but
also prepare ourselves to listen to what
our constituents want, what America
wants and what’s right for the country.

I hear some folks on my side of the
aisle talk about if you pass a border se-
curity bill, you’re going to go to con-
ference with the Senate and you're
going to adopt the Senate bill. We
don’t go to conference unless we agree
to it. That’s not going to happen. Let
me be very clear. We're going to do a
step-by-step approach and get a solu-
tion to immigration and then we’ll
talk about going to conference, if
that’s the pathway forward. But it’s
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not one phase of the bill, then to Con-
gress.

I’ve got others that say just enforce
the current laws, and to those I would
ask: How is that working for us? It’s
not working. We have to engage in this
conversation and do what’s right.

I've got one more story for you.
There’s a family that came from Mex-
ico over to Arizona, and they had an
opportunity to work in the mines in
Superior, Arizona, hard work, tough
work. They were Catholic. They raised
a lot of kids on not a lot of money. But
one of their kids, as he grew up, he
learned how to make pinatas and sell
those pinatas. He learned how to get
fruit of the desert, chop it up, slice it,
dice it, and sell it as a delicacy within
his community, a little entrepreneur.

When he got older he had a shot to go
work in the mines like his brothers,
but instead he said, You know what? I
want to serve my country. And he went
into the military. He had a chance to
serve under Ronald Reagan.

And he came from a party that’s not
mine, but he had a chance to serve
under Ronald Reagan, and he had to
see what a party of opportunity had to
offer him and his community and his
family. He changed his vote. He said,
This is who’s looking out for me. This
is who’s looking out for my oppor-
tunity, and this is who’s going to look
out for my children and my grand-
children.

He went on, got married to a woman
in Spain who immigrated here legally,
and they had four kids. And I was hon-
ored enough to meet their daughter
and marry her and move her to north-
ern Wisconsin from warm Arizona,
where we now have six children to-
gether.

That’s my wife’s immigrant story,
whose father came here as a first-gen-
eration American, who worked his
heart out and has his shot at the Amer-
ican Dream. After the military, he be-
came a schoolteacher, and now he
works for a university. He’s living the
dream. His daughter is 1living the
dream. All of us have those stories. My
parents, my great-grandparents came
from Ireland. We all have the story of
an immigrant.

I’'m here to say, let’s open our hearts.
Let’s open our minds. Let’s have a real
discussion that works. But let’s also
first say secure the border so we don’t
deal with this again, and then do
what’s right by way of folks who have
come here and want their shot at the
American Dream.

Mr. GARDNER. That, Mr. Speaker, is
the story of America. And I thank our
colleagues for joining us tonight and
look forward to this debate and look
forward to hearing from you, the peo-
ple of this country, as we enter this im-
portant conversation.

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

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:
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Mr. HORSFORD (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today on account of a med-
ical-mandated recovery.

———————

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House,
reported and found truly a enrolled bill
of the House of the following title,
which was thereupon signed by the
Speaker:

H.R. 2289. An act to rename section 219(c)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 as the
Kay Bailey Hutchinson Spousal IRA.

————

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House,
reported that on July 12, 2013, she pre-
sented to the President of the United
States, for his approval, the following
bills.

H.R. 251. To direct the Secretary of the In-
terior to convey certain Federal features of
the electric distribution system to the South
Utah Valley Electric Service District, and
for other purposes.

H.R. 254. To authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to facilitate the development of hy-
droelectric power on the Diamond Fork Sys-
tem of the Central Utah Project.

H.R. 588. To provide for donor contribution
acknowledgments to be displayed at the
Vietnam Veterans Memorial Visitor Center,
and for other purposes.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 58 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, July 17, 2013, 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:

2251. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Regulation of Fuels and
Fuel Additives: Additional Qualifying Re-
newable Fuel Pathways under the Renewable
Fuel Standard Program; Final Rule Approv-
ing Renewable Fuel Pathways for Giant Reed
(Arundo Donax) and Napier Grass
(Pennisetum Purpureum) [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2011-0542; FRIL-9822-7] (RIN: 2060-AR85) re-
ceived July 9, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

2252. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Treasury, transmitting as required
by section 401(c) of the National Emergencies
Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and section 204(c) of
the International Emergency Economic Pow-
ers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), a six-month peri-
odic report on the national emergency with
respect to Lebanon that was declared in Ex-
ecutive Order 13441 of August 1, 2007; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

2253. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development,
transmitting the Department’s fiscal year



H4522

2012 annual report prepared in accordance
with Section 203 of the Notification and Fed-
eral Employee Antidiscrimination and Re-
taliation Act of 2002 (No FEAR Act), Public
Law 107-174; to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

2254. A letter from the President and Chief
Executive Officer, Federal Home Loan Bank
of Indianapolis, transmitting the 2012 State-
ments on System of Internal Controls of the
Federal Home Loan Bank of Indianapolis,
pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 9106; to the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform.

2255. A letter from the Attorney Advisor,
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety
Zone; Fairport Harbor Mardi Gras, Lake
Erie, Fairport, OH [Docket Number: USCG-
2013-0417] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received July 2,
2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

2256. A letter from the Attorney Advisor,
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety
Zone; Coronado Fourth of July Fireworks,
Glorietta Bay; Coronado, CA [Docket Num-
ber: USCG-2013-0301] (RIN: 1625-AA00) re-
ceived July 2, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2257. A letter from the Attorney Advisor,
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety
Zone; Ad Club’s 100th Anniversary Gala Fire-
works Display, Boston Inner Harbor, Boston,
MA [Docket Number: USCG-2013-0256] (RIN:
1625-AA00) received July 2, 2013, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2258. A letter from the Attorney Advisor,
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety
Zones; Fourth of July Fireworks Displays
within the Captain of the Port Charleston
Zone, SC [Docket Number: USCG-2013-0415]
(RIN: 1625-AA00) received July 2, 2013, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

2259. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, transmitting a let-
ter reporting the FY 2012 expenditures from
the Pershing Hall Revolving Fund for
projects, activities, and facilities that sup-
port the mission of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

2260. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary and Deputy Secretary, Departments
of Defense and Veterans Affairs, transmit-
ting Veterans Affairs and Department of De-
fense Joint Executive Council Fiscal Year
2012 Annual Report, pursuant to 38 U.S.C.
8111(f); jointly to the Committees on Armed
Services and Veterans’ Affairs.

———

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. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 1848. A bill to
ensure that the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration advances the safety of small air-
planes, and the continued development of the
general aviation industry, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 113-151).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 2576. A bill to
amend title 49, United States Code, to mod-
ify requirements relating to the availability
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of pipeline safety regulatory documents, and
for other purposes (Rept. 113-152 Pt. 1). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 2611. A bill to
designate the headquarters building of the
Coast Guard on the campus located at 2701
Martin Luther King, Jr., Avenue Southeast
in the District of Columbia as the ‘‘Douglas
A. Munro Coast Guard Headquarters Build-
ing’, and for other purposes (Rept. 113-153).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. ISSA: Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform. H.R. 568. A Dbill to
amend title 5, United States Code, to require
that the Office of Personnel Management
submit an annual report to Congress relating
to the use of official time by Federal em-
ployees; with an amendment (Rept. 113-154).
Referred to the Committee of the whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. ISSA: Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform. H.R. 1211. A bill to
amend section 552 of title 5, United States
Code (commonly known as the Freedom of
Information Act), to provide for greater pub-
lic access to information, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 113-155).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. ISSA: Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform. H.R. 2067. A bill to
amend title 5, United States Code, to make
permanent the authority of the Secretary of
the Treasury to establish a separate com-
pensation and performance management sys-
tem with respect to persons holding critical
scientific, technical, or professional posi-
tions within the Alcohol and Tobacco Tax
and Trade Bureau, Department of the Treas-
ury (Rept. 113-156). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

Mr. BURGESS: House Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 300. A resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 2668) to
delay the application of the individual
health insurance mandate; and providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2667) to delay
the application of the employer health insur-
ance mandate, and for other purposes (Rept.
113-157). Referred to the House Calendar.

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the
Committee on Energy and Commerce
discharged from further consideration.
H.R. 2576 referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the
Union.

————

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. GARDNER (for himself, Mr.
WELCH, Mr. COFFMAN, Mrs. ROBY, Mr.
KINZINGER of Illinois, Mr. MATHESON,
Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas, Ms.
KUSTER, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. PETERS
of California, Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. BERA

of California, Mr. NOLAN, Mr.
LOWENTHAL, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr.
YOUNG of Indiana, Mr. MORAN, Mr.
SCHRADER, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr.

MAFFEI, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. COOPER,
Mr. BisSHOP of Georgia, Mr. CICILLINE,
Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of New
York, and Mr. OWENS):

H.R. 2689. A bill to amend the National En-
ergy Conservation Policy Act to encourage
the increased use of performance contracting
in Federal facilities; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.
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By Mr. CUMMINGS (for himself, Mr.
LYNCH, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. CONNOLLY,
Ms. SPEIER, Ms. NORTON, Mr. DANNY
K. DAVIS of Illinois, and Ms. KELLY of
Illinois):

H.R. 2690. A bill to enhance the long-term
profitability of the United States Postal
Service through enhanced innovation, oper-
ational flexibility, workforce realignment,
and regulatory relief; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform, and in
addition to the Committee on the Judiciary,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. BISHOP of New York (for him-
self, Mr. COURTNEY, and Mr. GRIMM):

H.R. 2691. A bill to amend certain appro-
priation Acts to repeal the requirement di-
recting the Administrator of General Serv-
ices to sell Federal property and assets that
support the operations of the Plum Island
Animal Disease Center in Plum Island, New
York, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security.

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself and Mr.
BLUMENAUER):

H.R. 2692. A bill to direct the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to take certain actions related to
pesticides that may affect pollinators, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

By Mr. COOK (for himself, Mr. RUNYAN,
and Mr. O’'ROURKE):

H.R. 2693. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Homeland Security to submit a report to
Congress on security screening by the Trans-
portation Security Administration of vet-
erans and other passengers with amputa-
tions; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity.

By Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas:

H.R. 2694. A Dbill to promote strategic
sourcing principles within the Federal Gov-
ernment; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

By Mr. JEFFRIES (for himself, Ms.
BAss, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. CAR-
SON of Indiana, Ms. CLARKE, Mr.
CLAY, Ms. HAHN, Ms. JACKSON LEE,
Ms. KELLY of Illinois, Mrs. CAROLYN
B. MALONEY of New York, Ms. MENG,
Ms. MOORE, Mr. NADLER, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. RUSH, Ms. WILSON of
Florida, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mrs. BEATTY, Mr. JOHN-
SON of Georgia, Mr. TAKANO, and Mr.
LEWIS):

H.R. 2695. A bill to amend the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 to exempt from sequestration the
public and Indian housing programs of the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment; to the Committee on the Budget.

By Mr. KIND (for himself and Mr.
PAULSEN):

H.R. 2696. A bill to increase transparency
of agencies by requiring a report describing
any proposed conference; to the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform.

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
(for himself, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
LANCE, Mr. NADLER, Ms. SCHA-
KOWSKY, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. BECERRA,
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. WIL-
SON of Florida, Mr. HoLT, Mr. GRI-
JALVA, and Mr. YARMUTH):

H.R. 2697. A bill to amend title IV of the
Employee Retirement Income Security Act
of 1974 to require the Pension Benefit Guar-
anty Corporation, in the case of airline pi-
lots who are required by regulation to retire
at age 60, to compute the actuarial value of
monthly benefits in the form of a life annu-
ity commencing at age 60; to the Committee
on Education and the Workforce.
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By Ms. NORTON:

H.R. 2698. A bill to provide a short-term
disability insurance program for Federal em-
ployees for disabilities that are not work-re-
lated, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

By Mr. PALLONE:

H.R. 2699. A bill to extend the hold harm-
less provisions of the Ryan White HIV/AIDS
Program pending reauthorization of the
overall program; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan (for him-
self, Mr. McCKINLEY, Mr. TIBERI, Mr.
CASSIDY, Mr. HALL, Mr. HUIZENGA of
Michigan, and Mr. WALBERG):

H.R. 2700. A bill to amend title I of the Pa-
tient Protection and Affordable Care Act to
provide for a process for waiver of require-
ments of that title where the requirement is
asserted to otherwise result in a significant
decrease in access to coverage or significant
increase in premiums or other costs; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in
addition to the Committees on Ways and
Means, and Education and the Workforce, 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. ROSKAM (for himself and Mr.
DEUTCH):

H.R. 2701. A bill to authorize further assist-
ance to Israel for the Iron Dome anti-rocket
defense system and authorization for co-
operation on the David’s Sling, Arrow, and
Arrow 3 anti-missile defense systems; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. SARBANES (for himself, Mr.
FITZPATRICK, Ms. BONAMICI, Mrs.
CAPPS, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CUM-
MINGS, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. FARR, Mr.
GRIJALVA, Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. HOLT,
Ms. LEE of California, Ms. McCOL-
LUM, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MCNERNEY,
Ms. PINGREE of Maine, Mr. PoLIS, and
Mr. THOMPSON of California):

H.R. 2702. A bill to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 regard-
ing improving environmental literacy to bet-
ter prepare students for postsecondary edu-
cation and careers, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force.

By Mr. ISRAEL (for himself, Ms.
DELAURO, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. SINEMA,
Mr. FITZPATRICK, and Mr. ISSA):

H. Res. 301. A resolution expressing support
for designation of September 2013 as Na-
tional Ovarian Cancer Awareness Month; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

By Mr. SHIMKUS:

H. Res. 302. A resolution expressing support
for designation of August 23 as ‘‘Black Rib-
bon Day’’ to recognize the victims of Soviet
Communist and Nazi regimes; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

——————

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. GARDNER:

H.R. 2689.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

According to Article I, Section 8, Clause 3
of the Constitution: The Congress shall have
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power to enact this legislation to regulate
commerce with foreign nations, and among
the several states, and with the Indian
tribes.

By Mr. CUMMINGS:

H.R. 2690.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 7 of the United
States Constitution that empowers Congress
to establish Post Offices and post Roads.

By Mr. BISHOP of New York:

H.R. 2691.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Line 18; ‘‘(Congress
shall have the power) To make all laws”’

By Mr. CONYERS:

H.R. 2692.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8: 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. COOK:
H.R. 2693.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 3 of section 8 of article I

By Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas:

H.R. 269%4.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8

By Mr. JEFFRIES:

H.R. 2695.

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 I, Section
8, Clause 1 of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. KIND:

H.R. 2696.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority on which this
bill rests is the power of Congress to make
rules for the government and regulation of
the land and naval forces, as enumerated in
Article I, Section 8, Clause 14 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia:

H.R. 2697.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Art. 1 sec. 8, clause 1 and 3 of the U.S. Con-
stitution

By Ms. NORTON:

H.R. 2698.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

clause 18 of section 8 of article I of the
Constitution.

By Mr. PALLONE:

H.R. 2699.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, section 8

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan:

H.R. 2700.

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 uni-
form throughout the United States.

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the Con-
stitution, which states ‘“To make all Laws
which shall be necessary and proper for car-
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers,
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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. ROSKAM:
H.R. 2701.
Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:
Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitution
By Mr. SARBANES:
H.R. 2702.
Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:
Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu-
tion under the General Welfare Clause.

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 7: Mr. YOUNG of Indiana and Mr.
BARLETTA.

H.R. 32: Mr. COLE, Ms. SINEMA, Mr. SMITH
of Missouri, and Mr. COOPER.

H.R. 96: Mr. CARTWRIGHT and Mr. COHEN.

H.R. 176: Mr. BRIDENSTINE.

H.R. 268: Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 292: Mr. HUFFMAN.

H.R. 301: Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr.
BUCHANAN, and Mr. WILSON of South Caro-
lina.

H.R. 310: Mr. BisHOP of Georgia, Mr. MAF-
FEI, Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of New
York, Mr. RUIz, and Ms. GABBARD.

H.R. 366: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DEUTCH, Mr.
CALVERT, Mr. PocAN, and Mr. MURPHY of
Florida.

. 449:
. 474:
. 503:
. 508:
. 535:
. 556:
. 599:

. SMITH of Nebraska.

. TSONGAS.

. VEASEY.

. JEFFRIES.

. POCAN.

. WILSON of South Carolina.
. WATERS.

. 636: . COOPER.

. 641: . BRIDENSTINE.

H.R. 647: Ms. WATERS, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, and Mr. JONES.

H.R. 649: Mr. PAYNE.

H.R. 685: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. CUM-
MINGS, Mr. ROONEY, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mr.
PETERS of Michigan, and Mr. BROOKS of Ala-
bama.

H.R. 688: Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of
New Mexico, and Ms. CASTOR of Florida.

H.R. 690: Mr. PETERS of Michigan.

H.R. 698: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN and Ms.
SCHWARTZ.

H.R. 715: Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Mr. COHEN,
Ms. BASS, and Mr. COOPER.

H.R. 721: Mr. SIRES.

H.R. 732: Mr. BARLETTA.

H.R. 755: Ms. BORDALLO.

H.R. 763: Mr. RAHALL.

H.R. 765: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. CARDENAS,
and Ms. TSONGAS.

H.R. 769: Mr. HECK of Washington.

H.R. 792: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN and Mr.
BARLETTA.

H.R. 800:

H.R. 842:

H.R. 850:

H.R. 900:

H.R. 949:

H.R. 958:
PAYNE.

H.R. 979: Mr. JOYCE.

H.R. 980: Mrs. BUSTOS.

H.R. 996: Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 1020: Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas.

H.R. 1024: Mr. MurPHY of Florida, Mr.
COFFMAN, and Mr. RAHALL.

H.R. 1025: Mr. MCNERNEY.

H.R. 1027: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. PoLIs, and Ms.
SEWELL of Alabama.

H.R. 1078: Mr. WOMACK.

Mr. PAYNE.

Ms. SLAUGHTER.

Mr. SHUSTER.

Mr. VEASEY.

Ms. DUCKWORTH.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida and Mr.
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H.R. 1094: Mr. COOPER.

H.R. 1095: Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. DIAZ-
BALART, Mr. CASSIDY, and Mr. BENISHEK.

H.R. 1129: Mr. HECK of Nevada.

H.R. 1176: Mr. McCAUL.

H.R. 1179: Mr. HECK of Nevada.

H.R. 1188: Mr. YOHO and Mr. BARLETTA.

H.R. 1250: Mr. GALLEGO.

H.R. 1254: Mr. RADEL.

H.R. 1284: Mr. BARBER.

H.R. 1311: Mr. HUDSON.

H.R. 1318: Mr. CARSON of Indiana.

H.R. 1334: Mr. SCOTT of Virginia.

H.R. 1414: Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 1416: Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas and Mr.
RUSH.

H.R. 1428: Mr. CARSON of Indiana and Mr.
SWALWELL of California.

H.R. 1463: Mr. BARBER.

H.R. 1464: Mr. BARBER.

H.R. 1488: Mr. BARBER.

H.R. 1493: Mr. SMITH of Missouri.

H.R. 1518: Mr. TAKANO and Mr. POCAN.

H.R. 1582: Mr. KLINE.

H.R. 1598: Mr. BARBER.

H.R. 1630: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD and Mr.
LOWENTHAL.

H.R. 1634: Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas.

H.R. 1638: Mr. HUELSKAMP.

H.R. 1696: Mr. MCNERNEY.

H.R. 1708: Mr. MCCAUL.

H.R. 1726: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. ISRAEL,
Mr. MEEKS, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. LEWIS, Mr.
RUSH, Mr. TONKO, and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 1731: Mr. LARSEN of Washington.

H.R. 1732: Mr. COOPER, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. HINOJOSA, and Mr.
CARDENAS.

H.R. 1748: Mr. MORAN.

H.R. 1761: Mr. WENSTRUP.

H.R. 1771: Mr. BENTIVOLIO, Mr. LANCE, Mr.
GRIFFIN of Arkansas, Mr. COLLINS of New
York, Mr. THORNBERRY, Ms. LINDA T.
SANCHEZ of California, Mr. OLSON, Mr.
HANNA, Mr. VEASEY, and Mr. ISRAEL.

H.R. 1801: Mr. LYNCH, Ms. SHEA-PORTER,
and Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 1818: Mr. COBLE.

H.R. 1825: Mr. FLEMING, Mr. ROONEY, Mr.
MEADOWS, Mr. COBLE, Mrs. BLACK, Mr.
GRAVES of Missouri, Mr. CRAWFORD, and Mr.
PALAZZO.

H.R. 1827: Mr. PoLIs and Ms. LEE of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 1830: Mr. ISRAEL.

H.R. 1869: Ms. GABBARD, Mr. NOLAN, Mr.
WILSON of South Carolina, and Mr. BARROW
of Georgia.

H.R. 1870: Mr. COOPER.

H.R. 1900: Mr. HARPER, Mr. KLINE, and Mr.
BARLETTA.

H.R. 1908:

H.R. 1918:

H.R. 1925:

H.R. 1945:

H.R. 1961:

H.R. 1962:

H.R. 1979:

H.R. 1981:

H.R. 1985: Mr. WALDEN.

H.R. 1991: Mr. GUTHRIE.

H.R. 1998: Mr. HIMES, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
Ms. SCHWARTZ, Ms. TSONGAS, and Ms. BASS.

H.R. 2000: Mr. PASCRELL.

H.R. 2009: Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania,
Mr. WooDALL, Mr. McCAUL, Mr. BRADY of
Texas, and Mr. HUDSON.

H.R. 2016: Ms. BoNAMICI and Ms. PINGREE of
Maine.

H. R. 2046: Mr. COBLE.

H. R. 2052: Mr. BARR, Mr. MATHESON, and
Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H. R. 2053: Mr. RICE of South Carolina and
Mr. MCKINLEY.

H. R. 2068: Mr. HECK of Nevada and Mr.
WALDEN.

H. R. 2070: Mr. LEVIN, Ms. EsTY, Mr. VIs-
CLOSKY, and Mr. ENYART.

Mr. HUDSON.

Mr. DUFFY.

Mr. KILDEE.

Ms. CLARKE and Mr. BARBER.
Mrs. BEATTY.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Mr. MCDERMOTT.

Ms. CHU.
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H. R. 2088: Mr. BARBER.

H. R. 2094: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, and Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H. R. 2116: Ms. EsHOO, Ms. BROWN of Flor-
ida, Ms. WILsON of Florida, Mr. BEN RAY
LUJAN of New Mexico, Mr. NADLER, and Mr.
DINGELL.

. 2122:
. 2125:
. 2141:
. 2178:
. 2199:
. 2247:

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

SMITH of Missouri.

RADEL.

CLAY and Mr. PAYNE.

RYAN of Ohio.

GARCIA.

KLINE and Mr. MARCHANT.

. 2308: Ms. SLAUGHTER.

. 2310: Mr. LATTA.

R. 2315: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
H. R. 2328: Mr. SMITH of Texas and Ms.

McCOLLUM.

H. R. 2329: Mr. REICHERT.

H. R. 2338: Mr. LOEBSACK.

H. R. 2385: Mrs. ROBY.

H. R. 2408: Mr. MCCLINTOCK.
H. R. 2412: Mr. RYAN of Ohio.

H. R. 2429: MR. NUNNELEE, MR. ROKITA, MR.
DIAZ-BALART, MR. WILSON OF SOUTH CARO-
LINA, MR. BACHUS, MR. PAULSEN, MR.
HOLDING, MR. GRIFFITH OF VIRGINIA, MRS.
WALORSKI, MR. GOHMERT, MR. SALMON, AND
MR. FORBES.

H. R. 2445: Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. KELLY
of Pennsylvania, and Mr. STOCKMAN.

H. R. 2449: Mr. McCAuL, Mr. MCDERMOTT,
Mr. PERRY, Mr. MEADOWS, and Mr. FRANKS of
Arizona.

H. R. 2458: Mr. LATTA.

H. R. 2463: Mr. COBLE.

H. R. 2476: Mr. COURTNEY.

H. R. 2485: Mr. BARBER.

H. R. 2506: Mr. COOPER, Mr. RUIZ, Mr.
SCHRADER, Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr. LIPINSKI, and
Ms. GABBARD.

H. R. 2520: Ms. NORTON.

H. R. 2539: Mr. NADLER.

H. R. 2542: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. CHABOT, and
Mr. SMITH of Missouri.

H. R. 2557: Mr. BRADY of Texas.

H. R. 2568: Ms. TSONGAS.

H.R. 2571: Mr. STUTZMAN.

H.R. 2575: Mr. COFFMAN.

H.R. 2580: Ms. BASS.

H.R. 2585: Ms. WILSON of Florida.

H.R. 2590: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. MAF-
FEI, Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of New
York, Ms. GABBARD, Mr. CARDENAS, Mr.
BENTIVOLIO, and Mr. BARROW of Georgia.

H.R. 2593: Mr. CULBERSON.

H.R. 2611: Mr. COBLE.

H.R. 2615: Mr. FORTENBERRY.

H.R. 2632: Mr. WAXMAN.

H.R. 2633: Mr. LEWIS, Mr. COOPER, Mr. NAD-
LER, Ms. NORTON, Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mr.
RUsH, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. LYNCH, Mr.
CLEAVER, Mr. CLAY, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK, Ms.
BORDALLO, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. JACKSON LEE,
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. FOSTER, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. RANGEL, Ms.
JENKINS, Ms. BROWN of Florida, and Mr. DOG-
GETT.

H.R. 2643: Mr. SCHRADER, Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr.
CoOK, Mr. MULVANEY, Mr. COOPER, Mr.
BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALO-
NEY of New York, Mr. NOLAN, Mr. MICHAUD,
Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois, Mr.
BENTIVOLIO, Mr. OWENS, and Mr. CARDENAS.

H.R. 2646: Ms. ESHOO, Mr. LARSEN of Wash-
ington, and Mr. SCHRADER.

H.R.. 2652: Mr. GRIJALVA and Mr. HUFFMAN.

H.R. 2663: Mr. TONKO and Mr. ALEXANDER.

H.R. 2667: Mr. COFFMAN, Mr. MEADOWS, Mr.
GRAVES of Missouri, Mr. POE of Texas, Mr.
KLINE, Mr. BENISHEK, and Mr. CRAWFORD.

H.R. 2668: Mr. MEADOWS, Mr. HUIZENGA of
Michigan, Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Mr.
BACHUS, Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, Mr. POE of
Texas, Mr. KLINE, Mr. COFFMAN, and Mr.
CRAWFORD.

H.R. 2675: Mr. ENYART, Mr. COOPER, Mr.
BisHOP of Georgia, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. SEAN
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PATRICK MALONEY of New York, Mr. NOLAN,
Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Ms.
SINEMA, Mr. CARDENAS, Mr. BERA of Cali-
fornia, Mr. PETERS of California, and Mr.
BARROW of Georgia.

H.R. 2682: Mr. BARR and Mr. GUTHRIE.

H.R. 2686: Mr. MULVANEY, Mr. BISHOP of
Georgia, Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. JENKINS, Mr.
BENTIVOLIO, Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois,
Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. MEADOWS, Ms. GABBARD,
Mr. OWENS, and Mr. BARROW of Georgia.

H.J. Res. 47: Mr. JORDAN.

H.J. Res. 50: Mr. JONES, Mr. LAMALFA, Mr.
NUNES, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr. BENTIVOLIO, Mr.
GUTHRIE, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. KLINE, Mr. HAR-
PER, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. CULBERSON,
Mrs. NOEM, Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. ROGERS of Ala-
bama, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. COFF-
MAN, and Mr. TIBERI.

H.J. Res. 51: Mr. RAHALL and Mr. HARPER.

H. Con. Res. 24: Mr. NUNES.

H. Con. Res. 34: Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY
of New York.

H. Con. Res. 41: Ms. MENG, Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN, Ms. HANABUSA, Mr. LARSEN of
Washington, Ms. GABBARD, Ms. LINDA T.

SANCHEZ of California, Ms. SEWELL of Ala-
bama, Mr. BRIDENSTINE, Mr. MCGOVERN, and
Mr. ROSKAM.

H. Con. Res. 44: Mrs. BUSTOS.

H. Res. 30: Mrs. KIRKPATRICK.

H. Res. 75: Mr. COOPER.
H. Res. 109: Mr.
SCHWARTZ, and Mr. DENT.

H. Res. 170: Mr. MCCAUL.

H. Res. 190: Mr. CRAWFORD.

H. Res. 208: Ms. TSONGAS and Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania.

H. Res. 227: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.

H. Res. 231: Mr. PAULSEN, Mr. SCOTT of Vir-
ginia, Ms. EDWARDS, Ms. McCoLLUM, and Mr.
LANCE.

H. Res. 250: Mr. JORDAN.

H. Res. 285: Mr. NUGENT, Mr. LYNCH, Mr.
MEEHAN, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. ENYART, Mr.
FOSTER, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and Mr. SABLAN.

H. Res. 293: Mr. COBLE and Mr. SMITH of
Texas.

BLUMENAUER, Ms.

———————

CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM-
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM-
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS

Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or
statements on congressional earmarks,
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff
benefits were submitted as follows:

OFFERED BY MR. CAMP

The provisions that warranted a referral to
the Committee on Ways and Means in H.R.
2667, ‘‘Authority for Mandate Delay Act,” do
not contain any congressional earmarks,
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff bene-
fits as defined in clause 9 of rule XXTI of the
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives.

OFFERED BY MR. CAMP

The provisions that warranted a referral to
the Committee on Ways and Means in H.R.
2668, ‘‘Fairness for American Families Act,”
do not contain any congressional earmarks,
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff bene-
fits as defined in clause 9 of rule XXI of the
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives.

———————

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. 1962. Mr. DUFFY.

H.R. 2319: Mrs. KIRKPATRICK.

H.R. 2359: Mr. BIsHOP of Utah.



		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-07-26T15:12:09-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




